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PREFACE 


In view of Gary Herion’s comprehensive Introduction to the Anchor Bible Dictionary, very little 
needs to be added by way of preface, but a few words may be helpful. The project itself was 
initiated early in the 1980s by conversations between Robert Heller, then head of the Religion 
Department at Doubleday, and me. Because of the widespread acceptance and use of the 
Anchor Bible Critical Commentaries, we felt that a companion work, the ABD, was an appropri- 
ate undertaking. As a consequence, I prepared a master plan, which called for a set of fives: five 
volumes, five years, five hundred contributors, and five million words. As such, it would have 
matched generally earlier major works of the same kind: the justly regarded classic work of the 
turn of the century, The Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible (in five volumes, 1898-1904), and the 
well-known Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible (also in five volumes, the first four appearing in 
1962, with a fifth, supplemental volume in 1976). Now, at the end of the first major stage of this 
enterprise (the submission of the manuscript), the ABD has turned out to consist of six volumes, 
with nearly a thousand contributors, well over six million words, with the completed manuscript 
submitted to the publisher in just six years. That it was done within this period is a tribute to the 
last of the associate editors, Gary Herion, who delivered all six volumes in manuscript form from 
the beginning of June to the latter part of August, 1990. While a project of such magnitude is 
difficult to manage in its various aspects, the hardest part of all is to finish it and close it down. 
Getting started certainly was not easy, but once this huge vehicle was well under way, it 
threatened to become a runaway, moving faster and growing larger (like a snowball coursing 
down a mountainside) and sweeping everything in its path. It is difficult to imagine how 
dangerous a prospect this can be, of continuing and unlimited expansion, a never-ending 
process. It is not readily recognized that for each topic assigned there are many more that could 
be assigned, and between every two entries there could exist any number of others, all worthy of 
consideration. Even before the project has reached maximum speed and efficiency, and manu- 
scripts are pouring in in large numbers, it is necessary to call a halt, turn off the power, and 
apply the brakes. The next most dramatic moment in the work comes with the decision to call a 
halt and the declaration that the dictionary is done. Of course it isn’t (and never will be) “done” 
because the task of scholarship goes on, old entries need to be revised, and new entries need to 
be written; but when the deadline arrives, the work is finished. It takes a person of character 
and courage to make such a determination in the midst of the endless flow of words, but it is 
necessary. Not every assigned article is received within the time limits, and not every one that is 
received is finally acceptable. But at some point the declaration must be made, and the editors 
and the publisher must take what they have and go on to the second major stage: producing the 

work of a whole generation of scholars in book form. 
Gary Herion proved to be the right person in the right place at the right time. He came on 
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board after others had started the project and moved it along. But he finished it, and for that a 
special accolade is in order. He organized and coordinated the work force for this powerful push 
to the finish line, and he himself contributed a major effort in negotiating with authors, bringing 
in the manuscripts, reading and editing the latter. He set an example of conscientiousness and 
dedication that stirred the rest to emulation as well as embarrassment: he came earlier and 
stayed later as time wore on and the deadlines approached. He was the ideal coadjutor and chief 
of operaticns, and when the time came and the last whistle blew, he had successfully completed 
what others had started. 

I wish tc add a personal word of gratitude to all those who had a hand in this undertaking, 
and whose names are listed in Herion’s Introduction. I want to mention in particular the 
administrative officers of the University of Michigan, who provided substantial material assis- 
tance for the ABD, in particular the several vice presidents for academic affairs who held the 
office during the life of the ABD project: Billy Frye, James Duderstadt, Charles Vest, and Gilbert 
Whitaker. Each VPAA in turn renewed the commitment and the support, the continuity being 
established and maintained by that most modest and self-effacing of associate vice presidents, 
Robert Holbrook, who has been a faithful backer of this project since its inception. 

A final word of gratitude is owing to Astrid B. Beck, without whose constant and diligent 
oversight of the Project and the Program on Studies in Religion, neither would have succeeded 
or even survived. She maintained both at the highest levels of efficiency and equanimity during 
the most trying periods, when the entire building was being torn apart and rebuilt, and when 
the work force threatened to overwhelm the facilities, and the work load reached a crisis point. 
There is an unpayable debt owed by all of us. 


Davip NoEL FREEDMAN 
EDITOR-IN-CHIEF 
December 7, 1990 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
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INTRODUCTION 


Every generation needs its own Dictionary of the Bible. Within its pages one can expect to find 
presented the essence of critical scholarship on subjects pertaining to the Bible, as those subjects 
are understood by students of that generation. Thus while such encyclopedic reference works 
provide a valuable service to their readers, in a larger sense they can never transcend the limits 
of their own historical contexts. In time they inevitably become outdated, and after a generation 
or so they can hope to achieve a sort of “second shelf life” as a valuable period piece, witness to 
where the field of biblical studies was at one point in its history. 

It has been thirty years since the last major Bible dictionary appeared in America. The Biblical 
Theology movement was in its heyday, and a certain “consensus” on matters pertaining to the 
history and literature of both testaments had been established. When reviewing English- 
language Bible dictionaries of the time, one cannot help but notice the preponderance of word 
studies and of sweeping historical reconstructions that were characteristic of the field at 
midcentury. One critic at the time noted this and lamented that more attention was not being 
devoted to the critical issues of methods and assumptions. Baldly stated, it seems that scholarship 
at that time was more interested in presenting “the facts” than in considering critically how we 
know them to be “facts.” 

The emphasis in biblical studies has changed considerably since then. The mainstream 
American consensus that held in the 1950s and early 60s unravelled during the 1970s. Sweeping 
historical reconstructions became increasingly rare as OT and NT scholars alike began to engage 
in often fierce debates over methods and assumptions (e.g., about the role and value of 
archaeology, and about the “literary” nature of biblical historiography). And when syntheses 
were attempted, one would very often find scholars moving beyond the venerable limits of the 
canon itself: the vocation of “biblical scholar” increasingly required one to be competent in 
dealing with a wide range of later, extrabiblical texts attesting to the complex emergence of 
early Judaism and early Christianity (or, as many would now insist, “early Judaisms and early 
Christianities’”). 

The Anchor Bible Dictionary is no less a product of its time. In some respects, the situation since 
the 1960s is now reversed: scholars now tend to be more preoccupied with considering how we 
know something to be a “fact” than in assembling those “facts” into a meaningful whole. Thus 
the overwhelming majority of major articles found in the following pages devotes a good deal of 
space to the basic epistemological question: “How do we know what we know about this topic?” 
One will be hard pressed to find in these pages any sort of sweeping historical synthesis that 
presumes a scholarly consensus. Scholarly consensus simply does not exist here at the end of the 
twentieth century. 

Nevertheless in these six volumes there are still many new and refreshing insights one can 
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discover about biblical texts, about histories and personalities referred to therein, about religious 
ideas and themes that find expression in its pages, about ancient Oriental and Hellenistic 
intellectua) and cultural contexts that almost invariably lie just beneath the surface of the text (if 
not on the surface itself), and about the processes that helped to ensure the Bible’s central place 
in nascent Judaism and Christianity. In short, the ABD provides the scholarly world and the 
general public with an up-to-date and comprehensive treatment of all biblical subjects and 
topics. Our goal has been to provide an eminently readable and yet authoritative reference 
source for all readers of the Bible. To achieve this, we have assembled an international host of 
scholars—including prominent archaeologists, Assyriologists, Egyptologists, classicists, philoso- 
phers, and ancient historians—who have been selected on the basis of their expertise and special 
contributions to biblical scholarship. They come with diverse professional and confessional 
backgrounds, reflecting the growing pluralism and interdisciplinary interests of the field. 

A review of ABD entries should quickly convince the interested student of the Bible that the 
ABD is indeed an invaluable reference source and a powerful research tool. Yet the perceptive 
reader scanning these pages and comparing its entries with those of other Bible dictionaries will 
also discover that there is something to be learned here about the field of biblical studies itself. 
One may note, for example, the preponderance of new articles pertaining to the cultural history 
and social institutions that lie in the background of ancient Israel and early Christianity; this is 
so because these days there is a relatively large number of scholars with social science interests 
working in these areas. One will also note the large number of articles dealing with archaeological 
sites and excavations; this is so because the last twenty-five years have seen a veritable explosion 
of archaeological activity in the lands of the Bible. One will also note specific entries treating 
pseudepigraphic and apocryphal texts, Nag Hammadi tractates, and individual Dead Sea scrolls; 
this is so because the scope of scholarly interest has now extended beyond the conventional 
limits of the canon. One will note that the so-called “minor entries” on personal and place names 
usually go beyond the one- or two-sentence recapitulations often found in other Bible diction- 
aries; this is so because scholars today seem to have a keener interest in the often minute details 
associated with genealogies and toponyms, and they appreciate how a careful reexamination of 
these details can sometimes lead to fresh insights about the relationship between tradition and 
history. Conversely one will not find as many minor or midlevel entries dealing with biblical 
lexical items; this is so because we could not find many scholars interested in these subjects or 
able to push their presentations beyond those found in other Bible dictionaries. What this means 
is that in some areas related particularly to word studies the ABD simply does not replace such 
major English-language works as the JD& or the still-incomplete TDOT. This also reveals 
something about the agenda and the priorities of biblical scholarship in the 1970s and ’80s. 

One will also appreciate the extent to which biblical studies has become increasingly specialized 
and even fragmented during the past thirty years. This first became apparent to us during the 
assignment phase of the project, as more and more contributors expressed reservations about 
taking on assignments that did not lie within the immediate bounds of their particular “subject” 
or area of expertise. On the positive side, this means that most ABD entries devote greater 
attention to crucial matters of data and methodology, so that the reader usually gets an expert 
presentation of the basic issues associated with the study of this or that topic. However, as noted 
above, the drawback is a certain reluctance to place a given topic within a larger picture—to 
provide the sweeping and definitive synthesis that some readers desire and expect in a dictionary 
of the Bible. When presented, syntheses in ABD entries tend to be developed more cautiously 
than in earlier Bible dictionaries, and conclusions are frequently hedged with significant 
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qualifications. That is simply the way responsible critical biblical scholarship tends to be practiced 
today. One ramification of this increased specialization is evident in our long list of contributors: 
those who would lament all this as “overspecialization” will no doubt delight in noting that in 
1962 only 253 contributors were needed to write more than 7,500 entries for the IDB, while 
thirty years later almost four times as many were needed to write 6,200 entries for the ABD. This 
is an honest reflection of the nature of biblical scholarship here in the final decades of the 
second millennium. 

If it really will be another generation before the next major English-language dictionary of 
the Bible is attempted, one senses that the ABD may in fact be one of the last of its kind. 
Somehow one suspects that the next major English-language Bible dictionary may not be 
something one “purchases” but something to which one “subscribes” (complete with annual 
updates and revisions); that—like money—its primary medium will not be ink-on-paper but 
electronic impulses (complete with three-dimensional, interactive, color graphics); that it will not 
be something you place on your shelf but that you load into your computer. Despite all the 
exciting possibilities this presents, it is also a bit discomforting. Perhaps more than anyone else, 
we who study the Bible should appreciate the power and the impact of the immutably printed 
word that, for better or worse, reflects an age and a perspective that cannot easily be erased or 
revised. 

* ok Ox 

One of the happy duties associated with writing “introductions” is to acknowledge all those 
whose labors helped to bring these printed words before the reader. In the case of the Anchor 
Bible Dictionary this is a particularly happy assignment because of the camaraderie and friend- 
ships that developed over the years as dedicated people applied their respective talents to the 
common task. This is not to imply that the production of the ABD was without serious practical 
challenges. No one affiliated with its production was a professional “dictionary maker.” Rules 
and procedures tended to be invented as the need arose. In short, we learned how to create a 
Bible dictionary primarily by creating a Bible dictionary. 

Challenges such as this (especially when they are associated with omnipresent deadlines) 
either fray people’s nerves and drive them apart or draw them closer together. Fortunately the 
latter was the case. Those bonds tended to be strengthened as together we faced hardships such 
as unpredictable power failures and periodic fire alarms, incessant jackhammers operating just 
outside the office door, day after day of dust, and (not surprisingly) chronic computer malfunc- 
tions. But in the long run what held the bonds intact was the sense that the work was meaningful. 
Everyone involved in the ABD project soon came to share David Noel Freedman’s passionate 
commitment to the field of biblical studies, and his belief that the time was right for a new 
multivolume encyclopedic reference work on the Bible. Few other scholars can command the 
worldwide respect and admiration that are prerequisite to a major collaborative venture such as 
this. Fewer still possess the ability and skill needed to orchestrate effectively the many necessary 
resources and personalities. David Noel Freedman could. If indeed the ABD should reflect the 
epitome of biblical scholarship in the last half of this century, who can be surprised that he 
should be its chief editor? 

At the beginning of the project, David F. Graf assisted Freedman as the first associate editor. 
One of Graf’s initial tasks was to draw up a preliminary list of entries and to estimate projected 
lengths for each. Graf also expanded the enterprise from a purely textual project to a more 
comprehensive purview integrating the perspective of other related disciplines. In particular, 
there was an expansion of the archaeological entries for both the Ancient Near East and the 
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Classical world. David R. Seely, a graduate student in biblical studies at the University of 
Michigan at the time, helped Graf in this initial process of preparing lists of entries. 

Perhaps Graf’s most important task was to identify leading scholars who could write the major 
ABD entries. He assembled a staff of consultants from leading specialists in various biblical fields 
and related disciplines. These scholars were extremely helpful in recommending potential 
authors for specific dictionary assignments, not only in the first year of the project but also over 
the years that followed. In making contact with potential authors, Graf was a tireless and 
ubiquitous presence at professional conferences, not only in the United States but also through- 
out Europe and the Middle East, cornering scholars one-on-one and enlisting them for the 
project. Initially the challenges were formidable: many scholars needed to be convinced of the 
need for vet another multivolume Bible dictionary, while almost all needed to come to terms 
with the sacrifices they were being asked to make to ensure that this new dictionary would be 
available soon and at an affordable price. Graf’s perseverance and success ensured not only that 
the very finest and most appropriate authorities would write the major entries for the ABD; it 
also seems to have helped characterize the emerging relationship between the project and its 
contributors, most of whom came to envision their association with ihe ABD not simply as 
another professional transaction but as a personal investment in the future of biblical studies. 

In 1985 John David Pleins joined Graf and assisted in the administration and organization of 
the project, which by then had already expanded to involve almost twice as many contributors 
as had been involved in earlier major Bible dictionary projects. In 1986 he assumed the duties 
of associate editor while Graf, who had accepted a faculty position at the University of Miami, 
continued to serve in a consulting capacity, assisting in the assignment of the remaining major 
entries. Pleins concentrated on assigning the midlevel entries, reading the growing number of 
major entries that were beginning to arrive, and streamlining office procedures for managing 
the growing stable of authors and assignments. 

During the summer of 1987 Pleins accepted a faculty position at Santa Clara University, and I 
was asked to serve as the third associate editor of the ABD. In the months before his departure, 
Pleins did a masterful job of orienting me about all the complexities of the project. Together we 
drafted a comprehensive style guide for authors, thereby facilitating the editorial process by 
ensuring that all contributions would now display a higher level of uniformity and standardiza- 
tion. In the months that followed, both Pleins and Graf continued to be a valuable and accessible 
resource to me. Many other projects would have been jeopardized by the number of staff 
transitions that affected the ABD, but Graf’s and Pleins’ continued cooperation and commitment 
to the project—and the good rapport that developed among the three of us—guaranteed 
significant continuity and made my task of completing the project much easier. 

By early 1988 the ABD project had grown to include more than three times as many 
contributors as other dictionary projects, while the bulk of minor entries still remained unas- 
signed. It became obvious that we would never be able to manage such a growing number of 
authors and assignments without a computerized data base. Robert Croninger of the Programs 
for Educational Opportunity in the University of Michigan’s School of Education provided 
crucial advice and assistance as we initially began setting up this data base. Two graduate students 
at the University of Michigan, John Kutsko and Harry Weeks, played key roles in gathering data 
for these minor entry subjects and matching them with potential authors working in related 
areas of biblical studies. An emphasis in assigning minor entries was to recruit contributors from 
among the young scholars, women and men, who will be shaping the next generation of biblical 
studies. Mark Fretz, another graduate student, began researching and writing dozens of these 
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entries to see how they might be improved beyond the usual one- or two-sentence recapitulations 
of the biblical text. His important work resulted in an ABD “Style Guide for Minor Entries,” 
which gave contributors clear guidelines on how ideally to proceed. Although everyone realized 
that many minor entries simply cannot be expanded beyond one or two sentences, it was 
gratifying to observe that many of our contributors were able to provide far more informative 
“minor entries” than those typically found in other Bible dictionaries. 

The basic task of editing manuscripts began as soon as the first entries arrived in 1985. Not 
surprisingly, the dual responsibilities of reading manuscripts and managing assignments proved 
more than any single editor could handle. Especially with the major entries, various consultants 
and other editors in specific areas (such as New Testament and Intertestamental literature) had 
opportunities initially to read and respond to many manuscripts: among these editors who 
deserve special thanks are Herbert Grether, James Mueller, Paul Mirecki, and William Ward. 
Also, beginning in the fall of 1988, various graduate students in biblical studies provided part- 
time assistance, editing the minor entries but also copy editing other manuscripts to ensure 
uniform use of abbreviations, bibliographic style, and other format conventions. In addition to 
Fretz, Kutsko, and Weeks, these included Arnold Betz, April DeConick, Marianna Giovino, John 
Huddlestun, Brian Keck, Glenn LaPoint, Tim LaVallee, Robert Miller, and Helen Richards. 

In the last hectic year we added to the ABD staff a number of full-time assistants to help 
complete the editing of manuscripts. The first addition was Philip C. Schmitz, who joined the 
project full-time in the spring of 1989. In addition to editing a large number of manuscripts, 
Schmitz played a crucial role in supervising and coordinating the editorial activities of our 
various part-time graduate students and was a strong force in helping to guarantee that the 
bibliographies accompanying ABD articles met the most exacting standards of scholarly useful- 
ness. In many respects Schmitz functioned as a fourth associate editor actively involved in every 
phase of the project providing extremely helpful advice and expertise on a wide range of 
matters. 

Dale W. Manor, a doctoral candidate in archaeology at the University of Arizona, moved to 
Ann Arbor in the fall of 1989 to work full-time editing a large number of manuscripts dealing 
with archaeological and historical geographical matters. In implementing various editorial 
decisions for standardizing and improving the presentations of these subjects, Manor helped to 
set new standards that future dictionaries covering biblical places and archaeology must now 
strive to match. 

In the spring of 1989 Leslie Barkley joined the project as Production Assistant, essentially 
serving as a full-time work coordinator. Within the first two months she learned how to direct 
the office routine and personnel better than I had done in the previous two years; as a 
consequence, our productivity and output increased significantly. She was extremely effective in 
identifying and anticipating problems and in establishing procedures for resolving them. In the 
year after we submitted manuscripts to the publisher, she remained on staff to help coordinate 
the final preparation of illustrations, prefatory material, corrigenda, and proofreading. She 
demonstrated a keen interest in the subject matter, an attention to detail, and a commitment to 
professional standards that would be the envy of many biblical scholars. 

Between 1985 and 1990 the ABD project benefited from a rotating staff of part-time secretaries 
who handled the routine clerical duties associated with form letters, manuscripts, files, and 
phone calls. At various times this staff included Lisa Anderson, Kathleen Haviland, Amy Polack, 
Catherine Kiah, Lisa O’Donnell, Daniel Slager, Paul Slager, Debra Abbott, Shawn Herkimer, 
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Pamela Rejniak, Tina O’Donnell, and Sharon Manor. During the sometimes hectic times of 
transitions, Diane Feikema, Theresa Nehra, Lynette Lowey, and Jacqueline Phillips provided 
notable stability and continuity. Shereen Sauer of the University of Michigan Printing Services 
took an active interest in the ABD project, and consistently provided us with reliable and efficient 
photocopying assistance. In the final six months of the project, Dennis Moser provided invalu- 
able assistance in the proofreading and in ensuring that the “mechanics” of the finished product 
indeed worked as intended. 

The impression one may have from all of this is that the ABD office was always a crowded 
place buzzing with activity. That was not always the case. During the 1988-89 academic year—a 
critical phase in the life of the proyect—the ABD essentially had two staff persons: myself and 
my wife Carol. Although it is common for spouses to be mentioned in introductions, Carol’s 
involvement in the project was uncommon. The year preceding the hiring of several full-time 
staff members was in many respects the most demanding (that was what justified the full staff), 
but Carol was there to handle the enormous onslaught of mail, the multitude of daily changes 
that needed to be made on the data base, the problems that seemed to be surfacing all around 
us, and all the minute details of managing work flow. She thereby freed me for the task of 
reading and editing the rapidly growing stack of manuscripts. While many people, thankfully, 
were on hand to share in the satisfactions of bringing this project to a close, I was very glad to 
have Carol with me during those months when the future of the project was most in doubt. (In 
addition, our third child, Daniel, was born in April of that year, and he became an intimate 
member of the “team.”) 

Not the least we need to give credit and express appreciation to the donors who made 
significant contributions to the dictionary through financial support. First and foremost among 
these is the University of Michigan through the office of the vice president for academic affairs, 
specifically through support from Robert S. Holbrook, who never wavered in his goodwill for 
this research project and who lobbied for us with the higher powers for continued funding. The 
University of Michigan supported us not only with funds, but also with space and equipment. 
We are indeed grateful. Drs. Charles C. and JoAnne Walton Dickinson were also very generous 
with their financial support. Their contributions made it possible for us to fund our first 
research assistant for the dictionary, Mark Fretz, and it came at a crucial time of necessary 
expansion for the project. They continued their support over time; we owe them a great vote of 
thanks. In addition, we received financial help from Joy Ungerleider-Mayerson through the 
Dorot Fourdation early in the project, again at a crucial time when resources were slim. We 
heartily thank all our donors. 

A word of appreciation is also due to the Religion Department of the Bantam, Doubleday, 
Dell Publishing Group. At various key moments in the life of this project, certain individuals 
were on hand to help move this project closer to publication. Theresa D’Orsogna provided 
helpful advice throughout most of the project, and James Bell was instrumental in helping us to 
coordinate our editorial work with that of the publisher. Michael Iannazzi was instrumental in 
steering the ABD through its final production stages. 

One colleague stands out as deserving special notice. Dr. Astrid Beck, the Program Associate 
for the University of Michigan’s Program on Studies in Religion, has been a constant source of 
support to all of us who worked on the project and a key to its success. Had she done nothing 
more than serve as chief financial officer for the project, meticulously ensuring that the costs of 
editing the 4BD were covered, she would merit abundant accolades. But she has done consider- 
ably more. She was our principal liaison with the university community: in addition to managing 
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the university’s religious studies curriculum and maintaining her own teaching load, she 
provided for all the space, equipment, and personnel needs of the dictionary project. She was 
an untiring and effective advocate of the project and a particularly graceful and calming 
presence whenever we confronted the frustrations of bureaucratic “red tape.” She always 
promised to resolve problems, and she always managed to do so. Astrid was also our principal 
liaison with the publisher; she taught all of us the ins and outs of dealing with a major publisher, 
and she especially sensitized me to publishing concerns of which I was completely ignorant. 
Furthermore she served the project directly as an author and as a translator; and whenever my 
own writing needed editing, I regularly turned to her. At every stage of the project—from its 
inception to its completion, in happy times and in sad ones—she has been a model of 
professionalism, a key adviser, and a good friend. 

If it is true that one learns how to create a Bible dictionary simply by creating one, then it 
follows that the Bible dictionary in question will contain numerous mistakes and reflect occa- 
sional bad judgments. So it is with the Anchor Bible Dictionary. It also follows that the best time to 
start a major Bible dictionary project such as the ABD is immediately after one has completed a 
major Bible dictionary project such as the ABD—and then to make everything perfect and 
exactly right. That task, however, is perhaps best left to the next generation. 


Gary A. HERION 
ASSOCIATE EDITOR 
December 6, 1990 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
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Coverage 


The Anchor Bible Dictionary strives to inform the educated reader of major developments and 
issues associated with the study of the Bible. It assumes that the reader has a general understand- 
ing of and interest in modern biblical scholarship. ‘The ABD therefore is primarily a reference 
tool that will be a valued resource not only for professional scholars and graduate students, but 
also for clergy and laypersons interested in and familiar with critical biblical study. 

The main element of any Bible dictionary is the biblical canon itself. Therefore in these pages 
readers will find surveys and summaries of issues related to every book of the Bible, including 
the Hebrew Bible, the Apocrypha, and the New Testament. However, there are also scores of 
additional entries covering the noncanonical texts: the so-called “Old Testament Pseudepigra- 
pha,” the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Nag Hammadi texts, early rabbinic writings, the Church Fathers, 
and the so-called “New Testament Apocrypha.” Each such entry summarizes the contents and 
structure of the book, describes its literary character and relation to other ancient writings, its 
major theological ideas and motifs, and theories about the date, place, and identity of its author. 
In entries that deal with noncanonical texts, readers are also directed to the most useful English 
translations when such are available. In an effort to control the scope of the Dictionary, only 
texts that antedate the 4th century A.D. are treated (with a few important exceptions). 

Because 2 concordance is a second element of a Bible dictionary, one will also find here entries 
on major words and on every name encountered in the Bible. The Revised Standard Version 
served as the base text in compiling this concordance of terms. However. because word studies 
have been very ably covered in earlier dictionary series, we have felt it appropriate to concentrate 
on other types of dictionary/encyclopedia entries; therefore the ABD has fewer lexicographic 
entries than earlier Bible dictionaries. Nevertheless all major theological logo: (from ANGELS to 
YOKEFELLOW) are represented by entries, as are all RSV words that represent transliterations 
of original Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek words (e.g., EPHOD; MAMMON; RACA). All these 
articles treat the original biblical terms underlying the RSV word, attempting to define the word 
or topic, bringing in any significant insights or nuances provided by extrabiblical parallels, and 
surveying important scholarly statements on the term/topic. 

Every proper name mentioned in the Bible is also reflected in entries, immediately followed 
by an indication whether the name belongs to a person, place, deity, or object. Whenever the 
same name belongs to both a person and a place, for example, the ABD will provide a separate 
entry for each; however, if more than one person or more than one place bear the same name, 
the separate individuals will generally be listed and treated within a single entry. All RSV variant 
and derivative forms of a name are also clearly indicated. The ABD has also attempted to 
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establish new standards in the treatment of biblical place names; these new standards are 
designed to encourage and reward readers who seriously pursue the historical geographical 
aspect of biblical study (see “Archaeology and Historical Geography” below). There are also 
dozens of articles on important persons and places from antiquity who are not listed in any 
Bible concordance but who nevertheless bear on our understanding of the history and interpre- 
tation of the Bible (e.g., MERENPTAH; JOSEPHUS; UGARIT). 

There are also hundreds of entries on various historical and archaeological subjects. Again, 
the ABD tends to focus on historical topics that antedate the 4th century a.p. The historical 
entries strive first to orient readers to the primary sources available for historical reconstruction 
and to the nature and limitations of those sources. Second, they provide a broad overview of the 
subject, directing readers to major cruxes of interpretation and to the variety of scholarly 
opinions expressed on such matters. The entries on archaeological subjects include especially 
current reports on the results of excavations. In addition, there are dozens of entries covering 
all important methodologies in biblical scholarship, all versions of the Bible, particular social 
and cultural institutions in the ancient world of the Bible, ancient religious sects and philosoph- 
ical movements, major literary genres and motifs, etc. In selecting these topics, the editorial staff 
in conjunction with the Board of Consultants has made every effort to identify the current and 
major issues that have been focal points for scholarly study. In these entries, contributors have 
attempted first and foremost to address the fundamental epistemological question: How do we 
know what we know about the subject, especially if it is a phenomenon from antiquity? Individual 
presentations may be arranged in various different ways (topically, chronologically), but each 
always strives toward clarity and sense. 


Headings and Structures of Entries 


Each ABD entry consists of (1) a “heading,” (2) a “body” or “text,” and (3) a “bibliography” 
(although shorter entries may not include the latter). 


Heading 


ABD headings have deliberately been kept simple in an effort to get the reader into the body 
or text of the entry as quickly as possible. Unlike other Bible dictionaries, we have felt that 
Dictionary headings are not the proper place to accumulate technical data such as lists of textual 
variants or relevant Hebrew or Greek words with associated biblical citations; this information 
can more easily be presented in the body of the article or obtained from a good concordance or 
lexicon. We have also chosen not to list etymologies (or translations) of proper names in the 
headings, since these are usually conjectural at best and sometimes mislead readers into 
overstating the symbolic significance of biblical names. (However, because names often reveal 
something of religious or cultural significance, we have encouraged contributors to treat 
etymologies in the body of the entry.) We have also chosen not to provide pronunciation guides 
for names in the heading (or anywhere else) since there are (and can be) no uniform standards 
for these. 

The heading of an ABD entry can have five component parts, which are used flexibly to 
accommodate the idiosyncracies of each individual entry. Although most entry headings have 
only two or three component parts, the five parts are typically formatted as follows: 
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ENTRY WORD (QUALIFYING TAG) [Heb/Gk transliteration]. Var. VARIANT FORMS. DERIVATIVE 
FORMS. 


For example: 
ZEBULUN (PERSON) [Heb zébiilin]. Var. ZABULON. ZEBULUNITE. 


(1) The entry word is the “title” of the article, set off in boldface type for easy recognition. 
All headings therefore contain an entry word, and many headings contain only an entry word 
(or phrase). Entry words are arranged in alphabetical order according to the spelling conventions 
of the RSV. Hyphens have been retained as they are presented in the RSV, and this affects the 
alphabetization scheme. For example, BAAL-ZEPHON appears before BAALAH; BETH-ZUR 
before BETHANY; EL-PARAN before ELA; and EN-TAPPUAH before ENAIM. 

(2) The qualifying tag, set in caps within parentheses, is most frequently used to specify 
something about the entry word, usually whether it is the name of a person, place, deity, or 
other recurring category. All entries on biblical proper names will have a qualifying tag in the 
heading indicating whether the name, in the context of the RSV presentation, belongs to a person or 
a place. (The complex question of whether a particular biblical genealogy indeed lists a personal 
name or a toponym/ethnonym would then be addressed within the body of the entry.) If the 
entry word is an archaeological site, the qualifying tag can provide map coordinates for locating 
that site (see “Archaeological and Historical Geography” below). Qualifying tags are also used in 
entries dealing with particular Dead Sea Scroll manuscripts or Nag Hammadi codices, giving the 
reader the appropriate technical sigla accompanying it: 


ADAM, APOCALYPSE OF (NHC V,5). 
MELCHIZEDEK (NHC IX,/). 
MELCHIZEDEK (11QMelch). 

MIQSOT MA‘ASEH HATORAH (4QMMT). 


(3) The transliteration provides the original biblical form of the entry word, set in italics 
within brackets and preceded by an abbreviation indicating whether the form is Hebrew, 
Aramaic, Greek, or Latin. In proper names, usually only the primary form of the name is given; 
for example, names such as Abraham, Moses, and David occur in both the OT and NT, but only 
the Hebrew form is included in the heading since the OT is the base text in which the name first 
occurs. Noteworthy variants in the original texts (including Kethib-Qere readings and exceptional 
LXX forms) may be listed, separated either by commas or semicolons. For example: 


ADNAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘adnah; Sadnd]. 
ABIGAIL (PERSON) [Heb >abigayil; abigal]. 
BIRZAITH (PERSON) [Heb K birzdwit; Q birzdyit]. 
PROSTITUTION [Heb zénit; zéniinim; tazniit}. 


(4) Variant forms are listed in capitals and preceded by the abbreviation “Var.” Usually these 
are spelling variants of an individual’s name reflected in the RSV. For example, Azmaveth in 
Ezra 2:24 is reproduced as Beth-azmaveth in Neh 7:28 and as Bethasmoth in 1 Esdr 5:18; 
similarly, the NT form of Arpachshad is Arphaxad (Luke 3:36). However, variants also may 
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include secondary names borne by people (again, the RSV form is given). For example, Jacob 
also bore the name Israel, while Jehoahaz was also known as Ahaziah and Shallum. Multiple 
variants are separated by semicolons, and the end of the list of variants is signalled by a period. 
For example: 


AI (PLACE) [Heb ha‘ay}. Var. ALATH; AIJA. 
JEHOADDIN (PERSON) [Heb yéhs‘addin}. Var. JEHOADDAN. 
PETER (PERSON) [Gk Petros]. Var. SIMON PETER; SIMON. 


(5) The last component of the heading is a list of any RSV derivative forms. Derivatives are 
secondary forms derived usually from personal or place names (i.e., from other entry words). 
These are also capitalized, and if there is more than one derivative form, they are separated by 
semicolons. For example: 


ABIEZER (PERSON) (Heb >abi‘ezer]. Var. IEZER. ABIEZRITE; IEZERITE. 
EPHRAIM (PERSON) [Heb ?eprayim]. EPHRAIMITES. 


Body/Text 


After the heading, most entries begin with a statement providing a general definition of the 
subject, often citing significant biblical passages referring to it. Some major entries have been 
prepared by combining several articles treating various aspects of the subject. For example, the 
entry on CHRISTIANITY contains eight articles treating the emergence of Christianity in 
various parts of the eastern Mediterranean world. 

Outlines with corresponding section headers have been included for lengthier articles; midsize 
articles usually have just the section headers. These enable the reader either to trace the course 
of the presentation or quickly to identify where a particular aspect of the topic is treated. 
Whenever a proper name entry treats multiple persons or places bearing the same name, the 
treatment of each individual subject is introduced by a boldface Arabic numeral. 


Bibliography 


Most entries conclude with a bibliography, listing items alphabetically by author’s last name, 
and then by year of publication. In some exceptional cases, bibliographies have been subdivided 
topically. The unique formatting of bibliographic items—each item on its own line with full 
information displayed instead of all items strung together in abbreviated form—has been 
designed to assist the serious student who wishes to move from the ABD entry into the library 
for more detailed research on the subject. Certain items that had not appeared in print before 
1990 have been marked as “fc” (forthcoming). 


Archaeology and Historical Geography 


Dozens of ABD entry words are actually the names of archaeological sites where excavation 
work is shedding light on the material culture of Bible lands. The qualifying tags that usually 
follow these entry words are either a Map Reference (M.R.) number or a latitude-longitude 
number: 
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DEIR ‘ALLA, TELL (M.R. 209178). A site in the E Jordan Valley, roughly halfway between the Lake of 
Tiberias and the Dead Sea, near the river Zerqa (biblical Jabbok). 


AMARNA, TELL EL- (27°38'N; 30°52’E). The site of the premier city and residence of the Egyptian 
Pharaoh Amenhotep (Amenophis) IV (alias Akhenaten, ca. 1377-1360 B.c.); locatecl on the east bank of the 
Nile ca 180 miles S of modern Cairo. 


Very ofteri M.R. or latitude-longitude numbers are also given in the bedy of the entry itself in 
discussions that link biblical place names to actual sites. The six-digit M.R. number applies to a 
grid system frequently used by professional archaeologists to pinpoint sites located in and 
around Israel and Jordan. These numbers should be used in conjunction with the map 
conveniently printed on the inside front cover of each ABD volume. The first three digits specify 
the north-south axis while the final three digits specify the east-west axis. Therefore, when 
locating Deir ‘Alla on the inside cover map, the reader would first find fine 209 in the right- or 
lefthand margin and would then follow that line across to the point where it intersects with line 
178 (as indicated on the top or bottom margin of the map). The consistent application of this 
system within the ABD marks a clear break with other Bible dictionaries, which often locate 
archaeological sites (particularly in the central hill country of Palestine) with respect to modern 
towns and villages. However, since 1967 the demographics of this occupied territory have been 
constantly changing, rendering such relative locations obsolete. The map reference system 
employed in the ABD makes it possible now to provide absolute locations for sites, regardless of 
ongoing demographic and political upheavals in the Middle East. 

The latitude-longitude system works similarly and should be used in conjunction with the map 
printed on the inside back cover of each ABD volume. For example, when locating Tell el- 
Amarna on that map, the reader would first find latitude 27°38’N in the right- or lefthand 
margin (keeping in mind that there are 60 minutes per degree), and then would follow that line 
across to the point where it intersects with the line representing longitucle 30°52’E (as indicated 
on the top or bottom margins of the map). 

Throughout the article the reader will encounter standardized references to various archaeo- 
logical periods. For the reader’s convenience, the chronological boundaries associated with each 
of these periods are listed in the inside front cover of each volume. However, our decision to 
provide standardized references should not be construed as indicating that scholars are in 
consensus either about this terminology or about the accompanying dates; in fact, in numerous 
ABD entries authors often have provided qualifying remarks about the period and date of 
specific archeological remains. It has been precisely the variety of competing chronologies and 
disagreement over these matters that has prompted us in the first place to insist upon a standard 
set of references. For example, some archeologists use the term “Middle Bronze I” to refer to 
the period 2350-2000 B.c., while others use it to refer to the period 2000-1800 8.c. Our 
intention in standardizing these references is simply to assist the reader by bringing uniformity 
to the Dictionary (inviting meaningful correlations between different sites presented in the 
Dictionary) and to do so with a scheme that will not soon be outdated. 

Although we have standardized the dates pertaining to archaeological periods, we have not 
sought to impose uniformity to historical chronology especially as it pertains to regnal dates of 
ancient kings. As our entries on chronology attest, various dating systems are possible for 
Mesopotamia, Egypt, and the Israelite monarchy; we have therefore chosen simply to let each 
individual author utilize the dating scheme that most appeals to him or her. This inevitably 
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results in some inconsistency and potential confusion between entries. For example, entry A may 
note that the famous “Israel” stela written early in the reign of Merenptah is dated to 1230 B.c., 
while entry B may note that Merenptah ruled 1223-1213 B.c. and entry C may give dates of 
1213-1203 B.c. The reader must appreciate that there are various different ways by which 
historians calculate ancient regnal dates (although the reader may be confident that dates 
ultimately grounded in either the Neo-Assyrian or the Greco-Roman chronologies are correct 
and almost universally accepted). 

We have also attempted to standardize the spelling of ancient (non-biblical) names with respect 
to the current conventions used by Egyptologists and Assyriologists. Pharaonic names are 
generally spelled according to the Egyptian form, with the familiar Greek form usually given in 
parenthesis. 


Cross References 


One asset of the ABD is the presence of cross-references that enable interested readers to 
pursue the continued discussion of a subject in another ABD entry. Cross-references are 
signalled by the entry word(s) being printed in CAPITAL LETTERS, sometimes reinforced by 
the preceding phrase “See” or “See also.” These signals represent the editors’ promise that some 
noteworthy elaboration on this subject will be found under the entry named. Because all biblical 
names also constitute entry words, the appearance of a proper name in any ABD article 
automatically constitutes an invitation to turn to that entry, regardless of whether or not the 
name is set in caps. 


Abbreviations and Citations 


For the convenience of the reader, an exhaustive list of abbreviations has been included at the 
front of each volume. In alphabetical order, the reader will find almost 2,000 abbreviations for 
all canonical and noncanonical writings, every leading journal and series pertaining to biblical 
and related studies (ancient history, archaeology, linguistics, etc.), as well as other technical 
matters. This list is not complete in providing abbreviations for ancient classical works; therefore, 
when readers encounter a citation for a lesser-known classical work not included in the 
abbreviation list, they should consult the lists published in The Oxford Classical Dictionary, Liddell 
and Scott’s A Greek-English Lexicon, or A Patristic Greek Lexicon edited by G. W. H. Lampe. 

To prevent bibliographies from becoming too cumbersome, we have chosen not to list in our 
bibliographies articles that have been published either in other Bible dictionaries, in well-known 
(and oft-cited) textbooks, or in commentaries that are part of a series. Instead, within the body 
of an entry we have incorporated abbreviated references to these various types of work, as well 
as volume and page numbers. For example: 


All these words appear in the LXX except possibly dikatokrisia (TDNT 2: 24; Wilckens 
Romans EKKNT, 125-26). 


Other general surveys of Herod the Great may be found in WHJP; HJP? 1: 287-329; 
PW 7/2: 1-158; and CAH 10: 316-36. 
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Abbreviations for all these items are found in the abbreviations list, where the reader could 
deduce, for example, that a scholar named Wilckens has written a commentary on the book of 
Romans as part of the Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament series. One 
would also learn, for example, that a general survey of Herod the Great can be found in the 2d 
edition (1973~87) of Emil Schiirer’s The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, vol. 1, 
pp. 287-529, or that a discussion of the word dikaioknisia can be found on p. 24 of vol. 2 of the 
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, 1964-76). The point is that ABD 
bibliographies have been streamlined by moving references such as these into the body of the 
text. 

While we have followed strict guidelines in standardizing citations to biblical and pseudepi- 
graphic texts, some flexibility in citing chapter and verse in early rabbinic and classical texts has 
been necessary. As a rule, however, we have tried to move away from the use of Roman numerals 
in such citations. In citing Josephus we have tried to include, in addition to the book number, 
not only the chapter and paragraph numbers used in English translations, but also the verse 
number(s) associated with the original Greek text (the latter being signalled with § or §§): 


In this passage (Ant 18.3.3 8863-64), Josephus notes that during the procuratorship of 
Pontius Pilate “there lived Jesus, a wise man, if indeed one ought to call him a man.” 


Hebrew and English versification often diverges, as does MT and LXX versification. In such 
instances, we have usually included first the Hebrew (MT) citation followed by an “em” dash and 
the English or LXX citation: 


Qoheleth’s advice on religious observance is a good case in point (Eccl 4:17—5:19—Eng 
5:1-20). 


This is also evident in the Greek translation of Josh 8:30—33 (—LXX 9:3—33). 


When dealing with parallel verses, the tendency has been to use the equal sign (=) rather than 
parallel bars (//), even when there is not an exact verbatim correlation between pericopes. 
However, for simplicity we have often just noted the existence of parallels with the abbreviation 
“pars.”: 


The account of 1 Esdr 2:]—15 (= Ezra 1:1-11) seems... 
As seen in Mark 1:7—8 (= Matt 3:11-12 = Luke 3:16),... 


All the Synoptic Gospels note that Jesus was questioned about this (Mark 12:18-27 and 
pars.). 


We have chosen not to standarize B.c./A.D. and B.c.£./c.E. one way or the other, but instead to let 
individual authors use whichever system they are most comfortable with, although we have 
insisted on uniformity within each entry. 
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Notes and Bibliography 


In lieu of footnotes, the Anchor Bible Dictionary follows a social-science system of citation and 
bibliography. The bibliography at the end of an article lists major sources relevant to the 
discussion. Within the body of the entry, references to bibliographic items are cited by author, 
date, and (where necessary) pages. Multiple references are separated by semicolons. For 
example: 


This observation has been made with less precision by Beckwith (1985: 97) on the basis 
of acursory... 

Though the identity of the psalmists’ “enemies” has not been determined with preci- 
sion, they are seen to be such a great menace that they are better dead than alive 
(Westermann 1981: 188—94; Birkeland 1955; Keel 1969). 


Illustrations 


The editors of the ABD have made every effort to reserve space for line drawings, charts, and 
photographs illustrating important points made in the text of specific entries. However, the 
limitations of space and the desire to keep the six volumes listed at an affordable price have 
meant that we have had to sort through the many recommendations submitted by contributors 
to select primarily those illustrations that are essential to the comprehension of our articles. In 
other words, there are no gratuitous illustrations in this Dictionary, and consequently the ABD 
should not be considered a pictorial encyclopedia of the Bible. 

The several hundred black-and-white illustrations contained in the ABD are identified by a 
code name consisting of the first three letters of the entry word with which it appears, followed 
by a two-digit number. References to ABD illustrations typically take the form: “See Fig. ART.07.” 
The initial capital of “Fig.” (for “Figure”) is intended to distinguish an illustration published in 
the ABD from one that might be published elsewhere, in which the lowercase “fig.” is used. For 
example: 


One example of a Canaanite temple is the Fosse Temple III at Lachish (see Mazar 1990: 
254 and fig. 7.11). Its principle architectural features can be contrasted with the Iron 
Age migdal temple at Shechem. See Fig. TEM.08. 


In this example, the first reference is to an illustration found in Mazar 1990, while the second 
reference is to an illustration found in the T-volume of the ABD. 
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Apoc. Sedr. 


Arbeiten zur  neutestamentlichen 
Textforschung 

Arbeiten zum Neuen Testament und 
Judentum 

Antonianum 


Anuario de Filologia, Barcelona 


Avhandlinger utgitt av det Norske Vi- 
denskaps-Akademi i Oslo 


Der Alte Orient 
Alter Orient und Altes Testament 


Alter Orient und Altes Testament Son- 
derreihe 


Anzeiger der Osterreichischer Akademie der 
Wissenschaften, Vienna 


Altorientalische Bilder zum Alten Testament, 
2d ed., ed. H. Gressman. Berlin and 
Leipzig, 1927 

Altorientalische Bibliothek 
Altorientalische Forschungen 

American Oriental Series 

American Oriental Society Translation 
Series 

Altorientalische Texte zum Alten Testament, 
9d ed., ed. H. Gressman. Berlin and 
Leipzig, 1926 

L’année philologique 

Apocryphon of Ezekiel 

Apocryphon of James (NHC I,2) 
Apocryphon of John (NHC I,J; II,J; 
IV,1) 

American Philological Association 
American Classical Studies 


American Philological Association Phil- 
ological Monographs 


Die Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen des 
Alten Testaments, 2 vols., ed. E. Kautzch. 
Tubingen, 1900. Repr. 1975 


Abhandlungen der Preussischen Akademie 
der Wissenschaft 


Annual of the Palestine Exploration Fund 


H. B. Hoffman. 1965. Amorite Personal 
Names in the Mari Texts. Baltimore 


Apocalypse of Abraham 
Apocalypse of Adam (NHC V,5) 
Apocalypse of Daniel 
Apocalypse of Dositheus 
Apocalypse of Elyah 

Apocalypse of Ezekiel 
Apocalypse of Messos 
Apocalypse of Moses 

Apocalypse of Paul (NHC V,2) 
Apocalypse of Peter (NHC VII,3) 
Apocalypse of Sedrach 


Apoc. Thom. 
Apoc. Vir. 
Apoc. Zeph. 
Apoc. Zos. 
Apocr. 

Apol Jud 
Apos. 
Apos. Con. 
APOT 


Ar 

AR 
“Arak. 
Aram 
ArbT 
Arch 
ArchEleph 


ArchPal 


ARE 


ARET 
ARG 
ARI 


Arts. Ex. 
Aristob. 
ARM 
ARMT 


ARNA 


ArOr 
art. 
Art. 
ARW 
AS 
ASAE 
ASAW 


Asc. Jas. 
Ascen. Is. 
Asclepius 
ASNU 


ASORDS 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Apocalypse of Thomas 

Apocalypses of the Virgin 
Apocalypse of Zephaniah 
Apocalypse of Zosimus 

Apocryphal, Apocrypha 

Philo, Apologia pro Iudaets 
Apostolic, Apostles 

Apostolic Constitutions and Canons 


Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old 
Testament, 2 vols., ed. R. H. Charles. 
Oxford, 1913 


Arabic 

Archaeological Reports 

“Arakin 

Aramaic 

Arbeitzen zur Theologie, Stuttgart 
Archaeology 


B. Porten. 1968. Archives from Elephan- 
tine. Berkeley 


W. F. Albright. 1960. The Archaeology of 
Palestine. 3d rev. ed. Harmondsworth. 
Repr. Gloucester, MA, 1971 


Ancient Records of Egypt, 5 vols., ed. J. H. 
Breasted. Chicago, 1906. Repr. New 
York, 1962 


Archivi reali di Ebla, Testi 


Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte 


W. F. Albright. 1968. Archaeology and the 
Religion of Israel. 5th ed. Baltimore 


Aristeas the Exegete 
Aristobulus 
Archives royales de Mari 


Archives royals de Mari: transcriptions 
et traductions 


Ancient Records from North Arabia, ed. 
F. V. Winnett and W. L. Reed. Toronto, 
1970 


Archiv orientalni 

article 

Artapanus 

Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft 
Assyriological Studies 

Annales du Service des antiquités de l Egypte 


Abhandlungen der Séchsischen Akademie 
der Wissenschaften in Leipzig 


Ascents of James 

Ascension of Isaiah 

Asclepius 21-29 (NHC VI,8) 

Acta seminarii neotestamentici upsa- 
liensis 

American Schools of Oriental Research 
Dissertation Series 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

ASORMS American Schools of Oriental Research 
Monograph Series 

ASP American Studies in Papyrology 

ASS Acta sanctae sedis 

AsSeign Assemblées du Seigneur 

ASSR Archives des sciences sociales des religions 

Assum. Mos. Assumption of Moses 

Assum. Vir, Assumption of the Virgin 

Assur Assur, Malibu, CA 

ASTI Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute 

ASV American Standard Version 

ATAbh Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen 

ATANT Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Al- 
ten und Neuen Testaments 

ATAT Arbeiten zu Text und Sprache im Alten 
Testament 

ATD Das Alte Testament Deutsch 

ATDan Acta theologica danica 

ATG Archivo Teolégico Granadino, Granada 

AT] Ashland Theological Journal, Ashland, 
OH 

ATR Anglican Theological Review, Evanston, 
IL 

Aug Augustinianum, Rome 

AulaOr Aula Orientalis, Barcelona 

AuS G. Dalman. 1928-42. Arbeit und Sitte in 
Paléstina. 7 vols. BFCT 14, 17, 27, 29, 
33, 36, 41. Giitersloh, 1928. Repr. Hil- 
desheim, 1964 

AusBR Australian Biblical Review 

AUSS Andrews University Seminary Studies, Ber- 
rien Springs, MI 

Auth. Teach. Authoritative Teaching (NHC VI,3) 

AUU Acta universitatis upsaliensis 

AV Authorized Version 

AW The Ancient World, Chicago 

AWEAT Archiv fiir wissenschaftliche Erfor- 
schung des Alten Testaments 

B Codex Vaticanus 

b. (Talm.) Babylonian (Talmud) = “Babli” 

B. Bat. Baba Batra 

B. Mes. Baba Mesi“a 

B. Qam. Baba Qamma 

BA Biblical Archaeologist 

Bab. Babylonian 

BAC Biblioteca de autores cristianos 

BAEO Boletin de la asociacién espafala des 
orientalistas 

BAfO Beihefte zur Archiv fiir Orientforschung, 
Graz 

BAGD W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, 


and F. W. Danker. 1979. Greek-English 
Lexicon of the New Testament. 2d ed. Chi- 
cago 


BARev 
BARIS 


Barn. 
BASOR 


BASORSup 
BASP 


BASPSup 
BAss 


BAT 
BBB 
BBC 
BBET 


BBLAK 


B.C. 
BC 


B.C.E. 
BCH 
BCNHE 


BCNHT 
BCPE 


BDB 


BDF 


BDR 


BE 

BE 
BEFAR 
Bek. 


Bel 
Bened 


lvi 


Bulletin of the Anglo-Israel Archaeological 
Society, London 

The Bible in the Ancient Near East, ed. 
G. E. Wright. Garden City, NY, 1961. 
Repr. Winona Lake, IN, 1979 

Baruch 

Biblical Archaeologist Reader 

Baraita 

Biblical Archaeology Review 

British Archaeological Reports, Inter- 
national Series 

Epistle of 3arnabas 

Bulletin oj the American Schools of Oriental 
Research 

BASOR Supplement 

Bulletin oj the American Society of Papyrol- 
ogists 

Bulletin of the American Society of 
Papyrologists Supplement 

Beitrage zur Assyriologie und semi- 
tischen Sprachwissenschaft 

Die Botschaft des Alten Testaments 
Bonner biblische Beitrage 

Broadman Bible Commentary 

Beitrage zur biblischen Exegese und 
Theologie 

Bettrdge zur biblischen Landes- und Alter- 
tumskunde, Stuttgart 

before Christ 

Biblical Commentary, ed. C. F. Keil and 
F. Delitzsch. Edinburgh 

before the common (or Christian) era 
Bulletin dit correspondance hellénique 
Bibliothéque copte de Nag Hammadi 
Section Exudes 

Bibliothéque copte de Nag Hammadi 
Section Textes 

Bulletin de Centre Protestant d’Etudes, Ge- 
neva 

F Brown, S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs. 
1907. A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the 
Old Testament. Oxford 

F Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk. 
1961. A Greek Grammar of the New Testa- 
ment and Other Early Christian Literature. 
Chicago 

F Blass, A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf. 
1984. Grimmatik des neutestamentlichen 
Griechisch. 16th ed. Gottingen 

Bulletin epigraphique, ed. P. Gauthier. 
Paris 

Bibliothéque d’étude (Institut francais 
d’Archéologie orientale) 

Bibliotheque des Ecoles francaises 
d’Athénes et de Rome 

Bekorot 

Bel and the Dragon 

Benedictina, Rome 


Berytus 
BES 


Besa 
Beth Mikra 
BETL 


BEvT 
BFCT 


BGBE 


BGU 
BHG 


BHH 


BHI 


BHK 
BHNTC 


BHS 
BHT 
BIATC 


Bib 
BibAT 


BibB 
BibBh 
bibliog. 
BibOr 
BibS(F) 
BibS(N) 
BIES 


BIFAO 
By 
Bik. 
BiMes 
BIN 


BiOr 
BIOSCS 


BJPES 


Bibbia e orignte, Bornato 
Berakot 
Berytus, Beirut, Lebanon 


Bulletin of the Egyptological Seminar, 
Chico, CA 


Besa (= Yom Tob) 
Beth Mikra, Jerusalem 


Bibliotheca ephemeridum theologica- 
rum lovaniensium 


Beitrage zur evangelischen Theologie 


Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher 
Theologie 


Beitrage zur Geschichte der biblischen 
Exegese 


Berlin Griechische Urkunden 


Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca. Brus- 
sels, 1909 


Biblisch-Historisches Handwérterbuch, ed. 
B. Reicke and L. Rost. Géttingen, 
1962 


J. Bright. 1981. A History of Israel. 3d 
ed. Philadelphia 


Biblia hebraica, 3d ed., ed. R. Kittel 


Black’s/Harper’s New Testament Com- 
mentaries 


Biblia hebraica stuttgartensia 
Beitrage zur historischen Theologie 


Bulletin d’information de l’Académie de 
Théologie Catholique, Warsaw 


Biblica, Rome 

Biblical Archeology Today: Proceedings of 
the International Congress on Biblical Ar- 
chaeology, Jerusalem, April 1984. Jerusa- 
lem, 1985 


Biblische Beitrage 

Biblebhashyam, Kerala, India 
bibliography 

Biblica et orientalia 

Biblische Studien (Freiburg, 1895—- ) 
Biblische Studien (Neukirchen, 1951- ) 
Bulletin of the Israel Exploration Society 
(= Yediot) 

Bulletin de Uinstitute francais d’archéologie 
orientale, Cairo 

Budragen: Tijdschrift voor Filosofie en 
Theologie, Amsterdam 

Bikkurim 

Bibliotheca Mesopotamica 

Babylonian Inscriptions in the Collection of 
James B. Nies, New Haven, 1917-54 
Bibliotheca Orientalis, Leiden 

Bulletin of the International Organization 
for Septuagint and Cognate Studies 


Bulletin of the Jewish Palestine Exploration 
Society (= Yedtot; later BIES) 


BJRL 
BJS 


BK 
BK 


bk. 


Bk. Barn. 


Bk. Elch. 
Bk. Noah 
BKAT 


BLE 


BLe 


BLit 
BMAP 


BMMA 
BMQ 
BMS 


BN 
Bo 


BOSA 


B.P. 

BR 
BRev 
BRevuo 
BRL 


BRM 


BSac 
BSAW 


BSC 
BSFE 
BSOAS 


BTAVO 


BTB 
BIF 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Bulletin of the John Rylands University Li- 
brary of Manchester 


Brown Judaic Studies 
Bibel und Kirche, Stuttgart 


E. Bresciani and M. Kamil. 1966. Le 
lettere aramaiche di Hermopolli. 
AANLM 12/5: 357-428 


book 


Book of the Resurrection of Christ by Bar- 
nabas the Apostle 


Book of Elchasai 
Book of Noah 


Biblischer Kommentar: Altes Testa- 
ment 


Bulletin de littérature eccléstastique, Tou- 
louse 


H. Bauer and P. Leander. 1918-22. 
Historische Grammatik der hebrdtschen 
Sprache. Halle, Repr. Hildesheim, 1962 


Bibel und Liturgie, Kiosterneuburg 


E. G. Kraeling. 1953. The Brooklyn Mu- 
seum Aramaic Papyn. New Haven. Repr. 


1969 
Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
British Museum Quarterly 


The Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed. J. P. 
Hyatt. Nashville, 1965 


Biblische Nottzen, Bamberg 


Unpublished Bogazkéy tablets (with 
catalog number) 


Bulletin on Sumerian Agriculture, Cam- 
bridge 

before (the) present (time) 

Biblical Research, Chicago 

Bible Review 

Biblia Revuo, Ravenna 

K. Galling. 1937. Biblisches Reallextkon. 
Tubingen 

Babylonian Records in the Library of 
J. Pierpont Morgan, ed. A. T. Clay, New 
York, 1912~—23 

Bibliotheca Sacra 


Berichte tiber die Verhandlungen der Sdach- 
sischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu 
Leipzig, phil.-hist. Kl. 


Bible Study Commentary 
Bulletin de la Société francaise d'égyptologie 


Bulletin of the School of Oriental and Afri- 
can Studies 


Beihefte zum Tiibinger Atlas des Vor- 
deren Orients 


Biblical Theology Bulletin 
Bangalore Theological Forum, Bangalore 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

BTNT R. Bultmann. 1955. Theology of the New 
Testament. 2 vols. Trans. K. Grobel. New 
York and London 

BToday Bible Today, Collegeville, MN 

BTrans Bible Translator, Aberdeen 

BTS Bible et terre sainte 

BTZ Berliner Theologische Zeitschrift 

BU Biblische Untersuchungen 

BuA B. Meissner. 1920-25. Babylonien und 
Assyrien. 2 vols. Heidelberg 

Burg Burgense, Burgos, Spain 

BurH Buried History, Melbourne, Australia 

BVC Bible et vie chrétienne 

BWANT Beitrage zur Wissenschaft vom Alten 
und Neuen Testament 

BWL W. G. Lambert. 1960. Babylonian Wis- 
dom Literature. Oxford 

ByF Biblia y Fe, Madrid, Spain 

BZ Biblische Zeitschrift, Paderborn 

BZAW Beihefte zur ZAW 

BZNW Beihefte zur ZNW 

BZRGG Beihefte zur ZRGG 

BZVO Berliner Beitrage zum Vorderen Orient 

Cc Codex Ephraemi 

C&SAH Catastrophism and Ancient History, Los 
Angeles 

ca. circa (about, approximately) 

CaByr Cahiers de Byrsa 

CAD The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental In- 
stitute of the University of Chicago 

CaE Cahiers Evangile, Paris 

CAH Cambridge Ancient History 

CahRB Cahiers de la Revue biblique 

CahThéol Cahiers Théologiques 

CaJ Cahiers de Josephologie, Montreal 

Cant Song of Songs (or Canticles) 

CaNum Cahiers de Numismatique, Bologna 

CAP A. E. Cowley. 1923. Aramaic Papyn of the 
Fifth Century B.C. Oxford (cited by doc- 
ument number] 

CAT Commentaire de l’Ancient Testament 

Cath Catholica, Minster 

Cav. Tr. Cave of Treasures 

CB Cultura biblica 

CBC Cambridge Bible Commentary on the 
New English Bible 

CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Washington, 
DC 

CBQMS Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph 
Series 

CBSC Cambridge Bible for Schools and Col- 
leges 

CC Cross Currents, West Nyack, NY 


CCath 
CCER 
CChr 

CD 


CdE 

C.E. 
Cerinthus 
cf. 
CGTC 


CGTSC 


CH 
CH 


CHAL 


chap(s). 
CHB 


CHD 
Cher 
CHI 
CH] 


CHR 
CHSP 


CIG 
CH 
Cy 


CIL 
CIS 
CiuD 
CJ 
CJT 
CL 


CL 
Cl. Mal. 


CLA 
cm 


Iiii 


Corpus Catholicorum 

Cahiers du Cercle Ernest Renan, Paris 
Corpus Christianorum 

Cairo (Genizah), Damascus Document 
[= S. Schechter, Documents of Jewish Sec- 
taries, vol. |., Fragments of a Zadokite Work, 
Cambridge, 1910. Repr. New York, 
1970] 

Chronique ¢’Egypte, Brussels 

common (or Christian) era 

Cerinthus 

confer, compare 

Cambridge Greek Testament Commen- 
tary 

Cambridge Greek ‘Testament for 
Schools and Colleges 

Church History 

Code of Hammurabi [cited according 
to G. R. Driver and J. C. Miles, eds. 
1952-55. The Babylonian Laws. 2 vols. 
Oxford] 


A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of 
the Old Testament, ed. W. L. Holladay. 
Grand Rapids, 1971 

chapter(s) 

The Cambridge History of the Bible, 3 vols., 
ed. P.R. Ackroyd, G. W. M. Lampe, and 
S. L. Greenslade. Cambridge, 1963-70 
Chicago Hittite Dictionary 

Philo, De cherubim 

Cambridge History of Iran 

The Cambridge History of Judaism, ed. 
W. D. Davies and L. Finkelstein. Cam- 
bridge, 19&4- 

Catholic Historical Review 

Center for Hermeneutical Studies Protocol 
Series, Berkeley, CA 

Corpus inscriptionum graecarum 

Corpus inscriptionum indicarum 

Corpus inscriptionum tvdaicarvm, ed. J. B. 
Frey. Sussicli allo studio delle antichita 
cristiane, pub. per cura del Pontificio 
istituto di archeologia cristiana 1, 3. 
Vatican City, 1936-52 

Corpus inscriptionum latinarum 

Corpus inscriptionum semiticarum 

Ciudad de Dios, Madrid 

Concordia Journal, St. Louis, MO 
Canadian Journal of Theology 
Communaute 's et Liturgies, Ottignies, Bel- 
gium 

Code of Lipit-Ishtar [R. R. Steele. 1948. 
sor Code cf Lipit-Ishtar. AJA 52: 425-— 
Cleodemus Malchus 

Canon Law Abstracts, Melrose, Scotland 
centimeter(s) 


lix 
CMHE 
CMIB 
CNFI 


CNS 

CNT 

co 

Col 

col(s). 

Coll 
Colloquium 
ColT 
comp. 
ComViat 
ConBNT 
ConBOT 
Concilium 
Conf 
Congr 
conj. 
ConNT 
constr. 
ContiRossini 


COut 
CP 
CP] 


CQ 
COR 
CR 
CRAIBL 


CRBR 
CRINT 


CRRA 


FE. M. Cross. 1973. Canaanite Myth and 
Hebrew Epic. Cambridge, MA 


Canadian Mediterranean Institute Bulletin, 
Ottawa 


Christian News From Israel, Jerusalem, Is- 
rael 


Cristianesimo nella Storia, Bologna, Italy 
Commentaire du Nouveau Testament 
Commenitationes orientales, Leiden 
Colossians 

column(s) 

Collationes, Brugge, Belgium 
Colloquium, Auckland/Sydney 
Collectanea Theologica, Warsaw 
compiled, compiler 

Communio Viatorum, Prague 
Coniectanea biblica, New Testament 
Coniectanea biblica, Old Testament 
Concilium 

Philo, De confusione linguarum 

Philo, De congressu eruditionis gratia 
conjunction; conjugation 

Contectanea neotestamentica 
construction; construct 

K. Conti Rossini. 1931. Chrestomathia 
Arabica meridionalis ephigraphica, Rome 
Commentaar op het Oude Testament 
Classical Philology 


Corpus papyrorum Judicarum, ed. 
A. Tcherikover. 3 vols. Cambridge, MA, 
1957-64 


Church Quarterly 
Church Quarterly Review 
Clergy Review, London 


Comptes rendus de l' Académie des inscrip- 
tions et belles-lettres 


Critical Review of Books in Religion 


Compendia rerum iudaicarum ad no- 
vum testamentum 


Compte Rendu de . . 
gique Internationale 


Crux, Vancouver, BC 
Chicago Studies, Mundelein, IL 


Corpus scriptorum christianorum or- 
ientalium 


. Recontre Assyriolo- 


Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum la- 
tinorum 


Christian Scholars Review, Houghton, NY 


Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets 
... nthe British Museum, London, 1896- 


The Egyptian Coffin Texts, ed. A. de Buck 
and A. H. Gardiner. Chicago, 1935-47 


CTA 


CTAED 
CTH 


CThM 
CT] 


CTM 
CToday 
CTQ 


CTSAP 


CTSSR 


Der. Er. Rab. 
Der. Er. Zut. 
Deut 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


A. Herdner. 1963. Corpus des tablettes en 
cunétformes alphabétiques découvertes a Ras 
Shamra-Ugarit de 1929 4 1939. MRS 10. 
Paris 

S. Ahituv. 1984. Canaanite Toponyms in 
Ancient Egyptian Documents. Jerusalem 


E. Laroche. 1971. Catalogue des textes 
hittites. Paris 


Calwer Theologische Monographien 


Calvin Theological Journal, Grand Rap- 
ids, MI 

Concordia Theological Monthly 

Christianity Today, Carol Stream, IL 
Concordia Theological Quarterly, Fort 
Wayne, IN 

Catholic Theological Society of America 
Proceedings, New York 

College Theology Society Studies in Re- 
ligion 

Code of Ur-Nammu []J. J. Finkelstein. 
1960. The Laws of Ur-Nammu. JCS 14: 
66-82; F. Yildiz. 1981. A Tablet of Co- 
dex Ur-Nammu from Sippar. Or 58: 
87-97] 

Currents in Theology and Mission, Chi- 
cago 

“Deuteronomic” source; or Codex Be- 
zae 

Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de 
liturgie 

Dictionnaire des antiquités grecques et ro- 
maines d’aprés les textes et les monuments, 
ed. C. Daremberg and E. Saglio. 4 vols. 
Paris, 1877-1919 


Daniel 


Dictionnaire de la Bible, 5 vols., ed. 
F. Vigouroux. Paris, 1895-1912 


Dielheimer Blatter zum Alten Testament 
Deltion Biblikon Meleton, Athens 


Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplément, ed. 
L. Pirot, A. Robert, H. Cazelles, and 
A. Feuillet. Paris, 1928—- 


Dictionary of Biblical Theology, 2d ed., ed. 
X. Léon-Dufour. Trans. E. M. Stewart. 
New York, 1973 


Doctor Communis, Vatican City 
Dor le Dor, Jerusalem 

Duke Divinity School Review 
Philo, De decalogo 

Demetrius (the Chronographer) 
Demat 

Philo, De Deo 

Derek Eres Rabba 

Derek Eres Zuta 

Deuteronomy 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

DH Deuteronomistic History/Historian 

DHRP Dissertationes ad historiam religionum 
pertinentes 

Diakonia Diakonia, Vienna 

Dial. Sav. Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III,5) 

Dial. Trypho Justin, Dialogue with Trypho 

Did Didaskalia, Portugal 

Did. Didache 

Diogn. Epistle to Diognetes 

Direction Direction, Fresno, CA 

Disc. 8~9 Discourse on the Eighth and Ninth (NHC 
VI,6) 

DISO C.-F. Jean and J. Hoftijzer. 1965. Dic- 
tionnaire des inscriptions sémitiques de 
Vouest. Leiden 

diss. dissertation 

div. division 

Div Divinitas, Vatican City 

DivT Divus Thomas, Piacenza, Italy 

DJD Discoveries in the Judean Desert 

DL Doctrine and Life, Dublin 

DMOA Documenta et Monumenta Orientis 
Antiqui 

DN divine name 

DOAW Denkschriften der Osterreichischer Akademie 
der Wissenschaften, Vienna 

DOSA J. Biella. 1982. Dictionary of Old South 
Arabic: Sabaean Dialect. HSS 25. Chico, 
CA 

DOTT Documents from Old Testament Times, ed. 
D. W. Thomas. Edinburgh, 1958. Repr. 
New York, 1961 

DRev The Downside Review, Bath 

DS Denzinger-Schénmetzer, Enchiridion 
symbolorum 

DTC Dictionnaire de théologie catholique 

DTT Dansk Teologisk Tidsskrifit, Copenhagen 

DunRev Dunwoodie Review 

E east(ern); or “Elohist” source 

EA Tell el-Amarna tablets [cited from J. A. 
Knudtzon, O. Weber, and E. Ebeling, 
Die El-Amarna Tafeln, 2 vols., VAB 2, 
Leipzig, 1915; and A. F. Rainey, El- 
Amarna Tablets 359-379: Supplement to 
J. A. Knudtzon, Die El-Amarna Tafeln, 2d 
rev. ed., AOAT 8, Kevelaer and Neu- 
kirchen-Vluyn, 1970] 

EAEHL Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations 
in the Holy Land, 4 vols., ed. M. Avi- 
Yonah, 1975 

EAJET East Africa Journal of Evangelical Theol- 
ogy, Machakos, Kenya 

EAJT East Asia Journal of Theology, Singapore 

EB Early Bronze (Age); or Echter Bibel 


Eccl or Qoh 
EcR 

Ecu 

ed. 

ED 

“Ed. 

EDB 


e.g. 
Eg 
EgT 
EHAT 


EHI 


EHS 
EI 


EJ 


EKKNT 


EKL 

El. Mod. 
EM 
Emm 
EncBib 


EncBibBarc 


EncBrit 
EnchBib 
EncJud 
EncMigr 


EncRel 


Eng 

Entr 

Ep Jer 

Ep. Alex. 

Ep. Apos. 

Ep. Barn. 
Ep. Chr. Abg. 
Ep. Chr. Heav. 
Ep. Lao. 

Ep. Lent. 

Ep. Paul Sen. 


lx 


Etudes bisliques 

Philo, De 2brietate 

The Ecumenist, New York, NY 
Ecclesiastes or Qoheleth 

The Ecumenical Review, Geneva 
Ecumenisn.o, Ravenna, Italy 

editor(s); edition; edited by 

Early Dynastic period 

“Eduyyot 

Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Bible, ed. 
and trans. L. F Hartman. New York, 
1963 


exempli gratia (for example) 

Egyptian 

Eglise et Théologie, Ottawa 

Exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Tes- 
tament 


R. de Vaux. 1978. The Early History of 
Israel. Trans. D. Smith. Philadelphia 
Einleitung in die Heilige Schrift 

Eretz Israe' 

Encyclopedia Judaica, 10 vols., ed. 
J. Klutzkin and I. Elbogen. Berlin, 
1928-34 


Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar 
zum Neuen Testament 


Evangelisches Kirchenlexikon 

Eldad and Modad 

Ephemerides Mexicanae, Mexico City 
Emmanuel, New York 


Encyclopaedia Biblica, ed. T. K. Cheyne. 
London, 1800-1903. 2d ed. 1958 


Enciclopedia de la Biblia, ed. A. Diez Ma- 
cho and §S. Bartina. Barcelona, 1963— 
65 


Encyclopaedia Britannica 

Enchiridion biblicum 

Encyclopaedia Judaica (1971) 
Entsiqlopédia Migr@it-Encyclopaedia Bib- 
lica, Jerusalem, 1950-— 


Encyclopedia of Religion, 16 vols., ed. 
M. Eliade. New York, 1987 


English 

Encounter, Indianapolis, IN 
Epistle of Jeremiah 

Epistle to the Alexandrians 
Epistle to the Apostles 

Epistle of Burnabas 

Epistle of Christ and Abgar 
Eprstle of Christ from Heaven 
Epistle to the Laodiceans 
Epistle of Lentulus 

Epistles of Faul and Seneca 


lxi 


Ep. Pet. Phil. 
Ep. Pol. 

Ep. Tit. (Apoc.) 
Eph 

Eph. 

EphC 

Ephem 


EphLit 
EphMar 
EPRO 


ER 
ErbAuf 
ERE 


ErFor 
ErfThSt 
ErJb 
ERT 
‘Erub. 
Escr Vedat 
esp. 
EspVie 
EstBib 
EstEcl 
EstFranc 
Esth 
EstTeo 
ET 

et al. 
etc. 

Eth 

ETL 


ETOT 


ETR 


Etudes 
Eugnostos 
EuniDoc 
Eup. 
EV(V) 
Ev] 

EvK 
EvQ 

EvT 
EWNT 


Letter of Peter to Philip (NHC VIII,2) 
Epistles of Polycarp 

Apocryphal Epistle of Titus 

Ephesians 

see Ign. Eph. 

Ephemerides Carmelitica, Rome 


M. Lidzbarski. 1900-15. Ephemeris fiir 
semitische Epigraphik. 3 vols. Giessen 


Ephemerides Liturgicae, Rome 
Ephemerides Mariologicae, Madrid 


Etudes préliminaires aux religions or- 
ientales dans Empire romain 


Epworth Review, London 
Erbe und Auftrag 


Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, 12 
vols., ed. J. Hastings. Edinburgh and 
New York, 1908-22 


Ertrage der Forschung 

Erfurter Theologische Studien 

Evanos Jahrbuch 

Evangelical Review of Theology, Exeter 
“Erubin 

Escritos del Vedat, Torrente 

especially 

Esprit et Vie., Langres 

Estudios Biblicos, Madrid 

Estudios Eclestdésticos, Barcelona 

Estudios Franctscanos, Barcelona 

Esther 

Estudios Teolégicos, Sao Leopoldo, Brazil 
English translation 

et alt (and others) 

et cetera (and so forth) 

Ethiopic 
Ephemerides 
Louvain 


W. Eichrodt. 1961-67. Theology of the 
Old Testament. 2 vols. Trans. J. A. Baker. 
Philadelphia 


Etudes théologiques et Religieuses, Mont- 
pellier, France 


Etudes, Paris 

Eugnostos the Blessed (NHC II1,3; V,J) 
Euntes Docete, Rome 

Eupolemus 

English version(s) 

Evangelical Journal, Myerstown, PA 
Evangelische Kommentare 
Evangelical Quarterly, Derbyshire 
Evangelische Theologie, Munich 


Exegetisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testa- 
ment, ed. H. Balz and G. Schneider 


Theologicae Lovanienses, 


Ex 

ExB 

Exeg. Soul 
Exod 
ExpTim 
Ezek 
Ezek. Trag. 
Ezra 

f(f). 

FAS 

FB 

FBBS 

FC 

fe. 

fem. 
FFNT 


FGLP 


FGrH 


FH 


fig(s). 
FKT 


fil. 

Flacc 

FoiVie 

Fond 

Forum 

FOTL 

FR 

Fran 

Frg. Tg. 

Frys. Hist. Wrks. 
Frgs. Poet. Wrks. 
FRLANT 


Frm. 
FSAC 


FTS 

FuF 

Fuga 

Fund 
Furrow 
FWSDFML 


FZPT 


GAG 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Explor, Evanston, IL 

Expositor’s Bible 

Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6) 

Exodus 

Expository Times, Surrey 

Ezekiel 

Ezekiel the Tragedian 

Ezra 

following page(s) 

Freiburger Altorientalische Studien 
Forschuung zur Bibel 

Facet Books, Biblical Series 

Fathers of the Church 

forthcoming (publication) 

feminine; female 

Foundations and Facets: New ‘Testa- 
ment 

Forschungen zur Geschichte und Lehre 
des Protestantismus 


F. Jacoby. Die Fragmente der griechischen 
Histortker. 2d ed. 3 vols. in 10 pts. Lei- 
den, 1957-64 [cited by fragment no.] 


Fides et Historia, Grand Rapids 
figure(s) 

Forum Katholische Theologie, Aschaffen- 
burg 

floruit (flourished) 

Philo, In Flaccum 

Foi et Vie, Paris 

Fondamenti, Bresica 

Forum, Bonner, MT 

Forms of Old Testament Literature 
Freiburger Rundbrief 
Franciscanum, Bogota 

Fragmentary Targum 

Fragments of Historical Works 
Fragments of Poetic Works 


Forschungen zur Religion und Litera- 
tur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 


Fragments (NHC XII,3) 

W. FE. Albright. 1957. From the Stone Age 
to Christianity. 2d ed., repr. Garden City, 
NY 

Freiburger Theologische Studien 
Forschungen und Fortschritte, Berlin 

Philo, De fuga et inventione 
Fundamentum, Riehen, Switzerland 
Furrow, Maynooth 

Funk and Wagnall’s Standard Dictionary of 
Folklore, Mythology and Legend 

Freiburger Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und 
Theologie, Fribourg 

W. von Soden. 1969. Grundriss der akka- 
dischen Grammatik samt Ergdnzungsheft. 
AnOr 33/47. Rome 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Gaium 
Gal 
GARI 


GB 


GBS 
GCS 
Gem. 
Gen 
GesB 


GGR 


GHBW 


Gig 
Git. 
GJV 


Gk 
GK 


Gk. Apoc. Ezra 
GKB 


GKC 


GLECS 


GM 

GN 

GNB 
GNC 
GNS 
GNT 

GO 

Gos. Barn. 
Gos. Bart. 
Gos. Bas. 
Gos. Bir. Mary 
Gos. Eb. 
Gos. Eg. 
Gos. Eve 
Gos. Gam. 
Gos. Heb. 


Philo, Legatto ad Gatum 
Galatians 


A. K. Grayson. 1972. Assyrian Royal In- 
scriptions. RANE. Wiesbaden 


D. Baly. 1974. The Geography of the Bible. 
2d ed. New York 


Guides to Biblical Scholarship 
Griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller 
Gemara 

Genesis 


W. Gesenius. Hebréisches und aramdisches 
Handwérterbuch, 17th ed., ed. F. Buhl. 
Berlin, 1921 


M. P. Nilsson. Geschichte der griechische 
Religion. 2 vols. 2d ed. Munich, 1961 


R. R. Wilson. 1977. Genealogy and His- 
tory in the Biblical World. YNER 7. New 
Haven 


Philo, De gigantibus 

Gittin 

E. Schiirer. 1901-9. Geschichte des jii- 
disches Volkes im Zeitalter Jesu Christi. 
Leipzig. Repr. Hildesheim, 1970 
Greek 


Gesenius’ Hebriische Grammatik, 28th ed., 
ed. by E. Kautzsch. Leipzig, 1909. Repr. 
Hildesheim, 1962 


Greek Apocalypse of Ezra 


G. Bergstrasser. 1918-29. Hebréische 
Grammatik mit Benutzung der von E. 
Kautzsch bearbeiteten 28. Auflage von Wil- 
helm Gesenius’ hebraischer Grammatik. 2 
vols. Leipzig. Repr. Hildesheim, 1962 


Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 28th ed., ed. 
E. Kautzsch. Trans. A. E. Cowley. Ox- 
ford, 1910 


Comptes Rendus du Groupe Linguistique 
d'Etudes Chamito-Sémitiques, Paris 
Géttinger Miszellen 

geographical name 

Good News Bible 

Good News Commentary 

Good News Studies 

Grundrisse zum Neuen Testament 
Géttinger Orientforschungen 

Gospel of Barnabas 

Gospel of Bartholomew 

Gospel of Basilides 

Gospel of the Birth of Mary 

Gospel of the Ebionites 

Gospel of the Egyptians (NHC ITI,2; IV,2) 
Gospel of Eve 

Gospel of Gamaliel 

Gospel of the Hebrews 


Gos. Inf. 
Gos. Inf. (Arab) 
Gos. Inf. (Arm) 


Gos. John (Apocr.) 


Gos. Marcion 
Gos. Mary 
Gos. Naass. 
Gos. Naz. 
Gos. Nic. 
Gos. Pet. 

Gos. Phil. 
Gos. Thom. 
Gos. Trad. Mth. 
Gos. Truth 
GOTR 


GP 
GRBS 
Great Pow. 


Greg 
GSAT 


GTA 
GT] 


GTT 


GTTOT 


GuL 
GVG 


ha. 
Hab 
HAB 
HAB 
HAD 


Hag 
Hag. 
HAI] 


Hal. 
HALAT 


HAR 


Ixii 


Infancy Gospels 

Arabic Gosjel of the Infancy 
Armenian Gospel of the Infancy 
Apocryphal Gospel of John 

Gospel of Marcion 

Gospel of Mary 

Gospel of the Naassenes 

Gospel of the Nazarenes 

Gospel of Nicodemus 

Gospel of Peter 

Gospel of Pailip (NHC II,3) 
Gospel According to Thomas (NHC II,2) 
Gospel and Traditions of Matthias 
Gospel of Truth (NHC I,3; XII,2) 


Greek Orthodox Theological Review, 
Brookline, MA 

FE. M. Abel 1933. Géographie de la Pales- 
tine, 2 vols. Paris 

Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, Dur- 
ham, NC 

The Concept of Our Great Power (NHC 
VI,4) 

Gregorianum, Rome 

Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament, 
Munich 

Gottinger iheologische Arbeiten 

Grace Theo'ogical Journal, Winona Lake, 
IN 

Gereformeerd Theologisch Tijdschrift, 
Netherlands 

J. J. Simons. 1959. The Geographical and 
Topographical Texts of the Old Testament. 
Francisci Scholten memoriae dedicata 
2. Leiden 

Geist und Leben, Munich 

C. Brockelmann. 1903-13. Grundriss 
der verglewhenden Grammatik der semi- 
tischen Sprachen. 2 vols. Berlin. Repr. 
1961 

hectares 

Habakkuk 

Harper’s Atias of the Bible 

Hildesheimer agyptologische Beitrage 
Hebrew and Aramaic Dictionary of the OT, 
ed. G. Fohrer. Trans W. Johnstone. Ber- 
lin, 1973 

Haggai 

Hagiga 

J. M. Miller and J. H. Hayes. 1986. A 
History of Ancient Israel and Judah. Phila- 
delphia 

Halla 

Hebrdisches und aramdisches Lexikon zum 


Alten Testament, ed. W. Baumgartner et 
al. 


Hebrew Annual Review 


Lxiii 


HAT 
HAW 
ABC 
ABD 


HBT 


HDB 


HDR 

HDS 

Hdt. 

Heb 

Heb. Apoc. El. 
Hec. Ab 

Hel. Syn. Pr. 
Hen 

Heres 

Herm 

Herm. Man. 
Herm. Sim. 
Herm. Vis. 
Hermeneia 


Hev 
Hey] 
HG 
HGB 
HHI 
Hib] 
HIOTP 


Hist. Eccl. 


Hist. Jos. 


Hist. Jos. Carp. 


Hist. Rech. 
Hit 
HIP! 


HIP? 


HKAT 
AKL 


Handbuch zum Alten Testament 
Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft 
Harper’s Bible Commentary 


Harper’s Bible Dictionary, ed. P. J. Achte- 
meier. San Francisco, 1985 


Horizons in Biblical Theology, Pittsburgh, 
PA 


Dictionary of the Bible, 4 vols., ed. by 
J. Hastings et al. Edinburgh and New 
York, 1899-1904. Rev. by F. C. Grant 
and H. H. Rowley, 1963 


Harvard Dissertations in Religion 
Harvard Dissertation Series 

Herodotus 

Hebrew; Epistle to the Hebrews 

Hebrew Apocalypse of Elijah 

Hecataeus of Abdera 

Hellenistic Synagogal Prayers 

Henoch, Torino, Italy 

Philo, Quis rerum divinarum heres 
Hermathena, Dublin, Ireland 

Hermas, Mandate 

Hermas, Similitude 

Hermas, Vision 

Hermeneia: A Critical and Historical 
Commentary on the Bible 

Nahal Hever texts 

The Heythrop Journal, London 

J. Friedrich. 1959. Die hethitischen Ges- 
etze. DMOA 7. Leiden 

Z. Kallai. 1986. Historical Geography of 
the Bible. Leiden 

S. Herrmann. 1975. A History of Israel in 
Old Testament Times. 2d ed. Philadelphia 
Hibbert Journal 

H. Jagersma. 1983. A History of Israel in 
the Old Testament Period. Trans. J. Bow- 
den. Philadelphia - .. 

Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica (= Church 
History) 

History of Joseph 

History of Joseph the Carpenter 

History of the Rechabites 

Hittite 

E. Schtirer. The History of the Jewish Peo- 
ple in the Time of Jesus Christ, 5 vols., 
trans. J. Macpherson, S. Taylor, and 
P. Christie. Edinburgh, 1886—90 

E. Schiirer. The History of the Jewish Peo- 
ple in the Age of Jesus Christ, 3 vols., ed. 
and trans. G. Vermes et al. Edinburgh, 
1973-87 

Handkommentar zum Alten Testament 
R. Borger. 1967-75. Handbuch der Keil- 
schriftliteratur. 3 vols. Berlin 


HR 
AS 
HSAO 


HSAT 


HSCL 
HSCP 


HSM 
HSS 
HTKNT 


HTR 

HTS 

HUCA 

Hul. 

Hymn Dance 
Hyp. Arch. 
Hypo 
Hypsiph. 

IB 

IBC 


ibid. 
IBS 

ICC 
IDB 


IDBSup 
IEJ 


IG 
IGRR 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Handkommentar zum Neuen Testa- 
ment 


Hittite Laws [ANET, 188—97] 

Hamizrah Hehadash/Near East, Jerusalem 
Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 
Harper’s NT Commentaries 
Handbuch der Orientalistik 

Hokhma, La Sarraz, Switzerland 
Horizons, Villanova, PA 

Horayot 

Hosea 

Homiletic and Pastoral Review, New York 


M. Noth. 1981. A History of Pentateuchal 
Traditions. Trans. B. Anderson. Chico, 


History of Religions, Chicago 
Hebrew Studies, Madison, WI 


Heidelberger Studien zum Alten Orient. 
Wiesbaden, 1967 


Die heilige Schrift des Alten Testaments, 4th 
ed., ed. E. Kautzsch and A. Bertholet. 
Tiibingen, 1922-23 

Harvard Studies in Comparative Liter- 
ature 

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 
Cambridge, MA 

Harvard Semitic Monographs 

Harvard Semitic Studies 

Herders theologischer Kommentar 
zum Neuen Testament 

Harvard Theological Review 

Harvard Theological Studies 

Hebrew Union College Annual, Cincinnati 
Hullin 

Hymn of the Dance 

Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II,4) 
Philo, Hypothetica 

Hypsiphrone (NHC XI,4) 

Interpreter’s Bible 

Interpretation: A Bible Commentary 
for Teaching and Preaching 

ibidem (in the same place) 

Irish Biblical Studies, Belfast 
International Critical Commentary 
Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, ed. 
G. A. Buttrick. 4 vols. Nashville, 1962 
Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible Supple- 
mentary Volume, ed. K. Crim. Nashville, 
1976 

Israel Exploration Journal, Jerusalem 
Inscriptiones Graecae 

Inscriptiones Graecae ad res Romanas per- 
tinentes, ed. R. Cagnat, J. Toutain, et al. 
3 vols. Paris, 1901-27. Repr. Rome, 
1964 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Ign. Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 

Ign. Magn. Ignatius, Letter io the Magnesians 

Ign. Phid. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 

Ign. Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 

Ign. Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 

Ign. Symrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 

Ign. Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 

IGLS Jalabert, L., and Mouterde, R. 1929-. 
Inscriptions grecques et latines de la Syrie. 6 
vols. Paris 

IGSK Inschriften griechischer Stidte aus 
Kleinasien 

JH Israelite and Judean History, ed. J. Hayes 
and M. Miller. OTL. Philadelphia, 1977 

UT Indian Journal of Theology, Calcutta 

IKirZ Internationale Kirchliche Zeitschrift, Bern 

ILS Inscriptiones Latinae selectae, ed. H. Des- 
sau. 3 vols. in 5 pts. Berlin, 1892-1916. 
Repr. 

Imm Immanuel, Jerusalem 

impf. imperfect 

impv. imperative 

inf. infinitive 

Inf. Gos. Thon. Infancy Gospel of Thomas 

IN] Israel Numismatic Journal, Jerusalem 

Int Interpretation, Richmond, VA 

Interp. Know. Interpretation of Knowledge (NHC XI,1) 

(6X) Israel Oriental Studies 

IOTS B. S. Childs. 1979. Introduction to the Old 
Testament as Scripture. Philadelphia 

IPN M. Noth. 1928. Die israelitischen Perso- 
nennamen. BWANT 3/10. Stuttgart. 
Repr. Hildesheim, 1966 

Iraq Iraq 

Trénikon Trénikon 

IRT Issues in Religion and Theology 

Isa Isaiah 

ISBE International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, 
2d ed., ed. G. W. Bromiley 

ISEELA Instituto Superior de Estudios Eclestasticos 
Libro Anual, Mexico City 

Tstina Istina, Paris 

ITC International Theological Commentary 

ITQ Irish Theological Quarterly, Maynooth 

ITS Indian Theological Studies, Bangalore 

IvEph Die Inschriften von Ephesos, ed. H. Wan- 
kel. 8 vols. IGSK 11-15 

j. (Talm.) Jerusalem (Talmud) 

J “Yahwist” source 

JA Journal asiatique 

JAAR Journal of the American Academy of Reli- 
gion 

JAC Jahrbuch fiir Antuke und Christentum 


Jan. Jam. 
JANES 


JAOS 
JAOSSup 
JARCE 


Jas 
JAS 
JB 
JBC 


JBL 
JBR 
JCS 
JDAI 


JDS 
Jdt 
JEA 
Jeev 
JEH 
JEnc 


JEOL 


Jer 
JES 


JESHO 
JETS 


JFA 
JFSR 


JHNES 
JHS 
JIBS 
JIPh 
JITC 


JIS 
JLA 
JMES 
JMS 
JNES 
JNSL 


Ixiv 


Jannes and Jambres 


Journal of ihe Ancient Near Eastern Soctety 
of Columbia University, New York 


Journal of the American Oriental Society, 
New Haven 


Journal of the American Oriental Soci- 
ety Supplement 


Journal of she American Research Center in 
Egypt, Bos:on 

James 

Journal of Asian Studies 

Jerusalem Bible 


The Jerome Biblical Commentary, ed. R. E. 
Brown, J. A. Fitzmyer, and R. E. Mur- 
phy. 2 vols. in 1. Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 
1968 


Journal of Biblical Literature 
Journal of Bible and Religion, Boston 
Journal of Cuneiform Studies 


Jahrbuch des deutschen archéologischen In- 
stituts 


Judean Desert Studies 

Judith 

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, London 
Jeevadhara, Kottayam, Kerala, India 
Journal of Ecclesiastical History, London 


The Jewish Encyclopaedia, 12 vols., ed. 
I. Singer et al. New York, 1901-6 


Jaarberichi Vooraziatisch-Egyptisch Gezel- 
schap “Ex Oriente Lux” 


Jeremiah 

Journal of Ecumenical Studies, Philadel- 
phia 

Journal of the Economic and Social History 
of the Orient, Leiden 

Journal of the Evangelical Theological So- 
ctety 

Journal of Field Archaeology 


Journal of Feminist Studies in Religion, At- 
lanta 


Johns Hopkins Near Eastern Studies 
Journal of Hellenic Studies, London 
Journal of Indian and Buddhist Studies 
Journal of Indian Philosophy 


Journal of ‘he Interdenominational Theolog- 
ical Center. Atlanta 


Journal of Jewish Studies, Oxford 

The Jewish Law Annual, Leiden 

Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 
Journal of Mithraic Studies 

Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Chicago 


Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages, 
Stellenbosch 


Ixv 


Job 

Joel 

John 

Jonah 

Jos 

Jos. or Joseph. 
Jos. Asen. 

Josh 

JPOS 


JPSV 
JPT 


JQR 
JQRMS 


JR 
JRAI 


JRAS 
JRE 
JRelS 


JRH 
JRS 
JRT 


JSHRZ 


JS] 
JSNT 


JSNTSup 
JSOT 
JSOTSup 


JSP 
JsPSup 


JSS 
JSSEA 


JSSR 
JTC 
JTS 
JTSoA 


Jub. 
Judaica 
Judaism 


Jude 


Job 

Joel 

John 

Jonah 

Philo, De losepho 
Josephus 

Joseph and Asenath 
Joshua 


Journal of Palestine Oriental Society, Jeru- 
salem 


Jewish Publication Society Version 


Journal of Psychology and Theology, La 
Mirada, CA 


Jewish Quarterly Review 

Jewish Quarterly Review Monograph 
Series 

Journal of Religion, Chicago 

Journal of the Royal Anthropological Instt- 
tute 

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 

Journal of Religious Ethics 


Journal of Religious Studies, Cleveland, 
OH 


Journal of Religious History 
Journal of Roman Studies, London 


Journal of Religious Thought, Washing- 
ton, DC 


Jiidische Schriften aus hellenistisch- 
rémischer Zeit 


Journal for the Study of Judaism, Leiden 


Journal for the Study of the New Testament, 
Sheffield 


Journal for the Study of the New Testa- 
ment Supplement Series 


Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, 
Sheffield 


Journal for the Study of the Old Testa- 
ment Supplement Series 


Journal for the Study of the Pseudepigrapha 


Journal for the Study of the Pseudepig- 
rapha Supplement 


Journal of Semitic Studies, Manchester 


Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyp- 
tran Antiquities, Mississauga, Ontario 


Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 
Journal for Theology and the Church 
Journal of Theological Studies, Oxford 


Journal of Theology for Southern Africa, 
Cape Town, South Africa 


Jubilees 

Judaica: Beitrége zum Verstindnis . . . 
Judaism, New York 

Jude 


Kil. 

KJV 

KK 
Klosterman 


KiPauly 


KlSchr 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Judges 

Josephus, The Jewish War (= Bellum Ju- 
daicum) 

Journal of World History 

Kethib 

Tablets in the Kouyunjik collection of 
the British Museum [cited by number] 


Kanaandische und aramdische Inschriften, 
3 vols., ed. H. Donner and W. Rillig, 
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1962 
Kairos, Salzburg 

Keilschrifttexte aus Assur juristischen In- 
halts, ed. E. Ebeling. WVDOG 50. Leip- 
zig, 1927 

Kalla 

Keilschrifitexte aus Assur religiésen Inhalts, 
ed. E. Ebeling. WVDOG 28/34. Leipzig, 
1919-23 

Kommentar zum Alten Testament 
Keilschrifttexte aus Assur verschiedenen In- 
halts, ed. O. Schroeder. WVDOG 35. 
Leipzig, 1920 

Keilschrifiliche Bibliothek, ed. E. Schra- 
der. Berlin, 1889-1915 

L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner. 1953. 
Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti libros. Leiden; 
Supplementum ad Lexicon in Veteris Testa- 
menti libros. Leiden, 1958 

Kommentare und Beitrage zum Alten 
und Neuen Testament 

Keilschrifttexte aus Boghazkéi. WVDOG 
30/36/68—70/72— . Leipzig, 1916-23; 
Berlin, 1954— 

Kerygma und Dogma, Gottingen 
Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum 
Alten Testament, ed. O. F. Fridelin, Leip- 
zig, 1812-96 

Kelim 

Keritot 

Ketubot 

H. Frankfort. 1948. Kingship and the 
Gods. Chicago. Repr. 1978 

Kurzer Handcommeniar zum Alten Testa- 
ment, ed. K. Marti. Tiibingen 

KiPayim 

King James Version 

Katorikku Kenkyu, Tokyo, Japan 

E. Klosterman. 1904. Eusebius Das Ono- 
mastikon der Biblischen Ortsnamen. Leip- 
zig. Repr. 1966 

Der Kleine Pauly, ed. K. Zeigler—W. Son- 
theimer, Stuttgart, 1964 

Kleine Schriften (A. Alt, 1953-59, 1964 
[3d ed.j); O. Eissfeldt, 1963-68; 
K. Ellinger, 1966) 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

KIT Kleine Texte 

km kilometer(s) 

KRI K. Kitchen. 1968— . Ramesside Inscrip- 
tions, Historical and Biographical. 7 vols. 
Oxford 

KRI Y. Kaufmann. 1960. The Religion of Is- 
rael. Trans. M. Greenberg. New York 

KTR King’s Theological Review, London 

KTU Keilalphabetischen Texte aus Uganit, vol. 1, 
ed. M. Dietrich, O. Loretz, and 
J. Sanmartin. AOAT 24. Kevelaer and 
Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1976 

KUB Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, Voderasia- 
tische Abteilung (later Deutsche Ori- 
ent-Gesellschaft) Keilschrifturkunden aus 
Boghazké1, 1921- 

LA Lexikon der Agyptologie, eds. W. Helck 
and E. Otto, Wiesbaden, 1972 

L.A. B. Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 

Lad. Jac Ladder of Jacob 

LAE The Literature of Ancient Egypt, ed. W. K. 
Simpson. New Haven, 1972 

L.A. E. Life of Adam and Eve 

Lam Lamentations 

Lane E. W. Lane. 1863—93. An Arabic-English 
Lexicon. 8 vols. London. Repr. 1968 

LAPO Littératures anciennes du Proche-Ori- 
ent 

LAR D. D. Luckenbill. 1926-27. Ancient Rec- 
ords of Assyria and Babylonia. Chicago 

LAS Leipziger agyptologische Studien 

LAS D. D. Luckenbill. 1924. Annals of Sen- 
nacherib. OIP 2. Chicago 

LASBF Liber Annuus Studii Biblici Franciscani, Je- 
rusalem 

Lat Latin 

Lat Lateranum, Vatican City 

Laur Laurentianum, Rome 

LavTP Laval Théologique et Philosophique, Que- 
bec 

LB Late Bronze (Age) 

LB Linguistica Biblica, Bonn 

LBAT Late Babylonian Astronomical and Related 
Texts, ed. T. G. Pinches and A. Sachs. 
Providence, RI, 1955 

LBHG Y. Aharoni. 1979. The Land of the Bible, 
3d ed., rev. and enl. by A. F. Rainey. 
Philadelphia, 1979 

LBS Library of Biblical Studies 

Lcc Library of Christian Classics 

LCL Loeb Classical Library 

LD Lectio divina 

LE Laws of Eshnunna [A. Goetze. 1956. 


The Laws of Eshnunna. AASOR 31. New 
Haven; ANET, 161-63] 


Leg All I-III 
Les 

Let. Ans. 
Lev 

Levant 
LexLingAeth 


LexSyr 
LHA 


Life 
List 


lit. 

Liv. Pro. 
LL 
LLAVT 


loc. cit. 
Lost Tr. 
LPGL 


LQ 
LR 
LS 
LSJM 


LSS 
LT] 


LTK 
LTP 
LTQ 


LUA 
Luc 
Luke 
LumVie 
LumVit 
LW 


Magn. 
MaisDieu 


Ixvi 


Philo, Legui allegoriae I-III 
Lesonénu 

Letter of Aristeas 

Leviticus 

Levant, London 


A. Diltmann. 1865. Lexicon linguae ae- 
thiopicae. Leipzig. Repr. New York, 
1955; Osna>ruck, 1970 


C. Brockelmann. 1928. Lexicon Syria- 
cum. 2d ed. Halle. Repr. 


F. Zorrell. 1966. Lexicon Hebraicum et 
Aramaicum Veteris Testamenti. Rome 


Josephus, Life (= Vita) 

Listening: Journal of Religion and Culture, 
River Forest, IL 

literally 

Lives of the Prophets 

The Living Light, Washington, DC 
Lexicon Linguae aramaicae Veteris Testa- 


menti documentis antiquis illustratum. 
E. Vogt. 1971. Rome 


loco citato (in the place cited) 
The Lost Trites 


G. W. H. Lampe. 1961-68. A Patristic 
Greek Lexicon. Oxford 


Lutheran Quarterly 
Lutherische Rundschau 
Louvain Studies, Louvain 


H. G. Liddell and R. Scott. 1968. A 
Greek-English Lexicon. rev. ed., ed. H. S. 
Jones and R.. McKenzie. Oxford 


Leipziger Semitistische Studien 


Lutheran Theological Journal, Adelaide, S. 
Australia 


Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche 
Laval Théolagique et Philosophique 


Lexington Theological Quarterly, Lexing- 
ton, KY 


Lunds universitets arsskrift 
Lucianic recension 

Luke 

Lumiére et Vie, Lyons, France 
Lumen Vitae, Brussels 
Lutheran World 

Septuagint 

meter(s) 

Middle Assvrian 

Maarav, Sarita Monica, CA 
Ma‘aserot 

Ma‘aser Sen: 

The Moody Atlas of Bible Lands, ed. B. J. 
Beitzel. Chicago, 1985 

see Ign. Magn. 

Maison-Dieu, Paris 


Ixvii 


Mak. 
Maks. 
Mal 
MAL 
MAMA 


Man 
MANE 


Mansrea 
MAOG 


Marianum 
Mark 
Marsanes 
MarSt 
Mart. Bart. 
Mart. Is. 
Mart. Mt. 
Mart. Paul 
Mat. Pet. 


Mart. Pet. Paul 


Mart. Phil. 
Mart. Pol. 


MC 
MCBW 


McCQ 
MD 


MDAIK 
MDOG 


MDP 
MedHab 


Makkot 

Makstrin (= Masqin) 
Malachi 

Middle Assyrian Laws 


Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua, vol. 1, 
ed. W. M. Calder and J. M. R. Cormack. 
Publications of the American Society 
for Archaeological Research in Asia Mi- 
nor. Manchester, 1928. Vol. 3, ed. 
J. Keil and A. Wilhelm, 1931. Vol. 4, ed. 
W. H. Buckler, W. M. Calder, W. K. C. 
Guthrie, 1933. Vol. 5, ed. C. W. M. Cox 
and A. Cameron, 1937. Vol. 6, ed. 
W. H. Buckler and W. M. Calder, 1939 
Manuscripta, St. Louis, MO 

Monographs on the Ancient Near East, Mal- 
ibu, CA 

Mansrea, Madrid 


Mitteilungen der Altorientalischen Ge- 
sellschaft, Leipzig 


Marianum, Rome 

Mark 

Marsanes (NHC XI, 1) 

Marian Studies, Dayton, OH 
Martyrdom of Bartholomew 
Martyrdom of Isaiah 

Martyrdom of Matthew 

Martyrdom of Paul 

Martyrdom of Peter 

Martyrdom of Peter and Paul 
Martyrdom of Philip 

Martyrdom of Polycarp 

Masada texts 

Miinchner Agyptologische Studien 
masculine 

Matthew 

Mayéutica, Marcilla (Navarra), Spain 
Middle Bronze (Age) 

Le Monde de la Bible 


Y. Aharoni and M. Avi-Yonah. 1977. 
The Macmillan Bible Atlas. Rev. ed. New 
York 


Miscelanea Comillas, Madrid 


R. K. Harrison. 1985. Major Cities of the 
Biblical World. New York, 1985 


McCormick Quarterly 


E. S. Drower and R. Macuch. 1963. 
Mandaic Dictionary. Oxford 


Mitteilungen des deutschen archiéolo- 
gischen Instituts, Kairo 


Mitteilungen der deutschen Orient- 
Gesellschaft 


Mémoires de la délégation en Perse 


Epigraphic Expedition, Medinet Habu. 
OIP 8 (1930), 9 (1932), Chicago 


Meg. 

Mel. 

Mek. 
Melch. 
Melkon 
MelT 
Mem. Apos. 
Menah. 
MEOL 


Mer 
MeyerK 


MNTC 
ModChurch 
MoSed 
Mo‘ed Qat. 
Month 
MPAIBL 


MPAT 


MRR 


MRS 

ms (pl. mss) 
MScRel 
MSD 

MSL 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
Megilla 
Me“la 
Mekilta 
Melchizedek (NHC IX,1) 
Melkon 
Melita Theologica, Rabat, Malta 
Memoria of Apostles 
Menahot 


Medeelingen en Verhandelingen van het 
Vooraziatisch-Egyptisch Gezelschap “Ex Or- 
iente Lux,” Leiden 

Merleg, Munich 

H. A. W. Meyer, Kritisch-exegetischer 
Kommentar tiber das Neue Testament 
Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissen- 
schaft des Judentums 

mile(s) 

Micah 

Middot 

Midras; cited with usual abbreviation 
for biblical book; but Midr. Qoh. = Mid- 
ras Qohelet 


Mémoires publiés par les membres de 
YInstitut francais d’archéologie orien- 
tale du Caire 

Philo, De migratione Abrahami 
Mitteilungen des Instituts fiir Orientfor- 
schung, Berlin 

Miquwo?ot 

Khirbet Mird texts 

miscellaneous 

J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan. 1914— 
30. The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament 
Illustrated from the Papyri and other Non- 
Literary Sources. London. Repr. Grand 
Rapids, 1949 

Moffatt NT Commentary 

Modern Churchman, Leominster, UK 
Mo‘ed 

Mo‘ed Qatan 

Month, London 

Mémoires présentés & l’Académie des inscrip- 
tions et belles-lettres 


A Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts, ed. 
J. A. Fitzmyer and D. J. Harrington. 
BibOr 34. Rome, 1978 


The Magistraies of the Roman Republic, ed. 
T. R. S. Broughton and M. L. Patterson. 
2 vols. Philological Monographs 15. 
1951-52. Suppl., 1960 

Mission de Ras Shamra 

manuscript(s) 

Mélanges de science religieuse, Lille 
Materials for the Sumerian Dictionary 


Materialen zum sumerischen Lexikon, 
Rome, 1937-— 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

MSR Meélanges de Science Religieuse, Lille 

MSU Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unter- 
nehmens 

MT Masoretic Text 

MTS Marburger Theologische Studien 

MTZ Miinchner theologische Zeitschrift 

Mur Wadi Murabba‘at texts 

Mus Le Muséon: Revue d’Etudes Orientales, 
Paris 

MUS] Mélanges de l'Université Saint-Joseph 

Mut Philo, De mutatione nominum 

MVAG Mitteilungen der vorder-asiatisch-agyp- 
tischen Gesellschaft 

N north(ern) 

n(n). note(s) 

NA Neo-Assyrian 

NAB New American Bible 

Nah Nahum 

NARCE Newsletter of the American Research Center 
in Egypt 

NASB New American Standard Bible 

Nasim Nasim 

NAWG Nachrichten der Akademie der Wissenschaf- 
ten in Gottingen 

Nazir Nazir 

NB Neo-Babylonian 

N.B. nota bene (note well) 

NBD The New Bible Dictionary, 2d ed., ed. J. D. 
Douglas and N. Hillyer. Leicester and 
Wheaton, IL 

NCBC New Century Bible Commentary 

NCCHS New Catholic Commentary on Holy Scrip- 
ture, ed. R. D. Fuller et al. 

NCE New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. M. R. P. 
McGuire et al. 

NCH M. Noth. 1986. The Chronicler’s History. 
Trans. H. G. M. Williamson. JSOTSup 
51. Sheffield [translates chaps. 14--25 
of UgS] 

NCIBC New Clarendon Bible Commentary 

NDH M. Noth. 1981. The Deuteronomistic His- 
tory. Trans. H. G. M. Williamson. JSOT- 
Sup 15. Sheffield [translates chaps. 1— 
13 of UgS] 

NDIEC New Documents Illustrating Early Chnisti- 
anity, ed. G. H. K. Horsley. Macquarie 
University, 1976—[= 1981- ] 

NE northeast(ern) 

NE M. Lidzbarski. 1898. Handbuch der nord- 
semitischen Epigraphik. 2 vols. Weimar 

NEB New English Bible, Oxford, 1961-70 

NEBib Neue Echter Bibel 

Ned. Nedarim 


NedTTs 


Neg. 
Neh 
Neot 
NETR 


neut. 
Nez. 
NFT 
NGTT 


NHC 
NHI 


NHL 


NHS 
NAT 


NICNT 
NICOT 


Nad. 
NIDNTT 


NIGTC 


NIV 
NJB 
NJBC 
NJPSV 
NKJV 
NKZ 
no. 
Norea 
NorTT 
NovT 
NovTG26 


NovTSup 
NPNF 
NRSV 
NRT 

ns. 
NSSEA 


NT 
NTA 


Ixviii 


Nederlands Theologisch Tijdschrift, The 
Hague 

NegaSm 

Nehemiah 

Neotestamentica, Stellenbosch 


The Near East School of Theology Theolog- 
ical Review, Beirut 


neuter 
Nezigin 
New Frontiers in Theology 


Nederduits Gereformeerde Teologiese Tyd- 
skrif, Stellenbosch 


Nag Hammadi Codex 


M. Noth. 1960. The History of Israel. 2d 
ed. Trans. 5. Godman, rev. P. R. Ack- 
royd. London 

The Nag Hammadi Library in English, 3d 
ed., ed. J. M. Robinson. San Francisco, 
1978 


Nag Hammadi Studies 


S. R. Driver. 1913. Notes on the Hebrew 
Text and the Topography of the Books of 
Samuel. 2d ¢d. Oxford 


New International Commentary on the 
New Testament 


New International Commentary on the 
Old Testament 


Niddah 
New International Dictionary of New Testa- 


ment Theology, 3 vols., ed. C. Brown. 
Grand Rapids, 1975-78 


New International Greek Testament 
Commentary 


New International Version 

New Jerusalem Bible 

New Jerome Bible Commentary 

New Jewish Publication Society Version 
New King James Version 

Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift 

number 

The Thought of Norea (NHC IX,2) 

Norsk Teologisk Tidssknift, Oslo, Norway 
Novum Testamentum, Leiden 

Novum Testamentum Graece, ed. E. Nestle 
and K. Aland. 26th ed. Stuttgart, 1979 
Novum Testamentum Supplements 
Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers 

New Revised Standard Version 

La nouvelle revue théologique 

new series 

Newsletter of the Society for the Study of 
Egyptian Antiquities 

New Testament 

New Testament Abstracts 


lxix 


NTAbh 
NTApoer 


NTC 


Odes Sol. 
OECT 


OED 
OG 
OGIS 


Ohol. 
OIC 
OIP 
OL 


Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 


E. Henneke. New Testament Apocrypha, 
ed. W. Schneemelcher. Trans. R. McL. 
Wilson. 2 vols. Philadelphia, 1963—65 


B. S. Childs. 1985. The New Testament as 
Canon: An Introduction. Philadelphia, 
1985 


Newsletter for Targumic and Cognate Stud- 
ies, Toronto 


Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
Neutestamentliche Forschungen 


W. G. Kiimmel. 1972. The New Testament: 
The History of the Investigation of Its Prob- 
lems. Trans. S. M. Gilmour and H. C. 
Kee. Nashville 


New Testament Library 
New Testament Message 


Novum Testamentum et Orbis Antiq- 
uus 


New Testament Studies, Cambridge, MA 
Nieuw theologisch Tudschrift 

New Testament Tools and Studies 
Numbers 

Numen: International Review for the His- 
tory of Religions, Leiden 

Nova et Vetera, Geneva 

northwest(ern) 


The New Westminster Dictionary of the Bi- 
ble, ed. H. S. Gehman. Philadelphia, 
1970 


Old Assyrian 

Old Akkadian 

Old Babylonian 

Obadiah 

Orbis biblicus et orientalis 
Osterreichische biblische Studien 
Overtures to Biblical Theology 
One in Christ, London 

Orientalia christiana analecta 
Oxford Classical Dictionary 
Orientalia Christiana Pertodica, Rome 
Odes of Solomon 


Oxford Editions of Cuneiform Texts, ed. S. 
Langdon, 1923- 


Oxford English Dictionary 

Old Greek 

Orientis graeci inscriptiones selectae, ed. 
W. Dittenberger. 2 vols. Leipzig, 1903— 
5 


Oholot 

Oriental Institute Communications 
Oriental Institute Publications 

Old Latin 


OP 


Op. cit. 

Or 

“Or. 

OrAnt 
OrBibLov 
OrChr 
Orig. World 


OrSyr 
0.5. 
OstStud 
OT 
OTA 
OTE 
OTG 
OTG 


p(p). 
PA 
PAAJR 


Pal. 

Pal. Tgs. 
PalCl 

par(s). 

Para 

Paraph. Shem 
part. 

pass. 

passim 

PBA 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 
Orientalia lovaniensia periodica 
Orientalistische Literaturzeitung, Berlin 


Oudheidkundige Medeelingen uit het Rijks- 
Museum van Oudheden te Leiden 


Eusebius, Onomasticon 

Philo, De opificio mundi 

Occasional Papers on the Near East, Mal- 
ibu, CA 

opere citato ([in} the work cited) 
Orientalia 

“Orla 

Oniens antiquus 

Orientalia et biblica lovaniensia 

Onens christianus 

On the Origin of the World (NHC UH,5; 
XIH,2) 

L’orient syrien 

old series 

Ostkirchliche Studien, Warzburg 

Old Testament 

Old Testament Abstracts 

Old Testament Essays, Pretoria 

Old Testament Guides 


The Old Testament in Greek according to the 
Text of Codex Vaticanus, ed. A. E. Brooke, 
N. McLean, and H. St. J. Thackeray. 
Cambridge, 1906—40 


Okumenischer Taschenbuch-Kommen- 
tar 


Old Testament Library 
Old Testament Message 


Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols., ed. 
J. Charlesworth. Garden City, NY, 
1983-87 


Oudtestamentische Studién 
Pesher (commentary) 
“Priestly” source 

page(s); past 

Probleme der Agyptologie, Leiden 


Proceedings of the American Academy for 
Jewish Research, Philadelphia 


Palestinian 

Palestinian Targums 

Palestra del Clero 

paragraph(s); parallel(s) 

Para 

Paraphrase of Shem (NHC VII,J) 
participle 

passive 

throughout 

Proceedings of the British Academy, Oxford 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


PBS 


PCB 


PE. 
Pea 
PEFA 
PEFQS 


PEGLAMBS 
PEGLBS 


PEQ 
perf. 
Pers 
Pesah. 
Pesiq. R. 


Pesig. Rab Kah. 


PG 
PGM 


Ph. E. Poet 
PhEW 

Phil 
Phil.-hist. Kl 
Phid. 

Phlm 

PHOE 


Phoen 
PhinWest 


PhRev 
PI 


PIBA 
PIOL 


PIR 


PIR? 


Pirge R. El. 
PJ. 

PJ 

PL 


University Museum, University of Penn- 
sylvania, Publications of the Babylonian 
Section, Philadelphia 


Peake’s Commentary on the Bible, rev. ed., 
ed. M. Black and H. H. Rowley. New 
York, 1962 


Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 
Pea 
Palestine Exploration Fund Annual 


Palestine Exploration Fund Quarterly State- 
ment 


Proceedings of the Eastern Great Lakes and 
Midwest Biblical Societies 


Proceedings of the Eastern Great Lakes Bib- 
lical Society 


Palestine Exploration Quarterly, London 
perfect 

Persian 

Pesahim 

Pesigta Rabbati 

Pesigta de Rab Kahana 

J. Migne, Patrologia graeca 


Papyri graecae magicae, 3 vols., ed. 
K. Preisendanz. Leipzig, 1928-41 


Philo the Epic Poet 

Philosophy East and West 
Philippians 
Philosophische-historische Klasse 
see Ign. Phid. 

Philemon 


G. von Rad. 1966. The Problem of the 
Hexateuch and Other Essays. Trans. 
E. Dicken. Edinburgh and New York 


Phoenician 


Phénizier im Westen, ed. H. G. Neimeyer. 
Madrider Beitrage 8. Mainz, 1982 


Philosophical Review 


J. Pedersen. 1926-40. Israel: Its Life and 
Culture. 2 vols. Copenhagen 


Proceedings of the Irish Biblical Association, 
Dublin 


Publications de l'Institut orientaliste de 
Louvain 

Prosopographia imperii Romani saec. 
LILI, 3 vols., ed. E. Klebs, H. Dessau, 
and P. von Rohden. Berlin, 1897-98 
Prosopographia imperii Romani saec. 
LILI, 2d ed., ed. E. Groag, A. Stein, 
and L. Petersen. 5 vols. Berlin and 
Leipzig, 1933- 

Pirge Rabbi Eliezer 

Paraleipomena Jeremiou 
Paldstina-Jahrbuch 

J. Migne, Patrologia latina 


PNTC 
PO 
Pol. 
Post 
POTT 


POuT 
PPN A 
PPN B 
Pr Azar 
Pr, Jac. 
Pr. Jos. 
Pr Man 
Pr. Mos. 
Pr. Paul 
Pr. Thanks. 
Praem 


Praep. Evang. 


Pre. Pet. 
Presbyterion 
Prism 

Pro 

Prob 

Procl 
Proof 


Prot. Jas. 
Prov 
Provid I-I1 
PRS 


PRU 
Ps(s) 
Ps-Abd. 
PSB 
PSBA 


Ps-Clem. 


Ixx 


plural 

plate(s) 

Philo, De plantatione 

Plato: Refniblic 588B—-589B (NHC VI, 5) 


Charlesworth, J. H. 1976. The Pseud- 
epigrapha and Modern Research. SCS 7. 
Missoula, MT 

personal name 

Pottery Neolithic A 

Pottery Neolithic B 

J. K. Stark. 1971. Personal Names in Pal- 
myrene Inscriptions. Oxford 

F. Benz. 1972. Personal Names in the Phoe- 
nician and Punic Inscriptions. Studia Pohl 
8. Rome 


Pelican New Testament Commentaries 
Patrologia orientalis 

see Ign. Po!. 

Philo, De posteritate Caini 

Peoples of Old Testament Times, ed. D. J. 
Wiseman. Oxford, 1973 

De Prediking van het Oude Testament 
Pre-Pottery Neolithic A 

Pre-Pottery Neolithic B 

Prayer of Azariah 

Prayer of Jacob 

Prayer of Joseph 

Prayer of Manasseh 

Prayer of Moses 

Prayer of tie Apostle Paul (NHC I,1) 

The Prayer of Thanksgiving (NHC VI,7) 
Philo, De prraemiis et poents 

Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 
Preaching of Peter 

Presbyterion, St. Louis, MO 

Prism, St. Paul, MN 

Proyeccién, Granada, Spain 

Philo, Prous 

Proclamation Commentaries 
Prooftexts: A Journal of Jewish Literary His- 
tory 

Protevangelium of James 

Proverbs 

Philo, De providentia I-I1 

Perspective: in Religious Studies, Macon, 
GA 


Le Palais Royal d’Ugarit, ed. C. F A. 
Schaeffer and J. Nougayrol. Paris 
Psalm(s) 

Apostolic History of Pseudo-Abdias 
Princeton Seminary Bulletin, Princeton, 
NJ 

Proceeding: of the Society of Biblical Ar- 
chaeology 

Pseudo-Clementines 


Ixxi 


Ps-Eup. 
Ps-Hec. 
Ps-Mt. 
Ps-Orph. 
Ps-Philo 
Ps-Phoc. 
Pss. Sol. 
PSt 
PST] 


PT 

pt. 
PThS 
PTMS 


PTU 


Pun 
PVTG 


PW 


Qidd. 

Qinnim 

QL 

Qod. 

Qoh or Eccl 
Quaes Ex I-II 


Quaes Gen I-IV 


Ques. Ezra 
Quod Det 


Quod Deus 
Quod Omn 


Pseudo-Eupolemus 
Pseudo-Hecataeus 

Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew 
Pseudo-Orpheus 

Pseudo-Philo 

Pseudo-Phocylides 

Psalms of Solomon 

Process Studies, Claremont, CA 


Perkins (School of Theology) Journal, Dal- 
las, TX 


Perspectiva Teolégica, Venda Nova, Brazil 
part 

Pretoria Theological Studies, Leiden 
Pittsburgh Theological Monograph Se- 
ries 

FE. Grondahl. 1967. Die Personennamen 
der Texte aus Ugarit. Studia Pohl 1. Rome 
Punic 


Pseudepigrapha Veteris Testamenti 
graece 


A. Pauly—G. Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie 
der classischen  Altertumswissenschaft, 
Stuttgart, 1839-; supplements, 1903— 
56, 11 vols.; 2d series, 1914-48 


Proceedings of the . . . World Congress of 
Jewish Studies 


Supplement to PW 


K. Sethe. 1908-32. Die altdgyptischen 
Pyramidentexte. 4 vols. Leipzig. Repr. 
Hildesheim, 1969 


Qere; “Q”-source; Qumran texts (e.g., 
4QTestim) 

Qadmoniot, Jerusalem 

Quaestiones disputatae 


Quarterly of the Department of Antiquities 
in Palestine 


Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text, 
ed. F M. Cross and S. Talmon. Cam- 
bridge, MA, 1975 

Qiddusin 

Qinnim 

Qumran Literature 

Qodasin 

Qoheleth or Ecclesiastes 

Philo, Quaestiones et solutiones in Exodum 
I-I] 

Philo, Quaestiones et solutiones in Genesin 
I-IV 

Questions of Ezra 

Philo, Qued deterius potiori insidiari soleat 
Philo, Quod deus tmmutabilis sit 

Philo, Quod omnis probus liber sit 


REA 
REAug 
REB 
RechBib 
RefRev 
RefTR 
RE 
RelArts 
RelLond 
RelNY 
RelS 
RelSoc 
RelSRev 
Renovatio 
repr. 
RES 
RES 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


H. C. Rawlinson. 1861-1909. The Cu- 
netform Inscriptions of Western Asia, Lon- 
don 

Revue d’Assyriologie et d’Archéologie orien- 
tale, Paris 

J. Rogerson. 1985. Atlas of the Bible. New 
York 

Rabbah (following abbreviation for bib- 
lical book: Gen. Rab. = Genesis Rabbah) 


Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum, 10 
vols., ed. T: Klauser, Stuttgart, 1950-78 


Records of the Ancient Near East 


H. Bonnet. 1952. Reallextkon der dgyp- 
taschen Religionsgeschichte. Berlin 


Revue archéologique 
Rassegna di Teologia, Naples 


Revue Africaine de Théologie, Kinshasa 
Limete, Zaire 


Razén y Fe, Madrid 

Revue biblique, Paris 

Revue bénédictine, Maredsous 
Rivista biblica italiana, Brescia 
Ricerche Bibliche e Religiose 


Revista de Cultura Biblica, Sao Paulo, 
Brazil 


Revista Catalana de Teologia, Barcelona, 
Spain 

Report of the Department of Antiquities, Cy- 
prus, Nicosia 

Revue d’égyptologie 

Die Religionen der Menschheit, ed. C. M. 
Schréder, Stuttgart 


Realencyklopddie fiir protestantische Theo- 
logie und Kirche, 3d ed., ed. A. Hauck. 
Leipzig, 1897-1913 


Revue des études anciennes 

Revue des études augustiniennes, Paris 
Revista Eclesidstica Brasileira, Brazil 
Recherches bibliques 

Reformed Review, Holland, MI 

Reformed Theological Review, Melbourne 
Revue des études juives, Paris 

Religion and the Arts 

Religion, London, 1971- 

Religion, New York 

Religious Studies, London 

Religion and Soctety 

Religious Studies Review 

Renovatio, Bonn 

reprint, reprinted 

Revue des études sémitiques, Paris 
Répertotre d’épigraphie sémitique [cited by 
number] 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

ResABib Die Reste der altlateinische Bibel 

ResQ Restoration Quarterly, Abilene, TX 

Rev Revelation 

Rev. Ezra Revelation of Ezra 

Rev. Steph. Revelation of Stephen 

RevExp Review and Expositor, Louisville, KY 

RevistB Revista Biblica, Buenos Aires 

RevistEspir Revista de Espritualidad, Madrid 

RevQ Revue de Qumran, Paris 

RevRef La Revue Réformée, Aix en Provence 

RevRel Review for Religious, St. Louis, MO 

RevScRel Revue des sciences religieuses, Strasbourg 

RevSém Revue sémitique 

RevThom Revue thomiste, Toulouse 

RGG Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart 

RGTC Répertoire géographique des textes cunet- 
formes, 8 vols., ed. W. Rollig. BTAVO B7. 
Wiesbaden 

RHA Revue hittite et asianique 

RHE Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique, Louvain 

RHLR Revue d’histoire et de littérature religieuses, 
Paris 

RHPR Revue d@histoire et de philosophie religieuses, 
Strasbourg 

RHR Revue de histoire des religions, Paris 

RIC The Roman Imperial Coinage, ed. H. Mat- 
tingly et al. London, 1923-81 

RIC? The Roman Imperial Coinage, 2d ed., ed. 
C. H. V. Sutherland and R. A. G. Car- 
son. London, 1984— 

RIDA Revue internationale des droits de Vantiquité 

RIH J. de Rouge. 1877-78. Inscriptions hiéro- 
glyphiques copiées en Egypte. 3 vols. Etudes 
égyptologiques 9-11. Paris 

RwvArCr Rivista di archeologia cristiana, Rome 

RivB Rivista biblica, Bologna 

RLA Reallexikon der  Assyriologie, _— ed. 
G. Ebeling et al. Berlin, 1932- 

RLT Revista Latinoamericana de Teologia, San 
Salvador 

RNAB see RAB 

RNT Regenesburger Neues Testament 

RocTKan Roczniki Teologiczno-Kanoniczne, Lublin 

Rom Romans 

Rom. see Ign. Rom. 

Ros Hs. Ros HasSana 

ROTT G. von Rad. 1962-65. Old Testament The- 
ology. 2 vols. Trans. D. M. G. Stalker. 
New York 

RP Revue de philologie 

RQ Rémische Quartalschrift fiir christliche Al- 


tertumskunde und Kirchengeschichte, Vati- 
can City 


RSLR 


RSPT 


S. SOlam Rab. 
Sabb. 

SacDoc 

SacEr 


Sacr 


SAHG 


SAK 


Sal 

Salman 
Sam. Pent. 
Sam. Tg. 
SamOstr 
SANE 


Sanh. 
SANT 


SAOC 
Sap 
SAQ 


Ixxii 


Review of Religion 

Ras Shamra 

Rivista di storia letteratura religiosa, Turin 
Rivista degli studi orientali 

Revue des sciences philosophiques et théol- 
giques, Paris 

Recherches de science religieuse, Paris 


Religious Studies and Theology, Edmon- 
ton, Alberta 


Revised Standard Version 

Recueil de travaux relatifs 4 la philologie et 
a Varchéologie égyptiennes et assyriennes 
Recherches dle Theologie Ancienne et Médi- 
évale 

Revue théologique de Louvain 


Revue de théologie et de philosophte, Lau- 
sanne 


Revue de l'université d’Ottawa 
Ruth 
Revised Version 


Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche und 
Vorarbeiten 


G. Ryckmans. 1927-59. Inscriptions su- 
darabes I--XVII. Mus 40-72 [cited by 
no. of text] 


south(ern) 

Seder ‘Olam Rabbah 
Sabbat 

Sacra Doctrina, Bologna 


Sacris Erudiri: Jaarboek voor Godsdienstwe- 
tenschappen, Brugge, Belgium 


Philo, De sacrificits Abelis et Caini 


A. Falkenstein and W. von Soden. 1953. 
Sumerische und akkadische Hymnen und 
Gebete. Zurich 


Studien zur Altigyptischen Kultur, Ham- 
burg 


Salesianum, Rome 
Salmanticensis, Salamanca 
Samaritan Pentateuch 
Samaritan ‘Targum 

Samaria Ostracon/Ostraca 


Sources From the Ancient Near East, Mal- 
ibu, CA 


Sanhedrin 


Studien zum Alten und Neuen Testa- 
ment 


Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 
Sapienza, Naples 
Sammlung ausgewahlter kirchen-und 


dogmengeschichtlicher Quellenschrif- 
ten 


lxxiii 
SAT 
SB 


SBA 
SBAW 


SBB 
SBibB 


SBJ 
SBLABS 


SBLAS 
SBLASP 
SBLBAC 
SBLBMI 
SBLBSNA 
SBLDS 
SBLMasS 
SBLMS 
SBLNTGF 
SBLRBS 
SBLSBS 
SBLSCS 
SBLSP 
SBLSS 
SBLITT 
SBLWAW 
SBM 

SBS 

SBT 


SC 
SCCNH 


ScEcel 


Die Schriften des Alten Testaments in Au- 
swahl, ed. and trans. H. Gunkel et al. 
Gottingen 

Sources bibliques 

Studies in Biblical Archaeology 
Sitzungsberichten der (k6niglichen) 
bayerischen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften 

Stuttgarter biblische Beitrage 

Studies in Bibliography and Booklore, Cin- 
cinnati, OH 

La sainte bible de Jérusalem 

Society of Biblical Literature Archae- 
ology and Biblical Studies 

Society of Biblical Literature Aramaic 
Studies 

Society of Biblical Literature Abstracts 
and Seminar Papers 

Society of Biblical Literature The Bible 
in American Culture 

Society of Biblical Literature The Bible 
and Its Modern Interpreters 

Society of Biblical Literature Biblical 
Scholarship in North America 

Society of Biblical Literature Disserta- 
tion Series 

Society of Biblical Literature Masoretic 
Studies 

Society of Biblical Literature Mono- 
graph Series 

Society of Biblical Literature: The New 
‘Testament in the Greek Fathers 


Society of Biblical Literature: Resources 
for Biblical Study 


Society of Biblical Literature: Sources 
for Biblical Study 


Society of Biblical Literature: Septua- 
gint and Cognate Studies 

Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Pa- 
pers 


Society of Biblical Literature: Semeia 
Studies 


Society of Biblical Literature: Texts and 
Translations 


Society of Biblical Literature: Writings 
of the Ancient World 

Stuttgarter biblische Monographien 
Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 

Studies in Biblical Theology 

Sources chrétiennes 


Studies on the Civilization and Culture of 
Nuzi and the Hurrians, 2 vols., ed. D. I. 
Owen and M. A. Morrison. Winona 
Lake, IN, 1981-87 


Sciences ecclésiatiques 


ScEs 
SCHNT 


Scr 
SCR 
ScrB 
SerC 
ScrMier 
Scrip 
Scriptura 
SerT 
SCS 
ScuolC 
SD 
SDB 


SE 
SE 


SEA 
Search 
Seb. 
Sebu. 
sec. 


Sec. Gos. Mk. 


SecondCent 


Sef 
SEG 


Sem 

Sem. 
Semeia 
SemiotBib 
Semitics 
Sent. Sextus 
Segal. 

Seux 


SGL 


SGV 


SHAW 


Shep. Herm. 
SHIB 


Shofar 
SHR 
SHT 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Science et esprit, Montreal 


Studia ad corpus hellenisticum novi tes- 
tamenti 


Scripture 

Studies in Comparative Religion 
Scripture Bulletin 

Scripture in Church, Dublin 
Scripta Hierosolymitana, Jerusalem 
Scriptorium, Brussels 

Scriptura, Stellenbosch 

Scripta Theologica, Baranain/Pamplona 
Septuagint and Cognate Studies 
Scuola Cattolica, Milan 

Studies and Documents 


Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, ed. H. B. 
Hackett. Boston, 1880 


southeast(ern) 


Studia Evangelica I, 7, IT (= TU 73 
[1959], 87 [1964], 88 [1964], etc.) 


Svensk Exegetisk Arsbok 
Search, Dublin 

Sebicit 

SebuSot 

section 

Secret Gospel of Mark 
Second Century, Macon, GA 
Sefarad, Madrid 


Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum, ed. 
J. J. E. Hondius. Leiden, 1923-— 


Semitica, Paris 

Semahot 

Semeia, Chico, CA 

Sémotique et Bible, Lyon 

Semitics, Pretoria 

Sentences of Sextus (NHC XII,1) 

Seqalim 

J. M. Seux. 1968. Epithétes Royales Akka- 
diennes et Sumériennes. Paris 


A. Falkenstein. 1959. Sumerische Gétter- 
lieder. Heidelberg 


Sammlung gemeinverstindlicher Vortrige 
und Schriften aus dem Gebiet der Theologie 
und Religionsgeschichte, Tubingen 


Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger 
Akademie der Wissenschaften 


Shepherd of Hermas 


R. M. Grant and D. Tracy. 1984. A Short 
History of the Interpretation of the Bible. 2d 
ed. Philadelphia 


Shofar, West Lafayette, IN 
Studies in the History of Religions 
Studies in Historical Theology 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
SICV Sylloge inscriptionum Christianorum ve- 


SIDA 
SIDIC 
SIG3 


SI 
sing. 
Sipra 
Sipre 
Sir 


SIRIS 


SJ 
SJLA 
SJOT 
SJT 
Skrifk 
SLAG 


SLIT 


SMEA 
SMS 
SMSR 
Smyrn. 
SNT 
SNTSMS 


SNTU 
SNVAO 


sO 
SOAW 


Sobr 

Somn I-II 
SonB 

Sop. 

Soph. Jes. Chr. 
Sota 
SOTSBooklist 
SOTSMS 


Sou 


terum musei Vaticani, ed. H. Zilliacus. 
Acta instituti Romani Finlandiae 11-2. 
Rome 


Scripta Instituti Donneriana Aboensis, 
Stockholm 


Service International de Documentation Ju- 
déo-chrétienne, Rome 


Sylloge Inscriptionum Graecarum, ed. 
W. Dittenberger. 3d ed. Leipzig 


Studies in Islam, New Delhi 

singular 

Sipra 

Sipre 

Ecclesiasticus or Wisdom of Jesus Ben- 
Sira 

Sylloge inscriptionum religtonts Isiacae et 
Serapicae, ed. L. Vidman. RVV 28. Ber- 
lin, 1969 

Studia Judaica 

Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity 
Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 
Scottish Journal of Theology, Edinburgh 
Skrif en Kerk, Pretoria 


Schriften der Luther-Agnicola-Gesellschaft 
(Finland) 


Saint Luke’s Journal of Theology, Sewanee, 


Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolict 
Syro-Mesopotamian Studies, Malibu, CA 
Studi e materiali di storia delle religiont 
see Ign. Smyrn. 

Studien zum Neuen Testament 


Society for New Testament Studies 
Monograph Series 


Studien zum Neuen Testament und seiner 
Umwelt, Linz 


Skrifter utgitt av det Norske Videnskaps- 
Akademi t Oslo 


Symbolae osloenses 


Sitzungsberichte der Osterreichen Akademie 
der Wissenschaften 


Philo, De sobrietate 

Philo, De somnis I-II 

Soncino Books of the Bible 

Soperim 

Sophia of Jesus Christ (NHC HI,4) 
Sota 

Society for Old Testament Study Booklist 


Society for Old Testament Study Mon- 
ograph Series 


Soundings, Nashville 


SPap 
SPAW 


SPB 

Spec Leg I-IV 
SPhil 

SPIB 

ST 

SQAW 

SR 


SS 
SSAOI 


SSEA 


SSN 

SSS 

St 

ST 

STA 
StadtrChr 


StANT 
StBT 
StDI 
STD] 


StEb 
StEc 
Steles Seth 
SiFS 
STK 
STL 
StLig 
StMiss 
StOr 
StOvet 
StPat 
StPatr 
StPhilon 
Str 
Str-B 


STT 


Ixxiv 


Studia papyvrologica 
Sitzungsberichte der preussischen Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften 


Studia postbiblica 

Philo, De :pecialibus legibus I-IV 
Studia Philonica, Chicago 

Scripta Portifictt Instituts Biblict, Rome 
Spirituality Today, Dubuque, IA 
Schriften und Quellen der alten Welt 


Studies in Religion/Sciences religieuses, Wa- 
terloo, Ontario 


Studi semitici 


Sacra Scriptura Antiquitatibus Orientalibus 
Illustrata, Rome 


Society for the Study of Egyptian An- 
tiquities 

Studia Seniitica Neerlandica, Assen 
Semitic Study Series 

Studitum, Madrid 

Studia theclogica 

Svendk teo'ogisk drsskrift 


P. Lampe. 1987. Die siadtrémischen Chris- 
ten in dea ersten beiden Jahrhunderten. 
WUNT 2:18. Tiibingen 


Studien zum Alten und Neuen Testament, 
Munich 


Studien zu den Bogazkéy-Texten, Wiesba- 
den 

Studia et Documenta ad Iura Orientis 
Antiqui Pertinenti 


Studies on the Texts of the Desert of 
Judah 


Studi Eblaiti, Rome 

Studi Ecumenici, Verona, Italy 
Three Steles of Seth (NHC VII,5) 
Studia Francisci Scholten, Leiden 
Svensk teologisk kvartalskrift, Lund 
Studia theologica Ludensia 
Studia Litiurgica, Rotterdam 
Studia Mi:stonalia, Rome 

Studia Onentalia, Helsinki 
Studium C-vetense, Oviedo 

Studia Patavina, Padua, Italy 
Studia Patristica 

Studia Philonica 

Stromata, San Miguel, Argentina 


H. L. Strack and P. Billerbeck. 1922- 
61. Kommentar zum NT aus Talmud und 
Midrasch. 6 vols. Munich 

The Sultantepe Tablets, 2 vols., ed. O. R. 
Gurney, J. J. Finkelstein, and P. Hulin. 
Occasional Publications of the British 


School of Archaeology at Ankara 3, 7. 
London, 1957-64 


Ixxv 


SiTh 
StudBib 
StudBT 
Studium 
StudNeot 
StudOr 
StudPhoen 
STV 

Sukk. 
Sum 
SUNT 


suppl. 
Sus 


SVF 


SVTP 
SVTQ 


SW 
SWBA 
SwJT 


SWP 


SymBU 
Syr 
Syr 


Syr. Men. 
SZ 
T.12P. 
T. Ab. 

T. Adam 
T. Ash. 
T. Benj. 
T. Dan. 
T. Gad 
T. Hez. 


Studia Theologica 

Studia biblica 

Studia biblica et theologica, Guilford, CT 
Studium, Madrid 

Studia neotestamentica, Studia 

Studia orientalia 

Studia Phoenicia [I—VIII] 

Studia theologica varsaviensia 

Sukka 

Sumerian 

Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testa- 
ments 

supplement 

Susanna 

Stoicorum veterum fragmenta, ed. J. von 
Arnim. 4 vols. Leipzig, 1903-24. Repr. 
Stuttgart, 1966; New York, 1986 
Studia in Veteris Testamenti pseudepig- 
rapha 

St. Vladimir's Theological Quarterly, Tuck- 
ahoe, NY 

southwest(ern) 

Social World of Biblical Antiquity 
Southwestern Journal of Theology, Fort 
Worth, TX 

Survey of Western Palestine: 

SWP 1 = C. R. Conder and H. H. 
Kitchener. 1881. Galilee. London. 

SWP 2 = C. R. Conder and H. H. 
Kitchener. 1882. Samaria. London. 
SWP 3 = C. R. Conder and H. H. 
Kitchener. 1883. Judaea. London. 

SWP 4 = E. H. Palmer. 1881. Arabic 
and English Name Lists. London. 

SWP 5 = C. Wilson and C. Warren. 
1881. Special Papers. London. 

SWP 6 = C. Warren and C. Warren, 
1884. Jerusalem. London. 

SWP 7 = H. B. Tristram. 1884. The 
Fauna and Flora of Palestine. London. 
Symbolae biblicae upsalienses 

Syriac 

Syria: Revue d’Art Oriental et d’Archéologie, 
Paris 

Syriac Menander 

Stimmen der Zeit, Munich 

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 
Testament of Abraham 

Testament of Adam 

Testament of Asher 

Testament of Benjamin 

Testament of Daniel 

Testament of Gad 

Testament of Hezekiah 


T. Isaac 
T. Iss. 
T. Jac. 
T. Job 
T. Jos. 
T. Jud. 
T. Levi 
T. Mos. 
T. Naph. 
T. Reu. 
T. Sum. 
T. Sol. 
T. Yom 
T. Zeb. 
TA 
TaSan. 
TAD 


TAtk 
Talm. 
TAM 
Tamid 
TAPA 


TAPhS 


TBC 
TBe 
TBI 
TBT 
TBu 
TCGNT 


TCL 


TCS 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Testament of Isaac 

Testament of Issachar 

Testament of Jacob 

Testament of Job 

Testament of Joseph 

Testament of Judah 

Testament of Levi 

Testament of Moses 

Testament of Naphtali 

Testament of Reuben 

Testament of Simeon 

Testament of Solomon 

Tebul Yom 

Testament of Zebulun 

Tel Aviv, Tel Aviv 

TaSanit 

B. Porten and A. Yardeni. 1986. Textbook 
of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt. 
Jerusalem 

TAD A = vol. 1, Letters 

TAD B = vol. 2, Contracts 

TAD C = vol. 3, Literature and Lists 

TAD D = vol. 4, Fragments and Inscrip- 
tions 

Teologinen Atkakauskirja, Helsinki 

Talmud 

Tituli Asiae Minoris 

Tamid 

Transactions of the American Philological 
Association 

Transactions of the American Philosophical 
Society, Philadelphia 

Torch Bible Commentary 

Theologische Beitrage, Wuppertal 
Theologische Blatter 

The Bible Today, Collegeville, MN 
Theologische Biicherei 

B. M. Metzger. 1971. A Textual Commen- 
tary on the Greek New Testament, United 
Bible Societies 

Textes cunéiforms du Musée du Louvre, 
Paris, 1910— 

Texts from Cuneiform Sources: 

TCS 1 = E. Sollberger. 1966. Business 
and Administrative Correspondence Under 
the Kings of Ur. Locust Valley, NY. 

TCS 2 = R. Biggs. 1967. SA.ZI.GA: 
Ancient Mesopotamian Potency Incanta- 
tons. 

TCS 3 = A. Sjéberg, E. Bergmann, and 
G. Gragg. 1969. The Collection of the 
Sumerian Temple Hymns. 

TCS 4 = E. Leichty. 1970. The Omen 
Series Summa izbu. 

TCS 5 = A. K. Grayson. 1975. Assyrian 
and Babylonian Chronicles. 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

TD Theology Digest, St. Louis, MO 

TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New ‘lesta- 
ment, 10 vols., ed. G. Kittel and G. Fried- 
rich. Trans. G. W. Bromiley. Grand 
Rapids, 1964-76 

TDOT Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, 
ed. G. J. Botterweck, H. Ringgren, and 
H. J. Fabry. Trans. J. T. Willis, G. W. 
Bromiley, and D. E. Green. Grand Rap- 
ids, 1974— 

TE Theologica Evangelica, Pretoria 

Teach. Silv. Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII,4) 

Tem. Temura 

Temenos Temenos: Studies in Comparative Religion, 
Helsinki 

Ter Teresianum, Rome 

Ter. Terumot 

Test Testimonianze, Florence 


Testim. Truth 
TEV 
TextsS 

TF 

Tg. Esth. I 
Tg. Esth. IT 
Tg. Isa. 

Tg. Ket. 
Tg. Neb. 
Tg. Neof. 
Tg. Ong. 
Tg. Ps.-J. 
Tg. Yer. 1 
Tg. Yer. IT 
TGI 


TGl 
Thal. 
ThArb 
THAT 


ThEd 
ThEH 
Them 
Theod. 
Theology 
THeth 
ThH 
THKNT 


Thom. Cont. 
Thomist 
ThPh 
ThStud 


Testimony of Truth (NHC IX,3) 
Today’s English Version 
Texts and Studies 
Theologische Forschung 
First Targum of Esther 
Second Targum of Esther 
Targum of Isaiah 

Targum of the Writings 
Targum of the Prophets 
Targum Neofiti I 

Targum Ongelos 

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Targum Yerusalmi I 
Targum Yerusalmi IT 


K. Galling. 1950. Textbuch zur Geschichte 
Israels, 2d ed. Tibingen 


Theologie und Glaube, Paderborn 
Thallus 
Theologische Arbeiten, Berlin 


Theologisches Handwérterbuch zum Alten 
Testament, 2 vols., ed. E. Jenni and 
C. Westermann. Munich, 1971-76 


Theological Educator, New Orleans 
Theologische Extstenz Heute, Munich 
Themelios, Madison, WI 

Theodotus 

Theology, London 

Texte der Hethiter 

Théologie historique 

Theologischer Handkommentar zum 
Neuen Testament 

Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC I1,7) 
Thomist, Washington, D.C. 

Theologie und Philosophie, Freiburg 
Theologische Studien 


Thund. 
ThV 
TAViat 
TydTheol 
Titus 
TJ 

T]T 
TLZ 
TNB 
TNTC 
Tob 
Tohar. 
TOTC 
TP 
TPNAH 


TPQ 


TQ 
TR 


Trad 
Traditio 
Trall. 
TRE 
Treat. Res. 
Treat. Seth 


Treat. Shem 
TRev 

Tn. Trac. 
Trim. Prot. 
TRu 


TvT 


Ixxvi 


The Thunder: Perfect Mind (NHC VI,2) 
Theologischie Versuche, Berlin 

Theologia \/iatorum, Berlin 

Tijdschrift voor Theologie, Nijmegen 
Titus 

Trinity Jou nal, Deerfield, IL 

Toronto Journal of Theology 

Theologische Literaturzeitung 

The New Blackfriars, Oxford 

Tyndale New Testament Commentary 
Tobit 

Toharot 

Tyndale Old Testament Commentary 
Theologie und Philosophie 


J. D. Fowler. 1988. Theophoric Personal 
Names in Ancient Hebrew. JSOTSup 49. 
Sheffield 


Theologiscl:-Praktische Quartalschrift, Aus- 
tria 

Theologisci:e Quartalschrift 

P. Lucau. Textes Religieux Egyptiens, 1, 
Paris 

Tradition, New York 

Traditio, New York 

see Ign. Trail. 

Theologiscie Realenzyklopidie 

Treatise on Resurrection (NHC I,4) 


Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC 
VII,2) 


Treatise of Shem 

Theologische Revue 

Tripartite Tractate (NHC I,5) 
Trimorphic Protennoia (NHC XIII,/) 
Theologische Rundschau, Tubingen 
Theologica: Studies, Washington, DC 
Theologiscie Studien und Kritiken 


J. C. L. Gibson. 1971-82. Textbook of 
Syrian Semitic Inscriptions. 3 vols. Oxford 


Teologisk Tidsskrift 


Tidsskrift for Teologie og Kirke, Oslo, Nor- 
way 


Tiirk Tari. Kurumu Kongresi Yayinlari. 
Ankara 


Theology Today, Princeton, NJ 

Trierer Theologische Studien 

Tnerer theclogische Zeitschrift 

Texte und Untersuchungen 

Texte aus der Umwelt des Alten Testa- 
ments 

Teologia y Vida, Santiago, Chile 
Tijdschrift voor Theologie, Nijmegen, The 
Netherlands 


Ixxvii 


TWAT 


TWNT 


TynBul 
TZ 


UBSGNT 
UCPNES 


UCPSP 


UET 
UF 
Ug 
UGAA 


Ugs 
UNT 


“UQ. 
Urk. IV 


US 
USOR 


UT 


UUA 
v(v) 
VAB 


Val. Exp. 
VAT 


VC 
VCaro 
VD 

VE 
VetChr 
VF 

Vg 

Vid 
VigChrist 
VIO 


Virt 

Vis. Ezra 
Vis. Is. 
Vis. Paul 


Theologisches Wérterbuch zum Alten Testa- 
ment, ed. G. J. Botterweck, H. Ringgren, 
and H. J. Fabry. Stuttgart, 1970— 


Theologisches Wérterbuch zum Neuen Tes- 
tament, 8 vols., ed. G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich. Stuttgart, 1933-69 


Tyndale Bulletin 


Theologische Zeitschrift, Basel, Switzer- 
land 


United Bible Societies Greek New Testament 


University of California Publications in 
Near Eastern Studies 


University of California Publications in 
Semitic Philology 


Ur Excavations: Texts 
Uganit-Forschungen 

Ugaritic 

Untersuchungen zur Geschichte und 
Altertumskunde Aegyptens 


M. Noth. 1967. Uberlieferungsgeschicht- 
liche Studien. 3d ed. Tiibingen 
Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testa- 
ment 

“Ugqsin 

Urkunden des dgyptischen Altertums. Abt. 
IV, Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, ed. 
K. Sethe and W. Helck. 22 fasc. Leipzig, 
1903-58 


Una Sancta 


Union Seminary Quarterly Review, New 
York, NY 


C. H. Gordon. 1965. Ugaritic Textbook. 
AnOr 38. Rome; suppl. 1967 


Uppsala universitets Arsskrift 
verse(s) 


Vorderasiatische Bibliothek, Leipzig, 1907— 
16 


A Valentinian Exposition (NHC XI,2) 


Vorderasiatische Abteilung, Thontafel- 
sammlung, Staatliche Musee zu Berlin 


Vigiliae christianae 

Verbum caro 

Verbum domini 

Vox Evangilica 

Vetera Christianum, Bari 
Verkiindigung und Forschung 
Vulgate 

Vidyajyott, Delhi 

Vigiltao Christianae 
Ver6ffentlichung der Institut fiir Or- 
ientforschung 

Philo, De virtutibus 

Vision of Ezra 

Vision of Isaiah 

Vision of Paul 


Vita 

Vita C 

Vita Cont 
Vita Mos I-II 
VKGNT 


VL 
vol(s). 
Vorsokr. 


VR 


VS 


WBC 
WBKL 


WobMyth 


WC 
WD 
WDB 
Wehr 


WF 
WGI 


WHAB 
Whitaker 


WH]P 
Wis 
WLSGF 


WMANT 


wo 

WoAr 

Wor 
WordWorld 
WPGI 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


Vita Adae et Evae 

Eusebius, Vita Constantini 
Philo, De vita contemplativa 
Philo, De vita Mosis I-II 


Vollstindige Konkordanz zum griechischen 
Neuen Testament, ed. K. Aland 


Vetus Latina 

volume(s) 

Fragmente der Vorsokrater, 4th ed., ed. 
H. Diels. Berlin, 1922 

Vox Reformata, Geelong, Victoria, Aus- 
tralia 

Vorderasiatische Schriftdenkmaler der 
koniglichen Museen zu Berlin 

Vie spirituelle, Paris 

Vetus Testamentum, Leiden 

Vetus Testamentum Supplements 
west(ern) 

(“Weimar Ausgabe,” =] D. Martin Luth- 


ers Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgabe, ed. 
J. K. F. Knaake et al. Weimar, 1883- 
The Way, London 

A. Erman and H. Grapow. 1926-31. 
Worterbuch der dgyptischen Sprache. 7 vols. 
Leipzig. Repr. 1963 

World Bible Commentary 

Wiener Beitrage zur Kulturgeschichte 
und Linguistik 

Worterbuch der Mythologie, ed. H. W. 
Haussig, Stuttgart, 1961 

Westminster Commentaries, London 
Wort und Dienst 

Westminster Dictionary of the Bible 


H. Wehr. 1976. A Dictionary of Modern 
Wniten Arabic, 3d ed., ed. J. M. Cowen. 
Ithaca 


Wege der Forschung 


J. Wellhausen. 1878. Geschichte Israels. 
Berlin [see also WPGI and WPHIT] 


Westminster Historical Atlas of the Bible 


R. E. Whitaker. 1972. A Concordance of 
the Ugaritic Literature. Cambridge, MA 


World History of the Jewish People 
Wisdom of Solomon 


The Word of the Lord Shall Go Forth: Essays 
in Honor of David Noel Freedman, eds. 
C. L. Meyers and M. O’Connor. Wi- 
nona Lake, IN, 1983 


Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum 
Alten und Neuen Testament 


Die Welt des Orients 

World Archaeology 

Worship, Collegeville, MN 
Word and World, St. Paul, MN 


J. Wellhausen. 1895. Prolegomena zur 
Geschichte Israels. 4th ed. Berlin 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


WPHI 


WS 
WT] 


WTM 


WTS 
WuD 
WUNT 


wus 


WuW 
WVDOG 


Www 
WZ 
WZKM 


WZKSO 


Yad. 

Yal. 
Yebam. 
Yem. Tg. 
YES 
YGC 


YJS 
YNER 


J. Wellhausen. 1885. Prolegomena to the 
History of Israel. 2 vols. Trans. J. S. Black 
and A. Menzies. Edinburgh. Repr. 
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AARON (PERSON) [Heb °ahdron]. AARONITES. The 
son of Amram and the brother of Moses and Miriam who 
was the eponymous ancestor of the priestly Aaronites and 
the paradigm for later priests. He dies at Mount Hur (Deut 
32:50) and is succeeded by his son Eleazar (Num 20:22— 
29). Aaronites are the priests who claim descent from Levi 
through Aaron. They are often referred to as the “sons of 
Aaron” (Heb béné °ahdron) (cf. Lev 3:8; 21:1; Num 10:8; 
Josh 21:4; 1 Chr 24:1; Neh 12:47) or as “belonging to 
Aaron” (Heb l@ahdrén) (cf. 1 Chr 12:28—Eng 12:27; 
27:17). The meaning of the name “Aaron” is uncertain, 
although it is perhaps derived from Egyptian. 
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A. Introduction 

The first task in understanding Aaron and the Aaronites 
is to examine the varied images of them in the biblical 
accounts. Sometimes there is a strong positive image of 
Aaron as the officially ordained priest of God. At other 
times, the picture is rather negative, portraying Aaron at 
odds with Moses and “mainline” religious practices. In 
examining these portrayals, it becomes clear that positive 
images appear in the later biblical materials and negative 
images are prominent in the earlier materials. It is also 
true that there is a significant body of biblical literature 
(the prophets—especially Ezekiel—and the Deuterono- 
mistic History) in which priests are present but there is 
litle or no reference to Aaron or his followers. Thus, in 
order to understand the images of Aaron and the Aaron- 
ites, one needs to be aware of the particular literature in 
which these references to Aaron are found, and the spe- 
cific time frame in which that literature emerged. 

A second set of concerns when discussing Aaron and 
the Aaronites focuses on their relationship to other people 
or priestly groups. In terms of individuals, the question is 
primarily Aaron’s relationship with Moses. In terms of the 
Aaronites, the question is how they relate to the Levites 
and Zadokites, two other major priestly factions. 

Finally, Aaron and his descendants are the preeminent 
models of what it means to be a priest. They are the ones 
who perform the most holy of rituals, who handle the 
holiest of sacred objects and who enter the holiest of 
places. In addition, they are the ones who oversee all 
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priestly functions and groups, and monitor the activities 
of the priests at both the temple and the tabernacle. 


B. Images of Aaron in the Biblical Literature 

It is clear that there is some ambivalence in the biblical 
texts toward Aaron. On the one hand, he becomes involved 
with the construction of the GOLDEN CALF (Exodus 32) 
and joins Miriam in opposing Moses (Numbers 12). On the 
other hand, Aaron and his sons are singled out to serve 
God as priests (Exodus 28-29; Leviticus 8-9). Somewhere 
amid these two perspectives stands a remarkable silence on 
the Aaronites (e.g. 1-2 Kings, Ezekiel), in which they are 
neither good nor bad. There are other priests or priestly 
groups present, but Aaron and the Aaronites are not part 
of that presence. 

This confusing portrayal has been the subject of specu- 
lation for some period. As early as Wellhausen (WHPI) and 
Kennett (1905), it was suggested that the positive portrayal 
of Aaron emerged only in the post-exilic period and that 
the negative or neutral portrayals dated from the pre- 
exilic period. Since those early discussions, Meek (1929), 
Welch (1939), North (1954) and Cody (1969, 1977) have 
offered slight variations on the same basic position—that 
the positive image of Aaron is a product of the post-exilic 
period. 

Their arguments are based on an examination of the 
materials in which Aaron appears. There are 346 refer- 
ences to Aaron in the Hebrew Bible (several in the Apoc- 
rypha and Pseudepigrapha and 5 in the NT). A vast 
majority (296) appear in Exodus, Leviticus, and Numbers. 
The remainder are spread out in Deuteronomy (4), Joshua 
(6), Judges (1), 1 Samuel (2), Micah (1), Psalms (9), Ezra 
(1), Nehemiah (3), 1 Chronicles (16), and 2 Chronicles (7). 
The lack of appearances in Ezekiel, who is very concerned 
with priests, and the scarcity in Deuteronomy (4), where 
Moses plays a predominant role, are very curious. How- 
ever, prior to drawing any conclusions, specific passages 
need to be investigated, and this investigation must be 
cognizant of the historical situation from which the pas- 
sages emerge. 

A safe place to begin such an examination is the work of 
the Chronicler, whose postexilic date is essentially undis- 
puted. In 1-2 Chronicles one sees a prominent positive 
role for Aaron. He is the brother of Moses (1 Chr 5:29— 
Eng 6:3); he and his sons make sacrifices, offerings, and 
atonement in the most holy place in the temple (1 Chr 
6:34—-Eng 6:49); and Aaron and his sons are “set apart” 
to perform the most sacred of duties—to burn incense, to 
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minister, and to bless (1 Chr 23:13; 24:19). Furthermore, 
in 2 Chr 26:16-21, it is explicitly indicated that only the 
sons of Aaron, and not King Uzziah, could burn incense to 
Yahweh. 

There are many other positive portrayals of Aaron, but 
most are found in P (Priestly) material, a collection of 
material more problematical in terms of dating than the 
Chronicler’s materials. The general consensus, albeit cer- 
tainly not uniform, is that the present form of the P 
material reflects the understandings and perspectives of 
the early Second Temple period ({i.e., postexilic period). 
Following that consensus yields a perspective on Aaron 
which is consistent with what emerged in the postexilic 
work of the Chronicler. 

When one looks at the P material, one sees a very 
positive understanding of Aaron. A few examples from 
Exodus will support this point. Following the description 
of the ark and tabernacle (Exod 25:1-27:20), Aaron and 
his sons (the Aaronites) are to “tend” the tent of meeting 
(Exod 27:21), to serve Yahweh as priests (Exod 28:1), to 
wear priestly garments (Exod 28:3—43), including the 
Urim and Thummim (Exod 28:30), to be consecrated to 
Yahweh (Exod 29:1) and to be ordained (Exod 29:9, 35). 
To celebrate this ordination, a bull and two rams are to be 
sacrificed in Aaron’s honor (Exod 29:10-37). Finally, 
Aaron and his sons shall be anointed and consecrated as 
priests of Yahweh with “holy oil” (Exod 30:30-31). This 
positive image of Aaron continues through most of Exo- 
dus (with tae exception of Exodus 32, which will be dis- 
cussed later), throughout all of Leviticus and most of 
Numbers. 

In Leviticus, much time is spent describing specific of- 
ferings ancl the procedures for those offerings. Consis- 
tently, Aaron, or “Aaron’s sons, the priests” are specified 
as the only people authorized to perform these rituals. In 
Lev 6:1-9:24—Eng 6:8—-9:24, Aaron and his sons are 
instructed as to the law of the various offerings and their 
crucial role in these offerings. The ritual for anointing 
Aaron and his sons is spelled out in Lev 6:12-16--Eng 
6:19—23. The actual ceremony for the ordination of Aaron 
and his sons is prescribed in Leviticus 8—9. The regulations 
for the actions of the Aaronites—“the priests, the sons of 
Aaron”—are spelled out in Leviticus 21. The concern is to 
maintain the holy status of the priests so that they do not 
become defiled by such actions as marrying a divorced 
woman (v 7), letting one’s hair hang loose (v 10), or coming 
in contact with a dead body (v 11). In addition, no person 
with a blemish may “offer bread” to Yahweh (v 18). 

In Numbers 1—4, Moses and Aaron conduct a census of 
the people in preparation for war. Three factors should 
be considered when examining the role of Aaron in this 
census. First, the Levites, another priestly group, are num- 
bered separately from the rest of the people (Num 1:47; 
3:16—37), and are to be given to Aaron to stand (Heb ?md) 
before and serve (Heb srt) him (3:6). The second point is 
that the line of succession to Aaron is established. In Num 
3:2-3 Aaron’s sons are listed and identified as anointed 
priests “ordained to minister in the priest’s office” (literally 
“whose hands are filled for the priesthood” [Heb ml? yd 
lkhn], “to fill the hand,” is the common Hebrew expression 
used to indicate ordination). Since Nadab and Abihu, two 
of Aaron’s sons, have died (Leviticus 10), Eleazar and 


2-1 


Ithamar, Aaron’s other sons, are the successors to Aaron. 
Finally, only Aaron and his sons are to be priests. All others 
who seek to come near the tent of meeting should be killed 
(Num 3:10). 

This perspective on Aaron’s exclusive role as priest is 
continued in Numbers 16. The account records the rebel- 
lion of Korah, Dathan, ard Abiram against Moses and 
Aaron (Num 16:1—3) and contains the statement that only 
the descendants of Aaron «an be priests (Num 17:5-Eng 
16:40). This is curious since Korah, the son of Ishar, and 
Aaron, the son of Amram. are both seen as descendants 
of the priestly family of Levi (Exod 3:16-18; Num 3:17— 
19; 16:1). However, for the ?riestly writer it is only Aaron’s 
branch of the Levitical family which can claim the legiti- 
mate right to the priesthood at the temple and tabernacle. 
Other material in Numbers (except Numbers 12) conveys 
the same basic positive evaluation of Aaron. As with the 
Chronicler, the Priestly writer presents a positive image of 
Aaron. 

In contrast to that perspective, one can find materials in 
which there is a negative, or at least neutral, image of 
Aaron. One example is in Deuteronomy. This material is 
examined first because it can be identified, with a comfort- 
able degree of certainty, as having originated in a pre- 
exilic context. One example, in particular, is Deuteronomy 
9, which contains part of Moses’ presentation to the peo- 
ple. Of interest here is the telling of the story of Moses’ 
descent from Mount Horeb after having received the two 
tablets of stone. Moses comes upon the people who have 
sinned and made a GOLDEN CALF (Deut 9:15—16). The 
story continues with a statement that Yahweh is so angry 
toward Aaron that he was about to destroy him. It appears 
that it is only Moses’ intercessory prayer and his utter 
destruction of the Golden Calf which saves Aaron. It is 
certainly not a glowing recommendation of Aaron. In- 
deed, the only other appearance of Aaron in Deuteron- 
omy is in 32:50, where Aaron is merely mentioned as a 
brother of Moses. Thus Deuteronomy neither presents a 
positive image of Aaron, nor contains a reference to Aaron 
as priest (unless one considers Aaron’s role in the building 
of the Golden Calf as priestly—but even then it would not 
be seen as consistent with the mainline worship of Yahweh). 

This negative perspective is not confined to this passage 
in Deuteronomy. In Exodus 32, although there is some 
discussion as to the integrity of the passage, Aaron is 
portrayed as the villain who receives the gold from the 
people (Exod 32:4a), makes the calf (Exod 32:4a, 35), 
declares, “These are your gods, O Israel, who brought you 
out of the land of Egypt!” (Exod 32:4b), and builds an 
altar before the calf (Exod 32:5). When Moses returns 
from the mountain, he indicates that Aaron has brought a 
great sin upon the people (Exod 32:21) and has allowed 
the people to “break loose” (Exod 32:25). While Aaron 
seeks to redirect Moses’ anger (Exod 32:22—24), his culpa- 
bility is clearly indicated. 

A third example of this negative image of Aaron is 
found in Numbers 12. Here Aaron and his sister Miriam 
challenge Moses’ authority (12:1) and claim that Yahweh 
speaks through them as well as through Moses (12:2). The 
response of Yahweh is clear; Moses is the specially chosen 
spokesperson, and no one should challenge him (12:5—8). 
As punishment, Yahweh mikes Miriam leprous and sub- 
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sequently heals her only after Aaron pleads with Moses to 
petition Yahweh on their behalf. 

All three of these passages which convey either a nega- 
tive or a nonpriestly image of Aaron are generally consid- 
ered to be preexilic in date. The single reference to Aaron 
in the prophets (Mic 6:4), which is preexilic, merely refers 
to Aaron as having been sent to Egypt with Moses and 
Miriam. In addition, there are precious few references to 
Aaron in the pre-exilic and exilic work of the Deuteron- 
omistic Historian, which is surprising, given the number 
of times priests or priestly factions are mentioned. It is 
only in Joshua, where cities are distributed to the Levites 
(Josh 21:4, 13, 19), that Aaron is referred to as a priest. 
Finally, Ezekiel, an exilic work which spends much time 
discussing the roles and functions of the priests and 
priestly groups, never refers to Aaron or the Aaronites. 

The implication of this examination of the biblical pas- 
sages which refer to Aaron is that the positive image of 
Aaron and the Aaronites, and of their role as priests, 
arises in the post-exilic period. This may be expected since 
it reflects, in general, the prominent position of priests in 
the postexilic period, and, in particular, the emergence of 
the role of the high priest. In contrast, in the pre-exilic 
period Aaron is mentioned only a few times, often in a 
neutral or negative way, and very rarely as a priest. Thus 
one must conclude that the prominence of Aaron and the 
Aaronites as priests is a post-exilic phenomenon. 


C. Aaron/Aaronite Relations with Others 

A second area of consideration is the relationship of 
Aaron to other individuals and of the Aaronites to other 
priestly groups. Aaron’s relationship to Moses is of pri- 
mary importance. In terms of the associations of the 
Aaronites, there are two other priestly factions which have 
a significant role in the Hebrew Bible—the Zadokites and 
the Levites. It is clear that there is struggle, conflict, and 
competition among these three groups over who is going 
to have control of the priesthood. As indicated in the 
previous section, one must remember that all of these 
relationships are fluid and that Aaron’s priority is empha- 
sized in the later biblical materials. 

The close association of Moses and Aaron is a common 
theme in the Pentateuch (although not exclusively found 
there [Josh 24:5; 1 Sam 12:6; Ps 77:21—Eng 77:20, 99:6]), 
particularly in the later (Priestly) writings of the Penta- 
teuch. The association begins with the claim that Aaron is 
Moses’ brother (Exod 4:14; 6:20; 28:1; Num 26:59; 27:12— 
13; Deut 32:50; 1 Chr 5:29—Eng 6:3; 23:13). There are 
also over 65 instances where the phrase “Moses and 
Aaron” appears, almost like a word pair, and only a few 
instances where the phrase “Aaron and Moses” occurs 
(Exod 6:26; Num 3:1). What is striking about many of 
these instances is that the presence of “Aaron” is not 
crucial to the passage. It could easily be removed without 
a significant impact on the passage or its meaning (cf. 
Exod 7:8; 10:3; 16:6; Lev 9:23; 11:1; Num 4:1; 14:5; 
33:1). So the evidence for a close association of Moses and 
Aaron is not absolutely certain, and it is primarily found 
in the later materials. 

In the relationship between Moses and Aaron, it is clear 
that Moses has a more prominent role. Most often in the 
Torah, Yahweh speaks to Moses, who in turn speaks to 
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Aaron (Exod 7:19; 16:32—34; Lev 17:1-2; Num 6:22-23; 
8:1-2), or Yahweh speaks to Moses and Aaron at the same 
time (Exod 12:43; Lev 11:1; 14:33; Num 2:1; 19:1; 20:12). 
Only rarely does Yahweh speak directly to Aaron (Lev 
10:8; Num 18:1). In addition, when one looks at the 
dynamics of the plague stories, there is a clear but subtle 
shift in the relationship between Moses and Aaron. At the 
beginning, Moses fumbles for words and pleads his incom- 
petence until in anger Yahweh appoints Aaron to be Moses’ 
spokesperson. Even then Aaron receives Yahweh’s words 
through Moses (Exod 4:1—17; 7:19). Thus at the beginning 
of the plague stories Aaron has an important role. When 
both Moses and Aaron appear before Pharaoh (Exod 5:1, 
7:10), it is Aaron’s rod which becomes the serpent (7:10), 
swallows the rods of Pharaoh’s magicians (7:12), is used to 
turn the Nile into blood (7:19), causes the plague of frogs 
(8:1—Eng 8:5), and brings about the plague of gnats 
(8:16-17). However, with Exodus 9, Aaron begins to fade 
from the scene, and it is Moses who brings the boils (9:10) 
and uses his own rod to bring hail and fire (9:23) and the 
locusts (10:12-13). One explanation of this shift is that the 
earlier plagues tend to be from the P writer and the later 
plagues tend to be from the older pentateuchal source, 
the J writer. Although there is considerable and justifiable 
discussion about the degree to which one can identify a 
particular passage or verse as J or P, the general perspec- 
tive suggests that the older materials do not place an 
emphasis on Aaron whereas the newer materials do. Thus, 
like the prominence of Aaron as priest in the postexilic 
period, it seems that the association of Aaron with Moses 
also finds its greatest emphasis in the post-exilic materials. 

Moses and Aaron also appear together when the people 
are “murmuring” during the Exodus. Usually this mur- 
muring involves the rebellion of the people against the 
leadership. In Exodus 17 the people murmur against 
Moses (v 2). Aaron is not the target of the rebellion and 
his role in the incident is only that of holding up Moses’ 
arms, along with Hur (v 12). In Numbers 12, the rebellion 
is again directed at Moses (v 1). However, this time it is 
Aaron and his sister Miriam who lead the rebellion against 
Moses. Finally, in Numbers 14 and 16, the rebellion is 
directed not just against Moses but also against Aaron 
(Num 14:2, 16:3). This confused situation becomes clear 
when one realizes that the early materials (Numbers 12, 
Exodus 17) either ignore Aaron or are negative toward 
him, whereas in the later materials (Numbers 14, 16) there 
is a positive picture of Aaron and a link with Moses. 

When one turns to the priestly groups, it is apparent 
that the relations between the Zadokites and Aaronites 
change over time. During the monarchy, it is the Zadokites 
who play a prominent role in the priesthood and little is 
said about the Aaronites. One merely needs to look at the 
dearth of references to Aaron or Aaronites in Kings and 
Samuel (only 2 Samuel) in contrast to the 26 references to 
Zadok as the priest of the monarchy. At the end of David’s 
reign, there is a conflict over the succession to the throne 
between Solomon and his followers and Adonijah and his 
followers (1 Kings 1-2). When Solomon is victorious in the 
struggle, he appoints Zadok as the priest of the Temple 
and expels Abiathar (1 Kgs 2:27), the associate of Adoni- 
jah. While there may be some debate over the actual 
association of Abiathar—whether he is Levite or Aaron- 
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ite—it is clear that Zadok and his followers, the Zadokites, 
are the priests in good standing. That perspective contin- 
ues in the late exilic work of Ezekiel; he never mentions 
the Aaronites. Rather, it is the Zadokites with the assis- 
tance of the Levites who are the priests (Ezek 40:46; 44:15; 
48:11). 

It is only in the post-exilic material of the Chronicler 
that any association between Aaron and Zadok appears, 
and the perspective is always that Zadok the priest is a 
descendant of Aaron (1 Chr 5:29-34—Eng 6:3-8; 6:35-— 
38—Eng 6:50-53; Ezra 7:1-5), which preserves the pri- 
ority of Aaron. In addition, the Chronicler seeks to clarify 
the relationship of Zadok and Abiathar, the two priests of 
David (2 Sara 8:17, cf. 1 Sam 22:20) who are rivals after 
his death. According to 1 Chr 24:3, Zadok is a descendant 
of Eleazar, the son of Aaron, and Abiathar is a descendant 
of Ithamar, also a son of Aaron. Thus, for the Chronicler, 
all priests are descendants of Aaron, which again stresses 
the post-exilic prominence of the Aaronites. 

The relationship between the Aaronites and the Levites 
is much more confusing and more prone to be hostile than 
that between the Aaronites and the Zadokites. Neverthe- 
less, this relationship also shows development and change. 
A prime example of the hostility emerges in Exodus 32. 
The complicity of Aaron in the Golden Calf apostasy has 
already been mentioned. At the end of that account, there 
is the punishment for those involved in the idolatry (Exod 
32:25-29). Moses calls for those “on Yahweh's side” to join 
him in opposition to the people who “broke loose,” and 
presumably that included Aaron. It is the Levites who 
respond to Moses’ call and slay 3,000 people who partici- 
pated in the apostasy. As a result of the Levites’ actions, 
they are “ordained” to the service of Yahweh (Exod 32:29). 
The Hebrew text says “their hands are filled,” which is a 
clear reference to their ordination as priests. It thus ap- 
pears that the Levites’ rise in status is directly related to 
their opposition to Aaron and his followers. 

This same perspective is present when one examines 
1 Kings 12. In this passage Jeroboam establishes two cultic 
centers in the Northern Kingdom at Dan and Bethel (vv 
25-33), and makes two calves of gold for these centers (v 
28). Jeroboain erects these calves and declares, “Behold 
your gods, © Israel, who brought you out of the land of 
Egypt,” the same phrase as was used by Aaron in Exod 
32:4. In addition, when Jeroboam selects priests for his 
temple he explicitly excludes Levites (1 Kgs 12:31). (Ac- 
cording to 2 Chr 13:8—9, Jeroboam excludes both Levites 
and Aaronites, which reflects the later post-exilic perspec- 
tive of the Chronicler in which Aaron is the only true 
priest and could not have participated in the apostasy of 
the Northerr. Kingdom.) A further piece of data which 
links these two golden calf incidents of Exodus 32 and 
1 Kings 12 together is that the two eldest sons of Aaron 
and the sons of Jeroboam have virtually the same names: 
Nadab and Abihu for Aaron (Exod 6:23) and Nadab and 
Abijah for Jeroboam (1 Kgs 14:1, 20). Furthermore, all 
four of these sons die as a result of their idolatry (cf. 
Leviticus 10; 1 Kgs 14:1-14; 15:25-30). So based on these 
early material's, the improper cultic practices of Jeroboam 
are associatec. with those of Aaron, and the Levites either 
do not participate or actively oppose those idolatrous reli- 
gious practices. 
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Numbers 16 is another passage in which there is oppo- 
sition between Aaron and the Levites. However, in this 
instance, it is Aaron who is declared the righteous follower 
of God; and it is Korah, the descendant of Levi, who 
revolts against Moses and Auron. Indeed, the followers of 
Aaron (Aaronites) are explicitly identified as the priests of 
Yahweh to the exclusion of Korah (Num 16:1—-5—Eng 
16:36—40). 

This change in perspective on Aaron, where Aaron is 
now seen as the dominant priest, is reflective of the post- 
exilic materials of the Priestly writer and the Chronicler 
and again exemplifies the post-exilic relationship of Aar- 
onites and Levites. It also shows that although all priestly 
factions traced their ancestry back to Levi, and Levi is 
considered ordained by God, the Levites’ primary function 
is to serve the Aaronites. 

When the census of the people is being taken by Aaron 
and Moses in Numbers, the Levites are explicitly set aside 
(Num 1:47) and not numbered at the beginning, since they 
have special tasks around the tabernacle. Later, however, 
the Levites are numbered ind chosen by God to stand 
(Heb ?md) before Aaron arid to “minister” (Heb 37t) to 
Aaron, since they are given to Aaron and his sons (Num 
3:5-10; cf. 4:27). What is clear in this passage is that there 
is a distinction between the Aaronites as priests and the 
Levites, who, although also ordained, are secondary 
priests subordinate to Aaron 

Aaron is then to collect the Levites and consecrate them 
to service (Heb ‘bd) (Num 8 5-26; cf. 18:1—7). This per- 
spective is continued in Chronicles, where there is a clear 
distinction between priests, understood to be Aaronites, 
and Levites (1 Chr 23:2; 24:31; 28:13, 21; and 2 Chr 7:6; 
11:13; 13:9; 19:8; 23:4, 6). The Levites are to stand (Heb 
>md) before the priests, the sons of Aaron (1 Chr 23:27- 
28), and guard (Heb smr) the sons of Aaron (1 Chr 23:32; 
cf. 2 Chr 13:10; 35:14; Neh | 2:47). 

The priority of the Aaronttes is illustrated in no better 
way than in the account in Nam 17:16-28—Eng 17:1-13. 
According to the passage, each of the twelve tribes has a 
rod or staff, and each is to have the tribal ancestor’s name 
placed on the rod. However. the rod representing Levi's 
tribe has Aaron’s name writen upon it. When all twelve 
rods are deposited in the tent of meeting to determine 
which of them will be chosen by God, it is the “rod of 
Aaron” which sprouts and bears “ripe almonds.” This, of 
course, indicates Yahweh’s selection of Aaron over all other 
(cf. Ps-Philo 17:1—4; 53:9). Finally, Aaron’s rod, which is 
put before the “testimony” in the tent of meeting, is to 
become a sign that the people should not murmur against 
Yahweh (cf. Numbers 16). 

In the following chapter (INumbers 18), where Aaron’s 
priesthood and the role of the tribe of Levi are again 
discussed, the priority of Aaron and his sons as priests and 
the secondary status of the tribe of Levi are reiterated. 
The Levites are to minister to (Heb 3rt; Num 18:2), to 
guard (Heb smr; Num 18:3), and to serve (Heb ‘bd; Num 
18:6) Aaron and his sons. This role of attending to Aaron 
and the Aaronites is given exclusively to the Levites (Num 
18:4). However, the Levites are firmly cautioned not to 
approach the altar, lest they die (Num 18:3). This material 
in Numbers is late, again suggesting that the priority of 
Aaron and the Aaronites anc. the secondary status of the 
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tribe of Levi (the Levites) emerges in the time of the 
Second Temple. In the material from the earlier periods, 
the Levites are often preferred, and it is the Aaronites 
whose activities are questionable and whose status is sec- 
ondary to the Levites. 

In general, it appears that Aaron’s relationship with 
others has had the same mixed history as was seen in the 
review of Aaron in the biblical literature. In the monarchi- 
cal period, Aaron and the Aaronites have a secondary, 
nonexistent, or negative status in relation to the other 
priestly groups. That perspective changes in the post-exilic 
period of the high priest, when Aaron and his sons (the 
Aaronites) become the high priests and establish their 
superiority over other groups. They do this by a genealog- 
ical link which traces their ancestry back to Moses and 
beyond to Levi, and by the accounts of Yahweh’s selection 
of Aaron as the chosen priest, the paradigm—preferred 
over the other priestly factions (Levites and Zadokites). 
Indeed, the other priestly factions became servants to 
Aaron and the Aaronites. 


D. The Priestly Functions of Aaron and the 
Aaronites 

The role of Aaron as priest emerges in the activities and 
functions he and his descendants, the Aaronites, perform. 
Of course, one of their main functions is to preside at 
cultic ceremonies. However, there are other related activi- 
ties in which they are involved. 

There are numerous references in which Aaron (or his 
descendants) officiate at and participate in cultic rituals. 
In fact, the majority of the discussion in Leviticus is de- 
voted to the priestly functions of Aaron and the Aaronites. 
They perform the “burnt offering” (Lev 1:3-17; 9:12-14), 
the “cereal offering” (Lev 2:1-16), and the “peace offer- 
ing” (Lev 3:1-17; 9:18-21). Aaron is not explicitly men- 
tioned when the “sin offering” (Lev 4:1-5:13) or “guilt 
offering” (Lev 5:14-26—Eng 5:14-6:7) are discussed. 
However, when the laws (Heb férat) of the “sin offering” 
are presented (Lev 6:17-23—Eng 6:24—30; cf. 9:8, 16:6), 
it is the Aaronites who are addressed. For the “guilt offer- 
ing” Aaron is again not specified, but it is always a priest 
who officiates (Lev 5:16, 5:25-26—Eng 6:6-7, 7:1—5), and 
Aaron is in charge when the offering of atonement is 
made (Leviticus 16). Thus the presumption that this anon- 
ymous priest should be understood as Aaron seems valid 
(cf. 1 Chr 6:34—Eng 6:49). 

Another priestly function of the Aaronites is participa- 
tion in ordination. Indeed, the Aaronites participate in 
their own ordination ceremony (Leviticus 8). It is run by 
Moses at Yahweh’s command, but Aaron and his sons 
participate by laying their hands upon the bull of the “sin 
offering” (8:14), the ram of the “burnt offering” (8:18), 
and the ram of the “ordination” (8:22). Finally, they are to 
eat from the ordination offering (8:3 1—36). 

An important passage which outlines Aaron’s duties is 
Leviticus 10:8-11. This passage is unusual because it is 
one of the few places where Yahweh speaks directly to 
Aaron rather than through Moses. Here Aaron is told to 
do three things: avoid drinking when going into the tent 
of meeting; distinguish between the holy and the common 
and between the clean and the unclean; and teach the 
people Yahweh’s statutes. One curiosity about the passage 
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is how closely it echoes Ezekiel 44. In Ezekiel the reference 
is not to Aaron but to the priests who are the sons of 
Zadok and who also claim desc. .c from Levi. Nevertheless, 
the functions of the priests are very similar: the sons of 
Zadok are told not to drink before going into the temple 
(Ezek 44:21); to distinguish between clean and unclean 
(Ezek 44:23b); to teach the people the difference between 
holy and common (Ezek 44:23a); to act as judge (Ezek 
44:24a; cf. Exod 28:29-30); and to keep Yahweh’s laws 
(Ezek 44:24b). Although the priestly faction in charge may 
have changed, the priestly functions relative to the central 
shrine remain essentially the same. 

The distinction between clean and unclean is the focus 
of Leviticus 11-14. Moses and Aaron (Lev 11:1) are to 
speak to the people about this distinction, and people who 
are thought to be diseased are to be brought before Aaron 
and his sons for examination (Lev 13:1—2). It is Aaron who 
is to determine clean and unclean in relation to disease, 
and to deal with unclean houses and how to cleanse them 
(Lev 14:33-57). The same standards of purity apply to the 
Aaronites themselves. They are to be without blemish and 
pure in all ways (Leviticus 21). This is another means of 
distinguishing Aaron from others, and supports the con- 
tention that Aaron is chosen above the others to be priest 
(Ps 105:26, 106:16) and to have access to the holy things 
(1 Chr 23:13) in the temple (1 Chr 24:19) or in the tent of 
meeting (Exod 27:21, Num 17:1—5—Eng 16:36—40). 

In Joshua 21, the Aaronites are to receive 48 Levitical 
cities from among the cities recently conquered by the 
twelve tribes (vv 4, 10, 13, 19). These cities, along with 
their pasture lands (but not, presumably, the agricultural 
lands [Num 35:1-8]), are to be set aside as land in which 
the priests can live and raise herds. This perspective is 
reiterated in 1 Chr 6:39-66—Eng 6:54-81, where there 
is a special reference to the sons of Aaron receiving cities 
of refuge (1 Chr 6:42-45—Eng 6:57-60). They are said 
to receive 13 cities, although only 11 are listed by name, in 
which a criminal may find refuge from pursuers. In the 
other major references to the cities of refuge (Num 35:9— 
15; Deut 19:1-10; Joshua 20), only 6 cities are set aside, 
and there is no mention of the cities being given to Aaron. 
The Aaronite control of these cities of refuge may well 
reflect the Chronicler’s post-exilic perspective, in which 
there is a positive image of Aaron, and the Aaronites are 
in charge of the priesthood. 

Finally, the Aaronites are given the Urim and Thummim 
(Exod 28:30, Lev 8:5—9). These “sacred lots” are used to 
determine the will of Yahweh (Num 27:21; 1 Sam 14:36— 
42, 27:6; cf. 1 Sam 10:20~—24) and to indicate the juridical 
role of Aaron (Exod 28:29—30a; cf. Ezek 44:24). In Num 
27:21, it is Eleazar, the son of Aaron, the next in the 
priestly line (cf. Num 20:22-29), who uses the Urim to 
inquire whether Joshua should succeed Moses. The Urim 
and Thummim are thus symbols of special access to God’s 
will; and, according to parts of the biblical tradition, they 
belong in the hands of the Aaronites. 

It is clear that Aaron and the Aaronites play a prominent 
role as priests. Their fulfillment of that role is emphasized 
in the Hebrew Bible, especially in the later materials. That 
perspective continues in the intertestamental literature (4 
Macc 7:11; 3 En. 2:3; 48A:7), although there are surpris- 
ingly few references to Aaron in this material. In the New 
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Testament, the book of Hebrews speaks of Jesus being 
called by God, just like Aaron (Heb 5:4—5). However, to 
distinguish Jesus from the priests of his contemporary 
time, Jesus is said to be of the order of Melchizedek, not 
that of Aaron and the Levites (Heb 7:4—22). Thus the 
writer of He>rews is claiming a priestly authority for Jesus 
which predates that of Aaron or Levi and comes through 
Melchizedek at the time of Abraham (Gen 14:17—24; Ps 
110:4; Heb 7:1-3). 


E. Summary 

Aaron and the Aaronites play an important role in the 
religious structure of ancient Israel. The emphasis upon 
them and their functions clearly indicates their place as 
the preeminent priests. However, close examination of the 
biblical literature suggests that this prominent role was not 
present at the beginnings of Israel and was not won with- 
out a struggle. The earlier materials indicate a more sig- 
nificant role for the Levite and Zadokite priestly factions 
than for the Aaronites. It is only with the realignment and 
reorganization forced upon the Israelites by the trauma of 
the fall of Jerusalem in 586 B.c.£. that the Aaronites 
assume center stage. Then, in the writings of the post- 
exilic period the Aaronites are portrayed as the paradigm 
of priests, and the other priestly groups are relegated to 
secondary or servant status. (See also PRIESTS AND LE- 
VITES.) 
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JOHN R. SPENCER 


AB [Heb °aé}. The fifth month of the Hebrew calendar, 
roughly corresponding to July and August. See CALEN- 
DAR. 


ABADDON [Heb °dbaddén]. Derived from Heb dbad, 
“became lost,” “be ruined, destroyed,” “perish,” Abaddon 
has a variety of nuanced meanings. 

A poetic synonym for the abode of the dead, meaning 
“Destruction,” or “(the place of) destruction.” Abaddon 
occurs in parallel and in conjunction with Sheol (Job 26:6 
and Prov 15 11; 27:20). It is also found in conjunction 
with Death (Job 28:22) and in parallel with the grave 
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(Ps 88:12—-Eng 88:11). Although a place of mystery which 
is hidden from human eyes, Abaddon is clearly known by 
God (Job 26:6; Prov 15:11). It is twice personified: (1) 
along with Death, it speaks (Job 28:22); and (2) along with 
Sheol, it is insatiable (Prov 27:20). It is also remote: in Job 
31:12, adultery becomes “a fire that consumes unto [as far 
as] Abaddon.” See also DEAD, ABODE OF THE. 

In Rev 9:11, the word “Abaddon” is personified as “the 
angel of the bottomless pit.” It is also identified as the king 
of the demonic “locusts” described in Rev 9:3, 7-10, and 
is explained for Greek-speaking readers as Apollyon (Gk 
apollyon), “destroyer.” 

The LXX usually translates Heb °abaddon as Gk apédleia, 
“destruction”; the Vg renders it as Latin perditio, “ruin, 
destruction” (whence Eng “perdition,” which ordinarily 
means “hell’”); in Syr (Peshiita), the cognate word means 
“destruction,” and is sometimes used in the Psalms to 
render “the Pit,” which is another OT synonym of Sheol. 

In rabbinic literature, the word has come to mean the 
place of punishment reserved for the wicked. Current 
English versions render this word variously in the OT: 
“Abaddon,” “Destruction/destruction,” “the place of de- 
struction,” “Perdition/perdition,” “the abyss,” “the world 
of the dead.” In the single NT occurrence, the word is 
consistently transliterated as “Abaddon.” 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


ABAGTHA (PERSON) (Heb >dbagta”]. See MEHUMAN 
(PERSON). 


ABANA (PLACE) [Heb *:iband]. One of two rivers of 
Damascus, which Naaman the Syrian considered to be 
superior to the Jordan (2 kgs 5:12). The Awaj and the 
Barada are now the chief streams that flow through the 
city of Damascus, the former representing the Pharpar of 
the Hebrew text and the latter the Abana. The Barada 
(Abana) has as its source a large pool of great depth on a 
high plain rising 1149 feet (383 m) in the Anti-Lebanon 
Mountains, 23 miles (37 km) northwest of Damascus. Mak- 
ing a rapid descent down the mountains, the stream flows 
through a picturesque gorge, across a plain, through Da- 
mascus, and loses itself in the marshy lake Bahret el- 
Kibliyeh about 18 miles (29 km) east of the city. 
Ray LEE RotH 


ABARIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘abarim]. A mountain range 
generally located east of the mouth of the Jordan river 
and northeast of the Dead Sea forming the northwestern 
rim of the Moabite tableland, thus separating the latter 
from the rift valley (Num 33:47—48). The highest peaks of 
this range rise about 600 fect above the Moabite plateau 
and overlook the Dead Sea some 4000 feet below their 


summits. 


The mountains of Abarim. a southern extension of the 
Transjordan range, are located “in front of [the town of] 
Nebo” (Num 33:47). One of the peaks of this ridge is 
Mount Nebo (see also NEBO, MOUNT), which Moses 
ascended from the Plains of Moab (Num 27:12) and from 
which he viewed the land of Canaan prior to his death 
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(Deut 32:49). The Israelites camped in the mountains of 
Abarim after leaving Almon-diblathaim and before reach- 
ing the Plains of Moab, the final stage of the exodus from 
Egypt (Num 33:47—48). 

In Jer 22:20 the RSV treats ‘abdrim as a proper name, 
assuming it to be a region as are Lebanon to the north and 
Basham to the northeast. However, the KJV translates 
“ibdrim by “passages.” Similarly, several ancient versions 
(LXX, Vg and Pesh) reflect in their translations of ‘abarim 
in Jer 22:20 the verbal root meaning “to cross over” or “to 
pass over.” Abarim may originally have been an appellative 
(reflected in the Gk of the LXX translation of Num 27:12 
“to oros to en t6 peran” i.e. “[places] on the other side [of 
Judah])” before it became the proper name “Abarim.” The 
NEB emends the RSV reading “valley of the travelers” in 
Ezek 39:11 to read “the valley of Abarim” (see also TRAV- 
ELERS, VALLEY OF). 

While most maps confine the Abarim range to the 
highland north of the river Arnon, several scholars (GP 
1:379; GTTOT: 261; van Zyl 1960: 51) infer from Jer 22:20 
and the name of the encampment lye-abarim, which by 
definition appears to be associated with the Abarim range, 
that the hills of Abarim also describe the mountains east 
of the southern end of the Dead Sea. Though the precise 
location of LYE-ABARIM is uncertain, scholars generally 
place it south of the Arnon gorge. 

In antiquity Josephus (Ant 4. 8,§48), Jerome and Euse- 
bius made reference to the Abarim hills (Lagarde 1966: 
16,5; 89,8; 216,4). For references, see BEER (PLACE). 

ARTHUR J. FERCH 


ABBA. A form of the Aramaic word for “father” found 
in Gal 4:6; Rom 8:15; and Mark 14:36 alongside the Greek 
ho patér as an address to God. The presence of ho patér in 
every case (instead of the vocative pater) shows that the NT 
writers saw abba as a determinative form: ’abba, “the 
father”; cf. Matt 11:16; Luke 10:21. Such forms are fre- 
quently used in Aramaic and Hebrew when a vocative is 
required: another example is éalitha (Aram. falyéta’/talyéta’), 
rendered to korasion in Mark 5:41. Accordingly the expla- 
nation of abba as the determinative form of ab (“father”) is 
almost certainly correct. 

Alternatively the form has been explained as a rare 
vocative (in which case it could just as well be Hebrew as 
Aramaic) or as derived from children’s baby talk (cf. 
“Papa,” “Daddy”). If the last explanation were right, then 
the use of abba as an address to God in Mark 14:36 might 
be thought to imply a special, indeed a unique, intimacy. 
This view was held at one time by J. Jeremias, but he later 
came to regard it as “a piece of inadmissible naivety” 
(1967: 63). Wrong as it is, it deserves mention not only 
because of its extensive dissemination beyond the walls of 
academia but also because its influence can be detected 
even in the work of respected scholars such as J. G. D. 
Dunn (1975: 21-26; 1980: 22-23) and is explicit in the 
most recent writing of M. J. Borg (1987: 45). Apart from 
the intrinsic unlikelihood of the idea that Jesus ever ad- 
dressed God as “Daddy,” the suggestion is ruled out of 
court by one important fact: wherever abba is found with 
the meaning “father” or “my father” (in Mishnaic Hebrew 
or Targumic Aramaic), it is equally employed of the fathers 
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of grown-up sons. One instance cited by G. Vermes (1983: 
42) is Judah’s threat to his unrecognized brother, Joseph, 
in the Tg. Neof. version of Gen 44:18: “I swear by the life 
of the head of abba, as you swear by the life of the head of 
Pharaoh your master. .. .” And as J. Barr (1988) empha- 
sizes, inferences concerning the meaning of words must 
be based upon function, not upon origin or derivation. 

There is no evidence in pre-Christian Palestinian Juda- 
ism that God was ever addressed as abba by an individual 
Jew in prayer. Jeremias (1967: 59) adduces two instances 
in the Babylonian Talmud (6. Ta‘an. 23ab) from stories told 
of sages who lived in the Ist century B.c.; but Schelbert 
(1981: 398-405) has shown these attributions to be inse- 
cure, a point reemphasized by Fitzmyer (1985: 27) in the 
most comprehensive of all recent discussions of the sub- 
ject. Though God is frequently alluded to as the father of 
his people in the OT and elsewhere, the earliest attestation 
of abba as a personal address to God is Gal 4:6. This should 
not be taken to imply that the sense of God as the father 
of the individual supplicant was not pre-Christian: there 
are a few passages that perhaps indicate it: Sir 23:1, 4; Wis 
2:16; 14:3. This evidence, however, is neither abundant 
nor strong. 

The question why the Aramaic abba was retained in the 
Spirit-inspired prayer of Greek-speaking communities 
cannot be answered with certainty. But even the single 
attribution of the term to Jesus (in the prayer in Gethsem- 
ane) lends plausibility to the suggestion that Christian 
usage was prompted by an authentic tradition of Jesus’ 
own prayer. This is supported by Paul’s association of the 
prayer of the community with the divine sonship of Christ 
“God has sent the spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying, 
‘Abba! Father!’ ” (Gal 4:6). The fact that Matthew and 
Luke have different renderings of Jesus’ prayer to God in 
Gethsemane (pater mou, Matt 26:39; pater, Luke 22:42) may 
be explained in one of two ways: either the memory of 
Jesus’ own prayer did not survive beyond the first written 
account; or else the use of abba in Christian prayer was no 
longer current in the Matthean and Lucan communities. 

Finally, what are the christological implications of the 
use of the term by Jesus? Since the address was taken over 
by Christians in their own prayer, they cannot have seen it 
as evidence of an exclusive relationship between Jesus and 
God. Moreover, postbiblical usage (the only comparative 
material available) suggests that the nuance of abba as an 
address is closer to “Father” than the earlier Hebrew and 
Aramaic forms (abi and abi respectively), which mean 
specifically “my father.” These, like abba, can be used in 
speaking about one’s father as well as in addressing him; 
but unlike abba, they are not used of another person’s 
father. Besides, the Gospels portray Jesus as urging his 
disciples to regard God as a father and to address him as 
their father in prayer. Nevertheless, taken in conjunction 
with other gospel evidence (e.g. Matt 11:25-27 = Luke 
10:21—22) for Jesus’ own awareness of God as Father, the 
use of abba constitutes one especially strong argument for 
the view that the personal sense of the fatherhood of God 
was a typically Christian development of the Judaic tradi- 
tion, and that this probably originated in a recollection of 
Jesus’ teaching and of the example of his own prayer. 
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ABDA (PERSON) [Heb ‘abda?]. 1. The father of Adoni- 
ram (1 Kgs 4:6), an official in charge of forced labor 
during King Solomon’s reign (1 Kgs 5:27—Eng 5:14). 
Abda appears in a list of Solomon’s high officials (1 Kgs 
4:1-6). 

2. The son of Shammua, and descendant of Jeduthun, 
one of 284 Levites listed among those who performed 
their duties in “the holy city” (Jerusalem) under Nehemiah 
(Neh 11:17; LXX variants of the name include 6bé) and 
abdas). As a descendant of Jeduthun, Abda was a member 
of a family set apart for musical service by King David 
(1 Chr 25:1--6). A parallel biblical list (1 Chr 9:14~-16) 
mentions not Abda but Obadiah (also derived from the 
Heb root ‘bd), but the Neo-Babylonian Muragu Archive 
(dated ca. 429-428 B.c.£.) refers to an Ab-da-~ son of Apla 
(Hilprecht 1898: 45.5; Zadok 1976: 17), demonstrating 
the contemporaneous use of this name in Babylon. 
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MARK J. FRETZ 


ABDEEL (PERSON) [Heb ‘abd? él]. The father of Shele- 
miah, an official of unspecified status under Jehoiakim, 
King of Judah (Jer 36:26—LXX 43:26). Together with 
Jerahmeel and Seraiah, Shelemiah was ordered by the king 
to seize Baruch the scribe and Jeremiah the prophet (cf. 
Jer 26:20-24—LXX 33:20-24, where Uriah the prophet 
was similarly seized, and then executed). The MT phrase 
including “Shelemiah the son of Abdeel” (Jer 36:26) is 
missing in the LXX, and was likely lost through homoiote- 
leuton (note the similarities between Heb ben-‘abd®él and 
the preceding ben-‘azr?él). 
Mark J. FRETZ 


ABDI (PERSON) [Heb ‘abdé]. 1. A Levite of the clan of 
Merari, and father of Kishi and grandfather of Ethan 
(1 Chr 6:29—Eng 6:44). His name appears in an extended 
genealogy listing Levi’s descendants (1 Chronicles 1-9). 
Abdi’s son Kishi (Heb qyiy) is probably the Kushaiah (Heb 
qwsyhw) of 1 Chr 15:17. His grandson, Ethan, served as 
temple singe: under King David and eventually sup- 
planted Jeduthun as head of the third clan of temple 
singers (1 Chr 6:16—-34—Eng 6:31—48; see Williamson 
1979: 263). 
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2. The father of Kish, a Levite who helped cleanse the 
temple during the reign of King Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:12). 
See KISH. This Abdi is mentioned in a short list of Levites 
who cleansed the temple, 1:ather than in an extended 
genealogy. However, the appearance of the name “Abdi” 
in lists from both the Davidic-Solomonic period (see above) 
and the Hezekiah period is noteworthy: both Abdi’s were 
Levites of the clan of Merari, their sons had similar names 
(Kish/Kishi), and their descendants appear to have been 
involved in various aspects of temple service. On the one 
hand, this similarity may be historical: there may well have 
been two Levites named Abdi living three hundred years 
apart, the second of whom named his offspring Kish and 
thereby recalled the earlier “golden age” of David and 
Solomon. On the other hand, the similarity may be a 
purely literary creation, a technique whereby the Chroni- 
cler supported his portrayal of Hezekiah as a “second 
Solomon” (Williamson 1977: 119-25). A third view is that 
“Kish the son of Abdi” means “Kish the descendant of 
Abdi.” According to this view, the legitimizing function of 
the Levitical genealogies (1 ‘Chronicles 6) was utilized to 
indicate not a literal, biological father, but a real or fictive 
ancestor for this important Levite, who assisted in cleans- 
ing the temple in Hezekiah’s time. 

3. A descendant of Elam who returned from Babylonian 
exile. This Abdi was one of a number of returnees who 
married foreign women from “the people of the land” 
(Ezra 10:26 = 1 Esdr 9:27 [LXX abdia is a variant of 
6abdeios in 9:27]). Under Ezra, he was subsequently forced 
by a covenant made with God to separate himself from his 
foreign wife and her children (Ezra 10:1—44 = 1 Esdr 
8:88-9:36; see also Neh 13:23-—31). 
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MakkK J. FRETZ 


ABDIEL (PERSON) [Heb ‘abd?él]. The father of Ahi, a 
prominent member of the trie of Gad (1 Chr 5:15) in the 
northern Transjordan during the reigns of King Jotham 
of Judah and Jeroboam II of Israel (mid-8th century 
B.C.E.). According to various LXX manuscripts, Abdiel is 
not the father of Ahi but instead the father of either 
zaboucham, or achibouz, or simply the brother (Heb hy) of 
Buz (Gk bouz). The name “Abdiel” occurs in an extended 
genealogy of Israel that also identifies tribal locations 
within Palestine (1 Chronicles 2-8). 
MARK J. FRETZ 


ABDON (PERSON) [Heb ‘abdén]. Four individuals men- 
tioned in the OT bear this name, which is formed on the 
root ‘bd with an abstract or dimintitive ending, thus evok- 
ing the sense of “service” or, pos. _y, “servile.” 

1. Abdon son of Hillel was from the town of Pirathon 
in Ephraim (possibly at or near Far‘ata, ca. 10 km south- 
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west of Shechem). He is one of the tribal leaders who 
“judged Israel,” for “eight years,” in the premonarchy 
period (Judg 12:13-15). Information about him is sketchy. 
That he had “forty sons and thirty grandsons,” an odd 
progression, “who rode on seventy donkeys” may indicate 
declining wealth and prominence of one extended family 
in the central hill country where the territory of Ephraim 
and Manasseh merged. Territorial claims were still so un- 
settled that the area where Abdon lived is also called 
“Amalekite hill country” (12:15). 

2. Another Abdon is the first-mentioned (1 Chr 8:23) 
of eleven sons of Shashak in a second genealogy of Benja- 
min. In contrast to the genealogy in the preceding chapter 
(1 Chr 7:6—12), chapter 8 is organized to show distribution 
of Benjaminite families, at some time not specified, outside 
as well as within the “Deuteronomic” description of Ben- 
jamin’s territory (Josh 18:11-28; Myers J Chronicles AB, 
53). Seemingly contradictory, or inconsistent, genealogies 
may coexist because they have different functions (Wilson 
1977:203). 

3. Another Abdon is the firstborn of Jeiel’s 9 sons in a 
list of Saul’s ancestors which is recorded twice (1 Chr 8:30 
and 9:36). 

4. Abdon son of Micah (2 Chr 34:20) is a member of 
the board of inquiry sent by King Josiah to the prophetess 
Huldah, for authentication of the rediscovered “book of 
the law.” In the parallel account, however, the name is 
ACHBOR (2 Kgs 22:14). 
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ABDON (PLACE) [Heb ‘abdén]. Var. EBRON. Located 
in the tribe of Asher, Abdon is mentioned three times in 
the OT, once in the territorial allotment to Asher in Josh 
19:28 (MT ‘Sebrén; RSV Ebron) and twice in the Levitical 
City lists, Josh 21:30 and 1 Chr 6:59—Eng 6:74. The 
biblical site has been identified with Khirbet ‘Abda (M.R. 
165272), a site located 6 km E of the coastal city, Tell 
Achzib. (See Boling and Wright Joshua AB; Noth Joshua 
HAT; Peterson 1977: 29-39.) 

Khirbet ‘Abda is situated in the coastal plain of Acco 
and on the important Wadi el-Qarn. Tell ?Achzib is located 
at the W end of the wadi, and Khirbet ‘Abda is situated 
where the wadi emerges from the Galilean hills. The 
importance of this site should not be minimized since it 
appears to have dominated an important trade route from 
Phoenicia to the Galilee region. The remains lie on a fairly 
large natural hill, and so the tell itself is actually smaller 
than at first appears. The surrounding countryside is lush, 
with the coastal plain able to support much agricultural 
activity. There is an ample water supply at the site. 

Since the mid-18th century many geographers have 
visited the site, identifying it with different degrees of 
probability. They include Guérin (1868: 2:67), Kitchener 
(1881: 170), Garstang (1931: 98), Saarisalo (1929: 39-40), 
a survey team from the Palestine Department of Antiqui- 
ties, and most recently the Levitical City survey team. From 
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the surface surveys conducted at Khirbet ‘Abda, there is 
indication of occupation in the LB Age, Iron I, Iron IL, 
Roman, Byzantine, and Arabic periods. 
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ABEDNEGO (PERSON) [Heb ‘abéd négé]. See SHA- 
DRACH, MESHACH, ABEDNEGO. 


ABEL (PERSON) [Heb hebel]. Second son of Adam and 
Eve (Gen 4:2). Abel was a herdsman who gave as a sacrifice 
to the Lord the firstborn of his flock and their fat portions. 
Yahweh’s acceptance of this sacrifice and the rejection of 
the gift of Abel’s brother, Cain, set the latter at enmity 
with him, prompting Cain to murder Abel in a field (Gen 
4:8). The subsequent birth of Seth to Adam and Eve is 
understood by Eve as a replacement for Abel (Gen 4:25). 
In the gospels, Jesus assigns the guilt of all righteous 
blood—from that of Abel to that of Zechariah—to the 
Pharisees of his generation (Matt 23:35; Luke 11:51). The 
writer of Hebrews notes that by faith Abel brought a more 
acceptable sacrifice than his brother, Cain (Heb 11:4). The 
next chapter of Hebrews argues for the superiority of the 
blood of Jesus to that of Abel (Heb 12:24). Three issues 
surround the figure of Abel in the Bible: the question as 
to why God looked with favor on the offering of Abel; the 
meaning of the phrase “the blood of Abel” as it is used in 
the NT; and the meaning of the name “Abel” and its usage 
in the story of Genesis. 

The biblical text gives no explicit reason for God’s pref- 
erence for Abel’s offering. This has given rise to specula- 
tion. Even the writer of Hebrews does little more than 
observe the offering as characteristic of faith. Explanations 
which focus on the difference in the type of offering of 
Cain and Abel (Gunkel Genesis HKAT, 37; Skinner Genesis 
ICC, 105) or on the difference in their disposition, like 
those which emphasize the inscrutable choice of God (von 
Rad Genesis OTL, 104; Westermann Genesis 1-11 BKAT, 
403-4), rely upon suppositions not explicit within the text. 
Nor is there any support for a rivalry between farmers and 
herdsmen (as disputed by Sarna 1970: 28). Note that 
minhah, “offering,” can refer to a grain offering as well as 
to a meat offering. The text makes a distinction between 
Abel’s offering of the “first” and Cain’s offering of “some” 
(Cassuto 1961: 206-7; Sarna 1970: 29; Waltke 1986; Wen- 
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ham Genesis 1-15 WBC, 103-4). In offering the firstborn, 
Abel’s act parallels that of Israelite sacrifices in which the 
firstborn represents both that which belongs to God as well 
as the entirety of the flock. By giving the firstborn and the 
best of the animal (i.e., the fat), Abel would be understood 
as having given everything to God. 

Jesus’ observation on the blood of Abel refers to the 
murder of Abel, which is interpreted as similar to that of 
a “prophet”; and to that of a martyr, apparently due to its 
association with the worship of God (Hill, Matthew NCBC, 
315; Marshall, Luke NIGTC, 506; Légasse 1982; Fitzrnyer, 
Luke 20-24 AB, 946, 951). 

The focus of Heb 11:4 is on the faith of Abel. He 
represents the first example of the righteous who are put 
to death for their faithfulness. In Heb 12:24 Abel’s blood 
represents the murder of an innocent victim. It cries out 
for vengeance (Gen 4:10). The blood of Jesus could also 
represent the murder of an innocent victim. However, 
instead of a cry for vengeance, the blood of Jesus provides 
mercy before God (Le Déaut 1961:30—36; Moffatt, Hebrews 
ICC, 163-65, 218-19; Hughes 1977:453—57, 551-52). 

Attempts to trace the meaning of the name “Abel” to 
the Akkadian aplu, “heir” (IDB 1: 4) or the Sumerian 
synonym, ila (Landersdorfer 1916: 67—68), seem to be 
speculative. This is true despite the occurrence of these 
elements in Mesopotamian personal names. Nor is a rela- 
tionship with the names Jabal and Jubal at the end of 
chapter 4 clear from the text (contra Skinner, Genesis ICC, 
103). A simpler origin for the name can be found in the 
Hebrew roo: Abi, those meaning, “breath,” reflects the 
more basic idea of that which is transitory (Cassuto 
1961:202; von Rad, Genesis OTL, 104; Westermann, Genesis 
1-11 BKAT, 398; TWAT 2:337—38; Wenham, Genesis [-15 
WBC, 102). In the narrative of Genesis 4, Abel represents 
a figure whose life is cut short before its full time is 
accomplished. Although one may argue that Abel’s name 
was intended to signify the general condition of humanity 
as subject to death, it is better to see the name as an 
anticipation of Abel’s premature death. 
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ABEL-BETH-MAACAH (PLACE) [Heb >abél bét- 
ma‘éka]. Var. ABEL OF BETH-MAACAH. A town in the 
N part of Israel conquered by Ben-hadad at the beginning 
of the 9th century B.c. (1 Kgs 15:20) and then by Tiglath- 
pileser III in 734 B.c. (2 Kgs 15:29). Its identification with 
*bw3m in the Execration texts (E47) (Alt 1941: 33) is 
doubtful, but it can be identified with zbr no. 92 in the list 
of Thutmoses III (LBHG, 150) and thus must have been 
one of the Canaanite centers in the country. Its role during 
the revolt of Sheba (2 Sam 20:14—-18) may indicate both a 
certain independence during the reign of David and the 
continuation of the Canaanite population. According to 
the proverb in 2 Sam 20:18, Beth-Maacah must have been 
famous for its council. The city has been identified with 
Tell Abel el-Qamh (M.R. 204296), 7 km WNW of Dan. 
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ABEL-KERAMIM (PLACE) [Heb abel kéramim). A 
town on the border of the Ammonites (Judg 11:33), prob- 
ably identical with Adila in Eusebius’ Onomast. (32, 14-16 
Klostermann). According to Eusebius, the distance from 
Abila to Philadelphia/Rabbath Ammon/Amman is 6 roman 
leagues. Based on this reference, suggestions for the loca- 
tion of Abel-Keramim fori a circle around Amman: 
Na‘ar (M.R. 228142; GP 2: 233f), Khirbet es-Suq (KISchr 
I: 159, n. 3), and Kom Yajiz (M.R. 237160; Mittmann 
1969: 75). These identifications were all ruled out by 
Redford (1982a; 1982b), who identified Abel-Keramim 
with the krmm of Thutmosis’ III list of Asiatic toponyms 
(see ANET, 242). However, Redford’s own identification of 
Abel-Keramim at Tell el-“Umeiri (M.R. 234142) is open to 
criticism, since excavations there did not corroborate the 
LB occupation assumed by Redford on the basis of his 
survey. See UMEIRI, TELL EL-. Knauf (1984) adduced 
evidence from the Islamic conquest narratives, and pro- 
posed identifying Abel-Keramim with Sahab. According to 
early Islamic tradition, in 4.p. 634 a battle was fought 
between “Abil, Ziza’, and Qastal” (cf. Donner 1981: 113f). 
The plain N of Ziza’, NE of Qastal, and S of the Ammonite 
hill country, now transversed by the Hijaz railway and the 
location of Amman’s international airport, would indeed 
have formed a splendid battleground for cavalry. To the 
N, this plain is dominated by Sahab. Sahab was a walled 
city in the 15th century B.c., and extensively occupied 
during the Iron Age. See SAHAB. Its vicinity was densely 
occupied by hamlets and farmsteads in the Late Byzantine 
and Umayyad periods (Gustavson-Gaube and Ibrahim 
1986). 

Abel-Keramim can be translated “pasture of vineyards,” 
or since *Karamim/Karamen is previously attested as this 
place’s name, “the pasture of the vineyard town.” Place 
names containing the abel element have a high frequency 
in the OT and in the present toponymy of S Syria, Jordan, 
and Palestine. These names seem to have originated 
among the nonurban population of this area in the course 
of the LB and Early Iron Age transition. These names 
may indicate the sociopolitical change which took place in 
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this period, i.e. the demise of the city-states and the for- 
mation of the Aramaean, Israelite, and Ammonite tribal 
states. 
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ABEL-MEHOLAH (PLACE) [Heb. abel méhéla]. A 
town located in the western Jordan ghor (Judg 7:22; 1 Kgs 
4:12). It was the hometown of the prophet Elisha, son of 
Shaphat (1 Kgs 19:16), and probably also of Adriel ben 
Barzillai the Meholathite, the son-in-law of Saul, the first 
King of Israel (1 Sam 18:19; 2 Sam 21:8). The name of 
the settlement means “meadow of dancing.” It is one of a 
group of compound names formed with 7abél, “meadow, 
well-watered land,” as a descriptive first element. Other 
examples include Abel-maim, Abel-shittim, Abel-kera- 
mim, Abel-mizraim, and Abel-beth-maacah. While the 
present spelling and vocalization of the second element 
means “dancing,” it is possible that before the medial waw 
was added as a vowel marker, the nonvocalized consonantal 
‘text mhlh designated the Manassite clan of Mahlah (Num 
26:33; 27:1; 36:11; Josh 17:3; 1 Chr 7:18), indicating that 
the meadow where the town was founded belonged to the 
Mahlah clan. 

The location of the ancient settlement is disputed. 20th- 
century proposals have included two sites on the eastern 
side of the Jordan: Tell Maqlub (M.R. 214201) inland on 
the north bank of the Wadi el-Yabis (Glueck 1945-48: 
215-23) and Tell el-Meqbereh/Teil Abu Kharaz, in the 
eastern ghor at the mouth of the Wadi el-Yabis (Alt 


1928:44—46; Noth 1959: 52-60); and four sites in the, 


western Jordan ghor; Ras Umm el-Harrube (M.R. 196175) 
in the hills above the north bank of the Wadi Faria (Burney 
1914: 94-96); Tell Abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell el-Hilu, which 
lies at the junction of Wadi el-Helwah and Wadi el-Malih 
north of the Wadi Faria (Albright 1925: 18; Alt 1928:45; 
GP, 234; Simons 1959: 294; LOB, 284, n. 222); Tell el- 
Hamme, which lies at the mouth of the Wadi Losm el- 
hamme, about 5.25 km north of Tell Abu Sifri (Hélscher 
1910: 17-18); and Tell Abu Sus, which lies about 15 km 
south of Beth She’an, at the southern edge of the Beth 
She’an Valley (Naor 1947:90—93; Zobel 1966: 97-101; 
Mittmann 1970: 128; Rosel 1976: 15; Zori 1977: 38-9; 
LOB 313; HGB, 63). The town’s location on the western 
side of the Jordan River is clearly indicated by the descrip- 
tion of the fifth Solomonic district in 1 Kgs 4:12. The 
district included the lowland areas forming an arc around 
the Gilboa spur, from Taanach in the Esdraelon Plain, 
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westward, through the Beth She’an Valley, swinging south 
to include the western bank of the ghor to the southern 
boundary of Abel-Meholah, opposite Jokmeam. 

A location in the western ghor is also indicated by the 
description of the flight of the Midianites from the Jezreel 
Valley in Judg 7:22-8:5. Attempting to return to their 
home in the east, which required the crossing of the 
Jordan (Judg 6:33), they are said to have moved southward 
from the Valley, to Beth-Shittah, as far as the riverbank of 
Abel-Meholah, near or opposite Tabbath. Gideon is to have 
sent mesengers to the inhabitants of the hill country of 
Ephraim to seize the waters as far as Beth-barah and also 
the. Jordan against the retreating Midianites, to prevent 
them from fording the Jordan and escaping into Gilead or 
down the eastern ghor to the arabah region south of the 
Dead Sea. Their failure to act allowed the Midianites to 
cross the Jordan, forcing Gideon to cross in pursuit (Judg 
8:1—-5). Regardless of one’s stance as to the historical 
reliability and date of the Gideon narrative (Payne 1983: 
163-72), one can presume that the author of the story 
would have been familiar with the geography and the 
ancient road systems in the regions depicted in the story, 
which would not have changed significantly over time. The 
information provided requires a location for Abel-Meho- 
lah in the western ghor near the Jordan River, north of 
Beth-barah and near or opposite Tabbath, and north of 
the latitude of Succoth on the eastern bank of the Jordan, 
which was the first settlement Gideon reached after cross- 
ing the river. Eusebius places Abel-Meholah in the western 
ghor, identifying it with the Roman settlement known as 
Bethmaela ten Roman miles south of Scytholpolis (Beth 
She’an). In light of the available information, Tell el- 
Meqbereh/Tell Abu Kharaz, Tell Maqlub, and Ras Umm el- 
Harrube can be eliminated from potential candidacy. 

Archaelogical surveys at Tell Abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell 
el-Hilu have indicated occupation during the EB I, MB I, 
IIB, LB, Iron J-II, Pers, Hell, Rom, Byz, Medieval, and 
Ottoman periods (Zertal 1986: 141; cf. Gophna and Porat 
1972: 218; Mittmann 1970: 336), while similar surveys at 
Tell el-Hamme have uncovered evidence of occupation 
during EB I, MB I, IIB, LB, Iron I-II, Pers, Hell, Byz, 
Medieval, and Ottoman periods (Gophna and Porat 1972: 
214; Mittmann 1970: 338; cf. Zori 1977: 37). Excavations 
were begun at Tell el-Hamme in 1988. A preliminary 
survey at Tell Abu Sus yielded diagnostic shards from EB 
I-II, Iron I, Byz, and Arabic periods (Zori 1977: 38-39). 

Of the three proposed locations in the western ghor, Tell 
abu Sifri (S)/Khirbet Tell el-Hilu and Tell el-Hamme would 
both seem to be located too far inland from the Jordan to 
have been along the theoretical Midianite retreat path in 
Judg 7:22. While settlements often controlled outlying 
fields or territory beyond the settlement proper, the ref- 
erence to Abel-Meholah’s “riverbank” suggests that the 
town was located close to the Jordan. Tell Abu Sus seems 
to be the best candidate in light of the description in both 
Judg 7:22 and 1 Kgs 4:12. In order for the equation with 
Tell Abu Sus to be upheld, future survey work or excava- 
tions would need to confirm occupation during the Roman 
period, to corroborate Eusebius testimony, and probably 
also Iron II occupation, the period when the Gideon story 
may first have become part of the Deuteronomistic His- 
tory. 
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ABGAR, EPISTLE OF CHRIST TO. This cor- 
respondence consists of two letters, one from Abgar V 
Ukkama “the Black,” toparch of Edessa to Jesus of Naza- 
reth, and Jesus’ reply. Both are pseudepigraphic. The 
earliest surviving versions of this apocryphal epistle, which 
appear in Eusebius’ Hist. Eccl. 1.13.6—10 (ca. a.p. 303) may 
be summarized as follows: Addressing Jesus as “good Sav- 
ior,” Abgar professes admiration for his cures accom- 
plished “withcut medicines or herbs” and asserts that he 
must be “God, and came down from heaven to do these 
things, or . .. a Son of God.” He invites Jesus to come to 
Edessa, on the one hand, to heal him of an illness [pathos] 
and, on the other, to take refuge since “the Jews are 
mocking you ind wish to ill-treat you.” In response, Jesus 
praises the ruler for his belief “not having seen me” (cf. 
John 20:29). Yet he replies that he cannot come since he 
“must first complete here all for which I was sent, and 
after thus completing it be taken up to him who sent me” 
(cf. John 16:5; 17:4). He promises to send one of his 
disciples to cure Abgar and to “give life to you and all 
those with you.” 

Eusebius clzimed to have translated the letters from 
Syriac documents in the archives of Edessa (Hist. Eccl. 
1.13.5), and he concluded, again claiming to follow his 
Syriac source, with the story of the fulfillment after Pente- 
cost of Jesus’ promises to Abgar, when the apostle Thomas 
sent Thaddeus (= Syriac “Addai”), one of the seventy, to 
Edessa (Hist. Eccl. 1.13.11-22). The letters appear in their 
earliest Syriac versions at the beginning of the Doctrine of 
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Addai ca. a.p. 400 (Howard 1981: 6-8 = Doc.Add.). Here 
Jesus’ reply is spoken to Haran, Abgar’s messenger and 
archivist, who puts it into writing. The wording of the 
letters themselves in Syriac is almost identical to Eusebius’ 
Greek version. Here, however and in later references two 
new features appear: (1) Jesus’ letter adds a blessing or 
promise of protection for the city of Edessa (Doc.Add. 
8:19-20; cf. CChr Ser. Latina 175: 27-105) and (2) Hanan 
also paints a portrait of Jesus and brings it back to Abgar 
with the letter from Jesus (Doc.Add. 8:20—9:4; Evagrius h.e. 
4.27). Apotropaic powers were subsequently ascribed to 
copies of the letter as well as to the painting, which came 
to be known as an acheiropoietos icon (Dobschiitz 1899: 
102-96; Segal 1970: 75; Runciman 1931: 245-51). Despite 
the fact that Jesus’ letter to Abgar was included in the 
Gelasian decretals’ list of apocrypha (a.p. 494), the story 
of King Abgar and Jesus retained its popularity into the 
medieval period (Segal 1970: 75). Early scholarly accep- 
tance of the letters as genuine has given way to various 
degrees of skepticism. Following Gutschmid (1887), Burk- 
itt (1904: 10-38) argued that the ruler in question was 
Abgar IX (d. ca. a.p. 216) rather than Abgar V (d. a.p. 50) 
since he is mentioned in the Bardaisanite Book of the Laws 
of the Countries (= BLC, see BARDAISAN OF EDESSA) as 
having forbidden emasculation in honor of Atargatis when 
he “came to the faith” (BLC 607). Burkitt held further 
that, although the letters were pseudepigraphic, together 
with the rest of the Doctrine of Addai they shed light on 
Jewish-Christian evangelization of Edessa, which began in 
the latter half of the 2d century. In 1934 Bauer denied 
any historical basis for the Abgar legend (Bauer 1971:2- 
12). Literary models for the legend have been seen in 
Josephus’ account of the conversion of the Jewish rulers of 
Adiabene (Marquart 1903; Segal 1970: 67-69; cf. Murray 
1975: 8-9) or in Manichaean literature (Drijvers 1980). 
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ABI (PERSON) [Heb a#}. Var. ABIJAH. Wife of Ahaz, 
king of Judah, and mother of Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:2 = 
2 Chr 29:1). Abi’s name appears in the regnal formula of 
her son, Hezekiah. She is the daughter of Zechariah, 
whose place of origin is unknown. In the Chronicler’s 
parallel account she is called Abijah (Heb *abiyé]. See 
QUEEN. 
LINDA S. SCHEARING 


ABI-ALBON (PERSON) [Heb ai-‘albén]. An Arbath- 
ite listed in a roster of King David’s thirty chief warriors 
(2 Sam 23:31). His native town is probably Beth-arabah, 
possibly to be identified with el-Gharabeh, southeast of 
Jericho (cf. Jos 18:18, 22). The confusion associated with 
this name is signaled by the substitution of the name 
“Abiel” in the 1 Chr 11:32 parallel list. Several significant 
opinions about the name have been offered. Zadok (1979: 
105) believes that Heb °dbi-Salbén may be an altered form 
of an unattested ?abi-ba‘lon, and that the MT tendency to 
change pagan theophoric elements (such as ba‘lon) to él 
accounts for the variant “Abiel” in 1 Chr 11:32. Mazar 
(1986: 94) holds that the original text read ““Abibaal son of 
the Arbathite”; the replacement of the ba‘al element with 
él rendered the Abiel associated with “the Arbathite” 
(preserved in 1 Chr 11:32), while the dropping of the 4 
consonant in 5‘ and fusion with the following word “son 
of” (Heb bn) rendered by‘lbn Abi-albon (2 Sam 23:31). 
McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 492) suggests that an even more 
complex textual history lies behind the MT reference to 
Abi-Albon. He believes that 2 Sam 23:31 originally read 
“Abial the Beth-arabathite” (Heb 7byQ bt A‘rbty), but that 
the common prefix for town names, bét, had been misread 
bat, “daughter of,” and was “corrected” to ben, “son of.” 
This “corrected” version is reflected in the LXX: abiél hutos 
tou Arabéthitou, “Abiel son of the Arabathite.” Finally, a 
fusion of the name “Abial” with the word “son of” resulted 
in the name 7by‘lbn, vocalized Abi-Albon. 
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MakkK J. FRETZ 


ABIASAPH (PERSON) [Heb °db?4sép]. One of three 
sons of Korah (Exod 6:24), who led an uprising against 
Moses and Aaron in the wilderness (Numbers 16). Abi- 
asaph is listed as the head of a Korahite clan in a genealogy 
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relating Aaron and Moses to the Levitical order (Exod 
6:14-25; cf. Num 26:5—11). 
Makk J. FRETZ 


ABIATHAR (PERSON) [Heb °ebyatar]. The son of 
Ahimelech and priest of David (1 Sam 22:20—23). Abiathar 
fled to David with an ephod after the massacre of the 
priests of Nob at the hands of Doeg the Edomite. Saul had 
ordered the slaughter after hearing that Ahimelech had 
harbored David, supplied him with bread and a sword, 
and also inquired of God on his behalf. The text is not 
consistent concerning the precise location of Abiathar’s 
delivery of the ephod to David. Earlier David is reported 
to have been in the forest of Hereth in Judah (i Sam 22:5), 
yet we are later informed that Abiathar had fled to David 
at Keilah (1 Sam 23:6). A common solution, based on the 
LXX, is to understand this verse as referring to Abiathar’s 
earlier flight and that he later accompanied David to 
Keilah. There is some confusion concerning the relation- 
ship between Abiathar and Ahimelech. In 2 Sam 8:17 the 
MT reads “Ahimelech the son of Abiathar,” which con- 
flicts with 1 Sam 23:26 and 30:7, whereas the Syriac reads 
“Abiathar son of Ahimelek.” The Hebrew of 1 Chr 18:16 
points to a similar confusion, but reads “Abimelech son of 
Abiathar.” The LXX, Syr, and Vg suggest “Ahimelech” in 
line with 2 Sam 8:17. The reference to Abiathar in Mark 
2:26 is usually explained as a result of this confusion in 
2 Sam 8:17. However, it is difficult to see how Mark could 
have made such an error when the reference was to the 
incident with David at Nob where he accepted the conse- 
crated bread from Ahimelech. The parallel passages in 
Matt 12:1—-8 and Luke 6:1—5 both omit any reference to 
Abiathar. 

The episode represents an important transition in the 
narrative of Saul’s decline and David’s rise since Saul has 
become increasingly isolated, culminating in his complete 
estrangement from Yahweh. The murder of the priests of 
Nob and the transfer of the ephod to David by Abiathar 
symbolizes Yahweh’s complete withdrawal from Saul and 
his continuing presence with David. Abiathar provides an 
important medium of communication between Yahweh 
and David by consulting the ephod on David's behalf 
(1 Sam 23:9-12). McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 366) under- 
stands the episode as depicting David as the protector and 
preserver of the priesthood of Nob, whereas Saul is de- 
picted as its destroyer. Gunn (1980: 88) understands the 
episode in literary terms; Abiathar provides David with 
access to the ephod and thus access to the divine realm of 
foreknowledge. 

Those who treat the narratives in historical terms also 
see the relationship between David and Abiathar as partic- 
ularly significant. During the rebellion of Absalom, Abi- 
athar is willing to accompany David in his flight from 
Jerusalem (2 Sam 15:24—36). He and Zadok are said to be 
responsible for the ark of the covenant of God. Zadok and 
Abiathar are told by David to return to Jerusalem (15:27- 
28). They later (17:15-22) inform David, through their 
sons, of Hushai’s warning not to wait at the fords of the 
wilderness. Bright (BHI, 200-1) sees David’s strategy here 
as a brilliant move to combine Abiathar, as the represen- 
tative of tribal Israel, with Zadok, as the representative of 
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the indigenous Jerusalemite priesthood. Abiathar’s sup- 
port for Adonijah and Zadok’s support for Solomon in the 
struggle for succession to the throne of David is often 
understood ir. similar terms. The representatives of tribal 
Israel were ousted in a purge at the beginning of Solo- 
mon’s reign with Abiathar being exiled to Anathoth. Solo- 
mon spared him only because of his service to David 
(1 Kgs 2:26). Zadok’s appointment in his place (1 Kgs 
2:35) is understood in terms of the victory of urban 
Canaanite religious specialists. However, in the subsequent 
list of Solomon's officers, Abiathar is still recorded as priest 
alongside Zadok (1 Kgs 4:4); presumably, this refers to the 
beginning of the reign. The exile of Abiathar is presented 
in the Deuteronomistic History as the fulfillment of the 
word of Yahweh against Eli (1 Sam 2:30-36). This forms 
part of the common prophecy-fulfillment scheme in Deu- 
teronomistic History. The implicit assumption that Abi- 
athar was a descendant of Eli presumably rests upon 1 Sam 
14:3. 
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KEITH W. WHITELAM 


ABIB [Heb °abib]. The first month of the Canaanite 
calendar, roughly corresponding to March—April. See the 
CALENDARS articles. 


ABIB, TEL. See TEL-ABIB (PLACE). 


ABIDA (PERSON) [Heb ?abida‘]. The son of Midian and 
grandson of :Abraham’s second wife, Keturah (Gen 25:4 
= | Chr 1:32). The name “Abida” may be either a pat- 
ronym or a toponym. Abida is used as a patronym both in 
the genealogy at the end of the Abraham narrative (Gen 
25:1—4), and in the genealogy connecting Adam to Israel/ 
Jacob (1 Chronicles 1). This patronym has traditionally 
been associated with the Arabian tribe of Ibadidi (ANET, 
286; Glaser 1390: 259; Musil 1926: 292; Abel GP, 287); 
however, Eph‘al (1982: 89, 217) rejects this identification 
because it involves two radical a spelling change of the 
name “Ibadid:.” Abida may also be a toponym associated 
. with the modern town named al-Bad‘ (or al-Bed‘; a short- 
ened form of Heb ?dbida‘?), located 25 km east of the Gulf 
of ‘Aqaba and 120 km south of al-‘Agaba in northwest 
Arabia, (Winnett 1970: 192; see also. von Wissmann 
PWSup 12: 544 on al-Bad‘ and Mughayir Su‘ayb). 
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Makk J. FRETZ 
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ABIDAN (PERSON) [Heb ?4bidén]. The son of Gideoni 
and leader of the Benjaminites (Num 2:22; 10:24) who 
assisted Moses in taking a census of the Israelites in the 
wilderness of Sinai (Num 1:1—16). Abidan also contributed 
offerings on behalf of the Benjaminites on the ninth day 
of the tabernacle dedication (Num 7:60—65). 

Mark J. FRETZ 


ABIEL (PERSON) [Heb até]. 1. A Benjaminite, the 
father of Kish and Ner, and the grandfather of Saul and 
Abner (1 Sam 9:1; 14:51). The name probably means “my 
father is [the god] El.” Abiel represents the fourth gener- 
ation in the Saulide genealogy in | Sam 9:1. An identifica- 
tion of Abiel with Abijah, the son of Becher in the Chron- 
icler’s genealogy of Benjamin (1 Chr 7:8), has been 
suggested on the presumption that Becher can be equated 
with the Saulide ancestor Becorath, and that the final 
divine name elements have been interchanged (Malamat 
1968: 171-72, n. 28). 

Abiel’s absence from the Saulide genealogy in 1 Chr 
8:29-32 and 9:39-44 has been explained in different 
ways. One approach has been to argue that the name was 
dropped as the ancient records were adjusted to reflect 
altered rankings within Saul’s extended family for possible 
succession to the Israelite throne (Flanagan 1981:59). A 
second approach has been to posit that the name is found 
in the Chronicles lists in the corrupted form Ba‘al in 8:30 
and 9:36 (Demsky 1971:17). [n order for this view to be 
possible, it would also need to presume the principle 
espoused in the first approach to explain why Abiel be- 
comes the son or brother of Kish in Chronicles instead of 
his father, as in Samuel. A third approach would be to 
suggest that Abiel has been deliberately removed from the 
genealogies in Chronicles and replaced by Ner as a means 
of secondarily linking the Saulide genealogy with the post- 
exilic genealogy of Gibeon (1 Chr 9:35-38 = 1 Chr 8:29- 
32). The occurrence of a Ner in the late Gibeonite list 
(1 Chr 9:36) seems to have led to the truncation of the 
early Saulide genealogy and to the substitution of Ner, 
Saul’s uncle, for Abiel, his grandfather. In this way the 
Ners would appear to be a single individual and the Sau- 
lide genealogy could be grafied onto the Gibeonite one 
(see NER). 

2. The Arbathite, named in 1 Chr 11:32 as one of the 
“mighty men” of David’s armies. In a list detailing the 
same group of individuals in 2 Sam 23:31 he appears as 
Abialbon, one of the military elite group known as the 
“Thirty.” The variant LXX reading in 2 Sam 23:11, Abiel 
son of the Arbathite, may indicate that the original text of 
that verse read “Abiel/Abial son of the Arbathite,” or 
“Abi‘al/Abiba‘al the Beth-Arabathite” (Mc Carter 2 Samuel 
AB, 492; Mazar 1963: 316 n. 4). The name “Abial” would 
mean “my (divine) father is ‘A! (= the “High One”), while 
the name “Abibaal” would mean “my (divine) father is 
Baal (or ‘the Lord’).” The gentilic Arbathite indicates the 
person’s town of origin, or clan association (see ARBATH- 
ITE). 

Abiel’s status within David’s army is somewhat obscured 
by his twofold designation as a member of the “Mighty 
Men” and of “the Thirty.” The correct vocalization and 
identity of the term usually translated “the Thirty,” 33m, 
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is disputed. One group understands it to designate the 
group of men who served as the third person of the chariot 
team (i.e., Haupt 1902). A second group suggests that it 
designated an institution not necessarily limited to thirty 
members that served either as the king’s bodyguard (Elli- 
ger 1935: 68) or supreme command (Mazar 1963: 310). 
According to a third approach, the single form was a title 
meaning “of the third rank” that designated high-ranking 
officers (Mastin 1979: 153-54; Na?aman 1988: 71, 75). Of 
the three possibilities, the last one requires the least num- 
ber of textual emendations and provides the most cogent 
explanation for the required equation of the functions 
“military elite” (gibbérim) and “officers” (3ali8tm) that are 
assigned to the same list of individuals in the two texts in 
2 Sam 23:8-39 and | Chr 11:10-—47. The group of officers 
apparently was headed by the commander of the entire 
militia, Abishai, and he was followed in rank by “the 
Three,” Josheb-bassebeth, Eleazer, and Shammah, who 
served as commanders of the three subunits of the profes- 
sional army. The remaining individuals, including Abiel, 
then served as commanders over smaller divisions within 
the three subunits (Na’aman 1988: 75). See also DAVID’S 
CHAMPIONS. 


Bibliography 

Demsky, A. 1971. The Genealogy of Gibeon (I Chronicles 9:35— 
44): Biblical and Epigraphic Considerations. BASOR 202: 16-— 
23. 

Elliger, K. 1935. Die dreissig Helden Davids. PJ 31: 29-75. 

Flanagan, J. 1981. Chiefs in Israel. JSOT 20: 47-73. 

Haupt, P. 1902. The Phrase Rkbm smdym in 2 Kings ix.25. JBL 21: 
74-78. 

Malamat, A. 1968. King Lists of the Old Babylonian Period and 
Biblical Genealogies. JAOS 88: 163-73. 

Mastin, B. A. 1971. Was the sali¥ the Third Man in the Chariot? 
VTSup 30: 125-54. 

Mazar, B. 1963. The Military Elite of King David. VT 13: 310-20. 

Na’aman, N. 1988. The List of David’s Officers. VT 38: 71-79. 

Diana V. EDELMAN 


ABIEZER (PERSON) [Heb ?ébi‘ezer]. ABIEZRITE. Var. 
IEZER; IEZERITE. The name of two individuals in the 
Hebrew Bible. Although Abiezer may mean “father of 
help,” or “my father is help,” ?ab (father) is here a rela- 
tional noun used as a theophoric (or divine name) element 
and the subject of a nominal clause: “Ab is help” UPN, 33, 
67-75, 154). The use of the relational nouns °ab and °ah 
(brother) in a theophoric sense, according to Noth, derives 
from a period in early Semitic tribal history when the tribe 
maintained a familial identification with the tribal deity. 
This special relationship to the god of the tribe allowed 
that god to be designated “father” or “brother.” Thus the 
name “Abiezer” would designate not a single god, univer- 
sally identified as °ab, but the deity of the respective tribe 
(cf. Abijah “Yahweh is father”). The NT use of the Ara- 
maic Abba for the deity would therefore appear to have its 
antecedents in ancient Semitic tribal religion. 

1. The name of one of the families of Manasseh (Josh 
17:2), named for its male progenitor (1 Chr 7:18). This 
Abiezer was the “son” of Gilead, a descendant of Machir; 
the reference to Iezer (Heb *iy‘ezer) among the “sons” of 
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Gilead and to the family of the lezerites in Numbers 26:30 
probably applies to the same group. This family received 
its inheritance west of the Jordan, and the judge and 
deliverer Gideon belonged to it (Judg 6:11, 34; 8:2). 

2. A Benjaminite warrior among David’s champions, 
who was a native of Anathoth (2 Sam 23:27 = 1 Chr 
11:28). The same village was home to Abiathar the priest, 
and his likely descendant, the prophet Jeremiah. This 
same Abiezer is listed as the officer over David’s monthly 
levies of 24,000 in the ninth month (1 Chr 27:12). The 
historicity of this second list, however, and its concomitant 
figures, is doubtful. It is more likely that 1 Chronicles 27 
reflects more of an idealized view of David’s military orga- 
nization than a real one. As one of David’s champions 
(Heb salisim; RSV: The Thirty), Abiezer was more likely a 
member of an elite corps of fighters loyal only to the king, 
rather than an officer over his monthly levies. See DAVID’S 
CHAMPIONS. 

D. G. SCHLEY 


ABIGAIL (PERSON) [Heb abigayil; >abigal]. 1. Wife, 
first of Nabal, then of David (1 Samuel 25). She appears as 
the second wife/mother mentioned in two lists of David’s 
sons born in Hebron (2 Sam 3:2—5 and 1 Chr 3:1—3). The 
name of her son is problematic, being either Chileab 
(2 Sam 3:3), Daluiah (LXX—2 Kgdms 3:3), or Daniel 
(1 Chr 3:1). Abigail first appears in 1 Samuel 25 as the 
wife of Nabal the Calebite. She is portrayed as the “ideal 
wife”—both beautiful and intelligent—while her husband 
is presented as ill behaved and rude. When Nabal refuses 
to accommodate David’s request for food, it is Abigail who, 
unknown to her husband, hastily amasses the food and 
delivers it to David. Her speech to David, a masterful 
example of tact and diplomacy (vv 24-31), succeeds in 
averting David’s wrath at Nabal (vv 32-35). Upon hearing 
of his wife’s generosity, Nabal’s heart “died within him” 
(v 37) and ten days later he was dead. 1 Samuel 25 
concludes with David’s marriage to both Abigail of Carmel, 
and to Ahinoam of Jezreel. 

Abigail’s name appears five times in the OT outside of 
1 Samuel 25. Three times it is linked with Ahinoam of 
Jezreel. Both Abigail and Ahinoam accompany David to 
Gath (1 Sam 27:3), where they are later captured by an 
invading group of Amalekites (1 Sam 30:5). After their 
rescue (1 Sam 30:18), they journey with David to Hebron 
(2 Sam 2:2) where they bear David children (2 Sam 3:3 = 
1 Chr 3:1). Of the five times Abigail’s name appears 
outside of 1 Samuel 25, all except one (1 Chr 3:1) carry 
with it the epithet “widow of Nabal.” 

Recent literary approaches to 1 Samuel 25 underscore 
Abigail’s speech and character. J. D. Levenson (1978) ar- 
gues | Samuel 25 is a “narrative analogy” presenting a 
“proleptic glimpse” of 2 Samuel 11. Unlike Bathsheba, 
Abigail is the “ideal woman” whose “rhetorical genius” 
prevents David from killing her husband (Levenson 1978: 
11-28). D. Gunn (1980: 98-100), while sharing Levenson’s 
appreciation for the speech’s artistry, rejects (1980: 154, 
n. 13) his conclusion that the episode is a “moral allegory.” 
Abigail’s speech reveals her to be “shrewd” rather than 
good, while Nabal is “unwise” rather than evil. While both 
Levenson and Gunn analyze Abigail’s speech, A. Berlin 
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focuses on Abigail’s characterization. Abigail is an exag- 
gerated stereotype—the model wife. David’s treatment of 
her (as well as of Michal, Abishag, and Bathsheba) repre- 
sents an “incirect presentation” of David. Moreover, each 
“private” ressonse to the women in his life corresponds to 
a phase of David’s “public” life. Thus, David’s “eager but 
gentlemanly response” to Abigail mirrors his “self assur- 
ance as a popular leader” (Berlin 1983: 30-33). 

Behind the literary presentation of Abigail lies the socio- 
political realities of her marriage to David. Nabal was a 
wealthy and probably influential Calebite. David’s mar- 
riage to Nabal’s widow was useful in bringing David much 
needed support from the south. This support might have 
been instrumental in David’s being crowned king at He- 
bron—an area associated with the figure of Caleb in the 
text (Levenson 1978: 24—28). 

2. Sister of David (1 Chr 2:16) and Zeruiah (2 Sam 
17:25, 1 Chr 2:16); mother of Amasa (2 Sam 17:25, 1 Chr 
2:17). The name of Abigail’s father is unclear. 1 Chr 2:13— 
16 identifies Jesse as the father of Abigail, while 2 Sam 
17:25 says she was the “daughter of NAHASH.” Most 
critics prefer the reading in | Chronicles 2, explaining the 
discrepancy y either: (1) understanding “Nahash” as the 
mother of Abigail rather than the father; (2) declaring the 
reading in 2 Sam 17:25 corrupt, an intrusion from v 27; 
or (3) positing an earlier husband (Nahash) of Jesse’s wife, 
who fathered Abigail and Zeruiah. 

The name of Abigail’s husband is also problematic. The 
MT of 2 Sara 17:25 gives the name of Amasa’s father as 
“ITHRA the Israelite,” while 1 Chr 2:17 says it was 
“JETHER the Ishmaelite.” The issue is further compli- 
cated by the variant reading in the LXX™ which identifies 
him as a “Jezreelite.” 

J. D. Levenson and B. Halpern (1980) argue that Ithra/ 
Jethro was the real name of Abigail’s husband (‘“Nabal”) 
mentioned in | Samuel 25. They find it highly unlikely 
that the only two Abigails in the OT would be: (1) contem- 
poraries, (2) sister-in-laws, and (3) married to men from 
the same geographical area (assuming Ithra/Jethro/Nabal 
to be from Jezreel and Jezreel to refer to the Judean town 
near Hebron). They therefore conclude there was only 
one Abigail-—David’s sister—who later became David’s 
wife. Later tradition suppressed the memory of this inces- 
tuous union. 
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LinDA S. SCHEARING 


ABIHAIL (PERSON) [Heb abhayil]. 1. Father of Zu- 
riel; descenclant of Merari, Levi's youngest son (Num 
3:35). Abihail’s name appears in the epithet of his son 
found in the third and last division of the census list in 
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Num 3:14—39. The census, ordered by Moses, involved the 
three Levitical branches of Gershon, Kohath, and Merari. 
Abihail’s son was leader of the Merarite branch during 
their journey in the wilderness. 

2. Wife of Abishur, of the House of Judah; mother of 
Ahban and Molid (1 Chr 2:29). Her name appears in a 
genealogy of Jerahmeel, the great-grandson of Judah and 
Tamar. 

3. A Gadite (1 Chr 5:14). Abihail is mentioned in the 
Gadite genealogy found in 1 Chr 5:11-17. 

4. Mother of Mahalath; wife of Jerimoth; and daughter 
of Eliab (2 Chr 11:18). Abihail’s name occurs in a genea- 
logical note concerning Rehcboam’s wives. The reading of 
the verse, however, is problematic: 

KJV: And Rehoboam took. him Mahalath the daughter 
of Jerimoth the son of David to wife, and Abthail 
the daughter of Eliab the son of Jesse; 

RSV: Rehoboam took as wife Mahalath the daughter of 
Jerimoth the son of David, and of Abthail . . . 

Some translators (i.e. KJV) conclude v 18 mentions two 
wives (Mahalath and Abihail) while others (i.e. RSV) as- 
sume only one (Mahalath). Although the Hebrew of v 18 
is unclear, the context is helpful in determining its mean- 
ing. Since the following verses (vv 19-20) refer to v 18 
using only the feminine singular, it can be concluded that 
only one wife, Mahalath, is mentioned. Thus, the reading 
which understands Abihail as Mahalath’s mother (RSV), is 
to be preferred. 

Abihail’s daughter, Mahalath, is one of eighteen wives 
credited to Rehoboam, king of Judah. The marriages of 
both mother and daughter are particularly interesting. 
Abihail’s husband (Jerimoth) and father (Eliab) were both 
sons of David. Her daughter married David’s grandson 
(Rehoboam). Thus both Abihail and Mahalath married 
their cousins. Their marriages reflect a period of intermar- 
riage within the Davidic house not witnessed elsewhere in 
the text. 

5. Father of Queen Esther; uncle of Mordecai (Esth 
2:15; 9:29; cf. also 2:7). His name appears twice in the 
epithet of his daughter, the alleged wife of King Ahasu- 
erus. 

Linpa S. SCHEARING 


ABIHU (PERSON) [Heb ?4b#hi]. One of four sons born 
to Aaron, the brother of Moses, by Elisheba (Exod 6:23). 
At Sinai, Abihu was singled cut by God, along with Aaron 
and Nadab, as one of those leaders who would accompany 
Moses up the mountain (Exod 24:1, 9). He also performed 
priestly services for God as one of Aaron’s sons (Exod 
28:1; Num 3:2; 26:60; 1 Chr 5:29—Eng 6:3; 24:1). When 
Abihu and his brother Nadab offered “unholy fire” to the 
Lord, they were devoured by God’s holy fire as punish- 
ment (Lev 10:1; Num 26:61; cf. Numbers 16). Although 
the sin committed by Abihu was not clearly defined (Lev 
10:1—4; see Laughlin 1976 for various opinions), it served 
as a point of reference in identifying Abihu within the 
Bible (Num 3:4; 1 Chr 24:2). In Rabbinic literature the 
sins of Nadab and Abihu were multiplied and this incident 
(Lev 10:1—4) became the basis for teachings on cultic and 
ethical behavior in Judaism (see Shinan 1979). 
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ABIHUD (PERSON) [Heb >abthid]. A grandson of Ben- 
jamin through Bela (1 Chr 8:3), the name “Abihud” is 
preserved in an extended genealogy of Israel that also 
identifies tribal locations within Palestine (1 Chronicles 2— 
8). According to the MT, the first three sons of Bela were 
“Addar, and Gera, and Abihud” (Heb °addér wégéra@ 
wa?dbihid); however, the text could easily be emended to 
read “Addar, and Gera, that is, the father of Ehud” (Heb 
-addar wégéra waabi hid). Baker (1980) argues that the 
two separate individuals named Gera listed as sons of Bela 
(1 Chr 8:3, 5) were distinguished by the waw explicative, 
which followed the first Gera, providing a detail about him 
being the father of Ehud. Thus, MT wa?dbihid is divided 
into wadbi, “that is, the father of,” plus ?ehid “Ehud,” the 
judge mentioned elsewhere in his own right as the son of 
Gera (Judg 3:15). Note also the EHUD who had a son 
named Gera (1 Chr 8:6—7). Kuhn (1923) observed that a 
misunderstanding of the phrase ?by hwdyh produced the 
name dbihid (“Abihud”), and the Gk abioud (Matt 1:13) 
was based on the LXX rendering of this synthetic name 
(see ABIUD). 
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ABIJAH (PERSON) [Heb >abiyé]. Var. ABIJAM; ABI. 
1. According to the MT, a man from the tribe of Benjamin 
(1 Chr 7:6, 8). He was the grandson of Benjamin, being 
the son of Becher who was Benjamin’s son. But some 
scholars are suspicious of the text of 1 Chr 7:6a. Curtis 
and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 145-49) present a detailed 
explanation in support of the contention that “Benjamin” 
in v 6 is a corruption of “Zebulun” and that 1 Chr 7:6-12 
contains a Zebulunite genealogy. In that case Abijah would 
be from the tribe of Zebulun. 

2. The second son of Samuel (1 Chr 6:13—Eng 6:28). 
When Samuel appointed him and his older brother, Joel, 
as judges over Israel (1 Sam 8:1), they were corrupted by 
bribery. This perversion of justice contributed to Israel’s 
disillusionment with the office of judge, which in turn 
aroused among the people the desire for a king (1 Sam 
8:5). 

3. A chief among the descendants of either Eleazar or 
Ithamar, sons of Aaron (1 Chr 24:3—4, 10). When David 
assigned the priests to service in the temple according to 
divisions determined by lot, Abijah became the leader of 
the 8th (1 Chr 24:10) from among 24 divisions. In their 
service the members of his division (as of all divisions) 
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were obligated to observe the procedures first instituted by 
Aaron (1 Chr 24:19). Zechariah, the father of John the 
Baptist, was serving in the temple with the division of 
Abijah (Luke 1:5) when he received the announcement 
that he would have a son. 

4. According to the MT of 1 Chr 2:24, she was the wife 
of Hezron, the mother of Ashhur, and the grandmother 
of Tekoa. She was probably the daughter of Machir (1 Chr 
2:21). But the MT is uncertain here, an uncertainty which 
the LXX confirms by giving a different reading for v 24a, 
though it follows the MT in identifying Abijah as the wife 
of Hezron. Noting the LXX’s dissatisfaction with the MT, 
modern scholars have attempted to reconstruct the text, 
and in the process they have altered also the name “Abi- 
jah” and its immediate syntax. Curtis and Madsen (Chront- 
cles ICC, 92) offer one reconstruction. In this reconstruc- 
tion “Abijah” is corrected to “Abiu,” or “Abihu,” meaning 
“his father.” The reconstructed passage then reads, “Caleb 
went in unto Ephrath, the wife of his father, and she 
bore...” In this reading, “Abijah” is no longer a proper 
name. Williamson (1979: 353-55) offers another recon- 
struction. He considers the phrase “and the wife of Hezron 
was Abijah” to be a gloss; this eliminates the word “Abijah,” 
in any of its possible forms or meanings, from the original 
text. Both Curtis and Madsen and Williamson provide 
detailed accounts of their process of reconstruction. The 
RSV translates: “Caleb went in to Ephrathah, the wife of 
Hezron his father, and she bore . . .” This translation also 
eliminates “Abijah” as a proper name. 

5. A son of Jeroboam, king of Israel (1 Kgs 14:1). 
During Jeroboam’s reign he fell seriously ill, which 
prompted Jeroboam to seek from Ahijah the prophet a 
favorable word on the issue of the illness. But in his quest, 
Jeroboam proceeded in a manner which determined some 
of the details of a melancholy conclusion to Abijah’s illness. 
Having conducted himself wickedly as king, Jeroboam had 
already gained the disfavor of Ahijah, who had designated 
him king (1 Kgs 11:28—30) in the name of Yahweh. There- 
fore he sent his wife in disguise to Shiloh to seek the word 
from the prophet. But the design failed. Through Yah- 
weh’s intervention, the prophet identified her when she 
arrived and spoke judgment on Abijah: he would die when 
she reentered Tirzah to return to her residence. The boy 
died in accordance with the prophet’s word. After his 
death, the seal on his father’s wickedness, Israel awarded 
him a dubious distinction: Israel mourned him and buried 
him with proper ceremony. By contrast, all other members 
of Jeroboam’s family upon their death were unceremoni- 
ously eaten by either dogs, if they died in the city, or birds, 
if in the country (1 Kgs 14:1-18). Abijah was awarded this 
distinction because in him was found “something pleasing 
to the Lord” (1 Kgs 14:13); the text does not identify what 
in the child pleased the Lord. The LXX includes this 
account (3 Kgdms 12:24g—n) in another version and ear- 
lier in the narrative of Jeroboam’s life, immediately after 
his return from a flight to Egypt and before his accession. 
It also preserves details about Abijah which are lacking in 
the MT. According to the LXX, Abijah was born in Egypt. 
His mother’s name was Ano; she was an Egyptian and a 
sister-in-law of Susakim, king of Egypt. Accordingly, Abi- 
jah was Susakim’s nephew. Debus (1967: 55-92) discusses 
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in detail the differences between the versions of the nar- 
rative in the MT and the LXX. 

6. See ABJJAH, KING OF JUDAH. 

7. The mother of King Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:1 = 2 Kgs 
18:2). She was the wife of King Ahaz and the daughter of 
Zechariah. In 2 Kings she is called “ABI” in the MT, and 
“Abou” in the LXX. 

8. A priest during the governorship of Nehemiah (Neh 
10:8—Eng 19:7). He endorsed, by the impress of his seal, 
a covenant which the people under Ezra’s leadership made 
with Yahweh at the conclusion of the Feast of Tabernacles. 

9. A priest, perhaps a Levitical priest, who returned 
from Babylon with Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Neh 12:1, 4). 
He was one of the chiefs of the priests in the days of Jeshua 
(Neh 12:7), and he was the father of Zichri upon whom 
his authority devolved (Neh 12:17) in the days of Jeshua’s 
son, Joiakim ‘Neh 12:12). 
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ABIJAH, KING OF JUDAH. Var. ABIJAM. The 
son of Rehoboam and king of Judah (1 Kgs 14:31), whose 
mother was Maacah, daughter of Abishalom (1 Kgs 15:2). 
The spelling of the same varies. In the MT of 1 Kings the 
name appears as Abijam (dbiyam); some mss and the MT 
of Chronicles have Abijah (dbiyé), while the LXX has 
Abiou. It is also possible that the king’s name was a theo- 
phoric compounded with the divine name “Yam,” the 
Canaanite god of the sea, who is known from Ugaritic 
literature. Gray (1-2 Kings? OTL, 347, n. c) thinks that 
such a name of a king of Judah is inconceivable and that 
the divine element would have been a form of Yahweh. He 
argues that the LXX reading Abiou suggests a variant Abiyo 
in which the final w may have been corrupted to m, which 
it closely resembles in the photo-Hebraic script. 

He is said to have reigned three years (ca. 913--911 
B.C.E.), but it appears it may have been only two (1 Kgs 
15:2; 2 Chr 13:2; cf. 1 Kgs 15:1, 9). LXX reads “6 years” 
for the length of his reign: this would suggest a confusion 
between 5, “6,” and i, “3.” Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 240) 
speculate that, owing to the short length of his reign and 
the extended length of the reign of his successor, Abijah 
either died early and Asa was a minor when he became 
king, or the queen mother acted as regent during the early 
years of his son Asa. 

The eviderice concerning Abijah’s mother is confusing 
and inconsistent. 1 Kgs 15:2 records that his mother’s 
name was Maacah the daughter of Abishalom (dbéalém) 
whereas 2 Chr 11:20 reads “Absalom” (?absalém). Gray (1- 
2 Kings® OTL, 347-78, n. g) accepts the reading “Absalom” 
and argues that Maacah may well have been the “grand- 
daughter” of Absalom, David’s son, particularly since the 
usual place of origin of the father of the queen mother 
has been omitted. A further difficulty is that at the acces- 
sion of his son, Asa’s mother is also said to be Maacah the 
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daughter of Abishalom (1 Kgs 15:10 = 2 Chr 15:16). Gray 
(1-2 Kings? OTL, 348, n. f) believes that 1 Kgs 15:10 may 
indicate that Abijah and Asa were brothers rather than 
son (cf. HAJJ, 240). He offers the alternative explanation 
that since Abijah reigned for such a short time Maacah 
may have remained as “the principal lady,” while the 
mother of Asa was omitted. However, the MT and Vg of 
2 Chronicles 13 record the name of Abijah’s mother as 
Micaiah, daughter of Uriel of Gibeah. The LXX and Syr 
follow 1 Kgs 15:2 in suggesting that the queen mother was 
Maacah. 

Although Abijah was condemned in typical Deuteron- 
omistic terms for apostasy, nevertheless the dynasty was 
established for David’s sake. It is stated that despite his 
apostasy, Yahweh gave him « lamp in Jerusalem, set up a 
son after him, and established Jerusalem (1 Kgs 15:4). The 
establishment of Jerusalem is important in the theology of 
the Deuteronomistic History as the site of the central 
sanctuary. The treatment of the reign of Abijah admirably 
illustrates the theological bias and selectivity of the Deuter- 
onomistic History. The negative presentation of his reign 
invites a direct comparison with that of Asa his son who is 
portrayed as a cultic reformer in line with Deuteronomistic 
principles, who even removed the Asherah of Abijah’s wife 
Maacah (1 Kgs 15:13). The one political aspect of the reign 
which is mentioned briefly, without comment, is that Abi- 
jah and Jeroboam I ben Nebat were at war. The Deuter- 
onomustic History provides little, if any, useful information 
for the historian. 

The Chronicler presents a significantly different ac- 
count, representing Abijah as righteous and divinely 
blessed (2 Chr 13). His 14 wives, 22 sons, and 16 daughters 
are presented as a sign of favor from Yahweh (2 Chr 
13:21). Whereas the Deuteronomistic History merely 
notes that Abijah was involved in the continuing border 
warfare with the north (1 Kgs 15:7), the Chronicler pre- 
serves a tradition of a major military conflict near mount 
Zemaraim in the hill country of Ephraim (2 Chr 13:13- 
20). Abijah’s moralizing speech to Jeroboam and Israel is 
in distinct contrast to his rejection in 1 Kgs 15:3 for 
apostasy. The speech is usually understood as represent- 
ing the Chronicler’s own ideology since it justifies the 
Davidic dynasty and the Jerusalem cult installed by David. 
It then acts as a rejection of the apostasy of the north with 
a strong claim that Yahweh is the god of Judah as demon- 
strated in the military victory. Williamson (1977: 114), 
however, rejects the commor: interpretation that this is a 
piece of anti-Samaritan polemic, arguing that, although 
the speech criticizes the northern kingdom, it carries 
within it an appeal for repentance. Following Abijah’s 
speech of justification to Jeroboam, he wins an overwhelm- 
ing victory capturing Bethel, Jeshanah, and Ephron with 
their villages (2 Chr 13:19). The historical reliability of this 
information is difficult to assess; Miller and Hayes (HAIJ, 
247) think that at most it can only refer to a border 
‘skirmish. The exaggerated numbers (see Dillard 
2 Chronicles WBC, 106—7) are a further reason for ques- 
tioning the veracity of this report. Williamson (1977: 114— 
17) has demonstrated the importance of 2 Chronicles 13 
within the structure of the work of the Chronicler, who 
draws a sharp distinction between the faithfulness of Abi- 
jah and the apostasy of Ahaz. in 2 Chronicles 28. Ahaz is 
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utterly condemned in terms which echo Abijah’s rejection 
of the north in his speech to Jeroboam. 
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ABIJAM (PERSON) [Heb ?abiyam]. See ABIJAH (PER- 
SON). 


ABILA OF THE DECAPOLIS (M.R. 231231). A 
city belonging to a league of cities called the Decapolis, 
originally having ten members. 


A. Location and Identification 

Abila of the Decapolis has been identified with Quailibah 
(M.R. 231231) in N Jordan. Eusebius (Onomast. 32.16) 
states that Abila was located twelve Roman miles E of 
Gadara. The name from this ancient site has continued to 
modern times—Schumacher (1889) found that local tra- 
dition attached the name Abil to the N tell. In the 1984 
excavations a stone inscription with the name “Abila” writ- 
ten in Greek was found on the site. An inscription (A.D. 
133—44) at Tayibeh near Palmyra speaks of “Well-heralded 
Abila of the Decapolis.” Ptolemy (Geog. 5.14), lists this 
Abila separately from the Lysanias Abila (W of Damascus), 
and Hierokles (Synekdemos 720, 721) identifies it as part of 
Provincia Arabia. Abila probably became a Decapolis city 
sometime between Alexander’s conquests and the zenith 
of Seleucid power (ca. 198 B.c.). Polybius (5.69—70) states 
that Antiochus III (ca. 218 B.c.) conquered Abila, Pella, 
and Gadara. The Decapolis as a region is mentioned in the 
Gospels (Matt 4:25, Mark 5:20; 7:31), but no specific cities 
are mentioned. 

Abila consists of two tells, Abila (N) and Umm el ?Amad 
(S) with a “saddle” joining the two. The site is bordered on 
the E by Wadi Quailibah, on the N by Wadi Abila, and on 
the S by Ain Quailibah and its wadi. Tombs and graves are 
cut into the soft limestone mainly along the wadi ledges on 
the E, S, and N. 


B. Survey and Excavation 

The major inquiry into the site began in 1978 when 
W. Harold Mare of Covenant Seminary visited Abila as 
part of an overview of several Decapolis cities. A coopera- 
tive effort ensued with Dr. Adnan Hadidi, Director of the 
Department of Antiquities of Jordan, and W. H. Mare as 
principal investigators to survey the area and excavate the 
site over several seasons beginning in 1980. 

In 1980 a small survey team, using a time-controlled 
transect surface sherd collection technique in segments 
across the site, determined that there was occupation on 
the site at various times from the EB through the Umayyad 
periods. The heaviest concentration was in the Byzantine 
and Umayyad periods, diminishing in the Roman, Helle- 
nistic, ron Age II, and. EB periods, with minimal evidence 
from the Chalcolithic, Neolithic, and Islamic periods. The 
subsequent excavations have confirmed the evidence of the 
1980 survey project. 
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Ruins of a large rectangular building were found N of 
the stub of an E-W acropolis wall which stretches along the 
S crest of the tell. This building proved to be the remains 
of a 5th—6th-century triapsidal Byzantine basilica, with 
evidence at the central apse that it was built over an earlier 
Roman building (a temple?). The Umayyad rebuilding 
over the basilica and stockpiling of basilica architectural 
fragments for further use imply an Umayyad presence 
and possible construction of a mosque. Excavation N of 
the Byzantine basilica produced Byzantine and earlier ma- 
terials—Byzantine loci and a water channel, remains of 
earlier Roman buildings, and reuse of still earlier Hellenis- 
tic walls. On the N slope was found a city wall preserved to 
a height of ca. 5 m; this proved to be at least of Roman- 
Byzantine origin. The S slope of the N tell had remains of 
a stairway and gate (?). 

On the W side of the acropolis of Umm el ?Amad were 
ruins of a residential section (areas D 5—7, 8-10) including 
a street, market, and a palaestra or residence with a two- 
column entrance. To the E of the residential section were 
the remains of a basilica (areas D 1—4, 11, 12), which 
Schumacher (1889) had suggested was a “temple,” but 
which was another Byzantine basilica. Farther still to the E, 
was a theater nestled along the slopes of the “saddle.” The 
theater overlooked the remains of a massive ruined build- 
ing (a Roman bath?) and an ancient road which led east- 
ward over a bridge crossing wadi Quailibah. A third Byz- 
antine basilica was located on a ledge E of the theater. The 
three basilicas so far found at the site suggest a possible 
Byzantine bishopric headquarters at Abila. 

Three underground aqueducts have been investigated. 
The Khureibah Aqueduct stretches 2.5 km, bringing water 
from the S to the Ain Qualibah area on the S of Umm el 
‘Amad; this aqueduct was apparently dug during the 
Roman period. Two other aqueducts (ca. 1400 m long) 
direct water N from Ain Quailibah under the E edge of 
Umm el ‘Amad to the saddle area between the two tells. 
The upper aqueduct (one to two m higher on the ledge) 
seems to date from the Roman-Byzantine period, while the 
lower aqueduct was probably built in Hellenistic-Roman 
times or earlier (Persian or Iron Age). 

The excavation of fourteen tombs (both loculus and 
arcosolium types) and nine simple graves along the E band 
of Wadi Quailibah (areas H and J) and the bank S of Ain 
Quailibah (area K) revealed important aspects of Early and 
Late Roman and Byzantine culture. Males and females and 
children (36 percent of the persons found had died before 
their 16th birthday) were buried with a variety of grave 
goods which imply a wide range of social stratification. 
Nine limestone anthropoid busts found in Tomb K | point 
to cult feasts or annual family reunions. 


C. Summary 

The research at Abila points to an Early Roman Abila of 
moderate size, with considerable expansion in the Late 
Roman and Byzantine periods. Evidence of the later 
Umayyad and earlier Hellenistic city is just emerging. The 
extent of later Islamic presence and earlier Hellenistic, 
Persian, Iron, and Bronze Age periods and still earlier 
habitations will be revealed through future excavation 
seasons. 
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ABILENE (PLACE) [Gk Abilene]. A tetrarchy named 
after its chief town, Abila, which is located on the bank of 
modern Barada (Abana) 18 miles NW of Damascus en 
route to Heliopolis (Baalbec). A Moslem legend places 
Abel’s tomb near the ruins of an Abilenian temple, thereby 
preserving the ancient name. Luke 3:1 identifies Abilene 
as the tetrarchy of Lysanias (II) at the incipient stage of 
John the Batist’s ministry. Josephus is careful to associate 
Abila and Abilene with Lysanias, he Lusaniou (JW 2, 11.5; 
Ant 17, 6.1C), an association found as late as the time of 
Ptolemy (ca. a.p. 170). Two Gk inscriptions from Abila 
support this association, and coincide with the chronology 
of Luke 3:1. Le., between the years a.p. 14-29 (Yamauchi 
1981: 99). 

Abilene was originally part of the Ituraean kingdom of 
Ptolemy Menaeus (ca. 85—40 B.c.). In 36 B.c., M. Antonius 
executed Ptolemy’s son, King Lysanias I, and divided Itu- 
raea. Cleopatra received part of the kingdom, which in 
turn was transferred by her conqueror, Augustus, to 
Herod the Great in 20 B.c. (Bruce: 1971: 20, 248). Except 
for an Abila inscription identifying a second Lysanias 
(above), Abilene’s history remains obscure until a.p. 37 
when Gaius conferred the title “king” on his friend Herod 
Agrippa I, along with Abilene and additional territory. 
Procurators governed Abilene from the time of Agrippa 
I’s death (4.o. 40) until Claudius conferred it upon Herod 
Agrippa II in a.p. 53. Upon the latter’s death, Abilene 
became part of the province of Syria. 
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ABIMAEL (PERSON) [Heb ?dbimaél]. A son of Joktan 
and thus the name of an Arabian tribe (Gen 10:28; 1 Chr 
1:22), which has not been identified nor localized in a 
satisfactory way. The name is either to be analyzed as abi 
+ ma (as an emphasizing enclitic particle) + °é “(my) 
father is truly God” or, less probably, as Old S Arabic ?bm 
(in the absolute state) + J, i.c., “Father is God,” which may 
be compared to the apotropiic formula °bm wdm “Father is 
(the God) Waddum” (CIS IV, 475 and 476; etc.), or to the 
Akkadian name abumilum “Father is God.” 

Hommel (1893: 16) has already pointed out that Old 
Arabic has a name type thai contains the enclitic -m, e.g., 
>*Imnbt “God has truly brought to light,” ?/myd‘ “God truly 
knows,” and >bm‘ttr “Father is truly ‘Attar.” The last-men- 
tioned name occurs as the name of a clan, 7hl/?bm‘ttr, in 
the early Sabaean inscription RES 2740,4 which was writ- 
ten not later than the 5th century B.c. and which had been 
found in the ruined ancient town of Haram in the Yemen- 
ite Jawf on the N side of the main wadi. The Sabaean 
boustrophedon text CIS IV, 516, in which the name >/mnbt 
is found (line 26), comes from the same place; and the 
fragmentary inscription RES 2847, in which the name 
>Imyd* occurs, was discovered in the neighboring ancient 
site of Kamna. From this epigraphic evidence, it can be 
concluded that proper names with the enclitic -m were only 
in use in the region of the town of Haram and are to be 
reckoned among the dialectal peculiarities which the in- 
scriptions from this town show. With due reservation, it 
may therefore be supposed that the Hebrew form >abima’él 
reflects a hitherto unattested Sabaean name *bm?/ which 
might have originated from the area of the ancient town 
of Haram. 

The first who connected the biblical name ?dbimaél with 
the Sabaean name 7bm‘ttr was Halévy (1885: 6-7); he 
thought, however, that both names contain the contracted 
form of the word for mother, ?m, and are therefore to be 
interpreted respectively as “father of the mother of God” 
and “father of the mother of ‘Attar.” The explanation of 
-Gbima él as “father of maT’ must likewise be rejected, 
since at such an early time no names are attested which 
are compounded with the element ?abé@ (or abi) “father 
of,” which later on became common among the Arabs. 
Another rejected interpretation is the comparison of the 
last part of the name, proposed for the first time by 
Bochartus (1674: 144-45), with the people or region mali 
mentioned by the Greek author Theophrastus (Hist. Pl. 
9.4); this is, however, only a variant of mamali, the desig- 
nation of the W Arabian mining region. 
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ABIMELECH (PERSON) [Heb °abimelek]. Two or three 
persons in the Hebrew Bible bear this name. 

1. A king of Gerar mentioned in Genesis 20 and 26:1- 
33. He is tied to the patriarchal narratives with regard to 
their pastoral nomadic activities and the fear Abraham 
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and Isaac display whenever entering the political domain 
of a powerful ruler. Each enter Gerar, between Kadesh 
and Shur, seeking pasturage and water. They obtain both 
through the use of the “Wife-Sister” deception in which 
the patriarch, to save his life, hides his true relationship 
with his wife (note the first use of this motif in Gen 12:10- 
20, where the Pharaoh is the dupe). Once the king has 
mistakenly taken the patriarch’s wife, Yahweh’s displeasure 
is aroused against him and his people. Subsequently, 
Abimelech returns the wife to her husband, and is forced 
(through embarrassment and fear) to grant to him, in the 
form of a parity treaty, grazing rights and the use of wells 
within his territory. 

The fact that this preliminary episode is found in both 
the Abraham and Isaac narratives suggests a literary dou- 
blet. It is possible, however, that the name “Abimelech,” 
like Pharaoh, is simply a throne name used by all kings of 
Gerar. Thus whenever the “Wife-Sister” deception is used, 
it is applied to a different ruler, but for the same reason, 
as a measure of self-defense by an immigrant against a 
powerful, indigenous ruler. 

One additional problem in the Abimelech stories is 
found in Gen 26:1, where he is referred to as the “king of 
the Philistines.” This is generally explained as an anach- 
ronism since the Philistines did not inhabit the area 
around Gerar until after the Sea Peoples’ invasion of the 
Near East (ca. 1200 B.c.£.). Van Seters (1975: 52), however, 
takes this as evidence of the lack of historicity in the 
narrative, while Wiseman (1980: 150) points to the Gerar- 
ites as part of a settlement of Philistines prior to the mass 
invasions of the 13th century. 

2. The name “Abimelech” also appears in the super- 
scription of Psalm 34. The writer is either using the name 
as a generic title for all Philistine kings, or perhaps has 
confused Achish of Gath (1 Sam 21:10—-15) with Ahime- 
lech of 1 Sam 21:2. 
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3. One of the sons of Jerubbaal who administered the 
central hill country (and by dint of conquest—Judg 8:1— 
17—Gilead) in the aftermath of their father’s demise. The 
historian equates Jerubbaal with Gideon, and although the 
equation has often been questioned (e.g., Richter 1963: 
157-67), the absence of any obvious reason for the histo- 
rian to have inferred it (he could simply have introduced 
Abimelech as a filibuster) suggests that the equation was 
already traditional. 

The name “Abimelech” means “the (divine) king is my 
father,” and is of a type attested in Israel as well as its 
environs: cf. Ahimelech (“the king is my brother”; Old 
Palestinian variant Abimelech) in 1 Sam 21:29 (> Ps 34:1; 
52:2); 22:10-16; 23:6; 26:6; 30:7; Abimilki, king of Tyre 
in the Amarna archive (EA 146—55); and the Philistine 
king Abimelech in Gen 20:2-18; 21:22-32; 26:1-26, 
where the name is evidently retrojected. It has no neces- 
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sary monarchic overtones; but it is interesting that the 
earliest “king” in Israelite memory should have such a 
name, and it is possible that it is in fact a throne name. 

Abimelech persuades the men of Shechem to prefer his 
personal kingship over the oligarchy of Gideon’s sons. 
Killing his brothers, therefore, he enters into a covenant 
of kingship (9:5-21), characterized by a fable drawing on 
the normal topoi of Near Eastern royal apology, and sealed 
by the ordinary ceremony of blessings and curses (see 
Halpern 1978: 92-96). Abimelech resides in “trmh” (9:31; 
cf. Dossin 1957), probably identical with the “rmh” of 9:41 
(by interchange of ¢ and ”), or Khirbet el--Urma, about 7 
km SE of Shechem (WHJP 1/3: 319 n. 56). Shechem’s 
acceptance of his sovereignty makes him master of the 
central hills. 

During Abimelech’s reign, the Shechemites prey upon 
the trade routes leading through their territory (9:25), 
and sedition comes to the town (9:27—-29). The name of 
the instigator, Gual (with Josephus) ben-Ebed, is probably 
invented—it means “despised, son of a slave.” Abimelech’s 
principal there is also named as in a folktale, Zabul 
(“prince,” “magnate”). Zabul informs Abimelech that Gual 
plans to march from the temple of Baal/E] Berit (“the lord/ 
god of the covenant”), which was outside the town (9:46— 
49), in the aftermath of the feast of the vintage, and to lay 
siege to Shechem, the acropolis of which, at least, Zabul 
held (9:31—33). Abimelech therefore sets four ambushes 
in the field, and as Gual takes the field, his forces descend 
from all directions (those to the E are first confused with 
shadows, which, with 9:48, may have inspired the use of 
Burnam Wood in Macbeth). They worst Gual, who during 
the night is expelled from the town. The next day, there- 
fore, Abimelech ambushes Gual and assaults and demol- 
ishes Shechem, and the “temple of El Berit” (9:30—49). 

A similar action at Thebez (for an identification with 
Tirzah, see WHJP 1/3: 320 n. 61) ends in Abimelech’s 
demise. Abimelech drives the defenders from the lower 
city to the citadel, and dies while attempting to burn the 
citadel. The manner of his death is proverbial—David cites 
it in 2 Sam 11:21: he is crushed by a grindstone a woman 
drops from atop the wall (9:50—54). The short flirtation 
with kingship ends just after it begins, and it is another 
century before monarchy is reintroduced in the hills. 

The tradition concerning Abimelech is to be dated quite 
early (see Halpern 1978; Résel 1983, both with bibliogra- 
phy), although different critics identify various pieces of 
the textual formulation as deriving from later retelling 
(see Soggin Judges OTL, 163-66). In any case, the archae- 
ological record at Shechem dovetails nicely with the story: 
the site was apparently abandoned after a destruction in 
the mid-12th century 8.c.£. (Wright 1967: 365-66; Camp- 
bell 1976: 41), its reoccupation in the 10th century B.c.£. 
coinciding with the return of a monarchic government 
(Shechem commands the interior trade routes of Ephraim 
and Manasseh, and is a natural seat of government for the 
region N of Jerusalem). The reference in 2 Sam 11:21 to 
Abimelech’s death is generally understood to be a token 
of an early composition. And Abimelech campaigns for 
the kingship of Shechem with the slogan that he is their 
“flesh and blood” (9:2)—-that is, he qualifies to be their 
king because he is their kin. This expression, which must 
be linked to the insistence on endogenous kingship in 
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Deut 17:14--16, appears elsewhere only in 10th century 
B.C.E. contexts, principally in connection with David (2 Sam 
5:1-3; cf. 1 Chr 11:1-3; 12:23-41; and 2 Sam 19:1 1-13; 
note the transformation in J in Gen 2:23—24; 29:14, where 
Jacob ends by “serving” his kinsman). The slogan that 
repudiates the claim to kinship and kingship is “Who is 
Abimelech?’ (9:28)—denouncing the claimant as a 
stranger. It, too, is used only in 10th century B.C.E. con- 
texts, or in connection with 10th century figures (1 Sam 
25:10; 2 Sam 20:1; 1 Kgs 12:16; see BAR 3: 170; Buccellati 
1967: 100). Furthermore, it may be that the later historian 
misunderstood this tradition—which would be evidence 
that he inherited it: Abimelech becomes the son of Gid- 
eon’s Shechemite concubine (Judg 8:31), i.e., a brother 
Shechemite, rather than a brother Israelite. 

Finally, the memories of fighting at the city gate, differ- 
ences between lower cities and citadels, dealing with cita- 
dels by burning them down, and socioethnic distinctions 
in Shechem all bear the mark of authenticity. The Shech- 
emite depradations on the trade routes also probably 
reflect premonarchic reality (and cf. Judg 5:6). A 10th 
century 8.c.&. date for the oldest version of the tale is the 
latest possibie; the tradition itself probably extends at least 
into the 11th and perhaps into the 12th century B.c.£. It is 
possibly one of the oldest historical traditions Israel has 
preserved. 
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BarucH HALPERN 


ABINADAB (PERSON) {Heb ?dbinddab]. The name of 
three individuals. It means “my father is noble.” 

l. The father of Eleazar, Uzzah, and possibly Ahio, if 
the latter is a proper name and not a reference to Eleazar 
“his brother” (1 Sam 7:1; Sam 6:3, 4; 1 Chr 13:7). The 
men of the Gibeonite enclave town of Kiriath-jearim are 
reported to have moved the ark from Beth-Shemesh to 
“the palace/temple of Abinadab on the hill” (1 Sam 6:19- 
7:1) at the request of the latter group. Abinadab’s son 
Eleazar is seid to have been consecrated as priest to have 
charge of the ark (1 Sam 7:1). The context suggests that 
the ambiguous Hebrew term dé, which can mean simply 
“house,” but also “palace” or “temple,” here refers to a 
temple or place complex containing a temple. Since it is 
unlikely that the townspeople would have moved the ark 
to the home of a common citizen for safekeeping, and in 
light of the purported need to seek out someone who 
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could minister to Yahweh appropriately (cf. Klein J Samuel 
WBC, 60), without invoking divine wrath (1 Sam 6:19- 
20), it is likely that Abinadab was himself a well-known 
priest. 

Abinadab need not have been a priest in Kiriath-Jearim; 
he could have been the high priest for the entire Gibeonite 
enclave, connected to the enclave’s main sanctuary. Kir- 
iath-jearim was one of four cities in the Benjaminite terri- 
tory that formed a separate Hivite enclave. The main city 
of the enclave was Gibeon, and the remaining two were 
Chephirah and Beeroth. If the main goal of the author 
was to have the men of Beth-Shemesh turn the ark over to 
members of the neighboring Hivite enclave, it would have 
been natural to have them contact the closest Gibeonite 
city, Kiriath-jearim. It does not necessarily follow, however, 
that the men from the latter town are to be understood to 
have taken the ark home; it would have been more natural 
for them to have delivered it to the main Gibeonite sanc- 
tuary. 

By having the men of Beth-Shemesh call out the nearest 
members of the Gibeonite enclave to remove the ark to 
their territory to deal with tie wrathful Yahweh, who had 
just slain seventy of their men for looking into the ark, the 
biblical writer has indirectly implied that the Gibeonites 
would have known how to assuage the deity connected with 
the ark. The logical implication is that Yahweh was at home 
among the Gibeonites. An alternative understanding 
would see the choice of Kiriath-jearim to be based on the 
site’s nodal point as the boundary between Judah, Benja- 
min, and Dan. Kiriath-jearim, Beth-Shemesh, and Ekron, 
the three reported stopping places of the ark on its return 
journey from Philistia, all occur in the Judahite boundary 
list in Josh 15:9b-1la, suggesting that the author of the 
narrative in 1 Sam 6:19—7:2 wanted to emphasize the ark’s 
return within the boundaries of Judah, so linking it closely 
to the later tribe (Blenkinsopp 1969:147-48). 

The “hill of Abinadab” is identified as KIRIATH- 
JEARIM in | Sam 7:2, compared to BAALE-JUDAH in 2 
Sam 6:2. Both seem to be later glosses (Blenkinsopp 
1969:156). The conflicting traditions are harmonized else- 
where in the Bible by equating the latter two names (Josh 
15:9; 18:14; 1 Chr 13:6). Baale-Judah might itself be an 
artificial hybrid created by equating the town of Baalah 
(Josh 15:9; 1 Chr 13:6) with Kiriath-jearim (Blenkinsopp 
1969:146; Mazar 1960:66). The site of “Abinadab’s hill” is 
commonly linked with the place name “Gibeat-Kiriath 
(Jearim)” in the list of Benjaminite cities in Josh 18:28, 
although the final element in the name (“jearim”) must be 
restored to the reading on the basis of purported haplog- 
raphy. It has been proposed that the Hill was the older 
Hivite-turned-Benjaminite \own as opposed to the later 
Judahite settlement built on the adjoining hill (Aharoni 
1959: 229), or simply a particular quarter of the city 
(McCarter J Samuel AB, 137). 

An alternative identification of “Abinadab’s hill” can be 
made on the basis of historical consideration. The ark 
almost certainly played a central role within Saul’s national 
cult, a fact that led David to move it to his new capital at 
Jerusalem. As the site of the ark prior to David’s reign, it 
is plausible to conclude that “Abinadab’s hill” is an oblique 
reference to the religious capital of Saul’s state. Textual 
tradition (esp. 1 Kings 3-9 and 2 Chronicles 1—2) tends to 
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indicate that the great bémd sanctuary of Gibeon served as 
Saul’s religious capital (Schunk 1963: 131-38; Blenkin- 
sopp 1974; Edelman 1990). It has been suggested that the 
actual sanctuary might have been located southwest of 
Gibeon proper on the height of Nebi Samwil (see bibliog- 
raphy cited in Blenkinsopp 1969: 151, n. 32; Edelman 
1990). No Iron I remains have been detected from surface 
survey, however, so the latter proposal remains conjecture 
(Kallai 1972: 185-86). 

2. The second son of Jesse and older brother of David 
(1 Sam 16:8, 1 Chr 2:13). He is reported to have been a 
soldier in Saul’s army along with his brothers Eliab and 
Shamma. The three are said to have been among the 
Saulide forces at the battle against the Philistines in the 
Elah Valley, when Goliath was killed (1 Sam 17:13). David 
is depicted as having been sent by his father to deliver the 
three older brothers provisions while in camp during this 
confrontation, providing the biblical writer a motive for 
David’s presence at the time of the battle and his eventual 
reported slaying of Goliath. Since a variant tradition in 2 
Sam 21:19 reports that Elhanan son of Jaareoregim the 
Bethlehemite slew Goliath, the historical reliability of the 
narrative account in 1 Samuel 16 is doubtful (for bibliog- 
raphy, see Klein 1 Samuel WBC, 268). Nevertheless, it is 
conceivable that Abinadab and his two brothers had been 
present at the battle where Goliath was killed, as members 
of Saul’s professional military forces (1 Sam 14:52). 

3. A son of Saul, probably the fourth-born son and 
sixth child born to Ahinoam, who died in battle alongside 
his father and two brothers, Jonathan and Malchishua, on 
Mt. Gilboa. He and his brother Eshbaal do not appear in 
the two-generation Saulide genealogy in 1 Sam 14:49, but 
both are named subsequently in the fourteen-generation 
genealogy in | Chr 8:33-39; 9:39-44. The logical conclu- 
sion is that they were both born after the first list was 
made. Abinadab must have been in his early twenties when 
he died, since he was eligible for military service, but 
apparently had not yet married or had any children. 
According to Num 26:2, 4, the military draft began at age 
twenty, although it is not certain whether this standard 
would have applied at the beginning of the monarchy. The 
age of marriage for ancient Israelite males, either for 
royalty or the common citizenry, is unknown. 

4. For “son of Abinadab” (1 Kgs 4:11), see BEN- 
ABINADAB. 
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Diana V. EDELMAN 


ABINOAM (PERSON) [Heb ?abind‘am]. The father of 
Barak, the military leader summoned by Deborah the 
prophetess to lead the Israelites into battle against Sisera, 


ABIRAM 


commander of the Canaanite army (Judg 4:2, 6-7, 12). In 
the “Song of Deborah” (Judg 5:2—31), two out of the three 
occurrences of the name “Barak” (vv 1, 12) are identified 
by the patronym “Abinoam.” 

Mark J. FRETZ 


ABIR. See NAMES OF GOD (OT). 


ABIRAM (PERSON) [Heb >abiram]. 1. Son of Eliab, a 
Reubenite, who with DATHAN, KORAH, and 250 leaders 
of Israel conspired against the exclusive leadership of 
Moses and Aaron in the wilderness (Num 16:1—40). The 
conspiracy ended when, in the aftermath of a ritual contest 
with Aaron, the earth “swallowed” the leaders and fire 
devoured the 250. The name is theophoric, meaning “the 
exalted one is (my) father” (same as Abram). In the LXX 
the name occurs as Abiron. 

It is generally agreed that this narrative represents the 
later editing of two such independent conspiracy tradi- 
tions. Owing to the interest of the postexilic priestly redac- 
tor, the dominant strand in the present text is that con- 
cerning the attempted encroachment of the Levite Korah 
upon Aaronide priestly rights. However, underlying the 
story of Abiram is a quite different conspiracy against 
Moses’ political leadership attributable to the epic tradition 
(J). Here the concern is Moses’ sole claim to be “prince” 
(Sar, v 13) over the people. The reference to “putting out 
the eyes” of the conspirators (v 14) is not to be dismissed 
as a figure of speech (so Budd Numbers WBC, 187), but is 
to be understood as a typical punishment for political 
treason. Whereas the Korah tradition ended in conflagra- 
tion (a case of the punishment matching the offense), the 
theme of the earth swallowing the conspirators is at home 
in the Dathan-Abiram tradition. This earlier form of the 
tradition lies behind both Deut 11:6 and Ps 106:17. If Ps 
106:17 predates the present form of the story in Numbers, 
then the mention of fire in the psalm could account for 
the development of the “Korah” tradition. That the tradi- 
tion in the psalm is early is suggested by the fact that it 
places the conspiracy prior to both the apostasy at Horeb 
and the aborted invasion of Canaan, clearly out of syn- 
chronization with the present form of the narrative. The 
story of Abiram is often understood as a reflection of the 
loss of prestige by the tribe of Reuben following the period 
of settlement. 

2. The firstborn son of Hiel of Bethel, the man who 
rebuilt the city of Jericho in the days of Ahab (1 Kgs 
16:34). The text suggests that Abiram was offered by his 
father as a sacrifice at the laying of the foundation in order 
to effect the successful completion of the building pro- 
gram, just as his brother SEGUB was offered at its conclu- 
sion. The offering of such “foundation sacrifices” reflects 
a custom attested by archaeological discovery in which 
infants placed in jars have been found buried within the 
gate complex of a city. Whether the children were sacri- 
ficed or died of natural causes, the deuteronomist regards 
this action as the working out of the curse on Jericho 
spoken by Joshua in Josh 6:26 (Gray Kings OTL, 334-35). 
He also links the episode to the evil deeds of Ahab, 
particularly Ahab’s building projects. The rebuilding of 
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Jericho is thus placed within the context of the deuteron- 
omistic judgment on “the sins of Jeroboam” (v 31). 
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ABISHAG (PERSON) [Heb °dbisag]. A beautiful young 
woman from Shunem whose parents are unknown (] Kgs 
1:1—4). Her name, with the epithet “the Shunammite,” 
occurs five times in the succession narrative in 1 Kgs 1-2 
(1:3, 15; 2:17, 21, 22). Seeking a young maiden to attend 
the ailing k:ng, David’s servants locate Abishag “the Shu- 
nammite,” who is “very beautiful.” They bring her to 
David, but David “knows” her not (vv 3—4). Aside from a 
brief note about her ministering to David (1:15), nothing 
more is heard about Abishag until after David’s death. 
Adonijah (Solomon’s brother) asks Bathsheba to intercede 
with Solomon on his behalf. The purpose of this interces- 
sion is to secure Abishag as Adonijah’s wife (2:16-18). 
Bathsheba does as Adonijah requests, but Solomon replies, 
“Ask for him the kingdom also . . .” (2:19-22) and has 
Adonijah put to death (2:24—25). 

Attempts to reconstruct the historical Abishag focus on 
her relationship to David, the nature of her activities in 
David’s court, and the political significance of Adonijah’s 
request and Solomon’s refusal. 

Abishag’s relationship to David is defined by her func- 
tion in court. Commentators have alternatively suggested 
she was David’s nurse (Montgomery Kings ICC, 72), his 
concubine (Gray Kings OTL, 77), or his queen (Mulder 
1972: 43-54). The issue is whether Abishag’s job was to 
cure or to test David. If Abishag’s primary task was to cure 
him, then she is best likened to a nurse. Her actions 
constitute a kind of “contactual medicine” whereby the 
warmth of a beautiful young maiden was imbued— 
through contact—to an aging body. Both Josephus (Ant 
7.14.3) and Galen (cited by Montgomery Kings ICC, 72) 
attest the practice. If, however, the issue was not David’s 
health but his ability to rule, then Abishag’s presence is 
better explained in terms of a test. The king’s authority 
(and the na‘ion’s future) corresponded to his virility (Gray 
Kings OTL, 77). Abishag’s presence “tests” the elderly 
David's sexual prowess. His failure to “know” Abishag (1:4) 
indicates his failure as king and precipitates the fight for 
succession which follows. If Abishag’s function was to test 
David’s virility, then it is possible she was admitted into 
David’s harem either as concubine or wife. 

After David’s death, Adonijah’s request for Abishag 
became the catalyst for his own death. What motivated this 
request and why did Solomon refuse? What was Abishag’s 
political significance? Assuming Abishag was part of Da- 
vid’s harem, Adonijah’s request can be interpreted as an 
attempt to seize Solomon’s throne. Since the appropriation 
of a king’s harem appears to be tantamount to a bid for 
the throne itself (cf. 2 Sam 3:7ff.; 16:21ff.), the possession 
of Abishag as wife would be politically significant. One 
could argue, however, that Adonijah would have been a 
fool to make such an open bid. Instead, his request might 
have reflected nothing more ambitious than his desire for 
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Abishag. Regardless of Adonijah’s motives, however, Solo- 
mon chose to interpret his request as a direct threat (2:22). 
One can only speculate as to Solomon’s reasons for this 
move. Either Solomon intentionally misunderstood Ado- 
nijah’s motives; Adonijah did attempt to seize the throne; 
the whole accusation was a figment of Solomon’s paranoid 
imagination (Gunn 1978: 137 n. 4); or Solomon realized 
Abishag—as witness to Bathsheba’s conspiracy (cf. 1:15)}— 
could be dangerous wed to his rival (Sanda, cited in Mont- 
gomery Kings ICC, 79). 

Aside from historical considerations, the story and char- 
acterization of Abishag have been the object of recent 
literary analysis. David Gunn traces the political (David as 
King) and the personal (David as Man) themes found in 
the story of David and sees both converging in the story of 
Abishag. David’s impotence as a man is echoed by his 
impotence as a ruler (Guna 1978: 90-91). Adele Berlin 
accepts Gunn’s observations, but focuses on the character- 
ization of Abishag. For Berlin, Abishag is neither a fully 
developed character like other women in David’s story (cf. 
Michal, Bathsheba), nor is she a stereotypical character (cf. 
Abigail). Rather, Abishag functions as an agent—a char- 
acter about whom little is known that is not necessary for 
the plot. The reader knows Abishag only through the eyes 
of the narrator or the other characters in the story. Thus 
Abishag is the “younger woman” to Bathsheba, a token of 
kingship to Solomon, and a symbol of impotence to David 
(Berlin 1983: 23-33). 
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Linpa S. SCHEARING 


ABISHAI (PERSON) [Heb °dbisay]. One of the three 
sons of Zeruiah, David’s sister (1 Chr 2:16; 2 Sam 17:25; 
see ZERUIAH). These men belonged to David’s “inner 
circle” and presumably had served as his advisors and 
retainers since his early days as a fugitive from Saul (1 Sam 
22:1). 

The name Abishai is of obscure origin. It may be based 
on a theophoric element in a nominal clause, meaning 
something like “Father (Heb 7ab-; i.e., the god) is a gift 
(Heb Say).” It is also possible that the second particle is a 
shortened form of a longer three-radical root such as 
$além, in which case Abishai would be the equivalent of 
Absalom/Abisalom (see NAMES, HYPOCORISTIC). A 
third possibility is that Abishai is the Hebrew form of the 
Egyptian name A/Ibsa (AOT?, 51; cf. LXX Abessa) or the 
Akkadian name [bassi(-tlum,. 

Abishai, who served as one of the chiefs of DAVID’S 
CHAMPIONS (Heb Ssalixim; RSV: The Thirty; 2 Sam 23:8- 
39), is depicted as intensely combative toward the enemies 
of David, especially Saul (1 Sam 26:6—9) and Saul’s kins- 
man Shimei (2 Sam 16:9-—11). The narrator also implicates 
Abishai in the murder of Abner, the son of Ner (Saul’s 
cousin and commander of the army) by his brother JOAB 
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(2 Sam 3:30). Still, no mention of Abishai’s complicity in 
this act is made in the account of Abner’s death (2 Sam 
3:20-27), in David’s curse upon the perpetrator (2 Sam 
3:29), or in David’s avenging of this deed (1 Kgs 2:5-6). 

Abishai is also credited with having saved David's life 
during the Philistine wars when he struck down Ishbi- 
benob, one of the descendants of the Rephaim (1 Sam 
21:16-17). Thus, he was a valiant warrior about whom 
heroic tales were told—the true mark of a great warrior in 
ancient society. (Examples from Greek legend are Achilles, 
Ajax, Diomedes, and Odysseus at Troy.) Indeed, David 
appears to have retired from active military service as a 
result of this incident, so that the sons of Zeruiah, Abishai 
and Joab, appear as the leaders of David's army in the 
campaigns from the time of the Ammonite wars (2 Samuel 
10-11; 12:26-31) on. According to 2 Sam 23:18-19, Abi- 
shai was commander of the s4li3im (RSV: The Thirty), an 
elite corps of renowned warriors within David’s private 
army. This position gave Abishai a command in the army 
second only to his brother, Joab, the commander-in-chief. 
Abishai served in this capacity during the Ammonite wars 
and in the revolt of Absalom (2 Sam 18:1—5). Prior to the 
revolt of Sheba ben Bichri, however, David had removed 
Joab from his command (probably for killing the rebel 
Absalom against the king’s express orders), so that Abishai 
initially appeared as the commander of the Cherethites 
and Pelethites in that conflict (2 Sam 20:6—7). By the end 
of the campaign, Joab returned to his command after 
killing the tardy Amasa. Thus, not only was Abishai one 
of David’s warrior elite, but he served as second-in-com- 
mand of the army after Joab, probably because of his 
status as commander of the salzs#m (although this status ts 
not mentioned in the summary lists of David's officials: 
2 Sam 8:15—18; 20:23-25). 

Because Abishai generally appears working closely with 
his brother Joab, his absence from the intrigue surround- 
ing the selection of David’s successor is remarkable 
(1 Kings 1-2). A logical explanation for this absence is that 
Abishai by this time was dead. Certainly, had he been alive, 
he would have lent his support to the cause of Adonijah, 
whom Joab had backed in place of Solomon. Indeed, 
David’s warrior elite is depicted as supporting Solomon, 
and Joab’s nemesis emerges in the figure of Benaiah ben 
Jehoiada, another of David’s warrior elite who is variously 
described as commander of the foreign mercenaries (the 
Cherethites and Pelethites; 2 Sam 8:18; 20:23) or com- 
mander of the bodyguard (the mima‘4; 2 Sam 23:23). 
Since Abishai had commanded the foreign mercenaries 
during the revolt of Sheba (2 Sam 20:7), it is likely that 
Benaiah was a latecomer to this position (Benaiah’s most 
prominent role was as commander of the army under 
Solomon). It is perhaps not too bold to assume that Abishai 
had died prior to the attempt to crown Adonijah, necessi- 
tating the promotion of Benaiah. Abishai’s departure from 
his accustomed command allowed for the entry of Benaiah 
into the drama surrounding Solomon’s succession and 
guaranteed the victory of Solomon’s party, and eventually, 
Joab’s death. 

Yet Abishai plays more than an historical role within the 
Davidic narratives: along with his brother, Joab, he is made 
a violent foil for the pious David. Thus the impetuous 
Abishai accompanies David into Saul’s camp at night and 
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urges David to let him kill the sleeping monarch (1 Sam 
26:6—12). David righteously restrains the warrior, however, 
refusing to put his hand forth against the Lord’s anointed. 
A further incident occurs in the murder of Abner. Al- 
though Abner’s murder by men who are, after all, David's 
henchmen appears all too convenient to modern observ- 
ers, the narrator seeks to exculpate David in the matter 
and lays the blame squarely on the heads of Joab and 
Abishai (2 Sam 3:30). Again David stands forth as the 
righteous man who refuses to shed the blood of the 
innocent and who rejects stealth in killing, while Joab and 
Abishai are portrayed as treacherous murderers (note the 
threat to kill Saul while he sleeps, and the slaying of Abner 
under the pretense of friendship). David says of Abner’s 
death, “as one falls before the wicked you have fallen.” 
Abishai appears as a foil a third time when David and his 
followers are abandoning Jerusalem in the face of Absalom 
and his rebel army (2 Sam 16:5-14). A man of the house 
of Saul, Shimei ben Gera, meets David and his retainers 
and curses them: 


Begone, begone you man of blood, 
you worthless fellow! 
The Lord has avenged upon you 
all the blood of the house of Saul, 
in whose place you have reigned. 
And the Lord has given the kingdom into the 
hand of your son Absalom. 
See! Your ruin is upon you— 
for you are a man of blood. (2 Sam 16:7-8) 


Shimei’s curse highlights a major Téndenz of the Davidic 
narratives: David’s burden of guilt for his hand in the 
death of Saul and the extermination of Saul’s line, and the 
writer's efforts to exonerate David in the matter. As in the 
camp of Saul, Abishai seeks David’s permission to kill 
Shimei on the spot. David again refuses, rebuking Abishai 
and implying that Shimei has a right to curse him. Fur- 
thermore, David appeals to the Lord to look upon him in 
his affliction, and to repay him with good for this cursing. 
The impression thus created is that the sons of Zeruiah 
(who are addressed collectively here, though it is only 
Abishai who acts) are ruthless men of blood. Conversely, 
David righteously rejects even that claim upon his enemy’s 
life and person which normally would have been granted 
him. Seen in this light, David emerges as the Wisdom 
tradition’s paradigm of the righteous man who leaves 
vengeance in the hands of the Lord and does not put forth 
his hand in violence. Joab and Abishai are, conversely, the 
paradigmatic violent men—men of blood, ruthless and 
unrestrained in their wickedness. While Abishai fulfills 
this archetype in several instances, the final curse falls 
upon Joab, who is said to have avenged “in time of peace 
blood which had been shed in war,” and to have put “the 
blood of war upon the girdle about his loins and upon the 
sandals on his feet” (1 Kgs 2:5, MT; contra RSV “my loins,” 
“my feet”). It is precisely the juxtaposition of these two 
archetypes—the righteous man who will not put forth his 
hand to shed blood versus the wicked who is only too quick 
to draw his sword—that allows the author (or authors) of 
the Davidic narratives to place the blame for the blood 
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shed under David (especially that of Saul’s house) upon 
his nephews and loyal retainers, the sons of Zeruiah. 

Thus two pictures of Abishai emerge from the Davidic 
narratives. As an historical figure, Abishai was probably 
one of David’s staunchest supporters, a member of the 
king’s own family who had probably been with him since 
his days as an exile from Saul in the Judean wilderness 
(1 Sam 22:1-2). As a literary figure, Abishai, along with 
his brother Joab, provides a violent foil for the self-renun- 
ciatory David, who will not lift his hand in to harm either 
his enemy, Saul, Saul’s kinsmen, Abner and Shimei, or 
even his owr rebellious son, Absalom. 

D. G. SCHLEY 


ABISHALOM (PERSON) [Heb abisalém]. See ABSA- 
LOM (PERSON). 


ABISHUA (PERSON) [Heb 7abiitia‘]. 1. A high priest of 
the tribe of Levi and grandson of Eleazar (1 Chr $:30- 
31—Eng 6:4—5; 6:35—Eng 6:50). In the post-exilic Jewish 
community, Ezra’s authority was legitimized by proof of 
descent thrcugh the high priest Abishua (Ezra 7:5; 1 Esdr 
8:2; 2 Esdr |:2). Wilson (1977) notes that this is one of the 
functions of genealogical lists; sometimes these lists simply 
function to legitimize the positions of important individ- 
uals, rather than to transmit all the names of that person’s 
ancestors and/or descendants. 

2. A son of Bela the Benjaminite (1 Chr 8:4). This 
Abishua appears only in this extended genealogy of Israel 
(1 Chronicles 2-8), which also identifies tribal locations 
within Palestine. 
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ABISHUR (PERSON) [Heb ?abétir]. One of two sons of 
the Judahite Shammai, a descendant of Hezron (J Chr 
2:28-29). Abishur, his wife Abihail, and his two sons 
appear in an unparalleled list of Jerahmeel’s descendants 
(1 Chr 2:25-33) contained within the Chronicler’s larger 
genealogy of Israel (1 Chronicles 2-8). 

Makk J. FRETZ 


ABITAL (PERSON) [Heb abital]. The mother of She- 
phatiah and a wife of King David (2 Sam 3:4 = 1] Chr 3:3). 
Abital’s name occurs in two lists of sons born to David at 
Hebron. In one case (2 Sam 3:2—5), this list is inserted 
within the narrative concerning the strife between the 
houses of Saul and David; in the other case, its parallel 
(1 Chr 3:1-4) forms part of a larger genealogy of Israel 
(1 Chronicles 2-8). 
Mark J. FRETz 
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ABITUB (PERSON) [Heb ?abitib]. A son of Shaharaim 
the Benjaminite by Hushim, one of the two women whom 
Shaharaim subsequently sent away while he was living in 
Moab (1 Chr 8:8—11). The textually questionable MT 
refers to Hushim and Baara as “his (Shaharaim’s) women” 
(Heb nasdyw), but then calls Hodesh “his wife” (Heb 7%sté). 
Also, the children of the wife Hodesh are distinguished by 
the designation “heads of fathers’ houses” (1 Chr 8:10), 
and are listed before the sorts of the woman Hushim, who 
are simply named Abitub and Elpaal. Moreover, the text 
lists the descendants of Elpaal (1 Chr 8:12), but does not 
mention Abitub again, whick may indicate Abitub’s relative 
unimportance or else the author’s disfavor of this son of 
Shaharaim. 
MARK J. FRETZ 


ABIUD (PERSON) [Gk Aloud}. The son of Zerubbabel 
and father of Eliakim, according to Matthew’s genealogy 
tying Joseph, the husband cf Mary, to the royal house of 
David and Solomon (Matt 1:13). The name “Abiud,” how- 
ever, occurs neither in Luke’s parallel genealogy of Jo- 
seph’s ancestors (Luke 3:2:33~—38), nor in the OT list of 
Solomon’s descendants (1 Chr 3:10—24). This paradox has 
yielded no easy explanations. Kuhn (1923), for example, 
noted that the Chronicler lists a “HODAVIAH” (Heb héa- 
awyahi) as a descendant of Zerubbabel (1 Chr 3:24), and 
that the Heb form hédiyé “HODIAH” is frequently con- 
fused with this term (1 Chr 4:19; Neh 10:10). He then 
suggests that Matthew’s abioud represents Heb >dbihdd, and 
that °dbthiid resulted from a combination of ?by and hwdyh 
in the (unattested) phrase zrbbl by hwdyh, “Zerubbabel 
(was) the (fore)father of Hodiah,” a phrase which perhaps 
telescopes the genealogy by conveniently leaping over all 
the names between Zerubbabel and Hodaviah/Hodiah. 
Kuhn believes that this “Hodiah” (Heb héd#yé) is rendered 
in Luke’s parallel genealogy (3:26) as “JODA” (Gk ida). 
Gundry (1982: 17) takes a less direct approach: he sug- 
gests that Matthew noted the name “Eliezer” in Luke’s 
genealogy (3:29) and was reminded of the priestly lineage 
of Aaron (1 Chr 5:29—Eng 6:3), whose sons’ names in- 
cluded a similarly spelled Eleazar and Abihu (MT dbihi?’, 
but LXX abioud). Gundry proposes that Matthew mistak- 
enly believed that LXX abioud represented Heb abi yé- 
hid(a) (“My father is Judah’), and that he lifted the name 
from its priestly context and inserted it into the genealogy 
of Joseph to help underscore his Judaean royal lineage. 
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ABNER (PERSON) [Heb “abner] Var. ABINER. The son 
of NER and cousin of Sau! ben Kish. The name means 
“father is Ner” or “father is a lamp.” The variant form 
“Abiner” means “my father is Ner”; “my father is a lamp.” 
Abner served as commander of the first national Israelite 
army during the reigns of Sau! and Eshbaal (1 Sam 14:50, 
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17:55; 2 Sam 2:8 etc.). The circumstances of his appoint- 
ment are not related in the biblical texts, but it was com- 
mon practice in ancient times to place blood relatives in 
positions of trust. The importance of Abner’s position is 
indicated by his being seated beside King Saul at the 
observance of the New Moon festival (1 Sam 20:25). His 
status as commander seems to have prompted the Chroni- 
cler to report that he had dedicated war spoils for the 
maintenance of the temple, alongside Samuel, Saul, and 
Joab (1 Chr 26:27-28). Since the temple of Jerusalem did 
not exist during the time of any of those named, the 
tradition should probably be seen to derive from the 
Chronicler’s pious imagination. 

By having Saul request Abner to find out David's identity 
after the youth confronted Goliath (1 Sam 17:55—58), the 
biblical writer introduces irony into his narrative and at 
the same time, provides a basis from which to explore the 
motifs of loyalty and treachery. As Saul’s loyal and trusted 
servant responsible for the kingdom’s security, Abner is 
made responsible for the first formal introduction of Da- 
vid, the divinely chosen successor to Saul, the divinely 
rejected king. In addition, Saul’s request to discover 
David’s identity leads Abner to establish formal ties to the 
youth who will become his rival both within the Saulide 
military ranks, and within the political arena, for control 
of the Saulide throne. 

The narrative tradition in 1 Samuel 26 portrays Abner 
in the additional role of the king’s personal bodyguard. It 
reports that Abner slept next to the king in the camp 
during the pursuit of David, with the army surrounding 
the two, for protection. After David allegedly infiltrates 
the Saulide camp by night, stealing the king’s spear and 
water jug, David chides Abner for not having kept a close 
enough watch over Saul in camp. 

The historical reliability of Abner’s depicted role as 
Saul’s personal bodyguard in 1 Samuel 26 is doubtful. 
1 Sam 22: 14 reports that David had served as the com- 
mander of Saul’s personal bodyguard before his flight 
from the Saulide court. It appears that Saul had estab- 
lished a separate elite corps of professional soldiers who 
were not an official branch of the professional army but 
were loyal directly to him. David had a similar group, 
known as The Thirty (2 Sam 23:18). Abner apparently 
served as commander of the regular Israelite forces but 
was not involved directly with the royal bodyguard, which 
was under the command of another officer. It might be 
possible to presume that Saul was unable to find a suitable 
replacement the ranks of his bodyguard after David's 
flight and appointed Abner interim commander of both 
groups. It seems more likely, however, that the depiction 
of Abner in 1 Samuel 26 is to be understood as shaped by 
literary rather than historical concerns. Perhaps the author 
wanted to contrast David’s superior service in protecting 
the king prior to his flight from court with that of Saul’s 
most trusted servant, Abner. In this way he could illustrate 
the theme of David’s blamelessness before Saul and Saul’s 
unfounded suspicion and rejection of David. 

In the wake of the disastrous battle at Mt. Gilboa that 
left Saul and his three eldest sons dead, Abner took Saul’s 
remaining son ESHBAAL and crowned him as the new 
king of Israel at Mahanaim, the district capital of Saulide 
holdings in Gilead (2 Sam 2:8—9). Eshbaal was probably a 
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youth under twenty at the time of his coronation. It can be 
presumed that Eshbaal’s kingship would have been ac- 
claimed by the surviving troops accompanying Abner, 
commander of the Saulide forces, to Mahanaim. (The 
army played a similar role, serving as a convenient quorum 
of assembled Israelite citizens, in the subsequent corona- 
tions of Omri [1 Kgs 16:16] and Joram [2 Kgs 11:4—12)). 
During Eshbaal’s brief two-year reign, Abner continued to 
serve as commander of the national Israelite army. 

Abner’s first task as Eshbaal’s commander-in-chief was 
to secure the town of Gibeon, which may have served as 
the Saulide capital (2 Kgdms 21: 1-9 LXX), against seizure 
by David (2 Sam 2:12—33). Engaging in representative 
combat with David’s men, each side chose 12 men to fight 
and determine who would control the city. All 24 died, 
leading to a draw. In the wake of the fighting that ensued, 
Abner killed Asahel, the brother of JOAB, commander of 
David's forces (2 Sam 2:23). Both Asahel and Joab were 
David’s nephews. Three hundred and sixty of Abner’s 
men from Benjamin are reported slain in the ensuing 
melee, while only nineteen of David’s men were killed 
(2 Sam 2:30—31). A desire to portray Judah as the stronger 
of the two, and as the unofficial victor, is evident. 

According to 2 Sam 3:1, 6, during Eshbaal’s 2-year 
reign, there was war between the house of Saul and the 
house of David, during which time Abner was making 
himself strong in the house of Saul. It seems that Abner 
decided to take advantage of Eshbaal’s youth and inexpe- 
rience in his effort to gain the Israelite throne. As the 
longtime commander of the Israelite forces, he would have 
had most of the army’s support in his bid to replace 
Eshbaal. Abner made further attempt to usurp the throne 
by having sexual relations with Saul’s concubine RIZPAH 
(2 Sam 3:7), for possession of the royal harem gave a 
person title to the throne (de Vaux 1965:115—19). David is 
later reported to have received Saul’s wives when he be- 
came king over Israel (2 Sam 12:8). Likewise, Absalom 
asserted his claim to kingship in Jerusalem by erecting a 
tent on the palace roof and having sexual relations with 
the ten concubines whom David had left behind “to keep 
the house” when he fled to Gilead (2 Sam 15:16; 16:20- 
22). After his return, David put the ten concubines under 
guard in a separate house, where they were provided for 
but were left to live out their lives as if in widowhood 
(2 Sam 20:3). 

The Bible reports that Eshbaal chastised Abner for his 
actions with Rizpah; in response, Abner vowed to set up 
the throne of David over both Israel and Judah, in fulfill- 
ment of the divine promise to David (2 Sam 3:9-10). ‘To 
this end, Abner is said to have negotiated with David, with 
the consent and support of the elders of Israel and Benja- 
min, to make David king over Israel in place of Eshbaal 
(2 Sam 3:12-21). The course of historical events underly- 
ing the present narrative depiction may have been slightly 
different. Abner’s negotiations with David may have taken 
place as part of a larger plan for a coup d’état, in which 
Abner sought David's help in accomplishing his coup in 
exchange for promised cooperation between the two 
neighboring states. The incident with Rizpah would have 
been an additional step in the planned coup. Alternatively, 
Abner may have offered to deliver Israel to David in 
exchange for a position as commander of the combined 
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forces of Israel and Judah, thereby ousting Joab from his 
post as commander of the Judahite forces (Josephus Ant 
7.1.5; Hertzberg Samuel OTL, 260; VanderKam 1980: 531; 
cf. Grgnbaek 1971:234—42). The occurrence of some sort 
of collusion between David and Abner is indicated by 
David’s later appointment of Abner’s son Jaasiel to be the 
leader of Benjamin, after he succeeded Eshbaal to the 
throne of Israel (1 Chr 27:21). 

During his negotiations with David, Abner was killed by 
Joab, David’; commander, and Joab’s brother Abishai, to 
avenge Abner’s slaying of their brother Asahel at the battle 
at Gibeon. Upon learning that Abner had been conferring 
with David, Joab tried to convince David that Abner was 
acting as a spy on Eshbaal’s behalf. Without David’s knowl- 
edge, Joab sent messengers after Abner to have him return 
to Hebron, whereupon he slew Abner in the city gate while 
talking to him in private (2 Sam 3:22-30). In spite of the 
biblical apologetic, there is growing recognition that David 
was actively involved in Abner’s murder, either directly in 
a murder plot with Joab; indirectly, through manipulation 
of Joab by allowing him to murder Abner as part of a 
standing blood feud; or independently in some unknown 
fashion covered up in the biblical account (i.e. Hertzberg 
Samuel OTL, 261; Lemche 1978: 16-17; VanderKam 
1980: McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 120—22; Cryer 1985: 392). 

David cursed Joab and his father’s house for the act of 
blood revenge, and had Abner buried in Hebron with a 
great display of public lamentation in order to convince 
both Judah and Israel that he had not plotted Abner’s 
death (2 Sam 3:31-39). Ironically, Eshbaal’s head would 
later be entombed with Abner’s remains (2 Sam 4:12) after 
his similar assassination, probably at David’s command. 
David’s brief dirge over Abner (2 Sam 3:33—34), written 
with the chiastic structure abb’a’, may artfully maintain 
the ambiguity of his cause of death by carrying over the 
initial interrogative he to the fourth line, rendering the 
answer to the initial question with a further question 
(Freedman |987:127; cf. McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 111). 
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DIANA V. EDELMAN 


ABODE OF THE DEAD. See DEAD, ABODE OF 
THE. 


ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION. A phrase 
occurring in the OT book of Daniel (11:31, 12:11. and 
perhaps 9:27), in 1 Maccabees 1:54, and in the teaching of 
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Jesus as recorded in the synoptic gospels (Matt 24:15, Mark 
13:14; see GOSPELS, LITTLE APOCALYPSE IN). The 
phrase refers in Daniel and ] Maccabees to the desecration 
of the temple by the pagan emperor Antiochus Epiphanes 
in 167 B.c.£. and in the teaching of Jesus to some analagous 
disaster which he anticipates. 


A. Daniel and 1 Maccabees 

1. The Hebrew Phrase in Daniel. There are a number 
of textual and translational difficulties in the three Daniel 
texts. Dan 11:31 is most simply translated: “And they shall 
set up the abomination making desolate” (wénaténd has- 
Siqqts méSGmém). Dan 12:11 speaks of “the time . . . for the 
setting up of an abomination being/making desolate” (latét 
Siggtis S6mém). Dan 9:27 reads literally: “and upon wing 
abominations making desolate” (wé ‘al kinap Siqqtisim més6- 
mém), which may mean: “upon the wing of abominations 
shall come one who makes desolate” (so RSV), or if the 
participle “making desolate” is construed with the noun 
“abominations” (even though in our texts the participle is 
singular and the noun plural), the text may mean: “On a 
wing ... he will set up an abomination causing desolation” 
(so NIV). The meaning of the “wing” in 9:27 is in any case 
problematic, being variously explained by scholars, e.g. as 
referring to the “pinnacle” of the Jerusalem temple, to the 
“horns” of the altar in the temple, and/or to the “wings” of 
Baal portrayed as an eagle or winged sun. Other commen- 
tators have suggested emendation of the text, e.g. reading 
“and in its place” or “on their base” (wé ‘al kanné/kannam). 
(On these possibilities see Daniel commentaries and Gold- 
stein 1 Maccabees AB, 147.) 

Despite the uncertainty of such details, the overall sense 
of the passages in Daniel is clear and the same in all three 
passages (cf. also 8:13). They refer to the coming to 
Jerusalem of a pagan invader, who will forcibly end the 
traditional worship of the temple, as epitomized by the 
daily burnt offering, and who will introduce pagan wor- 
ship (“the abomination of desolation”) until the time of 
the end. 

2. Antiochus Epiphanes. Almost all commentators, in- 
cluding those who question the scholarly consensus that 
Daniel in its present form is to be dated in the second 
century B.C.E., see in the Danielic “abomination” a refer- 
ence to the profanation of the temple by Antiochus IV 
(“Epiphanes”) in 167 3.c.e. The phrase in 1 Macc 1:54 
refers quite explicitly to this event: “On the fifteenth day 
of Chislev, in the one hunclred and forty-fifth year, they 
erected a desolating sacrilege upon the altar of burnt 
offering.” Antiochus was ruler of the Seleucid empire, of 
which Palestine was a part, and he responded to an act of 
defiance on the part of the Jews by attacking Jerusalem 
and by seeking to abolish the practice of the Jewish reli- 
gion. His most horrifying action was the desecration of the 
temple and the introduction there of pagan worship (i.e. 
“the abomination of desolation”). His action met with 
courageous resistance, inspired and led by the family of 
Judas Maccabeus. Against all odds, the Jews defeated the 
Seleucid armies and regained a significant amount of 
control of their own affairs, including of the temple; this 
was cleansed of the “abomination” in 164 B.c.£., an event 
recalled ever after by the Jews in the feast of Hanukkah or 
Dedication (see MACCABEES, 1-2). 
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3. Further Observations. A number of further points 
about the Danielic “abomination” should be noted. 

a. The unusual phrase “abomination of desolation” is 
commonly seen by scholars as a derogatory reference to 
the deity to whom Antiochus rededicated the Jerusalem 
temple. The new dedication was probably to Zeus Olym- 
pios (so 2 Macc 6:1), who may have been identified with, 
or at least given the Semitic name of, the Phoenician god 
Ba‘al samén (= “Lord of heaven”). In order to avoid 
referring to the pagan deity directly, the author of Daniel 
parodies, substituting the term Sgqqiis (i.e. abomination) for 
the name Baal (or Zeus) and the word sdmém (i.e. desolat- 
ing) for the consonantally similar samém (i.e. of heaven). 
The term sigqus is frequently used in the OT to designate 
something filthy or disgusting, and in particular idols; the 
substitution of this term for the name “Baal” can be 
compared to the use elsewhere in the OT of the word 
béseth (“shame”) for Baal, as in the names in 2 Sam 4:1, 4, 
etc. (For a modification of this view, see Goldstein J Mac- 
cabees AB, 143-52). 

b. There is some doubt as to whether “of desolation” is 
the best translation for the relevant Hebrew word(s) in the 
Daniel texts. The Heb root jmm can have the sense of 
“being desolate,” e.g., of deserted places; but it can also 
mean “to be appalled.” The Greek versions of the OT opt 
for the first sense, using the verb erémod; but many modern 
scholars consider that the second meaning is more likely 
in Daniel, and that we should translate the whole phrase 
as “appalling sacrilege.” It is possible, however, that the 
author of Daniel intended several connotations: the term 
may have been a parody of the name of the pagan god (see 
above), and may have suggested both the desolation 
brought to the temple (spiritual desolation at least), and 
the appalling nature of what had taken place; it is just 
possible that there is also an allusion to Antiochus’ sup- 
posed madness, since the root 3mm sometimes has this 
sense in postbiblical Hebrew (Rowley 1932: 265). 

c. What form did the “abomination” set up by Antio- 
chus take? A reading of 1 Maccabees (1:54,59) and of 
Josephus (Ant 12 §252) suggests that a pagan altar was 
erected on top of the altar of burnt offering in the temple. 
There is no explicit mention of an idol being erected, nor 
of one being destroyed when the temple was cleansed 
(1 Macc 4:43). However, the later Christian and Jewish 
tradition that a statue of Zeus was erected in the rededi- 
cated temple (perhaps also statues of Antiochus himself) 
may have some historical foundation. The phrase “abomi- 
nation of desolation” could be a reference to such an 
unmentionable thing, or to some other stone structure(s) 
associated with pagan worship (Rowley 1953: 310-12; 
Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 143-52). It has been suggested 
that Antiochus saw his rededication of the temple as the 
restoration of the original religion of the Jews rather than 
as the introduction of a new religion and deity; but 
whether this was his theory or whether he more simply 
saw himself as suppressing one undesirable and politically 
subversive religion and replacing it with something supe- 
rior, the effect on the Jews was the same. (On Antiochus 
and his religious outlook, see Mgrkholm 1966, and Gold- 
stein I Maccabees AB, 104-60). 

d. The suggestion that the Babylonian creation myth 
with its account of Marduk slaying the chaos monster 
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Tiamat has influenced the Danielic portrayal of the “abom- 
ination” is of interest (Heaton Daniel TBC, 92-96). How- 
ever, while it is plausible to postulate connections between 
the Babylonian myth and the four sea beasts of Daniel 7 
and then also with the “beast” of Revelation, it is not clear 
that the myth has contributed at all directly to the Danielic 
description of the abomination. 


B. The Gospels and New Testament 

The LXX translates the Danielic phrase “abomination 
of desolation” in 12:11 with the words to bdelugma tés 
erémoseds (similar phraseology being used also in 9:26, 
11:31; cf. bdelugma erémésedés in 1 Macc 1:54). Matthew and 
Mark use precisely this Greek phrase in their parallel 
accounts of Jesus’ eschatological discourse (Matt 24:15; 
Mark 13:14). In speaking of the future, Jesus warns gen- 
erally of sufferings to come, and then says particularly, 
“When you see the abomination of desolation standing 
where it ought not to be [so Mark; Matt “in the holy 
place”], then let those who are in Judea flee to the 
mountains .. .” The picture is of a disaster in Judea and 
of enormous and widespread suffering, to be ended only 
by the coming of the heavenly Son of Man. Luke’s parallel 
passage does not have the phrase “abomination of desola- 
tion,” but says, “When you see Jerusalem surrounded by 
armies, then know that its desolation has come near” 
(21:20). 

The synoptic “abomination” has been variously inter- 
preted (for a survey of views see, e.g., Ford 1979: 158-69). 
Many scholars have linked it to specific events in the Ist 
century, for example to the crisis that occurred in Palestine 
in 39-40 c.z., when the emperor Caligula ordered that his 
statue be placed in the Jerusalem temple (an order not 
eventually implemented, thanks to the emperor’s death), 
or to the events leading up to the destruction of Jerusalem 
in 70 c.e. More particularly some have identified the 
“abomination” with the disgraceful and bloody wrangling 
of the Zealots during the Jewish war (Jos JW 4 §196—207, 
377—94, etc.), or with the Roman standards advancing on 
Jerusalem. 

Other scholars have declined to see such historical sig- 
nificance in the phrase, preferring instead to interpret the 
“abomination” as the coming of an eschatological anti- 
christ figure, akin perhaps to the Pauline “man of lawless- 
ness” and to the “beast” of Revelation. Others again have 
argued for a double reference to historical events in the 
Ist century and also to a future eschatological catastrophe. 

To decide between such interpretations is a complicated 
task, entailing judgments about many related questions, 
e.g., about the history and authenticity of the traditions in 
question, about the respective dates of the synoptic Gos- 
pels, and about the nature of NT prophecy. And it may, 
of course, be that there are several interpretations of the 
“abomination” represented in the NT. However, a few 
further points may be noted. 

1. The Origin of the Tradition. The Gospels ascribe the 
Christian “abomination” tradition to Jesus, but many schol- 
ars have questioned that attribution, arguing that the syn- 
optic eschatological discourse contains a considerable 
amount of material that had its origin in the church (or 
even in Jewish tradition) rather than in Jesus’ own teaching. 
They have argued on literary grounds for the composite 
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nature of the eschatological discourse, and on theological 
and historical grounds for the tradition having its origin 
after Jesus’ ministry, perhaps in the crisis situation pro- 
voked by Caligula in 39 cx. This argument has been 
disputed by other scholars, who see the tradition as en- 
tirely congruous with other aspects of Jesus’ teaching. (On 
the history of the discourse see commentaries, also Wen- 
ham 1984 for references.) 

2. Background Considerations. In order to understand 
the NT use of the phrase “abomination of desolation,” it 
is helpful, first, to be reminded of the historical and 
emotional ir.portance of the Maccabean period and expe- 
rience for the Jews of the Ist century c.£. It was natural 
for them to see parallels between their experience of 
Roman rule and the Maccabean experience of Seleucid 
rule and for them to regard the courageous stand of the 
Maccabees as an example and inspiration at times of ten- 
sion or confrontation with Rome (even though there were 
differing views about what sort of resistance was called 
for). It was natural, too, for the Jews to be particularly 
sensitive to znything resembling the outrage perpetrated 
by Antiochus; thus, when Pilate ordered Roman legionary 
standards to be taken into Jerusalem, he was surprised by 
the massive outcry among the Jews (Jos JW 2 §175). 

It is helpful, second, to recognize the importance of the 
book of Dariel within the Christian tradition of the NT 
period. It is not just the “abomination of desolation” that 
has a Danielic background, but also the tradition of the 
heavenly Sor: of Man, as now found in the Gospels; and it 
is possible that fesus’ kingdom teaching derives more from 
Daniel than anywhere else (Dan 2:44; 7:14, 27 etc.). It is 
hard to exaggerate the importance of Daniel for NT 
eschatology as a whole; Jesus’ eschatological discourse in 
particular has been viewed as a midrash on Daniel (so 
Hartman 1936). The indebtedness of the NT to the book 
of Daniel is no doubt connected with the general interest 
of Ist-century Palestinian Jews in the Maccabean experi- 
ence. That experience was seen as paradigmatic and pro- 
phetic. 

Such an understanding is clear in Luke, who makes no 
reference to “the abomination,” but who explicitly refers 
to “armies” surrounding Jerusalem, to the city’s desolation, 
and then to the people being killed and taken captive, 
while the Gentiles trample the city. Luke’s significant dif- 
ferences at this point from Matthew and Mark are often 
supposed to be a reflection of his post 70 c.£. standpoint; 
he has modified the Markan tradition in the light of his 
knowledge of the events and in order to distinguish clearly 
between the events of 70 c.£. and the eschatological coming 
of the Son of Man. Against this view it has been argued 
that Luke’s changes betray no specific knowledge of the 
events of 70 c.£., and that they could be simple clarifica- 
tions of the obscure Markan wording, or even independent 
early tradition. 

Although it is less obvious what Mark and Matthew 
intend when they refer to the “abomination of desolation 
standing,” it is quite likely that Luke has correctly conveyed 
their meaning. Mark intriguingly has a masculine partici- 
ple “standing” (hestékota) with the neuter noun “abomina- 
tion” (bdelugma), suggesting that he associated the awful 
event with an evil individual; he also refers to the abomi- 
nation standing “where it ought not,” whereas Matthew 
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says more clearly “in the holy place.” One possible expla- 
nation of Mark’s obscurity is that he may have been writing 
at a sensitive time, when caution was appropriate; his 
gospel has often been dated to the period 66-70 c.z.. It is 
of interest to note that the Jewish writer Josephus sees 
Daniel’s “abomination” as prophesying both the desolation 
of Antiochus and that perpetrated by the Romans (Ant 10 
§276); the NT evangelists may have had the same under- 
standing. 

3. Concluding Observations on the Synoptic Phrase. 
If the Maccabean experience and the book of Daniel were 
so important in the Ist century c.£., then this is probably a 
clue that the NT “abomination” will have been understood 
by something analogous to the action of Antiochus, i.e., as 
an idolatrous attack on the people and temple of God by a 
powerful pagan force. The Gospels’ own evidence supports 
the view that this was their understanding: Matthew specif- 
ically invites his readers to think back to Daniel (24:15), 
and it is possible that Mark’s much debated “let the reader 
understand” is a similar invitation (13:14). All three evan- 
gelists include the injunction to those in Judea to “flee to 
the hills,” a phrase reminiscent of 1 Macc 2:28 (cf. Matt 
24:16; Mark 13:14; Luke 21:21). Luke has probable echoes 
of Daniel when he refers to the Gentiles treading down 
Jerusalem (Luke 21:24; cf. Dan 8:13). 

Another clue to the evangelists’ understanding of the 
abomination is the prediction of the destruction of the 
temple which in each Gospel precedes the eschatological 
discourse. Since the discourse, including the warning of 
the “abomination,” is presented as explanatory of that 
prediction, there is a strong case for linking the setting up 
of the abomination with the predicted destruction of the 
temple (which is otherwise not mentioned in the discourse, 
unless the “coming of the Son of Man” is interpreted as a 
reference to that destruction). The picture, then, would 
appear to be of a major catastrophe, analogous to 167 
B.C.E., but involving the profanation and destruction of 
the temple. The “desolation” in the synoptic phrase was 
probably understood literall-. 

4. Other Parts of the New Testament. Although the 
phrase “abomination of desclation” is not found in the NT 
outside the Gospels, the Danielic idea is probably reflected 
in the Pauline “man of lawlessness” in 2 Thessalonians 2, 
in the Johannine “Antichris!” of | John 2:18, 4:3, and in 
the “beast” of Revelation 13, 18. If we have in these 
different writings variations on a common eschatological 
theme and tradition, then 2 Thessalonians, if it is Pauline, 
is our earliest written contaci with the tradition, showing it 
to be quite primitive. It may be that when Paul calls the 
lawless one “the man of perdition” or “of destruction,” this 
is equivalent to the synoptic phrase “of desolation.” But it 
is notable that both Paul and John, perhaps because they 
are writing in a Gentile context, describe the future evil in 
rather general religious terms without obvious political or 


‘military allusions (i.e., with no explicit reference to an 


attack on Jerusalem, thougl: note Paul’s reference to the 
man of lawlessness being in the “temple of God” and his 
remark about the Jews of Judea in 1 Thess 2:16), and also 
in terms of the appearance of an individual antichrist 
figure rather than in terms of an “abomination” being set 
up. It has been suggested that Paul was influenced in his 
thinking by Caligula’s outrageous threat to the temple in 
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39-40 c.£., but his “man of lawlessness” is entirely expli- 
cable on the basis of the Danielic tradition. In Revelation 
the beast is clearly political in character, being the Roman 
empire, but the attack is now (after 70 c.E.?) not on the 
city of Jerusalem, but on the reconstituted people of God, 
i.e. the church. 


Bibliography 

Beasley-Murray, G. R. 1957. A Commentary on Mark Thirteen. Lon- 
don. 

Bickerman, E. 1979. The God of the Maccabees. Leiden. 

Dancy, J. C. 1954. A Commentary on I Maccabees. Oxford. 

Ford, D. 1979. The Abomination of Desolation in Biblical Eschatology. 
Washington. 

Gaston, L. 1970. No Stone on Another. Leiden. 

Hartman, L. 1966. Prophecy Interpreted. Lund. 

Mgrkholm, O. 1966. Antiochus IV of Syna. Copenhagen. 

Rowley, H. H. 1932. The Bilingual Problem of Daniel. ZAW 9:256— 
68. 

———. 1953. Menelaus and the Abomination of Desolation. Pp. 
303-15 in Studia Orientalia Ioanni Pedersen. Copenhagen. 

Wenham, D. 1984. The Rediscovery of Jesus’ Eschatological Discourse. 
Sheffield. 

DavipD WENHAM 


ABORTION IN ANTIQUITY. Abortion, natural 
and induced, is attested as a legal matter as early as the 
mid-2d millennium B.c. This article will consider abortion 
and related topics in the OT and the Ancient Near East, in 
ancient Judaism, the Greco-Roman world, and in early 
Christianity. 


A. Abortion in ANE Law and the OT 

B. Abortion in the Hellenistic and Roman World 
C. Abortion in Ancient Judaism and in the NT 
D. Conclusion 


A. Abortion in ANE Law and the OT 

With the exception of the Middle Assyrian Laws (ca. 
1600 B.c.), the earliest Near Eastern law codes (including 
the legal materials in the OT) do not deal with the willful 
destruction of the fetus with the consent of the mother, 
but mention only natural miscarriages caused by a blow 
from another party. According to the injunctions outlined 
in the Middle Assyrian Laws, if a woman has had a miscar- 
riage by her own act, when they have prosecuted her (and) 
convicted her, they shall impale her on stakes without 
burying her (Middle Assyrian Laws 53, in ANET 185). 
This code further directs that if the woman dies in the 
process of inducing the abortion, her body will still be 
impaled (as a kind of poetic justice) and will be denied 
burial. 

Several of the law codes of the Ancient Near East, the 
Code of Hammurabi (ca. 1950 s.c.), the Lipit-i8tar Laws, 
the Sumerian Laws (ca. 1800 B.c.), the Hittite Laws (ca. 
1300 B.c.), as well as the Middle Assyrian Laws contain 
stipulations providing for compensation when a woman 
has been caused to miscarry because of a blow that she 
received from another person, thus providing at least 
indirect evidence concerning the status of the fetus in 
these societies. The Code of Hammurabi directs that if a 
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seignior [a man of rank or authority] struck a(nother) 
seignior’s daughter and caused her to miscarry, he shall 
pay ten shekels of silver for her fetus. If that woman has 
died, they shall put his daughter to death (Code of Ham- 
murabi 209-10, ANET, 175). The Code of Hammurabi 
further provides for compensation for miscarriages 
caused to the daughter of a commoner and of a female 
slave. In each of these cases the penalty is commensurately 
smaller: the miscarriage of the fetus of a commoner’s 
daughter is assessed at five shekels of silver, while her 
death must be compensated by a half mina of silver; 
causing the miscarriage of a female slave was fined at two 
shekels of silver, while the one causing her death was 
obliged to pay one third of a mina of silver (Code of 
Hammurabi 211-14). The Sumerian Laws (4.1-2, ANET 
525), the Lipit-istar Laws (iii.2’-5’, 7'-13’; Civil 1965: 5), 
and the Middle Assyrian Laws (21, 50-52, ANET 181, 
184-85), contain provisions similar to those in the Code 
of Hammurabi, although the penalties in the Middle As- 
syrian Laws are somewhat more stringent: the man causing 
the miscarriage by his blow must compensate for her fetus 
with a life. Further, in both the Lipit-istar and Middle 
Assyrian Laws, if the woman dies, the man himself will be 
put to death (Lipit-iStar iii.7’-8', Civil 1965: 5; Middle 
Assyrian Laws 50, ANET 184). The Hittite Laws provide a 
further refinement: the fine assessed for a miscarriage 
caused in the tenth (lunar) month of pregnancy is twice 
the amount of the fine when the miscarriage occurred 
during the fifth month (Hittite Laws 1.17—-18, ANET 190). 
The fine assessed for a miscarriage in the tenth (lunar) 
month of pregnancy suggests a distinction made in the 
status of the fetus and the loss that it implies for the father 
or family. Unlike the other law codes, in the Hittite Laws 
the assault on the woman and her possible death as a 
consequence are not considered. 

The codes discussed above were not designed primarily 
to protect the unborn, although that was certainly one 
result of these injunctions, because the exposure or killing 
of abnormal, deformed, or otherwise unwanted children 
was both tolerated and practiced among them (Ebeling 
RLA 1:322). These laws and prohibitions were primarily 
sociopolitical in intent and protected the community from 
the potential loss of strength that a normal, healthy child 
could provide. 

Exod 21:22-25 is frequently referred to in discussions 
of abortion. According to this passage, “When men strive 
together, and hurt a woman with child, so that there is a 
miscarriage, and yet no harm follows, the one who hurt 
her shail be fined, according as the woman’s husband shall 
lay on him; and he shall pay as the judges determine. If 
any harm follows, then you shall give life for life, eye for 
eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burn 
for burn, wound for wound, stripe for stripe” (RSV). 
These verses present numerous exegetical difficulties that 
have resulted in widely differing interpretations. Accord- 
ing to one view, the “harm” (Heb ?4sén) in the Hebrew text 
refers to an injury done to the woman, since (according to 
this interpretation of the passage) the miscarriage is explic- 
itly mentioned in contrast or juxtaposition to the “harm.” 
Thus, the >4sén done the woman, through either serious 
injury or death, is punished more severely than the miscar- 
riage of the fetus, thereby indicating that the fetus was not 
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viewed as fully human. Those holding to this view also 
note that this interpretation closely parallels evidence from 
other Near Eastern codes (Paul 1970: 71; Loewenstamm 
1977: 356; Weinfeld 1977: 129; Sinclair 1978: 179--82; 
Sinclair 1980: 110). According to others, the first instance 
refers to a blow that results in a premature birth, but 
produces no further complications (?dsén) to the child, 
while the second case refers to an instance in which the 
miscarriage results in the death of the fetus. Thus, accord- 
ing to this view, the fetus could be viewed as having a status 
similar or identical to that of human beings (Cottrell 1973: 
8-9[604—15]; Jackson 1973: 273-304; Waltke 1976: 3--13; 
House 1978-79: 117-20). While these differing interpre- 
tations of Exod 22:21—25 influence the view of the status 
of the fetus in Hebrew law, they provide at best only 
indirect evidence for the case of induced abortions. 


B. Abortion in the Hellenistic and Roman World 

Greek philosophers offered opinions on abortion that 
diverged as widely as did their perspectives on the moment 
of ensoulment. Plato believed that the fetus is a living 
being (Plutarch De placitis philosophorum 5.15). Still, he 
recommended abortions for women who conceived after 
the age of forty (Resp. 5.9). Aristotle (Pol. 7.15.25[1335b}) 
allowed abortions only before “sense and life have begun” 
in the fetus, which he viewed as coming as forty days for 
males and ninety for females (HA 7.3; GA 4.1), and indi- 
cated by the movement of the fetus in the mother’s womb. 
According to the Stoics, the fetus remains a part of the 
mother until it is born. Although no Greek Stoic whose 
writings are preserved takes a position on induced abor- 
tion, the Roman Stoic Musonius Rufus (whose views may 
have paralleled those of the earlier Greek Stoics) forbade 
induced abor-ions. However, it may also be here that the 
views of Aristotle and Musonius Rufus were more the 
result of a concern for the welfare of the state than for the 
fetus itself. The exposure of children was a practice toler- 
ated, and in some instances even encouraged, by the same 
Greek philosophers and ethicists who took clear positions 
against abortion, probably for the same reasons, men- 
tioned above, in the ancient Near Eastern societies: abor- 
tion was forbidden in order to protect the potential contri- 
bution to the society that the child would provide. 
However, once the child was born and found to be de- 
formed in some way and, thus, a potential drain on the 
resources of the society, its death through exposure was 
allowed (Bennett 1923: 341-51; Eyben 1980-81: 12-19). 

The paucitv of Greek legislation on abortion makes it 
difficult to draw any definite conclusions concerning its 
legal status. According to a document falsely attributed to 
Galen, the lawmakers Lycurgus and Solon both enacted 
legislation prohibiting abortion and punishing its practice 
(Moodssides 1922: 64). While corroborating evidence is 
wanting, in the light of parallel laws in the ancient Near 
East, in particular the Middle Assyrian law punishing 
induced abortion, it is certainly not beyond the realm of 
possibility for induced abortion to have been forbidden in 
early Greek law as well. Indeed, according to the Ist- 
century Stoic philosopher, Aelius Theon, one of the ora- 
tions by the Attic orator Lysias concerned “whether the 
fetus was human and whether abortions might be subject 
to penalty” (Délger 1934: 10-12). 
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The Hippocratic oath forbids administering abortifa- 
cients (Nardi 1970: 59-60) except to expel a fetus that was 
already dead. On the other hand, there are reports of 
other methods recommended by Greek physicians in or- 
der to abort in the very earliest stages of pregnancy (Mods- 
sides 1922: 68; Héhnel 1936: 235; Crahay 1941: 14-15; 
Dickison 1973: 160). An inscription from Philadelphia in 
Asia Minor dating from about 100 B.c. includes prohibi- 
tions against the taking of drugs to prevent birth (atokeion) 
or to cause abortions (phthoreion [Nardi 1970: 193—94)). 
This differs from other Kultsatzungen of the Hellenistic 
period in that the use of birth control devices and aborti- 
facients are not merely viewed as the source of cultic 
impurity, but as ethical and moral failings (Délger 1934: 
19-20; Weinfeld 1977: 132; but cf. Crahay 1941: 17). 

While induced abortion is only occasionally mentioned 
in Rome during the period of the Republic, it seems to 
have been very common during the early centuries of the 
Empire. In reaction to this growing permissiveness, emi- 
nent writers of the period raised their voices in praise of 
those who avoided it and agiinst those who practiced it. 
Borrowing a military metaphor, Ovid says that the woman 
who first aborted a fetus “cleserved to die by her own 
weapons” (Am, 2.14.5—6). Seneca pays tribute to his own 
mother for never having “crushed the hope of children 
that were being nurtured in [her] body” (Helv. 16.3). 
Suetonius, Juvenal, and Pliny the Younger each report the 
tragic account of Julia, the niece of the emperor Domitian, 
whom he seduced and later compelled to undergo an 
abortion that resulted in her death (Suet. Dom. 22; Juv. 
2.3233; Pliny Ep. 4.11.16). Further, the exposure of 
unwanted infants, rare during the Republican period, 
appears also to have been commonplace under the Empire 
(Eyben 1980-81: 14). 


C. Abortion in Ancient Judaism and in the NT 

The LXX translators rendered Exod 21:22-23 in a 
manner that is markedly different from the received He- 
brew text, apparently reflecting an awareness of the vari- 
ous strands of Greek philosophical thought on the status 
of the fetus: “If two men fight and they strike a woman 
who is pregnant, and her child comes out while not yet 
fully formed, he will be forced to pay a fine; whatever the 
woman’s husband imposes, he will pay with a valuation. 
But if it is fully formed, he will give life for life, eye for 
eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burning 
for burning, wound for wound, stripe for stripe.” Whereas 
in the Hebrew text the term °dsén may be understood as 
referring either to the fetus or to the woman, the LXX 
rendering of this phrase as “fully formed” makes explicit 
its reference to injuring the fetus, not the woman. Further, 
the use of the term “not fully formed” and “fully formed” 
is reminiscent of Aristotle’s distinction between fetuses in 
which “sense and life have begun” and those that have not. 
The LXX translation implies « view about the status of the 
fetus that is basically Aristotelian and takes a middle posi- 
tion between the Stoic and Platonic views (Gorman 1982: 
34-35; cf. Salvoni 1975: 27). Ii stipulates the death penalty 
in the event of the death of a fully developed fetus that 
was caused to miscarry when the woman was struck by 
another person. 

Philo of Alexandria (25 B.c.—a.p. 41), in his treatise on 
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the Ten Commandments and other Jewish laws, Special 
Laws (Spec Leg III 108-9), discusses in the section on the 
commandment “Thou shalt not kill” the situation reflected 
in Exod 21:22-23. In this passage Philo says that if a man 
assaults a pregnant woman and strikes her in the belly, he 
will be required to pay a fine if the fetus is as yet unformed, 
as compensation both for the blow itself and for the fact 
that he has deprived “nature of bringing a human being 
into existence. However, if the fetus is formed, he will be 
put to death.” Philo compares the formed fetus in the 
womb to “a statue lying in the sculptor’s workshop needing 
nothing more than to be taken outside and released from 
confinement.” 

While retaining the LXX’s distinction between the fetus 
that is “fully formed” and one that is not, Philo changes 
the specific situation that results in harm to the fetus from 
a fight between two men into one man’s intentional assault 
on a pregnant woman. Most significant, however, is the 
moral tenor of his discussion. Unlike the text of Exodus, 
which is primarily concerned with nice legal distinctions, 
Philo emphasizes the moral wrongness of such an assault 
on the unborn. In Philo’s view, one who injures a fetus 
that is not fully formed is guilty of an outrage against 
nature, while one who harms the formed fetus is guilty of 
the murder of a human being and is thus deserving of 
death (Gorman 1982: 35-36). 

It is significant to note that the context in which Philo is 
speaking is part of an a fortiori argument against expo- 
sure. According to Philo, although Moses never includes 
exposure among prohibited practices, it is certainly im- 
plied, since Philo understands the law as prohibiting the 
destruction of life in utero. He is also challenging the 
justification of abortion by legal, medical, and philosophi- 
cal authorities who, he declares, claim that “the child while 
still adhering to the womb below the belly is part of its 
future mother” (Philo Spec Leg III 117). Philo’s perspective 
also differs significantly from those of the Hellenistic world 
and the ancient Near East in that he is not primarily 
concerned with the prerogatives of the father, or the needs 
of the state, but with the rights of the mother and unborn 
child. 

The Jewish historian Flavius Josephus briefly discusses 
the injunction in Exod 21:22-25 (Ant 4§278). However, 
unlike Philo, Josephus follows the Hebrew text rather than 
the LXX in his rendering of this passage. Further, Jose- 
phus has recast the statute sufficiently that the ambiguity 
inherent in the Hebrew original concerning the object of 
the “harm” (Heb. ?4sén) is eliminated: in the view of 
Josephus, it is the woman, and not the fetus, who is 
intended. According to Josephus, whoever kicks a preg- 
nant woman, thereby causing the fetus to miscarry, will be 
fined according to the judges’ determination (which fine 
will be given to the aggrieved husband) “for having by the 
destruction of the fruit of her womb, diminished the 
population.” He further indicates that if the woman dies 
from the blow she received, he will be put to death. 

In his apology for Judaism, Josephus writes: “The Law 
orders all of the offspring to be brought up and forbids 
women either to abort or to do away with a fetus, but if she 
is convicted, she is viewed an infanticide because she de- 
stroys a soul and diminishes the race” (AgAp 2.202). It is 
somewhat difficult to reconcile Josephus’ statement here 
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with his view expressed in Ant. In the former, a clear 
distinction in penalty is made for the death of the fetus 
and the death of the woman. Here, however, Josephus 
explicitly states that the willful destruction of the fetus is 
equivalent to murder (although, strikingly, no penalty is 
stated). The contradictions in the two statements may, 
perhaps, be reconciled (if they are to be harmonized at all) 
in the following manner: although the willful destruction 
of a fetus is viewed in a manner not unlike murder, 
because Josephus regarded the woman and not the fetus 
as the primary target of the attack in the passage in Exodus 
21, he may be treating the death of the fetus in a manner 
somewhat different from the death of the woman. In any 
case, it is significant that Josephus describes the fetus as 
having a soul, and clearly forbids a deliberate abortion of 
the fetus. 

The rabbinic writings reflect an interest in the status of 
the fetus as well as a concern for the health and well-being 
of the mother. A passage in the Mekilta (Nez. 8) indicates 
that the blow to a woman that results in a miscarriage 
described in Exodus 22 is an act to be punished by a fine, 
but not by death, as it would be in the case of a capital 
crime. Similarly, according to the Mishnah (Nid. 5:3), only 
the killing of a child already born (“one day old”) is an 
offense subject to the death penalty, whereas no mention 
is made of abortion as a capital offense. A fetus only 
becomes a person after it is born, when the “greater part 
of the head” (i.e., the forehead) emerges from the womb 
(Mishnah Ohol. 7:6; Nid. 3:5). If the mother’s life is endan- 
gered by the pregnancy, then the obligatory principle of 
piqgtiah-nepes (“safeguarding of life”) is invoked, and the 
termination of the pregnancy is mandated. Thus, “if a 
woman is suffering hard labor, the child must be cut up 
while in her womb and brought out member by member, 
since the life of the mother takes precedence over that of 
the child” (m. Ohol. 7:6). On the other hand, this same 
passage indicates that if the greater part of its head has 
already emerged, then nothing is done to it since no 
preference may be given to one life over another. Subse- 
quent Talmudic discussions reiterate these same principles 
(Sinclair 1980: 122-14, 119-22). 

The early Christians opposed both abortion and infan- 
ticide. While there is no direct reference to either practice 
in the NT, the pharmakoi mentioned in Rev 21:8 and 22:15 
may refer to those who obtained abortifacients (cf. 9:21; 
18:23; Gal 5:20). However, other writings of the early 
period of Christianity, such as the Didache and the so- 
called Epistle of Barnabas, expressly condemn both abortion 
and infanticide. Didache 2:2, in writing about the “two 
ways,” notes that there is a great difference between these 
two ways. In an exposition of the second great command- 
ment (“Love thy neighbor as thyself”) as part of the “Way 
of Life,” the author makes a list of prohibitions modeled 
on the Ten Commandments, including: “Thou shalt not 
murder a child by abortion/destruction” (ou phoneuseis tek- 
non en phthora). The Ep. Barn. (19:5) contains the same 
prohibition immediately preceded by “thou shalt love thy 
neighbor more than thyself” (cf. Apos. Con. 7.3.2). Accord- 
ing to Did. 5:2, among those who are on the “Way of 
Death” are “infanticides” and “those destroying the image 
of God” (cf. Ep. Barn. 20:2). Apparently, then, the fetus 
was viewed as being a neighbor with the same rights— 
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including the right to life—that the neighbor would have. 
Similarly, the early Christian apocalyptic literature reflects 
a moral abhorrence of willful abortion. The Apocalypse of 
Peter, roughly contemporary with the Did. and the Ep. 
Barn. and at one time included in the canon of scripture 
(in the Muratorian Fragment and by Clement of Alexan- 
dria), paints a graphic portrait of hell’s population, which 
includes a scene in which women who have obtained abor- 
tions are in a gorge, up to their throats in excrement, 
while fire shoots forth from the infants who were aborted 
and strikes the women on the eyes. The Apocalypse contin- 
ues by stating that the infants will be given to Temlakor, 
while the women who aborted them “will be tortured 
forever” (Apoc. Pet. [Ethiopic 8 = Akhmim Fragment 26]; 
cf. Clement of Alexandria Ecl. 41, 48-49 = PG 9.717--20; 
Quasten 195(: 144; Gorman 1982: 50-51). 

From the 2d century on, opposition by Christian writers 
to induced abortion on ethical grounds continued, if not 
increased. The Christian apologist Athenagoras, in re- 
sponse to the charge that the Christians engaged in the 
ritual slaughter of children, asked what reason they might 
have to commit murder when they already assert that 
women who induce abortions are murderers and will have 
to give account of it to God. The same person, Athenago- 
ras reasons, would not regard the fetus in the womb as a 
living thing znd, therefore, an object of God’s care and 
then kill it (Presbeia 35 = PG 6.969) For Clement of 
Alexandria (Fel. 50.1-3 = PG 9.720-21; cf. Délger 1934: 
28-29), Tertullian (An. 27; cf. Emmel 1918: 33-44, 90— 
97), and Lactantius (De opificio Det 17.7 = CSEL 27.56), 
ensoulment takes place at or immediately after conception. 
Thus, abortion at any stage of the pregnancy is viewed by 
them as unacceptable. The view in subsequent centuries is 
equally insistent on the moral right of the fetus to life. 
The councils of Elvira in a.p. 305 (Canons 63, 68 = PL 
84:308—9; cf. Connery 1977: 46-49) and Ancyra in 314 
(Canon 21; Cf. Nardi 1970: 496-501) contained canons 
against abortion. Similarly, the voices of Jerome (Ep. 22 ad 
Eustochium 13 = CSEL 54:160; Ep. 121 ad Algasiam 4 = 
CSEL 56:16, Ambrose (Exameron 5.18.58 = CSEL 
32:184—85), and Augustine (De nuptiis et concupiscentius 1.17 
= CSEL 42:230) in the Latin West, and Basil of Caesarea 
(Ep. 188.2 = PG 32:671) and John Chrysostom (Hom. in 
Rom. 24 = PG 60:626-27) in the Greek East were raised 
against abortion and in defense of the life of the unborn 
(Nardi 1970: 483-582; Eyben 1980-81: 62-74; Gorman 
1982: 53--73). See also RAC 1: 55-60; 2: 176-83. 


D. Conclusion 

In the ancient Near East, only the Middle Assyrian Laws 
provide explicit sanctions against those practicing the pre- 
meditated abortion of a fetus. The text in Exodus 22 gives 
only implicit evidence for the question of willful abortion. 
As a result, some scholars have attempted to elicit from 
other biblical texts an ethic that could be applied to the 
question of abortion (Waltke 1976: 3-13; Kline 1977: 193- 
201; Kurz 1986: 668—80). However, even where the evi- 
dence concerning the status of the fetus is somewhat 
ambiguous, there is no indication that premeditated abor- 
tion was tolerated in ancient Israel. On the other hand, 
the relatively 2ermissive attitude in the ancient Near East 
toward the exposure of unwanted infants (for which there 
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is no evidence available in ancient Israel) suggests that the 
prohibition of abortion, even where it existed, was de- 
signed more to protect the society from the loss of poten- 
tially productive members than from any particular con- 
cern with the rights of the fetus itself. A roughly analogous 
situation existed among the Greeks during the Hellenistic 
period: there was a general, though by no means uniform 
or monolithic, indisposition toward premeditated abor- 
tion, while the exposure of unwanted infants was widely 
tolerated. In Imperial Rome, the attitude toward abortion 
was more permissive than in the Hellenistic world, while 
exposure was also widely tolerated under the Empire. A 
significant development in attitude toward abortion can be 
seen in the writings of formative Judaism, particularly in 
Philo, as well as in early Christianity: not only is abortion 
prohibited—and exposure, tco—but this prohibition rests 
upon an ethical concern for the fetus and the newly born. 
A further dimension to the discussion on abortion is 
added in the rabbinic writings, where the health and well- 
being of the expectant mother are taken into considera- 
tion. 
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A. The Biblical Information 

1. Outline of Abraham’s Career. Abraham is portrayed 
as a member of a family associated with city life in 
Southern Babylonia, moving to Haran in Upper Mesopo- 
tamia en route to Canaan (Gen 11:31). In Haran, God 
called him to leave for the land which he would show him, 
so he and Lot, his nephew, went to Canaan. At Shechem in 
the center of the land, God made the promise that Abra- 
ham’s descendants would own the land (Gen 12:1-9). 
Famine forced Abraham to seek food in Egypt, where the 
Pharaoh took Abraham’s wife, Sarah, who Abraham had 
declared was his sister. Discovering the deception, the 
Pharaoh sent Abraham away with all the wealth he had 
acquired, and Sarah (Gen 12:10—12). In Canaan, Abraham 
and Lot separated in order to find adequate grazing, Lot 
settling in the luxuriant Jordan plain. God renewed the 
promise of Abraham’s numberless descendants possessing 
the land (Genesis 13). Foreign invaders captured Lot, so 
Abraham with 318 men routed them and recovered Lot 
and the booty. This brought the blessing of Melchizedek, 
the priest-king of Salem to whom Abraham paid a tithe 
(Genesis 14). Following a reassuring vision, Abraham was 
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promised that his childless condition would end and that 
his offspring would occupy the land, a promise solemnized 
with a sacrifice and a covenant (Genesis 15). Childless 
Sarah gave Abraham her maid Hagar to produce a son, 
then drove out the pregnant maid when she belittled her 
barren mistress. An angel sent Hagar home with a promise 
of a harsh life for her son, duly born and named Ishmael 
(Genesis 16). Thirteen years later God renewed his cove- 
nant with Abraham, changing his name from Abram, and 
Sarai’s to Sarah, and imposing circumcision as a sign of 
membership for all in Abraham’s household, born or 
bought. With this came the promise that Sarah, then 
ninety, would bear a son, Isaac, who would receive the 
covenant, Ishmael receiving a separate promise of many 
descendants (Genesis 17). Three visitors repeated the 
promise of a son (Gen 18:1-—15). Lot meanwhile had settled 
in Sodom, which had become totally depraved and 
doomed. Abraham prayed that God would spare the city 
if ten righteous people could be found there, but they 
could not, so Sodom and its neighbor were destroyed, only 
Lot and his two daughters surviving (Gen 18:16—19:29). 
Abraham living in southern Canaan encountered the king 
of Gerar, who took Sarah on her husband’s assertion that 
she was his sister. Warned by God, King Abimelech 
avoided adultery and made peace with Abraham (Genesis 
20). Now Isaac was born and Hagar and Ishmael sent to 
wander in the desert, where divine provision protected 
them (Gen 21:1—20). The king of Gerar then made a treaty 
with Abraham to solve a water-rights quarrel at Beersheba 
(Gen 21:22-34). When Isaac was a boy, God called Abra- 
ham to offer him in sacrifice, only staying the father’s 
hand at the last moment, and providing a substitute. A 
renewal of the covenant followed (Gen 22:1—19). At Sarah’s 
death, Abraham bought a cave for her burial, with adja- 
cent land, from a Hittite of Hebron (Genesis 23). To ensure 
the promise remained within his family, Abraham sent his 
servant back to his relatives in the Haran region to select 
Isaac’s bride (Genesis 24). The succession settled, Abra- 
ham gave gifts to other sons, and when he died aged 175, 
Isaac and Ishmael buried him beside Sarah (Gen 25:1-11). 

2. Abraham’s Faith. Although it was Abraham’s grand- 
son Jacob who gave his name to Israel and fathered the 
Twelve Tribes, Abraham was regarded as the nation’s pro- 
genitor (e.g., Exod 2:24; 4:5; 32:13; Isa 29:22; Ezek 33:24; 
Mic 7:20). Israel’s claim to Canaan rested on the promises 
made to him, and the God worshipped by Israel was 
preeminently the God of Abraham (e.g., Exod 3:6, 15; 
4:1; 1 Kgs 18:36; Ps 47:9). God’s choice of Abraham was 
an act of divine sovereignty whose reason was never dis- 
closed. The reason for Abraham’s favor with God (cf. “my 
friend,” Isa 41:8) is made clear in the famous verse, 
“Abraham believed God and he credited it to him as 
righteousness” (Gen 15:6; cf. Rom 4:1-3), and in other 
demonstrations of Abraham’s trust (e.g., Gen 22:8). Con- 
vinced of God’s call to live a seminomadic life (note Heb 
11:9), Abraham never attempted to return to Haran or to 
Ur, and took care that his son should not marry a local girl 
and so gain the land by inheritance, presumably because 
the indigenous people were unacceptable to God (Gen 
24:3; 15:16). Throughout his career he built altars and 
offered sacrifices, thereby displaying his devotion (Gen 
12:7, 8; 13:4, 18), an attitude seen also in the tithe he gave 
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to Melchizedek after his victory (Genesis 14). The places 
sacred to him were often marked by trees, a token of his 
intention to stay in the land (Gen 12:6; 13:18; 21:33). 
Abraham believed his God to be just, hence his concern 
for any righteous in Sodom (Gen 18:16ff.). Even so, he 
attempted to preempt God’s actions by taking Hagar when 
Sarah was barren (Gen 16:1—4), and by pretending Sarah 
was not his wife. In the latter cases, God intervened to 
rescue him from the results of his own deliberate subter- 
fuge because he had jeopardized the fulfilment of the 
promise (Gen 12:17f.; 20:3f.). 

The God Abraham worshipped is usually referred to by 
the name yhwh (RSV LORD); twice Abraham “called on 
the name of the LORD” (Gen 12:8; 13:4), and his servant 
Eliezer spoke of the Lord, the God of Abraham (Gen 
24:12, 27, 42. 48). The simple term “God” (élohim) occurs 
in several passages, notably Gen 17:3ff; 19:29; 20 often; 
21:2f€; 22. Aclditional divine names found in the Abraham 
narrative are: God Almighty (el Sadday, Gen 17:1), Eternal 
God (yhwh él “6lam Gen 21:33), God Most High (él Selyén 
Gen 14:18-22), Sovereign Lord (ddénay yhwh, Gen 15:2, 
8), and Lord God of heaven and earth (yhwh 7élohé hassa- 
mayim wih@®ares Gen 24:3,7). 

Abraham approached God without the intermediacy of 
priests (clearly in Genesis 22; elsewhere it could be argued 
that priests were present, acting as Abraham’s agents but 
not mentioned). God spoke to Abraham by theophanic 
visions (Gen ]2:7; 17:1; 18:1). In one case, the appearance 
was in human form, when the deity was accompanied by 
two angels (Gen 18; cf. v19). Perhaps God employed direct 
speech when 110 other means is specified (Gen 12:1f; 13:14; 
15:1; 21:12; 22:1). Angels could intervene and give protec- 
tion as extensions of God’s person (Gen 22; 24:7, 40). 
Prayer was a natural activity (e.g., 20:17) in which Eliezer 
followed his master’s example (Gen 24). Eliezer did not 
hesitate to speak of Abraham’s faith and God’s care for 
him which he had observed (Gen 24:27, 35). God com- 
mended Abraham to Abimelech as a prophet (Gen 20:7, 
nab?). Abraham is portrayed as worshipping one God, 
albeit with different titles. Abraham’s is a God who can be 
known and who explains his purposes, even if over a time 
span that stretches his devotee’s patience. 

3. Abrahara’s Life-style. Leaving Ur and Haran, Abra- 
ham exchanged an urban-based life for the seminomadic 
style of the pastoralist with no permanent home, living in 
tents (Gen 12:8, 9; 13:18; 18:1; cf. Heb 11:9), unlike his 
relations near Haran (Gen 24:10, 11). However, he stayed 
at some places for long periods (Mamre, Gen 13:18; 18:1; 
Beersheba, Gen 22:19; Philistia, Gen 21:3, 4), enjoyed 
good relations with settled communities (Gen 23:10, 18 
mentions the city gate), had treaty alliances with some, and 
spoke on equal terms with kings and the Pharaoh (Gen 
14:13; 20:2, 11-14; 21:22-24). He is represented as having 
owned only one piece of land, the cave of Machpelah 
(Genesis 23). Wealth flowed to him through his herds, and 
in gifts from others (Gen 12:16; 20:14, 16), so that he 
became rich, owning cattle, sheep, silver, gold, male and 
female slaves, camels and donkeys (Gen 24:35). He may 
have traded in other goods, for he knew the language of 
the marketplace (Genesis 23). His household was large 
enough to furnish 318 men to fight foreign kings (Genesis 
14). He was concerned about having an heir, and so looked 


36° I 


on Eliezer his servant before sons were born (Gen 15:2), 
and took care to provide for Isaac’s half-brothers so that 
his patrimony should not diminish (Gen 24:36; 25:5, 6; cf. 
17:18). While Sarah was his first wife, Abraham also mar- 
ried Keturah, and had children by her, by Hagar, and by 
concubines (Gen 25:1—6). His burial was in the cave with 
Sarah (Gen 25:9-10). 

4, Abraham, Ancestor of the Chosen People. Belief in 
their ancestry reaching back to one man, Abraham, to 
whom God promised a land, was firmly fixed among Jews 
in the Ist century (e.g., John 8:33—58; cf. Philo), and is 
attested long before by the prophets of the latter days of 
the Judean Monarchy (Isa 41:8; 51:2; 63:16; Jer 33:26; 
Ezek 33:24; Mic 7:20). The historical books of the OT also 
contain references to Abraham (Josh 24:2, 3; 2 Kgs 13:23; 
1 Chr 16:16-18; 2 Chr 20:7; 30:6; Neh 9:7, 8) as does 
Psalm 105. In the Pentateuch the promise is mentioned in 
each book after Genesis (Exod 2:24; 33:1, etc.; Lev 26:42; 
Num 32:11; Deut 1:8; etc.). 


B. Abraham in Old Testament Study 

1. Abraham as a Figure of Tradition. Building on me- 
ticulous literary analysis of the Pentateuch, Julius Wellhau- 
sen concluded “. . . we attain to no historical knowledge of 
the patriarchs, but only of the time when the stories about 
them arose in the Israelite people; this latter age is here 
unconsciously projected, in its inner and its outward fea- 
tures, into hoar antiquity, and is reflected there like a 
glorified mirage.” And of Abraham he wrote, “Abraham 
alone is certainly not the name of a people like Isaac and 
Lot: he is somewhat difficult to interpret. That is not to 
say that in such a connection as this we may regard him as 
a historical person; he might with more likelihood be 
regarded as a free invention of unconscious art” (WPHI, 
319f.). The literary sources cf the early Monarchy, J and 
E, drawing on older traditions, preserved the Abraham 
stories. At the same time, Wellhausen treated the religious 
practices of Abraham as the most primitive in the evolution 
of Israelite religion. Hermann Gunkel, unlike Wellhausen, 
argued that investigating the documentary sources could 
allow penetration beyond their final form into the under- 
lying traditions. Gunkel separated the narratives into 
story-units, often very short, which he alleged were the 
primary oral forms, duly collected into groups as sagas. 
These poems told the legends attached to different shrines 
in Canaan, or to individual heroes. Gradually combined 
around particular names, these stories were ultimately 
reduced to the prose sources which Wellhausen character- 
ized. Gunkel believed the legends arose out of observations 
of life associated with surrounding traditions, obscuring 
any historical kernel: “Legend here has woven a poetic veil 
about the historical memories and hidden their outlines” 
(Gunkel 1901: 22). The question of Abraham’s existence 
was unimportant, he asserted, for legends about him could 
not preserve a true picture of the vital element, his faith: 
“The religion of Abraham is in reality the religion of the 
narrators of the legends, ascribed by them to Abraham” 
(122). 

The quest for the origins of these elements has contin- 
ued ever since. Martin Noth tried to delineate the oral 
sources and their original settings, building on Gunkel’s 
premises (Noth 1948), and Albrecht Alt investigated reli- 
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gious concepts of the expression “the gods of the fathers” 
in the light of Nabatean and other beliefs. He deduced 
that Genesis reflects an older stage of similar seminomadic 
life, the patriarchal figures being pegs on which the cult 
traditions hung (Alt 1966). The positions of Alt and Noth 
have influenced commentaries and studies on Abraham 
heavily during the past fifty years. At the same time, others 
have followed the literary sources in order to refine them 
and especially to discern their purposes and main motifs 
(e.g., von Rad Genesis OTL). For Abraham the consequence 
of these studies is the same, whether they view him as a 
dim shadow in Israel’s prehistory, or as a purely literary 
creation: he is an example whose faith is to be emulated. 
The question of his actual existence is irrelevant; the 
stories about him illustrate how generations of Jews be- 
lieved God had worked in a man’s life, setting a pattern, 
and it is that belief, hallowed by the experience of many 
others, which is enshrined in them (see Ramsey 1981). 

2. Abraham as a Figure of History. Several scholars 
have searched for positions which allow a measure of 
historical reality to Abraham. While accepting the literary 
sources as the channels of tradition, they have seen them 
as reflecting a common heritage which was handed down 
through different circles and so developed different em- 
phases. This explains the nature of such apparently dupli- 
cate stories as Abraham’s twice concealing Sarah’s status 
(Gen 12:11—20; 20:2-18). W. F. Albright and E. A. Speiser 
were notable exponents of this position, constantly draw- 
ing on ancient Near Eastern sources, textual and material, 
to clarify the patriarch’s ancient context. Albright claimed 
the Abraham stories fitted so well into the caravan society 
that he reconstructed for the 20th century B.c. “that there 
can be little doubt about their substantial historicity” 
(1973: 10). Textual and material sources included the 
cuneiform tablets from Mari and Nuzi and occupational 
evidence from Palestine. The Nuzi archives were thought 
to have yielded particularly striking analogies to family 
practices in the stories (see Speiser Genesis AB). These 
comparisons were widely accepted as signs of the antiquity 
of the narratives, and therefore as support for the conten- 
tion that they reflected historical events. Even scholars who 
held firmly to the literary analyses took these parallels as 
illumination of the original settings of the traditions (e.g., 
EHI). \n 1974 and 1975 T. L. Thompson and J. Van Seters 
published sharp and extensive attacks on the views Al- 
bright had fostered, Thompson urging a return to the 
position of Wellhausen, and van Seters arguing that the 
stories belonged to exilic times (Thompson 1974; Van 
Seters 1975). The impact of these studies was great. They 
showed clearly that there were faults of logic and interpre- 
tation in the use made of the Nuzi and other texts, and 
put serious doubt on the hypothesis of an Amorite “inva- 
sion” of Palestine about 2000 B.c. In several cases, they 
pointed to other parallels from the Ist millennium B.c. 
which seemed equally good, thus showing that compari- 
sons could not establish an earlier date for the patriarchal 
stories. For many OT scholars the arguments of Thomp- 
son and Van Seters reinforced the primacy of the literary 
analysis of Genesis and its subsequent developments, allow- 
ing attention to be paid to the narratives as “stories” rather 
than to questions of historicity. 

Inevitably, there have been reactions from a variety of 
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scholars who wish to sustain the value of comparisons with 
texts from the 2d millennium s.c. These include an im- 
portant study of the Nuzi material by M. J. Selman (1976) 
and investigations of the Mari texts in relation to nomad- 
ism by J. T. Luke (1965) and V. H. Matthews (1978). 
Equally important, however, are considerations of the 
methods appropriate for studying the Abraham narra- 
tives, and these will be discussed in the remainder of this 
article, with examples as appropriate. 


C. Abraham—A Contextual Approach 

When the literary criticism of the Old Testament was 
elaborated in the 19th century in conjunction with theories 
of the evolution of Israelite society and religion, the an- 
cient Near East was hardly known. With increasing discov- 
eries came the possibility of checking the strength of those 
hypotheses against the information ancient records and 
objects provide. Were Genesis a newly recovered ancient 
manuscript, it is doubtful that these hypotheses would be 
given priority in evaluating the text. A literary analysis is 
one approach to understanding the text, but it is an 
approach that should be followed beside others and de- 
serves no preferential status. 

The current analysis is unsatisfactory because it cannot 
be demonstrated to work for any other ancient composi- 
tion. Changes can be traced between copies of ancient texts 
made at different periods only when both the earlier and 
the later manuscript are physically available (e.g., the Four 
Gospels and Tatian’s Diatessaron). Moreover, the presup- 
positions of the usual literary analysis do not sustain them- 
selves in the light of ancient scribal practices, for they 
require a very precise consistency on the part of redactors 
and copyists. Ancient scribes were not so hide-bound. 
Rather, the Abraham narratives should be judged in their 
contexts. They have two contexts. The first is the biblical 
one. Historically this sets Abraham long before Joseph and 
Moses, in current terms about 2000 B.c. (Bimson 1983: 
86). Sociologically it places Abraham in the context of a 
seminomadic culture not controlled by the Mosaic laws, 
moving in a Canaan of city-states. Religiously it puts Abra- 
ham before the cultic laws of Moses, aware of God’s 
uniqueness and righteousness, yet also of others who wor- 
shipped him, such as Melchizedek. To an ancient reader, 
there was no doubt that Abraham, who lived many years 
before the rise of the Israelite monarchy, was the ancestor 
of Israel, a position which carried with it the promise of 
the land of Canaan and of God’s covenant blessing. That 
is the biblical context and it should not be disregarded (see 
Goldingay 1983). The detection of apparently duplicate or 
contradictory elements in the narratives, and of episodes 
hard to explain, is not sufficient reason for assuming the 
presence of variant or disparate traditions, nor are anach- 
ronisms necessarily a sign of composition long after the 
events described took place. These questions can only be 
considered when the narratives are set in their second 
context, the ancient Near Eastern world, at the period the 
biblical context indicates. Only if it proves impossible to fit 
them into that context should another be sought. 

1. Abraham the Ancestor. Although Abraham’s biog- 
raphy is unique among ancient texts, its role in recording 
his ancestral place is not. Other states emerging about 
1000 s.c., like Israel, bore the names of eponymous ances- 
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tors (e.g., Aramean Bit Bahyan, Bit Agush). Some traced 
their royal lines back to the Late Bronze Age, and many of 
the states destroyed at the end of that period had dynasties 
reaching back over several centuries to founders early in 
the Middle Bronze Age (e.g., Ugarit). Assyria, which man- 
aged to survive the crisis at the start of the Ist millennium 
B.c., listed her kings back to that time, and even before, to 
the days when they lived in tents. In this context, the 
possibility of Israel preserving knowledge of her descent is 
real (cf. Wiseman 1983: 153-58). States or tribes named 
after ancestors are also attested in the 2d millennium B.c. 
(e.g., Kassite tribes, RLA 5: 464-73). Dynastic lineages are 
known because kings were involved. Other families pre- 
served their lines, too, as lawsuits about properties reveal 
(in Egypt, Gaballa 1977; in Babylonia, King 1912: no. 3), 
but they had little cause to write comprehensive lists. 
Israel’s descent from Abraham, the grandfather of her 
national eponym, is comparable inasmuch as he received 
the original jromise of the land of Canaan. The ancient 
King Lists rarely incorporate anecdotal information (e.g., 
Sumerian King List, Assyrian King List; see ANET, 265, 
564). However, ancient accounts of the deeds of heroes are 
not wholly dissimilar. Sargon of Akkad (ca. 2334-2279 
B.c.), a king whose existence was denied when his story 
was first translated, is firmly placed in histories as the first 
Semitic emperor, well attested by copies of his own inscrip- 
tions made five centuries after his death, and by the 
records of his sons. Stories about Sargon were popular 
about 1700 e.c., and are included among the sources of 
information ‘or his reign from which modern historians 
reconstruct his career. Other kings have left their own 
contemporary autobiographies (e.g., Idrimi of Alalakh, 
ANET, 557). All of these ancient texts convey factual infor- 
mation in the style and form considered appropriate by 
their authors. The analyses of their forms is part of their 
proper study. Finding a biography in an ancient Near 
Eastern document that combined concepts drawn from 
the family-tree form and from narratives about leaders, 
such as Genesis contains, preserved over centuries, would 
not lead scholars to assume the long processes of collect- 
ing, shaping, revising and editing normally alleged for the 
stories of Abraham. 

2. Abraham’s Career and Life-style. Journeys between 
Babylonia and the Levant were certainly made in the 
period 2100-1600 B.c. Kings of Ur had links with north 
Syrian cities and Byblos ca. 2050 B.c., and in Babylonia 
goods were traded with Turkey and Cyprus ca. 1700 B.c. 
A detailed itinerary survives for a military expedition from 
Larsa in southern Babylonia to Emar on the middle Eu- 
phrates, and others trace the route from Assyria to central 
Turkey. If Abraham was linked with the Amorites, as W. F. 
Albright argued, evidence that the Amorites moved from 
Upper Mesopotamia southward during the centuries 
around 2000 B.c. cannot invalidate the report of Abra- 
ham’s journey in the opposite direction, as some have 
Jjejunely asserted (e.g., van Seters 1975: 23). Where the 
identifications are fixed and adequate explorations have 
been made, the towns Abraham visited—Ur, Haran, 
Shechem, Bethel, Salem (if Jerusalem), Hebron—appear 
to have been occupied about 2000 B.c. (Middle Bronze I; 
for a summary of archaeological material, see [JH, 70- 
148). Gerar remains unidentified, nor is there positive 
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evidence for identifying the site now called Tel Beer-sheba 
with the Beer-sheba of Genesis (Millard 1983: 50). Genesis 
presents Abraham as a tent clweller, not living in an urban 
environment after he left Haran (cf. Heb 11:9). 

Extensive archives from Mari, ca. 1800 B.c., illustrate 
the life of seminomadic tribesmen in relationship with that 
and other towns (see MARI LETTERS). General similari- 
ties as well as specific parallels (e.g., treaties between city 
rulers and tribes) can be seen with respect to Genesis. 
Some tribes were wealthy and their chieftains powerful 
men. When they trekked from one pasturage to another, 
their passage was marked and reported to the king of 
Mari. Town dwellers and steppe dwellers lived in depen- 
dence on each other. 

In Canaan, Abraham had sheep and donkeys like the 
Mari tribes, and cattle as well. This difference does not 
disqualify the comparison (pace van Seters 1975: 16), for 
the Egyptian Sinuhe owned herds of cattle during his stay 
in the Levant about 1930 B.c. Like Abraham, Sinuhe spent 
some of his life in tents, and acquired wealth and high 
standing among the local pecple (ANET, 18-22; note that 
copies of this story were being made as early as 1800 B.c.). 
To strike camp and migrate for food was the practice of 
“Asiatics” within reach of Egvpt, so much so that a wall or 
line of forts had to be built to control their influx (ca. 1980 
B.c., see ANET, 446). The story of Sinuhe relates that the 
hero met several Egyptians in the Levant at this time 
(ANET, 18-22); the painting from a tomb at Beni Hasan 
depicts a party of 37 “Asiatics” (ANEP, 3), and excavations 
have revealed a Middle Bronze Age settlement in the Delta 
with a strong Palestinian presence (Bietak 1979). Military 
contingents brought together in coalitions traveled over 
great distances to face rebellious or threatening tribes, as 
in the affair of Genesis 14 (see below C5). In an era of 
petty kings, interstate rivalry was common and raids by 
hostile powers a threat to any settlement. To meet the 
persistent military threat, many cities throughout the Near 
East were strongly fortified during the Middle Bronze 
Age; fortification provided well-built gateways in which 
citizens could congregate (Gen 23:10, 18). 

Disputes arose over grazing rights and water supplies. 
Abraham’s pact at Gerar is typical, the agreement duly 
solemnized with an oath and offering of lambs. Abraham 
was a resident alien (gér), not a citizen (Gen 15:13; 23:4). 
Concern for the continuing family was normal. Marriage 
agreements of the time have clauses allowing for the pro- 
vision of an heir by a slave girl should the wife prove 
barren (ANET, 543, no. 4; cf. Selman 1976:127-29). The 
line was also maintained through proper care of the dead, 
which involved regular ceremonies in Babylonia (see 
DEAD, CULT OF). Burial in the cave at Machpelah gave 
Abraham’s family a focus which was valuable when they 
had no settled dwelling (cf., the expression in Gen 47:30). 
Comparisons made between Abraham’s purchase of the 
cave reported in Genesis 23 and Hittite laws (Lehmann 
1953) are now seen to be misleading (Hoffner 1969: 33- 
37). However, the report is not a transcript of a contract, 
and so cannot be tied in time to the “dialogue document” 
style fashionable in Babylonia from the 7th to 5th centu- 
ries B.c., as Van Seters and others have argued (Van Seters 
1975: 98-100), and at least one Babylonian deed settling 
property rights survives in dialogue form from early in 
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the 2 millennium B.c. (Kitchen 1977: 71 gives the refer- 
ence). 

3. Abraham’s Names. Abram, “the father is exalted,” is 
a name of common form, although no example of it is 
found in the West Semitic onomasticon of the early 2d 
millennium B.c. The replacement, Abraham, is given the 
meaning “father of a multitude” (Gen 17:5). That may be 
a popular etymology or a play on current forms of the 
name “Abram” in local dialects for the didactic purpose of 
the context, the inserted A having analogies in other West 
Semitic languages. The name “Aburahana” is found in the 
Egyptian Execration Texts of the 19th century B.c. (m and 
n readily interchange in Egyptian transcriptions of Semitic 
names [EHI, 197-—98]). Genesis introduces the longer 
name as part of the covenant God made with Abram, so 
the new name confirmed God's control and marked a stage 
in the Patriarch’s career (see Wiseman 1983: 158—60). No 
other person in the OT bears the names “Abram” or 
“Abraham” (or “Isaac” or “Jacob”); apparently they were 
names which held a special place in Hebrew tradition (like 
the names “David” and “Solomon”. 

4. Abraham’s Faith. A monotheistic faith followed 
about 2000 B.c. is, so far as current sources reveal, unique, 
and therefore uncomfortable for the historian and accord- 
ingly reckoned unlikely and treated as a retrojection from 
much later times. The history of religions undermines that 
stance; the astonishing impact of Akhenaten’s “heresy” 
and the explosion of Islam demonstrate the role a single 
man’s vision may play, both imposing a monotheism upon 
a polytheistic society. Abraham’s faith, quietly held and 
handed down in his family until its formulation under 
Moses, is equally credible. 

Contextual research helps a little. Further study has 
traced the “gods of the fathers” concept far beyond Alt’s 
Nabatean inscriptions to the early 2d millennium B.c., 
when the term referred to named deities, and the god El 
could be known as I/-aba “El is father” (Lambert 1981). 
Discussion of the various names and epithets for God in 
the Abraham narratives continues, revolving around the 
question whether they all refer to one deity or not (see 
Cross 1973; Wenham 1983). Some ancient texts which 
apply one or two of these epithets to separate gods (e.g., 
the pair >/ “God” and ‘lywn “Most High,” in an 8th-century 
Aramaic treaty, ANET, 659), may reflect later or different 
traditions; the religious patterns of the ancient Levant are 
so varied that it is dangerous to harmonize details from 
one time and place with those from another. The OT 
seems to equivocate over the antiquity of the divine name 
yhwh. Despite Exod 6:3, the Abraham narratives include 
the name often. Apart from the (unacceptable) documen- 
tary analysis, explanations range from retrojection of a 
(post-) Mosaic editor to explanations of Exod 6:3 allowing 
the name to be known to Abraham, but not its significance 
(see Wenham 1983:189—93). The latter opinion may find 
a partial analogy in the development of the Egyptian word 
aten from “sun disk” to the name of the supreme deity 
(Gardiner 1961: 216—18). However, the absence of the 
divine name as an indubitable element in any pre-Mosaic 
personal name should not be overlooked. Abraham natu- 
rally had a similar religious language to those around him, 
with animal sacrifices, altars, and gifts to his God after a 
victory. He found in Melchizedek another whose worship 
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he could share, just as Moses found Jethro (Gen 14; Exod 
2:15-22; 8), yet he never otherwise joined the cults of 
Canaan. 

5. Objections to a 2d Millennium Context. a. Anach- 
ronisms. The texts about Sargon of Akkad are pertinent 
to the question of anachronisms in the Abraham stories. 
In those texts, Sargon is said to have campaigned to Turkey 
in aid of Mesopotamian merchants oppressed there. Doc- 
uments from Kanesh in central Turkey attest to the activi- 
ties of Assyrian merchants in the 19th century B.c., but 
not much earlier. Therefore the mention of Kanesh in 
texts about Sargon and his dynasty is considered anachro- 
nistic. At the same time, the incidents those texts report 
are treated as basically authentic and historically valuable 
(Grayson and Sollberger 1976: 108). The anachronism 
does not affect the sense of the narrative. In this light, the 
problem of the Philistines in Gen 21:32, 34 may be viewed 
as minimal. Naming a place after a people whose presence 
is only attested there six or seven centuries later than the 
setting of the story need not falsify it. A scribe may have 
replaced an outdated name, or people of the Philistine 
group may have resided in the area long before their name 
is found in other written sources. Certainly some pottery 
entered Palestine in the Middle Bronze Age from Cyprus, 
the region whence the Philistines came (Amiran 1969: 
121-23). A similar position can be adopted with regard to 
the commonly cited objection of Abraham’s camels. Al- 
though the camel did not come into general use in the 
Near East until after 1200 B.c., a few signs of its use earlier 
in the 2d millennium 8.c. have been found (see CAMEL). 
It is as logical to treat the passages in Gen 12:16, 24 as 
valuable evidence for the presence of camels at that time 
as to view them as anachronistic. Contrariwise, the absence 
of horses from the Abraham narratives is to be noted, for 
horses could be a sign of wealth in the places where he 
lived (cf. | Kgs 4:26); horses are unmentioned in the list 
of Job’s wealth (Job 1:3). Ancient Near Eastern sources 
show clearly that horses were known in the 3d millennium 
B.c., but only began to be widely used in the mid-2d 
millennium B.c., that is, after the period of Abraham’s 
lifetime as envisaged here (Millard 1983: 43). Compari- 
sons may be made also with information concerning iron 
working. A Hittite text tells how King Anitta (ca. 1725 B.c.) 
received an iron chair from his defeated foe. Recent re- 
search dates the tablet about 1600 B.c., yet iron only came 
into general use in the Near East when the Bronze Age 
ended and the Iron Age began, ca. 1200 B.c. Were the 
Anitta text preserved in a copy made a millennium after 
his time, its iron chair would be dismissed as a later writer’s 
anachronism. It cannot be so treated; it is one important 
witness to tron working in the Middle Bronze Age (Millard 
1988). Alleged anachronisms in the Abraham narratives 
are not compelling obstacles to setting them early in the 
2d millennium B.c. 

b. Absence of Evidence. Occasionally the absence of 
any trace of Abraham from extrabiblical sources is raised 
against belief in his existence soon after 2000 B.c. This is 
groundless. The proportion of surviving Babylonian and 
Egyptian documents to those once written is minute. If, 
for example, Abraham’s treaty with Abimelech of Gerar 
(Genesis 21) was written, a papyrus manuscript would 
decay quickly in the ruined palace, or a clay tablet might 


ABRAHAM 


remain, lie buried undamaged, awaiting the spade of an 
excavator who located Gerar (a problem!), happened upon 
the palace, and cleared the right room. If Abimelech’s 
dynasty lasted several generations, old documents might 
have been discarded, the treaty with them. Egyptian state 
records are almost nonexistent owing to the perishability 
of papyrus, so no evidence for Abraham can be expected 
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Abraham’s encounter with the kings of the east (Genesis 
14) links the patriarch with international history, but re- 
grettably, the kings of Elam, Shinar, Ellasar, and the 
nations have not been convincingly identified. R. de Vaux 
stated that “it is historically impossible for these five sites 
south of the Dead Sea to have at one time during the 
second millennium been the vassals of Elam, and that 
Elam never was at the head of a coalition uniting the four 
great near eastern powers of that period” (EHI, 219). 
Consequently, the account is explained as a literary inven- 
tion of the exilic period (Astour 1966; Emerton 1971). At 
that date, its author would either be imagining a situation 
unlike any within his experience, or weaving a story 
around old traditions. If the former is true, he was sur- 
prisingly successful in constructing a scenario appropriate 
for the early 2d millennium .B.c.; if the latter, then it is a 
matter of preference which components of the chapter 
are assumed to stem from earlier times. Yet the chapter 
may still be viewed as an account of events about 2000 B.c., 
as K. A. Kitchen has demonstrated (Kitchen 1977: 72 with 
references). .A coalition of kings from Elam, Mesopotamia, 
and Turkey fits well into that time. To rule it “unhistorical” 
is to claim a far more detailed knowledge of the history of 
the age than anyone possesses. The span of the events is 
only fifteen years, and what is known shows how rapidly 
the political picture could change. Current inability to 
identify the royal names with recorded kings is frustrating; 
scribal error is an explanation of last resort; ignorance is 
the likelier reason, and as continuing discoveries make 
known more city-states and their rulers, clarification may 
emerge. (One may compare the amount of information 
derivable from the Ebla archives for the period about 2300 
B.C. with the little available for the city’s history over the 
next five hundred years.) Gen 14:13 terms Abram “the 
Hebrew.” This epithet is appropriate in this context, where 
kings are defined by the states they ruled, for Abram had 
no state or fatherland. “Hebrew” denoted exactly that 
circumstance in the Middle Bronze Age (Buccellati 1977). 


D. Duplicate Narratives 

A major argument for the common literary analysis of 
the Abraham. narratives, and for the merging of separate 
lines of tradition, is the presence of “duplicate” accounts 
of some ever.ts. Abraham and Isaac clashed with Abime- 
lech of Gerar, and each represented his wife as his sister, 
an action Abraham had previously taken in Egypt (Gen 
12:10—20; 20; 26). These three stories are interpreted as 
variations of one original in separate circles. That so 
strange a tale should have so secure a place in national 
memory demands a persuasive explanation, whatever 
weight is attached to it. In the ancient Near East, kings 
frequently gave their sisters or daughters in marriage to 
other rulers to cement alliances and demonstrate goodwill 
(examples abound throughout the 2d millennium B.c.). 
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The actions of Abraham and Isaac may be better under- 
stood in this context, neither man having unmarried fe- 
male relatives to hand. That they were afraid may reflect 
immediate pressures. For Isaac to repeat his father’s pro- 
cedure at Gerar is more intelligible as part of a well- 
established practice of renewing treaties with each gener- 
ation than as a literary repetition (Hoffmeier fc.). 

Abraham and Isaac both had trouble with the men of 
Gerar over water rights at Beer-sheba. Again, the narra- 
tives are counted as duplicates of a single tradition (Speiser 
Genesis AB, 202), and again two different episodes in the 
lives of a father and son living in the same area is as 
reasonable an explanation in the ancient context. One king 
might confront and defeat an enemy, the same king or his 
son having to repeat the action (e.g., Ramesses II and the 
Hittites, Kitchen 1982 passim). The naming of the wells at 
Beersheba, usually labeled contradictory, is also open to a 
straightforward interpretation in the light of Hebrew syn- 
tax which removes the conflict (NBD, 128). 


E. Conclusion 

To place Abraham at the beginning of the 2d millen- 
nium B.c. is, therefore, sustainable. While the extrabiblical 
information is not all limited to that era, for much of 
ancient life followed similar lines for centuries, and does 
not demand such a date, it certainly allows it, in accord 
with the biblical data. The advantage this brings is the 
possibility that Abraham was a real person whose life story, 
however handed down, has heen preserved reliably. This 
is important for all who take biblical teaching about faith 
seriously. Faith is informed, not blind. God called Abra- 
ham with a promise and showed his faithfulness to him 
and his descendants. Abraham obeyed that call and expe- 
rienced that faithfulness. Without Abrahain, a major block 
in the foundations of both Judaism and Christianity is lost; 
a fictional Abraham might incorporate and illustrate com- 
munal beliefs, but could supply no rational evidence for 
faith because any other community could invent a totally 
different figure (and communal belief can be very wrong, 
as the fates of many “witches” recall). Inasmuch as the 
Bible claims uniqueness, and the absolute of divine revela- 
tion, the Abraham narratives deserve a positive, respectful 
approach; any other risks destroying any evidence they 
afford. 
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A. R. MILLARD 


ABRAHAM, APOCALYPSE OF. A midrash based 
on the text of Genesis 15 presented in the form of revela- 
tion. The title of the book is preserved only in manuscript 
S (Codex Silvester), where it runs as follows: “The Book of 


ABRAHAM, APOCALYPSE OF 


the Revelation of Abraham, son of Terah, son of Nahor, 
son of Serug, son of Arphaxad, son of Shem, son of Noah, 
son of Lamech, son of Methusaleh, son of Enoch, son of 
Jared.” 


A. Contents 

The main subject of the book is the election of Abraham 
and the covenant between God and Abraham and his 
descendants. Chapters 1-8 tell about the call of Abraham 
out of the midst of idolaters. After a deep reflection on 
the various forms of their idolatry, Abraham wants to 
know the true God who created the universe. God then 
appears to him in the form of fire and commands him to 
leave the home of his father Terah and to sacrifice a heifer, 
a she-goat, a ram, a turtledove, and a pigeon (Genesis 15) 
on the high mountain. Chapters 9-32 describe Abraham’s 
journey to the mount of Horeb, the offering of the sacri- 
fice, and the visions imparted to him. Abraham sees, 
among other things, the seven sins of the world (24:3~ 
25:2) and the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem 
(27:1-12). God announces to him the punishment of the 
Gentiles and of the sinners belonging to the people of 
Israel (chap. 29). The vision of the “man going out from 
the left, the heathen side” (29:4) foretells the test of the 
people of God in the last days of this age. Before the age 
of justice, God will afflict “all earthly creation” with ten 
plagues (29:15, 30:2-8) and afterward send his Elect One, 
who will summon the people of God (31:1). Sinners will 
be punished and the righteous will triumph forever (chap. 
32). 


B. The Text 

The Apocalypse of Abraham (Apoc. Ab.) is preserved only 
in Old Church Slavonic translation. According to common 
opinion, it was translated from Greek around a.p. 900 in 
Bulgaria, although translation from a Semitic original can- 
not be excluded (see below). The Old Church Slavonic 
copies of the text were very soon transferred, probably by 
monks, from Bulgaria to Russia and there diffused within 
some centuries in different transcripts. This fact explains 
why the present text of the book is influenced by the old 
Russian language. All nine extant manuscripts containing 
this pseudepigraphon are preserved in the museums and 
the libraries of the U.S.S.R. The oldest manuscript is the 
Codex Silvester (14th century), which is characterized by 
many omissions owing mostly to inadvertance of the copy- 
ists; the text itself is incomplete. The best text is preserved 
in manuscript B, which belongs to the Synodal Paleja 
Tolkovaja (Sin 211, Gosudarstvennyj Istori¢eskij Muzej 
869, fols. 76-90, Moscow) and dates to the 16th century 
(see Philonenko-Sayer and Philonenko 1981; Rubinkiewicz 
1977; 1987). 


C. The Integrity of the Text 

Most critics distinguish two parts in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham: the haggadic section (chaps. 1-8) and the apoca- 
lyptic section (chaps. 9-32). The two sections were proba- 
bly written by different authors. Later, the two documents 
were most likely joined together into a single work. It 
seems, however, that only chapter 7 did not belong to the 
original text of the pseudepigraphon, and maybe also 
chapter 23 (the description of the sin of Adam and Eve, 
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which undoubtedly reflects Jewish sources; the chapter 
could have been introduced into the Apocalypse of Abraham 
from another pseudepigraphon). A special problem is 
presented by Apoc. Ab. 29:4-13. Generally one assumes 
that the Man “going out from the left, the heathen side” 
(29:4), worshipped by the great crowd of the heathen, and 
insulted by some of the people of Israel, represents the 
figure of Jesus. Therefore, some critics claim that this 
passage is a Christian interpolation (ANRW 2/19/1: 137- 
51) or that it could be a “Jewish view of Jesus as an apostle 
to the heathen” (EncJud 1: 125-27). However, an exact 
analysis of the vision in Apoc. Ab. 29:4—-13 proves that it 
must be original, and that it “has little in common with a 
Christian view of Jesus but recalls the beast in Rev 13: 1-4” 
(Hall 1988). The heathen man may be identified as the 
Roman emperor. Only “the phrase identifying the man 
who is worshiped as a child of Abraham (29:9b) must be 
understood as a gloss, probably by a Christian interpolator 
who found Christ in the author’s ‘antichrist’ ” (Hall 1988). 

In addition to these three passages, we may note some 
glosses, perhaps because of the Bogomil editor (ANRW 2/ 
19/1: 137-51; Rubinkiewicz 1987; contrary Philonenko- 
Sayar and Philonenko 1981). The very strange statement 
that Abraham’s issue are “the people (associated) with 
Azazel” must. be understood in the light of the gloss “ljudi 
s Azazilomé: sii sout” (22:5), “this is the people with Azazel,” 
found in one of the manuscripts in the correct form. In 
the other manuscripts it is slightly different and incorpo- 
rated into the main phrase. This fact explains the strange 
association of Azazel with the people of God and is in the 
spirit of the medieval slavonic sect of the Bogomils. 


D. Original Language 

The original language of the Apocalypse of Abraham was 
undoubtedly Semitic, either Aramaic or Hebrew. Many 
Semitisms are found in the text which cannot be explained 
simply by the influence of Septuagintal style. For example, 
Apoc. Ab. uses the positive instead of the comparative, 
indicating a Semitic original. The awkward Slavonic con- 
struction “heavy of (a big stone)” (1:5) renders Semitic kbd 
mn, which should be interpreted “heavier than (a big 
stone).” Also, prepositions are sometimes used according 
to Hebrew rather than Slavonic syntax (e.g., 8:4; 12:10: see 
Rubinkiewicz 1980). 


E. Date and Origin 

The Apocatypse of Abraham was written after A.p. 70, as is 
evident from its reference to the destruction of the Tem- 
ple. If one assumes that plagues 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, (Apoc. Ab. 
30:4—8) refer to the events from a.p. 69 and 70, and that 
plagues 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 (Apoc. Ab. 30:4-8) refer to the 
eruption of Vesuvius in a.p. 79, then it may be surmised 
that the text was composed between a.p. 79-81. This 
opinion is reinforced by the symbolic interpretation of the 
haggadic material found in Apoc. Ab. 1-6 (the idols sym- 
bolize the hostile kingdoms and kings: Marumat = Rome, 
Barisat = Babylon, [Sujzuch = Persia, “five other gods” 
= Galba, Otho, Vitellius, Vespasian, and Titus), but this 
explanation must remain hypothetical (see Rubinkiewicz 
1982). 

The author of Apoc. Ab. belonged to the priestly environ- 
ment. Some doctrinal affinities of the text with the Qum- 
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ran writings—e.g., the opinion regarding the High Priest 
in the Temple, the liturgical milieu of the pseudepigra- 
phon concentrated around the Feast of Tabernacles as the 
Feast of the renewal of the Covenant, and predeterminism 
contained in the text of this work—show at least some 
dependency on Essene doctrine. Despite these similarities, 
there is no convincing argument that the author of Apoc. 
Ab. was an Essene. The views expressed in the pseudepig- 
raphon correspond equally well to the concepts repre- 
sented by the priestly environment of Palestine in general, 
not just the Essene environment. 


F. Theology 

God is eternal (9:3) and He is the God who protects 
Abraham and his issue (9:4). He has created the universe, 
has elected Israel, has called her “my people” (22:5; 31:1), 
and will give her the victory over her enemies (31:1—2). 

Angelology plays an important part in the pseudepigra- 
phon. The most eminent person is the angel of God, Iaoel. 
His features resemble certain features of the Angel of God 
in Exod 23:20-23. His fundamental role is to protect and 
fortify Abraham (10:3). The chief of the fallen angels is 
Azazel (13:7). His power is on the earth (13:7—8; 14:6), 
but it is not unlimited; for example, Azazel has no power 
over the just (13:10). 

The world is divided into two parts: (1) the land and the 
garden of Eden, and (2) the upper and lower waters. In 
the same way, mankind is divided into the people of God 
(Israel) and the Gentiles (21:3—7). However, there is no 
ontological dualism in Apoc. .4b. The world created by God 
is good (22:2). There is no other God except that one for 
whom Abraham searched and who is beloved (19:3). 
There is evil in the world, but it is not unavoidable. God 
has full control over the development of events and does 
not allow the body of the just man to fall under the control 
of Azazel (13:10). Azazel is wrong if he thinks that he may 
scoff at justice and disclose the secrets of heaven (14:4). He 
will be punished and banished to the desert, where he will 
remain forever (14:5). 

The age of wickedness will consist of “twelve periods” 
(29:2). After this age comes the last judgment, preceded 
by the redemption of the righteous. First, however, ten 
plagues will affect all the world (29:15; 30:2~8). Then God 
will send his “Elect One” (31:1) and will gather the dis- 
persed people of God. At this time, the Gentiles who 
oppressed Israel will be punished (31:2) and the apostates 
will be burned by the fire of Azazel’s tongue (31:6). The 
Temple will be rebuilt and the cult restored (29:17—18). 
There is no explicit doctrine of the resurrection in the 
pseudepigraphon. However, this idea may be suggested by 
the symbol of the dew (19:4) and by the conviction ex- 
pressed in 13:10 that the body of the just will not belong 
to Azazel. This may be connected with the exegesis of Ps 
16:10, a Psalm utilized by Christians to prove the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus (Acts 2:27). 


G. The Apocalypse of Abraham and the Bible 

The books of Genesis and Ezekiel play fundamental 
roles in Apoc. Ab. The author begins his work with an 
allusion to Gen 20:13, adduced in light of targumic exe- 
gesis, and closes with reference to Gen 15:13—16 (Apoce. Ab. 
32:1—3). Apoc. Ab. 8:4 and 9:1—4 reflect the expression 
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contained in Gen 12:1 and 15:1 seen in the light of Ps 
22:2-3 and Deut 33:29. The author quotes Gen 15:9 
(Apoc. Ab. 9:5) and employs the image of Gen 15:17a (Apoc. 
Ab, 15:1). The text of Apoc. Ab. 20:4 reminds one of Gen 
18:27 and that of Apoc. Ab. 20:6 alludes to Gen 18:30. 
Apoc. Ab. 18-19 is based on Ezekiel 1, 10. Abraham sees 
four living creatures (Apoc. Ab. 18:3—12; cf. Ezek 3:12—13), 
the throne (Apoc. Ab. 18:3; cf. Ezek 1:26), and the Divine 
Chariot (Apoc. Ab. 18:12; cf. Ezekiel 1, 10). 

There is no direct relation between the Apocalypse of 
Abraham and the NT. There are nonetheless many parallel 
expressions which show that the authors drew from the 
same tradition (for example, Apoc. Ab. 13:3~—14 and Matt 
4:1-11 par; Apoc. Ab. 9:5-8; 12:1-10 and Gal 4:21-31; 
Apoc. Ab. 18:11 and Rev 5:9; see Rubinkiewicz 1987). 


H. The Apocalypse of Abraham and the 
Pseudepigrapha 

The author of Apoc. Ab. follows the tradition of 1 Enoch 
1-36. The chief of the fallen angels is Azazel who rules 
over the stars and the main part of humanity. It is easy to 
find here the tradition of Gen 6:1—4 developed in 1 Enoch. 
Azazel rebelled against God and, together with the other 
angels, united sexually with the daughters of men. He 
disclosed the secrets of heaven and caused great misfor- 
tune on earth. Therefore, he was expelled to the desert. 
Abraham, like Enoch, receives the power to tame Satan 
(Apoc. Ab. 14:3; 1 En. 14:3). The tradition of 1 Enoch 10 
about Azazel underlying Apoc. Ab. 13-14 permits us to 
understand better the difficult text of Matt 22:11—14 (see 
Rubinkiewicz 1984). 

The Apocalypse of Abraham, with its Palestinian origin, 
early date of composition, common tradition with J Enoch, 
and connections with NT writings, finds a place for itself 
among the most significant works of the Jewish world in 
the Ist century A.p. 


Bibliography 

Charlesworth, J. H. 1976. The Pseudepigrapha and Modern Research. 
SCS 7. Missoula. 

Denis, A.-M. 1970. Introduction aux pseudepigraphes grecs d’Ancien 
Testament. SVTP 1. Leiden. 

Hall, R. G. 1988. The “Christian Interpolation” in the Apocalypse of 
Abraham. JBL 107: 107-10. 

Lunt, H. 1985. On the Language of the Slavonic Apocalypse of 
Abraham. Studia Hierosolymitana 7: 55-62. 

Philonenko-Sayar, B., and Philonenko, M. 1981. L’Apocalypse 
d’Abraham. Sem 31. 

. 1982. Die Apocalypse Abrahams. JSHRZ 5. Gutersloh. 

Rubinkiewicz, R. 1977. L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en slave. 2 vols. 
Diss. Rome [typescript]. 

. 1980. Les sémitismes dans l’Apocalypse d’Abraham. Folia 

Orientalia 21: 141-48. 

. 1982. Apokalipsa Abrahama 1-6: Propozycja interpretacji 

symbolicznej. RocTKan 29/1: 79-94. 

. 1984. Die Eschatologie von Henoch 9-11 und das Neue Testa- 

ment. OBS 6. Klosterneuburg. 

. 1987. L’Apocalypse d’Abraham en vieux slave. Lublin. 

Rubinstein, A. 1953. Hebraisms in the Slavonic “Apocalypse of 
Abraham.” J/S 4: 108-15. 


ABRAHAM, TESTAMENT OF 


———. 1954. Hebraisms in the “Apocalypse of Abraham.” JJS 5: 
132-35. 

. 1957. A Problematic Passage in the Apocalypse of Abra- 

ham. JJS. 


RyYSZARD RUBINKIEWICZ 


ABRAHAM, TESTAMENT OF. Although titled a 


“testament” in many of the extant manuscripts, the Testa- 
ment of Abraham exhibits few of the traits of that genre. 
Abraham is instructed to make a testament in preparation 
for his death, but he neither relates his own personal 
history in order to instruct his descendants, nor imparts 
ethical advice to those who have gathered at his bedside. 
The “Testament” of Abraham is more closely related to 
the apocalyptic dramas, the descriptions of otherworldly 
journeys, and the legends about the death of Moses, which 
circulated widely in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, 
than it is to the other testamentary literature. The “Testa- 
ment” focuses on the inevitability of death, God’s just and 
merciful judgment (in contrast to Abraham’s quick con- 
demnation of sinners), and the fate of souls after death. 
The figure of Abraham bears some resemblance to the 
biblical character in that he is presented as hospitable and 
righteous, but he is also seen in the story as disobedient 
(refusing to go with God’s appointed messengers) and self- 
righteous (condemning nearly everyone that he sees dur- 
ing his heavenly journey). 

The work survives in two distinct Greek recensions, a 
longer version (A) and a shorter version (B). The two 
recensions probably derive from a common source, but 
neither is directly dependent on the other. Whereas the 
long version is thought to preserve the more original 
contents and order, the short version often preserves 
earlier wording and simpler vocabulary (James 1892: 49; 
Nickelsburg 1976: 85-93). 

The story contains two parallel and symmetrical divi- 
sions: In the first part, Michael is sent by God to retrieve 
Abraham’s soul (chaps. 1-15); in the second part, Death is 
sent to complete the task (chaps. 16-20; Nickelsburg 1984: 
61). In part one, Abraham receives the visitor Michael with 
great hospitality, but after he discovers why Michael has 
come, he refuses to die (A2-7; B = Abraham tries to 
postpone death). Michael continues to try to persuade 
Abraham to obey God’s will, but Abraham instead strikes 
a bargain with Michael that would allow him to see all the 
inhabited world before he dies (A8—9; B = “all God’s 
creation”). During the journey, Abraham is repulsed by 
the wickedness that he sees, and he immediately calls for 
the death of the sinners (A10). God orders the tour to stop 
before Abraham condemns everyone; he then instructs 
Michael to take Abraham to the place where Abel is 
carefully weighing the deeds of the dead so that Abraham 
can see God’s compassionate judgment (Al1i—13). God’s 
merciful treatment of the souls persuades Abraham to 
pray on behalf of those he had condemned during his 
journey (A14). 

Although Michael has fulfilled his part of the bargain, 
Abraham still refuses to die. Michael then returns to 
heaven and God sends Death to reclaim Abraham’s soul 
(A15-16). Death attempts to frighten Abraham by show- 
ing him all manner of gruesome deaths (A17), and then 
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tries to persuade him that a swift death is something to be 
sought because such a death precludes any further punish- 
ment (A17--19). Abraham still is reluctant to die; finally he 
is tricked by Death, and dies. The story concludes with the 
angels taking Abraham’s soul to heaven (A20). 

Aside from the minor differences mentioned in the 
summary, the longer and shorter recensions differ in two 
major ways: (1) the shorter recension places the judgment 
scene before the tour of the world; and (2) the judgment 
scene in the shorter recension is much less fully developed. 

The two recensions are preserved in approximately 
thirty Greek MSS ranging from the 13th to the 17th 
century (for a full list, cf. Schmidt 1986: 1-3; Denis 1970: 
32-33). The noteworthy other languages are Coptic 
(which generally follows B, but some elements resemble 
A; cf. Sparks’ introduction to Turner 1984: 393), Ethiopic 
(based on the Coptic; cf. HJP2 3/2: 765), Arabic (also based 
on the Coptic), Roumanian (cf. Turdeanu 1981: 201-18, 
440), and Slavonic (follows B; cf. Turdeanu 1981: 201-18, 
440). 

Scholars such as Ginzberg and Kohler argued for a 
Hebrew original for the work, but the consensus today is 
that the longer version of the Testament was composed in 
Septuagintal, or Semitic, Greek (cf. OTP 1: 873; Delcor 
1973: 32-3-4). This position is strengthened by the close 
vocabulary parallels between the long recension and other 
books such as the Wisdom of Solomon and 2,3,4 Macca- 
bees, which were clearly composed in Greek. The shorter 
version can easily be retroverted to Hebrew, but as Sanders 
notes, the Hebrew that results is a classical biblical prose 
style, not the Hebrew of the Greco-Roman period as evi- 
denced by the Dead Sea Scrolls and early rabbinic litera- 
ture (OTP 1: 873). It is therefore likely, though still not 
settled, that the shorter recension was also composed in 
Greek (cf. Schmidt 1986). 

There are no historical allusions in the Testament. Thus 
estimates of the date of composition have ranged from the 
2d century 38.C.£. up to the 6th century c.£. (for the final 
form of the long recension), although most scholars re- 
gard the Ist century B.c.£. or Ist century C.E. as the most 
likely (OTP 1: 874; Schmidt; Delcor: 73-77; Collins: 226; 
Denis 1970: 36). 

An Egyptian provenience for the Testament has been 
widely accepted (OTP 1: 875; Collins: 226; Denis 1970: 
36; Nickelsburg 1984: 63). Cited in its favor are the simi- 
larities in vocabulary between the Testament and other 
works thought to derive from Egyptian Jewry (3 Macca- 
bees, Testament of Job, 3 Baruch), the balancing of deeds 
(weighing of souls; chaps. All—13), the three levels of 
judgment (which may reflect the three levels of jurisdiction 
in Roman Egypt; cf. Sanders: 875; Delcor: 18), and the 
portrayal of the figure of death as a heavenly courtier and 
servant of God (Nickelsburg 1984: 63). Schmidt has ar- 
gued for a Palestinian provenience (see also Janssen), but 
he bases his claim on the doubtful position that the shorter 
recension was composed in Hebrew. 

Undoubtedly a Jewish work, the Testament (especially 
the longer recension) does contain a few Christian addi- 
tions (most notably in the judgment scene; cf. HJP? 3/2: 
763; Nickelsburg 1984: 63). Whether any identifiable 
group within Judaism is responsible for its composition is 
still debated. Kohler and Ginzberg suggested that the work 
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derived from the Essenes, and that idea, in a slightly 
diluted form, has been picked up by Schmidt, who argues 
that the work originated from “a popular Essenism.” Del- 
cor (70-73) has suggested that the work may have been 
written by the Therapeutae, an Essenelike group, but 
Sanders has refuted this pcsition convincingly, noting es- 
pecially that Abraham is presented in the Testament as a 
city dweller whereas the Therapeutae were strictly nonur- 
ban dwellers (according to Philo), and that the Judaism 
presented in the Testament is a “lowest-common-denomi- 
nator Judaism” which lacks any sectarian attributes (OTP 
1: 876; but cf. HJP? 3/2: 762). 
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James R. MUELLER 


ABRAM (PERSON) [Heb ?abrém]. See ABRAHAM 
(PERSON). 


ABRON (PLACE) [Gk abréna}. A wadi along which the 
Assyrian general Holofernes razed all the cities in his 
western campaign during the Persian period (Jud 2:24). 
However, the location of Abron is uncertain, and given the 
genre of the book of Judith, the historicity of this cam- 
paign and the “Assyrian” general is doubtful. The cam- 
paign is set in the territory of Cilicia (Jud 2:21—25), sug- 
gesting that Abron is locatec! somewhere between the NW 
bend of the Euphrates and the Mediterranean Sea. The 
confusion is compounded by the textual variants (Codex 
Sinaiticus chebrén; Vg mambre [2:14]), which suggest that 
some ancient translators may have located Abron in the 
Hebron/Mamre region of Palestine. Some scholars, follow- 
ing Movers (1835), explain Gk abréna as a translator’s 
misunderstanding of the Heb phrase b‘br hnhr (“beyond 
the river”), designating “east of the Euphrates River,” or 
“Mesopotamia” (cf. Josh 24:2, 14-15). However, from the 
Mesopotamian point of view, this phrase designated the 
region, or an administrative district, west of the northern 
bend of the Euphrates River (namely, Syria-Palestine; see 
Rainey 1969). In this phrase the Heb ‘br was mistaken by 
the translator to be the actual name of the river. Others 
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identify Abron with the Habur River (see HABOR), which 
joins the Euphrates 31 km NW of Dura (Soubigiou Judith 
Sainte Bible, 516). 
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ABRONAH (PLACE) [Heb ‘abrénd]. An Israelite camp- 
site on the exodus itinerary, located between the stations 
of Jotbathah and Ezion-geber, N of the Gulf of ‘Aqaba 
(Num 33:34-35; see Deut 2:8; 10:6—7). The historical 
location of the site of Abronah remains uncertain, as do 
most of the sites on the wilderness itinerary (Num 33:1— 
49), and any proposed location of these sites presumes a 
theoretical travel route (Aharoni LBHG, 198). A modern 
site named both Ar ‘Ain ed-Deftyeh or Dafiya, and also ‘Ein 
Avrona (Hebrew), located 15 km N of the Gulf of ‘Aqaba, 
is one identification (Rothenberg, et al., 1961: 89; Baly 
1963: 166; see also RNAB, 114), while Aharoni and Avi- 
Yonah (MBA, 174) allow for the tenuous possibility of Elat 
(modern Umm Rashrash; M.R. 145884), situated on the 
northern shore of the Gulf of ‘Aqaba. 
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ABSALOM 
SHALOM. 

1. Third son of David. His mother was a foreigner, 
MAACAH, daughter of Talmai, king of Geshur (2 Sam 
3:3; 1 Chr 3:2). He was one of six sons born to David at 
Hebron by six different wives. He was at the center of a 
long-running series of troubles that David had with his 
sons: he killed his older brother AMNON and later re- 
belled against David himself. 

Absalom first appears in the story of Amnon’s rape of 
their sister Tamar (2 Samuel 13). After the rape was 
committed, Absalom hated Amnon (13:22) with the same 
hatred that the latter had shown for Tamar (13:15-19), 
and he bided his time for revenge. 

After two years, Absalom was able to lure Amnon—who 
himself had lured his sister into a trap—as well as “all the 
king’s sons” to festivities at Baal-hazor, near Ephraim, 
during the time of sheepshearing (13:23-29). There, Ab- 
salom had Amnon killed and the brothers fled. David first 
mourned the death of Amnon, and then he mourned the 
absence of Absalom, who had fled to his mother’s house- 
hold in Geshur, where he remained for three years 
(13:30—39). David appears here and throughout as a no- 
ble, yet somewhat passive and detached hero. 

Absalom was finally brought back through the efforts of 
Joab, David’s general and nephew (2 Samuel 14). In an 
episode reminiscent of Nathan’s parable that entrapped 
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David into acknowledging his sin, Joab recruited a wise 
woman from Tekoa to masquerade as a bereaved mother 
whose remaining son’s life was threatened. When David’s 
compassion led him to intercede, she pointed out to him 
that Absalom’s lot was the same as her son’s. Acknowledg- 
ing her point, David restored Absalom from exile, but 
perhaps showed considerable insensitivity in not allowing 
him to come into his presence for 2 years (14:28). At this 
point we are told of Absalom’s great beauty (just as his 
sister had been beautiful) and his full head of hair (14: 
25-27). A reconciliation with his father finally was brought 
about after some persistence on Absalom’s part (14:29- 
33). 

Immediately thereafter, Absalom began an active cam- 
paign of subversion against his father (15:1—12). Just as 
people had admired his great beauty (14:25), so they now 
admired what they saw as his great wisdom (15:3-6). He 
conspired to be made king at Hebron, his birthplace and— 
ironically—the place of his father’s acclamation as king 
and early reign over Judah and all Israel. (The duration 
of this campaign is uncertain; it was likely 40 days or 4 
years, and not the 40 years of the MT at 15:7; see Conroy 
1978: 106-7, n. 40.) 

In the narrative, Absalom temporarily fades into the 
background after 15:12; the story now focuses on David’s 
flight to the Jordan River and his encounters with various 
opponents and supporters along the way (15:13-16:14). 
As the conspiracy gained supporters (15:12), David was 
persuaded to flee from Jerusalem, along with his house- 
hold and warriors loyal to him (15:13-23). Among these 
loyal ones was Ittai, leader of six hundred men from Gath 
and one of three generals who led the climactic battle 
against Absalom (18:2). David directed the priests Abi- 
athar and Zadok that the ark should not accompany him 
in his flight (15:24—29), a contrast with earlier attitudes 
toward the ark (1 Samuel 4). David also met Ziba and 
Shimei (16:1—14), foreshadowing later events unrelated to 
Absalom (19:17—31—-Eng 19:16—30). 

After David’s departure, Absalom was able to enter 
Jerusalem without resistance (16:15). Ahithophel, David’s 
respected counselor, had joined Absalom (15:12, 30-31), 
and he advised him to consolidate his position as king by 
taking his father’s concubines, which Absalom did (16:20— 
23). He also counseled a selective strike that would kill only 
David (17:1—4). To counter Ahithophel’s defection, David 
had enlisted one Hushai, the Archite, who then entered 
Absalom’s court as a spy (15:32-37; 16:15-19). Hushai, 
acting in David’s interests, advised a large-scale mobiliza- 
tion instead, and Absalom took his advice, prompting the 
rejected Ahithophel to commit suicide (17:5—14, 23). 
YHWH’s hand was evident in this, since Ahithophel’s 
advice had been good counsel (17:14)}—the delay in mobi- 
lization allowed Hushai to send word to David about Absa- 
lom’s plans via the two priests’ sons Ahimaaz and Jonathan, 
setting the stage for the military confrontation (17:15—-22). 

The confrontation took place across the Jordan, in the 
dense Forest of Ephraim in Gilead. Absalom’s forces were 
no match for David’s seasoned followers, and many were 
lost to the sword or to the forest (18:1—8). The narrative 
slows to describe the death of Absalom and its announce- 
ment to David (18:9~32). Absalom’s hair had gotten 
caught in a tree in the dense woods, and Joab killed him, 
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aided by ten of his armor-bearers. The suspense builds as 
David awaits word of the battle, brought by two messen- 
gers. The moving climax is reached abruptly, in David’s 
reaction to his son’s death and his poignant lament (18:33). 

Absalom had three sons, and a comely daughter whom 
he named after his sister (14:27). In light of 18:18, it 
appears that his sons died early in life. If he is the Abisha- 
lom of 2 Kys 15:2, 10, then he had another daughter (or 
granddaughter), named for his mother, Maacah (contra 
the OG rezding of 2 Sam 14:27b). She was the wife of 
Rehoboam, mother of Abijam, and (grand)mother of Asa 
(2 Kgs 15:2, 10, 13; cf. 2 Chr 11:20—22). The “Absalom’s 
Monument’ that he built to commemorate his own name 
due to his lz.ck of heirs (2 Sam 18:18) is not the “Absalom’s 
Tomb” that can be seen today on the eastern slope of the 
Kidron Valley. The latter dates to a much later period. 

The story of Absalom has been seen as part of a large 
document known as the “Succession Narrative” (2 Samuel 
9-20, 1 Kings 1-2; see Rost 1982, Whybray 1968), in which 
the primary concern is the struggle for succession to 
David’s throne. However, this hypothesis fails to do justice 
to the appendix to 2 Samuel (chs. 21-24), and the evidence 
for the succession theme within the Absalom narrative 
itself (2 Sarauel 13-18 for 20]) is meager. Thus caution 
should be exercised here, to avoid subordinating too much 
to this one theme (Conroy 1978: 101—5; IOTS: 266-80). 

2. The father of Mattathias, who was one of two who 
remained loyal to Jonathan Maccabeus when his army had 
been routec| by the Syrians in 145 B.c.£. (1 Macc 11:70). 
This Absalom (GK Apsalémos) also may have been the 
father of the Jonathan whom Simon Maccabeus sen! on a 
mission to Joppe in 143 B.c.£. (1 Macc 13:11). 

3. One of two envoys sent by the Jews to Lysias, Antio- 
chus’ deputy, to negotiate a peace after his defeat at Beth- 
Zur in 164 B.c.z. (GK Abessalam; 2 Macc 11:17). The 
“House of Absalom” is mentioned in the Qumran com- 
mentary on Habakkuk, and it may have been an influen- 
tial, pious family in the Maccabean period (Goldstein 2 
Maccabees A:3, 410). 
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ABU ET-TWEIN, KHIRBET (M.R. 158119). An 
Iron Age fortress located on the summit of a remote ridge 
in the W slopes of the Hebron Hills, E of the Valley of 
Elah. The site was surveyed and excavated in 1974-75 by 
A. Mazar. The fortress is a square structure, ca. 30 x 30 
m, with thin outer walls, yet the corners are built of large 
boulders. A gate chamber led from the E into a square 
inner courtyard, surrounded by a double row of rooms on 
all four sides. The rooms were constructed by placing a 
row of monolithic pillars between the outer wall of the 
fortress and the inner wall which surrounds the courtyard. 
Division walls created rooms of different sizes, some of 
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which were perhaps for storage and stables (see Fig. 
ABU.01). The pottery found in the fortress is mainly of 
the Iron Age II, but there «re also forms dated to the 6th 
and even the 5th centuries B.c., pointing to a continuous 
use of the fortress even after the destruction of Judah in 
587 B.c. 

A small village existed during the Iron Age II on a 
saddle at the foot of the hill on which the fortress was 
located. The village consisted of a number of houses 
scattered over a large area, with open spaces between 
them. 

It appears that the fortress was constructed during the 
period of the Monarchy (perhaps during the 8th century 
B.C.) aS a guard position and observation point in the 
remote region, which separated the extensive urban settle- 
ments in the Shephelah from those on the summit of the 
Judean Hills. Similar fortresses were discovered in surveys 
farther to the N and S in the same relative geographical 
proximity. It appears that these fortresses were used also 
as Stations in a system of coramunication, serving as points 
to transmit fire signals from the Shephelah to Jerusalem in 
time of war (see Jer 6:1; Zeph 1:16; 3:18; Ps 74:3; and 
Lachish letter No. 4), while in times of peace they probably 
housed garrisons and perhaps officials of the Judean Mon- 
archy. 
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ABU GHOSH (M.R. 169134). A prepottery Neolithic 
B (PPNB) site located within the limits of the present-day 
village of the same name. It is in the Judean hills ca. 12 km 


ABU.01. Isometric reconstruction of fortress at Abu et-Twein. (Redrawn from 
Mazar 1982, fig. 12.) 
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W of Jerusalem, 700 m above sea level. R. Neuville first 
explored the site in 1928 after flint artifacts and stone 
vessel fragments were found on the surface (Neuville 
1929). In 1950, J. Perrott opened a trench (70 m2) and 
recognized a 1 m thick archaeological layer (Perrott 1952). 
He recognized the similarities of the materials to the 
prepottery levels at Jericho, the only known stratified Ne- 
olithic site in Palestine at that time. New excavations were 
conducted at Abu Ghosh between 1967 and 1971, which 
opened an 800 m? area (Dollfus and Lechevallier 1969; 
Lechevallier 1978; Hesse 1978). As a result of the excava- 
tions, the following stratigraphic configuration was recog- 
nized: (a) a surface layer with terra rossa and coarse gravel, 
mixed with recent material (ca. 30 cm thick); (b) gray 
organic soil with angular stones and archaeological mate- 
rial in situ (ca. 0.50—1.10 m thick); and (c) sterile red clay 
(ca. 0.0—0.20 m thick) and bedrock. 

Layer b yielded the remains of three levels of construc- 
tion badly damaged by erosion and intrusive pits of later 
periods. In the relatively well-preserved intermediate level, 
the plans of large rectangular buildings were obtained. 
The walls, 0.60 to 1.10 m wide, were built with two rows of 
rough stones and rubble. The best preserved house mea- 
sured 6.50 X 6 m. It had a white polished plaster floor 
with a band of red paint all along the walls. This house 
had been rebuilt once and the plaster floor showed evi- 
dence of two phases. Another house, also with remains of 
a plaster floor, had a row of three small compartments 
(0.80 x 1.00 m) along the S wall, which must have been 
used for storage. North of the buildings was an enclosure 
wail (18 m long), which seems to have marked the border 
of the settlement. Associated stone pavements, stone-lined 
pits, and hearths were located outside the buildings. 

The remains of some thirty individuals, mostly repre- 
sented by isolated bones, were recovered. In the undis- 
turbed burials, the skeletons were in a flexed position 
(Arensburg, Smith, and Yakar 1978). Two adults, buried 
under the plastered floor of one house, were missing their 
skulls, but their mandibles were present. Five individuals 
had been buried in one location—the lower one, an adult, 
was undisturbed, while the remains of two adolescents and 
a child had been pushed aside to give place to the last 
burial of an adult. 

The fauna included wild pig; cattle, gazelle, and deer, 
but the dominant species was goat (ca. 55 percent). From a 
study of the ages of the animals at death and the ratios of 
their sex, it appears that animal domestication was not 
fully developed (Ducos 1978). 

The material culture is represented by the flint assem- 
blage, polished stone artifacts, and bone tools. Fine brown, 
cream white, or reddish (most probably heat-treated) flint 
was used. The tools include small denticulated sickle 
blades (about 40 percent) and arrowheads of various types: 
tanged, winged and notched (Helwan and Jericho points), 
shouldered (Byblos) and foliated (Amuq) points, re- 
touched by abrupt of flat pressure flaking. A few large 
amygdaloid axes with a polished edge, smaller axes with 
rectilinear sides, and small picks are present. Obsidian is 
represented by one arrowhead and a few bladelets. A good 
number of polished limestone bowls, basins, and flat dishes 
were present, as well as cupholes, grinding stones, and 
pestles (some in imported basalt). The bone tools were 
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mainly awls, with some spatulas, and one needle. Other 
finds are scarce: a few animal figurines in unbaked clay, 
some beads in turquoise and green stone, a limestone 
pendant, and some worked cowrie shells. 

From the data obtained through the geophysical survey 
and the excavations, the site seems to have covered an area 
of 2000-2500 m2. The well-built stone houses and storage 
facilities suggest that this was a sedentary village. This is in 
agreement with the developing goat domestication and the 
reliance on harvesting and storing plants (cereals?) as 
inferred from the large number of sickle blades and grind- 
ing stones (no seeds were preserved). However, hunting 
was still an important source of food if one considers the 
wild species represented among the animal bones and the 
large number of arrowheads. 

While no suitable samples were avilable for radiocarbon 
dating, the cultural features are consistent with the PPNB 
(7th millennium B.c.), most probably in its later phase. A 
later reoccupation of the site is indicated by the presence 
of small pressure-flaked arrowheads and a few large den- 
ticulated sickle elements. 
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ABU HAMID, TELL (M.R. 192204). A Neolithic/ 
Chalcolithic site in the Jordan Valley, on the terrace left by 
the marls of the Pleistocene lake Lisan, at an altitude of 
250 m below sea level. The site covers about 4.5 hectares, 
and is limited on its N and S by two deep wadis in which 
are perennial springs. Current annual precipitation is 
about 200 mm, allowing for some dry farming. 

The site was discovered during the first season of the 
East Jordan Valley Survey in 1975 and has been dated to 
the Neolithic/Chalcolithic Period by Ibrahim, Sauer, and 
Yassin (1976: 51). The material collected during this sur- 
vey was later discussed by Kafafi (1982). In the summer of 
1985, G. Dollfus and Z. Kafafi revisited the site and initi- 
ated a joint Jordano-French expedition which conducted 
its first season of excavation in 1986. 

In addition to a general survey of the site and a system- 
atic collection of all the artifacts, various soundings at the 
site indicate that a maximum of 2.5 hectares were built up 
during one major phase of occupation, and the depth of 
deposits vary between 0.30 m to 1.20 m. The remainder 
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of the site was apparently the scene of outdoor activities 
or enclosures for the herds. 

Approximately 400 m? have been excavated, revealing 
two phases of construction. The basal level is characterized 
by planoconvex mudbrick walls defining rectangular 
rooms. No complete house has been excavated so far. The 
upper level is badly eroded, and consists of remains of 
walls and large numbers of pits (fire pits, storage pits, etc.) 
which disturb the earlier level. On the edge of the devel- 
oped area, in what appears to be a storage area, one pit 
has produced a huge pithos—1.50 m high and | m in 
diameter. 

The ceramic assemblage is homogeneous. Most of the 
vessels are handmade, while small conical bowls show 
traces of the use of a slow wheel. The surfaces are either 
rough or wet-smoothed, especially near the rim; slips and 
self-slips are frequent. The decoration consists of im- 
pressed designed, applied clay coils with nail impressions 
or lunates in relief; occasionally painted bands will also 
appear. Among the painted pottery, the designs are usu- 
ally linear. Very few shards are covered with a dark red 
paint and burnished. Rare also are fragments with chev- 
ron designs. These categories of pottery show great simi- 
larities witk. those excavated at Tuleilat Ghassul, Tabaqat 
Fahil, Shuneh North, Neve Ur, and sites in the Golan and 
Hauran Heights (“Chalcolithic”). 

The flint industry consists of scrapers on tabular flints, 
end scrapers, micro end scrapers, sickle blades, adzes, 
axes, chisels, perforated disks of unknown function, bor- 
ers, piercers, denticulated pieces, and notched pieces. The 
burins are rare and only three transverse-edge arrowheads 
have been collected so far. Ground stone tools, utensils, 
and vessels made out of basalt and limestone are abundant, 
as are also mace heads, some of which are made from 
hematite. 

Preliminary analyses of faunal and botanical remains 
indicate that the subsistence strategy was mostly agropas- 
toralism. Hunting does not seem to have played an impor- 
tant role: wild species represent a very low percentage of 
the faunal remains, and arrowheads are nearly absent. 

While radiocarbon samples have not yet been analyzed, 
the architec:ural remains, the assemblage of the artifacts, 
and the subsistence activities suggest a date for the settle- 
ment in the first part of the 4th millennium B.c. 
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ABU THAWWAB, JEBEL (M.R. 230174). A late 
Neolithic-EB I site south of Wadi Zerka (Jabbok). 
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A. History of the Excavations/Explorations 

During his intensive surveys and explorations of the 
East Bank of the Jordan, Glueck visited the area of Jebel 
Abu Thawwab and identified it as Abu Trab (Glueck 1939: 
225). Near the top of the mountain, he recognized three 
caves and considered them the results of earlier mining. 
In 1975, Coughenour investigated the caves and sug- 
gested, “A furnace or smithing operation might well be 
located by test excavations” (1976: 74). The caves were 
revisited during the er-Rumman Survey in 1985. 

Z. Kafafi and R. Gordon of the Institute of Archaeology 
and Anthropology at Yarmouk University visited the site 
in 1983 as a result of a note published by E. Gillet and C. 
Gillet (1983) in which they mentioned having collected 
Neolithic and EB pot sherds and flint tools. Several visits 
followed to gather surface sherds and flint tools, which 
were dated to the Late Neolithic (Yarmukian), EB I, Ro- 
man, and Byzantine periods. As a result of these prelimi- 
nary investigations, the Institute of Archaeology and An- 
thropology of Yarmouk University sponsored two seasons 
of excavations in 1984 and 1985 (Kafafi 1985a; 1985b; 
1986a; 1986b), and conducted a survey in the area around 
the site in 1985 (Gordon and Knauf 1986). 


B. The Results of the Excavations 

Two main occupational phases were identified—the ear- 
liest dates to the Late Neolithic 1, the second phase is 
assigned to the EB I. These two phases are separated by a 
mixed fill, consisting mostly of small-sized stones. Both 
phases yielded architectural remains. Those of the Late 
Neolithic consisted of rounded and rectangular houses in 
addition to storage pits (Kafafi 1985b). The EB I buildings 
were rectangular with benches. All were built of medium- 
sized boulders and the Neolithic floors were made of either 
mud or pebbles, while those of the EB were of plaster. 

The Yarmukian pottery assemblage consisted of both 
fine and coarse wares, red painted slip, and decorations 
consisting of incised herringbone chevrons, and red paint 
with parallel incisions. The forms represented were cups, 
simple bowls, deep bowls, and simple hole-mouth and 
globular jars. The flint tools consisted primarily of arrow- 
heads and sickle blades. In addition, points, knives, scra- 
pers, burins, and spearheads were represented along with 
grinding and ground stones. The excavations also pro- 
duced some bone tools, shells, and human and animal 
figurines. 

The preliminary analysis of the botanical remains indi- 
cates that the following plants were predominant in the 
subsistence strategy: lentils, field pea, row barley, wheat, 
pistachio, and almond. 

Although the samples for radiocarbon dating have not 
yet been analyzed, based on parallel, and stratigraphic, 
studies, the early phase of Abu Thawwab is consistent with 
the 6th millennium B.c. (Late Neolithic, “Yarmukian”) and 
the late phase is consistent with the EB I. 
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ABUBUS (PERSON) [Gk Aboubos]. The father of Ptol- 
emy, son-in-law and murderer of the high priest Simon 
Maccabeus and governor over the plain of Jericho (1 Macc 
16:11-12, 15). No other information concerning Abubus 
is available since his name occurs only in this narrative 
concerning the murder of Simon Maccabeus. 

Makk J. FRETz 


ABYSS, THE [Gk abdyssos]. “Bottomless,” “unfath- 
omed,” or “unfathomable deep”; with the feminine article, 
it signifies “the deep” or “the underworld.” The term 
occurs at least 34 times in the LXX, where in 30 instances 
it renders Heb. téhém (or its plural); once for mésiilé, depths 
(Job 41:23—LXX 41:22—Eng 41:31); once for silé, 
“depths” (Isa 44:27); and twice where the text is uncertain 
(Job 36:16; 41:24a—LXX 41:23a—Eng 41:32a). 

In the OT, “the abyss” is not widely used in the English 
versions, although it is found in some of the more recent 
translations, rendering t2hém (NAB, 11 times; NEB, 7 
times; NJB, 6 times; and AB, once). NAB uses the word 3 
times for ?dbaddén, “destruction” (Job 31:12; Prov 15:11, 
27:20). JPS uses it once for ma‘Sémagqim, “depths” (Isa 
51:10, where it is parallel with téhém). 

The more usual English renderings of the words behind 
the LXX abyssos in the OT are “the deep,” “the depths,” 
and “deep.” These terms, along with “the abyss,” are used 
in the following senses which reflect meanings of Heb 
ighém and its synonyms: (1) the primordial ocean (e.g., Gen 
1:2); (2) the (deep) sea (e.g., Jonah 2:6—Eng 2:5; Job 
28:14, 38:16, 41:23—-LXX 41:22—Eng 41:31); (3) the Red 
Sea (e.g., Ps 106:9—LXX 105:9; Isa 51:10, 63:13—with 
mythological overtones); (4) subterranean waters (e.g., 
Gen 7:11, 8:2; Prov 3:20; Ps 78:15—LXX 77:15); and (5) 
the depths of the earth, i.e., Sheol (Ps 71:20-—-LXX 70:20). 

In intertestamental literature, “the abyss” carries a num- 
ber of meanings: (1) the great deep under the earth, 
namely, that part of the universe set in opposition to the 
height of the heavens (Sir 1:3, 16:18, 24:5, 29, 42:18); (2) 
a poetic reference to the Red Sea where a personified 
wisdom delivered Israel (Wis 10:19); (3) the depths of the 
earth (Jub. 5:10); and (4) the abyss of fire, i-e., the place of 
torment for sinners and fallen angels (1 En. 10:13; 18:11). 

In the NT, there are 9 occurrences of Gk abyssos, which, 
in the older English versions, are usually rendered by “the 
deep” (Luke 8:31, Rom 10:7) and “bottomless” or “the 
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bottomless pit” (seven times in Revelation). Other English 
versions use “the abyss” or “the Abyss” with more or less 
frequency (RSV, twice; NASB, 7 times; JB, GNB, NIV, 
NJB, 8 times; NEB all 9 times). In 2 Pet. 2:4, NJB renders 
Gk zophos, “dark, gloomy (place),” as “the dark abyss” (ie., 
hell). 

There are two meanings for “the abyss” in the NT. First, 
it refers to (1) the place to which the forces of evil are 
consigned (e.g., the demons in Luke 8:31), and from which 
they come by way of a shaft (the demonic “locusts” of Rev 
9:1-11; cf. ABADDON; Apollyon). From the abyss comes 
the beast (Rev 11:7), and into it is cast the dragon, i.e. 
Satan (Rev 20:1, 3). Second, in one passage ‘“‘the abyss” is a 
synonym for Hades (Rom 10:7). See also DEAD, ABODE 
OF THE. 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


ACACIA. See FLORA. 


ACCAD (PLACE) [Heb ?akkad]. One of the cities of 
Nimrod listed in the Tabie of Nations of the Yahwist (Gen 
10:10). It is listed along with Babel and Erech (and possibly 
Calneh) in the land of Shinar. These cities are called the 
“r@sit of his kingdom.” This Hebrew word can mean either 
“beginning” (cf. Isa 46:10) or “chief,” “mainstay” (cf. Amos 
6:1 and Jer 49:35). If the connotation “beginning” is 
correct, then it means that the cities formed the original 
nucleus of Nimrod’s empire. But if the meaning is “main- 
stay,” then Accad and the other cities are described as the 
most important ones of his kingdom (on the latter, see 
Speiser Genesis AB). Either interpretation is possible within 
the context. 

Accad was known by the Sumerian name “Agade” (A-Ga- 
pé*i), This city was founded in the 24th century B.c.£. by 
Sargon I of Agade, and was the capital of his dynasty until 
it was destroyed during the fall of that dynasty in the 22d 
century B.C.E. It was never rebuilt. A Sumerian composi- 
tion from the late 3d millennium B.c.£., known as The 
Curse of Agade, relates a legendary version of the demise of 
the city (for a translation and commentary, see Cooper 
1983). Agade is mentioned occasionally in subsequent 
Mesopotamian literature, but its location has not yet been 
determined with any certainty. The name “Agade” contin- 
ued to survive in the title “the land of Sumer and Akkad,” 
referring to Babylonia, and in Akkadian (akkadi), the word 
for the Semitic language spoken by the people of Sargon. 
It is clear that Gen 10:10 refers to the city Agade, not the 
region of Babylonia, since it is listed along with other cities 
in Mesopotamia. It is interesting to note that the Yahwist 
must have had a source mentioning a city that had ceased 
to exist before the end of the 3d millennium B.c.£. 

The reading of the LXX is Archad. There is no obvious 
reason for the change. It is possible that the res was 
accidentally added in a Hebrew manuscript in reminis- 
cence of the res in the preceding word “Erech.” In any 
case, this form of the name is clearly secondary and 
incorrect. 
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ACCO (PLACE) [Heb ‘akké]. Var. PTOLEMAIS. One of 
the most prominent coastal cities in Canaan, mentioned 
only once in the OT in connection with the tribe of Asher’s 
inability to drive out its inhabitants (Judg 1:31). On the 
basis of various Gk mss, it has been suggested that in Josh 
19:30 Ummah (MT ‘mh) should be read Acco (kw). The 
city was renamed Ptolemais during the Hellenistic-Roman 
periods, and it was there that the apostle Paul stayed for 
one day while en route from Tyre to Caesarea at the end 
of his third missionary journey (Acts 21:7). 

Acco’s importance may be attributed to its location at 
the juncture between the coastal road and the inland road 
leading thrcugh Galilee and Transjordan to Syria. OT Acco 
is identified with el-Fukhkhar (M.R. 158258) at modern 
Acre/Akko NE of the Naaman River and 700 m inland. 
The original size of the tell was ca. 200 dunams; however, 
its S side, apparently affected by its proximity to the river 
and by late destructions, has been almost totally destroyed. 
Here there are still remains of the swamps created near 
the outlet cf the river. From the Persian period on, the 
settlement cf Acco gradually moved off the tell and to the 
NW, along the Mediterranean. 


A. History of the City 

Acco is first mentioned in the Egyptian Middle Kingdom 
Execration ‘fexts, where a Canaanite ruler of Acco named 
Tr’mw appears. Later, Acco is frequently mentioned in the 
Egyptian sources, which indicates that the population of 
the city was mainly Canaanite while the rulers were of 
Hurrian anc. Indoeuropean origins. These sources include 
the Karnak list of Thutmose III (ANET, 242), Amarna 
letters (13 times), and in a relief from the Karnak temple 
from the period of Rameses II, all of which testify to the 
city’s importance. In the Ugaritic and Akkadian texts from 
Ugarit, Acco is among the few Canaanite cities mentioned. 
From the sane period is a letter recently found in Aphek 
with the name of a high-ranked official, Adlaha of Acco. 

In the 8th and the 7th centuries B.c., Acco appears to 
have been an important Phoenician city. According to 
Assyrian sources, the city (Akku) rebelled against Assyrian 
rule and was captured first by Sennacherib and finally by 
Ashurbanipal, who destroyed it and exiled its people. From 
the time of Cambyses on, Acco (Gk aké) was an important 
military and administrative center of the Persian empire. 

In 332 B.c., Acco surrendered peacefully to Alexander 
the Great and remained autonomous. Throughout the 
wars of the Diadochi, it changed hands, but eventually, the 
city remained under Ptolemy II Philadelphus, who there 
established i polis. Acco-Ptolemais (as it was known) be- 
came a proriinent trade center at that time, as indicated 
by the correspondence of Zenon. Following the Syrian 
wars, the city became a permanent part of the Seleucid 
empire and was renamed Antiochia-at-Ptolemais by Anti- 
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ochus IV Epiphanes. Alexander Balas made Acco his 
second capital and royal fortress. During the Maccabean 
revolt, Acco was hostile to the Jewish cause; in fact, the city 
defeated Simon in 163 B.c., and it was there also that 
Jonathan was captured by Tryphon in 142 B.c. In 104 B.c., 
Alexander Jannaeus seized the city from him (later he had 
to surrender it to his mother, Cleopatra III). Acco was 
then captured by Tigranes of Armenia in 83 B.c. 

The Roman phase in the 1istory of Acco began with the 
arrival of Pompey and annexation of Judea to Rome in 63 
B.c. Under Roman rule, Acco-Ptolemais became autono- 
mous under the supervision of the Roman proconsul in 
Syria. 


B. Excavations on the Tell 

Prior to the systematic excavations in the 1970s, archae- 
ological research of the city concentrated in uncovering 
tombs and in emergency digs occasioned by rubble-clear- 
ing work of new building projects in modern Acre. The 
tell itself, which had for huadreds of years been exposed 
to robbery and destruction and then to steady agricultural 
cultivation, had been subjected to several archaeological 
surveys, including that of Saarisalo (1929). 

The systematic excavations of Tell el-Fukhkhar began in 
1973 and thus far 10 seasons of excavations have been 
conducted in 8 areas on the tell. Also, 2 seasons were 
conducted in the lower (modern) city (Areas E and D), and 
short trial digs were also conducted there in Areas L, M, 
and N. Consequently, it is possible to obtain some sense of 
the history of Acco’s settlement. 

1. Late Chalcolithic—EB IA. Remains of the first stages 
of settlement were found in Area S on the S slope of the 
tell, opposite the fertile valley which extends along the N 
bank of the river and which may have served as an early 
anchorage. Foundations of stone-built walls, as well as 
several granary pits, were uncovered on the virgin soil. 
Sections of a few superimposed floors were cleared, and 
on the evidence of the pottery, the first settlement may 
date to the transitional period between the Late Chalco- 
lithic and EB I. It appears tc have ended abruptly after 2— 
3 generations; after its abandonment, there was most 
probably a gap in the settlemient of Acco until the fortified 
MB I city was erected. 

2. MB I. The earliest fortifications on the site were 
uncovered chiefly on the tell’s N slope (Areas AB and B), 
and on the NW slope (Area F). It is still uncertain whether 
this fortification system encompassed the entire city or 
mainly its acropolis. Erected on the bedrock of the highest 
point of the hill, this fortification consisted in its base of a 
layer of hardened clay at least 2 m thick. Later a cyclopean 
wall of boulders ca. 3.5 m thick was erected on this rampart 
and a new layer of sloping rampart was attached to it. Over 
this, a brick wall with two bulging towers preserved up to 
4 m high was constructed as a part of the fortification 
system. Attached to the N face of this enormous wall and 
traced for ca. 25 m was a stairway, consisting of 19 steps, 
which started from the top of the rampart. It seems that 
at least these first two stages of the fortification system 
belong to the MB I period. In the late stage, this rampart, 
including the stairway, was covered from the outside, and 
to its N the citadel (“Building A”) was erected in the late 
MB I or early MB II period. The lowest level reached 
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within the city to the S of the rampart (Area AB) and 
consisted of remains of stone walls, which supported and 
strengthened the inner slope of the rampart. On this 
slope, two burials in jars (one of a child and the other of 
an infant) accompanied by artifacts help to date it to the 
MB I period. 

In Area F on the NW corner of the tell, a city gate (“Sea 
Gate”) built into the rampart as part of the fortification 
system provided the best evidence for dating the earliest 
foundations of the city. The gate, preserved up to 3 m 
high, was approached by four steps and a rather narrow 
passage. It was composed of two interconnected units: a 
stone-built rectangular outer room and a square inner 
room built of bricks, with three pairs of gateway pilasters. 
The inner room, most probably a guardroom, had a 
second story, apparently leading to the towers on either 
side of the gate. The gate shows at least two phases of 
development within the MB I period, before it was filled 
in and went out of use. The quarter of the city ajoining 
the gate was partly excavated, and its architecture and the 
finds on all the floors, both in the gate itself and the gate 
quarter of the city, indicate its existence in at least three 
stages of the MB I period (ca. 2000-1800 B.c.). 

3. MB II-III. The later stages of the fortification are 
characterized mainly by the citadel (Building A), a large 
brick building erected to the N of the rampart (Area AB). 
It probably served as a fortress from the end of the MB I 
until the end of the MB II period. In this two-story 
building was found an important stone-lined grave of a 
wealthy woman of high status. Skeletons of a woman and 
two children and a large number of burial gifts, including 
pottery vessels, jewelry, and scarabs, were discovered in the 
grave. On the inner face of the wall (constructed in the 
second stage of the fortification to support the rampart) 
were found scattered burials. Burials, either dug or built, 
continued in the MB III period, as for example, the burial 
found in a large square vaulted stone-built tomb in Area 
H. Beside local pottery, the artifacts also included fine 
pottery imported from N Syria or Anatolia, as well as 
scarabs, weapons, and jewelry. On the inner slope of the 
rampart, which was partly filled by now, a few structures, 
connecting walls, stone-built drainage installation, and 
granary pits were found. In the debris, many animal bones 
and a whole skeleton of a large donkey were found. This 
stratum was also found in the lowest level of Area C, where 
a handle of a large pithos bearing the impression of a 
Hyksos scarab was discovered. 

Near the W end of the rampart (Area P), a section of a 
stone-built postern was excavated. It was about 2 m high 
outside and inside ca. 1.6 m. The floors consisted of flat 
stone slabs. It might have been used for both collecting 
water and communication from the city during seige or 
attack. 

4, LB I-II. The citadel in Area AB continued during 
most of this period, though it was partly damaged possibly 
during Thutmose III’s conquest. Into the additional layer 
of the rampart, LBI graves were installed. One of these 
was a very well-built stone grave; beside the skeleton were 
some rare types of bichrome ware and a large krater of 
the “chocolate-on-white” type. Some buildings were uncov- 
ered in Area A, among which was a public building made 
of mud bricks. The building was erected, according to the 
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finds, at the end of the 15th or beginning of 14th century 
B.c. when Acco and its rulers are frequently mentioned in 
the El-Amarna tablets. A few burials with finds of the early 
LB period were found outside this building. Also uncov- 
ered was a well-preserved rectangular stone tomb with a 
low vault, a rare example in Canaan for this period. It was 
built into the NW slope of the rampart (Area H). Beside 
the pottery, the finds included scarabs, some of which 
were set in gold rings. In Area S, an outstanding find was 
an ivory cosmetic box in the form of a duck. Some damage 
inflicted on several buildings may be related to Seti I’s 
campaign in the area. 

Toward the end of this period, probably after Acco’s 
destruction by Rameses II, the citadel fell into disuse and 
the place was partly converted into a workshop area. By 
then, there were almost no regular buildings, and instead, 
many silos and granaries were found in Area AB. Beside 
the local pottery, Cypriot and Mycenean sherds from the 
end of the LB II period were still found on the floors and 
in stone-lined pits and silos, testifying to a maritime trade 
relations between Acco, Cyprus, and the Aegean. 

5. The LB—Early Iron Transition. The citadel disap- 
peared at the end of the Bronze Age and the whole area 
was converted into an industrial quarter, associated with 
the making of pottery, the reworking of metals, and prob- 
ably also the extraction of purple dye from murex shells. 
Layers of ash and workshop waste accumulated one on top 
of the other in the open spaces between craftsmen’s instal- 
lations and working floors. Among the finds in Area AB 
were crucibles, pieces of a clay tuyere, a stone jewelry mold, 
as well as remains of a furnace that was probably used for 
smelting copper and bronze for recasting. A large pottery 
oven with remains of a locally produced ware of Mycenean 
IfIcl type was found. Such a pottery type was also found 
in a parallel stratum in Area F. Some whole local pottery 
vessels found in a pit, on top of the rampart (Area H) also 
belong to the transitional LB—Early Iron period. Typical 
to the local Canaanite culture are two small finds in Area 
K: one is a mold of a Canaanite goddess, probably an 
Asherah, and the other is a bronze male figurine with one 
hand raised, which probably represents the Canaanite god 
Reshef. 

There are remains of poorly constructed houses mainly 
at the SW areas of the tell, as well as many granary pits. 
From Area H came a stone, mortar-shaped portable altar, 
bearing incised drawings of boats and boatmen; it was 
probably brought by newcomers to Acco. The presence of 
a large number of crushed murex shells (used also for the 
foundations of several floors) and a large piece of a jar 
covered with purple dye indicate the activity of the purple 
dye extracting. A scarab of Tausert found in Area AB, just 
below the workshop’s floors, may help to date this stratum 
to the end of the 13th and beginning of the 12th century 
B.C. 

This new material culture on the remains of the LB 
Canaanite city testify to a settlement of a non-Canaanite 
ethnic group, probably one of the “Sea Peoples” known to 
have invaded the country around that period. The evi- 
dence of the new material culture and specifically the 
pottery mentioned above provides grounds for assigning 
the finds to one of the “Sea Peoples,” probably the Sher- 
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den, who are known mainly from Egyptian sources as 
having settled on the N coast of Canaan. 

6. Iron Age I-II. The scarce architecture from the 11th 
and 10th centuries B.c. seems to indicate the decline of 
Acco, at the same time that to the N, Tyre was becoming a 
prominent city port in the region. The pottery includes 
vessels of the Phoenician “Achzib” type, as well as Cypriot 
“black-on-red” and “white painted” pottery, which seem 
to belong to the early stage of the Iron Age. A circular 
crucible found above the industrial area ascribed to the 
Sherden seems to indicate that the production of pottery 
continued in this place. 

From the 9th century on, the city began to develop again, 
as inferred from the renewal of building activity, mainly 
for living quarters. The “bowl” of the city was by then 
filled in completely. The wall built in Area A to fill in and 
straighten the rampart formed a basis on which the city 
was leveled. In addition to the regular constructions on 
stone and brick, ashlar-built structures, probably public, 
appeared for the first time. A solid brick wall preserved to 
a height of 7 courses was found in one of the buildings 
which apparently continued to function in the early Assyr- 
ian period and was finally destroyed during the conquest 
of Sennacherib. Among the interesting finds was a hoard 
of little cubes of silver. In a later stratum a large building 
with a series of rooms still preserved to a height of 4 
courses was destroyed by fire, indicating the destruction of 
the city probably during the period of Assurbanipal. The 
layers of ash contained fragments of various metals, testi- 
fying to the existence of a metal industry during this 
period. A stone construction, which might have been a 
part of a casemate wall, was traced in Area H. In Areas A 
and K, livirg quarters with a few industrial installations 
were uncovered. In Area A, there was evidence of a double 
destruction; the first may be assigned to the capture of the 
city by Sennacherib and the second should be related to 
Assurbanipial’s conquest. In Area K, remains were found 
of what might be a fortification, but this is still unclear. In 
addition to local pottery, Phoenician and Cypriot types of 
wares were traced, as well as figurines dating from the 8th 
to the 6th centuries B.c. A tiny stone (perhaps used as an 
amulet) was found with a Phoenician inscription which 
reads >§? (Asha); also found was a stamped handle with an 
engraved horse and the inscription rsp. 

7. The Persian Period. With the Persian conquest of 
Acco in the 6th century B.c., the city again became an 
important administrative, military, and economic center. 
In fact, the two well-defined Persian strata (5 and 4), 
starting with the last quarter of the 6th century (when 
Cambyses’ expedition to Egypt took place) and ending 
with the city’s conquest by Alexander the Great, provide 
evidence for an enormous expansion toward the bay. With 
the construction of a harbor, it became the major anchor- 
age for military and mercantile traffic to and from Egypt. 
The results of the excavations show that although the city 
expanded beyond the tell itself, most of the population 
probably stil! lived on the tell during the period. 

In Area k, where, as yet, only one stratum has been 
assigned to the Persian period, residential buildings with 
courts and cvens were excavated. The Persian level there 
is also represented by a series of deep pits, where a large 
amount of iron slag was found, testifying to the industrial 
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character of this part of the city. A large cistern with a 
well-preserved plastered interior, which was probably built 
during this period, was linked with this industry. In Area 
A, remains of a three-room structure, built partly in the 
Phoenician style of stretchers and headers, was uncovered. 
It had probably been used for administrative and storage 
purposes. In a pit in its floor were found two Phoenician 
ostraca. One of them contained an order from the gover- 
nor of Acco to the guild of metal craftsmen, to give a large 
number of metal vessels to the person “in charge of the 
temples.” This provides evidence for the existence of 
Phoenician temples at Acco. Nearby, a well-constructed 
stone wall and some cultic artifacts were found, and these 
may have belonged to this temple. The finds, which in- 
clude several zoomorphic and anthropomorphic male and 
female figurines, testify to the Phoenician character to this 
quarter. 

A large quantity of imported Greek “black-on-red” fig- 
ure pottery also turned up in the Persian strata, mainly on 
the W part of the tell. In Area KF, among buildings con- 
structed in the Phoenician style of headers and stretchers, 
a stone-lined pit, with a basalt base (bothros) was found, 
containing a large quantity of local, Cypriot, and Greek 
pottery. Among these was a rare Attic red-figured bell 
krater, portraying Heracles accompanied by satyrs and 
maenades, from the early 4th century B.c. The architec- 
ture and the finds indicate a prosperous city quarter, 
perhaps settled by Greek merchants. 

8. The Hellenistic Period. The Hellenistic city on the 
tell was very well planned, and though the two strata from 
this period were subjected to robbery, destruction, and 
finally agricultural cultivation (at least from the Middle 
Ages on), one can still recognize the urban planning in 
most of the excavated areas of the tell. The town planning 
continued on the tell even after the main urban center of 
Acco had moved down to the maritime plain, to Ptolemais 
(see C below). A few structures, built in the Phoenician 
style of headers and stretchers, belong to the earliest stage 
of the era. The remains in Area K show well-planned 
buildings with open courtyards, where the artifacts, espe- 
cially the pottery, were mainly Hellenistic. The pottery, 
including amphorae with stamped handles, mainly of the 
2d century B.c., provide eviclence for well-developed trade 
relations, mainly with the islands of the Mediterranean 
and the Aegean. Metal and stone ware, jewelry, as well as 
figurines of different types (e.g., of a woman with her 
hands over her head), were found. 

Above the Hellenistic strata were several badly preserved 
remains of a settlement from the Roman and Byzantine 
periods. There was little evidence from the Crusader pe- 
riod (mainly from the S part of the tell), even though the 
Crusaders occupied the tell. A stone structure uncovered 
in Area Bl, guarding the route to the Galilee, may be 
dated to the time of Saladin. In the Ottoman period the 
earlier building remains had already been covered with 
soil and blown sand, and the tell was used as a pasture. 


C. Excavations in the “New City” 

Several of the rescue excavations undertaken in the area 
between the tell and the Crusader Ottoman city of Acre 
confirmed the assumption that the new city of Acco devel- 
oped to the W of the tell as carly as the Persian period. In 
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the lowest stratum (9), reached in Area D (ca. 600 m W of 
the tell), local and Greek ware was found from the 5th 
century B.c. To the next stratum (8) belonged a wall 
constructed of ashlar stones and rubble fill from the late 
5th and early 4th centuries. The next two strata (7 and 6) 
provide evidence for a flourishing Hellenistic city with a 
specific architecture, an important tombstone of a Greek 
from Crete, and coins which provide a date for the strata. 
The following stratum (5) belongs to the Roman period. 
In the next stratum (4) remains of a well-paved street and 
a drainage system serve as evidence of the prosperity of 
this part of the city during the Byzantine period. The 
discovery of remains of a Crusader building (in stratum 2) 
raises the question whether the walls of the Crusader city 
should not have existed more to the E than is generally 
accepted. A remarkable find from this stratum is a very 
rare chalice bearing a fragmentary Latin inscription and a 
cross which might indicate a Crusader church on the site. 
The last occupation of this part of the city is represented 
by stone installations from the Ottoman period (stratum 
1). 

Other rescue operations were conducted to the SW of 
Area D, where remains of nine settlement strata were 
excavated (Area E). The lowest stratum yielded local and 
Greek pottery and some remains from the late 5th and 
early 4th centuries B.c. In the next stratum was found a 
segment of the foundations of a large round tower (ca. 20 
m in diameter) built of ashlar stones. Attached to the tower 
were remains of walls which belonged to a fortification 
system of the early Hellenistic period. In one area, a large 
number of lead arrows and slingstones suggest that some 
of the structures served as an armory. The destroyed walls 
testify to the many battles for Acco during the “Syrian 
Wars” in the Hellenistic period. Along one of the walls, 
unused pots with lids dating to the 3d century B.c. were 
found still standing on a floor. This enigmatic find and a 
Tanit sign on a jar may point to a local cult. In the next 
stratum, some changes in the structures could be observed 
until the fortification fell into disuse, apparently during 
the time of Vespasian. In the later Roman and Byzantine 
periods, a podiumlike structure was erected on the site. 
During the Arab period, a large installation for lime pro- 
duction existed in the area. 

The last among the significant excavations in the new 
city took place N of the areas described above (Area L). 
Part of a building was discovered, most likely a temenos, 
erected in a Hellenistic style. This building, which existed 
in only one stratum, yielded many pottery figurines and 
lamps from the 3d century B.c., and certainly was used for 
cultic purposes. 
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ACHAIA (PLACE) {Gk Achaia]. Var. ACHAEA. A Greek 
region which twice gave its name to all of Greece before its 
Achaean League (280-146 B.c.) fell to the Romans (Polyb. 
2.41; Thuc. 1.111, 115). All relevant NT references involve 
Corinth, Achaia’s capital (Acts 18:12, 27; I Cor 16:15; 2 
Cor 1:1). 

The Achaean people came from the east and pushed 
out the region’s original inhabitants, the Ionians. The 
latter are credited with founding the twelve coastal cities 
which became the fulcrum of the Achaean League. Follow- 
ing the Dorian invasions (ca. 1250 B.c.) Achaia, thus 
named by Homer after Achilles’ men and Agamemnon’s 
followers, realized an alliance of powerful cities between 
Elis and Sicyon. It was a commander-in-chief of the 
Achaean League, Aratus of Sicyon, who spearheaded their 
constitution (251 B.c.). Achaia managed several successful 
colonies, e.g., Sybaris and Croton, and is perhaps part of 
Philistine ancestory (AHL, 214). Although Achaia aligned 
with Rome in 198 B.c., it lost its autonomy in 146 B.c., 
when, after years of disputes, the Romans razed Corinth. 
Julius Caesar turned Rome’s attention again to Achaia in 
46 B.c. and rebuilt its former isthmian city, which became 
the Roman capital of Achaia in 27 B.c. (Apul Met. 10.18). 
Achaia now included all of the southern half of the Greek 
peninsula (Paus. 8). In this same year the Romans made 
the northern part of (former) Achaia into Macedonia, with 
a southern border stretching from the Eubian gulf west- 
northwest to around Actium. This division prefaces the 
reference “Macedonia and Achaia” which generally im- 
plied all of Greece (Acts 19:21; Rom 15:26; I Thess 1:8). 
The Romans often just used “Achaia” to define the para- 
meters of Greece, excluding Thessaly. The early Chris- 
tians recognized Macedonia and Achaia as one of the 
thirteen major Roman provinces (MCBW, 218). By a.p. 65 
the provinces of Thessaly and Epirus were clearly defined 
and constituted Achaia’s northern border; Actium, and 
the coastal territory to its immediate south, became part 
of Epirus. 

Paul’s eighteen-month stay in Corinth is dated by an 
Achaean inscription at Delphi which chronicles the tenure 
of proconsul Gallio (SIG 3.108). By the time of Nero’s 
accession, Christianity had a permanent hold in Achaia, 
already boasting at least twenty churches. 

JERRY A. PATTENGALE 


ACHAICUS (PERSON) [Gk Achaikos]. A Corinthian 
Christian who, along with Stephanas and Fortunatus, trav- 
eled from Corinth to be with Paul in Ephesus (1 Cor 
16:17). The name “Achaicus,” which means “one who is 
from Achaia,” suggests that he was a slave or former slave 
from that region since slaves were often named after the 
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province from which they came. Paul rejoiced at the arrival 
of these three messengers because, as Paul expressed it, 
they made up for the absence of the other Corinthians 
which Paul keenly felt (16:17). He remarks that their 
presence refreshed his spirit (16:18), apparently because 
they relieved some of his worries about the Corinthian 
community. In turn, Paul observed that their coming 
would also lift the Corinthians’ spirits, probably because 
they would know their envoys had brought him much 
comfort. Finally, Paul urges the Corinthians to “recognize 
these people” (16:18). That Paul concludes with this ap- 
peal suggests that they were among “Paul’s people” in the 
community (cf. 1:12). 

It is possitle that the three men had brought a letter to 
Paul, although one should not deduce that they were 
therefore among those Corinthians who delivered the 
communication referred to in 7:1, nor among “Chloe’s 
people” (1:11), since those groups brought disturbing re- 
ports to Pau.. After their visit with Paul, Achaicus and the 
others probably carried 1 Corinthians back with them to 
Corinth (see Fee J Corinthians NICNT, 46-66). 

The reference to the household of Stephanas immedi- 
ately preceding the reference to Achaicus and Fortunatus 
in 16:17 could imply that the latter two were members of 
that household, either slaves or attached freedmen. and 
thus that they were numbered among Paul’s first converts 
in Achaia and were themselves ministers to the community 
in Corinth ‘16:15). (Indeed a few mss in the Western 
tradition rez.d “and Fortunatus and Achaicus” in 16:15, 
but their inclusion here is most likely an assimilatior. to v 
17.) 

JouHN GILLMAN 


ACHAN (PERSON) [Heb ‘akan]. Var. ACHAR. Achan, 
the son of Carmi, son of Zabdi, son of Zerah, of the tribe 
of Judah, appears in the MT of Joshua 7 (the full form of 
his name is found in vv 1 and 18; shortened form in vv 
19, 20, 24). In the Old Greek of Joshua and in the MT and 
Old Greek of 1 Chron 2:7, the name appears as Achar (in 
the preceding verse his grandfather’s name is recorded as 
Zimri). This variation may be explained by graphic confu- 
sion between resh (r) and nun (n) at the end of the name in 
Hebrew. Or the two forms may represent a change from 
original “Achan” to “Achar” under the influence of the 
verbal root ‘kr, meaning to “trouble,” which appears in 
Joshua 7:25 (so also in 6:18). 

In defiance of a command from Joshua (6:17~19), 
Achan took of the booty from Jericho (specifically: “a 
beautiful mantle from Shinar, two hundred shekels of 
silver, and a bar of gold weighing fifty shekels”) and hid 
the loot in his tent. He did not come forth on his own to 
confess. Rather, Joshua cast lots, beginning by tribes and 
working his way down to Achan himself. Confronted by 
this divine sleuthing, Achan finally confessed. His aclmis- 
sion of guilt did not, however, save him from a drawn-out 
punishment of burning and stoning. Although the specific 
sin was Achan’s, blame was shared widely. First by all Israel 
(see v 1), which suffered a defeat at Ai directly after 
Achan’s theft. In some sense, Israel was to blame, if only 
indirectly. Achan’s family was implicated more directly and 
suffered the same punishment as their leader. 
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Many scholars view Joshua 7:1—8:24 as a composite of 
two originally separate traditions—one dealing with Achan 
and the other with the battles for Ai. Some posit a primar- 
ily etiological basis for the .\chan tale. They point to the 
statement, found in Joshua 7:26, that a mound of stones 
heaped upon Achan remained “to this day” in the Valley 
of Achor (a site usually idertified by contemporary scho- 
lars with the modern el-Buge‘ah, a large plain SW of 
Jericho). Outside of Joshua ‘’, the Valley of Achor is found 
in Josh 15:7, Hos 2:15 (“I will make the Valley of Achor a 
door of hope”), and Isa 65:10 (“the Valley of Achor shall 
become a place for herds to lie down”). 

In the judgment of others. the story of Achan originated 
as intertribal polemic, with the tribe of Judah coming up 
on the losing side. Read in its present form, the story 
yields significant theological insight: all Israel must be 
totally obedient to Yahweh and his regulations for Divine 
Warfare if Israel is to be vic‘orious. The sin of even a few 
is imputed to the entire community. 

Although Achan/Achar is not mentioned in the Bible 
outside of the passages listed above, allusions to him have 
been detected at two points in the New Testament (see 
further Derrett 1986): in the story of Ananias and Sap- 
phira (Acts 5:1—10) and in the Parable of the Pounds (Luke 
19:11-27) or Talents (Matthew 24:14-30). Later Jewish 
traditions emphasize Achan's confession and the further 
trouble he averted thereby (0 Sanh. 43b; also ?Abot R. Nat. 
and Num. Rab.). Although his sin cost him his life in this 
world, his confession gainec! him a place in the world to 
come. See also EncJud 2:211; Boling and Wright Joshua 
AB; and Butler Joshua WBC. 


Bibliography 
Derrett, J. D. M. 1986. A Horrid Passage in Luke Explained (Lk 
19:27). ExpTim 97: 136-38. 
Drucker, R. 1982. Yehoshua. The Book of Joshua. ArtScroll Tanach 
Series. Brooklyn, NY. 
LEONARD J. GREENSPOON 


ACHBOR (PERSON) [Heb ‘akdér]. 1. Father of Baal- 
hanan, a king of the Edomies prior to Israel’s monarchy 
(Gen 36:38-39; 1 Chr 1:49). Achbor’s name occurs in 
parallel lists of Edomite kings, the dates and duration of 
whose reigns are uncertain (Gen 36:31-39 = 1 Chr 1:43- 
51). 

2. The son of Micaiah, futher of ELNATHAN, and a 
courtier of King Josiah (ca. 5340-609 B.c.£.; 2 Kgs 22:12, 
14; Jer 26:22; 36:12). After the book of the law was found 
and read to Josiah, Achbor was sent as part of a royal 
delegation to inquire of Huldah the prophetess concern- 
ing the words of this book (2 Kgs 22:11-20; see 2 Chr 
34:19-28, where “Achbor scn of Micaiah” is replaced by 
“Abdon the son of Micah” [v 20]). Elnathan the son of 
Achbor played an important role in the administration of 


King Jehoiakim (ca. 609-598 B.c.£.). 


Mark J. FRETZ 


ACHIM (PERSON) [Gk Achim]. The son of Zadok and 
father of Eliud in Matthew’s genealogy of Joseph, the 
husband of Mary (Matt 1:14) Although Achim is absent in 
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Luke’s parallel genealogy (3:23—38), his mention in Matt 
1:14 may associate him with the lineage of the high priest 
Zadok (1 Chr 5:34-35—Eng 6:8-9; Gundry 1982: 18). 
Also, the name “Achim” may be a shortened form of the 
name of Zadok’s son Ahimaaz (1 Chr 5:34-35—Eng 6:8— 
9; MT dhima‘as = LXX acheimaas; for Gk acheim, cf. LXX 
1 Chr 11:35; 24:16—Eng 24:17). 
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ACHIOR (PERSON) [Gk Achidr]. Achior the Ammonite 
appears only in Judith, in which he plays a prominent role 
as a gentile who embraces Judaism. He was among the 
leaders of Israel’s neighbors whom Holofernes, general of 
Nebuchadnezzar, had summoned to inform him about the 
Israelite nation, who alone among the Western peoples 
dared to resist his army. In Jdt 5:5-21 Achior surveys 
Israel's biblical history from Chaldean origins to the post- 
exilic period. His rather deuteronomic claim that God 
would permit Holofernes to defeat them only if they had 
sinned nearly cost Achior his life (5:22). The general 
decided to postpone his execution and remarks ironically 
that the Ammonite would not see his face “until I take 
revenge on this race that came out of Egypt” (6:5). Achior 
was delivered to the Israelites of Bethulia, to whom he 
reported the conversation with Holofernes (6:10-21). 
Later Judith herself confirmed that what Achior had told 
the general was correct (11:9-10). Moreover, after Judith 
had beheaded Holofernes, Achior once more saw his face 
and was able to verify that the head she had brought to 
Bethulia was indeed the general’s (14:5-10; Vg places 
these vv before 14:1). Achior then firmly believed in God 
and was circumcised, thus converting despite the com- 
mand of Deut 23:3. 

The name “Achior,” which does not occur in the Hebrew 
Bible, has been explained in various ways (Steinmann 
1953: 55-62; Moore Judith AB, 158, 162-63). One possi- 
bility is that it reproduces the Semitic name 7hy’wr (“my 
brother is light”), which could be taken as a reference to 
the true insight which he brings in the book (Enslin 1972: 
86). A second option, defended by H. Cazelles (1951: 125- 
37, 324-27), is to view it as a mistake for *hygr, the name 
of another gentile—the sage in the book of Ahigar (in Tob 
11:20 the Vg reads Achior where the LXX [v 19] has 
Achikar). Apart from the shared consonants at the begin- 
ning of the two names, there is little reason to think they 
have been confused. A third hypothesis is that the name is 
a corrupt form of ?hyhwd (“[my] brother is Judah”). In 
support of this option one should note that in Num 34:27 
the name *hyhwd appears in the LXX as achiér (Cowley 
APOT 1: 252); and in the Syriac version of Judith Achior is 
spelled *hyhwd (Steinmann 1953: 55). If this appealing 
suggestion is correct, then Achior’s name, like that of 
Judith (“a Jewess”), would symbolize the role that he, a 
convert from a nation that was related to Israel (Gen 
19:30—38), plays in the book. 
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ACHISH (PERSON) [Heb kai]. Philistine ruler of Gath, 
from whom David sought asylum when he fled from Saul. 
In 1 Sam 27:2 his father’s name is given as Maoch (mak), 
which closely resembles Maacah (ma‘aké), father of King 
Achish of Gath according to 1 Kgs 2:39. There were 
probably two kings by this name: Achish I, son of Maoch, 
who was succeeded by Maacah, father of Achish II. In the 
title of Psalm 34, he is called Abimelech, a Semitic title 
perhaps adopted by Philistine rulers, rather than a per- 
sonal name (cf. Gen 20:1—2; 21:34). 

The name is not Semitic in form and has been related 
to Agchioses, a king in the neighborhood of Troy at the 
time of the Trojan War (Hom. Ji. 2: 819). The name 
probably corresponds to that of Ikausu (ANET, 291), a 
Philistine king of Ekron in the days of Esarhaddon (681— 
669 B.c.) and Ashurbanipal (668-629 B.c.). Two names in 
a list of Keftui names from Egypt have been identified with 
Achish, particularly since the Philistines were reputed to 
have come from Caphtor (Keftui) in Amos 9:7 (Strange 
1980). Corney (DB 1: 27) has explained the name from 
Hurrian akk sha(rur), “the king gives.” 

From a literary perspective, the figure of Achish is re- 
lated to that of Goliath, another Philistine champion from 
Gath (1 Sam 17), in the narrative of David’s rise to power 
(cf. Miscall 1986: 173-77). The story of David and Goliath 
concludes with the curious statement that “David took the 
head of the Philistine and brought it to Jerusalem” (1 Sam 
17:54), foreshadowing David’s rise to power in that city. 
When David slew Goliath, the women sang, “Saul has slain 
his thousands, and David his ten thousands” (1 Sam 18:7), 
a refrain which appears again on the lips of both the 
servants of Achish (1 Sam 21:11—Eng 21:10) and the 
Philistine commanders addressing Achish (1 Sam 29:5), 
forming a kind of frame around the story of David and 
Achish and connecting it to the earlier story of Goliath. 

In his first encounter with Achish, David carried Go- 
liath’s sword with him, which he had received from the 
priest Ahimelech (1 Sam 21:9—Eng 21:8). Perhaps this 
explains his fear and feigned madness before Achish, king 
of Goliath’s hometown (1 Sam 21:13-14—Eng 21:12—-13). 
David's conduct on this occasion has been compared to 
that of other great men who feigned madness in difficult 
circumstances, such as Ulysses (Cic. Off. 3, 26), L. Junius 
Brutus (Dion Hal. 4, 68), the astronomer Meton (Ael. VH 
13, 12), and the Arabian king Bacha (Schultens, Anth. Vet. 
Hamasa, p. 535). Subsequently, Achish accepted David and 
his men as mercenaries and gave David the city of Ziklag 
in exchange for his raids on southern tribes hostile to the 
Philistines (1 Sam 27:1—12). Because of the suspicion of 
some of his commanders, however, Achish excused David 
from participation in the fateful battle of Mount Gilboa in 
which Saul and his sons died. 

There is an interesting play on the word “head” in the 
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concluding episodes of the story of David and Achish. ‘The 
Philistine cornmanders suggested that David would be 
reconciled to his lord (Saul) “with the heads of the (Philis- 
tine) men here” (1 Sam 29:4). Earlier, Achish had ap- 
pointed David to be “the keeper of my head forever” (1.e., 
his permaner.t body guard; 1 Sam 28:2). After the battle 
of Mount Gilboa, the Philistines “cut off (Saul’s) head... 
and fastened his body to the wall of Beth-shan” (1 Sam 
31:9-10). In the tradition of Jephthah of old, David be- 
came both “head and leader over them” (Jdg 11:11), as 
foreshadowed in the words of Achish and his Philistine 
cohorts. 
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Duane L. CHRISTENSEN 


ACHOR (PLACE) [Heb ‘akér]. A valley (S¢meq) on Judah’s 
northern border (Josh 15:7) identified with modern day El 
Bugéah. According to biblical tradition, Achan and his 
family were stoned and buried at the Valley of Achor after 
he violated the ban following the battle of Jericho. Achan’s 
crime (Joshuz. 7) was the first Israelite act of disobedience 
after Israel crossed the Jordan; his death was the first 
divinely commanded punishment in the new land. Josh 
7:25-27 (probably secondary) offers an etiological expla- 
nation of Achor’s name. Joshua declares that Achan has 
troubled (Heb ‘kr) Israel and that God will trouble (‘kr) 
him; the site of his execution is therefore called “trouble” 
(“akér). The word play is further developed by LXX3, 
Syriac, and 1 Chron 2:7, where Achan’s name is rendered 
“Achar.” 

The Valley of Achor is included among the sites marking 
Judah’s northern border (Josh 15:7), a list which moves 
uphill from the Jordan to Jerusalem. The reference to the 
Valley of Achor is omitted from the description of Benja- 
min’s southern boundary (Josh 18:15—19), which other- 
wise parallels the list delineating Judah’s northern border. 

The negative character of both Achor’s name and the 
Achan tradition allows Achor to function as a figure of 
eschatological change. According to Hos 2:17—Eng 2:15, 
the Valley of ‘Trouble will be made a door of hope. Hosea’s 
mention of Achor as a “doorway” may be a reference to an 
old road which F. M. Cross (CMHE, 110) has identified as 
an ancient route from the Hajle Ford through El Bugéah 
to Jerusalem. Isa 65:10 promises that the Valley of Sharon 
to the east and the Valley of Achor to the west will be given 
as rich pasture land to those who seek God. 

Noth (1955: 42-55) has identified the Valley (Sémeg) of 
Achor with present day El Bugéah (“little valley”), a small 
plain (approximately five miles long and up to two miles 
wide) in the northern Judean wilderness, between Hyrca- 
nia and Qumran. El Bugéah is bounded on the north by 
the Wédi Dabr system, and on the south by Wédi en-Ndr 
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(the Kidron Valley). According to Noth, El Bugéah is the 
only site in the area around Jericho which could properly 
be called an ‘émegq (that is, an arable, defensible depression, 
bordered by hills or mountains). 

Noth’s identification has achieved near consensus among 
biblical scholars. Wolff (1954: 76-81) has presented the 
strongest alternative proposal. He locates the Valley of 
Achor in Wédi en-Nuwé%me, a valley one-half mile wide by 
one mile long situated north of Jericho, a location which 
fits both the Benjaminite context of Joshua 7 and the 
northern prophet Hosea’s reference to Achor. However, 
Wadi en-Nuwé%me is too far into Benjaminite territory 
(perhaps near the Ephramite border) to be cited as a 
marker for the Judean-Benjaminite boundary. That the 
Valley of Achor is included in the Judean but not the 
Benjaminite description of their joint border suggests that 
it belonged to Judah. Joshua 7 (long recognized as inde- 
pendent from the account of the conquest of Ai in Joshua 
8) would then be a Judean story which had been carried to 
Gilgal and incorporated into its Benjaminite legends. 

FE M. Cross and J. T. Milik’s exploration of El Bugéah 
(1956: 5-17) uncovered three Iron Age II settlements 
(Khirbet Abu Tabag [M.R. 188127], Khirbet es Samrah [M.R. 
187125], and Khirbet el Magavi [M.R. 186123]) which they 
have identified with the desert cities Middin, Secacah, and 
Nibshan (Josh 15:61—62). The proposal has been well 
received; however, in the absence of evidence directly 
linking the desert cities to the Valley of Achor, or the Iron 
Age ruins to the desert cities, the identification must be 
considered tentative. 
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CAROLYN J. PRESSLER 


ACHSAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘aksd]. The daughter of 
Caleb (1 Chr 2:49) and the wife of the Israelite judge 
Othniel (Josh 15:16-17 = Judg 1:12-13). For sacking the 
city Kiriath-sepher (Debir, see Josh 15:15 = Judg 1:11), 
Othniel received Achsah as a prize from Caleb. Subse- 
quently, in addition to receiving territory in the Negeb, 
Achsah charmed Caleb into giving her the arable land 
known as the Upper and Lower Springs (Josh 15:13-19 = 
Judg 1:11-15; see Mosca 1984). Although the derivation 
of her name is uncertain, relating Achsah to those charm- 
ing, seductive anklets that attracted attention in Isa 3:16— 
18 (Heb ha‘akdsim) would certainly deepen our apprecia- 
tion of the wordplays in these verses. 

While in this story Achsah is Caleb’s daughter and 
Othniel is “the son of Kenaz, the brother of Caleb” (Josh 
15:17; cf. Judg 1:13; 3:9-11; 1 Chr 4:13), the genealogical 
relationship between Achsah and her spouse is not self- 
evident (see Webb 1987: 233, n. 25). Since the name 
“Caleb” occurs as the son of both Jephunneh (see e.g., 
Numbers 13-14; Joshua 14-15; Judges 1; 1 Chr 4:15) and 
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Hezron (1 Chronicles 2), but never occurs as the son of 
Kenaz (cf. | Chr. 4:15 where Caleb is the grandfather of 
Kenaz), therefore, contrary to the implication of Josh 
15:17 = Judg 1:13, Achsah is not literally Othniel’s niece. 
The relationship must be understood, rather, within the 
framework of how genealogies function in the Bible. 

According to Wilson (1977: 183), genealogies can be 
used to delineate social and political ties between two 
groups and, in particular, to incorporate marginally affili- 
ated clans in a central tribe. Since the genealogies of Caleb 
and Othniel are related in this way to the tribe of Judah 
(Yeivin 1971: 13-14), it can be inferred that Joshua uses 
the term “brother” to express that Caleb and Othniel 
belonged to a common group, which was assimilated into 
the tribe of Judah (Meyer 1906: 348—49; Johnson 1969: 
6). Thus, the marriage of Achsah to Othniel would have 
functioned to strengthen the ties between the clans of 
Othniel and Caleb. 
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Mark J. FRETZ 


ACHSHAPH (PLACE) [Heb ?akap]. An ancient Ca- 
naanite city-state. Its antiquity and importance are known 
from a few early records. The Egyptian Execration Texts 
(ca. 20th—18th century B.c.), lists Achshaph among 64 
other place names. These were well-known city-states ruled 
by a king, so the fact that Achshaph was included in the 
list is indicative of its prominence. The Karnak List of 
Towns conquered by Thutmose III (15th century B.c.) 
refers to Achshaph as a city in the Plain of Jezreel and 
Acco, in the district of Gaza. The Tell el-Amarna Letters 
(ca. 14th century B.c.) state that the kings of Acco and 
Achshaph (spelled °aksapa) provided military assistance to 
the King of Jerusalem and Shuwardata (Gath). The Papy- 
rus Anastasi 1 (13th century B.c.) indicates that a road 
from Megiddo reached the Plain of Acco close to Ach- 
shaph, although it spelled Achshaph with an ‘ayin instead 
of an alep. 

Achshaph is mentioned in the Bible solely in the book of 
Joshua. It is one of the city-states that joined the coalition 
of the northern kings (Josh 11:1) to fight Joshua and the 
Israelites. Obviously, on being defeated, it became a part 
of Asher’s territory (Josh 19:25). 

The reference to Achshaph in the book of Joshua is 
significant for two reasons. First, the tradition behind the 
book preserved a memory that Achshaph was a royal city 
in the N plain during the ancient times. Second, by men- 
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tioning a renowned ancient city the Deuteronomistic the- 
ologian illustrated that when the Israelites were obedient 
to the Lord, the cities of the northern coalition, the pow- 
erful Achshaph included, were defeated and their land 
given to Israel. 

The location of Achshaph remains uncertain. Some 
identify it with Tel Keisan, which is located 6 miles SE of 
Acco. Remains from the Bronze Age and early Iron Age 
were found there. See KEISAN, TELL. Another likely site 
is Khirbet el-Harbaj (M.R. 158240), which is situated at 
the S end of the plain of Acco. 

PauL BENJAMIN 


ACHZIB (PLACE) [Heb °akzib]. Var. CHEZIB. 1. A 
town allocated to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:44). From the 
context of its placement among the other cities, it appears 
to have been in the Shephelah, probably at its juncture 
with the Judean hills. In Mic 1:14, it is mentioned among 
several towns on which the prophet presents various puns, 
playing upon the similarity of the sounds of the name of 
the town Achzib (Heb ?akzib) with “deceit” (Heb ?akzab). 
The town may be connected with the birth of Judah’s son, 
Shelah, who was born to him by a Canaanite woman—the 
name of the city, CHEZIB (PLACE) (Heb kézib), is an 
apparent variation of Achzib. 

While certain identification is not possible, Eusebius 
(Onomast. 172) identified the site with Chasbi, which is 
modern Tell el-Beida (M.R. 145116) near Adullam. 

2. A tell on the Mediterranean coast (M.R. 159272) N 
of Acco. According to Josh 19:29, it was part of the terri- 
tory of Asher, but they proved unsuccessful in expelling 
the Canaanites from the site (Judg 1:31). 

Excavations directed by M. W. Prausnitz in 1963-64 
revealed that at the end of the MB I, a trench had been 
dug in the kurkar E of the tell which had transformed the 
Achzib peninsula into a Mediterranean port and island 
city. The circumference was defended by earth wails, a 
glacis, and a fosse. Apparently sacked in the beginning of 
the LB (mid-16th century B.c.£.), Achzib was rebuilt, but 
was again laid waste at the end of the LB. From the Iron 
Age IB (11th century B.c.E.), the town expanded to its 
largest size during the 8th century (Iron Age II), when it 
was conquered by Sennacherib in 701 B.c.£. The rebuilt 
city, which is called Accipu in the Assyrian texts, flourished 
throughout the succeeding Persian period. The evidence 
from the storehouse excavations shows that it prospered 
until the beginning of the Roman period. Three squares 
excavated in the middle of the site attest to occupation by 
Byzantines, Crusaders, and Arabs. 

Numerous excavations have been conducted in the vari- 
ous cemeteries (Central, Eastern, Southern, and Northern) 
beginning in 1941 and spanning over forty years. The first 
excavations were directed by I. Ben-Dor and the remaining 
operations since 1944 have been directed by M. Prausnitz. 
While all the cemeteries have produced Iron Age materi- 
als, only the Southern and Central cemeteries have pro- 
duced burials from the MB I-II. 

a. The Central Cemetery. Early Iron Age IB cist graves 
of the 12th—-]1th centuries B.c.z. have been excavated 
which contained one or two skeletons each. Characteristic 
grave goods were cylinder seals, bronze bowls, a bronze 
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double axe, long-hafted lance heads, an ivory bowl with 
lion couchant, as well as numerous burnished bichrome 
pilgrim flasks and white-painted Cypriot bottles, all of 
which indicate: a continuation of the LB Canaanite customs 
into the beginning of the Iron Age. 

b. The Eastern Cemetery. At the end of the Iron Age 
IB, undergro ind burial chambers with shafts were hewn 
into the rock. Inside each of the burial chambers were 
found the skeletons of 300 to 400 individuals. These were 
family tombs identical with contemporary Israelite fune- 
real practices and architecture. The family vaults were 
apparently ir continuous use for 250~300 years. The 
pottery inside the tombs consisted of a great number of 
red-burnishec|, and red-polished jugs with trefoil rims. as 
well as red-polished jugs with mushroom rims—all typical 
“Achzib” wares. Statistically the amount of early bichrome 
wares was miiimal and pilgrim flasks were few and late. 
There was a range of proto Black-on-Red to Black-on-Red 
IJ/III wares dating from the end of the 11th to the 8th/7th 
centuries B.c.€. More than three fourths of all the pottery 
finds were jugs. 

c. The Southern Cemetery. A different range of con- 
temporary ceramics of the Iron Age II was predominate 
in this cemetery. Bichrome, Black-on-White, and Black- 
on-Pink pilgr.m flasks represented the overwhelming ma- 
jority of pottery in the early phase of the burials. Some 
chambers were built, some hewn into the rock. A shaft or 
dromos led to the entrance. Paradoxically the ceilings of 
the rock-cut chambers had been quarried to be covered 
again by a built upper structure—a bamah with altar, 
massebah, and a special ceramic repertoire of votives. These 
family vaults contained 250-300 bodies buried over a 
period of about 300 years. The early, middle, and final 
phases of these chambers are dated by the ceramics, scar- 
abs, and cylinder and stamp seals. 

The middle phase continued to use red-slipped flat 
pilgrim flasks reflecting the LB traditions. At this time 
(mid-9th century), however, white painted Cypriot wares 
disappear and were replaced by red-polished Achzib jugs 
with trefoil rims. There also appeared red-polished bowls 
and jugs with mushroom rims. This phase continued until 
the first third of the 7th century B.c.£. The final phase was 
highlighted by large storage jars used as ossuaries and 
receptacles for funeral gifts, which accompanied the de- 
ceased inside the family vault. To judge by seals and 
scarabs, the final phase ended in the beginning of the 6th 
century. 

The Southern cemetery was also a burial ground for 
shaft burials of the 6th century. The absence of Attic wares 
strongly suggests that by midcentury, this sacred ground 
with its Canaanite and Sidonian traditions was no longer 
in use. 

d. The Northern Cemetery. The areas excavated con- 
tained cremation urns and burials mainly of the Iron Age, 
Persian, and Hellenistic periods. Iron Age cremation urns 
had also been deposited in the sands of the peripheral 
regions of the Southern cemetery. Early cremation urns 
were large Sub-Mycenean kraters, White-Painted II-III 
geometric kriters, or Black-on-Red I-II wares belonging 
to the 10th—8th centuries B.c.£. Later cremation burials 
were made inside storage jars. Also significant was the 
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custom of erecting a massebah immediately above the cre- 
mation urns or jars. 

Cremation urns were also |ound clustered around the 
foundations of a large pavement covered by lime and chalk 
plaster which had been frequently resurfaced. There was 
an area surrounded by a wall :n which was an altar—this is 
believed to have been a bamal. The absence of scarabs or 
other funerary gifts with the urns near the bamah leaves 
only typological and stratigraphic criteria for determining 
its date, apparently 8th century B.c.E. The types of kraters 
and storage jars used in this cemetery and the stelae have 
close parallels with those found in the lower levels of the 
Precinct of Tanit at Carthage. The preference for kraters 
as cremation urns in association with the contemporary 
Achzib red-slipped jugs clearly points to the continuation 
of Syro-Hittite traditions at Achzib. 

Each of the cemeteries represents a separate cultural 
tradition—Late Canaanite-Sidonian, Israelite, and Syro- 
Hittite. Only after the 6th century B.c.£. did they become 
known as Phoenician. 
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ACRABA (PLACE) [Gk Egrebél]. A town situated south- 
east of Dothan in the easterr: hills of Samaria (Jdt 7:18). 
The Assyrian general Holofernes had the Edomites and 
Ammonites stationed in this area while his troops cut off 
the water supply to the Israelite town of Bethulia. However, 
the location of Acraba is uncertain, and given the genre of 
the book of Judith, the historicity of this campaign and the 
“Assyrian” general is doubtful. Most scholars (see Moore 
Judith AB, 173) identify Acraba with Acrabeta (modern 
‘Aqraba), located 40 km north-northeast of Jerusalem. 
Acraba may also be associated with the site AKRABAT- 
TENE (1 Macc 5:3), where Judas Maccabaeus defeated the 
Idumeans who were killing Jews in 164 B.c.£. (Goldstein / 
Maccabees AB, 294). 
Makk J. FRETZ 


ACRE (PLACE). See ACCO (PLACE). 


ACROSTIC. A device employed in poetry whereby the 
initial letters or signs of each line, read downward, consti- 
tute a name, a sentence, or an alphabetic pattern. 

The earliest examples of nume/sentence acrostics are Bab- 
ylonian. Two can be dated to the reigns of Ashurbanipal 
and Nebuchadnezzar II respectively, since they mention 
those kings by name. The bes:-known Babylonian acrostic, 
the so-called Babylonian Theidicy, has been provisionally 
dated ca. 1000 B.c.z. (Lambert 1960: 67). The acrostic may 
spell out a name (e.g., “God Nabu”) or a sentence (e.g., in 
the Theodicy, “1, Sag-gil-kinam-ubib, the incantation priest, 
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am adorant of the god and the king”). Six of the seven 
extant Babylonian acrostic poems (surveyed in Soll 1988: 
305-11) are stanzaic. In all but one of the stanzaic acros- 
tics, each line within the strophe begins with the same sign 
that began the strophe. This repeating stanzaic pattern is 
the typical pattern for the Babylonian acrostics. In the 
Babylonian writing system, one sign could represent more 
than one sound. Most of the acrostics make use of this 
polyphony of sign values. Thus, the most important con- 
sideration was a conceptual or visual one: the use of the 
same sign. Two of the prayers incorporate not only an 
acrostic, but also a ¢elestic: the terminal letters of each line, 
read downward, also form a phrase. 

Name/sentence acrostics also occur in Greek literature. 
The Christian acrostic in the Sibylline Oracles 8.217-50 
reads iésous chreistos theou huios sdtér stauros, which in turn 
utilizes the well-known Christian acrostic ichthys. 

The Hebrew Bible contains a number of alphabetic acros- 
tics. The earliest biblical acrostics are probably the dam- 
aged acrostic in Psalms 9-10 and the partial acrostic 
(through kap) in Nahum 1; both are usually dated to the 
period of the Judaean monarchy. Many of the remaining 
biblical acrostics are probably either exilic or postexilic. 
Psalm 37 and Lamentations 1, 2, and 4 are stanzaic acros- 
tics (see LAMENTATIONS); repeating stanzaic acrostics 
may be found in Lamentations 3 (3-line strophes) and 
Psalm 119 (8-line strophes). In Psalms 11] and 112, each 
individual colon (half of a normal line) begins with a 
consecutive alphabetic character. Psalms 25 and 34 both 
omit a waw line and add a pe line after taw. This pe line 
thus becomes the last letter of the acrostic and combines 
with °alep and lamed (the first and middle letters of the 
acrostic) to form the consonants of the first letter of the 
alphabet, 4p (Skehan 1971: 74). The remaining biblical 
acrostics are Psalm 145 and Proverbs 31: 10-31. There 
are also three psalms from Qumran (see Sanders 1965) 
which are alphabetic acrostics: the Hebrew text of Sirach 
51: 13-30 (11QPsaSirach, which also adds a pe line), the 
so-called Apostrophe to Zion (11QPs@Zion) and the partial 
acrostic (through pe) 11QPs#155 (also known [Syriac] Psalm 
III). For a more detailed discussion of alphabetic acrostics 
in the biblical period, see Marcus (1947), Holm-Nielsen 
(1960), and Soll (1990, chap. 1). 

While acrostic poetry depends on knowledge of the art 
of writing and is therefore “scribal” in the sense that all 
ancient written literature is scribal, the acrostic should not 
be seen as exclusively, or even primarily, wisdom literature. 
Included among the biblical alphabetic acrostics are hymns 
(e.g., Psalm 145), prayers (e.g., Psalm 25), and wisdom 
poems (e.g., Prov 31:10—31). This same distribution of 
genres is found in Babylonian name/sentence acrostics as 
well. 

While the biblical alphabetic acrostic is often considered 
to be a mnemonic device (e.g., Paul JDBSup, 600-1), this 
position is difficult to maintain in the light of parallel 
Babylonian acrostics, which no one supposes were written 
with a mnemonic end in view (for further discussion, see 
Soll 1988: 320-22). The use of the acrostic form is best 
understood by analogy with metrical or rhyme schemes as 
an aesthetic constraint. It provided ancient poets with 
stimulus, direction, and limit as they drew on their stock 
of divine epithets, lament motives, petitions, and other 
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conventional features of religious poetry which could 
otherwise be piled on indefinitely. 

In the case of a name/sentence acrostic, the acrostic 
identifies the poem’s author, the purpose of the composi- 
tion, the one to whom it is addressed, or some combination 
of these. Although the poet began with the acrostic text as 
a matrix for the work, habit causes the reader to begin 
reading horizontally rather than vertically. Thus the im- 
pression of the finished product is the reverse of the 
process of composition: the poem gives the appearance of 
generating the acrostic, as if revealing a secret about itself. 
All Babylonian name/sentence acrostics had some way of 
alerting the reader to the presence of the acrostic pattern. 

The alphabetic framework is, by contrast, abstract; it 
does not say anything. Rather, it says everything, for the 
22 letters of the alphabet can be used to make any combi- 
nation of words. The alphabet is a ready metaphor for 
totality and completeness (Gottwald 1954: 23-32) and thus 
serves as an excellent frame for praising the qualities of 
God (Psalms 111 and 145), the just man (Psalm 112), or 
the capable woman (Prov 30:10—31). Even in poems not 
concerned with the enumeration of qualities, use of the 
alphabet evokes a sense of completeness without having to 
be comprehensive. The fact that the Semitic alphabet gave 
a much greater impression of organization than any of its 
adaptations to other languages and scripts (Driver 1976: 
179-85) may also have led to its use as an ordering device 
for poetry. 

The alphabetic framework was a fixed sequence that did 
not have to be justified, but was simply there, ready to be 
built on. The only variation in this order is the inversion 
of the ‘ayin-pe sequence: pe precedes Sayin in Lamentations 
2, 3, and 4; Psalm 10; and the LXX of Proverbs 31:10—31. 
The pe-‘ayin inversion occurs in some epigraphic abecedar- 
ies as well (Cross 1980: 9-13), so variation on this point in 
the acrostics was not a question of poetic license, but of 
adherence to different ordering conventions. 

The alphabetic sequence may have been understood as 
being complete numerically as well as linguistically, which 
would account for the 22-line poems in the Bible. This 
number of lines is clearly a deliberate choice in Lamenta- 
tions 5, since the rest of the book consists of alphabetic 
acrostics. Psalms 33, 38, and 103 are also 22-line poems. 
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WILL SOLL 
ACTS OF ANDREW. See ANDREW, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF ANDREW AND MATTATHIAS. See 
ANDREW AND MATTATHIAS, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF JOHN (BY PROCHORUS). See JOHN, 
ACTS OF (BY PROCHORUS). 


ACTS OF PAUL. See PAUL, ACTS OF. 
ACTS OF PETER. See PETER, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF PETER AND PAUL. See PETER AND 
PAUL, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF PETER AND THE TWELVE. See 
PETER ANI) THE TWELVE, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF PHILIP. See PHILIP, ACTS OF. 
ACTS OF PILATE. See PILATE, ACTS OF. 


ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. See LUKE-ACTS, 
BOOK OF. 


ACTS OF THEKLA. See THEKLA, ACTS OF. 
ACTS OF THOMAS. See THOMAS, ACTS OF. 
ACTS, BOOK OF. See LUKE-ACTS, BOOK OF. 


ADADAH (PLACE) [Heb ‘ad‘ad4]. A city situated in the 
Negeb region of Judah toward Edom (Josh 15:22). In the 
Bible this name occurs only as part of a list of Judah’s 
territorial inheritance (Josh 15:20—63). According to most 
scholars (e.g., Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 379), the MT 
wé‘ad ‘ada, “and Adadah,” should be emended to read Heb 
w'rh, “and Ararah” (cf. LXX variants arouél, arouér, as 
well as adada). Some scholars, therefore, identify Adadah 
with ‘ArSarah (modern Khirbet Aroer; see Alt 1934: 19; Keel 
and Kiichler 1982: 337), a site located some 20 km south- 
east of Beer-sheba, to which David redistributed some of 
the spoils of the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:28; see McCarter J 


60 -I 


Samuel AB, 436). Alternatively, Kallai (KHG 351) suggests 
that if no evidence of an Iron Age settlement is yielded 
from ‘Ar‘arah, then Tell ?Esdar, located 2 km farther 
north-northeast should be considered. Aharoni (LBHG, 
117) suggests that the name was originally Heb *Aroer- 
“Ar‘arah, ““Ar‘arah the ruin” (Heb ‘dré‘ér indicates “a ruin” 
as does Arabic khirbet). Epigraphically, therefore, the name 
“Adadah” may have resulted from a transmutation in the 
name “‘Ar‘arah” of the Heb letter resh to daleth, since these 
letters are difficult to distinguish in script. 
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ADAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘aié]. The name “Adah” seems 
to have been common in the ancient Semitic world (com- 
pare Minaean “dt [?]; Thamudic ‘dh/‘dy; Safaitic Sd?/<dy; 
Aramaic ‘dyh; Neo-Punic ‘dyt [?]; Syrian Sadda/“iddé; Samar- 
itan “dda; Nabataean ‘dyw; and Arabic ‘addijj). It appears 
to be the shortened form of a personal name containing 
the element *“dw/y, “to decorate, embellish” (Weippert 
1971: 250; Stamm 1980: 130) (e.g., Heb ‘ad? él, “adayah(i), 
el “add, Sddin(a@) [2], and “da‘é(‘) [>]; Sabaean/Safaitic/Am- 
monite [?] ‘@l; Libyanite ‘dwn [?]; Minaean/Safaitic “dyn 
[?]; and Gr Kosadou (gen. from qs‘d?]). Two women in the 
Hebrew Bible bear this name. 

1. The first of Lamech’s two wives, according to the 
genealogy in Gen 4:17-19. To her two sons, Jabal and 
Jubal, are attributed the life-style of the tentdweller and 
the herdsman, as well as the cultural achievement of musi- 
cal performance. 

2. The daughter of Elon the Hittite, and one of Esau’s 
Canaanite wives (Gen 36:2). She was considered to be one 
of the Edomite tribal ancestresses alongside of Oholiba- 
mah and Basemath. Eliphaz, her only son and Esau’s 
eldest, was born in Canaan (Gen 35:4, 10) and became the 
father of Teman, Omar, Zepho, Gatam, Kenaz, Amalek 
(and Korah?) (Gen 36:11—12), who are listed a few verses 
jJater as the “tribal chiefs” ?allapim) of Edom (vv 15-16). 
The three contradictory texts Gen 36:2-3, 26:34, and 28:9 
are based on different traditions of P, hence the lack of 
harmony (Speiser Genesis AB, 279; Westermann Genesis 1— 
11 BK, 684). 
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ADAITAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘“ddaya; ‘ddayaha). 1. A Levite 
of the clan of Gershom, son of Ethan, father of Zerah, and 
grandfather of Ethni (1 Chr 6:26—27—Eng 6:41—42). His 
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name occurs in the middle of a genealogical list whose 
purpose was to substantiate the Levitical pedigree of 
Asaph, one of the temple singers appointed by King David 
(1 Chr 6:16-—17, 33—Eng 6:31—32, 48). With some justifi- 
cation this Adaiah [‘dddéydé] has been equated with Iddo 
[Siddé] in 1 Chr 6:6—Eng 6:21 (Schumacher IDB 1:42) but 
this identification is not absolutely certain. Although there 
are four names (Gershom, Jahath, Zimmah, Zerah) com- 
mon to the two Gershomite Levitical lists involved (1 Chr 
6:5-6—Eng 6:20-21; 1 Chr 6:24-28—Eng 6:39—43), the 
pertinent inner patterns Zimmah-Joah-Jddo-Jeatherai and 
then Zimmah-Ethan-Adaiah-Zerah-Ethni illustrate equally 
the configuration of differences. It is also worth noting 
that Chronicles traces Asaph’s lineage through Adaiah to 
Levi's son “Gershom,” not the more traditional “Gershon.” 

2. A Benjaminite, one of the sons of Shimei (1 Chr 
8:21). His name is found in a list of Benjamin’s descen- 
dants who are distinguished as heads of families living in 
Jerusalem (1 Chr 8:28). This Shimei [Heb 5#m‘i] is probably 
a textual corruption of the name SHEMA [Heb sema‘] 
mentioned ealier in 1 Chr 8:13. The complex 1 Chronicles 
2-8 contains three epicenters: the lists of the tribe of Judah 
at the beginning, those of Levi in the middle, and those 
pertaining to the tribe of Benjamin at the end. This 
threefold arrangement reflected something of the territo- 
rial, social, and political realities of the postexilic period 
(see Weinberg 1981: 111-12). 

3. The father of Maaseiah, who is seemingly listed as 
one of the “commanders of hundreds” [saré hamm26t] that 
conspired with Jehoiada the priest to overthrow Queen 
Athaliah and install young Joash upon the Judean throne 
(2 Chr 23:1). According to 2 Kgs 11:4 these individuals 
were “the captains of the Carites and of the guards.” By 
contrast, the Chronicler, true to his own ideology, appar- 
ently reports the plot as carried out exclusively by priestly 
and Levitical guards in order to avoid any hint of the 
desecration of the temple area by “foreign mercenaries” 
(Myers 2 Chronicles AB, 131; Williamson Chronicles NCB, 
315). On the connection of Levites with martial activities, 
see Spencer 1984: 270-71. Dillard, moreover, makes the 
intriguing observation that, whereas the first three occur- 
rences of names (Azariah, Ishmael, Azariah) in 2 Chr 23:1 
are introduced with the preposition le, the last two names 
(Maaseiah ben Adaiah, Elishaphat) are proceeded by the 
object marker ?et before “the commanders of hundreds.” 
While representative possibly of no more than a stylistic 
variation, this change in pattern may just as well indicate 
that for the Chronicler Maaseiah ben Adaiah was not 
intended to be included among the “commanders of hun- 
dreds.” However, that the writer regarded the command- 
ers as Levites seems to be implied in the activities envi- 
sioned in | Chr 23:6—7, 9 (see Dillard 2 Chronicles WBC, 
177 n.1c, 180-81). 

4. The maternal grandfather of King Josiah (2 Kgs 
22:1). It is characteristic of the Deuteronomistic history to 
introduce Judean kings through a fixed scribal formula. 
Included in this formula is the name of each king’s 
mother. Jedidah, Josiah’s mother, is cited as the daughter 
of Adaiah of Bozkath. BOZKATH (Josh 15:39) appears to 
be a SW Judean village in the vicinity of Lachish (Tell ed- 
Duweir) and Eglon (Tell el-Hesi). 

5. A Judahite, the son of Joiarib, and father of Hazaiah 
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(Neh 11:5). He is mentioned as an ancestor of Maaseiah, 
one of the Judean family heads resident in Jerusalem after 
the return from exile. The parallel text in 1 Chr 9:5 (RSV) 
makes no reference to Adaiah ben Joiarib but speaks 
rather of “the Shilonites: Asaiah [= Maaseiah?] the first- 
born, and his sons.” However, the presence of Judah’s two 
sons Perez (Neh 11:4; 1 Chr 9:4) and Zerah (1 Chr 9:6) in 
these two otherwise synoptic lists suggests that the MT 
behind the RSV’s “the Shilonite/the Shilonites” [hassiléni/ 
hassiléni] in Neh 9:5 and 1 Chr 9:5 might well be revocal- 
ized to read “the Shelanite/the Shelanites” [hassélani/haxxé- 
lant] (see NEB), thus making this Adaiah actually a descen- 
dant of Judah through his third son Shelah (Gen 38:5; 
Num 26:20). 

6. The son of Jeroham (1 Chr 9:12 = Neh 11:12) and 
one of the priests listed who returned from exile to live 
and work in Jerusalem. Adaiah and his brethren, heads of 
fathers’ houses, are reported to have numbered 242 per- 
sons. A comparison of the two parallel verses cited reveals 
that Nehemiah 11 carries his ancestry back to the seventh 
generation, adding three additional names (Pelaliah, 
Amzi, Zechariah) to Adaiah’s ancestry as given in 1 Chr 
9:12. 

7. A son of BANI (Ezra 10:29 = 1 Esdr 9:30) and 8.a 
son of BINNUI (Ezra 10:39), two individuals who had 
married foreign women and who were induced to put 
them away along with their children, in the time of Ezra 
(Ezra 10:44 = 1 Esdr 9:36). The double occurrence of the 
name “Bani” in both Ezra 10:29 and 10:34 and the similar 
name “Binnui” in Ezra 10:39 have given rise to a number 
of textual emendations. Not all is settled even with respect 
to the name “Adaiah”: thus LXX 1 Esdr 9:30 reads tedatos 
for Adaiah in Ezra 10:29; accordingly, the text-critical 
apparatus of BHS suggests that the name “Adaiah” here 
be amended to read either ye‘adya or yedaSa. For the 
second Adaiah named in Ezra 10:39, there is no corre- 
sponding name parallel whatsoever in 1 Esdr 10:34. 
There, in fact, Binnui has become a one of Bani’s sons! 
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ADALITA (PERSON) (Heb édalya?]. One of the ten sons 
of Haman (Esth 9:8). The names of Haman’s sons appear 
within Esth 9:1-19, a passage long thought to be the 
denouement of the Esther story, although recent research 
has shown it to be independent of both the main story 
(Esth 1-8) and the two appendices; one on the origin of 
Purim (Esth 9:20-32), the other the praise of Mordecai 
(Esth 10:1—3) (Clines 1984: 39-49, 158-62). This passage 
resolves the question of what happened after king Aha- 
suerus granted the Jews permission to defend themselves 
against the attacks of hostile neighbors incited by Haman 
(Esth 8:11-12). In this narrative context the killing of 
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Haman’s male progeny is the reversal of his attempt to 
annihilate the Jews (Esth 3:9-15) (Berg 1979: 105ff.). 

The authenticity of the names of Haman’s sons is a 
matter of dispute. There are variant lists of the names in 
the LXX, the A-Text (= LXX L?) and other ancient 
versions (see the lists in Moore Esther AB, xlii—xliii; Haupt 
1907-8: 175). It has been suggested from this that the 
spelling of ce-tain names in MT may be corrupt, the Greek 
versions perhaps preserving a more accurate spelling 
(Moore Esther AB, xliv). Against this, the attestation in 
Iranian onomastica of a few of the names in MT Esther 
and the likelihood that many of them can be given sensible 
Iranian etymologies has renewed confidence in the supe- 
riority of the MT orthography (Millard 1977; Zadok 
1986). While this also counters the claim that the names 
are the product of the writer’s imagination, the use of 
probable real names proves nothing about the veracity of 
the story. Many of the names of Haman’s sons are, how- 
ever, otherwise unattested, perhaps reflecting our limited 
knowledge of Iranian onomastica. The current state of 
knowledge of Iranian dialects leaves the analysis of many 
of the names uncertain and the etymologies given are 
often conjectural. For the analysis of many of the names 
there is often no advancement on the classic studies of 
Oppert (1894: 35-41), Justi (1895), Scheftelowitz (1901), 
and Bartholomae (1904). Their work on Iranian names in 
Esther is summarized by Paton (1908: 66—71). The most 
recent comp<ehensive survey of Iranian names is Hinz 
(1975), supplemented by Zadok (1986) on names in Es- 
ther. 

-Gdalya? (LXX barsa) has a number of proposed Old 
Iranian etymologies for which see Paton (Esther ICC, 70f.) 
and Gehman (1924: 327), but none are convincing. ?ddalya@ 
may be related to the name °dlyn attested in a 6th century 
B.c.E. Aramaic text from Egypt (Bauer and Meissner | 936 
line 16; TAD, 11-13), although this name also proves to be 
difficult to analyze (Grelot 1972: 500f.; Kornfeld 1978: 
113 for Hurrian derivation). For an explanation of the 
LXX spelling, see Haupt (1907-8: 176). 
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PETER BEDFORD 


ADAM (PERSON) {Heb ?adcim]. The Hebrew noun adam 
generally denotes “human being,” “humankind.” The 
term is also used of the male individual in the Gen 2:4b— 
3:24 creation narrative. 


A. Etymology and Use in the OT. 

The etymology of the word is uncertain. ?éddm has often 
been associated with the root ?dm “red.” Evidence cited in 
support of this association is widespread. In Akkadian, 
adamu means “blood, red garment,” and adamatu “black 
blood.” In Aramaic, ?dédém arid other cognate terms refer 
to “blood,” while in biblical Hebrew ?éddm means “red” 
(adj.), and the verb °ddém “to be red.” The Ugaritic verb 
-adm appears in several places in connection with bodily 
cleansing and anomting, ard is usually translated “to 
rouge or redden.” It has been suggested that the use of 
-adam for “human” arises because of the reddish color of 
human skin. 

The play on words in Gen 2:7 and 3:19 between >adam 
and ?ddamdé “ground, earth,” has not been overlooked in 
the search for an etymology of the former. The name 
adam is given to the human creature believed to have come 
from the ?édamé. Of course, word plays in themselves do 
not necessarily indicate the etymology of a word. They 
could simply be used by writers or editors for literary 
effect. However, in this case the suggested etymological 
connection ought not to be ruled out. The Akkadian 
adamatu, “dark red earth” (used as a dye), suggests that 
the Hebrew °dddmé could also be derived from the root 
dm, “to be red.” °adam and ?ddamé could have been derived 
from the same root separately or the latter could have 
given rise to the former because of the similarity of skin 
tone to the color of the soil itself. 

While we cannot draw any firm conclusions about the 
origins of biblical ?4daém, we should note that the word has 
cognates in other Northwest Semitic languages. °dm ap- 
pears in both Ugaritic and Phoenician as “human being.” 
In the former, the high god El is called °ab ?adm, “the 
father of humankind.” The development of ?dm for “hu- 
mankind” would seem to have been confined to the North- 
west Semitic domain since the Akkadian word for “human 
being” is awilum/ami(é)lu. Thus, any etymological connec- 
tion between ?dddm and eithe- ?dm “to be red,” or the root 
for “ground, earth,” would appear to be a localized North- 
west Semitic phenomenon. The cognates for the latter two 
words range across the whole Semitic family. 


B. °adam in Genesis 1-11. 

>Gdaém is used widely throughout the OT for “human- 
kind” or “human being.” It also occurs as the proper name 
of the first of the forefathers of the human family in 1 
Chr 1:1. This may also be the case in Job 31:33, Hos 6:7, 
and Deut 4:32. In Genesis 1-5 the situation is more 
complex. 

The use of ?éddém in J is concentrated in the primeval 
history of Genesis 2-11. In Gen 2:4b—4:25, the term refers 
to a specific male being. Elsewhere in the primeval narra- 
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tive, it refers to humankind in general, even in Gen 8:21, 
which recalls the curse of Gen 3:17—19. In the context of 
Genesis 2-11, the individuality of the figure °4daém in Gen 
2:4b-3:24 must be seen as representative. No doubt the 
sources of the stories dictated in part the shape of the J 
narrative. *a4dém usually appears with the definite article 
h@ adam (exceptions being 2:5, 2:20, and 3:17, the last two 
of which many scholars have amended). 

While the individuality of the °>4dam figure in Gen 2:4b— 
3:24 is evident throughout the story, the restriction of 
adam to a male individual begins clearly only from 2:18. 
Thus the beginning of the story addresses the issue of 
human beings in general in the presence of Yahweh. The 
disobedience that follows is not to be blamed primarily on 
the woman in the garden, but is the responsibility of the 
whole human community, as the curses (3:14—19) reveal. 
In 4:1, 25, ?dddm is clearly used as the proper name of the 
father of Cain, Abel, and Seth. After these verses, J again 
employs the term in its broader context. We should note 
that the Septuagint and Vulgate begin to translate ha@’adam 
as a proper name in Genesis 2:19. 

In Gen 1:26—-28, P uses ?dddm collectively as male (zakar) 
and female (négébé). A single couple is not indicated here. 
>ddém in its composite whole as male and female is the 
image of God. In Gen 5:3—5, however, P clearly under- 
stands ?addém as an individual, i.e., the father of Seth and 
other children. The writer even records Adam's age at 
death as 930 years. This transition in the P material cannot 
be properly understood apart from the intervening J 
narrative. Recent studies in the canonical shape of Genesis 
1-11 (Childs JOTS, 148-50) have drawn attention to the 
interdependence of the J and P material and the theologi- 
cal import of their connection. Although Childs suggests 
that the J creation account plays a subsidiary role to that 
of P, he does point to the interconnection between creation 
(Genesis 1) and the history of humankind (Genesis 2). One 
should also note that, as the two chapters stand, they 
present a balanced picture of humanity. The creature 
made in the image of God, indeed invited into God’s 
presence, is also the creature primarily responsible for the 
subsequent alienation and enmity within creation. The two 
sides of humanity presented in Ps 8:4—7 are seen in reverse 
order in Genesis 1—3. 

The closeness and yet enmity between humans and 
creation is highlighted by the play on words between °édam 
either as “human being” or the first male individual, and 
-ddamd “ground, earth.” It is from ?dddmé that ?dddm is 
fashioned (Gen 2:7). The latter’s task is to till the ground 
(2:6). When ?ddém disobeys Yahweh, the °édémd is cursed 
(3:17-19). This in turn causes hardship for ?é4dém. The 
end of °adam is again to return to the ?ddamé (parallel to 
‘apar “dust”). This wordplay continues through the flood 
story and is highlighted in 4:11-12 and 5:29. The link 
between ?ddaém and °ddamd in terms of sin and curse is only 
alleviated in 8:21-22. The dependence of fertility on hu- 
man behavior, which remains wicked (8:21; 9:18—-27; 
11:1—9), is broken. 

While the wordplay between ?adam and ?ddamé is unique 
to the biblical material, the notion that humans are in part 
formed from earth or clay was widespread in the ancient 
Near East. We find it in the Sumerian account of the 
creation of humans where Enki, in order to fashion ser- 
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vants for the gods, calls on Mammu to “mix the heart of 
the clay that is over the abyss” (see Kramer 1961: 72-73). 
Likewise in the story of Atrahasis, Ea assists Mami, “the 
mistress of all the gods,” in fashioning humans by pinching 
off pieces of clay (Tablet I. 189-260; see Lambert and 
Millard 1969: 56-61; cf. ANET, 99-100). 


C. ?adam in Intertestamental Literature. 

Little attention has been given to the *4daém figure of 
Genesis 1-5 elsewhere in the OT. There are, however, 
possible allusions to ?adém and the creation narrative in 
apocryphal literature (Sir 17:1; 49:16; Tob 8:6; Wis 2:23; 
9:2; 10:1). Renewed interest in and speculation concerning 
dam is found in pseudepigraphal, rabbinic, and gnostic 
texts. The Greek text Apocalypse of Moses is the most famil- 
iar of these. It tells of the life of Adam and Eve outside 
paradise, the death of Abel, the birth of Seth, Adam’s 
illness, and the journey of Eve and Seth to paradise in 
search of the oil of the Tree of Life which would cure 
Adam. Adam dies and his soul is taken into the presence 
of God by the Cherubim. Through the prayers of the 
angels, Adam is pardoned and taken back into the third 
heaven. While a good portion of this material overlaps 
with its Latin counterpart, The Life of Adam and Eve, the 
exact nature of the relationship between these two texts is 
difficult to determine (see OTP, 249—95 for a translation 
and discussion of both texts). See ADAM AND EVE, LIFE 
OF. 

Emphasis in the Apocalypse of Moses focuses on two mat- 
ters: (1) the nature of sin and the present human condition 
and (2) the hope of resurrection. The sin of Adam and Eve 
is their deliberate disobedience of God’s command (Apoc. 
Mos. 8:2; 10:2; 23:4, etc.). Eve is the one who initially 
succumbs to temptation and then dupes Adam into follow- 
ing her example (7:2—3; 9:2; 14:2; 21:1-6). Both lose the 
visible righteousness and glory of God which they had in 
the beginning (11:2; 20:1—2; 21:2). This sin brings hard- 
ship upon humanity. However, the image of God in which 
they were created is retained in their son Seth (10:13; 
12:1), who is born according to the appointment of God 
(38:4). . 

While Adam’s death is a result of sin, it eventually 
provides an avenue to hope in resurrection. In his mercy 
God promises to pardon Adam and to raise him up to 
enjoy the benefits of paradise once again (28:4; 37:1-6; 
41:3). This comes to fruition after his death. His former 
glory is restored (39:1—3) and the power of Satan is over- 
come, turning grief to joy. Just as others participate in the 
consequences of Adam’s sin, so there is hope that the “holy 
people,” those who adhere to the covenant, will share in 
his resurrection (13:3—5; 41:3). 

Speculation in various noncanonical works also focuses 
on the figure of Adam. Philo stresses Adam’s perfection 
(Op 47:136-141), while various other works describe his 
honor and beauty above other living beings (e.g., Sir 
49:16; Pesig. Rab Kah 101). This beauty was lost with 
Adam’s sin (Gen. Rab. 11:2; 12:6). A motif of rabbinic 
thought is the enormous size of Adam, whose body 
stretches across the cosmos (e.g., Gen. Rab. 8:1; 21:3; 24:2; 
Pirge R. El. 11; ?Abot R. Nat. B8, etc.). Other passages note 
Adam’s great wisdom (Gen. Rab. 24:2; Pesig. R. 15a). 
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D. Adam in the New Testament. 

The most significant references to Adam in the NT are 
found in Rorn 5:12—21 and 1 Cor 15:21—22, 45-49. Here 
Paul develops his Adam-Christ typology (on the debated 
origin of this typology, see discussion in Cranfield Romans 
ICC, 269-95: Kasemann Romans HNT, 139-58; and Beker 
1980). In Rom 5:12—21 Paul emphasizes the analogy be- 
tween Adam, the one through whom sin and condemna- 
tion to death come into the world, and Christ, the one 
through whom life is offered to all. While this analogy 
presents Adam and Christ as those who shape the destiny 
of the world, the contrast is not to be ignored. The reign 
of grace and righteousness which comes through the sec- 
ond Adam confronts the reign of sin and death introduced 
through the first Adam and overcomes it. 

In 1 Cor 15:21-22, the emphasis of the typology focuses 
on Christ as the one through whom resurrection to life 
comes. This theme is carried through in wy 45-49. In 
resurrection, one has a spiritual body, like that of the 
heavenly Christ, in contrast to the physical body which all 
humanity has in common with the earthly Adam. Paul 
draws on Gen 2:7 (LXX) as support. Here Paul could well 
be using the type of exegesis Philo exhibits in his discus- 
sion of Genesis 1:27 and 2:7, wherein he contrasts the 
heavenly, archetypal person with the historic Adam, made 
from dust (Legum Allegoriae, i.31). However, Paul under- 
stands these figures not as types but as eschatological and 
historical figures respectively (1 Cor 15:47). 

Elsewhere in the NT, reference is made to Adam as the 
first generation of humanity (Jude 14 and Luke 3:38). In 
the latter text, he is foremost in the genealogy that leads 
to Jesus. In | Tim 2:13—14, the Eden story is used to justify 
the denial of teaching roles and positions of authority to 
women at that time. The writer stresses the prior creation 
of Adam, as well as the fact that Eve was the one deceived 
by the serpent. Adam is seen as completely innocent, while 
the woman in the story is labeled the transgressor. Such a 
line of argument is in keeping with early Jewish exegetical 
interpretations of Genesis 3 (e.g. Apoc. Mos. 15-21; Pirge 
R. El. 1, 13). 
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Howarp N. WALLACE 


ADAM (PLACE) [Heb ?adam]. A city located in the Trans- 
jordan N of the place where the Israelites crossed the 
Jordan into Palestine (Josh 3:14-17). According to the 
biblical account of the crossing, the waters of the Jordan 
“rose up in a heap” at Adam (Josh 3:16). A strategic city, 
Adam was situated near the fords of the Jordan (Judg 
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7:24), S of the mouth of the Jabbok River and N of the 
mouth of wadi Far‘ah. At Aciam, significant travel routes 
intersected (2 Sam 18:23; Hos 6:9), which made it easily 
accessible to Pharaoh Shishak individual (ca. 945-924 
B.C.E.) of Egypt, who captured Adam while on a military 
campaign through Palestine (1 Kgs 14:25-28; 2 Chr 12:1- 
12; see Kitchen 1973: 438; Mazar 1986: 146). Most scho- 
lars have traditionally located this site at Tell ed-Ddmiyeh 
(modern Damiya; see Glueck 1951: 331; Boling and Wright 
Joshua AB, 169), where landslides have been known to dam 
up the Jordan (Aharoni LBHG, 34; Keel and Kichler 1982: 
491; Noth Josua HAT, 37). 

The translation of the MT of Josh 3:16 reads, “one heap 
arose a great distance from Adam, the city which is beside 
Zarethan,” and the written text (Heb b@adam) differs from 
what is to be read (Heb mé’adam). The LXX rendering 
differs quite radically from the MT: “forming a single 
heap over a very wide area, as far as the frontier of 
Kiryath-Jearim” (see Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 156). 
Whereas the MT identifies the location of the obstruction 
of the water in relation to Adam, the LXX expresses the 
expanse of the flooding in relation to Kiriath-Jearim. 
Thus, a single story about the extent of flooding is formu- 
lated from two different points of reference. 

The city of Adam may also refer to a sacred location in 
biblical poetry (see Mazar 1985: 17—18). Several verses of 
poetry which contain the Heb word adam, traditionally 
translated “man,” could be clarified by translating it “(the 
city) Adam.” Consequently, Ps 68:19-Eng 68:18 and Ps 
78:60 could benefit from this proposal (Goitein 1947), as 
could Hos 6:7 (even though LXX hés anthropos, “as man,” 
supports the traditional rendering of “man”; see Andersen 
and Freedman Hosea AB, 434). 
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Makk J. FRETZ 


ADAM AND EVE, LIFE OF. Among several re- 
lated narrative elaborations of the biblical account of Adam 
and Eve, the most important are the Greek Apocalypse of 
Moses and the Latin Vita Adae et Evae. An Armenian recen- 
sion was translated loosely from the Apocalypse of Moses, or 
possibly from the Syriac (Conybeare 1895: 216—35), at 
least by 1000 c.£., although more probably during the 5th 
or 6th centuries. A Slavonic recension, translated from the 
Greek between 950 and 1400 c.£., combines the Apocalypse 
of Moses and Vita 1-11. Other documents, while part of the 
Adam cycle of literature, have no direct literary relation- 
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ship with the Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae: the 

Cave of Treasures, the Combat of Adam and Eve (Ethiopic), the 

Testament of Adam, and the Apocalypse of Adam from Nag 

Hammadi. 

The Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae, though 
sharing much material, also contain unique traditions: 
Ap. Mos. Vita 

1. Adam and Eve search for 
food and repent by stand- 
ing in the Jordan and Tigris 
Tivers. 

2. Satan, disguised as an angel, 
convinces Eve to curtail her 
penitence. 

3. Satan explains his fall and 
consequent enmity toward 
Adam. 

4. Eve escapes death and bears 
Cain by means of Adam’s 
intercession. 

5. Eve bears (Cain [Ap. Mos. 
1:3]), Abel, Seth, et al. 

6. Adam reveals to Seth his 
rapture to paradise to see 
God. — 

7. Adam, on his deathbed, 
sends Eve and Seth on an 
unsuccessful quest for the 
oil of mercy. 

8. Eve exhorts her children to 
obey by recounting the 
temptation by Satan and ex- 
plusion from paradise. 

9. Adam dies. 

10. Adam is pardoned. 

11. Adam is buried. 

12. Eve commands her children 
to preserve her and Adam’s 
life on tablets of stone and 
clay. 

13. Eve dies and is buried. 


1-8 


9-1] 


12-17 


18-22 


1:1-5:1 23-24 


25-29 


5:2-14:3 30-44 


15-30 
31-32 45 
33-37 46 
38:1—42:2 


49:1-50:2 
42:3-43:4 50:3-51:3 


The redactors of the Apocalypse of Moses and Vita Adae et 
Evae shape their mutual (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 5:2—14:3 and Vita 
30—44) and unique (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 15-30) traditions in 
different ways, as a comparison of three major character- 
istics of both stories will demonstrate. First, Satan is prom- 
inent in Apoc. Mos. 15~—30, where he is responsible for the 
deception of the serpent, Eve, and Adam, yet his role is 
even more prominent in Vita Adae et Evae. Satan deceives 
Eve a second time (chaps. 9-11), then explains thoroughly 
why he maliciously pursues Adam (chaps. 12—17). Accord- 
ing to Vita 37-39, a “serpent” whom Seth recognizes as 
Satan, the “cursed enemy of truth, (and) chaotic de- 
stroyer,” attacks him; in the parallel passage of Apoc. Mos. 
10-12, only a rebellious “wild beast” attacks Seth. 

Second, Eve is culpable for the first transgression in both 
accounts, but the redactor of Vita Adae et Evae, particularly 
in the unique material (chaps. 1-22), consciously deni- 
grates Eve and exonerates Adam. Eve’s unrealistic solution 
to hunger following explusion is to have Adam murder 
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her, since she sinned, so that God may return him to 
paradise (chaps. 1-6); in contrast, Adam suggests sensibly 
that they repent. While the Jordan stops its flow and the 
entire animal world gathers around Adam when he re- 
pents, Eve succumbs again to Satan’s deceit (chaps. 7-11). 
Subsequently, when she departs to die, Eve experiences 
birthpangs but receives no mercy, despite her desperate 
prayers, until Adam intercedes (chaps. 18-22). 

Third, God’s mercy, a significant theme in both stories, 
is interpreted differently. One message of Vita Adae et Evae 
is that penitence, properly performed, evokes God’s 
mercy. The editor presents details of Adam’s penitence in 
the Jordan (chaps. 6-8) and adds similar details to Seth’s 
prayer at paradise (chap. 40; cf. Apoc. Mos. 13:1) to provide 
the readers with models of penitence. Because Adam re- 
pented properly, he was pardoned during his lifetime 
(chap. 46). In contrast, the main theme of the Apocalypse of 
Moses is that mercy is accessible only following death. Adam 
faces death, uncertain that God will be merciful (chaps. 
31-32). He dies and, after a lengthy and suspenseful 
account of angelic intercession, is pardoned (chaps. 33- 
37). Finally, he receives the promise of resurrection twice 
(39:1-3; 41:2—3). 

The preceding examples demonstrate that the Apoca- 
lypse of Moses and Vita Adae et Evae are similar, but signifi- 
cantly different from each other. The relationship be- 
tween them is difficult to determine. Meyer (1895: 205-8) 
regarded the Vita as the older document. Fuchs (1900: 
508-9) and Wells (APOT 2: 128—9) regarded the Apocalypse 
of Moses as earlier. It is equally possible that the two 
narratives were composed independently on the basis of 
traditions which they had in common (e.g., Apoc. Mos. 31— 
32 and Vita 45). 

Many of the traditions underlying these texts were prob- 
ably composed in Hebrew. However, the author of the 
Apocalypse of Moses was familiar with the LXX, and Vita 
Adae et Evae contains some Greek expressions (e.g., plasma, 
“creature,” in 46:3), indicating that at least some of the 
original traditions may have been composed in Greek. 
There is little consensus, then, concerning the relationship 
of the Greek and Latin texts and the language of the 
traditions which preceded them other than that a diverse 
oral and literary history underlies these documents (John- 
son OTP 2: 251). 

Both sets of traditions are clearly Jewish, exhibiting 
parallels with many Jewish documents (notes in Johnson 
OTP 2: 258-95). Although Apoc. Mos. and Vita contain no 
historical allusions, several of these parallels indicate that 
the traditions embodied in both fit well into the Ist and 
early 2d centuries c.£. Josephus’ Ant 1.2.3 contains a ref- 
erence to tablets of stone and clay which is similar to Vita 
49:1-50:2. The apostle Paul refers to Satan’s being dis- 
guised as an angel of light (2 Cor 11:14 and Vita 9, Ap. 
Mos. 17) and to the location of paradise in the third heaven 
(2 Cor 12:2-3 and Ap. Mos. 37:5). The most important 
parallels which suggest a late Ist or early 2d century 
provenance are those between the Apocalypse of Moses and 
4 Ezra and 2 Baruch: (1) the combination of allusions to 
Gen 1:26-27 and 2:7, the image of God and the work of 
God’s hands, to appeal for divine mercy (Apoc. Mos. 33-37 
and 4 Ezra 8:44—45); (2) the loss of supramundane para- 
dise (Ap. Mos. 27-29 and 2 Bar. 4:3—7); and (3) emphasis 
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upon the e“fects of the initial transgression on future 
generations, yet insistence upon individual responsibility 
as the prerequisite to eschatological glory (Apoc. Mos. 14, 
28, 30 and 4 Ezra 3:20-27; 4:26-32; 7:11-14; 7:116-31; 
2 Bar. 17:1—18:2; 23:4-5; 48:42—47; 54:13-19). 

These parallels suggest that the traditions contained in 
these documents may belong to the Ist century c.eE. The 
terminus ad quem for their composition is ca. 400 c.E., since 
several texts written shortly after that date, including the 
Armenian version, appear to depend upon them. No 
manuscripts date earlier than the 11th century for the 
Apocalypse of Moses and the 9th century for Vita Adae et 
Evae. See Jobnson OTP 2: 249-95, and Wells APOT 2: 123- 
54 for text. 
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Joun R. Levison 


ADAM, APOCALYPSE OF (NHC \,5). A Jewish- 
gnostic document found in the Nag Hammadi Library, a 
collection of papyrus manuscripts discovered in Upper 
Egypt in 1946. The Apocalypse of Adam (Apoc. Adam) pur- 
ports to be a revelatory discourse that Adam delivered to 
his son Seth which was preserved for Seth’s posterity. It is 
not to be identified with any previously known Adam text. 
Epiphanius (Pan. 26.8.1) mentions that the “gnostics” used 
“apocalypses of Adam,” but little is known of them. 


A. Setting. 

Apoc. Adam is the fifth and final tractate in NHC V. Apoc. 
Adam is immediately preceded in NHC V by three other 
tractates bearing the title “apocalypse”: an apocalypse of 
Paul and two apocalypses of James. The first tractate in 
NHC V is not an apocalypse but a highly fragmentary 
copy of Eugnostos, of which another copy is preserved in 
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Codex III. The inclusion of four apocalypses in one book 
is unusual in the Nag Hammadi Library and does seem to 
be the result of a deliberate scribal collection. 


B. Text. 

The manuscript is preserved in the Coptic Museum in 
Old Cairo (codex inventory number 10548). The tops and 
bottoms of its 21 inscribed papyrus pages are all lacking 
text in varying degrees. Pages 69—70 are completely lack- 
ing all vestiges of first and !ast lines, while pages 67 (the 
verso, p. 68, is uninscribed), 71-72, and 77 are each 
lacking one to four lines at the bottom of the page. 

As to its date and provenance, one cannot be certain. It 
was written in Greek sometirne after the appearance of the 
Septuagint (250-200 B.c.£.), and then translated into Cop- 
tic (Sahidic dialect) sometime before the middle of the 4th 
century C.E., when the books of the Nag Hammadi Library 
were manufactured. It has teen dated in its present form 
as early as the end of the 1s! century c.£. Since its present 
form is thought to be the result of editorial redaction, the 
various component parts could perhaps be even earlier. 


C. Character and Contents. 

The narrative is cast as a revelatory discourse delivered 
by Adam to his son Seth “ir. the 700th year”; that is, just 
prior to Adam’s death (cf. Gen 5:3-5 LXX). This feature 
suggests that the text is tc be understood as the “last 
testament” of Adam, and to be associated with other testa- 
mentary literature in antiqu‘ty, such as the Téstaments of the 
Twelve Patriarchs. The selection of Seth as the son to receive 
the revelation, and the identification of Seth’s namesake as 
“that man who is the seed of the great generation” (NHC 
65,6-9; cf. Gen 5:3), also associates the text with other 
Sethian literature in antiquity. It has been described as an 
original writing of the gnost:c sect of the Sethians (Turner 
1986). 

Unlike other gnostic writings, Adam describes his origi- 
nal androgynous “creation” in highly positive language 
(NHC 64,6—-12). His “fall” is portrayed as a lapse into 
ignorance that is brought about by separation into male 
and female entities (NHC 64,20—28; cf. Gen 2:21-23), 
rather than by an act of disobedience to God’s command 
not to eat of the tree “of the knowledge of good and evil,” 
as it is reported in the Jewish biblical tradition (Gen 2:15— 
17; 3:1-19). Three unnamed heavenly figures then appear 
to Adam and their revelation to him becomes the subject 
of Adam’s last testament to Seth (NHC 67,14—21). 

Adam describes to Seth the origin of a special race of 
men, and their struggle against God, The Almighty (Gk 
pantocrator), or Sakla, who is portrayed as the creator god 
of the Jewish biblical tradition. Three attempts are made 
by the Almighty to destroy this race of men who possess 
the knowledge of the “eternal God” (NHC 68,10—16), 
which Adam also possessed in his primordial state (NHC 
64,6—14). 

‘Two of these attempts to destroy this special race of 
“Sethians” (cf. NHC 65,6—°), that of flood (NHC 69,1-— 
16— the Noah story) and fire (NHC 75,9-16—the Sodom/ 
Gomorrah story) are well known in Jewish biblical tradi- 
tion, but are here given new interpretations. For example, 
the biblical flood narrative is explained as the attempt of a 
wicked creator to destroy the pure race of men who 
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possess special knowledge of the eternal God, rather than 
as the judgment of a righteous God upon the wickedness 
of humankind (cf. Gen. 6:1—7). A third threat is lost in 
lacunas (NHC 71,8—72,1), but may be assumed because of 
a clear account of a third deliverance (NHC 72,1-15). 

At the conclusion of these three attempts of the Al- 
mighty to destroy the great race, Adam describes the 
descent of a heavenly figure, the Illuminator of Knowl- 
edge. The sudden appearance of this heavenly figure 
shakes the cosmos of the Almighty, disturbing his heavenly 
court, 1.e., his powers and angels. The Illuminator comes 
to “redeem” the souls of the seed of Noah “from the day 
of death” and to leave for himself “fruit-bearing trees” 
(NHC 76,8-17). He performs “signs and wonders” (NHC 
77,1-3). And as the man on whom “the holy spirit has 
come,” he “suffers in his flesh,” (NHC 77,16—-18), yet the 
god of the powers and his hosts do not see the Illuminator 
or his glory (NHC 77,7-15). 

Perplexed by these events, the “angels and all the gen- 
erations of the powers” in confusion ask about the source 
of the disturbance (NHC 77,18-—27). The narrative contin- 
ues with thirteen erroneous explanations for the Hlumi- 
nator’s origin made by “kingdoms,” followed by the correct 
explanation of the “kingless generation” (NHC 82,19- 
83,7). The narrative then reports an apocalyptic scene, 
reminiscent of Matthew 25, in which those who oppose the 
Illuminator fall under the condemnation of death, while 
those who receive his knowledge “live forever” (NHC 83,8— 
29). The document concludes with a description of com- 
peting baptismal traditions, and a statement that the 
“words of revelation” are not to be inscribed in a book but 
rather “on a high mountain, upon a rock of truth” (NHC 
85,1—18). 

The struggle between the Almighty and the special race 
of men who possess knowledge of the “eternal God” is cast 
in the form of a gnostic midrash on the biblical story in 
which elements of the story (NHC 67,22-69,10; 70,3- 
71,4; 72,15-17; 73,2527) are followed by a gnostic inter- 
pretation (NHC 69,18—-70,2; 71,8-72,15; 72,18-73,24; 
73,27-76,7) that sets out a Sethian explanation for the 
events in the story. The author never quotes the biblical 
passages directly, however, but draws on material that has 
already been influenced by Jewish exegetical traditions. 

The thirteen erroneous kingdom explanations (NHC 
77,27—82,19) for the Illuminator’s origin are cast in highly 
structured prose with a recurring refrain. For example: 


The twelfth kingdom says about him: 
“He came from two illuminators. 

He was nourished there. 

He received glory and power. 

And in this way he came to the water.” 


The third kingdom says about him: 
“He came from a virgin womb. 
He was cast out of his city 
—he and his mother—and was 
taken to a desolate place. 
He was nourished there 
and received glory and power. 
And in this way he came to the water.” 
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Each of the thirteen kingdoms offers an explanation for 
the Illuminator’s origin followed by statements of nourish- 
ing (except numbers 5, 7, 10, and 13), receiving power and 
glory (except number 11), and the concluding refrain: 
“And in this way he came to the water.” 

It is generally agreed that the explanations of the Illu- 
minator’s origin constitute traditional material that was 
later incorporated into the present document (Hedrick 
1980: 130-54). It has also been argued (Hedrick 1980) 
that the document breaks down into two sections that 
appear to be two separate sources harmonized by an 
ancient editor with appropriate redactional comments at 
the point of the literary seams. One source (NHC 64,1-— 
65,23; 66,12-67,12; 67,22-76,7; 83,7-84,3; 85,19—22) 
stands near the border separating Jewish apocalypticism 
and gnosticism. The general character of its gnosticism 
and its extensive use of Jewish traditions suggest that this 
source reflects a type of emerging Jewish gnosticism. The 
second source (NHC 65,24—66,12; 67,12-67,21; 76,8- 
83,7) contains few overt references to Jewish traditions, 
but reflects a developed gnostic mythology. The two 
sources were brought together in a group that argued for 
a spiritualized understanding of baptism and an ascetic 
life-style. The polemic against baptism (NHC 84,4—85, 18; 
85,2231) at the end of the tractate is not directed against 
Christian baptism but reflects competing views of baptism 
within rival gnostic communities. The theory that the text 
breaks down neatly into two sources has been criticized, 
but it seems clear that the text as it now appears has been 
subjected to redaction (Pearson 1986). 


D. Significance. 

The text documents the existence of a type of heterodox 
Jewish gnosticism. It is “Jewish” in its knowledge and use 
of Jewish traditions, but in its intention the document is 
radically anti-Jewish since it constitutes a thoroughgoing 
Sethian-gnostic transversion of usual Jewish traditions. 
There are some general parallels to the Christian tradi- 
tion, but the document has no features that are necessarily 
Christian and it makes no use of New Testament texts. The 
redeemer-illuminator mythology in the document does 
not appear to have been derived from Christian groups or 
texts. Rather, the author draws instead (MacRae 1965) 
upon pre-Christian Jewish traditions of the persecution 
and subsequent exaltation of the righteous man as re- 
flected, for example, in Wisdom 1—6 and Isaiah 52-53. 
Apoc. Adam reflects a type of non-Christian Jewish gnosti- 
cism prossessing a fully developed redeemer myth that did 
not pass through the Christian kerygma, but rather ap- 
pears to be an independent parallel development. 
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CHARLES W. HEDRICK 


ADAM, THE TESTAMENT OF. Because of erro- 
neous identification by 19th-century scholars, the Testament 
of Adam has only recently been classified as one of the 
pseudepigrapha of the OT. A composite document, the 
Testament is made up of three originally independent 
sections referred to as the Horarium, which is a catalog of 
the hours of the day and night, the Prophecy in which 
Adam foretells the future of the world, and the Hierarchy, 
which explains the names and functions of the different 
ranks of angels. In the Horarium (chaps. | and 2), father 
Adam is represented as revealing to his son Seth what 
parts of the created order, both natural and supernatural, 
render their praises to God at each hour of the day or 
night: demons at the first hour of the night, doves at the 
second, fish and fire at the third, etc. 

In the second section, the Prophecy (chap. 3), Seth 
relates to the reader in Adam’s own words what his father 
had prophesied just before his death concerning the fu- 
ture of the world. This is primarily an ex eventu prophecy 
of the coming of Jesus Christ and of the events of his life, 
death, and resurrection (as recorded in the NT), but the 
Prophecy also describes the Flood and the end of the 
world and answers questions about the Fall and related 
events. For example, we are informed that the forbidden 
fruit was really the fig, and that Cain actually killed Abel 
out of passion for Lebuda, one of their sisters. Seth also 
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describes Adam’s funeral in some detail. The most striking 
doctrinal feature of the Testament, the promised deifica- 
tion of Adam, is found in this section. Here Adam explains 
that it had been his wish and God’s intention to make 
Adam a god, but that because of the Fall, the promised 
apotheosis had to be postponed until after the saving 
mission of Jesus Christ, at which time its occurrence was 
certain. 

The third section of the Testament, the Hierarchy (chap. 
4), lists the nine different kinds of angels and explains the 
role and function of each in the administration of the 
cosmos. For example, according to the Hierarchy the ar- 
chons control the weather; the authorities take care of the 
sun, moon, and stars; and the powers keep the demons 
from destroying the whole of creation. The nine classes of 
angels are in ascending order: angels, archangels, archons, 
authorities, powers, dominions, thrones, seraphim, and 
cherubim. 

Although versions of the Horarium and Prophecy sec- 
tions of the Testament have been found in Greek, Arabic, 
Ethiopic, Old Georgian, and Armenian, Syriac has been 
demonstrated to be the original language of the document 
in all three of its sections. Evidence for this are the puns 
and wordplays in the text that work only in Syriac. Also, 
the manuscript evidence for the Syriac text is considerably 
older than that for any other version, the earliest being 
British Museum MS Add 14,624, which dates from the 9th 
century. Corruptions in the Greek version have proved to 
result from mistaking one Syriac word for another, there- 
fore demonstrating that the Greek is dependent upon the 
Syriac. The Arabic, Old Georgian, and Armenian versions 
did not appear until after a Syriac version was well estab- 
lished and well attested, anc’ must therefore be secondary 
to it. The Ethiopic version is dependent upon the Arabic. 

It is likely that the first section of the Testament, the 
Horarium, is taken from Jewish traditions which circulated 
before the 3d century C.E., since it completely lacks the 
Christian elements which are so prominent in the Proph- 
ecy and Hierarchy and since it displays several affinities 
with the Wisdom literature cf the OT: This Jewish material 
appears to have been joinecl together with the Prophecy 
by a Christian redactor in the 2d or 3d century to form 
the present Testament of Adam. The Prophecy itself, though 
heavily Christianized, preserves some Jewish traditions 
about Adam and Eve found in other Jewish literature but 
not in the OT, among them the idea that Adam left to his 
posterity an esoteric understanding of creation and a 
knowledge of the future history of the world. But in the 
present document, the substance of Adam’s legacy has 
been turned by the redactor into a Christian proof text. 
Subsequently, perhaps between the 3d and 5th century, 
the Hierarchy was added to the Prophecy and Horarium, 
because its angelology complemented theirs, though the 
addition never really caught on, being found in only one 
Syriac MS. 
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ADAMAH (PLACE) [Heb >édamé]. A fortified city 
within Naphtali’s territorial boundaries, the exact location 
of which is unknown (Josh 19:36; LXX variants also reflect 
the uncertainty). Adamah is not to be identified with Adam 
in the Transjordon (Josh 3:16), nor with Adami-neqeb 
(Josh 19:33; see Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 459). Ahar- 
oni (LBHG, 429) suggests a location 7 km W of the Sea of 
Galilee associated with Shemesh-adam (modern Qarn-hat- 
tin). Rogerson (RNAB, 129) associates this same site with 
Madon (Josh 11:1; 12:19), and suggests that an unidenti- 
fied location 7 km N of Capernaum may also be the 
location of biblical Adamah. 
Mark J. FRETZ 


ADAMI-NEKEB (PLACE) [Heb >adami negeb). After 
the conquest described in Joshua 6-12, the Transjordan 
tribes of Reuben, Gad, and half of Manasseh returned to 
the E bank of the Jordan River. The W bank proper was 
then divided among the remaining tribes. Several major 
tribal units were settled and Joshua cast lots (18:10) for the 
remaining seven. The sixth portion went to the tribe of 
Naphtali (Josh 19:32—39). The S border of Naphtali (and 
part of the N border of Issachar) ran from Heleph to the 
Jordan River where it comes out of the Sea of Galilee. 
Simons (GTTOT 194) says this is not a border but just a list 
of cities. Aharoni (LBHG 259) suggests the border ran just 
S of the line of Wadi Fajjas/Fegas. Kallai (HGB 235) consid- 
ers it a border. RSV refers to the boundary while the 
Jerusalem Bible refers to the territory of Naphtali. One of 
the border sites, v 33, is Adami-nekeb. 

Wright (WHAB 42) shows Adami-nekeb within the SW 
corner of Naphtali’s territory, near its W boundary with 
Zebulun (which is Zebulun’s E boundary). Verses 35-38 
list Naphtali’s fortified cities but these are not the bound- 
ary cities, except that v 36 includes Adamah. It is not 
impossible this is Adami-nekeb. However, Adamah is in 
sequence with Chinereth and Hazor, which suggests it is 
in the N (Na‘aman 1986: 134). 

Adami-nekeb is described as a city or town between the 
Sea of Galilee and Mt. Tabor. Adam means “man” (BDB, 
10) or “ground,” and Nekeb means “pierce” (BDB, 666), 
and hence a “pass” that pierces the mountain. It has also 
been translated “red pass,” since >dm means “red,” perhaps 
a reference to the terra rossa, the “red soil” common to the 
land. Yet a third translation is “fortified hollow.” The KJV 
translates it as two names, following the LXX which has 
two names, with various spelling. The Jerusalem Bible 
translates one name but spells it Adami-negeb. The Vul- 
gate has “Adami which is Neceb.” Aharoni (LBHG, 126- 
27) quotes the Jerusalem Talmud (Meg. 1, 77a) where 
Rabbi Yosi refers to Adami—Damin, the Nekeb—Saydatha. 
“Damin” is an Aramaic intermediate form between biblical 
Adami and Arabic Damiyeh. 

The Palestine Exploration Survey maps locate Adamah 
at Khirbet Damiyeh, 7 m NW of the exit of the Jordan 
from the Sea of Galilee and Adami at Khirbet Adamah, 5- 
6 m S of the exit. However, Boling (Joshua AB, 458; GTTOT 


196) et al. place Adami at Damiyeh. Gehman (NWDS 16) | 


suggests that Adami of the narrow pass is called this to 
distinguish it from Adam of the ford, Josh 3:16. Khirbet 
Damiyeh is a Bronze Age and Iron Age site 5 m SW of 
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Tiberias, on the W side of Sea of Galilee. It is above the 
Wadi Mu’allagqah, which flows into the Wadi Fegas (HGB, 
235). The site called Darb el-Hawarnah was probably a 
fortress controlling the pass on the caravan route from 
Damascus by way of Hauran or Bashan, around the S end 
of Galilee to the plain of Acco. It was a major alternate 
route to the Via Maris (LBHG, 61). 

The conquest lists of Thutmose III (1504-1450 s.c.) 
include a site, no. 57 at Karnak, called nkbu which may be 
Nekeb or Negeb (GTTOT 196; GP 398; ANET 242). How- 
ever, Aharoni (LBHG 161, 183) identifies no. 57 as Tell 
Abu Hureireh, possibly biblical Gerar, while identifying 
no. 36, Adumim with Adami-nekeb, Kh. et-Tell, above Kh. 
ed-Damiyeh (he seems to identify the two tells, LBHG 429). 
While noting several authors who share this identification, 
S. Ahituve, identifies Thutmose’s no. 36 with Tel Qarnei 
Hittin, the Horns of Hattin (quoted by Na’aman 1986: 128 
n.23). Aharoni identifies Adamim in Papyrus Anastasi I, 
an Egyptian letter of the scribe Hori, as Adami-nekeb 
(ANET 477). Kallai (HGB 235, n.287) explains the et-Tell 
and Damiyeh distinction by noting there are three ruins 
on Damiyeh. Kh. et-Tell is the highest of these at the top 
of the slope. Simons (GTTOT 196; NWDB 659) suggests 
that if Nekeb is a separate place, it may be Kh. el-Bassum 
(Bronze Age), SE of Kh. ed-Damiyeh, E of Kefr Sabt. 

Some identify Nekeb by its Talmudic name with a ruin 
called Seiyadeh, but Kh. Sayadeh is a late ruin (Roman) 
with no ancient tell nearby. Aharoni thought it probable 
that “the Nekeb” is not an ancient name but an appellative 
to Adami. Kallai (HGB 235, n.287) acknowledges Roland 
de Vaux’s discovery of a settlement south of the Wadi 
Mu/allaqah, opposite Damiyeh, with remains of the same 
Bronze and Iron Ages as Damiyeh. De Vaux assumed the 
double settlements reflect the double name but this has 
not been accepted by others. Van Beek (IDB 1: 45) cautions 
Adami-nekeb is not ?Udm of the Keret Epic from Ugarit 
(GP 238), nor Amarna Letter no. 256, Udumu, a city in 
the land of Garu which was hostile to the Pharoah (ANET 
486). These may be identified with Edom (Albright 1943: 
14). It is of interest that all these names may be interpreted 
as “red” stone, object, thing, etc. The plural “Adummim” 
means “red stones,” as in the red-streaked limestone cited 
earlier. 
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ADAR [Heb °ddar]. The twelfth month of the Hebrew 
calendar, roughly corresponding to February and March. 
See CALENDARS (HEBREW). 
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ADASA (PLACE) [Gk Adasa]. The town where Judas 
Maccabeus and his military band camped and _ subse- 
quently defeated the Syrian general Nicanor and his troops 
(1 Macc 7:40—45). Josephus’ account of this story locates 
Adasa 30 stades (ca. 4 km) from Beth-horon (Ant 12.10.5; 
see also his reference to the town Acedasa, in the province 
of Gophna, JW 1.1.6). Some scholars identify Adasa with 
modern Kvirbet ‘Adaseh, a militarily strategic site located 
midway between Jerusalem and Beth-horon, ca. 8 km (60 
stades) SE of Beth-horon, rather than the 30 stades re- 
corded by Josephus (Abel GP, 238; Goldstein 1 Maccabees 
AB, 341). Adasa has also been identified with the *Adasa 
northeast of Beth-horon in the province of Gophna, which 
was known to Eusebius (HJP? 1: 170). 
Mark J. FRETZ 


ADBEEL, (PERSON) [Heb ?adb@él]. The third of Ish- 
mael’s twelve sons (Gen 25:13 = 1 Chr 1:29). The LXX, 
however, transposing the letters beta and delta, spells the 
name nabdeél (Gen 25:13) or nabdaiél (1 Chr 1:29) in these 
parallel lists, and adds ragouél kai nabdeél “Ragouel (or 
Reuel) and Nabdeel” to the list of Dedan’s sons in Gen 
25:3. But the Lucianic version of 1 Chr 1:29 reads Gk 
abdiél, and Josephus spells the name addeélos in his list of 
Ishmael’s descendants (Ant 1.12.4). This rather consistent 
metathesis of the letters beta and delta in the Gk texts 
suggests that the difference in spelling is not simply a 
scribal error. Based on the LXX use of an initial N, 
Albright (1956: 13-14) suggests that Nadad is a hypocoris- 
tic doublet of Heb ?adbél, and identifies Nadab with the 
Arabic name /diba?il. Other scholars identify Adbee] with 
the Arabian tribal and personal name Idiba@ ilu, which 
appears in the inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser III (ANET, 
283; Eph‘al 1982: 215-16; Montgomery 1934: 45; Musil 
1926: 291). Tiglath-Pileser III (744-727 B.c.£.) first sub- 
jugated this northwest Arabian tribe, then appointed 
Idibilu to the wardenship of the Egyptian border. 
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Mark J. FRETZ 


ADDAN (PERSON) [Gk Charaathalan, Charaathalar]. A 
leader of the exiles, who returned to Palestine frorn Tel- 
melah and Telharsha in Babylon (1 Esdr 5:36). The RSV 
form “Addan” is derived from the difficult LXX phrase, 
rendered by codex Vaticanus hégoumenos auton charaathalan 
kai allar, “their leaders (were) Charaathalan and Allar” 
(codex Alexandrinus spells the names charaathalar and 
alar). Bewer (1922: 30) argues that Gk charaathalan should 
be two words (charaath and alan), and that Gk alan resulted 
from a confusion in the transmission of Gk adan, since the 
triangular form of uppercase Gk lambda closely resembles 
the “tee pee” form of uppercase Gk delta. He bases this 
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suggestion on the place name “Addan,” attested in Ezra 
2:59 and Neh 7:61. See ADDAN (PLACE). The occurrence 
of Addan as a personal name is unique to the list of 
returnees in | Esdras 5. 
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ADDAN (PLACE) [Heb *addan]. Var. ADDON. A place 
in Babylon from which a group of Jews of undocumented 


‘ancestry returned to Palestine (Ezra 2:59 [LXX édan] = 


Neh 7:61 [Heb ?addén; LX. érén]). The location of this site 
is unknown. 
Mark J. FRETZ 


ADDAR (PERSON) [Heb ?adddr]. The first son of Bela 
and grandson of Benjamin (1 Chr 8:3). The name “Addar” 
appears only in this portion of an extended genealogy (1 
Chronicles 7—8) listing Benjamin’s descendants. Parallel 
genealogies list “Ard” as either a son of Bela (Num 26:40), 
or a son of Benjamin (Gen 46:21); however, the list of 
Benjamin’s descendants in 1 Chronicles 7 has neither 
name. See ARD. Albrighi (1939: 179-80), noting the 
similarity of the Hebrew letters dalet, kap, and res (cf. Josh 
16:2, 5; 18:13), argues that the names “Addar” and “Ard” 
are actually corrupted forms of the (unattested) Hebrew 
clan name *erek “Erech” (cf. the gentilic 2ark? “Archite”). 
See ARCHITE. 
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ADDAR (PLACE) [Heb ’addar]. A border town in the 
southern Negeb region of Judah, near Hezron and Karka 
(Josh 15:3). The name “Addar’” occurs as part of a lengthy 
list of Israelite tribal boundary sites (Joshua 15-17). The 
precise location of Addar is unknown. The name may be 
synonymous with Hazar-acddar (cf. Num 34:4; see Noth 
1935: 188), or possibly a parenthetical comment regarding 
the location of the border of Judah, e.g., “It went around 
Hezron (more specifically, it went up to Addar)” (see 
Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 365). 
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ADDAX. See ZOOLOGY. 


ADDI (PERSON) [Gk Addi]. 1. The patronym of a clan 
of Israelite laypersons who returned from Babylonian 
exile (1 Esdr 9:31). Members of the clan of Addi were 
listed (after the sons of Bani) with those who married 
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foreign women from “the people of the land,” and who, 
under Ezra, were subsequently forced by covenant to sep- 
arate themselves from these foreign wives and their chil- 
dren (cf. Neh 13:23-31). The name “Addi” does not 
appear in Ezra’s parallel list (Ezra 10:18—44), although 
there the name “ADNA” does appear right after the listing 
of the sons of Bani (Ezra 10:30). 

2. The son of Cosam and father of Melchi in Luke’s 
geneaology of Joseph, the husband of Mary (Luke 3:28). 
The name “Addi” is absent in Matthew’s parallel genealogy 
(Matt 1:1-17). Kuhn (1923: 214) finds an analogue in the 
MT name pédayé (2 Kgs 23:36), which the LXX renders 
edeil. The LXX apparently presupposes Heb “dyl, “ADIEL” 
(1 Chr 4:36; 9:12; 27:25), a variant of which combines Heb 
“dy (Gk addi] and an alternate theophoric ending (Heb yh) 
resulting in “ADAIAH.” Given the unpredictable occur- 
rence of Gk addi as a variant in LXX manuscripts of four 
unrelated passages (Num 26:25—Eng 26:16, RSV “Iddo”; 
1 Chr 6:21, RSV “Eri”; 2 Chr 28:12, RSV “Hadlai”; 1 Esdr 
9:31, RSV “Addi’), and the tenuous nature of identifying 
a specific individual simply on the basis of a particular 
form of a name, the Addi in Luke 3:28 must remain 
anonymous. 
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ADDITIONS TO DANIEL. See DANIEL, ADDI- 
TIONS TO. 


ADDITIONS TO ESTHER. See ESTHER, ADDI- 
TIONS TO. 


ADDITIONS TO JEREMIAH. See JEREMIAH, 
ADDITIONS TO. 


ADDON (PLACE) [Heb ?dddén]. See ADDAN (PLACE). 


ADDUS (PERSON) [Gk Addous}. The name of one of the 
17 families descended from Solomon’s servants that re- 
turned to Jerusalem from Babylon (1 Esdr 5:34). The 
name “Addus” occurs only in that portion of the list 
providing names not attested in parallel lists (Myers 1 & 2 
Esdras AB, 68). Those parallels instead list 10 families 
(Ezra 2:55-58 = Neh 7:57-60; LXX Neh 7:60 cites 11 
families). Also, the summary in 1 Esdr 5:35 (and its LXX 
parallels in Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 7) numbers only 372 
total “temple ministrants” and servants, while the MT 
parallels number 392 (Ezra 2:58; Neh 7:60). 
Makk J. FRETZ 


ADER, KHIRBET (M.R. 222068). A site in ancient 


Moab on the Transjordanian Plateau. It is located on the 
“King’s Highway”—one of the major caravan routes in 
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antiquity—some 7 km NE of the modern city of Kerak, 
Jordan. The ancient site comprises a large tell of about 10 
acres and, separated by a small wadi, a much smaller 
mound. The modern village of Ader now occupies the site. 


A. History of Exploration. 

The site’s best-known feature is its four menhirs (large 
upright monoliths), noted as early as 1806 by J. Seetzen 
and later by J. L. Burckhardt and A. Musil. W. F. Albright 
(1924; 1934) and N. Glueck (1933) investigated the archi- 
tectural remains at the site and, by a study of the pottery, 
concluded that its main periods of occupation were the 
late EB, the Iron Age, and the Late Roman Period. In 
1933, W. F. Albright and R. G. Head directed a two-week 
expedition, accounts of which were only published in 
preliminary fashion (Albright 1934; 1944). R. L. Cleveland 
(1960) later published the results of the original expedi- 
tion. 


B. The Early Iron Age Remains. 

Khirbet Ader is most frequently referred to as one of a 
half-dozen or so excavated settlement sites found in the 
EB IV period, ca. 2400-2000 B.c. Given the growing 
evidence for a significant level of sedentism (small towns 
and villages) in Transjordan, it is now clear that this period 
was not the “nomadic interlude” as envisioned by K. Ken- 
yon (Richard 1980). Both the 10-acre “city,” as Albright 
describes it, and the small tell to the N were occupied in 
the EB IV; apparently only a portion of the main site was 
occupied during the Iron Age and Roman Period. 

Almost 3 m of EB IV occupational debris attest to a 
permanently occupied agricultural settlement. Good ara- 
ble land surrounds the site and nearby streams provide a 
permanent source of water. On the small tell, a trench 
measuring 10 m X 4 m revealed three occupational levels 
(A-C) with pottery that Albright compared with Tell Beit 
Mirsim strata I-J. Although the pottery appears mixed, 
clear stratification was present, consisting of the corner of 
a rectangular house in the latest level (A), a mudbrick wall, 
and much mudbrick debris and ash in level B, and an 
enigmatic level C that contained early pottery, particularly 
wavy ledge handles. A study of the pottery plates (Cleve- 
land 1960) shows that the three phases exemplify the 
degenerate red-slipped and burnished pottery with rilled 
exterior that is characteristic of the end of the EB. On the 
basis of comparisons with other EB IV sites (Iktanu, Khir- 
bet Iskander, ‘Aro‘er, Bab edh-Dhra‘), one can date Ader 
to the early part of the EB IV period (i.e., EB IVA—B). 
Ader’s two clear architectural phases compare well with 
these sites, where two to four phases have been identified. 
A typical EB IV shaft tomb was also excavated on the small 
mound. 

Originally four menhirs were noted at the site, one of 
which rested upon a step in the portico of a temple. Near 
the temple lay a massive stone slab with two round depres- 
sions, obviously an altar for offerings. Unfortunately this 
building, which was to be excavated fully in 1933, had 
been almost totally destroyed in the interim since Al- 
bright’s first visit. From Albright’s description and a pub- 
lished, though hypothetical, plan (Cleveland 1960: fig. 8), 
the temple appeared to be of tripartite design with the 
center room slightly offset. If Albright’s observations are 
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correct, this temple would be the earliest example of a type 
known during the MB and LB from Syria-Palestine at such 
sites as Shechem, Ebla, Alalakh, and Hazor. 

Although Albright originally referred to the structure 
as the “Moabite Temple,” he later placed it in the Canaan- 
ite Period. Given the apparent sole discovery of EB IV 
sherds and occupation on the small tell, as well as the 
associated menhir, it is highly likely that the building be- 
longs in the EB IV period. Large menhirs (some 4 meters 
high) like those at Ader are also known from other EB 
sites (e.g., Bab edh-Dhra‘, Khirbet Iskander, and Leyun). 
In light of a recently excavated EB IV sanctuary at Bab 
edh-Dhra‘ and the monumental EB IV architecture (for- 
tifications and gateway) at Khirbet Iskander, it would not 
be impossible that such a temple could date to the EB IV. 
On the basis of excavations in Jordan over the past 15 
years, it is becoming increasingly clear that the EB IV was 
a period of urban regression, and not a nomadic interlude. 
Moreover, the strong continuities now apparent between 
the EB III and the EB IV suggest that the collapse of the 
city-state system at the end of EB III and the subsequent 
adaptation to nonurban subsistence strategies (small 
towns, villages, and pastoralism) were a result of gradual 
internal processes, not nomadic invasions as earlier schol- 
arship presupposed (Richard 1986). 


C. Iron Age and Roman Remains. 

On the main tell, excavation uncovered occupation of 
the Iron Age II and the Roman/Byzantine periods, al- 
though earlier EB IV occupation was noted. Only frag- 
ments of walls and associated Iron Age II pottery repre- 
sent the Iron Age occupation on the mound. More 
substantial remains of the Roman/Byzantine period were 
found. The city wall was constructed in the Late Roman 
period (2d—5d centuries a.p.). Excavation showed that a 
tower on the N city wall, well built with a front wall of 
ashlars, dated to the Late Roman Period, but had been 
repaired in the Byzantine period. The domestic occupa- 
tion uncovered within the city wall consisted of several 
walls comprising a fairly well-preserved room with a great 
deal of Roman (3d century) pottery. Below the floor of 
this room there was discovered a cist burial, in which some 
Nabatean sherds were also found. Interestingly, among 
the rubble within the room the excavators found a stone 
with a Hebrew inscription, thought to date from the Byz- 
antine perioc.. 
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SUZANNE RICHARD 


ADIDA (PLACE) (Gk Adida]. Mentioned in 1 Macc 12:38 
and 13:13 as a Judean town fortified and occupied by 
Simon, the second brother of Judah the Maccabee. Adida 
is probably the biblical Harim of Ezra 2:32 (Heb harim; Gk 
aréth) and which occurs in Neh 7:37 as Hadid (Heb hédid; 
Gk adid). Ezra and Nehemiah list Harim/Hadid along with 
Lod and Ono in whose vicinity Adida lay. Josephus de- 
scribes Adida as located on a hill overlooking the plains of 
Judea (Ant 13.6.5 §203). Abel (1926: 218, 511 and GP 2: 
340) considers Josephus’ description of a hill as an exag- 
geration but deems Adida to be the modern ’el-Haditheh 
located 6 km NE of Lod (M.R. 145152). 
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ADIEL (PERSON) [Heb “d?él]. 1. A Simeonite prince 
who, during Hezekiah’s reign, was involved in Simeonite 
expansion to Gedor in search of pasture lands (1 Chr 
4:36). His name appears in « list of Simeon’s descendants 
(1 Chr 4:24—43) preserved within an extended genealogy 
of Israel (1 Chronicles 2-8). 

2. The father of the priest Maasai, an exile who re- 
turned from Babylon to live in Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:12). In 
a parallel list of priests who lived in Jerusalem under 
Nehemiah (Neh 11:10-14), the name “Adiel” is replaced 
with Azarel (LXX variants include esdriél, ezriél). A possible 
connection between the names “Adiel” and “ADDI” must 
be rejected as being too tenuous. 

3. The father of Azmaveth., the administrator in charge 
of the “treasuries” of King David, presumably in Jerusalem 
(1 Chr 27:25; see Rudolf Chronikbiicher HAT, 180). This 
name occurs in a list of stewards of crown property (1 Chr 
27:25-31). 

MakkK J. FRETZ 


ADIN (PERSON) [Heb ‘adin]. The father of a clan of 
returnees who settled in the area of Jerusalem during the 
reign of the Persian ruler Artaxerexes (Ezra 2:15; 8:6; 
Neh 7:20; 1 Esdr 5:14 [where LXX renders the name 
variously as adeiliou and adincu]). While this leader’s name 
occurs as a patronym in parallel lists of returnees (Ezra 2 
= Nehemiah 7 = 1 Esdras 5), his descendants were 
variously numbered as 454 (l-zra 2:15 = 1 Esdr 5:14) or 
655 (Neh 7:20; Codex Alexandrinus reads 654, as do 
variant readings of Ezra 2:15 and 1 Esdr 5:14; see Allrick 
1954: 22). As a prince under Nehemiah, Adin set his seal 
to the covenant made with the Lord (Neh 10:17—Eng 
10:16). 
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ADINA (PERSON) [Heb ‘adind?]. The son of Shiza and 
leader of a band of Reubenites associated with King Dav- 
id’s chief military men (1 Chr 11:42). This group of 
Reubenite warriors reinforced David’s armies, perhaps 
during his wars in the Transjordan (Mazar 1986: 102). The 
Chronicler’s expansion (1 Chr 11:41b—47) of the parallel 
lists of David’s military elite (1 Chr 11:10-4la = 2 Sam 
23:8-39) includes Adina and 15 other men from the 
Transjordan. There is general agreement that these verses 
were not part of the original list, and Williamson (1 & 2 
Chronicles NCBC, 104) and others (Mazar 1986: 101-2; 
Rudolf Chronikbiicher HAT, 101) have argued convincingly 
that the Chronicler or a later redactor did not fabricate 
these names. 
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ADITHAIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘aditayim]. One of 14 towns 
grouped together in the Shephelah (foothills) of Judah 
(Josh 15:36). The name “Adithaim” occurs only here and 
the location is unknown. Abel (GP 2: 238; see also RAB, 
148) suggests modern el-Haditheh, a site 4 km NNW of 
Y4l6, based on a comparison with Egyptian kdtm (no. 25 of 
the Shishak list); however, others dispute this and prefer 
to leave the location unspecified (Albright 1939; Noth 
ABLA 2: 78). 
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ADLAI (PERSON) [Heb ‘adlay]. Father of Shaphat, the 
official in charge of King David’s herds in the valleys 
(1 Chr 27:29). Adlai is unknown outside this list of stewards 
of crown property (1 Chr 27:25—31). 

Makk J. FRETZ 


ADMAH (PLACE) [Heb ?admd]. One of the “cities of the 
plain” associated by biblical tradition with Sodom and 
Gomorrah (Gen 14:2, 8). Admah is mentioned (along with 
Sodom, Gomorrah, and Zeboiim) among the points mark- 
ing the Canaanite’s southern border (Gen 10:19). Shinab, 
King of Admah, was one of the five allies (along with the 
kings of Sodom, Gomorrah, Zeboiim, and Zoar) who were 
defeated by Chedorlaomer and his three confederates in 
the Battle of the Valley of Siddim (Gen 14:2, 8) (see also 
CHEDORLAOMER). While Admah is not specifically 
mentioned in the account of the destruction of Sodom and 
Gomorrah (Gen 19:24—28), the tradition that it was also 
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destroyed as judgment for its sin is attested twice. Like 
Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboiim function as 
proverbial symbols of divine judgment. The fate of all four 
cities is held out as a warning to Israel not to disobey the 
covenant (Deut 29:22—Eng 29:23). Hosea 11:8 also recalls 
the divine overthrow of Admah and Zeboiim (cf. Wis 10:6). 

The historicity of Admah’s association with Sodom and 
Gomorrah is uncertain. Several scholars cite the greater 
number of references to Sodom and Gomorrah as evi- 
dence that Admah and Zeboiim are secondary additions to 
a core tradition. Admah and Zeboiim are, however, consis- 
tently associated with Sodom and Gomorrah within the 
written biblical tradition. 

The site of Admah is uncertain. Simons (1959: 222-29) 
and others locate the cities of the plain in the SE corner of 
the Jordan Valley, to the N of the Dead Sea. Albright 
(1924: 8), tentatively identifying Admah with Adamah 
(Josh 3:16), also suggests that Admah and Zebotim were 
located in the Jordan Valley, although he situates Sodom 
and Gomorrah under the shallow S bay of the Dead Sea. 
The Early Bronze Age ruins of Bab edh-Dra‘, Numeira, 
Feifeh, Khanazir, and Es-Safi, on the SE edge of the Dead 
Sea, have been hailed as the cities of the plain (van Hattem, 
1981: 87-92). However, the archaeological evidence is in- 
conclusive. See also SODOM, ZEBOIIM. 
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CarOLyn J. PRESSLER 


ADMATHA (PERSON) [Heb ?admata?]. One of seven 
wise princes who counseled King Ahasuerus concerning 
matters of the law and judgment (Esth 1:14; cf. Ezra 7:14). 
Since the historicity of the book of Esther is uncertain, the 
identification of the characters cannot be verified. The 
name “Admatha” is absent in the LXX, which seems to 
have suffered corruption in this verse since it lists only 
three names (Gk arkesaios, sarsathaios, and malésear). 
Makk J. FRETZ 


ADMIN (PERSON) [Gk Admin]. The son of Arni and 
father of Aminadab (Luke 3:33) in Luke’s genealogy of 
Joseph, the husband of Mary (Luke 3:23-38). Matthew’s 
parallel genealogy (Matt 1:1-17), replaces Luke’s name 
sequence of Hezron—Arni—Admin—Aminadab with the 
sequence Hezron—Aram—Aminadab. According to the 
LXX, this Aram is Aminadab’s father in Ruth 4:19 (MT 
reads ram; LXX variants include aram and arran), and in | 
Chr 2:9-10 (MT reads rém; LXX lists ram and aram). 
Luke’s passage (3:33) contains a number of variant spell- 
ings of the name (e.g., admin, aram, and admi), attesting to 
the problems encountered by the copyists in attempting to 
establish the identity of Admin (Brown 1979: 60). 
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ADNA (PERSON) [Heb ‘adna?]. 1. A descendant of Pa- 
hathmoab and one of a number of returning exiles who 
married foreign women (Ezra 10:30). Under Ezra, Adna 
was subsequently forced by covenant to separate himself 
from his foreign wife and her children (Ezra 10:1-44 = 1 
Esdr 8:88—89:36; see also Neh 13:23—31). LXX variants 
include aidaine, idane, and edne, and the apparent parallel 
in 1 Esdr 9:31 lists addz (see ADDI). 

2. Head of the priestly family of Harim in the days of 
the high priest Joiakim (Neh 12:15). Adna may have been 
a contemporary of Adna no. 1 above, since the name of 
his father, “IHARIM,” also appears in connection with the 
issue of foreign wives (see especially Ezra 10:21; Neh 
3:11); his priestly lineage, however (Neh 12:12-21), sets 
this Adna apart from the descendent of Pahathmoab. 

Mark J. FRETZ 


ADNAH (2ERSON) [Heb ‘adnah; Sadnd]. 1. One of seven 
military leaders from the tribe of Manasseh who defected 
from King Saul’s troops to serve David (1 Chr 12:21—-Eng 
12:20) prior to the confrontation with the Philistines in 
which Saul ciied (1 Samuel 31). The wary Philistines did 
not permit David to enter into this battle (1 Samuel 29), 
and before David could return to Ziklag, Amalekites had 
raided the town; so Adnah (Heb ‘adnah), and the others 
were in a position to assist David against these raiders (1 
Chr 12:21; see also 1 Samuel 30). 

2. One of King Jehoshaphat’s chief military officials 
who commanded an army of 300,000 soldiers in Judah (2 
Chr 17:14). 1n the Bible his name (Heb ‘adnd) occurs in a 
large list of commanding officers who served Jehoshaphat 
(2 Chr 17:13b—19). This rare biblical name is inscribed on 
a stone bowl unearthed at Kuntillet-‘Ajrud. Based on 
archaeological and epigraphical evidence at ‘Ajrud, and 
on Adnah’s biblical connection with Jehoshaphat, Meshel 
(1978: 54) tentatively raises the possibility that the inscrip- 
tion and the Bible refer to the same person. 
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ADONATI [Heb ?adéndy]. One of the various names of 
God in the Hebrew Bible. The term is derived from Heb 
-adén (“lord”*, which in the biblical text refers both to the 
deity and to human rulers. Adonai is a modified form of 
the plural of ?ddén: it bears the first-person suffix “my” 
and has been vocalized in a slightly different manner than 
“my lords,” receiving a lengthened final a. Although based 
on a plural, it is usually translated into English as “my 
lord” or simply “Lord.” 

Adonai appears in the MT both as a title in its own right 
and as a substitute for the personal name of God, Yahweh. 
In order to preserve the sanctity of the Name, the Maso- 
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retes placed the vowel letters of Adonai underneath the 
consonants of Yahweh. This common substitution tech- 
nique, called gere/kethib (“read/written”), clues readers to 
pronounce the Name as Adonai. In cases in which Adonai 
already appears, the hybrid form is read “Elohim.” The 
RSV renders the substitution form as “LORD” (with all 
letters capitalized) while Adonai itself is translated “Lord” 
(with only the first letter capitalized). 

The failure to recognize this substitution technique led 
later translators of the Hebrew Bible to render the form as 
it appears. Vocalizing the consonants YHWH with the 
vowels of Adonai (e, 0, a) produced the new form “Yeho- 
wah,” or in English “Jehovah.” According to Kaufmann 
Kohler (JEnc 1: 201), this misreading can be traced to a 
Christian translator working in 1520 c.z. (See also YAH- 
WEH.) 

Juuia M. O'BRIEN 


ADONI-BEZEK (PERSON) [Heb ?ddoni bezeq]. The 
name of a Canaanite king reortedly defeated by the tribe 
of Judah in battle near Bezek (Judg 1:4—7). Wright (1946: 
105-14) argued that this king was identical with Adoni- 
Zedek of Jerusalem (who was defeated and killed by 
Joshua, [Joshua 10]). Since nothing is said of this king’s 
ruling over Jerusalem, and both names are distinctive, 
there is no substantive textual reason indicating that 
Adoni-Zedek was corrupted to Adoni-Bezek. The difficulty 
with Adoni-Bezek is that while the name is constructed as 
if Bezek were a divine name (cf. Adoni-Zedek—“My Lord 
is ZDQ,” or Adonijah—“My Lord is Yahweh”), Bezek is 
unattested as a divine name. It is possible that there was a 
deity, Bezek, whose name was related to the Hebrew word 
bdzaq, found once with the meaning of “lightning” (Ezek 
1:14). Until the discovery of such a deity, however, this 
suggestion is no more than guesswork. 

A better possibility is to derive Bezek from the Hebrew 
word bezeq, meaning “fragment,” or “sherd.” This term is 
found as the name of a (rocky?) place in Judg 1:4—7 and 1 
Sam 11:8. The site in Judg |:4—7 would seem to lie near 
Jerusalem; but that in 1 Sam 11:8 may be identified with 
modern /bzig, northeast of Shechem on the road to Beth- 
Shean. Since Bezek was a city, Adoni-Bezek is best read as 
“Lord of Bezek” (with ?ddéné- forming the construct of 
-adén, as is frequently the case with masculine nouns in the 
construct state (BLe, 525, §65)). That Adoni-Bezek was the 
ruler of Bezek is implied in :hat the men of Judah “came 
upon Adoni-Bezek at Bezek” (Judg 1:4). Having captured 
this Canaanite king, the Israelites cut off his thumbs and 
big toes (Judg 1:6). Thereupon Adoni-Bezek said, “Sev- 
enty kings with their thumbs and big toes cut off used to 
pick the scraps from under my table; as I have done, so 
has God repaid me.” That Adoni-Bezek was then carried 
back to Jerusalem, where he died, is probably a later gloss 
dating from the time when the Israelites controlled the 
city (See also ADONI-ZEDEK; BEZEK). 
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ADONI-ZEDEK [Heb >ddéni-sedeq]. A Canaanite king 
of Jerusalem (Josh 10:1—3) whose name means either “My 
Lord is righteousness” (i.e., Heb sedeqg = “righteousness”), 
or “My Lord is Zedek.” The latter is more likely, since 
Adoni-Zedek is constructed as a noun clause with a theo- 
phoric element (or divine name). The Yahwistic equivalent 
of Adoni-Zedek is Adonijah—“My Lord is Yahweh.” A 
Canaanite king of Salem ( = Jerusalem; cf. Ps 76:2) bears 
a name with the same theophoric element: Melchi-Zedek 
(Gen 14:18; Ps 110:4)—“My King is Zedek.” The theo- 
phoric element sdq also occurs in the syllabic writings from 
Ugarit in the names Ili-Sadug—“My God is Saduq”—and 
Hammi-Sadug—“My Warmth (?) is Saduq.” Adnsdq is also 
attested, providing a parallel to the biblical name Adoni- 
Zedek (PTU, 187). Although the term sedeq by itself never 
occurs in the Hebrew Bible as the name of a deity, the 
above evidence probably indicates the existence of an old 
Canaanite god, Sedeq (Ug Saduq), who was at one time the 
patron deity in Jerusalem. 

Further evidence indicates that this tradition continued 
into the Davidic monarchy. David’s choice of a priest of 
unknown origin, Zadok (Heb Sddéq, Ug Sadug), to serve 
alongside Abiathar, may have resulted from a desire (or 
need) to secure the loyalty of the Jebusite cult in Jerusalem. 
This was done by recognizing its priest-king (Zadok) as 
high priest in Israel. That the Davidic kings viewed them- 
selves as heirs to the Jebusite royal tradition is suggested 
by the writer of Ecclesiastes, ostensibly Solomon, who 
boasts of acquiring wealth “more than all who had been 
before me in Jerusalem” (Qoh 2:7). 

Adoni-Zedek is depicted in Joshua 10 as the leader of a 
coalition of five southern Canaanite cities—Jerusalem, He- 
bron, Jarmuth, Eglon, and Lachish—formed to punish the 
Gibeonites after they had made peace with Joshua. These 
kings came up against Gibeon and encamped by the city. 
Joshua, having made a forced march from Gilgal at night, 
surprised the Canaanite army and threw it into a panic. 
The Israelites smote them as they fled by way of the ascent 
of Beth-Horon (which runs west-southwest from Gibeon to 
the Shephelah). According to the biblical account, Yahweh 
also smote them with hailstones as they fled, and at Josh- 
ua’s request, caused the sun to stand still while the Israel- 
ites finished the slaughter (Josh 10:11-13). The five kings 
escaped and hid themselves in the cave at Makkedah, 
whence Joshua took them and hanged them on five trees 
in the vicinity (Josh 10:16—27). It has been argued that this 
Adoni-Zedek is identical with Adoni-Bezek, the Canaanite 
king in Judges 1, but this proposition is doubtful. See also 
ADONI-BEZEK; ZADOK; MELCHIZEDEK (PERSON); 
GIBEON. 
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ADONIJAH (PERSON) [Heb °ddéniyah(i)]. A name 
given three OT characters which means “Yah(weh) is (my) 
Lord.” 


ADONIJAH 


1. The fourth son of David by his wife Haggith in 
Hebron, while David was king of Judah (2 Sam 3:4; 1 Chr 
3:1-2); and heir apparent to the throne at the time of 
Solomon’s accession. Adonijah’s personal ambition led to 
his own demise in a story that echoes that of the rebellion 
and death of his elder brother Absalom. 

The story begins with a note on the feebleness of David 
in his old age. Since the elder half-brothers Amnon, Ab- 
salom, and presumably Chileab were dead (1 Kgs 2:22), it 
was assumed by Adonijah, and perhaps by the general 
populace, that he was next in line for the throne. Though 
David may have promised Bathsheba, his favorite queen, 
that her son Solomon would succeed him—a fact that finds 
some confirmation in the exclusion of Solomon from 
Adonijah’s feast—that pledge does not appear to have been 
seriously considered. The subsequent nomination of Solo- 
mon came as a surprise to the followers of Adonijah, who 
himself later claimed in conversation with Bathsheba: “You 
know that the kingdom was mine, and that all Israel fully 
expected me to reign” (1 Kgs 2:15). 

With the help of David’s general Joab and the priest 
Abiathar, Adonijah prepared a sacrificial feast near the 
spring En-rogel, to which he invited “all his brothers, the 
king’s sons (except for Solomon), and all the royal officials 
of Judah (except for Nathan, Zadok, and Benaiah),” hop- 
ing to become king before his aged father died (1 Kgs 
1:9). His plans were thwarted by the prophet Nathan, the 
priest Zadok, and Benaiah, commander of the royal body- 
guard, who allied themselves with Bathsheba to forestall 
his succession. 

When Bathsheba informed David of the events at En- 
rogel and the threat to her own life if Adonijah became 
king (1 Kgs 1:21), Nathan opportunely appeared, confirm- 
ing her words and making his own appeal on the basis of 
loyalty to old friends and counselors. Together Nathan and 
Bathsheba moved the aged David to decisive action; and 
he ordered that Solomon be conducted on the royal mule 
in a procession to the spring at Gihon to be anointed and 
proclaimed king by Zadok. The instructions were imme- 
diately carried out and the new king, Solomon, was joyfully 
acclaimed by the people. 

When the resounding acclamations of Solomon’s proces- 
sion were interpreted by Jonathan, the son of Abiathar, to 
mean the ruin of Adonijah’s hopes, his adherents fled and 
Adonijah himself took sanctuary in the Temple by laying 
hold of the horns of the altar. Adonijah was subsequently 
persuaded to leave his asylum only by Sclomon’s promise 
to spare his life (1 Kgs 1:40—53). 

After David’s death, Adonijah asked Bathsheba to inter- 
cede with Solomon to give him in marriage the beautiful 
Abishag, his father’s concubine and nurse. Solomon inter- 
preted this as a bid for the throne and ordered Adonijah’s 
execution at the hands of Benaiah. 

Close parallels between the stories of Absalom (2 Samuel 
15—18) and Adonijah (1 Kings 1-2) have been noted (Fok- 
kelman 1981: 345-410; Long 1984: 33-52; and Gunn 
1987: 104—111). Both men are described as handsome 
and appealing figures, who were not adequately disci- 
plined by their father. Adonijah enlisted the help of “char- 
iots and horsemen and fifty men to run before him” (1 
Kgs 1:5), as Absalom had done before him (2 Sam 15:1). 
Both sought the crown on their own without David’s sup- 
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port; and both came to a violent end. Adonijah’s request 
from Solomon that he be given Abishag as his wife is 
reminiscent of Absalom, who, after taking Jerusalem and 
in order to secure his political position, publicly took 
David’s concubines as his own (2 Sam 16:20-23). Adoni- 
jah’s desire 1o marry Abishag may have been motivated by 
his love for her; but that decision was his final undoing. 
Whatever his real motives or the political significance of 
his act may have been, in terms of the story, he was 
rebelling against the king. 

The story of Adonijah’s rebellion and fate in 1 Kings 1— 
2 may also be interpreted in relation to the law of the king 
in Deut 17:]4—-20, which forbade the monarch from rely- 
ing solely on force of arms, alliances (through marriage), 
or wealth. Adonijah’s violation of the prohibitions of the 
law of the king foreshadows the more flagrant violations 
of this same law on the part of Solomon. The king is to 
follow the law of Moses, which is in the hands of the 
Levites. 

2. A Lev.te who, together with princes and priests, 
instructed the people in the law during a mission to the 
cities of Judah in the third year of Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 
17:8). 

3. A leading layman, one of the “chiefs of the people,” 
who sealed the covenant of reform in the time of Ezra 
(Neh 10:17--Eng 10:16). 
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ADONIKAM (PERSON) [Heb ?ddénigam]. The father 
of a clan who, along with other lay families, returned from 
Babylon to Palestine (Ezra 2:13 = Neh 7:18 = 1 Esdr 
5:14; also Ezra 8:13 = 1 Esdr 8:39). The precise number 
of returnees in Adonikam’s clan is uncertain, owing to the 
occurrence of this name in multiple lists where the He- 
brew-Aramaic numeral notation may have been mis- 
counted (Allrik 1954). Adonikam may be identical with the 
ADONIJAH mentioned in a list of lay family heads (Neh 
10:17—Eng 10:16), since both are listed in conjunction 
with otherwise similar persons (Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 
239: Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 329). 
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ADONIRAM (PERSON) [Heb ?ddéniram]. The son of 
Abda and an official in Solomon’s court who was in charge 
of the forced labor used in many of the major building 
projects (1 Kgs 4:6; 9:15). This office was first mentioned 
late in David’s reign and continued into the rule of Reho- 
boam (2 Sam 20:24; 1 Kgs 12:18). In the reign of David 
and Rehoboam, this office was held by Adoram. Some 
scholars take this to be a shortened form of the name 
“Adoniram.” If this is the case, then one person held this 
office from late in David’s reign until the crisis under 
Rehoboam—a period of some 40 years. The LXX supports 
this identification and uses the name “Adoniram” consis- 
tently in the passages referring to this official. Other 
scholars believe that it is possible, but not likely, that one 
person would have held this office for such a length of 
time. 

Two factors suggest the importance of Adoniram’s of- 
fice: (1) the position is inchided in the small number of 
offices listed at the royal court, and (2) control of a force 
of 30,000 men certainly would have been given only to a 
most trusted individual (1 Kgs 5:28—Eng 5:14). 

Forced labor was a part of many societies in the Ancient 
Near East. Israel’s distaste for this practice is probably to 
be seen in the demand for lighter burdens under Reho- 
boam (i Kgs 12:4). When Rehoboam refused to change 
his harsh policies, Adoniram, the overseer of the hated 
forced labor, was murdered by the angry Israelites (1 Kgs 
12:18). 

PHILLIP E. MCMILLION 


ADOPTION. The creation of a kinship relationship 
between two individuals that is recognized as essentially 
equivalent to one stemming from natural descent. In the 
ancient Near East, such ties were typically between adop- 
tive parent(s) and a son or claughter, but individuals were 
adopted into other roles as well. Frequently the parties 
were relatives before the adoption took place. Adoption 
differs from fosterage in that the latter is a temporary 
arrangement which is not legally binding. The foster child 
receives support but not the status of son or daughter. 


A. Extrabiblical Sources 
1. Cuneiform 
2. Egyptian 
3. Jewish 

B. Adoption in the Bible 
1. Possible Cases 
2. Metaphorical Use 
3. Issues 


A. Extrabiblical Sources. 

Because biblical references to adoption are both limited 
in number and seldom unambiguous, they have been 
interpreted with the aid of extrabiblical sources, particu- 
larly cuneiform texts. 

1, Cuneiform. Relevant clocuments date at least from 
the beginning of the 2d milJennium B.c.£. to the Achae- 
menid period, the majority coming from Old Babylonian 
(OB) and Middle Babylonian (MB) times. Since our 
sources span both a wide geographical range and the 
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better part of two millennia, details of adoption practice 
from a given time and place were not necessarily universal. 

Law collections (often called law codes) and adoption 
contracts are our primary types of documentation. The 
latter are more abundant and also more reliable, since the 
function of the collections is debated and their treatment 
of adoption incomplete. Contracts have their limitations as 
well; they do not as a rule present the circumstances 
leading to the adoption, or the age of the parties. Stipula- 
tions regarding adoption differed from contract to con- 
tract and “code” to “code” so that one cannot expect to 
discover general laws which governed Mesopotamian (or 
biblical) practice. 

Schorr (1913) and Kohler, Koschaker, and Ungnad 
(1909-23) have collected a number of OB adoption texts; 
see also texts and bibliography in Ellis 1975. Speiser (1930) 
and Cassin (1938) present MB Nuzi texts with discussion 
(see also dissertations cited in Eichler 1989: 116—17 nn. 
51, 56). References to adoption in the law collections (see 
ANET) are Codex Hammurabi (CH) §§170—71, 185-93; 
Laws of Eshnunna §35; and Middle Assyrian Laws (MAL) 
8A 28; cf. doubtfully MAL §A 41, Lipit-I8tar §27. 

Other types of documents occasionally mention adop- 
tion. We read of the adoption of a foundling in “The 
Legend of Sargon” (ANET, p. 119) and, with details of the 
adoption procedure, in the lexical series ana wtiSu (Lands- 
berger 1937: 44-47). In addition, there are records of 
hugation over custody or inheritance rights of adoptees. 

The most common Akkadian way to say “adopt” is ana 
maritim leqi “take for son/daughtership.” Individuals 
could also be adopted into other roles, such as that of 
brother (ahhiuti, “brotherhood”), sister (ahatiti/athiti), or 
even father (abbiti). In cases known especially from Nuzi, 
women adopted in order to be given in marriage would 
receive the “status of (adopted) daughter” (martitu), 
daughter-in-law (kallfat}itu), daughter or daughter-in-law 
(martitu u kallfatjitu), or sister (ahatitu); for literature see 
Eichler 1989; nn. 36, 56, 61. 

Adoptions were usually effected by an agreement be- 
tween two parties, the adopter and the parent or guardian 
of the adoptee, but occasionally adoptees would act on 
their own behalf. A written contract recording the adop- 
tion typically included a statement of the adoptive relation- 
ship, clauses regarding its dissolution, a record of the oath 
of the parties, the names of witnesses, and the date. Some 
sources hint at an adoption ceremony. 

Adoption in the cuneiform Kulturkrets took many forms. 
An individual might be adopted as heir, or into appren- 
ticeship. Slaves were manumitted by adoption (Schorr 
1913: nos. 23-35), and illegitimate children legitimated. 
Females were often adopted with a view to giving them 
away in marriage. An adoptive sister relationship between 
co-wives could promote family unity. A man without male 
offspring might adopt his son-in-law to keep property 
within the family. Money, land, or services often played a 
role in the adoption arrangement. At Nuzi, in particular, 
land sales took the form of an adoption (Cassin 1938: 51— 
274). The buyer was adopted and given land as an “inher- 
itance” in exchange for a “gift” of equivalent value. These 
“sale adoptions” have often been seen as circumventing a 
prohibition against alienating ancestral property (cf. Lev 
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25:23-28); for this and other interpretations see Maidman 
1976: 92-123. 

2. Egyptian. Far fewer texts are preserved from Egypt 
(see Allam 1972). The “Story of Sinuhe” may contain an 
example of the adoption of a son-in-law in Syro-Palestine 
(ANET pp. 19-20). The “Extraordinary Adoption” text 
(ca. 1100 B.c.£.; Thompson 1974: 229 n. 141) refers to the 
adoption of a wife as the daughter and heir of her childless 
husband. Following the latter’s death, the wife freed and 
adopted three slaves (her husband’s children by a concu- 
bine?). One of them, a woman, married the wife’s brother, 
whom the wife then adopted as son and heir. In a text 
from ca. 656 B.c.E., the Nitocris Adoption Stela, Pharaoh 
Psammetichus had his daughter Nitocris adopted as suc- 
cessor to the celibate Divine Wife of Amon at Thebes. 

3. Jewish. An Aramaic papyrus from the Jewish colony 
at Elephantine (BMAP, no. 8), dated to 416 B.c.£., refers 
to the manumission and adoption of a slave. Both adopter 
and adoptee bear Jewish names. Catacomb inscriptions 
attest to Jewish adoptions in the Roman period (Leon 
1960: 232-33). 


B. Adoption in the Bible. 

1. Possible Cases. A list of proposed examples of adop- 
tion, arranged according to the identity of the adoptee, 
follows. In addition, Lev 18:9 may refer to an adopted 
daughter, but more probably to a case of remarriage. 

a. Children of Surrogate Mother. Sarai, Rachel, and 
Leah each gave a female slave to her husband for the 
purpose of procreation (Gen 16:1—4; 30:1—-13). Extrabibl- 
ical parallels are not decisive as to whether the primary 
wife in such a case adopted the surrogate’s offspring 
(Thompson 1974: 254-59, 266-67). Two items in the 
biblical accounts may imply adoption by the wife: her 
regard of the children as her own (e.g., Gen 16:2; 30:3- 
13) and the possible allusion by Rachel to an adoption rite 
(Gen 30:3). The first point is generally conceded, but may 
be explained by the wife’s ownership of the slave (Tigay 
EncJud 2:298). Moreover, the offspring are frequently 
called children of the slave. But (aside from source-critical 
considerations) it may be that, as in many societies, ties to 
the natural mother (or father, in the case of Ephraim and 
Manasseh) continued to be recognized. Regarding the 
second point, Rachel desired her slave to “give birth on my 
knees” (Gen 30:3), interpreted by Stade (1886) as referring 
ultimately to the practice of a woman giving birth onto her 
husband’s knees. The husband’s act, and by extension 
placing one’s child on one’s knees, was an acknowledgment 
of the child as a legitimate descendant (cf. Tigay EncJud 2: 
299), while receiving or placing someone else’s child on 
the knees signified adoption. Alternately, Rachel demon- 
strated her desire for children by assisting her slave in 
birth, or hoped to cure her own infertility (Tigay EncJud 
2: 299). 

b. Children of Foreign Wives. A proposal that the end 
of Ezra 10:44 refers to adoption has received new support 
from Akkadian and other parallels (Paul 1979-80: 183— 
85). 

c. Foundling. After his abandonment, the infant Moses 
was discovered by Pharaoh’s daughter “and he became her 
son” (wayhi-lah lében, Exod 2:10). This verse and the fact 
that the adult Moses continued to live as an Egyptian 
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(2:11,19) speak against mere fosterage. Commentators are 
quick to point out that the account reflects at most an 
Egyptian custom, but the point loses some of its force if 
the story is seen not as primarily historical, but as the 
Hebrew version of the widespread “birth of the hero” 
myth (cf. ANET, p. 119). The payment of Moses’ natural 
mother to nurse him (2:7—10) echoes identical arrange- 
ments in Mesopotamian adoption contracts (e.g., Schorr 
1913: nos. 8, 83). Two NT passages apparently understand 
Moses as the adopted son of Pharaoh’s daughter (Acts 
7:21, Heb 11:24). 

d. (Great-)Grandchildren. The adoption of grandchil- 
dren, well known in modern times, is also attested in an 
Ugaritic document (Mendelsohn 1959). Three biblical 
cases are relevant. Ephraim and Manasseh are adopted by 
their grandfather Jacob (Gen 48: 5—6), who tells Joseph: 
“Your two sons... are mine .. . as Reuben and Simeon 
are.” The adoption serves an evident aetiological purpose: 
to explain the place of Ephraim and Manasseh, rather 
than their father Joseph, among the 12 tribes of Israel. 
Jacob’s blessing in Gen 48:15-16, in which Joseph is omit- 
ted from the sequence of generations, also has been inter- 
preted as implying adoption. The notice that Joseph re- 
moved his sons from Jacob’s knees may hint at an adoption 
rite (Stade 1886: 144-45). 

The sons of Machir “were born on Joseph’s knees” (Gen 
15:23). Even granting Stade’s view, this may have been 
merely an acknowledgment of legitimate descent. On the 
other hand, a tradition of the adoption of the Machirites 
could have served two purposes: to explain their relative 
prominence (e.g., Judg 5:14), or to explain the incorpora- 
tion of this originally foreign clan (1 Chr 7:14) into Israel. 
A number of scholars have deduced a direct relationship 
between Joseph and Machir on independent grounds. 

A third possible case is that of Naomi and Obed. After 
Naomi’s son Mahlon died childless, his widow Ruth had a 
child, Obed, by Mahlon’s kinsman. According to the cus- 
tom of levirate marriage, Obed would be considered as 
Mahlon’s son and hence Naomi’s grandson. At one point 
(Ruth 4:16—17), Naomi held Obed in her bosom (béhéqah) 
“and became his ?6menet” (“supporter,” a vague term), 
whereupon the neighbors remarked “a son has been born 
to Naomi.” The custom of an adoptive mother offering 
her breast tc an adoptee is known among the Arabs and 
in other cul:ures, and an adoption account might have 
served to “Jadaize” Obed (King David’s ancestor), who 
would otherwise have had a Moabite mother. We do not 
know, however, that offering a breast to an adoptee was a 
Hebrew custom or that Naomi did so. The neighbors’ 
words need not be taken literally. Adoption, it seems, 
would have deprived Ruth of someone to carry on Mah- 
lon’s name, and it is questionable if Naomi could unilater- 
ally effect a change in Obed’s status. 

e. Illegitimate Son. Jephthah appears to have been le- 
gitimated and hence adopted, if legitimation in Israel was 
effected as ir. Mesopotamia (Schorr 1913: no. 12, Thomp- 
son 1974: 260; cf. CH §§170—71 [ANET, 173]). Although 
his mother was a prostitute, Jephthah was entitled to share 
his father’s inheritance (Judg 11:1—2). 

f. Nephew or Male Relative. The custom by which the 
offspring of a levirate marriage is ascribed to a childless 
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deceased brother or male kinsman has been viewed as a 
postmortem adoption. 

g. Orphan. Mordecai (Esth 2:7) supported his cousin 
Hadassah/Esther (émén ?et-hidassé) and, after her parents’ 
death, adopted her (légahah . . . lébat; similarly Akk ana 
mar(t)itim legit). It is doubtful. that an unmarried woman of 
Esther’s age could live with Mordecai except for an adop- 
tive relationship. Although both were Jewish, they were 
living under Persian rule (as were those in the Jewish text 
from Elephantine), so it is not certain that a Jewish practice 
is reflected. 

h, Slave. Manumission of slaves by adoption is well 
known in the ancient Near East, and manumitted slaves 
occasionally are named heir (e.g., Schorr 1913: no. 35; 
Muhammad’s adopted son Zaid ibn Haritha). Abram’s fear 
that his slave would be his heir (Gen 15:2—3) seems to 
imply the slave’s (possibly future) adoption, since normally, 
only a relative could inherit (see e.g., Num 27:8—11). 
Although in Hurrian law an unrelated ewuru “heir” could 
inherit by default, there is no hint of this in biblical law. 
On Genesis 15, see further Thompson 1974: 203-30. 

Jarha (1 Chr 2:34—35) is a probable example of the 
manumission and adoption of a slave. According to the 
common Mesopotamian practice, the slave (and foreigner) 
Jarha would have been manumitted by adoption before 
being married to his master Sheshan’s daughter. Jarha’s 
children are listed as Sheshan’s descendants. 

i. Son-in-law. Jarha also serves as an example of an 
adopted son-in-law. Barzillai, who married and took his 
father-in-law’s name (Ezra 2:61, Neh 7:63), is probably 
another. Many features of the Jacob and Laban narrative, 
and particularly parallels to two Nuzi adoption texts 
(ANET, pp. 219-20, nos. 2 and 3), have suggested it as 
another example. Other features, however, distinguish this 
case from standard Mesopotamian adoption arrange- 
ments, and similarities to herding contracts have been 
noted. See recently Eichler 1989: 114-16. 

j- Wife. An adoption of a wife as daughter is known 
from Egypt, but the oft-repeated notion that in Hurrian 
practice a wife could be adopted as her husband's sister 
and that this explains the “wife-sister” motif in the Bible 
(Gen 12:13 and parallels) is now widely rejected as based 
upon the (mis)interpretation of a small number of texts 
(Eichler 1989: 112-13). 

2. Metaphorical Use. The father-son relationship of 
Yahweh and Israel may have been conceived at times as an 
adoptive one (Jer 3:19; explicitly in Rom 9:4). The rela- 
tionship between God and king is illustrated using what 
are evidently adoption formulae in Ps 2:7, 2 Sam 7:14 
(Tigay EncJud 2: 300-1). See Paul 1979-80: 177-80, 184. 

Adoption (huiothesta) appears as a metaphor five times in 
NT writings ascribed to Paui (Rom 8:14, 23; 9:4; Gal 4:5; 
Eph 1:5), where it serves to distinguish the believer’s 
sonship from that of Jesus and to illustrate the Christian’s 
change of status, both accomplished and prospective. The 
background of the metaphor has variously been seen as 
Roman, with its concept of strong paternal authority; 
Greek, as the term hutothesta implies; or Hebrew, as im- 
plied in Paul’s use of the semitic term abba in describing 
the adoptive father. 

3. Issues. Definitions of adoption have varied, leading 
to varying evaluations of the extent to which it was prac- 
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ticed in Israel. Attempts to adhere to the strict meaning of 
Latin adoptio have led some scholars to include as true 
adoption only those cases where a person under paternal 
authority (patria potestas) is transferred to the authority of 
a third (free) individual and appointed heir. Adoption, 
thus narrowly defined, has been said not to have existed in 
Israel. But in addition to running counter to the general 
usage by scholars of the ancient Near East, this definition 
ignores the concept of adoption reflected in our texts. 
Adoption into sonship (ana mdritim), for example, can 
occur when the adopter is a slave (Speiser 1930; no. 5) or 
a woman (Schorr 1913: no. 29); when the adoptee is a 
foundling (Landsberger 1937: 44-46), the adopter’s ille- 
gitimate child (Schorr 1913: no. 12: cf. CH §§170-71) or 
a free individual (adrogation; Kohler, Koschaker, and 
Ungnad 1909-23: no. 1425); and in numerous cases where 
an inheritance is not mentioned. 

Although adoption was practiced in ancient Israel, it is 
impossible to say to what extent this was true. Many of the 
biblical cases occur in the patriarchal narratives or on 
foreign soil, involve foreigners, or are uncertain. More- 
over, adoption is not mentioned in biblical law. The nature 
of our sources is no doubt partly responsible for the 
seeming scarcity of biblical adoption. Biblical references 
are generally not explicit enough to allow confirmation (or 
denial) of proposed cases. The silence of biblical law collec- 
tions may simply reflect their selective and incomplete 
nature; compare the haphazard notice adoption receives 
in the Mesopotamian collections. Since adoption was, it 
seems, of little theological interest (except as a metaphor), 
there was no particular reason to mention it; if we read of 
a barren woman, it is often only to set the stage for a 
miraculous birth. 

The absence of adoption in postbiblical Jewish law, how- 
ever, suggests that it was not prevalent in Israel, at least in 
later periods. Various explanations have been suggested 
(Boecker 1974): the importance of blood lineage to the 
Hebrews, the practice of polygyny, the custom of levirate 
marriage, and the belief that fertility or barrenness re- 
flected God’s will, which adoption would circumvent. No 
single explanation is completely satisfactory, and all ad- 
dress only the “demand” side of the equation, without 
explaining, for example, the place of orphaned or un- 
wanted children in Israelite society. 

For bibliography not listed below see especially Paul 
1979-80: 175 n. 1. 
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ADORAIM (PLACE) [Heb ?adérayim]. Var. ADORA. A 
town in the central hill country of Judah, listed among the 
cities fortified by Rehoboam near the beginning of his 
reign (2 Chr 11:9). An examination of the list of cities 
fortified by Rehoboam (2 Chr 11: 5—12) shows that they 
form a logical and fairly consistent defensive line on the 
western, southern, and eastern frontiers of Rehoboam’s 
domains, supplemented by additional fortresses at key 
road junctions (LBHG, 290-94). This strongly suggests 
that the author of Chronicles had access to some sort of 
official military document delineating the defenses of the 
Kingdom of Judah. During Hellenistic and Roman times, 
this fortress-town was known as Adora (GK adéra). Accord- 
ing to 1 Macc 13:20-21, Simon Maccabeus stopped the 
advance of Trypho at Adora. Josephus records (Ant 13.9.1) 
that Adora was captured by John Hyrcanus following the 
death of Antiochus 7 in 129 B.c., and that it still remained 
in Hasmonean hands at the time of Janneaus (Ant 13.15.4). 
It must have fallen into Roman hands soon thereafter, for 
it was among the cities rebuilt in 59 B.c. by Gabinius, 
proconsul of Syria (Ant 14.5.3). In the form “Aduram,” 
this town appears in the book of Jubilees (38:9—24) as the 
location of the burial of Esau following his battle with 
Jacob. The ancient name is clearly reflected in the modern 
town of Dura, located approximately 7 km W, and slightly 
S, of Hebron (M.R. 152101). There is lithe doubt that the 
ancient town is to be located here, or at least in the 
immediate vicinity. 
WabeE R. KoTTER 


ADRAMMELECH (DEITY) [Heb ?adrammelek]. In 2 
Kgs 17:31 it is reported that the Babylonians who were 
resettled in Samaria “burned their children in the fire to 
Adrammelech and Anammelech, the gods of Sephar- 
vaim.” The place name “Sepharvaim” may refer to the 
Babylonian city of Sippar, but the identity of the Babylo- 
nian god Adrammelech is unknown. 
A. Kirk GRaySON 


ADRAMMELECH 


ADRAMMELECH (PERSON) [Heb ?adrammelek]. Ac- 
cording to 2 Kgs 19:37 (= Isa 37:38), one of the sons of 
the Assyrian <ing Sennacherib who, along with his brother 
Sharezer, assassinated their father. This Adrammelech 
may be identical with Arda-Mulishi, who is identified as a 
son of Sennacherib in Assyrian sources. 
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ADRAMYTTIUM (PLACE) (Gk Adramutteion]. An an- 
cient city of Mysia located along the NW coast of the 
Roman province of Asia (modern Turkey). A ship from 
this city, probably a small trading vessel, is mentioned in 
Acts 27:2. The ship was homeward bound when Paul, 
Luke, Aristarchus, and Julius the Centurion boarded it in 
order to journey from Caesaria to Rome via the Asian 
coast. 

This city, located at the base of Mt. Ida, controlled a 
substantial port from its position at the head of the Gulf 
of Adramyttium (Hdt. 8: 42), which is across from the 
island of Lesbos. Today the harbor is filled with alluvial 
deposits and the site of the city is known as Karatash, while 
the original appellation is preserved in the name of the 
nearby town idremit. 

The founding of the city is problematic with three 
prevalent theories: it is the Pedasus of Homer; it was 
founded by Adramys, the brother of Croesus, in 3 B.c.; or 
it was one of inany colonies established by merchants from 
the spice-rich area of S Arabia known as Hadhramaut 
(Harris 1925). The reading of the name with a rough 
breathing is indicated in the Vulgate rendering as navem 
Hadrumetinam. This may lend credence to Harris’ theory. 

The commercial importance of the city, indicated by the 
coins found at the site, peaked when Pergamum was the 
capital of the region but had faded by the NT period. 
Adramyttium, one of the chief cities of the province, was 
chosen to be the host of the provincial governor’s law 
court, the assizes (conventus) of the NW district of the 
Roman province of Asia. It was the original place of the 
worship of Castor and Pollox and home of the orator 
Xenocles (the tutor of Cicero) (See Strabo 8: 1.66; Plu- 
tarch, Cicero 4). Adramyttium was noted for the produc- 
tion of a special ointment (Pliny N.H. 13: 2.5). 
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ADRIA, SEA OF (PLACE) [Greek Adrias}. An arm of 
the Mediterranean between Italy and the Balkan Peninsula 
joining the Ionian Sea in the southeast, commonly known 
as the Adriatic Sea. It is mentioned in the NT in relation 
to the apostle Paul’s journey to Rome (Acts 27:27). Today, 
the name denotes the sea which extends from northwest 
to southeast, a length of nearly five hundred miles. The 
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Italian shore is low, especially in the northeast basin 
around the delta of the Po, which is the largest river that 
flows into it. The east coast is rather rugged and fringed 
with islands. This allows for many good harbors on the 
Dalmatian coast as opposed to the relatively few found on 
the Italian side. The northeast winds, together with the 
prevalence of sudden squalls, makes navigation in winter 
difficult and dangerous. 

The Sea was known in antiquity as Adrias, Adriatike 
Thalasa, Adriatikon Pelagos in Gk, and Adriaticum Mare, 
Adrianum Mare, or Mare Superum in Latin. According to 
Strabo (5.1), the name was derived from the old Etruscan 
city-colony ATRIA located north of the Po River. Justin 
(20, 1.9), however, suggests a Greek origin for the name. 
Originally, the name was applied to the upper (northwest- 
ern) part of the sea, but it became gradually extended 
southeastward some 6000 stadia (approx. 700 miles) as far 
as the Ionian Sea (Strabo 2,]23), and even to the Sicilian 
Sea, including waters between Crete and Malta (Orosius 1, 
2.90). Thus in antiquity it was understood that Malta lay at 
the western extremity of the Adriatic Sea (Procopius 1, 
14), while Crete was surrounded by the same on the west 
(Strabo 3.17) and the same waters encompassed Sicily on 
the east (Strabo 3.4, 15). It seems that the name was first 
used interchangeably with the Ionian Sea, and gradually 
came to include it. “The Ionian Sea is part of what is now 
called the sea of Hadria,” wro:e Strabo (2, 5.20). According 
to Livy (5,33), Italy was surrounded by two seas, the Tuscan 
on the west and the Hadriatic on the east. The name 
therefore is more restricted today than it was in the past, 
when it not only included waters between Sicily and Crete, 
but might have been applied to the whole of the eastern 
Mediterranean with the exception of the Aegean Sea. 

Therefore, it would be misleading to limit the reference 
from the Acts to what is today known as the Adriatic Sea. 
Because many of the Gk manuscripts call Malta Melite (with 
several variations in Greek and also Latin manuscripts), 
some have tried to see in the name an island other than 
Malta, namely modern Mljet in the Adriatic. Yet the most 
probable east-northeast direction of the wind called North- 
easter (Gk euroklydon or eurakylon, Acts 27:14) would not 
support this suggestion. Scholars are still more inclined to 
understand the NT reference to adrias in a more general 
way, as opposed to the more restricted modern usage of 
the term. 

To avoid a possible confusion in the use of different 
names some have suggested i: strict distinction in the use 
of the terms the “Adrian Sea” and the “Adriatic Sea.” Even 
though this may be done today, Ptolemy used the two 
names interchangeably (3. 4:Adria, and 3.17:Adriatic). 

Acts 27:27 states that the vessel upon which Paul was 
going to Rome was “driven up and down” for fourteen 
days by high winds before its shipwreck on Malta. That 
the sea earned a tempestuous reputation in ancient times 
can be documented by records of such famous writers as 
Josephus (Vita 3) and Horace (Odes 1, 33). 
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ADRIEL (PERSON) [Heb ‘adr?él]. A Meholathite, the 
son of Barzillai, and son-in-law of King Saul through 
marriage to one of the two royal princesses. There is some 
confusion as to which daughter of Saul he married. Ac- 
cording to 1 Sam 18:19, he married the elder daughter 
MERAB, who had been promised to David, while the MT 
and LXX Codex Vaticanus of 2 Sam 21:8 report that he 
married the younger daughter MICHAL (PERSON). In 2 
Sam 21:8, other manuscripts (LX XEN and 2 Heb mss) read 
Merab in agreement with 1 Sam 18:19 (instead of Michal). 
The Targum, in an attempt to resolve the conflicting 
readings, combines the names in the phrase myrb drby’t 
mykl, lit. “Merab who is the [young] girl of Michal,” which 
identifies Adriel’s wife (Merab) while introducing a new 
element to the relationship between Michal and Merab. 
Most scholars favor Merab as the true spouse, although a 
minority favor Michal, in spite of the conflicting traditions, 
believing the MT testimony in 2 Sam 21:8 to be the more 
difficult reading and the tradition to be an older and more 
reliable source than 1 Sam 18:19 (i.e., Stoebe 1958: 229, 
Gliick 1965; Lemche 1978: 7-8). The royal marriage pro- 
duced at least five sons, who were later executed by the 
Gibeonites for Saul’s bloodguilt (2 Sam 21:8). 

As a Meholathite, Adriel was an inhabitant of the town 
of Abel-Meholah, probably located at Tell Aba Sis, in the 
W ghor (see ABEL-MEHOLAH). His marriage to a Saulide 
princess may have sealed a treaty between his city-state and 
Saul’s new Israelite state (Edelman 1990). Such diplomatic 
marriages were an established convention in the ancient 
Near East (Malamat 1963:8-10). Abel-Meholah did not 
become a corporate part of the Israelite state until David 
or Solomon’s reign, as indicated by the city’s inclusion in 
Solomon’s fifth district (1 Kgs 4:12). His name means “El 
is my help,” and seems to be Aramaic. Some manuscripts 
read ‘zryl, which has the same meaning, but substitutes 
the Hebrew word ‘zr for its Aramaic cognate “dr (Nestle 
1897; McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 439). 
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ADUEL (PERSON) [Gk adouél]. The son of Gabael and 
great grandfather of Tobit, a descendant of the tribe of 
Naphtali (Tob 1:1). The name “Aduel” is a possible variant 
of ADIEL; the yod in Heb “dd?él (1 Chr 4:36; 9:12; 27:25), 
if replaced with waw, would result in the Heb consonants 
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“dul, logically transliterated as Gk adouél. Nonetheless, the 
name “Aduel” only occurs in this genealogy of Tobit. 
MakkK J. FRETZ 


ADULLAM (PLACE) [Heb ‘édiillam]. ADULLAMITE. 
A city in the Shephelah region at approximately the mid- 
point of a line running from Bethlehem to Gath. It has 
been identified with modern Tell esh Sheikh Madhkur 
(Albright 1924:3-4; M.R. 150117). 

In Gen 38:1, 12, and 20, in the story about Judah and 
Tamar, a character is identified as Hirah the Adullamite. 
He is called Judah’s friend (38:12,20) and is entrusted with 
the deliverance of a pledge (38:20). 

Adullam appears twice in Joshua. The king of Adullam 
is listed in Joshua 12 as one of the local kings whom the 
Israelites defeated on the west side of the Jordan (Josh 
12:15). Adullam was allotted to the tribe of Judah (Josh 
15:35). 

Adullam occupies a prominent place in the story of 
David’s rise to kingship. David fied from Saul to a cave 
near Adullam and there surrounded himself with a band 
of about 400 men (1 Sam 22:1). That this was a place of 
security for David’s warriors is spelled out in 1 Chronicles 
11, which refers to the place as “the rock.” The syntax of 
the parallel passage in Samuel is confusing and probably 
the result of scribal error. Apparently there has been a 
substitution of the word for “harvest” or “harvesttime” 
(Heb gasir; BDB, 894) for “the rock” or “the secure place” 
(Heb hassiir; BDB, 849), the second of which is the term 
employed in Chronicles. Some versions of the LXX also 
have “the rock” instead of “harvesttime” at 1 Sam 23:13. 

Chronicles lists Adullam as among the cities which Solo- 
mon’s successor REHOBOAM fortified in anticipation of 
the invasion of Judah by the Pharaoh SHISHAK ca. 918 
B.c.E. (2 Chr 11:7). Many commentators and historians 
accept the placing of this list in the reign of Rehoboam 
(see BHI, 233; Na’aman 1986:6). Others, partly on the 
basis of archeological evidence at these sites, feel that the 
list belongs to the reign of another king, either JOSIAH 
(Fritz 1981) or HEZEKIAH (Na’aman 1986). 

MICAH, a contemporary of Hezekiah’s, mourns over 
Adullam among the cities of the Shephalah (Mic 1:15), 
possibly in advance of Sennacherib’s invasion (see 2 Kgs 
18:13 = 2 Chr 32:3). 

Adullam appears twice in postexilic contexts. It is named 
as one of the places where the people of Judah settled 
after the Exile (Neh 11:30). In the time of the Maccabean 
revolt, Adullam once again served as a refuge, this time 
for Judas Maccabeus and his army after they defeated 
GORGIAS, the governor of Idumea (2 Macc 12:38). Here 
the place is referred to with a variant Greek spelling, 
odollam. 
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ADULTERY 


ADULTERY [Heb n?upim; also zéniit, zéniinim, “whore- 
dom,” “harlotry”]. Sexual intercourse between a married 
or betrothed woman and any man other than her husband. 
The marital status of the woman’s partner is inconsequen- 
tial since onlv the married or betrothed woman is bound 
to fidelity. The infidelity of a married man is not punisha- 
ble by law but is criticized (Mal 2:14-5; Prov 5:15-20). 
Biblical law shows similar leniency for sexual relations 
before a woman’s betrothal (Exod 22:15-6; Deut 22:28- 
29; for possible exceptions [Lev 21:9, Deut 22:13-21]. see 
below). 


A. Adultery as a Crime and Sin 
B. Adultery and the Betrothed Maiden 
C. The Prosecution of Adultery 
1. The Death Penalty 
2. Divorce 
3. Public Stripping of Adulteress 
4. Mutilation 
. Means of Execution 
. Adultery in the ANE 
Adultery in the Biblical Narrative 
. Adultery in the Prophetic Books 
. Adultery in Wisdom Literature 


LOMAS 


A. Adultery as a Crime and Sin. 

Adultery was a capital crime according to Lev 20:10 and 
Deut 22:22. Both parties must die. The reasons for the 
gravity of this crime are never explicitly stated in the OT, 
yet the patrilineal nature of Israelite society strongly sug- 
gests that mistaken paternity would surely be dreaded. If 
an act of undetected adultery produced offspring, a likely 
result would be the bequeathal of the family inheritance to 
this illegitimate heir. This is emphasized by Ben Sira 
(23:22-23); for a similar thought, see Qoh 6:1]-2. Philo 
remarks that the deceived husband would be like a “blind 
man knowing nothing of the covert intrigues of the past,” 
yet “forced tc cherish the children of his deadliest foe as 
his own flesh and blood” (Dec 24:126—29). Fustel de Cou- 
langes (1956:97) writes “. . . by adultery the series of 
descendants was broken; the family, even though living 
men knew it not, became extinct and there was no more 
divine happiness for the ancestors.” While these remarks 
concern ancient Greece in particular, it is probable that 
the same could be said regarding Israel. Dread of the 
extinction of the family line is evident in the Priestly Code, 
among other places, with its punishment of karet (Gen 
17:14, Exod 30:33,38, Lev 17:4,9, 20:3,5-6, etc.) and 
childlessness (Lev 20:20-21). The term karet, according to 
traditional Jewish exegesis, refers to early death and child- 
lessness or the death of one’s progeny without issue (see 
Rashi, Ibn Ezra, and S. D. Luzzato on Gen 17:14). Accord- 
ing to the LXX and traditional Jewish law, the issue from 
an adulterous union, like all prohibited unions, is the 
mamzer or “bastard” of Deut 23:3 (m. Yebam. 4:13; m. Qidd, 
3:12), who is excluded from membership in the assembly 
of the Lord. 

The economic aspect of the crime, Le. as a simple 
violation of the husband’s property, seems to have played 
a minor role compared with the social and religious di- 
mensions of the crime. Adultery is the height of treachery 
(Jer 9:1; Mal 2:5; Ps 50:18) and adulterers are linked with 
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murderers (Job 24:14—15). Adultery is an assault upon the 
sanctity of the nuclear family, which is divinely ordained 
(Gen 2:18,24; Prov 18:22). The prohibition of adultery, 
the 7th commandment of the Decalogue, along with the 
5th—“Honor your father and mother . . .”—seek to protect 
this sacred institution. This may be the reason for the 
reversal of the 6th and 7th commandments and thus the 
juxtaposition of the 5th and 7:h in the Nash Papyrus, some 
manuscripts of the LXX, and Philo (Dec 24:121). 

Both parties to the illicit union are ritually defiled or 
rendered impure (#m; Lev 13:20; Num 5:13; Ezek 18:6; 
23:13,17; 33:26). The adulterer commits an “abomina- 
tion” (t6°¢bd; Ezek 22:11), while adultery is included in the 
Pentateuch’s catalog of sexual crimes which defile the land 
of Israel, causing it to “spew out its inhabitants” (Lev 
18:20,24-25). It is considered a “great sin” (hata? gédald) 
by the biblical author (Gen 21:9) and a “sin against God” 
(Gen 20:6; 39:9; Ps 51:6). 

This characterization of adultery as a “great sin” was not 
limited to Israel. It is found in texts from Ugarit (Moran 
1956: 280-81) and Egypt (Rabinowitz 1956: 73; see ANET, 
24, where adultery is labeled a “great crime”). In several 
Akkadian texts, hati, cognate to Heb hf, “to sin,” refers 
specifically to adultery (CAD 6:157); hatitum (fem. sing. 
part. of hati) indicates an adulteress (CAD 6:153). 

That the prohibition of adultery was included in the 
Decalogue, the only direct and unmediated address of 
YHWH to Israel (Exod 20:19; Deut 4:10; 5:20—21), indi- 
cates its grave nature. In accordance with the later concep- 
tion of the Decalogue as the epitome of biblical law, Saa- 
diah Gaon, followed by Abraham Ibn Ezra and Abarbanel, 
understood the 7th commandment as inclusive of all sex- 
ual acts prohibited in the Torah. While dealt with in the 
Decalogue and books of Leviticus (20:10) and Deuteron- 
omy (22:22), adultery is neglected in the 4th major law 
collection of the Pentateuch, the so-called Covenant Code 
(Exodus 21-23). 


B. Adultery and the Betrothed Maiden. 

The betrothed maiden is one for whom a bride-price 
(méhar) has been paid, but who still resides in her father’s 
house awaiting consummation of the marriage (inferred 
from Exod 22:15-16; Deut 20:7 and comparative mate- 
rial, cf. Code of Hammurabi 130 [ANET, 171]; and the 
Laws of Eshnunna 26 [ANET. 162]). She is also subject to 
the Bible’s harsh penalty for adultery. Deut 22:23-24 
prescribes death for the betrothed woman who is found 
having sexual relations with a man “in the city” if their 
discovery is not prompted by her calls for help; her com- 
pliance is therefore assumed. 

Deuteronomy’s law concerning the slandered newlywed 
wife (22:13-21) may be another instance of the Bible’s 
equation of betrothal and marriage. She is condemned to 
death for “whoring in her father’s house” (v 21) but this, 
according to traditional Jewish exegesis, refers to her de- 
floration subsequent to betrothal but before cohabition 
with her husband, when she still resided in her father’s 
house. If, on the other hand, this law prescribes capital 
punishment for sexual relations which occurred before 
the woman’s betrothal, Deuteronomy’s harsh stand is 
unique both for the Bible and ancient Near Eastern law. 
Other laws prescribe a relatively light penalty for the 
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ravisher of the unbetrothed virgin (Exod 22:15-16; Deut 
22:28-29; also Code of Hammurabi 130 [ANET, 171] and 
Middle Assyrian Laws 55-56 [ANET, 185]). Finkelstein 
writes that while adultery was treated with the utmost 
gravity, the rape of an unmarried woman, by contrast, 
“seems to have been treated as a relatively mild offense, 
and except for the talionic element in Middle Assyrian 
Law 55... was considered only an economic injury to the 
girl’s father—or master, where the victim was a slave girl” 
(1966: 366-67). 

According to Lev 19:20, the betrothed (neherepet, literally 
“assigned”) slave girl and her lover are not executed be- 
cause she “has not yet been freed,” i.e. the regular penalty 
for adultery does not apply because she is still a slave and 
not because her “assignment”/betrothal is anything less 
than marriage (Milgrom 1977: 44—45): in the Bible, as in 
the ancient Near East in general, a slave girl is not a legal 
person and her sexual violation is treated as a transgres- 
sion of her owner’s property for which he would seek 
compensation, not prosecution (Finkelstein 1966: 360). 


C. The Prosecution of Adultery 

1. The Death Penalty. Determining the legal reality in 
ancient Israel for the prosecution and punishment of the 
adulteress and her partner is problematic. At the close of 
the law on adultery, the Deuteronomist commands his 
audience to “sweep away evil from Israel” (Deut 22:22), 
which suggests that members of the community have the 
right and obligation to initiate proceedings against known 
adulterers in their midst. The collective divine punishment 
envisioned by the legislators of Deuteronomy and the so- 
called Holiness Code (Leviticus 17-26) make it imperative 
that transgressors of the law be prosecuted irrespective of 
the wishes of the offended party (Lev 18:24—30; 26:14- 
41; Deut 28:15—-68). M. Greenberg contends that the law 
codes’ decree of capital punishment was carried out “in all 
events. There is no question of permitting the husband to 
mitigate or cancel the punishment. For adultery is not 
merely a wrong against the husband, it is a sin against 
God, an absolute wrong” (1960: 12). 

Others maintain that in practice, however, the penalty 
for adultery in Israel was more flexible, and further, that 
the initiation of proceedings against the offenders was the 
exclusive right of the husband (Loewenstamm 1962: 55- 
59; Jackson 1973: 33-34; Yaron 1969: 188, n. 77; Mc- 
Keating 1979: 62-65). According to this view, Israelite 
judicial practice would have resembled that of Mesopota- 
mia. While Mesopotamian law codes allow for the death 
penalty, the injured husband retained the right of pardon 
(Code of Hammurabi 129 [ANET, 171]; Middle Assyrian 
Law 15 [ANET, 181]; Law of Eshnunna 28 [ANET, 162] on 
its face doesn’t allow for mitigation, but see Yaron 1969: 
188—90). 

Greenberg thinks that the biblical law’s demand for 
execution was uncompromising because of the Israelite 
view that adultery was a sin against God; thus man could 
not opt to forgo it. Yet ancient Mesopotamia seems to have 
held a similar view of adultery, i.e. as an offense to the 
deity (see above; Lambert BWL, 119, 131), but its law codes 
do indeed allow the husband to mitigate the punishment. 
Perhaps this same dichotomy existed de facto in Israel. 

Prov 6:32-35 suggests that execution was the maximum 
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penalty imposed and that the fate of the adulterers was at 
the husband’s discretion. The enraged husband will “show 
no pity on his day of vengeance; he will not have regard 
for any ransom.” The cuckold, according to Proverbs 6, 
will not accept ransom (képer) because of his insatiable 
anger, not because of its prohibition. Num 35:31-32 spe- 
cifically rules out ransom in the case of homicide but not 
adultery (in which case it may have been permissable). On 
the other hand, the compensation mentioned in Proverbs 
6 may refer to an illegal payment of money to the husband 
to avert prosecution; Sohad, the parallel of képer in v 35 
suggests this (cf. Exod 23:8; Isa 5:23). Further, the inter- 
national flavor of the book of Proverbs and scholarship’s 
imperfect understanding of the “foreign woman” peri- 
copes (Proverbs 2 and 5-7; see below) advises against 
viewing Israelite jurisprudence in the light of Prov 6:32- 
35. 

Job refers to marital infidelity as an ‘dwén pélilim (31:11), 
which Speiser (1963: 304) translates as “an assessable 
transgression” in accordance with his view that all exam- 
ples of the root pil in Hebrew share the underlying concept 
of “assess.” This suggests that the adulterer could compen- 
sate the cuckolded husband, who would determine the 
amount of damages according to his own discretion. Yet 
this translation appears inaccurate given its context. Job 
also calls adultery zimmé, a word used regularly for “inde- 
cent and disgusting sexual conduct” (Pope, Job AB, 203) 
and a “fire burning down to Abaddon” (31:12). “Assessa- 
ble transgression,” however, suggests the relative mildness 
of the offense, which can be compensated by payment 
rather than corporal or capital punishment. Until our 
understanding of the root pill in this verse and its counter- 
parts (Job 31:28 and Deut 32:31) is more certain, the 
preferred translation remains “criminal iniquity” or “crim- 
inal offense,” which better conveys the severity of the deed. 

Several biblical texts suggest that other measures short 
of execution were utilized to punish the adulteress. 

2. Divorce. The Pharisaic school of Shammai suggested 
that the legal, biblical term for divorce, ‘erwat dabar (Deut 
24:1—4), literally “nakedness of a thing,” referred to adul- 
tery as a ground for such action (m. Git. 9:10), but this has 
been convincingly rejected (Neufeld 1944: 178-89; Lie- 
ber, EncJud 6: 123-24). Both Jer 3:8 and Hos 2:4 suggest 
that the adulteress was divorced, but since the former text 
refers symbolically to the exile of the N kingdom, divorce 
(Heb 3A, literally “send off,” “dismiss”) provides the most 
appropriate metaphor. Hos 2:4 echoes the ancient Near 
Eastern formula for divorce, “You are not my wife” (Gor- 
don 1936: 277-80, Yaron 1961: 46—47), although there is 
some doubt that divorce is intended here because “there 
would be no basis for all that follows” (Andersen and 
Freedman Hosea AB, 222). 

3. Public Stripping of Adulteress. Stripping is men- 
tioned in Hos 2:5, 12; Jer 13:22-26; Ezek 16:37, 39; and 
23:26, 29. In all of these cases, the faithless wife who 
suffers this penalty is a symbol for apostate Israel (cf. Nah 
3:5). Stripping, however, may have served as a prelude to 
execution rather than as an alternative to it (Ezek 16:37- 
41; Susanna 32). In m. Sota 1:5 the suspected adulteress is 
partially stripped before drinking the potion of “bitter 
waters” (Num 5:11-31). 

4. Mutilation. Mutilation of the adulteress is mentioned 
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in Ezek 23:25, but this should not be viewed as an Israelite 
practice since the prophet himself states, “and they (Oho- 
libah’s former lovers) shall judge you according to their 
law” (v 24; ct. Middle Assyrian Law 15 [ANET, 181)). 

It should be noted that the biblical texts alluding to 
divorce, public stripping, and mutilation contain prophetic 
metaphors and hence they are not dependable sources for 
actual Israelite legal practice. In Ezek 16:39 and 23:26, 29, 
personified Jerusalem is stripped by her lovers, not her 
husband. In Hos 2:5, Jer 13:26, and Akkadian sources, the 
offending wife is stripped by her husband or his family to 
symbolize the withdrawal of her maintenance (Gordon 
1936: 277; Greenberg, Ezekiel AB, 287). Apparent in Eze- 
kiel 16 and 23, then, is the intrusion of the tenor of the 
metaphor, Israel’s pillaging by foreign armies. 

Obviously the de facto procedure for the prosecution of 
adultery is uncertain. In the biblical law of murder, the 
prosecution and execution of the murderer is left in the 
hands of the wronged individual, the kinsman of the 
deceased or “redeemer of blood” (Num 35:19-21, Deut 
19:6, 12), yet the Bible’s legislation seeks to regulate this 
ancient practice and transfer some responsibility to the 
public domain with the appointment of the refuge cities 
and the participation of public officials to distinguish be- 
tween the intentional and unwitting manslayer (Exod 
21:13-14; Num 35:9-29; Deut 19:1—13). After all, if the 
redeemer shirks his responsibility or kills an unintentional 
manslayer (the intention of dam néqi, “blood of the inno- 
cent” of Deut 19:10), all Israel would be subject to blood- 
guilt (Num 25:33-34; Deut 19:10). Similarly, the crimin- 
alization of adultery in Israel was an expected 
development. An act which transgressed Israel’s covenent 
with YHWH, the basic principles of which are found in 
the Decalogue, endangered the entire community, and so 
it was only natural that the prosecution of adulterers be 
transformed from a right which individuals may forgo to 
a duty incumbent upon all members of the community. 


D. Means of Execution. 

The method of execution for the guilty pair is not stated 
explicitly in either Lev 20:10 or Deut 22:22. The unchas- 
tity of the betrothed virgin of Deut 22:24 is punished by 
stoning, as is the premature defloration of the newlywed 
bride in Deu: 22:13-21. Ezek 16:40 and 23:47 list stoning 
and stabbing among the punishments for wayward Jerusa- 
lem, yet here the crime is compounded by idolatry and 
infanticide. 

The LXX of Susanna, v 62, mentions flinging those who 
accused the heroine of adultery into a ravine (see Deut 
19:16-19); this practice coincides with the rabbinic mode 
of “stoning’—casting the criminal into a rocky ravine rather 
than casting stones at the criminal (m. Sanh. 6:4). The 
Talmudic means of execution for adultery was strangula- 
tion; this according to the exegetical rule that anytime the 
death penalty was decreed but the means not specified in 
the biblical text, strangling was intended (Sipra, Qedoshim 
10:8; 6. Talm. Sanh. 52b; according to R. Josiah, this was 
because it was the most merciful). 

Burning is mentioned in Genesis 38 as the penalty for 
Tamar, whose status was that of a married woman (because 
she was promised to her levir Shelah). While fornication 
for the lay Israelite is not penalized in the law codes (see 
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above on Deut 22:13-21), a priest’s daughter who “defiles 
herself through harlotry” is burned to death because of 
the extraordinary demand of holiness for the priesthood 
(Lev 21:9). 

Both parties, when known, are executed (Lev 20:10; 
Deut 22: 21, 22). According to A. Phillips (1970: 110), the 
execution of the adulteress :n addition to the adulterer is 
an innovation of the Deutcronomic reform, but this is 
based on his uncommon notion that the Decalogue was 
addressed only to male Israelites and therefore only they 
were penalized. In the Bible’s decree of the death sentence 
in Lev 20:10b, a singular verb, yiimat, is found with the 
compound subject, “the adulterer and the adulteress,” 
which suggests to some that the latter is an addition (Noth, 
Leviticus OTL, 150; Phillips 1970: 111). Yet this grammati- 
cal irregularity is common enough in Biblical Hebrew 
(GKC, 1450), while Fishbane attributes it to the fact that 
the penalty clause mét yimet is a frozen technical term 
(1974: 25, n.2). The equal punishment of both parties is 
typical of Mesopotamian law (Code of Hammurabi 129 
[ANET, 171]; Middle Assyrian Law 13 [ANET, 181]; Hittite 
Law 197-98 [ANET, 196]). This serves to preclude the 
possibility that two of the involved parties conspired 
against the third. The phrase gam sénéham, “one as well as 
the other,” (Deut 22:22), echoes this demand for equal 
justice. 


E. Adultery in the ANE. 

Several features distinguish Israel’s laws on adultery 
from those of her neighbors. 

1. Hittite Law 197 (ANET, 196) and perhaps Middle 
Assyrian Law 15 (ANET, 181; see Driver and Miles 1975: 
45-50) allow the cuckolded husband to execute the couple 
with impunity if he finds them in flagranti delicto, i.e., in 
the very act of adultery. The biblical laws of jurisprudence 
seem to forbid this (Deut 17:6—7, 19:15, Num 35:30). 

2. The paramour’s knowledge about or ignorance of 
the woman’s marital status is taken into account. If he was 
not aware that she was married, he would be acquitted 
(Finkelstein 1966: 369-70; Middle Assyrian Laws 13-14 
{[ANET, 181]). Biblical laws rake no such allowance. Gen 
20:3 suggests that in YHWH's eyes, the guilt of adultery is 
absolute. 

3. The Mesopotamian law codes are more comprehen- 
sive, dealing with other matters tangential to adultery. For 
example, all of the major law codes deal with the cohabi- 
tation of a married woman with a second man in the event 
of desertion by her husband or his prolonged captivity in 
a foreign land (Laws of Eslhinunna 29-30 [ANET, 162]; 
Code of Hammurabi 134-36 [ANET, 171]; Middle Assyr- 
ian Law 36 [ANET, 183]). Only later Jewish law takes up 
this issue (for sources, see Schereschewsky, EncJud 2: 429— 
33). Akkadian laws also deal with the accusation of adul- 
tery by a third party (Middle Assyrian Law 17~—18 [ANET, 
181); Code of Hammurabi 132 [ANET, 171]; the Bible 
deals only with accusation brought by the woman’s hus- 
band [Num 5:11-31; Deut 22:13-21]); and pandering as 
arta to adultery (Middle Assyrian Law 22—24 [ANET, 
181—82]). 


F. Adultery in Biblical Narrative. 
The theme of adultery is found several times in the book 
of Genesis. Both Abraham and Isaac try to pass off their 
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wives as their sisters, allowing them to be taken (or nearly 
taken) by foreigners (Genesis 12:10—20; 20; 26:1—11). 
Both patriarchs assume that the people of Gerar and 
Egypt took the “great sin” of adultery very seriously and 
would rather make widows out of Sarah and Rebecca than 
incur the guilt of adultery (David Kimchi). YHWH’s pun- 
ishment for adultery in all three chapters is collective 
(12:17; 20:7, 17; 26:10). 

In Genesis 38, Judah sentences his daughter-in-law Ta- 
mar to be burned for apparent adultery, i.e., having sexual 
relations while waiting for her levir to come of age. In 
Genesis 39 is found another false accusation of adultery, 
here in the guise of the attempted rape of a married 
woman, which is treated alongside uncoerced adultery in 
the law codes (Deut 22:23—27; Law of Eshnunna 26; Code 
of Hammurabi 130; Hittite Law 197-98). 

King David committed adultery with Bathsheba, daugh- 
ter of Eliam and wife of Uriah the Hittite, one of his 
faithful warriors (2 Samuel 11; 23:39). David's guilt is 
compounded by his successful plot to have Uriah killed in 
battle. This was necessary to prevent the disclosure of the 
king’s role in Bathsheba’s pregnancy. His fear was 
prompted certainly by the expected popular censure of 
his deed (Prov 6:33) but perhaps also by the application of 
Israel’s law even to the king himself (Deut 17:19; cf. 1 
Kings 21, where the limitation of royal power in Israel is 
apparent). 


G. Adultery in the Prophetic Books. 

The prophets frequently indicted Israel for marital in- 
fidelity (Hos 4:2,13-14; Jer 5:7; 7:9; 13:27; Ezek 22:11; 
33:26; Isa 57:3; Mal 3:5). Jeremiah specifically condemned 
the prophets of his day for this act of treachery (23:14; 
29:23). 

Adultery is used as a metaphor for apostasy in several 
prophetic books (Hosea 1—3, Jer 2:23-25; 3:1-13, Ezekiel 
16; 23). This symbolism is apt because both represent the 
betrayal of exclusive fidelity. Raw material for the creation 
of this symbolism is found in the Pentateuch. Israel is 
commanded to revere only YHWH (Exod 20:3; 22:19; 
34:14; etc.) and the formula used to express their covenant 
relationship is similar to the “solemn words” for marriage 
in ANE texts (Lev 26:12; Deut 26:17-18; 29:12; see Yaron 
1961: 46-47; Muffs 1965). YHWH is “jealous” or “impas- 
sioned” (ganna) where Israel is concerned (Exod 20:5; 
34:14) and idolatry, specifically calf worship, becomes Is- 
rael’s “great sin” (Exod 32:21; 2 Kgs 17:21). Israel’s wor- 
ship of other gods is called “whoring” (Exod 34:16; Deut 
31:16). It has also been suggested that the promiscuous 
behavior supposedly typical of the Canaanite fertility cult 
lies at the background of this motif. 

Hosea is the first prophet explicitly to analogize apostasy 
and adultery. Some suggest that this notion first came to 
him as the result of his wife Gomer’s infidelity; YHWH’s 
command to take a “wife of harlotry” (1:2), then, was 
written after the prophet’s domestic adversities and con- 
veys his understanding of these events as determined by 
God. Others discount the historicity of Hosea 1-2 because 
of the obscure and allegorical nature of these chapters, 
while in Hosea 3 the promiscuous woman is probably not 
the prophet’s wife. Cohen argues that Hosea’s perception 
may be an outgrowth of the Israelite religion itself—a sort 


ADULTERY 


of “midrash” based on the commonly held analogy in 
Israel of marriage and covenant—rather than the result of 
an experience unique to Hosea (1966: 9-11). 

Jeremiah 3:1—5, uses the legal form of Deut 24:1—4 to 
illustrate the injurious effects of Israel’s “whoring with 
many lovers.” Verses 6—13 tell the tale of two sisters, “Rebel 
Israel” and “Faithless Judah,” both of whom are married 
to YHWH. While the former is divorced for adultery (the 
exile of the northern kingdom), the latter repents only 
halfheartedly (a reference to Josiah’s reform, 2 Kings 22— 
23), and then proceeds (v 13)—despite YHWH’s pleas to 
repent—to “spread her legs to strangers under every leafy 
tree” (Rashi’s paraphrase of the difficult wattépazziiri et- 
dérakaytk; others render the vague “you scattered your 
ways’). Several of Jeremiah’s other references to adultery 
may also be references to idolatry (5:7; 7:9; 13:22). 

Ezekiel devotes more verses to this motif than either of 
his two predecessors. Indeed, chap. 16, with 63 verses, is 
the longest in his book, yet its excessiveness is not limited 
to quantity. Jerusalem here is a murderous nymphomaniac 
who makes even Sodom (here her “sister”) seem righteous. 
In chap. 23, Ezekiel in 49 verses reworks in a similarly 
extreme fashion the motif of Jer 3:6-12, YHWH’s mar- 
riage to two sisters. 


H. Adultery in Wisdom Literature. 

The Book of Proverbs, chaps. 2 and 5—7, warns against 
consorting with the adulteress, labeled also “a woman of 
evil” (6:24), but most often a “foreign” or “strange” woman 
(2:16; 5:3,20; 6:24; 7:5). She is dressed like a harlot (7:10), 
although is not identified as one (6:26 contrasts the harlot 
to the adulteress). Only in Proverbs 5 is the correspon- 
dence between an adulteress and the “foreign woman” 
uncertain since only her intended victim is presented as 
married (vv 15-20). She lures foolish men to her home 
with crafty words (2:16; 5:3; 6:24; 7:14-20). Associating 
with her leads to “death” (2:18—19; 5:5; 7:26-27), which 
may be a reference to judicial execution, premature death 
at the hands of God, or perhaps spiritual demise. She has 
forgotten the “covenant of her God” (2:17), a reference 
either to the Decalogue, which prohibits adultery, or per- 
haps to her marriage vows. 

Her characterization as “foreign” or “strange” is ex- 
plained in several ways: (1) as a dissolute woman, she places 
herself outside the circle of proper relations or outside the 
norms of the community (Snyders 1954: 88-100); (2) zar 
here as in other places refers to a third party or one other 
than the members of a specific group, family, or tribe 
(Deut 25:5; 1 Kgs 3:18; Prov 5:10, 17); (3) she is indeed a 
foreigner. Egyptian wisdom warns against consorting with 
a “woman from abroad,” traveling without her husband 
and waiting to ensnare the naive youth (ANET, 420). Bos- 
trom argues that she is a non-Israelite devotee of a fertility 
goddess and that her sexual activity has a cultic function 
(1935: 103-55); or (4) she symbolizes either a Canaanite 
goddess and her cult, non-Israelite religion in general, or 
“the seductions of this world” (so Saadiah Gaon); most 
recently Fishbane (1974: 44) labeled Prov 6:20-35 an 
“inner biblical midrash on the Decalogue” in which the 
foreign woman symbolizes “the seduction of false wisdom” 
in direct contrast to divine wisdom in Proverbs 8 and 9. 

Prov 30:20 underlines the nonchalance of the adulter- 
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ous woman who euphemistically “eats, wipes her mouth,” 
and then says, “I have done no wrong.” According to Job, 
the adulterer wears a disguise to conceal his identity and, 
like the murderer and robber, waits for the cover of night 
to commit 1is crime (24:13-16). In his oath of piety, Job 
curses himself with his own wife’s infidelity if “his heart 
was ravished by the wife of his neighbor and he lay in wait 
at his door’ (31:9—-12). 
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ELAINE ADLER GOODFRIEND 


ADUMMIM (PLACE) [Heb >ddummim]. After the con- 
quest described in Joshua 6-12, Joshua divided the land 


86-1 


by lot among the tribes of Israel. Joshua 15 describes the 
lot which fell to the tribe of Judah and gives a description 
of the boundaries of Judah. The N boundary (v 5) ran 
from the mouth of the Jordan River, where it empties into 
the Dead Sea, to Debir from the Valley of Achor and 
northward, turning toward Gilgal, which is opposite the 
ascent, ma’aleh of Adummini—which is on the S side of the 
valley (v 8). In Josh 18:11, we find a description of the lot 
falling to the tribe of Benjamin. The S boundary (v 15) 
goes from Kiriath-jearim to the Dead Sea and the mouth 
of the Jordan River (v 19). In 18:17 we read that the 
border goes from Enshemesh (‘én Semes) to Geliloth which 
is opposite the ascent of Adummim (LXX Aithamin). 

The root means “red” (BDB, 10) and is in the plural 
form so one might translate it “double red” or “Big Red.” 
It has also been translated ‘red places.” Smith (1974:180- 
81) thinks the name is from the “curious red streaks” 
which appear from time to time on the stone. These in 
turn provided meaning for later names like the Red Khan 
(inn), Khan el-Ahmar (M.F. 181133), one of the sites of 
the Inn of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:34). The Arabic 
name for a nearby hill and fortress NE or the Khan is 
TaPat ed-Dumm, the ascent of blood, which probably also 
refers to the red marl rock formations, rather than the 
more pietistic derivation o! the wounded traveler of the 
Good Samaritan story, or Jerome’s reference that the pass 
was the way of the robbers. 

The fortress was the Crusaders’ Chastel or Citerne 
Rouge built by the Templars to protect the pilgrims going 
down to the Jordan River to the site of Jesus’ baptism. The 
Crusaders also called the place la Tour Maledoin, perhaps 
following Eus. (Onomast. 260-340), who refers to the place 
as Maledomni, i.e., ma’ale-adum-mim, the ascent of Adum- 
mim. It was already a fortress in an earlier day. Eus. refers 
to a castle. Jerome (342—420) lists Adummim as a strong- 
hold midway between Jerusalem (2500 ft. above sea level) 
and Jericho (770 feet below sea level). It is ca. 6 m SW of 
Jericho. Josephus (JW 4.8.3 § 474) describes the Jericho- 
Jerusalem distance as 18 Roman mi. 150 stadioi. He claims 
the Tenth Legion (Fretensis) came this way for the seige of 
Jerusalem (5.2.3 §69—70). The road itself is the middle one 
of three ancient caravan or trade routes from the Jordan 
Valley to the hill country. It follows the Wadi Qelt up 
through this pass at Adummim to Jerusalem (the N one 
goes to Bethel and the S one to Mar Saba). From Adum- 
mim, Jericho can be seen in one direction and the Mt. of 
Olives at Jerusalem in the other. 

The name “Adummim” appears in the lists of Thutmose 
III and Sheshonk I and again in Papyrus Anastasi I, the 
Egyptian letter of Hori (ANET 242, 475-79). The latter 
asks sarcastic questions of a would-be scribe named Amen- 
em-Opet. These refer to locations in Canaan such as 
Shechem, Hazor, Adummim, Beth-shan, the Jordan River, 
etc. (ANET 477). However, these references may be to a 
different Adummim. Aharoni (LBHG, 61) identifies this 
Adummim with Adami-Nekeb while S. Ahituve considers 
it Tel Qarnei Hittin, the Horns of Hittin (quoted by 
Na?aman, 1986: 128 n.23). 
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ADVERSARY. See SATAN. 


ADVOCATE [Gk parakiétos]. Originally parakiétos had a 
passive sense, “one who is called alongside [to someone’s 
aid],” and so was rendered in Latin as “advocatus.” In the 
NT it is used in an active sense (as is “advocate” in current 
English): “one who appears on another’s behalf,” “media- 
tor,” “intercessor,” or “helper.” In 1 John 2:1, Jesus Christ 
is referred to as our paraklétos who intercedes with (God) 
the Father on behalf of sinners. Some English versions 
paraphrase the word: “one to plead our cause” (NEB), 
“someone who pleads . . . on our behalf” (GNB), or “one 
who speaks in our defense” (NIV). 

In the Gospel of John (14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), paraklétos 
is identified with the Holy Spirit and is variously translated 
as the “Comforter” (KJV, ASV), “Counselor” (RSV, NIV), 
“Advocate” (JB, NEB), and “Helper” (GNB, NASB). R. 
Brown (John 13-21 AB, pp. 637, 649, 685, 703; note also 
appendix V), recognizing that no single English word 
covers all the meanings of paraklétos, employs a virtual 
transliteration, “Paraclete” (see also NAB and N/JB). 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


AENEAS (PERSON) [Gk Aineas]. A man at Lydda, bed- 
ridden with paralysis, whom Peter was instrumental in 
healing (Acts 9:32—-35). This person is not otherwise at- 
tested, though the name itself is fairly common and is 
found in Greek classical writers and in Josephus (Ant 
14.10.22). 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


AENON (PLACE) [Gk Ainon]. John the Baptist baptized 
at this well-watered site along the Jordan River. According 
to Eus. (Onomast 40.1), this site is 6 miles S of Roman 
Scythopolis (Beth-shean), the capital of a Decapolis terri- 
tory. John 3:23 identifies a nearby Salim (Salumias), a 
description in agreement with Eus. Aenon, perhaps from 
Ar ain spring, is appropriate for an area near Tell Sheikh 
Selim which has several springs. Wadi Far‘ah qualifies 
Nablus, E of Shechem, as yet another possibility for Aenon 
(Albright 1954). Ironically, modern Salim, 3.5 miles E of 
Nablus, is also a contending site (Albright 1924). But the 
ancient location of Salim (Gen 14:18; Jer 48:5) was nearer 
to the aforementioned wadi Far‘ah than the modern site 
bearing the same name. 

A Madeba mosaic map (ca. 560 a.p.). from Jordan com- 
plicates a positive location of Aenon. The map, on a 
Madeba church floor, shows two Aenon sites. One of the 
two sites positions Aenon W of the Jordan and may be 
synonymous with modern Salim, mentioned above. The 
mapmaker identifies this vaguely placed site as “near 
Salim,” and a row of bluish-green cubes. Atheria (ca. 385 
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A.D.) qualifies Aenon as in a garden with a pool or spring, 
perhaps represented by the colored cubes. The second 
map site is N of the Dead Sea, on the E side of the Jordan, 
yet S of the first map site. The second site, near a hill and 
a spring, may also be the hill of Elijah, ie., where he 
ascended to heaven. 
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AESORA (PLACE) [Gk Aiséra]. A site mentioned in the 
book of Judith, whose exact location is unknown (Jdt 4:4). 
It forms part of the list of towns N of Jerusalem called 
upon to defend the city from attack by HOLOFERNES. 
The Greek name may be a translation of the Hebrew 
Hazor (Heb hdsér) or Hebrew Jazer (Heb ya‘zér; see HA- 
ZOR; JAZER). If it is a translation of biblical Hazor, there 
are five cities in the Hebrew Bible with this name (Josh 
11:1; Josh 15:23; Josh 15:25; Neh 11:33; Jer 49:28). Of 
these five, the two likeliest candidates for identification are 
the Hazor in Josh 11:1, located 10 miles N of the Sea of 
Galilee (modern Tell el-Qedah), or the Hazor in Neh 
11:33, a town located in Benjaminite territory (modern 
Kh. Hazzir). The likelier identification is with biblical 
Jazer, a fortified city in Gilead (Num 21:32, 32:35), which 
was disputed among the Israelites, Ammonites, and Moa- 
bites. It has been identified by Avi-Yonah and Aharoni 
(MBA, 179, map 211) with Kh. es-Sar (M.R. 228150), 
located 7 miles SW of Philadelphia in Transjordan, and 
thus in the line called for by the book of Judith, between 
Samaria and Jerusalem. However, given the genre of the 
book of Judith, it is possible that the name is entirely 
fictitious. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


‘AFFULA, EL- (M.R. 177223). The remains of ancient 
“Affula are located within the modern town of that name, 
on the N slopes of the hill of Moreh in the heart of the 
Jezreel Valley. Little of the mound survives, but its occu- 
pation is known to extend from the mid-4th millennium 
through the Roman period, with Crusader and Ayyubid 
remains attested as well. 

The name apparently derives from early Semitic ‘6pel, 
or “citadel.” The site may be mentioned in the Egyptian 
Execration texts of the 19th century B.c., and again in the 
well-known list of Thutmose III in the 15th century B.c. 
In the Israelite period, ‘Affula would have been reckoned 
as one of the “daughters” of Megiddo (Josh 17:11). It may 
be identified with Arbela of Eusebius’ Onomasticon (14.20) 
and with Afel of the medieval period. 

‘Affula was excavated by E. L. Sukenik in 1926 and 
1931; again in 1937 by Sukenik and N. Avigad; and then 
in 1950—51 by I. Ben-Dor and M. Dothan. These excava- 
tions, however, were little more than scattered soundings 
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and clearance of tombs, and no final reports have ap- 
peared. 

Stratum X belongs to the Late Chalcolithic and EB I 
(mid-late 4th millennium B.c.). The remains were mostly 
hearth and pits/silos, with pottery of the gray-burnished 
“Esdraelon” :ype marking the latest occupation. Stratum 
IX, later in EB I, with band-slipped wares, had crude 
house foundations. After a gap, Stratum VIII represented 
a reoccupation in EB III; few building remains were 
found, but tie characteristic KHIRBET KERAK WARE 
appears. Stratum VII belongs to EB IV (ca. 2400-2000 
B.c.). Subrectangular dwellings with ovens were found, 
together with typical large storejars, with “folded enve- 
lope” ledge handles. 

Strata VI-V belong to the MB, spanning perhaps the 
entire period ca. 2000-1500 B.c. A planned settlernent 
revealed streets, courtyards, domestic dwellings, pits/silos, 
pottery kilns, and several dozen intermural tombs. 

Late Bronze I was not attested, but Stratum IV belongs 
to LB II (ca. 1400—1200 B.c.). Little but tombs were found, 
some containing Mycenaean and Cypriot imported pot- 
tery. 

Stratum IJIB-A was the only Iron Age settlement, be- 
longing to Iron I, and following closely in the ceramic 
tradition of Stratum IV. Phase IVB contained some Philis- 
tine Bichrome ware; phase IIIA was apparently destroyed 
in the mid-1 th century B.c., perhaps during the time of 
Saul. A few large courtyard houses marked the first phase, 
as well as granaries, a kiln, and a few tombs. Only a few 
Iron II remains were noted, including a few sherds of 
Samaria ware. 

Stratum II dates to the Roman period (2d—4th centuries 
A.D.), and Stratum I to the Crusader and Ayyubid period 
(11th—13th centuries a.pD.). 
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WiLuiaM G. DEvER 


AGABUS (PERSON) [Gk Hagabos]. A Christian prophet 
from Judea ‘Acts 11:27—30 and 21:10—14). In 11:27-30 
Agabus goes with a group of other prophets from Jerusa- 
lem to Antioch and prophesies that there would be a 
famine “over all the world.” Luke states that the prophecy 
was fulfilled during the reign of Emperor Claudius (41— 
54 c.x.). Although no worldwide famine occurred during 
the reign of Claudius, there are references to isolated 
famines throughout the Roman Empire during this time 
(Tac. Ann. 12.43; Seut. Claud. 18.2; Dio Cas. 60.11). Ac- 
cording to Josephus (Ant 20.2.5 §49-53; 20.5.2 §100-1), 
there was a famine in Palestine during the procuratorship 
of Tiberius Alexander (46—48 c.£.), during which Queen 
Helena of Adiabene bought grain from Egypt and figs 
from Cyprus and distributed them in Jerusalem. Agabus’s 
prophecy stirred the Christians in Antioch to send a collec- 
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tion by Paul and Barnabas to aid the Judean Christians (cf. 
Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.3.4). 

In 21:10—-14 Agabus goes to Caesarea and delivers a 
prophecy accompanied by a vivid symbolic act in the 
fashion of the classical prophets (e.g. Isaiah 20; Jer 13:1- 
11; Ezekiel 4-5). He takes Paul’s girdle and binds his own 
hands and feet and prophesies that the Jews would bind 
Paul and hand him over to the Romans if he proceeded to 
Jerusalem. His prophecy was not strictly fulfilled, for al- 
though the Jews did seize Paul, they did not hand him over 
to the Romans. Rather the Romans rescued Paul from the 
Jews and bound him in chains in order to protect him 
from the Jewish rabble (21:33). In any case, Luke clearly 
holds the Jews responsible for delivering Paul to the Ro- 
mans (28:17). 

Late tradition identifies Agabus as one of the Seventy 
and a martyr at Antioch. 
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AGAG (PERSON) [Heb ?dégag]. The name of two kings of 
the Amalekites (Num 24:7 ard 1 Sam 15:8—9, 20, 32-33), 
and perhaps a traditional or common name of al! their 
kings—like Pharaoh in Egypt and perhaps Abimelech 
(Achish) among the Philistines. Though the etymological 
meaning is not certain, it is usually taken from Akkadian 
agagum, “to get angry, furious.” The Greek name “Ogy- 
gos,” which appears to be Semitic in origin, has been 
derived from dgag, “to flame” (Astour 1964: 200). 

1. The name of a (legendary?) king mentioned by Ba- 
laam in an archaic poetic context, “his king shall be higher 
than Agag” (Num 24:7). Its usage here appears to be a 
wordplay on the term gag, “roof,” which is found in 
Ugaritic and South Canaanite (EA 287:37). The context 
suggests a mythological character, which is rendered by 
LXX as Gog, a figure that later leads the evil forces that 
rise up to war against Yahweh in a climactic eschatological 
battle (Ezekiel 38-39). In Num 24:23 the term “Gog” (or 
more frequently “Og”) is inserted by LXX in an obscure 
passage, which has been rendered (Albright YGC 14, n. 
40): 


And he saw Gog and delivered an oracle about him, 
saying: 

The isles shail be gathered from the north, 
And ships from the farthest sea; 

And they shall harass A’sur and harass ‘Eber, 
But he (Gog) will perish forever. 


2. The name of a king of the Amalekites whom Saul 
spared, contrary to a sacred ban imposed by Samuel in 
which the Amalekites were devoted to destruction because 
of their opposition to Israel at the time of the Exodus (1 
Sam 15:2-3). Samuel’s inference of perpetual war against 
the Amalekites seems to reflect the content of another 
fragment of archaic Hebrew poetry concerning Amalek 
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(Exod 17:16) which has been rendered (Christensen 1975: 
48): 


For the hand is on Yahweh’s banner; 
The battle belongs to Yahweh, 
Against Amalek from generation to generation. 


In the Holy War tradition of ancient Israel, Amalek appar- 
ently played the role of archenemy. It would appear that 
Agag was the name of the king of Amalek within a body 
of archaic poetry, the “Song of the Wars of Yahweh” (cf. 
Num 21:14). 

W. R. Smith (1927: 491-92) has argued that Saul spared 
Agag in order that he might be sacrificed according to an 
ancient Arab pattern for victorious warriors on their re- 
turn from a foray; and that Samuel actually accomplished 
this offering by slaying Agag “before Yahweh” in Gilgal. 
In the biblical story, Saul’s disobedience at this point 
occasioned his final break with Samuel. 

The term “Agag” appears also in the book of Esther as 
the gentilic name of Haman (ch. 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; and 9:24). 
Haupt (1906: 8, 12-14, 42 [nn. 111, 112]) argued that the 
designation “Agagite” here, perhaps a Hebrew adaptation 
of the epithet Gagite (Gdgaios, “northern barbarian”), was 
used to indicate to a Hebrew what “Macedonian” would to 
a Greek; and that it meant “Amalekite” in the sense of a 
contemptible, hateful person, but not implying that Ha- 
man actually had any genealogical tie with Amalek. How- 
ever, Jewish tradition makes much of the connection, ar- 
guing that Samuel’s execution of Agag came one day too 
late. It was during that brief interval between Saul’s sparing 
of Agag and his execution by Samuel that he became the 
progenitor of Haman (Meg. 13a, Targ. Sheni; to Esther 
4:13). See also AGAGITE. 
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Duane L. CHRISTENSEN 


AGAGITE (PERSON) [Heb agagi]. A gentilic name 
identifying HAMAN, the enemy of the Jews in the book 
of Esther (Esth 3:1, 10; 8:3, 5; 9:24). By identifying Ha- 
man as an offspring of “Agag the descendant of Amalek” 
(Aram °gg br “mlg), the Targums elaborate on the MT, and 
Josephus supports this identification by referring to Ha- 
man as “the Amalekite” (Ant 11.6.5, 12). However, the 
LXX and its variant manuscripts prefer Gk bougaion, gé- 
gaion, or makedon. In the Latin witnesses, support is found 
for the MT (Vg. Agag), as well as for Gk bougaion (OL 
bagogeum). 

Such diverse readings indicate that the ancient transla- 
tors, like modern scholars, were attempting to interpret 
the term “Agagite.” Of the modern scholars who support 
the MT reading, Paton (Esther ICC, 194) represents the 
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position well. He suggests that the term “Agagite” literarily 
identified Haman as a descendant of Agag the king of the 
Amalekites, Israel’s ancient and continual antagonists 
(Exod 18:8-16; Num 24:7; Deut 25:17-19; 1 Samuel 15). 
Based on this premise, other scholars point out that the 
term “Agagite” fits the typology of “the enemy” of the 
Jews, which may account for LXX variants like bougaion, 
gégaion, and makedon, since these were “the enemy” at 
different periods of time (Altheim and Stieh! 1963: 212; 
Ringgren and Weiser Esther ATD, 127; Moore Esther AB, 
35; Stein 1982: 569). Other suggestions are that Agagite 
may be a nickname for Haman (Simons 1959: 485), possi- 
bly an official title like “Pharaoh” (Keil Chronicles, Ezra, 
Nehemiah, Esther BKAT, 632), or simply an Elamite name 
AlAg-ga-ga (Zadok 1984). 

Of those who emend the MT, Haupt (1908: 123) posits 
an original Heb *ggy, “Gagean or northern barbarian,” 
from Codex Vaticanus’ Gégaios (Esth 3:1; see LXX gég in 
Num 24:7), and also based on the correspondence of 
spelling in Gk and Heb. He thus identifies Haman as a 
northern enemy of the Persians, rather than of the Jews. 
Lewy (1939: 134), viewing the LXX bougaion as a trans- 
mutation of the West-Iranian word baga, “god,” proposes 
an original Heb *bwgy, “Bougaite or worshipper of Baga,” 
identifying Haman as a devotee of the god Mithra (Esth 
3:1; Add Esth 12:6). He contends that a Babylonian story 
about the persecution of Marduk worshipers (“Marduki- 
ans”) by their enemies, the “Bougaions” (worshipers of 
Mithra), was adapted to the Jewish experience by supply- 
ing the appellative “Agagite.” In Homeric literature Gk 
bougaion means “braggart” (//. 13.824; Od. 18.79), but this 
seemingly has no relation to the LXX use of the term. 
Finally, based on evidence also cited by Lewy (above), and 
on the assumption that Gk bougaios and bagaios are the 
same, Hoschander (1923: 23) emends Heb h?ggy to read 
hbgy, “the Bagoan.” However, unlike Lewy, he views this 
not as the name of a deity, but as a Persian gentilic name. 

On literary grounds, it can be seen that the term “Agag- 
ite” functions on more than one level. As the textual 
variants cited by most scholars suggest (see e.g. Paton 
Esther ICC, Moore Esther AB), the term “Agagite” harkens 
back to the story of Agag (1 Samuel 15), with which the 
Esther story has some parallels (McKane 1961: 260), espe- 
cially since Mordecai, like Saul (1 Sam 9:1—2), was a “son 
of Kish, a Benjaminite” (Esth 2:5). Within the book of 
Esther, Haman’s role as the sole enemy of the Jews is 
indicated by the term “Agagite” (3:10; cf. 8:1; 9:10; see 
Clines 1984: 14, 42). Definition of the term “Agagite” is 
provided by parallel occurrences of other appellatives with 
the name “Haman” (Jones 1978: 40): the most complete 
identification of Haman, “Haman, the Agagite, the son of 
Hammedatha, the enemy of (all) the Jews” (3:10; 9:24), 
can be abbreviated by omitting one or the other of the 
appellatives. Therefore, in Esth 3:1 and 8:5 Haman is 
identified simply as “the Agagite,” whereas in 9:10 the 
only label applied to him is “the enemy of the Jews.” Also, 
the identification “Haman, the enemy of the Jews” (8:1) is 
complemented by “Haman, the Agagite” (8:3). These var- 
iant identifications of Haman in parallel verses in Esther 
clearly make “Agagite” virtually synonymous with “the 
enemy of the Jews.” 
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Makk J. FRETZ 


AGAPE MEAL [Gk agapé]. “Love feast,” a specialized 
Christian use of the Greek word for love (agapé) to refer to 
a fellowship meal which was a principal occasion for char- 
ity to the poorer members of the church. 

Agapé occurs with this meaning in the NT only in Jude 
12 (“These are blemishes on your love feasts, as they boldly 
carouse together, looking after themselves”) and as a vari- 
ant reading in the parallel passage in 2 Pet 2:13. These 
passages reflect later problems associated with the agape— 
immoral conduct and selfish interest in the food more 
than genuine community love. Love (agapé) in early Chris- 
tian usage was practical (1 John 3:17—18), so one use of 
the word came to be the meal served for benevolent pur- 
poses. The instructions of Jesus in Luke 14:12-14 were 
taken seriously in the early church. That agapé came to 
mean “love feast” is a testimony to the practical nature of 
early Christian love and to the prominence of a meal as a 
way of expressing love. 


A. Greco-Roman Religious Meals 

Greco-Roman society knew various types of religious 
meals. Especially important in the social life of the early 
Roman empire were the monthly banquets of the private 
associations. Whether based on nationality, a common 
occupation, or social concern, these clubs nearly always 
had a religious aspect (with a patron deity, a priest or 
priestess among the officials, and libations or other sacri- 
fices as part of their gatherings) and provided burial 
services for their members. Whatever other functions 
these clubs served, the social fellowship of their regular 
meals together constituted an important feature. The 
members paid a monthly fee, but patrons often supplied 
the food or drink for the banquet. These convivial occa- 
sions had to be tightly regulated by statutes because of 
their rowdiness. Some of these regulations assess fines for 
disorderly conduct, prohibit a member taking another 
member to court to settle a dispute, and provide for 
functionaries to enforce proper conduct during the meet- 
ings (IG II? 1368). Celsus, the 2d-century pagan critic of 
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Christianity, compared the agape to meals in pagan secret 
associations (Origen, C. Cels. 1.1). 


B. Jewish Religious Meals 

Judaism also had its religious associations whose mem- 
bers ate together, especially on sabbaths and festivals. 
These gatherings were of a soberer and more disciplined 
character than Greco-Roman club meals. The Mishnah’s 
report of rabbinic disputes about the order of activities 
reveals the following elements accompanying the meal: 
washing hands, lighting lamps, blessing and breaking of 
bread, and blessing a cup of wine (m. Ber. 8). These 
features appear in Christian accounts of the agape. The 
Qumran community had its group meals at which the 
priest blessed the bread and wine (1QS 6.3-6; 1QSa 2.17- 
22), and the Therapeutae in Egypt had a festal meal and 
vigil which included prayer, exposition of the scripture, 
hymns, and a meal of bread and water (Philo, Vita Cont 
64-89). Jewish religious meals provided the immediate 
antecedent for the practice of Jesus and his disciples. 


C. Jesus and His Disciples 

Religious meals in the early church may have had their 
origin in Jesus’ meals with his disciples. The NT places a 
particular emphasis on Jesus’ eating and drinking with his 
disciples after the resurrection (Luke 24:30, 41-42; John 
21:12—14; Acts 10:41). During the ministry of Jesus the 
feeding miracles occupied a prominent place (Mark 6:35— 
44; 8:1-9 pars.); Luke showed a special interest in Jesus’ 
teachings associated with meals (Luke 14:1—-24). 

The Lord’s Supper was instituted in the context of a 
Jewish religious meal (Mark 14:22-25 pars.), and it contin- 
ued to be observed in a meal setting (1 Cor 11:20—34). 
The disturbances at Corinth which Paul sought to correct 
may have resulted from Greeks carrying over into a Chris- 
tian setting the convivial practices of their own (religious) 
club life. The poorer merabers were humiliated, since 
those better off ate the food and drink they furnished 
instead of sharing it or ate the best portions provided from 
the common fund before the poorer (workers) could arrive 
(1 Cor 11:21-22). 


D. Relation to Eucharist 

When the eucharist was separated from the meal in time 
and location (as it may have been from the beginning in 
intention and purpose), the latter moved more decisively 
in the direction of fellowship and charity. Terminology, 
however, continued to be interchangeable. Ign., Smyrn. 8 
appears to use agapé for the eucharist (Smyrn. 7; cf. Ep. 
Apos. 15, which uses agape for the remembrance of the 
Lord’s death), and Hippolytus, Ap. Trad. 26 (in some of its 
versions) uses “Lord’s supper” for the love feast. The lack 
of clear distinctions shows in the competing interpretations 
of Did. 9-10. Do the prayers refer to a eucharist, an agape, 
or to a eucharist in the context of an agape? Since the 
compiler called the prayers eucharistic, the absence of a 
memorial of the death and resurrection is hardly conclu- 
sive that an agape is described. Pliny the Younger at the 
beginning of the 2d century refers to two gatherings by 
Christians in Bithynia: one before dawn and another in 
the evening “to partake of food—but food of an ordinary 
and innocent kind” (Ep. 10.96). The latter meeting, he 
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says, was suspended when he enforced the edict against 
unauthorized associations. The separate evening meeting 
and the willingness of Christians to give it up might sug- 
gest an agape rather than the eucharist. All later sources 
show a separation of the eucharist from the agape. 


E. Purpose 

The NT indicates the early disciples had meals for 
fellowship and/or benevolence. According to Acts 2:46, 
“Day by day . . . they partook of food with glad and 
generous hearts.” The “daily distribution” to the widows 
in Acts 6:1-2 may have been of funds or of food. Such 
activities may have continued and later have been de- 
scribed by the word agapé or may have served as a prece- 
dent for the institution of the agape. A 2d-century apolo- 
gist for Christianity declared that Christians “have their 
meals in common” (Diogn. 5). 


F. Later Descriptions 
The fullest descriptions of the love feast come from 
about the year 200. Tertullian gives this information: 


Our feast shows its motive by its name. It is called by 
the Greek word for love. Whatever is reckoned the cost, 
money spent in the name of piety is gain, since with that 
refreshment we benefit from the needy ... We do not 
recline at the table before prayer to God is first tasted. 
We eat the amount that satisfies the hungry; we drink as 
much as is beneficial to the modest. We satisfy ourselves 
as those who remember that even during the night we 
must worship God; we converse as those who know that 
the Lord listens. After the washing of hands and lighting 
of lamps, each one who is able is called into the center 
to chant praise to God either from the holy scriptures 
or from his own talents. This is proof of how much is 
drunk. Prayer in like manner concludes the meal (Apol. 
39.16-18). 


The more detailed account by Hippolytus (Ap. Trad. 25- 
27) shows a concern with tight ecclesiastical control, for 
one of the clergy must preside. The benevolent purpose 
of the meal is highlighted and the recipients of the food 
were expected to pray for the host. 

It was necessary that the love feasts be tightly regulated. 
Clement of Alexandria protested against the almost exclu- 
sive use of agapé for the social meal: “The meal occurs 
because of love, not love because of the meal” (Paed. 2.1.4— 
9). He attests that the meal had become the chief thing 
about Christianity for many, but he wanted to lift thoughts 
to a higher plane. Pagans misunderstood what they heard 
about the Christians’ meal (Min. Fel. Oct. 9; 30-31), but 
their charges of immorality (Athenagoras, Plea 3) may have 
had some basis in fact in irregularities associated with the 
love feast (Tertullian, Fasting 17). Disorders in connection 
with love feasts led to efforts to suppress them in the 5th 
century. For further discussion see DACL 1: 775-848. 

Art. Meal scenes are common in the Catacomb paintings. 
It is often difficult to know what is being depicted: a 
feeding miracle from the Gospels, the Last Supper, the 
eucharist, the heavenly banquet of the redeemed, a funer- 
ary meal in commemoration of the deceased, or an agape. 
The inscriptions “love” and “peace” suggest that some of 
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the pictures depict an agape. These paintings may be a 
further confirmation of the central place which the com- 
mon meal had in the religious experience of many ordi- 
nary Christians. The martyrs in the Passton of Perpetua and 
Felicitas 17 in their last meal on the day before their 
martyrdom, perhaps in anticipation of the heavenly ban- 
quet, partook of an agape “so far as they could.” 
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AGE In the OT usually in the sense of the age of a person 
or of people. In this sense it renders a number of terms or 
expressions in Hebrew. See OLD AGE. While this meaning 
also is found in the NT, much more often there it is used 
in the sense of one or both of the two ages (Gk aién) of the 
world, as conceived in late Jewish thought. This meaning 
is found in expressions such as “this age,” “the present 
age,” “the end of the age,” and “that age,” “the age to 
come.” 
HERBERT G. GRETHER 


AGEE (PERSON) [Heb ?4gé”]. The father of the Hararite 
Shammah, one of King David’s three chief “mighty men” 
(2 Sam 23:11). The name Agee only occurs once within 
this roster of David’s “mighty men” (2 Sam 23:8-17) and 
is conspicuously absent in the parallel passage 1 Chr 
11:11-19; the Lucianic text of LXX reads éla, to which 
Mazar (1986: 91) emends the MT. However, based on 
occurrences of the term “Hararite” in the Samuel list and 
its Chronicles parallel, Agee may be related to another of 
these “mighty men.” Compare the MT of the following 
verses: 


(1) 2 Sam 23:1la Jamma? benag?? 
(2) 2 Sam 23:32b—33a yéhéndtan sammé 
(3) 1 Chr 11:34b yéndtén 


harart 
haharart 
ben-sagéh hahdrart 


(1) “Shammah the son of Agee the Hararite” and (2) 
“Jonathan, Shammah the Hararite” become in Chronicles 
11 (3) “Jonathan the son of Shagee the Hararite.” It may 
be suggested that Heb Sagéh (1 Chr 11:34b) results from a 
combination of jamma@ and °agé@ (2 Sam 23:11a), which 
reflects an association between Agee and Jonathan in 2 
Samuel 23 (see Elliger 1935: 31). According to some scho- 
lars (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 493), the term “Hararite” 
(Heb hrry; see 2 Sam 23:11), together with its close variant 
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(hhrry, see “ Sam 23:33 and 1 Chr 11:34—35) and other 
proximate “orms in these lists (h?rry, see 2 Sam 23:33; 
hhrdy, see 2 Sam 23:25; hhrwry, see 1 Chr 11:27), is a 
gentilic associated with an unknown clan. Others hold that 
“Hararite” is the name of Agee’s hometown, and identify 
it with “Araru” of the Amarna Letters (Elliger 1935: 56). 
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AGIA (PERSON) [Gk Augian]. The daughter of Barzillai 
and wife of Jaddus, whose sons returned from exile and 
laid claim to the priestly office without proof of priestly 
ancestry (1 Esdr 5:38). The name Agia is absent in the 
parallel lists of Ezra 2:61 = Neh 7:63). Although the sons 
of Jaddus were excluded from priestly service, their ances- 
tral lineage through Agia to Barzillai gave them venerable 
connection 10 Israel since the family of Barzillai had been 
especially favored by King David (2 Sam 17:27; 19:31-40; 
1 Kgs 2:7). 
Mark J. FRETz 


AGING. See OLD AGE. 


AGORA (PLACE) [Gk agora]. A gathering place in the 
city or town that was used for business, social, and political 
purposes. The word derives from ageiremn, meaning “to 
bring together.” Paul and Silas were dragged to the agora 
at Philippi by irate citizens who were bringing a complaint 
there before the Roman authorities (Acts 16:19—21). Paul 
also debated with Epicurean and Stoic teachers in the agora 
in Athens (cts 17:17). In view of such use of the space, 
some modern versions render the word as “public square” 
or “city square,” rather than the traditional “market place” 
(RSV). 

In the Gospels, the word is rendered “market place,” 
and the contexts show that it referred to a place where 
more than buying and selling went on: An employer found 
workers (Matt 20:3), men liked to be greeted with respect 
(Matt 23:7 and parallel), and children played (Matt 1 |:16). 
But there is no evidence in the Gospels that the market 
places of Palestinian towns were used for political pur- 
poses. 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


AGRAPHA. A word used to designate the noncanoni- 
cal “sayings” of Jesus. 


A. Toward a Definition 

B. Sources 

C. Study of the Agrapha 

D. The Value of the Agrapha 
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A. Toward a Definition 

The term agrapha has been used since J. G. Koerner 
(1776) to refer primarily to “sayings attributed to Jesus 
which are not found in the four canonical Gospels.” The 
choice of the designation agrapha, or unwritten sayings, 
was related to the idea thal these materials were initially 
preserved orally and only later were incorporated into 
written documents, frequeritly as individual, isolated say- 
ings. Sayings of Jesus such as those in Acts 20:35 and | 
Thess 4:15-17 have been referred to as agrapha, though 
they are within canonical writings. The vast majority of 
the agrapha are found outside the canonical writings. The 
term is currently used apart from the claim or attempt to 
demonstrate that the materials involved owe their existence 
to oral preservation of sayings or teachings of Jesus. The 
question of the origin of individual sayings is more an 
issue treated in investigating the materials than of defining 
the term. 

Though the definition given above is the most widely 
used, one encounters others in the critical literature which 
warrant mention. Hennecke (1913: 17, 25) limited the 
designation agrapha to extracanonical, isolated sayings of 
Jesus. Quotations from known apocryphal writings were 
thus excluded. This distinction was related to the organi- 
zation of his influential New Testament Apocrypha (1963), in 
which many of the sayings were treated elsewhere in the 
collection as parts of discussions of documents such as the 
apocryphal gospels. Mangenot (DTC 1: 625) restricted the 
designation to “authentic” cr genuine sayings of Jesus not 
found in the four canonical Gospels. Resch (1906), in the 
second edition of his comprehensive collection of materi- 
als, used the term to refer to extracanonical scriptural 
fragments whether of the OT or NT. 

In current usage the term agrapha is frequently a virtual 
synonym for, and may even be replaced by, “extracanoni- 
cal sayings of Jesus.” This iatter designation is intended 
primarily to indicate location, not to suggest judgments 
concerning origin or theological or historical value. Most 
of the same range of materials is included, even those 
sayings attributed to Jesus ir the canonical NT outside the 
Gospels, such as Acts 20:35. The major difference is that 
the term “extracanonical sayings of Jesus” usually includes 
more variant manuscript readings and citations from early 
Christian writings which parallel canonical sayings than 
was the case earlier with the designation agrapha. A major 
reason for this shift would seem to be the decreased 
emphasis on the search for “authentic” sayings and the 
increased emphasis on other types of studies of the for- 
mation and transmission of sayings of Jesus. More will be 
said in this regard when the value of the materials in the 
study of early Christianity is discussed below. 

The sayings treated as ayrapha are, in terms of their 
form, relatively analogous to those of the synoptic tradi- 
tion. Most may be categorized using the form-critical des- 
ignations initially developec| by Rudolf Bultmann (1963) 
for the study of the synoptic tradition (parables, apo- 
phthegms, prophetic and apocalyptic sayings, wisdom say- 
ings and proverbs, I-sayings. and community rules). Koes- 
ter (1968) has used these categories in treating the sayings 
in the Gospel of Thomas and, more recently, Stroker (1988) 
has used them in categorizing the extracanonical sayings 
generally. 
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Since the term agrapha has been used primarily to refer 
to relatively short sayings essentially containing teachings, 
certain types of materials attributed to Jesus in early Chris- 
tianity are usually excluded. (1) The infancy gospels con- 
tain some words attributed to Jesus, but these are usually 
comments on the miraculous deeds, or other events and 
encounters narrated, and are of a rather different nature 
from teachings. (2) Several documents are largely revela- 
tory discourses of Jesus, usually in the form of dialogues 
between Jesus and one or more of his disciples. Lengthy 
dialogues, whether from the Nag Hammadi corpus or 
from analogous treatises in Codices Brucianus and Aske- 
wianus, and Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 are not treated as 
agrapha. The same is the case with most of the materials, 
also largely revelatory discourses, in the Epistula Apostolo- 
rum, The Testament of the Lord, and the Ethiopic Apocalypse of 
Peter. Shorter sayings from some of these documents are 
found in some collections of agrapha, however. (3) Sayings 
attributed to the preexistent Jesus are usually not included. 
(4) Quotations of biblical passages, whether from the OT 
or NT, are also not included when the understanding is 
present that Jesus was the one who spoke through the 
words of the biblical writers. 


B. Sources 

The sources in which agrapha or extracanonical sayings 
of Jesus are found are numerous and of wide variety. The 
following categorization is representative of those fre- 
quently found in the critical literature: (1) NT writings 
apart from the four Gospels; (2) variant readings or addi- 
tions found in manuscripts of the Gospels; (3) quotations 
contained in the writings of the church fathers and other 
early Christian literature, such as the early liturgies and 
church orders; (4) manuscripts or fragments of manu- 
scripts of noncanonical gospels and other noncanonical 
writings, usually designated NT apocrypha; (5) Mani- 
chaean and Mandaean writings; (6) ancient Jewish writ- 
ings; and (7) Islamic writings. 

Some documents from the Nag Hammadi corpus war- 
rant special mention in this context, though they are a 
part of category 4 above. The importance of the Gospel of 
Thomas is unparalleled for the study of the extracanonical 
sayings. It consists of a collection of some 114 sayings, 
including parables, and is thus the largest single collection 
of sayings of Jesus outside the canonical tradition. Approx- 
imately one half of the sayings in Thomas have parallels 
within canonical materials, whereas the rest are without 
significant parallel. The relation of Thomas to the canoni- 
cal gospels is debated, but an increasing number of scho- 
lars assess it aS preserving a tradition of Jesus’ sayings, 
literarily independent from the canonical tradition. As- 
sessments of the agrapha since the initial publication of 
the Gospel of Thomas (Guillaumont 1959) have been signifi- 
cantly affected by this major new discovery. The sayings 
attributed to Jesus in the Gospel of Philip are easily distin- 
guished from their context and are also to be included in 
collections and treatments of the agrapha. 

Somewhat more complicated are the Dialogue of the Sav- 
ior, the Book of Thomas the Contender, and the Apocryphon of 
James. These writings are currently in the literary form of 
revelation discourses. Recent studies indicate, however, 
that each may have made use of earlier collections of 
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shorter sayings, many of which can be distinguished, at 
least tentatively, from their present literary context and 
reconstructed in an earlier form (Turner 1975; Koester 
1979; Hedrick 1983; Cameron 1984; Emmell 1984). The 
analysis of these documents, and also of the revelation 
discourses mentioned earlier as usually not included 
among the agrapha, will likely yield an increasing number 
of shorter sayings, viewed as representing an earlier stage 
of tradition. These reconstructed, shorter sayings will 
likely become incorporated in future treatments of the 
agrapha or extracanonical sayings of Jesus. 


C. Study of the Agrapha 

The agrapha have been the subject of numerous and 
varied studies. Long before the major manuscript discov- 
eries of the 19th and 20th centuries, scholars had called 
attention to these extracanonical sayings, had made collec- 
tions of varying degrees of completeness, and had at- 
tempted to give some explanation of them and their place 
in the history of early Christianity. The best bibliography 
of the older literature was done by Pick (1908: 126-52). 
Resch (1906: 14-22) provides an assessment of much of 
the early works. Jeremias (1964: 4-13) has surveyed the 
materials since Resch. 

The history of research is too extensive for inclusion 
here; nonetheless, a sketch of the major types of studies is 
necessary in order to understand current research and 
assessment of the importance of the agrapha. 

An emphasis on collecting the materials understandably 
characterizes the first type of study. The earliest treat- 
ments of the agrapha were made by editors of the Apos- 
tolic Fathers and other early Christian writings, the first to 
my knowledge being that by Cotelier in 1672. He dealt 
with a number of important examples, citing parallel ma- 
terial, and was the first to indicate the wide distribution of 
extracanonical sayings of Jesus. Lists and short treatments 
of the agrapha are to be found from this time on. The 
first book which limited itself to the treatment of agrapha 
was by Dodd (1874). 

An apex in collecting material was reached in 1889 with 
the publication of the first edition of Alfred Resch’s work. 
Resch provided the most comprehensive collection of ma- 
terials prior to the discovery of the Egerton Papyri and the 
Nag Hammadi Codices. The second edition of his work 
(1906) dealt with the newly discovered Oxyrhynchus Pa- 
pyri. Resch’s goal, more strongly stated in the first edition 
than in the second, was to restore an Urevangelium or 
original gospel, written in Hebrew, fragments of which 
could be reconstructed from some of the agrapha and 
other material he had collected. Despite the failure of his 
broader attempt, Resch’s collection of materials has re- 
mained not only useful but also, until recently, the most 
comprehensive available. 

Preuschen (1901) published a collection of isolated say- 
ings as well as fragments of apocryphal NT writings. Still 
useful collections of the texts of much of the material in 
the original languages were made by Erich Klostermann 
(1911; 1929) which contain fragments of noncanonical 
gospels, the Oxyrhynchus sayings, and a collection of 88 
additional agrapha. The most complete early collection of 
the materials in English translation was made by Pick 
(1908). His earlier work (1903) also contained a sizable 
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listing of agrapha. A comprehensive collection of the ma- 
terials, in original language with English translations and 
parallel materials, has recently been published (Stroker 
1988). 

The question of authenticity dominates the second type 
of study (i.e., whether the passages in question contain 
sayings to be viewed as spoken by the historical Jesus). 
Nestle (186) treated 27 agrapha he considered to be 
authentic sayings of Jesus. Ropes (1896) provided a critical 
evaluation of Resch’s work, not only of his general thesis, 
but also of the underlying treatment of the agrapha and 
related material. Ropes eliminated from the main focus of 
the discussion passages whose contexts did not claim they 
were sayings of Jesus and also quotations from canonical 
texts secondarily attributed to Jesus. The question of au- 
thenticity was asked with rigor and persistence. Only a few 
passages from the mass of material collected by Resch were 
considered by Ropes to have any real claim to authenticity. 
With the publication of Oxyrhynchus Papyri 1: 654, 655 
(Grenfell and Hunt 1898; 1904) the question of authentic- 
ity was posed with renewed urgency and, with some nota- 
ble exceptions, has dominated research on the agrapha 
until relatively recently. 

Following Ropes no comprehensive treatment of the 
agrapha appeared until that of Joachim Jeremias (1958; 
1964) whose work has been very influential. Jeremias treats 
in detail only a small number of sayings, but in the initial 
sections of his work has a survey of the larger body of 
material. In his introduction he speaks of the unfortunate 
overemphasis on the question of authenticity, while the 
meaning of the sayings has largely been neglected. Jere- 
mias is, however, in essential continuity with the quest for 
authentic sayings, departing from this type of study only 
in giving an exposition of the agrapha selected as poten- 
tially authentic (21 initially, 18 in later editions) in terms 
of their religious significance, finding or constructing a 
situation in Jesus’ life in which they could have been said 
and expouriding the sayings on the basis of such a context. 

Jeremias stands at the virtual end of an approach to the 
study of the agrapha for which the quest for authentic 
sayings of Jesus was the primary concern, a quest which 
has focusecl on an ever-diminishing number of passages 
and relegated the bulk of the materials to the periphery. 
Hofius (TRE 2: 103-10) eliminated half of Jeremias’ 18 
sayings and considers the question of authenticity properly 
to begin with the investigation of the remaining 9, for some 
of which he harbors doubts. 

The question of authenticity will never fully be given 
up; it has the same validity as the quest for authentic 
sayings of Jesus within the canonical tradition. The value 
of the agrapha, however, lies primarily in other areas. 

A third type of study focuses on the processes of the 
formation of the extracanonical sayings. Here the quest 
for authentic sayings of Jesus is not primary; rather, extra- 
canonical sayings, including ones which parallel those 
within the canonical gospels, are studied for clues to un- 
derstanding the ways in which Jesus’ teachings were shaped 
and adapted in early Christianity. Walter Bauer (1909) is 
an early example of this type. As a methodological consid- 
eration, Bauer treats all sayings attributed to Jesus not 
found in the earliest reconstructable version of the NT as 
not originating from him or as modifications of earlier 
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forms of Jesus’ sayings. Hle then classifies the changes 
which can be observed by comparison with the canonical 
materials. Leon Wright (19:52) is primarily concerned with 
materials which can be shown to have obvious contacts with 
the texts of the canonical Gospels. Differences between the 
agrapha and patristic quotations on the one hand, and the 
canonical versions on the other, are grouped in terms of 
types of motivations which the alterations seem to evi- 
dence. The categories chosen are ones generally recog- 
nized by textual critics. Wright concludes that by and large 
the agrapha are dependent upon the canonical, and thus 
not upon an independent, parallel tradition. Bultmann 
(1963) has made more use of extracanonical sayings than 
one is aware of at first reading. There is no separate study 
of the agrapha, but examples are used to show the contin- 
uation in the extracanonical and postcanonical materials 
of tendencies in the development of tradition which Bult- 
mann holds he has discerned within the synoptic materials 
themselves. 

Helmut Koester (1957b), while reviewing Jeremias’ work, 
called for a rather different approach to the study of the 
agrapha. Koester asserts that the same type of treatment 
should be given the agrapha as given the canonical sayings 
of Jesus, since neither can be properly assessed primarily 
in terms of the question of authenticity. “This demand is 
to be placed on the study cf the extracanonical sayings of 
the Lord. They receive their own proper value from their 
Sitz im Leben and are immune against the verdict of inau- 
thenticity even if they have their Sztz not in the life of Jesus 
but in that of the community” (1957b: 222). Both groups 
of materials are to be regarded as units of early Christian 
tradition, to be understood as representing situations in 
the life and thought of the early Christian communities. 
Their place and use in the life, thought, and worship of 
the early church are the key to the value of the extracanon- 
ical sayings. Neither the distinction between canonical and 
noncanonical nor the question of authenticity should rob 
them of their significance. 

Studies along the lines ca!led for by Koester thus may be 
viewed as representing a fourth type: that is, treating the 
agrapha and extracanonicil sayings that closely parallel 
the canonical as parts of a larger treatment of the tradition 
of Jesus’ teachings in the works of a given writer or a given 
body of tradition. Examples of this type are Bellinzoni 
(1967) and Kline (1975). 


D. The Value of the Agrapha 

As already indicated, the value of the agrapha and other 
extracanonical traditions cf Jesus’ teachings cannot be 
limited to the search for those few sayings which might be 
viewed as authentic sayings of the historical Jesus. Rather, 
the importance of these rnaterials lies in their role in 
broadening our understanding of the development and 
transmission of traditions of Jesus’ teachings. The follow- 
ing three areas may be mentioned as especially important 
in this regard. 

The canonical tradition and the sources immediately 
behind the canonical gospels were neither the only collec- 
tions nor the sole bearers of the traditions of Jesus’ teach- 
ings. Koester (1957a) has shown that many of the sayings 
in the Apostolic Fathers are independent of the synoptic 
gospels. Further, the sayings in the Gospel of Thomas are 
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best viewed as stemming from a collection which is inde- 
pendent of, and perhaps earlier than, the canonical Gos- 
pels. Thus the question of the earliest stages of the tradi- 
tion of Jesus’ teachings cannot be investigated on the basis 
of the canonical Gospels alone. Extracanonical sources 
provide some sayings without parallel in the canonical 
Gospels which, on the basis of their form and content, are 
to be viewed as stemming from very early stages of the 
Jesus tradition. Further, extracanonical sayings sometimes 
preserve a less-developed version of a canonical saying and 
may give us thereby access to a stage of tradition earlier 
than that of the canonical Gospels. 

Secondly, Jesus’ sayings were transmitted and redacted 
independently of the canonical tradition as well as in 
dependence upon it. In both the extracanonical and the 
canonical traditions, sayings were shaped and redacted in 
large measure to meet the needs of the communities. The 
processes of redaction of individual sayings and groups of 
sayings are largely analogous in the canonical and extra- 
canonical tradition. Thus the extracanonical sayings can 
help us achieve a more complete picture of the transmis- 
sion and redaction of the sayings of Jesus and the relation 
of these processes to different groups within early Chris- 
tianity. 

Finally, the extracanonical tradition provides evidence 
that sayings from other sources have become attributed to 
Jesus. Our understanding of the extent to which sayings 
from other sources have become attributed to Jesus, a 
process discernible also in the canonical tradition, would 
necessitate study of the extracanonical materials. 

Study of the agrapha or extracanonical sayings can thus 
broaden our understanding of the total picture of the 
early history of the Jesus tradition. In this context, the 
agrapha have considerable value, to the theologian as well 
as to the historian. 
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AGRICULTURE. Agriculture is the cultivation of the 
soil for food products or any other useful or valuable 
growth of the field or garden; also, by extension, it in- 
cludes any industry practiced by a cultivator of the soil in 
connection with such cultivation, as fruit raising, animal 
husbandry, dairying, and gardening. The study of ancient 
agriculture relies on archaeological finds (installations, 
tools, organic remains), biblical and extrabiblical (includ- 
ing literary and economic) texts, and comparisons with 
traditional practices in preindustrial societies. 
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C. Agricultural Products 
1. Field Crops 

2. Vegetables 
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A. Background. 

Agricultu-e was the economic backbone of biblical Is- 
rael, where it was practiced by city dwellers as well as 
villagers. Its influence was very strong on many facets of 
daily life, including religion, law, and social behavior. The 
biblical farmer was the heir to a long agricultural tradition 
which originated in the Near East some time before the 
Neolithic period (ca. 7000 B.c.£.) with the domestication of 
plants and animals (Butzer 1971; Flannery 1973). How- 
ever, while the biblical farmer did not introduce anv new 
species, he improved farming methods and techniques for 
utilizing the produce. Domestication of food plants and 
animals was an important factor in the establishment of 
permanent villages. The earliest domesticated plants were 
cereals (two-rowed barley, emmer wheat, and einkorn 
wheat; Renfrew 1973: 30-81) and legumes (lentils and 
peas; Zohary and Hopf 1973). Fruit trees were domesti- 
cated much later ca. 4000 B.c.£. and included olive, vine, 
date, pomegranate, and fig (Stager 1985b). Among the 
earliest domesticated animals were sheep and goats (Nissen 
1988: 24-27) which continue to dominate animal hus- 
bandry up to the present. Documentary and archaeologi- 
cal evidence shows that the last animal to be domesticated 
was the camel during the transition period from the LB to 
the Early Iron Age. The appearance of the camel in the 
Bible as a 1ousehold animal of the Midianites in the 
Gideon stories (Judg 6:5; 7:12; 8:26) agrees with archaeo- 
logical finds, while any earlier mention (e.g., Genesis 24) is 
anachronistic. See also ZOOLOGY. 

Canaan’s agricultural richness was recognized already in 
early historical times as evidenced by Egyptian records 
from the Olcd, Middle, and New Kingdom. Her agricultural 
wealth made her a target for invading armies coming to 
loot (ARE 1: 143; 2: 187, 189, 191; ANET 19, 228). 

The repertoire of plants cultivated by the biblical farmer 
included several types of cereals, legumes, vegetables and 
spices, and a variety of fruit trees, each of which was grown 
in the area most suitable for it. The country is divided into 
several regions, highlands and valleys, each dominated by 
different geomorphological and climatic conditions, which 
determine scil types and water availability, the most impor- 
tant factors in agriculture (Hopkins 1985: 55-133; see 
PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF). The short rainy season 
(mid-October to April; see RAIN), the fluctuation in pre- 
cipitation, and the rocky and hilly nature of most of the 
terrain made agriculture hard to practice; yet by careful 
selection of the proper species it became the mainstay of 
the country’s economy throughout history. Some solutions 
to these problems were provided by the development and 
wide use of terracing and run-off farming in the highlands 
and in the Negeb, and the improvement of water collection 
and storage in underground reservoirs. Some scholars 
suggest that these factors enabled the Israelites to settle 
the Galilean, Samarian, and Judean highlands and to over- 
take the land whether by force or slow encroachment 
(Aharoni 1956; Stager 1985a). Later, during the monar- 
chical period, these methods allowed settlement in newly 
acquired lands and along trade routes, for defense and 
economical reasons (Evenari et al. 1971). 

Land could be owned by individuals (Num 27:1—8; Deut 
21:15-17, 1 Kgs 21:1—3), royalty (1 Chr 27:26-28), and 
the priesthood (Num 35:1-8), all of whom, according to 
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Israelite ideology, served as safekeepers because the land 
ultimately belonged to YHWH. 


B. Conditions. 

Conditions for agriculture in the Near East, and espe- 
cially in Israel, are not very favorable. Many hardships 
have been encountered by the farmer, and these include 
lack of sufficient amount of water and soil. The terrain in 
most cases is uneven and rocky, and very few natural water 
sources are available; thus, farming in biblical times de- 
pended heavily on rain (Deut 12:11) and on the ability of 
the farmer to clear and prepare land (Josh 17:17-18; Isa 
5:2). In most cases, irrigation was out of the question. 
Since the rainy season is short (October to April) and 
droughts are common, agriculture was always considered 
dependent upon the grace of the supernatural, be it the 
Canaanite fertility and nature gods or YHWH. For the 
Israelite farmer, the dependence on YHWH meant the 
observance of the covenant, which was rewarded by “rain 
...in its season” (Deut 11:13—17). Other conditions which 
caused crop failure included diseases, locust attacks (Amos 
7:1; Joel 1:4; 2:25), and other pests such as mice, worms, 
fruit bats, and weeds. Several of the plant diseases are 
mentioned either by name (smut, Heb stddapén; rust, Heb 
yéragén; bunt, Heb 6054) or by symptom (black rot in 
grapes, Heb busim, Isa 5:2, 4; loss of olives to peacock 
eyespot, Deut 28:40; see Borowski 1987: 153-162). 

On the other hand, the far mer could restore soil fertility 
and increase his yield by several methods which are not 
specifically mentioned in texts but can be surmised from 
written descriptions of certain practices or through analy- 
sis of the technology available to the farmer. Fallowing, 
using the Sabbatical Year (Exod 23:10-11) or another 
program, and organic fertilizing were probably used to a 
certain degree, the latter included the use of dung, com- 
post, and ash. There is a very strong possibility that crop 
rotation, suggested by Isa 28:24-29 (see Borowski 1987: 
148-151), was also used as «1 method for increasing crop 
yield and lowering plant diseases. One of the elements 
available to the biblical farmer for crop rotation and in- 
creased yield was “green manuring,” the cultivation of 
legume plants to increase nitrogen presence and its availa- 
bility to other plants (Borowski 1987: 148-149). 


C, Agricultural Products. (See also FLORA.) 

1. Field Crops. The biblical farmer did not introduce 
new plants to the variety alre:dy existing, however he chose 
those which suited his needs best. Field plants cultivated 
by the biblical farmer, as attested in the Bible and archae- 
ological remains, included cereals (Heb dagan), and leg- 
umes (Zohary 1982: 74—76, 32-84). Most common among 
the cereals were wheat (Triticum durum Desf. and Triticum 
vulgare [VIII.] Host.; Heb hitputd), emmer (T. dicoccum 
{Schrank] Schuebl.; Heb ku:semet), barley (Hordeum; Heb 
Sra), and millet (Panicum miliaceum and Setaria italica; 
Heb déhan). Legumes included lentil (Lens culinaris Medic.; 
Heb ‘ddaiim), broad bean (Vicia faba; Heb pél), bitter vetch 
(Vicia ervilia Wild.), chick-pea (Cicer arientum; Heb 
haémis[?];), pea (Pisum sativum), and fenugreek (Trigonela 
graecum). In addition, the biblical farmer cultivated several 
spice plants such as black curain (Nigella sativa; Heb qesah), 
cumin (Cuminum cyminum; Heb kammén), and coriander 
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(Conandrum sativum; Heb gad). Other plants were flax 
(Linum usitatissimum; Heb pisté) and sesame (Sesamum indi- 
cum). 

2. Vegetables. Vegetables (Heb zérii‘im; ydraq) were part 
of the agricultural repertoire, although not as highly re- 
garded as the other plants (Dan 1:11—16). They were 
grown in small plots or gardens and included cucumbers 
(Cucumis sativus or C. chate; Heb qis%#im), watermelon or 
muskmelon (Citrulus vulgaris or Cucumis melo; Heb >dbat- 
tihim), leeks or other greens (Heb hasir), onion (Allium cepa; 
Heb bésdlim), and garlic (Allium sativum; Heb stimim). 

3. Fruit Trees. Fruit trees were as important an element 
in biblical agriculture as field crops; however, they were 
not domesticated as early as cereals and legumes (Zohary 
and Spiegel-Roy 1975). The earliest remains of fruits in 
Canaan come mostly from the EB Age, although fig re- 
mains were found in Neolithic and Chalcolithic Jericho. 
The most popular fruit tree in biblical times was the 
grapevine (Vitis vinifera; Heb gepen), the fruit of which was 
used for making wine (yayin), raisins (simmigim), and syrup 
(misrat Séndbim). Other common fruit trees were fig (Ficus 
carica; Heb t2énd), pomegranate (Punica granatum; Heb 
rimmén), date (Phoenix dactylifera; Heb tamar) and sycamore 
(Ficus sycomorus; Heb siqgmim). Less common were the tap- 
pidh (possibly quince or apricot), and mulberry (Heb 
baka”). One common tree not mentioned specifically in the 
Bible is the carob (Ceratonia siliqua); however, there is no 
question that it was cultivated in biblical times. 

The olive (Olea europaea; Heb zayit) was as important to 
the economy of ancient Israel as was the grapevine. Its 
fruit was made into oil (Heb semen) to be used for cooking, 
lighting, ointments, and other religious and secular pur- 
poses. Like wine, oil was exported to other parts of the 
Near East and was one of the three main elements of the 
agricultural economy along with grain (Heb daégdn) and 
wine (Heb ¢irés; Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8; etc.). 

Several nuts were also cultivated, including almond (Pru- 
nus amygdalus Stokes; Heb sagéd), pistachio (Pistacia atlan- 
tica Desf.; Heb botnim), and walnut (Juglans regia; Heb 
gdz). 


D. Field Work. 

The agricultural seasons are well enumerated in the OT; 
however, the best source of information is the Gezer cal- 
endar, a 10th century B.c.£. scription from the site of 
biblical Gezer, which reads: 


two months of ingathering [olives]/two months 

of sowing [cereals]/two months of late sowing [legumes 
and vegetables] 

a month of hoeing weeds [for hay] 

a month of harvesting barley 

a month of harvesting [wheat] and measuring [grain] 

two months of grape harvesting 

a month of ingathering summer fruit 


A study of this inscription shows that sowing of cereals 
started after the Festival of Booths (Tabernacles) in the N 
Kingdom (end of October), harvesting barley commenced 
at the Passover festival (end of March), and the conclusion 
of wheat harvesting was celebrated with the festival of 
weeks/Pentecost (end of May; Borowski 1987: 31-44). 
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According to the Gezer calendar, sowing took place in 
the fall. Two months were devoted to sowing cereals and 
two more to late sowing and planting of legumes and 
vegetables. Since no sowing could have been done without 
plowing, either before or after, the farmer had to wait for 
the first autumn rains to soften the ground. Plowing was 
done with a wooden-frame plow to which a metal point 
(copper, bronze, and later iron) was attached, pulled by a 
team of animals, usually oxen. The same was done in large 
orchards and vineyards. In small plots, on slopes, and near 
the plants, a hand-held hoe was used. Sowing was per- 
formed either by broadcasting or by a seed drill attached 
to the plow. 

Harvesting agricultural produce started in the spring, 
first with reaping barley, then wheat (see book of Ruth), 
followed by grapes and other fruit (see HARVESTS, HAR- 
VESTING). The Gezer calendar assigns seven months to 
the harvest. Harvesting cereals (gdsir) was followed very 
closely by threshing and winnowing to separate the grain. 
Grapes were immediately turned into wine or raisins and 
the same was done with other fruits. Storage of agricul- 
tural produce in its raw or finished state was done in 
specially constructed structures underground in pits and 
silos and above the ground in small rooms or large store- 
houses. The produce was stored in bulk or jars, depending 
on its nature and the nature of the storage facility. 

Much of the technology used in processing agricultural 
produce is known from biblical descriptions, archaeologi- 
cal discoveries, and artistic representations from different 
parts of the Near East. Threshing was done either by stick 
for small quantities of certain types of plants (cumin) or 
by a threshing sledge or a wheel-thresher. Winnowing 
took place during times when the threshed material could 
be thrown in the air by a fork (mizreh; Isa 30:24) or a 
wooden shovel (rahat; Isa 30:24) and be separated to its 
components (grain, straw, chaff) by the wind according to 
weight. Final cleaning was done with two different types of 
sieves, kébdraé (Amos 9:9) and naépé (Isa 30:28). The clean 
grain (bar) was stored in jars or in storage facilities such as 
grain pits (*désémim) or storage houses (miskénét). 

Wine had to be produced immediately after harvest 
(zamir or bdsir) because fresh grapes could not be stored. 
The grapes were treaded on a flat, hard surface, and the 
juice which ran into a reservoir hewn in the rock or built 
out of stones and clay was collected into large jars, which 
were put for fermentation in a cool storage place. Raisins 
and raisin cakes were also made at that time by drying 
fresh grapes. The same process was used for drying and 
making cakes of figs and dates. These and other fruits 
such as pomegranates were also used for wine making. 

Oil, like wine, was one of the exported commodities 
produced in ancient Israel. During the Iron II period, oil 
production technology made great strides with the devel- 
opment of the beam press. Until then, oil production was 
a simple matter. The olives were beaten or cracked in a 
mortar and then placed in straw baskets directly under 
stone weights. The pressed oil flowed into a container from 
where it was scooped into jars and stored. Small quantities 
of oil were produced by placing the beaten olives in water 
and scooping the floating oil. The beam-press innovation 
enabled the exertion of a much greater pressure on the 
olives by tying weights to a beam used as a lever under 
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which the baskets were placed. This method facilitated the 
production of larger quantities of oil in less time and less 
effort (Eitarn 1979; Gitin 1985; Kelm and Mazar 1989: 
47-49). 


E. Influence on Culture. 

Agriculture dominated not only the economy but the 
whole of Israelite daily life. The Bible is saturated with 
agricultural symbolism, similes, and metaphors in para- 
bles, proverbs, prophecies, admonitions, hymns, and other 
literary forms (Judg 8:2; 9:8-15; Isa 5:1—-8; Ezek 17:6— 
10). Many laws related to agriculture were formulated, 
such as those protecting the family inheritance (Num 
27:1-8), concerning the protection and support of the 
poor, taxation, etc. (Exod 23:11; Lev 23:22; Deut 24:21). 
Israelite laws also regulated many aspects of agriculture 
such as the age at which fruit trees could be harvested, 
types of plants and where they could be planted (the law 
of kil?ayim, Lev 19:19, Deut 22:9), and fallowing (sabbatical 
year). Religion and cult were strongly dominated by agri- 
cultural themes. The three main festivals associated with 
pilgrimages to Jerusalem all celebrate the beginning or 
ending of agricultural seasons. Passover (Heb pesah) cele- 
brates the beginning of cereal (barley) harvesting; Weeks 
(or Pentecos:; Heb 3abu%6t) celebrates the end of the wheat 
harvest and with it the end of cereal harvesting; Booths 
(Heb sukkét) marks the end of fruit ingathering and the 
beginning of the sowing season. Sacrifices and contribu- 
tions to the Temple and its personnel were agricultural in 
nature (Num 18:8—32; Deut 18:1—9). Finally, and signifi- 
cantly, the rewards for observing the covenant with 
YHWH were spelled out in agricultural terms; ample rain 
in its appropriate season and resistance to plant diseases 
which led to abundance were the direct benefits of adher- 
ence to the covenant (Deut 28:22). 
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OpbeEpD BorowskI1 


AGRIPPA (PERSON) [Gk Agrippas]. The name held by 
two Herodian rulers in Ist century Palestine. Josephus’ 
writings constitute our primary source of information for 
both, although both are also mentioned in the NT book of 
Acts: Agrippa I as the “Herod” who persecuted the early 
church in Jerusalem (12:1—23), and Agrippa II as the king 
who, years later, heard Paul's defense prior to Paul’s jour- 
ney to Rome (25:13-26:32). 

1. Agrippa I was born in !0 B.c., son of Aristobulus and 
Bernice and thus, through Aristobulus, grandson of 
Herod. In early childhood he was sent with his mother to 
Rome. There he was brought up in the company of Clau- 
dius, who was his same age, and Drusus, son of Tiberius, 
who was slightly older. At the imperial court he made 
connections which were to prove vital to him in later life— 
not only with Claudius and Drusus, but also, through his 
mother, with Antonia, wife of the elder Drusus (Tiberius’ 
brother), and with others besides, not least imperial freed- 
men (Ant 18.143, 191). It was largely in the pursuit of such 
connections that Agrippa borrowed and spent large sums 
of money. After the premature death of his companion 
Drusus in a.p. 23, Agrippa returned to Judea in a state of 
considerable poverty and, we are told, contemplating sui- 
cide. 

By now Agrippa had married Cypros, daughter of Pha- 
sael. Her good offices won for Agrippa the help of his 
sister's husband, Antipas (4nt 18.145ff.). Antipas gave 
Agrippa an allowance and the post of agoranomos (market 
supervisor) at Tiberias, where he was to live. However, 
Agrippa soon found his position to be as ignominious as it 
was inadequate. We are told that Antipas taunted Agrippa 
over his dependence. Instead Agrippa looked to L. Pom- 
ponius Flaccus, Roman governor of Syria. He had become 
a friend of Flaccus during his time at Rome (Ant 18.149— 
50). At first Agrippa prospered in Flaccus’ entourage. But 
he fell from favor when he took a bribe from the Damas- 
cenes to support their cause with Flaccus in a boundary 
dispute with the people of Sidon. Agrippa’s brother and 
enemy, Aristobulus, had brought the bribe to Flaccus’ 
attention (Ant 18.151—4). 

Agrippa resolved to return to Italy but he lacked the 
funds to do so. He contracted a loan on disadvantageous 
terms with one Protos, a freedman of his mother whom 
she had left to Antonia. Agrippa sailed first for Alexan- 
dria, narrowly escaping the clutches of Herennius Capito, 
an imperial procurator who sought payment of Agrippa’s 
outstanding debts to the imperial treasury (Ant 18.156—8). 
At Alexandria, Agrippa gained further funds through his 
wife, Cypros, who obtained a loan from Alexander the 
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alabarch, who had already refused her husband (Ant 
18.159-60). 

Agrippa was received warmly by the emperor Tiberius 
on Capri, until a letter of complaint arrived from the 
outraged Capito. Tiberius now ordered that Agrippa be 
refused admission to him until his debt to the treasury 
had been paid. Antonia loaned Agrippa the necessary sum 
in memory of his mother and his upbringing with Clau- 
dius, her son. Tiberius now received him once more and 
placed him in the entourage of his grandson, Tiberius 
Gemellus. Meanwhile, Agrippa also sought the company 
of Antonia’s grandson, Gaius, better-known by his nick- 
name, “Caligula.” A huge loan from a Samaritan freedman 
of Tiberius enabled Agrippa to pay his debt to Antonia 
and to spend lavishly as he pursued Gaius’ favor (Ant 
18.161—7). But Agrippa went so far in currying favor with 
Gaius that he found himself condemned by Tiberius on a 
charge of treason. Antonia’s influence won him some 
privileges during his 6 months of imprisonment under the 
ever-present threat of execution (Ant 18.168-204). 

Agrippa was only released upon Gaius’ accession, after 
Tiberius’ death, in a.p. 37. Gaius assigned him the north- 
ern domains of Philip the tetrarch and Lysanias with the 
title of king. Agrippa also received the symbols of the rank 
of praetor (Ant 18.228—37; Philo In Flaccum 40). Returning 
to Judaea in a.p. 38 he visited Alexandria where he 
eclipsed the Roman prefect of Egypt in his splendor (Philo 
In Flaccum 26-29). Upon the exile of Antipas in a.p. 39, 
Gaius gave Agrippa his tetrarchy (Galilee and Perea) in 
addition to Agrippa’s other lands (War 2.183; Ant 18.255). 
At about this time Agrippa used his favor with Gaius and 
his diplomatic skills to block Gaius’ plan of erecting a 
statue of his imperial self in the Temple at Jerusalem (Philo 
Leg. ad Gaium 261ff.). 

At Rome again in a.p. 41, Agrippa is credited by Jose- 
phus with a major role in the tense negotiations which 
followed Gaius’ assassination and which resulted in the 
accession of Claudius without full-blooded civil war. In 
reward, Claudius bestowed upon him the rest of the king- 
dom of Herod, his grandfather. Claudius formalized 
Agrippa’s new position with a treaty ceremony in the 
Forum at Rome, held according to archaic custom, as 
Agrippa’s coinage indicates (Ant 19.275 with HJP?, 445 n. 
19). Agrippa also received the symbols of the rank of 
consul. For his brother Herod, Agrippa won rule over 
Chalcis (Dio 60.8.2—3). 

Agrippa soon returned to his newly enlarged kingdom 
where he ruled to the benefit of Jerusalem and other cities, 
notably Berytus in Syria (Ant 19.335ff.). Yet, despite his 
close relationship with Claudius, Agrippa was instructed 
to abandon his fortification of Jerusalem by the emperor 
through Marsus, governor of Syria. Such fortifications 
were considered to be a potential threat (Ant 19.326-7 
with H/P?, 448). On similar grounds Marsus broke up a 
gathering of kings which Agrippa had convened at Tibe- 
rias in A.D. 44 (Ant 19.338—42). 

In general, Agrippa observed Jewish traditions scrupu- 
lously (Ant 19.331; though see HJP?, 451 on his coinage). 
He persecuted the Christians James and Peter, executing 
the former and chaining the latter (Acts 12:1—5). He died 
in A.D. 44 after a short illness which suddenly afflicted him 
while he presided at a festival in the emperor’s honor at 
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Caesarea-Strato’s Tower. At the festival, Agrippa dressed 
in a silver robe; the crowd, impressed with his radiance, 
acclaimed him a god. He did not reject the acclamation, 
and this act of vainglory was seen as the reason for his 
death (Ant 19.343-52; Acts 12:22—23). 

Agrippa and Cypros had several children: Marcus Julius 
Agrippa (= Agrippa II); Drusus, who died before his 
father; Bernice; Mariamme; and Drusilla. Their names 
indicate a mixture of Jewish and family traditions with a 
concern for the Roman imperial family (Braund 1984: 
111). Agrippa’s own nomenclature, Julius Agrippa, indi- 
cates not only the Roman citizenship which he had inher- 
ited through Herod but also his family’s links with the 
Roman Agrippa, a stalwart of Augustus’ regime. Agrippa 
must have had a Roman forename, but this is not known: 
Marcus is usually assumed on the grounds that his son was 
Marcus, but it is also likely since the Roman Agrippa had 
also been Marcus. Like his son after him, Agrippa as king 
boasted the titles “Great King, Friend of Caesar, Pious and 
Friend of the Romans” (HJP?, 452; cf. 475). The book of 
Acts is exceptional in according him the name “Herod.” 

2. Agrippa II—or, to give him his Roman name, Marcus 
Julius Agrippa—was born in a.p. 28 the son of Agrippa I 
and Cypros (War 2.220 with Ant 19.354). At the time of his 
father’s death in 44 a.D., young Agrippa was in Rome, 
where he was being brought up at the court of the em- 
peror Claudius. Claudius, we are told, wished immediately 
to appoint him as his father’s successor on the throne: 
Josephus implies that Claudius’ formal treaty with Agrippa 
I may have contained some mention of the succession (Ant 
19.360—2). However, the emperor’s advisers dissuaded him 
from this plan in the light of Agrippa’s youth and the 
kingdom’s importance. In his stead Claudius therefore 
appointed a Roman governor (Ant 19.363). 

While at Claudius’ court, Agrippa took the opportunity 
of representing Jewish causes (Ant 15.407; 20.10ff. and 
135). Claudius gave him the kingdom left vacant by the 
death of Herod of Chalcis, husband of his sister Bernice, 
in about A.p. 50 (Ant 20.104; War 2.223, with H/P?2, Appen- 
dix 1). Josephus reckons the years of Agrippa’s reign there 
from A.D. 49 (JW 2.284; cf. Ant 20.138). In 52 a.p. Agrippa 
was in Rome once more (Ant 20.134ff.). In a.p. 53, instead 
of Chalcis, he was given the former domains of Philip, 
Lysimachus, and Varus (Ant 20.138; with H/P?, 472 n. 7). 
Nero added parts of Galilee and Peraea, most importantly 
Tiberias, Tarichea, and Julias (Ant 20.159; War 2.252). 
These additions may be linked with the new eras which 
appear on his coinage in 56 a.p. and 61 respectively. In 
Nero’s honor he renamed Caesarea Philippi as Neronias 
(Ant 20.211). 

Agrippa has been acccused of excessive slavishness to- 
wards the Romans (notably by Schiirer [HJP?, 474]); how- 
ever, the accusation is not easily substantiated. His concern 
for Judaism is not in doubt; his discussions on Jewish legal 
matters with Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus tend to indicate 
as much (as Schiirer [HJP?, 475] allows). That Agrippa’s 
sister’s husbands underwent circumcision may or may not 
be a further indication (pace H]P?, 475, who overempha- 
sizes this). The book of Acts tends to suggest some interest 
in matters of religion, if a little detached, for he and his 
sister Bernice wished to see and hear Paul (25:22ff., espe- 
cially 26:3). In particular, Agrippa’s support of Jewish 
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causes with Claudius ought not to be forgotten (above), 
nor the fact that he took costly steps to save the Temple 
from subsidence (War 5.36; Ant 15.391). 

In a.p. 66 Agrippa was in Alexandria to congratulate 
Tiberius Julius Alexander, a man of Jewish origin who had 
become Roman prefect of Egypt. As the Jewish revolt 
developed in that year, Agrippa returned to Jerusalem to 
quell it. He failed to do so and became a target himself as 
the revolt flared up and split into factions (War 2.426). He 
was left little choice but to join with the Romans, which 
gave him the considerable military might and resources at 
his disposal (War 2.500—3; 523-5). Parts of his kingdom 
joined the revolt, notably Tiberias, Tarichea, and the for- 
tress of Garnala, but Agrippa preferred to rule through 
delegates. He spent much of his time outside his kingdom 
at Berytus, a favorite city of the Herods, until the arrival 
of Vespasian in a.p. 67. Thereafter he kept close to Vespa- 
sian and his son Titus, who had also spent his youth at the 
court of Claudius (HJP?, 477). 

Upon Nero’s death in a.p. 68, Agrippa left for Rome 
together with Titus in order to congratulate the new 
emperor, Galba. In the course of their journey news ar- 
rived that Galba had been assassinated and replaced. 
Agrippa continued to Rome, but Titus returned to his 
father. On July 1, a.p. 69, Vespasian was proclaimed em- 
peror at Alexandria; war with the other claimant, Vitellius, 
followed, so Agrippa returned from Rome, staying with 
Titus, whom his father had left to deal with the Jewish 
revolt (Tacitus Historiae 2.1—2; 2.81; 5.1). 

When Vespasian had established himself as emperor and 
the Jewish revolt had been crushed, Agrippa was rewarded 
for his loyalty with additional territory (details are lacking; 
see H]P?, 478). In Rome in a.p. 75 Agrippa was awarded 
the symbols of praetorian rank. Thereafter he all but 
disappears from history. Josephus tells us that Agrippa 
corresponded with him on the subject of his book on the 
Jewish War, raising its accuracy and admitting that he 
owned a copy (Life 65; AgAp 1.9). Agrippa seems to have 
died in the reign of Vespasian’s younger son, Domitian, 
about a.p. 93 (H/P?, 480-83). His attitude toward the 
Romans, in part at least, is summed up in the speech which 
Josephus attributed to him. If Agrippa did not actually 
deliver this speech in trying to quell the revolt, he appar- 
ently later read and approved of it. The main point of the 
speech seems notably well-reasoned: namely, that the Ro- 
mans were simply too strong to succumb to any uprising 
which Jewish revolutionaries could mount (War 2.345ff.). 

Agrippa seems not to have married and not to have 
fathered any children. It was rumored that his relationship 
with his sister Bernice was incestuous: Josephus’ denial of 
that rumor is as predictable and inconclusive as Juvenal’s 
eager acceptance of it (Ant 20.145; Juv. 6.158). 


Bibliography 
Braund, D. C. 1984. Rome and the Friendly King. New York. 
Schirer, E. 1973. The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus 
Christ (175 B.C—A.D. 135). Ed. G. Vermes and F. Millar. E-din- 
burgh. 
Davip C. BrauxbD 


AGUE See SICKNESS AND DISEASE. 
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AGUR. (PERSON) [Heb “agiir]. The son of Jakeh, and 
author of a collection of Proverbs beginning in Prov 30:1. 
It remains unclear whether the pericope ends with the 
conclusion of the chapter or at an earlier point (verse 14°). 
See McKane Proverbs OTL, 643 for discussion. Cohen 
(Proverbs SonB, 200) cited a midrash that identified Agur 
as Solomon, the one who “stored up” (agar) wisdom and 
(ngh?) “spewed it out” (higgi—for Jakeh) by taking many 
wives. Another ancient view of the passage understood 
“Agur” allegorically, i.e., as a reference to Solomon and 
saw “Jakeh” as David. Apparently, the Vulgate translated 
-agiir as a passive participle, hence, “the Assembler” (from 
-agir “to gather”), an appellative rather than a proper 
name. The LXX reads “fear (my words)” based on the 
Hebrew giir or tagiir (BHS:1515), from gir (“to dread”). 

The collection displays no unique character that would 
aid in recovery of information on the obscure Agur. The 
translation of the proper nares (Agur and Jakeh) provides 
a preferred solution for the difficult passage, but the 
solution itself is not beyond question. Some commentators 
(e.g., Ringgren Spriiche ATD; Scott Proverbs AB, 175) read 
hammassa’i (“the Massaite”) for the difficult hammass@ (“the 
oracle”). Keil and Delitzsch (1950: 266-67) translated Prov 
30:1 as “The words of Agur the son of Jakeh, of the tribe 
(the country) of Massa,” claiming that both Agur and 
LEMUEL were Arabs. The name Agur does occur in 
Sabean inscriptions, though it is not found elsewhere in 
the Hebrew Bible. The word hamass@ has been emended 
to masalé (“his masal”) by a number of recent interpreters. 
The most popular approach has been to read massé as the 
common noun meaning “burden” or “oracle.” Toy’s sug- 
gestion that the word be omitted as a gloss is the most 
extreme solution (Proverbs |CC, 518). He also suggested 
that Agur was either a sage who lived well after Solomon, 
or an older figure whose authority was used by a later 
writer. 
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AHAB (PERSON) [Heb ?ah?ab]. The name of two persons 
in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. Son and successor of C’mri, who ruled N Israel dur- 
ing the second quarter of the 9th century B.c. The exact 
dates of his reign are disputed: 871-852 B.c. (Begrich 
1929; Jepsen and Hanhart BZAW 88); 874-853 (Thiele 
1965); 875-854 (Andersen 1969). The Deuteronomistic 
and prophetic traditions single him out as one of the worst 
kings of the N kingdom (1 Kgs 16:33; 2 Kgs 21:3, 13; 
Micah 6:16). 
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5. Ahab’s Death 
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A. Sources 

The sources for Ahab are 1 Kings 16:29-22:40, with 
the exception of chapter 19 (in which Ahab is mentioned 
only in verse 1, the introduction), chapter 20, and 22:1- 
38. These latter two references originally were not in the 
context of traditions about Ahab but instead of a later 
phase of the Omride dynasty or earlier phase of the Jehu 
dynasties, despite the occasional mention of Ahab’s name 
(20:2, 13, 14; 22:20, see below). Given the tendentious 
nature of the remaining texts, however, caution is neces- 
sary when using them as historical sources. For example, 
the Elijah stories originate in prophetic circles of tradition 
which opposed the royal house of Omri (especially its 
religious policies), and which therefore depict Ahab as 
Elijah’s antagonist. Also, the framework for the reign of 
Ahab (16:29-33; 22:39—40) is formed by the Deuteron- 
omistic redactors of the book of Kings, who insert impor- 
tant traditional material here going back to the royal 
records of the N kingdom, but who utilize this material 
for their own negative assessment of Ahab. 

These sparse historically relevant accounts of Ahab in 
the OT are supplemented by extrabiblical sources. Ahab is 
expressly mentioned in the so-called monolith inscription 


of the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III (see ANET, 277ff.). | 


Likewise, the inscription of King Mesha of Moab refers in 
part to the reign of Ahab, without, however, mentioning 
him by name. The historical value of the excerpts from 
the historical work of Menander of Ephesus quoted by 
Josephus (Ant 8.13.2; cf. 8.13.1) is doubtful. 


B. Ahab’s Foreign Policy 

Ahab was the exponent of a political program intro- 
duced by his father Omri, shaped mainly to counter the 
threat posed by the expanding power of the neighboring 
Aramean kingdom of Damascus (Unger 1957; Hallo 1960; 
Mazar 1962; Tadmor 1975; Lipinski 1978). Since the in- 
cursion of the Arameans into Galilee under Baasha (1 Kgs 
15:16-22), the kingdom of Damascus remained a constant 
source of trouble which kept particularly the area E of the 
Jordan under pressure. However, we have no information 
about actual conflicts between Damascus and Israel in the 
time of Ahab. A massive Aramean invasion into the center 
of the Israelite territory, as reported in 1 Kings 20, is not 
likely to have occurred under Ahab. The story, originally 
transmitted anonymously, and referring to a later histori- 
cal situation, was placed into the reign of Ahab by redac- 
tors, who inserted his name in various places (vv 2, 13, 14). 
The battle for Ramoth-Gilead, in which Ahab purportedly 
died (22:29-—38), is also unhistorical. For a discussion of 
problems associated with the battles reported in 1 Kings 
20 and 22, see ARAM (PLACE). Nevertheless, one may 
assume a constant state of tension between Aram-Damas- 
cus and Israel and possibly even border skirmishes. 

These hostilities came to an end toward the end of 
Ahab’s reign when a more dangerous enemy appeared on 
the scene and threatened both Syria and Palestine: the 
Assyrian king Shalmaneser III. Aram and Israel tempo- 
rarily suspended their hostilities in order to oppose the 
Assyrians in a grand alliance of the Syro-Palestinian states 
ca. 853 B.c. The major part of Ahab’s reign, however, 
seems to have been overshadowed by the Aramean threat. 
To meet this threat, Ahab conducted a deliberate policy of 
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peace and alliances with the neighboring states, especially 
Judah and Phoenicia. The border skirmishes with Judah, 
which had erupted periodically since the division of the 
kingdom at the time of Rehoboam, were probably termi- 
nated by Omri, but certainly by Ahab. The new state of 
peace and alliance was sealed by a political marriage: 
ATHALIAH (more likely a sister [2 Kgs 8:26] than a 
daughter of Ahab [2 Kgs 8:18]) was given in marriage to 
the Judean crown prince Jehoram. In the following period 
the Judean kings appear as partners in alliance with the N 
Israelite monarchs of the Omride dynasty. 

In similar fashion, the relationship with the Phoenicians 
was placed on a new footing. Ahab, probably already as 
crown prince, married the Phoenician princess Jezebel, 
daughter of “Ethbaal, King of the Sidonians” (1 Kgs 16:31) 
or “Ittobaal, king of Tyre and Sidon” (Josephus Ant 
8.13.1). It is doubtful whether the area of Mt. Carmel— 
which from time to time was in the hands of the Phoeni- 
cians—was returned to Israel in connection with the new 
alliance (Alt, RGG® 1: 189). By the time of Ahab, however, 
it was firmly under Israelite control. Furthermore, the 
alliance with the Phoenicians probably was intended less 
to settle territorial disputes than to insure a condition of 
peace in the NW and to encourage trade with the Mediter- 
ranean coast. 

Finally, even the border wars with the Philistines (1 Kgs 
15:27; 16:15) ceased. During Ahab’s reign and beyond, 
relations with the Philistine city states seem to have been 
peaceful (2 Kings 1). East of the Jordan Ahab initially 
maintained Israel’s hegemony over Moab and secured the 
S frontier of the Israelite settlement of the wadi Heidan 
against the mounting pressure from the Moabites. He 
doesn’t seem to have attempted to recapture the territory 
between the Heidan and the Arnon, which was occupied 
by the Moabites. Thus, Ahab achieved a truce on all 
borders, and in some areas even secured allies, in order to 
meet the Aramean threat in the N. 


C. Ahab’s Domestic Policies 

Ahab’s domestic policies likewise were aimed at consoli- 
dating power. In order to relieve and obviate internal 
tension he pursued a policy designed to strike a balance 
between the Israelite population and traditionally Canaan- 
ite segments of the population. The speculation that Ahab 
opened his new capital of Samaria to the Canaanite influ- 
ence in particular while his secondary residence Jezreel 
was intended primarily for the Israelite component of the 
citizenry (Alt KiSchr? 3: 258-302) cannot be documented. 
Yet it has a certain ring of truth, because Jezreel main- 
tained its role as royal residence only among the rulers 
from the House of Omri and apparently lost this function 
after the revolution of Jehu and the anti-Canaanite purge 
of Samaria (2 Kings 9-10). 

Ahab’s policy of balancing Israelite and Canaanite inter- 
ests also had consequences in the religious sphere. The 
Canaanite cult of Baal attained equal status and even 
received special governmental support through the influ- 
ence of Queen Jezebel and her court. In Samaria, Ahab 
erected a temple to Baal with a Baal altar and an image of 
Asherah (1 Kgs 16:32f.). The god Baal who was wor- 
shipped there was identical to the Phoenician god Melkart 
whom Jezebel knew from her homeland. Ahab himself, 
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however, was hardly a Baal worshipper (contrary to 1 Kgs 
16:31); the names of his sons Ahaziah and Jehoram con- 
tain the root of Yahweh’s name, and these names were 
Ahab’s way of demonstrating his attachment to the God of 
Israel. Nevertheless, his policies of religious compromise 
and coexistence earned him the opposition of circles more 
zealously loyal to Yahweh, especially the prophet Elijah, 
who viewed Ahab’s policies as a challenge to the require- 
ment of exclusive worship of Yahweh (cf. 1 Kgs 18:21). 
This violent opposition continued among the prophetic 
groups even after the death of Ahab and has led to the 
dim view of Ahab preserved in the biblical tradition. Sub- 
sequently this portrait was adopted and further intensified 
by the Deuteronomistic redactors of the book of Kings (1 
Kgs 16:30-33). 


D. Traditions about Ahab 

1. The Drought and the Contest on Carmel. The reign 
of Ahab is Jinked to the tradition of a severe drought 
whose beginning and end was traced to the activity of 
Elijah the prophet (1 Kgs 17:1; 18:41—46). It seems, how- 
ever, that at this point the two were not yet antagonists. It 
is debatable whether this drought is identical with the one 
which Menander of Ephesus alleges occurred under Itto- 
baal of Tyre in Phoenicia (Josephus Ant 8.13.2), or whether 
the link between them was established by Josephus himself. 
The implication that the drought was caused by Ahab’s 
idolatry (1 Kgs 16:29-17:1) was a construction of the 
Deuteronomistic redaction: The original prophecy itself 
(17:1) contained no such attribution. It is possible (if not 
provable) that, like other originally basic information (e.g., 
a more detailed identification of the rank of Ahab and of 
the place of the prophecy), the original “cause” for the 
drought was deleted by the redactors in favor of their own 
explanation. 

The tradition of the contest on Mt. Carmel was origi- 
nally unrelated to Ahab. True, he is mentioned in the 
introduction (18:20), but he appears nowhere else in the 
entire narrative (18:21—40). The contest on Mt. Carmel 
was thus definitely not a “Haupt- und Staatsaktion” (Alt, 
KISchr* 2: 147), but was likely a much more limited, local 
event in which the powers of state were unlikely to have 
participated. Nor does the first half of chapter 18 contain 
any historically reliable information on Ahab. The passage 
which describes how Ahab and his house minister, Oba- 
diah, scour the whole country in search of feed for the 
royal mares (vv 3—6) most likely does not recount an 
historical incident, but is intended to demonstrate vividly 
the severity of the drought’s burden on the land. The 
scene of the encounter between Ahab and Elijah (vv 16— 
20) serves primarily to link the theme of the drought to 
the tradition of the “divine judgment on Mt. Carmel.” 

2. Naboth’s Vineyard. The story of Naboth’s vineyard 
at Jezreel (1 Kings 21), on the other hand, is explicitly an 
Ahab tradition. In the present form of the chapter it is 
Jezebel, to be sure, who is the chief character of the 
episode. Yet it is Ahab who was most likely the original 
focus of the tradition. This is already evident in the fact 
that, at first, Elijah addresses only Ahab (vv 17-22), while 
the word of judgment over Jezebel appears as a later 
addition to the story (v 23). Furthermore, there exists a 
short parallel tradition to this story in 2 Kgs 9:25~26. 
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Here, too, only Ahab is mentioned as the offender; Jezebel 
is not mentioned at all. Similarly, the story’s motif of 
“intrigue”—Jezebel staging a fast day with Naboth presid- 
ing, bribing false witnesses to denounce him, and then 
putting him to death on trumped up charges—probably 
should be attributed to a secondary embellishment of the 
tradition. Originally it is probable that Ahab on his own 
initiative appropriated a piece of land belonging to Naboth 
of Jezreel (more likely a field outside the city [2 Kgs 9:25f] 
than a vineyard next to the royal palace (1 Kgs 21:1)) by 
falsely accusing Naboth (of high treason?) and executing 
him together with his sons (2 Kgs 9:26), who would retain 
a legal claim to the land. 

This was probably an instance of conflict between the 
old Israelite property laws and the interests of the king. 
The former guaranteed the Israelite protection from sale 
or exchange of his inherited land, while the latter accom- 
modated the expansion and consolidation of crown prop- 
erty. According to 1 Kgs 21:2, Ahab shared the belief 
common in the ancient Orient (as well as in Canaan) that 
property could be freely traded, bought, exchanged, or 
mortgaged (not unlike his father Omri, who purchased 
the hill of Samaria, 1 Kgs 14:24). He was thwarted, how- 
ever, by Naboth’s implicit appeal to the Israelite law of 
property (21:3) which prohibited the sale or exchange of 
inherited land except for its transferral as inheritance. 
The intent of this traditior. was probably to show how 
Ahab employed the power of his royal office to eliminate 
Naboth and his sons unlawfully and to gain possession of 
their land. This instance cf might before right was a 
perversion of the king’s role, and indicates that in some 
ways the Israelite monarchy resembled ancient Oriental 
despotism. Consequently, Ahab received an announce- 
ment of impending judgment; in 1 Kgs 21:17ff. it is 
understood to have been conveyed by Elijah, but in 2 Kgs 
9:25-26 it is mentioned only as the word of Yahweh 
without naming any prophet. According to the latter text 
the judgment was executed not against Ahab but his son 
Jehoram. See NABOTH. 

3. Building Projects. The reign of Ahab brought Israel 
not only military strength and security, but also increase 
of commerce, economic prosperity, and material culture. 
As might be expected, Ahab’s building activity is also 
emphasized by the Deuteronomistic frame (16:32f.; 22:39) 
which itself derives from the royal records. It is likely that 
he completed the construction of the new capital, Samaria, 
which his father Omri had founded. Mention has already 
been made of the construction of a Baal temple with altar 
and Asherah statue (16:32f.), which was intended primar- 
ily for Jezebel and her retinue, but also for a wider Ca- 
naanite population. The shrine was totally demolished 
during Jehu’s rise to power (“ Kgs 10:25-—27) and therefore 
it is no longer accessible tc archaeological examination. 
According to 1 Kgs 22:39, Ahab also built an “ivory 
house”: This designates the royal palace (or a part 
thereof), the walls of which were decorated with ivory 
carvings. 

The excavations at SAMARIA illustrate this fact. The 
ivory plaques found there represent the most important 
collection of Palestinian miniature art of this era. At least 
a part of it belongs to Ahab’s time (Dussaud 1925). The 
images manifest the strong influence of Egyptian style, but 
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are probably of Phoenician origin. A fortified casemate 
wall (stratum 2) ascribed to the Ahab period demonstrates 
Ahab’s efforts to enclose the city. The design of the palace 
is no longer exactly ascertainable because of numerous 
structural additions. Especially noteworthy, however, is the 
brilliant wall construction using ashlars in a nearly seam- 
less headers-and-stretchers technique, which cannot be 
attributed to indigenous Israelite traditions of craftsman- 
ship. It is more likely that Ahab, like Solomon before him, 
employed Phoenician specialists who contributed their 
technical expertise in the construction of the capital city. 

Besides Samaria there are other cities in the land which 
Ahab completed or developed into fortifications (Pienaar 
1981). The latter normally were sitated in strategically 
important locations. Hazor, Dan, and En Gev protected 
the land against the Aramean threat; Megiddo shielded 
the plain of Jezreel against incursions from the coastal 
plain, especially by the Philistines; while Jericho (1 Kgs 
16:34) apparently served as protection against possible 
Moabite attacks, or as a base of operations in S Cis-Jordan. 
Of course, it is not possible in every case to determine 
precisely whether the strata in question belong to the time 
of Ahab or to other Omride kings; however, in view of the 
remark in | Kgs 22:39 it seems most likely that the bulk of 
these should properly be attributed to Ahab. 

The most striking archaeological findings come from 
MEGIDDO and HAZOR, both of which were heavily gar- 
risoned fortresses. In the W part of the Hazor settlement 
there was a large citadel with unusually thick walls and a 
monumental gate which was originally adorned with 
proto-aeolic columns (Stratum 8). The excavations in Me- 
giddo between 1960 and 1970 have caused a considerable 
revision of the old stratigraphy (Yadin 1975). The famed 
“stables of Solomon” now have turned out to be buildings 
from the time of Ahab (Stratum 4a); their function, how- 
ever, remains disputed. In view of the large contingent of 
war chariots at Ahab’s disposal, their use as stables cannot 
be ruled out; however, their interpretation as storehouses, 
or even as garrisons, is currently favored. A similar col- 
umned building in Hazor from the same era (Stratum 8) 
is plainly a storehouse. The immense water systems in 
Megiddo and Hazor are particularly striking. They, too, 
may be dated to Ahab’s time. They each consisted of a 
vertical shaft (of 35 m at Megiddo; 30 m at Hazor) leading, 
via a stairway, to a horizontal tunnel. At Hazor this tunnel 
of 25 m led to the groundwater table in a gentle descent. 
At Megiddo water from a spring protected externally by a 
wall was carried to the shaft over a distance of 63 m. Both 
structures were engineering masterpieces of their time, 
insuring unhindered access to water from inside the city 
in the event of a siege. 

4. The Battle of Qargar. Toward the end of Ahab’s 
reign a newly emerging enemy upset the balance of power 
in Syria and Palestine: the kingdom of Assyria. In 853 B.c. 
the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III mounted his first cam- 
paign against Syria. This event is not mentioned in the OT, 
but is known from Assyrian sources, particularly from the 
so-called Monolith Inscription of Shalmaneser (ANET, 
278f.). Observing the Assyrian expansion, the Syro-Pales- 
tinian states suspended their internecine hostilities and 
formed a protective alliance against the greater danger. At 
the head of this coalition apparently stood the Aramean 
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king of Damascus, Hadadezer. Immediately following him, 
Irhuléni, king of the Arameans of Hamath, and Ahab of 
Israel (ahabbi sir ilé’a) are mentioned as most important 
allies. They were joined by lesser Syrian and Phoenician 
rulers as well as Arabian cameleers. With 2,000 war chari- 
ots, Ahab deployed the largest chariot force of all the 
allies. Shalmaneser had attacked the area of Hamath and 
had conquered and destroyed the town of Qarqar. It was 
here that the army of the allies challenged him. As may be 
expected from the style of the Assyrian royal inscriptions, 
the Assyrians won a brilliant victory; it was, however, more 
likely a failure, for Shalmaneser discontinued his advance 
and apparently gave up his plans of subjugating the en- 
emy. In the years following he avoided marching into Syria 
and resuming the battle with the allies. 

5. Ahab’s Death. Ahab died shortly after the battle of 
Qargar. According to 1 Kgs 22:29-38, he lost his life in a 
battle with the Arameans over the E Jordan city of Ra- 
moth-Gilead. This implies that the Israelite-Aramean alli- 
ance disintegrated quickly. However, the formula in 22:40 
(“he was laid to rest with his father,” which is generally 
used for a nonviolent death) contradicts such an implica- 
tion, reflecting correctly the actual historical facts. 1 Kgs 
22:29—38 is not a tradition yielding reliable historical data; 
at best it may reflect residual memories of the wounding 
of Ahab’s son Jehoram near Ramoth-Gilead (2 Kgs 8:28- 
29; 9:14ff.). Furthermore, a notice of fulfillment has been 
inserted (22:38; cf 21:19). Thus it seems likely that Ahab 
died a peaceful and natural death in Samaria. 


E. Conclusion 

The portrait of Ahab and his dynasty (the “House of 
Ahab”) has been negatively distorted in the OT tradition 
primarily because of his religious policies which were seen 
as a danger to the traditional worship of God in circles 
loyal to Yahweh. His skillful foreign policies, which pro- 
vided Israel with strength, security, and prosperity, which 
safeguarded peace and the balance of power, and which, 
finally, contributed to the (temporary) containment of 
Assyrian expansionism, may be inferred from the few 
sources that yield reliable historical data. However, his 
contributions in this regard were ignored in the decidedly 
theological perspective of the OT witnesses (Whitley 1952; 
Gooding 1964; Cohen 1975). The negative picture of 
Ahab in the OT is influenced (1) by the circles of opposing 
prophetic groups who transmitted the events of that time 
through their own biased perspective and (2) by the tran- 
sitions accompanying the Jehu revolution, which put an 
end to the “House of Ahab”. In the judgment of later 
Deuteronomistic circles, Ahab was the worst of all the kings 
of the N kingdom (1 Kgs 16:33). For them, his behavior 
yielded a negative criterion for the assessment of subse- 
quent kings or groups and their fortunes (2 Kgs 21:3, 13; 
Micah 6:16). 

2. The son of Kolaiah who, along with Zedekiah the son 
of Maaseiah, was condemned by Jeremiah for prophesying 
false things to the Judean exiles in Babylonia (Jer 29:21— 
23). The two were also accused of committing adultery. 
Although the LXX omits 29:16—-20 (the Lucianic text 
preserves them in a different order), the context of the 
passage suggests that, like their contemporary Hananiah 
(Jeremiah 28), these two prophesied a quick end to the 


AHAB 


exile. Apparently their prophetic activity earned them the 
disfavor of Nebuchadnezzar, who had them executed 
(probably for sedition). Consequently, Jeremiah antici- 
pated that their deaths would be cited in a popular curse: 
“May Yahweh make you like Zedekiah and Ahab, whom 
the king of Babylon roasted in the fire.” 
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WINFRIED THIEL 
Trans. Dietlinde M. Elliott 


AHARAH (PERSON) [Heb ahérah]. The third son of 
Benjamin, following Bela and Ashbel in 1 Chr 8:1 (LXX 
variants include aara, deira, and iaphaél). Since the name 
Aharah does not occur in parallel genealogies of Benjamin 
(Gen 46:21; Num 26:38; 1 Chr 7:6), it is difficult to 
identify him. These various genealogies differ in the 
names, number (from three to ten), and order of sons 
listed. The clcse variant name “Ahiram” is listed as the 3d 
son of Benjamin in Num 26:38 (like Aharah, this name 
occurs only once), suggesting that the list in 1 Chronicles 
8 is dependent on Numbers 26. 
Mark J. FRETZ 


AHARHEL (PERSON) [Heb >dharhél]. The son of 
Harum and bearer of the family name (1 Chr 4:8). Located 
within a fragmented list of Judah’s descendants (vv 1-23), 
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the MT shows no connection between this verse and the 
surrounding context. The MT of v 8 (wégds hélid 7et-“antib 
we et-hassobeba dmispéhat ?dharnél ben-harim, “And Koz was 
father of Anub, and Zobebah. and the families of Aharhel 
the son of Harum”) may be connected to v 7, if it is 
assumed that Heb wéqds has dropped out of the end of v 7 
through haplography (Williamson 1, 2 Chronicles NCBC, 
59). This would make Koz the last named son of Ashhur 
and Helah, and thereby relate his offspring to Judah. 
Similarly, v 8 and v 9 are no: interconnected, unless it is 
assumed that Jabez was alsc a son of Koz (Curtis and 
Madsen Chronicles ICC, 107). 

Most scholars agree that the text of 1 Chr 4:5—-9 is 
corrupt, and that v 8 stands apart from the preceding and 
succeeding verses. Therefore, genealogical connections 
between individuals in these verses are not easily estab- 
lished. If, as the MT suggests, Aharhel is indeed the son 
of Harum, it seems unlikely for him also to be a son of Koz 
(Rudolf Chronikbiicher HAT, 30). If Harum is a gentilic 
variant of “Ram” (Heb rim), with a prefixed definite arti- 
cle, then Aharhel is a descendant of Ram (Yeivin 1971: 
199, n. 109). The LXX reading suggests a third possibility: 
The name Aharhel itself (?dharhél) is a textual corruption 
of the phrase *ah? rékab, “brother of Rechab” (gennéseis 
adelphou Réchab huiou Iareim, ‘the progeny of the brother 
of Rechab, the son of Iarim’). Since the names Aharhel 
and Harum do not occur elsewhere in the Bible, and the 
foregoing questions cannot he satisfactorily resolved, no 
clear identification of Aharhe: is possible. 
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AHASBAT (PERSON) [Heb dhasbay}]. The father of 
Eliphelet (2 Sam 23:34), one of David’s champions (the 
salistm; RSV: The Thirty). That Ahasbai was from Maacah 
may indicate that he was a Syrian (see MAACAH), making 
his son one of the many foreign nationals among David’s 
retainers. The town of Abel, in Beth-Maacah (2 Sam 20:14) 
probably refers to the region of Maacah in southern Syria 
as well (cf. Aharoni LBHG 16°’). On the other hand, 1 Chr 
2:48; 4:19 list Maacah as a family group in southern Judah, 
raising the possibility that Ahasbai was a Judean. The 
parallel list in Chronicles (1 Chr 11:35b—36a) reads Eliphal 
the son of Ur, followed by Hepher the Mecherathite, in- 
stead of Eliphelet, the son of Ahasbai of Maacah. In this 
case it seems probable that the scribe misread the Hebrew 
consonantal text *hsby as ?wr hr, though in other instances 
it appears as if the Chronicler is working with a somewhat 
different text from that in 2 Sam 23:8—39 (see DAVID’S 
CHAMPIONS). 
D. G. SCHLEY 


AHASHTARITES [Heb /:.?ahastari]. See HAAHASH- 
TARI. 
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AHASUERUS (PERSON) [Heb ahaswérés; Gk asyéros}. 

1. The Persian king who chose Esther to be his queen 
(Esth 1:1; 2:16—17; cf. also Ezra 4:6). See ESTHER. He is 
to be identified with the famous XERXES (485—465 B.c.), 
but was mistakenly identified in Jewish Midrash with Ar- 
taxerxes. Hoschander (1923) argued that Ahasuerus was 
to be identified with Artaxerxes II (403-359 s.c.). But 
extrabiblical evidence leaves little doubt that Ahasuerus 
was Xerxes, the son of Darius I. Shea (1976: 228) is able to 
list the spelling of both Xerxes and Artaxerxes in seven 
languages: Greek, Old Persian, Elamite, Aramaic, Hebrew, 
Akkadian, Egyptian (there is always a ¢ in the spelling of 
the latter name). 

Apart from Esther, this Ahasuerus is mentioned only in 
Ezra 4:6 in relation to an accusation which was lodged 
against the Jews in his reign. Morgenstern (1956, 1957, 
1960, 1966) postulated a destruction of Jerusalem in 485 
B.c. in the reign of Xerxes as the immediate background 
of Ezra and Nehemiah, but most scholars regard such a 
thesis as highly improbable. 

Herodotus, in addition to depicting Xerxes’ role in the 
invasion of Greece in 480 B.c., presents an unflattering 
portrait of the king as an impatient, hot-tempered mon- 
arch with a wandering eye for women. According to He- 
rodotus (9.108-13), Xerxes (Gk assouéros) not only tried to 
have an affair with his brother’s wife, but also did have an 
affair with her daughter. 

According to Barucq (1961: 3), the role which Ahasu- 
erus holds in Esther “conforms perfectly to Xerxes” as we 
know him from Herodotus. Moore (1975: 69) agrees: 
“Much of what the author of Esther says about King 
Xerxes corresponds fairly well with what the classical writ- 
ers had to say about such things, for example, . . . his nasty 
and at times irrational temper (1:12; 7:7-8)....” 

Ahasuerus is prominently portrayed on his throne in a 
fresco of the famous Dura Europos synagogue (Levit-Tawil 
1983). 

2. The father of Darius the Mede (Dan 9:1). See DA- 
RIUS THE MEDE. 

3. The ruler who helped Nebuchadnezzar destroy the 
city of Nineveh (Tob 14:15). However, given the romantic 
and unhistorical nature of this apocryphal book, the iden- 
tity of this character is in doubt. The author’s chronologi- 
cal sequence seems to be so skewed (cf. Tob 1:4, which 
condenses events two centuries apart into one generation) 
that it is impossible to determine which ancient ruler he 
had in mind. He may have regarded this as the same 
Ahasuerus mentioned in Esth 1:1 and Ezra 4:6 (i.e., the 
Persian Xerxes; see 1. above), who came to the throne 
about 75 years after Nebuchadnezzar died. Other ancient 
sources confirm that Nineveh was actually destroyed in 612 
B.c. by a coalition led by Nebuchadnezzar’s father Nabo- 
polassar and Cyaxares (Uvaxiatra) the Mede. 
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EpwIn M. YAMAUCHI 


AHAVA (PLACE) [Heb ?ahdwa?]. Var. THERAS. The 
river (and possibly also a town) mentioned in Ezra’s mem- 
oirs as the place where Ezra first gathered the exiles and 
proclaimed a fast before departing to return to Palestine 
(Ezra 8:15, 21, 31). Although limited data is available, and 
all proposed identifications assume a particular route for 
Ezra’s return, Ahava presumably was located within a 
radius of 200 km from Babylon (Zadok 1979: 117). 

One obstacle to identification lies in the abundant tex- 
tual variants found in the relevant verses. In v 15, the 
Ethiopic ahua reflects MT tradition, but LXX variants 
including euei(m) and thous: do not support the MT. In vv 
21 and 31, the LXX reads variously thoue, aoue, daouath. 
The 1 Esdras 8 parallels read theran (41, 60—Eng 8:61), 
while a variant of v 41 reads potamon (river) as the proper 
name itself. Josephus mentions no name, but simply refers 
to the place as the “other side of the Euphrates” (Ant 
11.5.2). It is difficult to decipher whether the various mss 
reflect different vorlagen, or whether the scribes were at- 
tempting to make an identification of the site. 

Although the canal Ahava still has not been positively 
identified by scholars (Delitzsch 1881: 193), and may sim- 
ply refer to a large, unsettled area outside Babylon, it may 
be associated with various settlement sites. According to 
Williamson (1, 2 Chronicles NCBC, 116), Ahava may have 
been one of Babylon’s artificial canals or waterways con- 
structed for defensive purposes, whose source was the 
Euphrates. Winckler (1901: 518) identifies Ahava with the 
ancient city of Opis (Babylonian Upi), which was probably 
located north of Sippar along the Tigris. Obermeyer 
(1929: 15) identifies Ahava with “Awa-na” (where “na” 
signifies a district), a village located ca. 53 km north of 
Baghdad near the Tigris. Based on LXX aoue and euet, 
Gutman (EncMigr 1: 122) proposes /tu (modern Hit, prob- 
ably the same as */s), a city located ca. 200 km northwest of 
Babylon on the Euphrates. 
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Makk J. FRETZ 


AHAZ (PERSON) [Heb ahaz]. The name is a hypocoris- 
ticon: a shortened form of names such as Ahaziah and 
Jehoahaz, “the LORD holds.”. These names probably re- 
flect confidence in God’s imminent presence, as in Ps 
73:23, “I am always with you, you hold (ékazta) my right 
hand” (IPN, 179). 

1. The great-great-grandson of Saul, mentioned only in 
post-exilic genealogies (1 Chr 8:35, 36, and 9:41, 42; Ahaz 
is absent in the Hebrew of 9:41, probably as a result of 
haplography). These verses appear in the two nearly iden- 
tical genealogies of Saul’s family in 1 Chr 8:33-40 and 
1 Chr 9:39-44. This list is from the end of the First 
Temple period (Demsky 1971: 20), and was preserved by 
Benjaminite families that survived the Babylonian exile 
(Williamson 1979: 356). The existence and preservation 
of the Saulide genealogy probably reflects the continued 
prominence of Saul’s family, and perhaps even their hope 
that they would return to power (Ackroyd, Chronicles Ezra 
Nehemiah CBC, 42; Flanagan 1982: 25). The genealogy of 
Benjamin in |] Chronicles 8 corresponds to the genealogy 
of Judah in chaps. 2—4, forming a frame around the other 
tribes of Israel. Benjamin and Judah are given this promi- 
nent position by the Chronicler because of their past 
loyalty to David and the Temple (Williamson, Chronicles 
NCB, 46-47) and because they are the two main tribes 
that returned from the exile (Ezra 1:5). The repetition of 
the genealogy in chap. 9 serves as a bridge to the narrative 
of Saul’s death in chap. 10 (Demsky 1971: 17). 
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2. The son and successor of Jotham, who assumed the 
throne when he was 20 years old and reigned for 16 years, 
ca. 742-727 3.c.r. (2 Kgs 16:2). The fuller form of the 
name Jehoahzz is found in the Assyrian annals of Tiglath- 
pileser III as Yauhazi (ANET, 282-4). The chronological 
difficulties connected with this reign are notoriously diffi- 
cult. The precise timing of Ahaz’s accession is obscured by 
the conflicting references in 2 Kgs 16:2 and 2 Chr 28:1 
when compared with the contradictory information about 
the death of Ahaz and the accession of Hezekiah (2 Kgs 
16:19-20; 18:1). If Hezekiah succeeded Ahaz when he 
was 25 years old (2 Kgs 18:2), then Ahaz could only have 
been 11 years old when he became a father since he is said 
to have been 36 at the time of his death (2 Chr 28:2). 

Various aspects of the reign of Ahaz are described in 
three separate accounts in 2 Kings 16, 2 Chronicles 28, 
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and Isaiah 7, as well as in Assyrian annals and inscriptions 
(ANET, 282-84). These accounts give very different assess- 
ments of the reign of Ahaz, as well as a number of 
conflicting details which are difficult to reconcile. Histori- 
ans have tried to reconstruct the Syro-Ephraimite war on 
the basis of the accounts of Ahaz’s reign in Kings, Chroni- 
cles, and Isaiah. All note that the broad outline appears to 
be recognizable, while the actual details are much more 
contentious. See SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR. A good ac- 
count of the various difficulties can be found in Bright 
(BHI, 276-77) or Miller and Hayes (HAJJ, 340—46). These 
accounts are dependent upon critical judgments about the 
date of the various narratives as well as assessments of the 
priority of various conflicting details in the different ac- 
counts. There is some dispute over the correct date of 
Ahaz’s appeal to Tiglath-pileser for assistance in fending 
off the anti-Assyrian coalition formed by N Israel and 
Syria. Judah was deprived of the important economic and 
strategic port of Elath by the Arameans (according to the 
MT of 2 Kgs 16:6) or by the Edomites (as many commen- 
tators emend the text). According to the Chronicler, the 
Edomites joined the attack upon Judah (2 Chr 28:17-18), 
while the Philistines made incursions into the Shephelah 
and Negeb. However, it is clear that the Assyrians soon 
subdued the region and defeated the Syro-Ephraimite 
coalition (ca. 734-732 B.c.E.). 

Furthermore, it is often concluded that the conse- 
quences of Ahaz’s action was to reduce Judah to a vassal 
state of Assyria (BHI, 276-77). A particular area of debate 
(Cogan 1974; McKay 1973) has been whether or not Ahaz 
introduced the worship of Assyrian astral deities into the 
Jerusalem temple and so throughout Judah. Such a view is 
based on the description of Ahaz’s voluntary introduction 
of the altar from Damascus into the Jerusalem temple 
after his visit to Tiglath-pileser (2 Kgs 16:10). This is then 
thought to be confirmed by the fact that Ahaz was forced 
to pay tribute, in the form of temple treasures, to his 
Assyrian overlord. However, this standard interpretation 
has been challenged, particularly by Cogan (1974) and 
McKay (1973). They question the fact that Tiglath-pileser 
ever imposed Assyrian religion upon vassals or that Ahaz 
was forced to modify indigenous cults (McKay 1973: 5— 
12). It has been pointed out that the Deuteronomistic 
condemnation of Ahaz was for the introduction of Pales- 
tinian indigenous cults rather than for those of Assyria 
(Cogan 1974: 72—88). Ahaz’s sacrificial cult is described in 
2 Chr 28:23 as being carried out in honor of the “gods of 
Damascus.” This suggests that the Jerusalem cult was 
based on common Syro-Palestinian models, rather than 
necessarily subject to Assyrian imperial religion. Cogan 
and McKay deny that the type of altar described is found 
in Mesopotamia. Ahaz is also seen as reviving the cult of 
child sacrifice associated with Molech. The phrase “he 
made his son pass through the fire” is taken as a reference 
to child sacrifice rather than some ritual ordeal: RSV “he 
burned his son” (cf. Deut 18:10). 

The differing biblical and scholarly assessments of 
Ahaz’s reign highlight the tendentious nature of the bibli- 
cal narratives. Ackroyd (1968) has highlighted the differ- 
ing theological concerns in the three narratives and their 
difficulty as historical sources. He maintains that it is not 
possible to conflate the accounts in order to arrive at an 
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historical picture. Thompson (1982) has produced the 
most detailed study of the theological shaping of these 
narratives. Ackroyd (1984) has recently argued that Ahaz’s 
submission to Assyrian power enabled Judah to survive the 
catastrophe which overtook the northern kingdom in 722 
B.C.E., whereas Hezekiah’s rebellion against the Assyrians 
resulted in disaster. He concludes that the biblical assess- 
ments of Ahaz’s reign from a purely theological point of 
view present the opposite of an historically accurate pic- 
ture. 

The account of Ahaz’s reign in 2 Kings 16 forms an 
important part of the Deuteronomistic presentation of the 
climactic advance of the S kingdom to its ultimate fate at 
the hands of the Babylonians in 587 s.c.£. Ahaz’s reign is 
highlighted by the Deuteronomists in a number of impor- 
tant ways. He is not only condemned with the standard 
assessment that “he did not do what was right in the eyes 
of the LORD ... ,” but his reign is introduced without 
mention of his mother, a very rare occurrence in regnal 
formulae paralleled only in the introduction to the reign 
of Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:16-—17). Again, like Jehoram, Ahaz is 
also reviled further by being compared in his wickedness 
to the kings of Israel (2 Kgs 16:3; see 2 Kgs 8:18). The 
amount of space devoted to detailing Ahaz’s religious and 
political deviations from the Deuteronomistic ideal high- 
lights the significance of this chapter within the Deuter- 
onomistic History. Ahaz is presented as adding signifi- 
cantly to this spiral of cultic decline by following the 
abominable practices of the nations driven out by Yahweh 
and sacrificing and burning incense on the high places, 
hills, and under every green tree. His cultic failings are 
couched in language that makes his crime in the eyes of 
the Deuteronomists unambiguous and unforgivable. The 
appeal to Tiglath-pileser against the Syro-Ephraimite coa- 
lition, his subsequent building of the altar on the Damas- 
cus model, the payment of tribute, and various alterations 
to the temple are introduced without explicit comment or 
condemnation. However, in the context of the severe con- 
demnation in the opening verses of the chapter (2 Kgs 
16:2—4), this has to be read as further evidence of the 
inherent corruption of Ahaz’s reign. Most reigns of S kings 
who are judged as unworthy as Ahaz are dismissed in a 
few verses. The significance of this chapter is that it stands 
immediately before the important editorial section in 2 
Kings 17 detailing the destruction of the N for its apostasy. 
The present context, therefore, highlights that the S king- 
dom is progressing at an ever increasing rate to a similar 
fate. 

The Chronicler’s presentation of the reign of Ahaz 
further highlights the different theological assumptions 
underlying these major complexes within the Hebrew Bi- 
ble. It is generally recognized that the Chronicler reworks 
the material from Kings in line with his/her own tenden- 
tious design. The overall condemnation at the opening of 
the chapter remains very much the same. However the 
details of the account are often strikingly different while 
much of the material is unique to the Chronicler. The 
treatment of Judaean captives by the N kingdom (2 Chr 
28:8—15) is an addition by the Chronicler. Ahaz’s problems 
with Israel and Syria are not presented as due to a coalition 
but as separate matters. Whereas 2 Kings 16 and Isaiah 7 
state that the coalition besieged Jerusalem but was unable 
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to take it, the Chronicler details devastating defeats by 
Syria and Israel. Williamson (1977: 114-18) has pointed 
out the significance of the chapter within the Chronicler’s 
work, The various additions and changes made by the 
Chronicler to the Kings account reverse the presentations 
of the S and N kingdoms in 2 Chronicles 13. He highlights 
very significant literary parallels between 2 Chronicles 28 
and 2 Chronicles 13 which emphasize the tendentious way 
in which the material is presented. At the end of the reign 
of Ahaz both communities have been defeated and are in 
partial exile. It is made clear that Ahaz has reversed the 
religious policies of Abijah and that Judah has assumed 
the apostate role previously attributed to N Israel. 

Isaiah 7 provides a different perspective on the Syro- 
Ephraimite coalition and Ahaz’s role in the affair. Ahaz 
symbolizes a lack of faith and trust in Yahweh. The sym- 
bolic naming of the children, Shear-jashub and Immanuel, 
are signs of hope presented to the king confirming that 
the coalition will be divinely defeated, provided Judah 
remains faithful. The implicit threat is to the Davidic 
dynasty since the signs are given to “the house of David” 
(7:2). Clements (Isaiah NCBC, 84) also points out that the 
attempt by the coalition to place Ben Tabeel on the throne 
further symbolizes the threat since it is usually assumed 
that the reference is to an Aramaean of non-Davidic de- 
scent. 
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AHAZIAH (PERSON) [éhazyah(ii)]. The name of two 
kings in the OT. The name means “Yahweh has seized.” 

1. King of N Israel, the son and successor of Ahab, who 
reigned little more than one year. The calculations for his 
reign differ only slightly: 852-851 B.c.z. (Begrich and 
Jepsen), 853-852 (Thiele), 854-853 (Andersen). 

The sources for Ahaziah of Israel are found in 1 Kgs 
22:40, 50, 52-54; 2 Kgs 1:1-18; and 2 Chr 20:35, 37. The 
subsequent division of the book of Kings has split the 
account of Ahaziah’s reign into two halves. Little is re- 
ported about the period of his reign. One can assume that 
it was too short a period of time to enable him to make 
changes in the policies he had inherited from his father 
Ahab, even if he had wanted to do so. He probably contin- 
ued Ahab’s policies, externally seeking peace and alliances 
and concentrating all his efforts on the prevention of a 
potential Syrian (and later an Assyrian) threat. Domesti- 
cally, he probably continued to strive for a balance between 
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the Israelite citizens and the traditionally Canaanite popu- 
lation by promoting equality of rights in social and reli- 
gious affairs. This caused him (like his father Ahab before 
him) to be criticized by circles loyal to Yahweh, especially 
by the prophet Elijah. A concrete case of this is found in 
the narrative of 2 Kings 1. Because these few notices about 
Ahaziah derive from the prophetic tradition and the Deu- 
teronomistic redactors, he is depicted negatively, as was 
his father Ahab. 

2 Kgs 1:1, a noteworthy verse that seems rather abrupt, 
informs the reader that Moab rebelled against Israel after 
Ahab’s death (i.e., during the reign of Ahaziah). This note 
appears in an almost identical formulation in 3:5, where it 
refers to the time of Jehoram, Ahaziah’s successor. It 
introduces the narrative about the campaign of the kings 
of Israel, Judah, and Edom against King Mesha of Moab. 
This is most likely the original source of this information 
(3:5), but later Deuteronomistic redactors moved it to 2 
Kgs 1:1, because it fit the chronological context better 
there (“after Ahab’s death,” which had just previously been 
reported). In this new context, however, this note served 
no purpose. Besides, the “defection of Moab” is difficult to 
imagine as a sudden event. In the last years of Ahab’s 
reign the Moabites were probably already attempting to 
shake off their dependency, in order to exert more pres- 
sure on the areas of Israelite settlement in the N after 
Ahab’s death (cf. KAI 2,174). The growing expansion of 
the Moabites under the rule of their king Mesha must have 
burdened the administrations of Ahaziah and Jehorarn. 

According to 1 Kgs 22:50 Ahaziah offered to let the 
Judean king Jehoshaphat participate in his naval enterprise 
in the Red Sea. It is certain that this notice depends on old 
reports. Jehoshaphat used his sovereignty over Edom in 
order to imitate the model of Solomon (1 Kgs 9:26-—28; 
10:11) and tc resume his shipping trade headquartered at 
the Gulf of Aqabah. He had a fleet built at Ezion-geber (a 
location that has not yet been exactly determined near 
present-day lath, perhaps Gesiret Fara‘iin), which was 
supposed to :ravel to Ophir (probably in S Arabia) where 
it would acquire gold through trade (22:48—49). Ahaziah 
also wanted to be involved in this financially promising 
expedition. I: is possible that he offered Jehoshaphat the 
chance to join the undertaking by introducing him to the 
arts of ship construction and nautical affairs, which the 
Israelites hacl learned in their dealings with the Phoeni- 
cians. Whatever the circumstances and the background for 
this may have been, Jehoshaphat rejected Ahaziah’s offer. 
The expedition miscarried; soon after its departure the 
fleet, which had been constructed by Judeans inexperi- 
enced in shipbuilding, was dashed to pieces. 

In 2 Chr 20:35-37, the sole passage in Chronicles that 
mentions Ahaziah, this event receives a theological inter- 
pretation. By changing the details of 1 Kgs 22:48—50, the 
naval project was depicted as an enterprise shared by both 
kings. The words of an otherwise unknown prophet an- 
nounce and interpret this failure as God’s punishment for 
Jehoshaphat’s alliance with the impious Ahaziah. 

The most extensive story about Ahaziah, found in 2 Kgs 
1:2-17, is a tradition about Elijah. Ahaziah is mentioned 
by name only at the beginning (v 2), although it is almost 
certain that he was indeed Elijah’s opponent in this con- 
flict. The original story encompassed only vv 2-8, 17. It 
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derives unquestionably from historical facts, but uses them 
only as a framework for a theological statement. This 
narrative reports that Ahaziah has had an accident, falling 
from his upper chamber—zeither through the wooden 
window lattice or through the enclosure surrounding the 
roof, injuring himself seriously. In this condition he sent 
messengers to Ekron to obtain an oracle concerning his 
fate. The name of the god to which he appealed in 2 Kgs 
1:2 is Baal-zebub, “Lord of the Flies,” which seems to be a 
distortion of the original narne Baal-Zebul, “Prince Baal” 
(as attested in Ugaritic texts and even NT passages [Matt 
10:25; Matt 12:24 = Mark 3:22 = Luke 11:15; Matt 12:27 
= Luke 11:18f.; on the other hand, “Beelzebub” is attested 
in ms variants). This name refers to a salvation god of 
apparent supraregional importance. By sending messen- 
gers to this deity in Ekron rather than to Yahweh, Ahaziah 
behaved as if there were no god in Israel to impart infor- 
mation and to decide matters of life and death. For this 
reason Elijah announces to Ahaziah his death, which then 
comes to pass. Therefore, Ahaziah died as a result of 
falling from the upper chamber of his palace in Samaria. 
Since he had no son, his brother Jehoram followed him on 
the throne (2 Kgs 1:17—18, in a textually difficult formu- 
lation which arose from the combination of diverse textual 
components: the end of the original story about Elijah, a 
Deuteronomistic framework for Ahaziah, and a synchro- 
nistic dating). 

In their introduction (1 Kgs 22:52-54) the Deuteron- 
omistic redactors of the book of Kings assess Ahaziah 
negatively, presenting him as an adherent of Baal. That 
has a certain basis in the following story in which Ahaziah 
appeals to “Baal-zebub” of Ekron. As in the case of Ahab, 
it is questionable whether this evaluation is accurate in a 
strict sense. See also AHAB. 

2. King of Judah, son of Jehoram and Athaliah, who 
ascended the throne as his father’s successor at the age of 
22 and reigned just barely one year, i.e., 845—44 (Begrich), 
845 (Jepsen), 841 (Thiele) or 843-842 B.c.£. (Andersen). 

Notices about Ahaziah of Judah are found in 2 Kgs 
8:24-29; 9:16, 21-29; 10:13--14; and 2 Chr 22:1-2, 6-11. 
His name is mentioned also in 2 Kgs 11:1-2; 12:19; 13:1; 
14:13; and 1 Chr 3:11. It is found in the distorted form 
“Azariah” in 2 Chr 22:6 (cf. 2 Kgs 8:29); he is called 
“Jehoahaz” in 2 Chr 21:17 (cf. 22:1) and 25:23 (cf. 2 Kgs 
14:13), where the two elements that form the name are 
reversed. In all these cases the person’s identity is guaran- 
teed by the parallels. 

The sources are diverse in nature. The Deuteronomistic 
framework for Ahaziah is found in 2 Kgs 8:25-27 and 
9:28-29. It is possible that 8:28 derives from the notices of 
annals, and 8:29 corresponds nearly verbatim to the pas- 
sage 9:15a, 16b. The large unit 9:1—10:17 was written to 
justify the demise of the Omride dominion and to legiti- 
mate the Jehu dynasty. In respect to Judah, it seems not to 
be tendentious. 

According to 2 Kgs 8:28, Ahaziah, together with Je- 
horam of Israel, defended the E Jordanian boundary city 
Ramoth-Gilead (Tell er-Ramit) against the Syrians from 
Damascus who were led by their king Hazael. If this is 
true, Ahaziah had apparently little time to exert his power 
in Jerusalem and left the business of ruling principally to 
his mother Athaliah. In express contrast to 8:28, however, 
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9:14 knows nothing about Ahaziah’s participation in the 
battles around Ramoth-Gilead. Like 9:16b, 8:29b knows 
only Ahaziah’s visit to the wounded king Jehoram in Jez- 
reel. Two possible solutions are imaginable. One can ex- 
plain the conflict as a difference between S Judean (8:28) 
and N Israelite perspectives (8:29b = 9:16b; 9:14b, 15a), 
while a more radical solution anticipates the inauthenticity 
of the information in 8:28. The assumption of a small 
textual error at the beginning of 8:28 removes the subject 
Ahaziah from the sentence, producing the following read- 
ing: “And Joram, the son of Ahab, went into battle against 
Hazael, the king of Syria, in Ramoth-Gilead” (thus Wiirth- 
wein Kings ATD 11/2, 324, following Ewald and Kloster- 
mann). Of course, this must be a very old textual corrup- 
tion, since this wording is assumed in 2 Chr 22:5. 

In any case, Ahaziah was present in Jezreel when Jehu 
arrived for the purpose of exterminating the Omride 
dynasty (8:28; 9:16b, 21, 23). Jehu killed Jehoram of Israel 
and also ordered the execution of Ahaziah of Judah, who 
fled S toward Beth-Haggan (En-Gannim) apparently hop- 
ing to fight his way back to Jerusalem. However, near 
Ibleam (Khirbet Bel‘ame) he was seriously wounded by 
those who were pursuing him. He made it as far as Me- 
giddo (Tell el-Mutesellim) where he died. His body was 
brought to Jerusalem and buried in the tombs of the kings 
(9:27-29). Concurrently, “forty-two brothers of Ahaziah,” 
who likewise were staying in the N kingdom, presumably 
fell unexpectedly into the hands of Jehu, who had them 
executed (10:12—14). The authenticity of this bloody epi- 
sode is not undisputed, although the number of Ahaziah’s 
“brothers” seems unusually high. Either it is exaggerated, 
as often occurs in the OT, or the “brothers” should be 
understood in a nonliteral sense as members of the Davidic 
royal line, whose sovereign at that time was none other 
than King Ahaziah. The motives which led Jehu also to 
have the Judean king and his relatives killed are not en- 
tirely clear. Did he, by taking these measures, want only to 
prevent the dead king’s (Jehoram’s) cousin from taking 
blood revenge? Or did he also want to destroy the Omride 
dynasty along with its palpable allies? In any case, Jehu’s 
sanguine deed ironically enabled the Omrides to come to 
power in Jerusalem (i.e., Queen Athaliah’s assumption of 
the government [11:1~3]), something he could not have 
anticipated or desired. 

The Deuteronomistic redactors judge Ahaziah’s reli- 
gious behavior negatively and equate it with the “way of 
the house of Ahab.” The context attributes his behavior to 
the influence of his mother Athaliah (8:26-27). The 
Chronicler expressly states (2 Chr 22:3) that Ahaziah’s 
mother encouraged his apostasy from God. Ahaziah is 
described in this context as a person who subjected himself 
both religiously and politically to the influence of the 
“house of Ahab” (22:4—5). Otherwise, Chronicles provides 
information that is not present in its Vorlage in the books 
of Kings. According to 2 Chr 21:17 and 22:1, Ahaziah was 
supposed to have been the youngest son of Jehoram, who 
came to the throne, because all of his older brothers had 
either been led away or killed by Philistines and Arabs who 
had invaded Judah. In this case, one may suggest that the 
Chronicler had access to a special source. However, the 
historicity of this information is subject to serious reconsid- 
eration. This especially applies to the Chronicler’s depic- 
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tion of the demise of Ahaziah (22:5—9), which in part 
consists of excerpts from 2 Kgs 8:28-10:14 (v 5 = 2 Kgs 
8:28; v 6 = 2 Kgs 8:29), and in part of summaries 
reported in that text (v 7 = 2 Kgs 9:21; v 8 = 2 Kgs 
10:12-14). However, Ahaziah’s death is described quite 
differently by the Chronicler than by the Deuteronomistic 
redactors. According to 2 Chr 22:9, Ahaziah hid in Sa- 
maria, where he was discovered and killed by Jehu, and 
subsequently also buried there. This completely contra- 
dicts the information presented in 2 Kgs 9:27—28. Even if 
one should think that a special tradition was used in 
Chronicles, its presentation is much more improbable than 
that found in 2 Kgs 9:27-28. 
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AHBAN (PERSON) [Heb ?ahban]. A son of Abishur and 
Abihail, of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 2:29). The identity of 
Ahban is uncertain, a fact reflected by LXX variants (e.g., 
achabar, ozabar, and adab). The name itself occurs only in 
this extended genealogy of Israel identifying tribal loca- 
tions within Palestine (1 Chronicles 2~8). 

MakkK J. FRETZ 


AHER (PERSON) [Heb °ahér]. The father of Hushim 
according to the MT of 1 Chr 7:12; the name is attested 
only in this tribal genealogy. The MT of 1 Chr 7:12 reads 
wesuppim wehuppim béné Sir hisim béné ?ahér, lit. “And Shup- 
pim and Huppim the sons of Ir, Hushim the sons of Aher.” 
The difficult grammatical construction of a plural “sons” 
preceded by only one name (Hushim) is only one problem 
in this text; the other problem is the fact that although 
Dan is included in the list of Jacob’s sons (1 Chr 2:2), there 
is no Danite lineage in the subsequent tribal genealogies (1 
Chronicles 2—8). The occurrence of the word ?ahér in this 
difficult text can be interpreted not only as a personal 
name, but also as an adjective; if the text is emended, one 
can reconstruct in its place either different personal names 
or a cardinal number. 

Klostermann (RE 4: 94) emends 1 Chr 7:12 to read bny 
dan him béné °ehad, “Sons of Dan: Hushim his son, one.” 
This solution is supported by Gen 46:23 and less so by 
Num 26:42, while the proposed reading béné, is supported 
by the LXX reading huios autou, “his son.” The emendation 
of MT °abkér to the cardinal number “one” (Heb ?ehad) is 
justified since the Heb letters dalet and reX are easily con- 
fused, and since the Chronicler tends to number the sons 
(cf. 1 Chr 7:1, 3, 6-7). Although Rudolf (Chronikbiicher 
HAT, 68) concurs with Klostermann’s conclusion, he pre- 
sumes that a marginal note (Heb lépanim lair sem ahér, 
“previously the city had another name”) on Judg 18:29a 
(MT wayyiqr? a sém-ha‘ir dan, “and they call the name of 
the city Dan”) became a gloss in Klostermann’s proposed 
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text of 1 Chr 7:12. According to Rudolf’s explanation, 
-ahér is an acljective (“another”) displaced through textual 
corruption. Along other lines Noth (UgS 1: 118) concludes 
that 1 Chr 7:12 should read “. . . and Shupham and 
Hupham. The sons of Dan: Suham. The sons of Asher 
[sic.]: . . .” Based on the assumption that the order of the 
tribes in Numbers 26 is the Chronicler’s source, he com- 
pletely revises the MT, and includes a postulated lacuna 
between vv 12 and 13. In order to place Dan and Asher in 
their proper order between Benjamin and Naphtali, ac- 
cording to Num 26:38—50 (cf. Gen 46:8-27), Aher (Heb 
-ahér) is either deleted, or emended to read Asher (Heb 
asér). One other solution (Williamson 1973) is to emend 
the final word of 1 Chr 7:12 (MT ?ahér) to read either ?ard 
(cf. Gen 46:21; Num 26:40 where Heb ’ard follows hpm in 
the order of names), or °addaér (cf. LXX of Num 26:40, 
adar; and 1 Chr 8:3 where a scribe may have mistaken the 
Heb letter dalet for het). If, as Williamson proposes, 1 Chr 
7:12 is a fragmentary verse that was added to vv 6-11, 
then the word Aher would have been produced by a scribal 
error. Thus, the absence of Dan is not a problem, because 
it did not occur in the fragment, which must be treated 
separately from the rest of the name list. 
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AHI (PERSON) [Heb ahi]. The son of Abdiel and chief 
of one of the Gadite clans in the “pasture lands of Sharon” 
during the overlapping reigns of Jotham of Judah and 
Jeroboam II of Israel (1 Chr 5:14—16). The name occurs 
in a textually corrupt genealogical list, and combined with 
the fact that it is a form of the Hebrew word for “brother,” 
it has presented problems for translators and interpreters 
alike. The pattern “son of X, son of Y, son of Z, etc.” in 1 
Chr 5:14—15 is interrupted by Heb ’Ay. One solution is to 
retain the MT and take *hy as a personal name, possibly a 
shortened form of Ahijah (Rudolf Chronikbticher HAT, 46), 
without the expected “son of.” Another option, reflected 
in various ancient versions, is to read 7hy as the construct 
form of the common noun (“brother of;” see LXX adelphou 
and Vg. fratres); however, an expected proper noun does 
not follow the construct “brother of” in these mss, there- 
fore, the sense is no more clear with this translation. 
Another option is to emend the text, as do some other 
LXX mss (1 Chr 5:14) by transposing °hy and the preced- 
ing name Buz (e.g. zaboucham, achibouz). Although Heb 7hy 
occurs 35 times in the MT, the RSV translates it “Ahi” only 
here. In a similar instance (1 Chr 7:34) the RSV prefers to 
emend the text (abéné Samer °dhi wérawhgé, lit. “The sons of 
Shemer: Ahi and Rohgah”) to read “The son(s) of Shemer 
his brother: Rohgah .. .” Ca&hiw raéfw]hga). This emendation 
seems to be based on the parallel in v 35 (aben-hélem ?chiw, 
“The son(s) of Helem his brother”). In 1 Chr 7:34 some 
LXX mss combine the two names (e.g., achiouraoga, héeig- 
kairagous), others render Ahi quite literally (achi kai rooga, 
“Achi and Rooga”); but in support of the RSV, other mss 
combine hy with the following waw (LXX achiouia; Arme- 
nian achiu; see also LXX v 35 adelphou autou). Since hy is a 
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common element in NW Semitic names (Al, 93.6; PNPI, 
263-64; APNM, 160-61), it is plausible to argue that Ahi 
is indeed a personal name in 1 Chr 5:15; however, because 
the text is corrupt, an emendation similar to that made by 
the RSV in | Chr 7:34 could just as easily solve the 
problem. 

Marx J. FretTz 


AHITAH (PERSON) [Heb dhiyah]. A clan leader who 
signed Nehemiah’s pledge of reform (Neh 10:27—Eng 
10:26). In this list of leaders (vv 2-28) Ahiah’s is the only 
name preceded by the Heb conjunction waw. Meyer (1896: 
142) suggests that this distinguishes w’hyh; thus, by emend- 
ing it to whyw, he changes the text to read “Rehum, 
Hashabnah, Maaseiah, and his brother Hanan .. .” The 
LXX of Neh 10:27, however, renders the name as ara, 
suggesting the name Arah, a prominent family name 
mentioned in Ezra 2:5 ( = Neh 7:10). 
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AHIAM (PERSON) [Heb *dh?am]. One of the Hararites 
listed in the parallel rosters of King David’s warriors (2 
Sam 23:33; 1 Chr 11:35). In the MT, these parallel lists 
spell the name of Ahiam’s father as Sharar (2 Sam 23:33) 
or Sachar (1 Chr 11:35). Some variants of the LXX read 
sacharé, or sachar ho—lending support to Sachar as the 
original form. The designation “Hararite” possibly signi- 
fies either Ahiam’s clan name (translated “the Urite” by 
McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 493), or the name of his hometown, 
which Elliger (1935: 56) identifies with the town Araru of 
the Amarna letters. 
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AHIAN (PERSON) [Heb ’ahydn]. The son of Shemida, 
and grandson of Manasseh (1 Chr 7:19) listed within the 
extended genealogy of Israel (1 Chronicles 2—8). Ahian is 
not mentioned elsewhere in connection with Shemida, who 
is allotted land in the Cisjordon (Num 26:32; Josh 17:2). 
According to ostraca discovered at Samaria (Reisner, 
Fisher, and Lyon 1924: 228-29), Shemida is either the 
name of a tribal unit involved in commerce, or a place 
name like Shechem which also appears in the ostraca. 
Although Ahian does not occur in the ostraca, since other 
names in the biblical genealogy which are or might very 
well be geographical names do appear there, Ahian may 
be the place name which came to be associated with a tribal 
unit located in the Manassite region of Samaria. 
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AHTEZER (PERSON) [Heb >dhi‘ezer]. 1. The son of 
Ammishaddai and leader of the tribe of Dan, who assisted 
Moses in taking a census of Israel (Num 1:12; 2:25). As 
tribal representative, Ahiezer contributed offerings on the 
10th day of the tabernacle dedication (Num 7:66, 71) and 
commanded the Danites as a rear guard for Israel on the 
march from Sinai to Palestine (Num 10:25). 

2. Chief of the Benjaminites who defected from King 
Saul to David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:3). If the plural “sons” 
(Heb béné) refers both to Joash and Ahiezer, as the RSV 
translates the MT, then Ahiezer would also be one of two 
sons of Shemaah the Gibeathite in this list of Benjaminite 
defectors. Of all the members of Saul’s army who went 
over to serve David, some of the most noteworthy were 
these Benjaminites, since they were from Saul’s own clan 
(see Rudolf Chronikbiicher HAT, 105; Williamson 1981; 
Zeron 1974), 
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AHTIHUD (PERSON) [Heb >ahihid; >ahthud]. Two indi- 
viduals mentioned in the Hebrew Bible bear this name. In 
both its forms, this name has been translated “the brother 
(i.e., the god) is exalted” (EncMigr 1: 215), with the kinship 
term °ah (brother) representing the theophoric element. 
Johnson (/DB 1: 67) offers the translations of “the (divine) 
brother is exalted” or “the (divine) brother is glorious.” 
One suggestion (Enemigr 1: 215; see esp. IPN, 146, 192) is 
that the name expresses the glory and majesty of the Lord 
that appear in nature and particularly in the heavens. 
However, the textual transmission of these vv has not been 
clear, as exemplified by the many LXX variants. 

1. An Asherite, the son of Shelomi (Num 34:27), and 
one of those named (MT ?ahihiid) in a list of tribal leaders. 
These leaders, “nes? ?im,” (Speiser: 1967), were appointed 
by Eleazar the Priest and Joshua the son of Nun to oversee 
the allotment of the land of Canaan W of the Jordan River 
to the 10 tribes of Israel. Based on the LXX variant (Gk 
achiér) in this verse Ahihud has been identified with the 
name ACHIOR in the book of Judith (see Cowley 1913: 
244). 

2. A Benjaminite, his name (MT °ahihud) appears in a 
genealogy which lists him as either the son of Heglam or 
the son of Gera (1 Chr 8:7). This genealogical ambiguity 
reflects the unclarity of the transmission of this and other 
vv in this passage. See ABIHUD. 
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AHIJAH (PERSON) [Heb 7ahéyah]. Nine persons in the 
Hebrew Bible/OT bear this name. 

1. A priest, the son of Ahitub and great-grandson of Eli 
(1 Sam. 14:3). He was a priest in Shiloh and provided 
oracular guidance for Saul (1 Sam 14:18—19, 41—42). In 1 
Sam 14:18, the MT indicates that Ahijah was in charge of 
the ark of God which was housed at Kiriath-jearim. The 
LXX reads instead “the ephod” which Ahijah is said to 
carry in | Sam 14:3. The ephod was an item of priestly 
apparel (Exod 28:1—43), which was also apparently used 
for oracular guidance. It is speculated that the garment 
contained a pouch to hold the Urim and Thummim. The 
fact that Saul requests oracular guidance is cited in sup- 
port of the LXX reading against that of the MT. Since he 
was the son of Ahitub, it is assumed that he was also the 
brother of Ahimelech, the priest of Nob (1 Sam 22). 
Ahijah’s connection to Saul is also important in literary 
terms, since the rejection of the house of Eli parallels the 
ultimate fate of Saul and his descendants. 

2. A secretary within Solomon’s bureaucracy (1 Kgs 
4:3). Mettinger (1971: 24-30) believes that “Ahijah” dis- 
guises an Egyptian name similar to that of his brother 
“Elihoreph.” The name of his father is Shisha, derived 
from the Egyptian s¥ “scribe.” The phrase might be read 
as “sons of a scribe,” i.e., members of a scribal guild. 
Mettinger has demonstrated that Solomon probably mod- 
elled his own bureaucracy on that of the Egyptians. 

3. A prophet from Shiloh (1 Kgs 11:9) who supported 
Jeroboam’s abortive coup against Solomon. He plays a 
crucial role in the Deuteronomistic History’s portrayal of 
the split between the S and N kingdoms during the reign 
of Rehoboam. Ahijah meets Jeroboam, Solomon’s overseer 
over compulsory labor, outside Jerusalem and through 
symbolic action and prophetic utterance provides the the- 
ological justification for the division of the kingdom after 
Solomon’s death. The rending of Ahijah’s cloak into 12 
pieces and the giving of 10 to Jeroboam is reminiscent of 
Samuel’s rejection of Saul in 1 Samuel 15. However, the 
LXX differs in a number of details from the MT, including 
the claim that this action was carried out by Shemaiah and 
not Ahijah. It is made clear that, although the socioeco- 
nomic reasons for the division stem from the oppression 
of the Davidic monarchy brought to a head by the policies 
of Rehoboam (1 Kings 12), the theological justification 
offered is the apostasy of Solomon. Ahyah promises Jero- 
boam a “sure house” (1 Kgs 11:38), echoing the dynastic 
promise to David in 2 Samuel 7. The final break brought 
about by the heavy tax burden levied by Rehoboam is 
presented in typical Deuteronomistic terms as the fulfill- 
ment of the prophecy of Ahijah (1 Kgs 12:15). 

Later Jeroboam sends his disguised wife to Ahijah in old 
age in order to enquire if his son Abijah will survive his 
childhood illness (1 Kgs 14:1-18). The prophecy delivered 
by Ahijah ts the fulcrum for the Deuteronomistic rejection 
of all N kings. Jeroboam is rejected for his apostasy, 
particularly the setting up of the rival N shrines of Bethel 
and Dan. The dynastic promise, which was couched in 
conditional terms in 1 Kgs 11:38—-39, is withdrawn. The 
death of the child is again presented as confirmation of 
the prophecy of Ahijah. It is further fulfilled with the 
slaughter of the house of Jeroboam by Baasha (1 Kgs 
15:29). 
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The prophecies of Ahijah are presented in Deuteron- 
omistic terms and play a central role in the overall design 
of the Deuteronomistic History. Ahijah represents the 
ideal Deuteronomistic prophet whose words are fulfilled. 
Despite this clear Deuteronomic shaping, the narratives 
are thought to be multilayered. Many commentators ac- 
cept that these narratives preserve authentic historical 
information about the nature of Israelite prophecy and 
sociopolitical disputes at the time of the division of the 
kingdom. Cohen (1965; 1971) believes that Ahijah repre- 
sents a Shilonite priestly faction who supported Jeroboam’s 
struggle with Rehoboam. This faction is thought to repre- 
sent the pre-rnonarchic religious specialists, identified with 
Abiathar, who had become increasingly marginalized by 
the centralizing policies of Solomon. Jeroboam’s establish- 
ment of royal shrines at Dan and Bethel also failed to 
restore the fortunes of the Shilonite priesthood. The view 
that Ahiyah championed the restoration of the shrine at 
Shiloh was challenged by Noth (1966: 132-144) who ar- 
gued that he was in favor of the political break with the S 
but not with «. break with the Jerusalem cult. Wilson (1980: 
184-87) has followed this general analysis in his discussion 
of Ahijah as a typical peripheral prophet from Ephraim. 
He represents the views of a group outside of and opposed 
to the royal establishment. His support group is presum- 
ably drawn from Ephraimites and probably from the old 
Shilonite priesthood ousted by Solomon. Ahijah chal- 
lenged the royal establishment in an attempt to redress the 
balance in this struggle for power. Similarly, his rejection 
of Jeroboam is to be understood in factional terms of a 
center-periphery struggle for power. 

The Chronicler refers to “the prophecy of Ahijah” as 
one of the sources for the reign of Solomon (2 Chr 9:29). 
There is no agreement over whether or not this refers to 
the material preserved in 1 Kings 11 and 14 or is a 
collection of material which did not find its way into the 
canon of the Hebrew Bible. 

4. The father of Baasha, king of Israel, and member of 
the tribe of Issachar (1 Kgs 15:27, 33; 21:22; 2 Kgs 9:9). 
The LXX reads “who was of Beth Belaan” for “Issachar.” 
Gray (1—2 Kings? OTL, 357, n.b) suspects that Beth indi- 
cated a place name in Issachar, yet only Bethshemesh 
appears in the tribal list in Josh 19:17—23. Belaan is not 
mentioned elsewhere as part of Issachar. The house of 
Baasha ben Ahijah becomes as reviled as that of Jeroboam 
I ben Nebat, who was the symbol of royal apostasy in the 
Deuteronomistic History (1 Kgs 21:22; 2 Kgs 9:9). 

5. One of the sons of Ehud, a Benjaminite, carried into 
captivity (1 Chr 8:7). Ahijah may be a variant of Ahoah in 
v 4, as suggested by LXX® and the Syriac. The MT is 
difficult. 1 Chr 8:6 reports that the sons of Ehud were the 
heads of clans in Geba who were exiled to Manahath. 
However, Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, pp. 120-1) under- 
stands the phrase wayyagliim as “who were moved,” i.e., 
emigrated, rather than as “they were carried into exile.” 
Geba is mentioned in the list of Levitical cities (Josh 21:17; 
1 Chr 6:60) znd was fortified by Asa (1 Kgs 15:22; 2 Chr 
16:6). The location of Manahath is disputed, but often 
identified with Malah near Jerusalem (LBHG, 381). The 
list of Ehud’s sons in 1 Chr 8:7 begins with a conjunction 
suggesting that a name or phrase is missing. Furthermore, 
the names of two of the sons, Naaman and Gera, appear 
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as sons of Bela (1 Chr 8:4—5). The various lists of Benja- 
min’s and Bela’s sons and their descendants show consid- 
erable variation (Genesis 46; Numbers 26; 1 Chronicles 7 
and 8) and numerous textual! difficulties, as evidenced in 
1 Chr 8:6-7. 

6. One of David’s mighty men, a Pelonite (1 Chr 11:36). 
The MT of the corresponding list of David’s mighty men 
in 2 Sam 23:8-39 provides an entirely different reading: 
“Eliam son of Ahithophel the Gilonite” (2 Sam 23:34). The 
two lists not only show considerable variations but are 
placed in different positions in relation to the reign of 
David. The Chronicler places the list at the very beginning 
of his reign, whereas in 2 Sarnuel it is found as an appen- 
dix to the reign of David. The list in Chronicles functions 
as a legitimation of David through the support of these 
warriors and all Israel (1 Chr 11:10). 

7. One of the sons of Jerahmeel, a member of the tribe 
of Judah (1 Chr 2:25). Some mss of the LXX suggest that 
this is not a proper name but read “his brothers,” while 
the Syriac reads “your brothers.” Williamson (1979) has 
noted that the list of Jerahmecl’s descendants (1 Chr 2:25— 
33, 33-41) forms the center of a chiasm within the gene- 
alogy of Judah. Interestingly the first part of Jerahmeel’s 
genealogy (1 Chr 2:25—33) is segmented, while the latter 
half (1 Chr 2:33—41) is linear. 

8. A Levite in charge of the temple treasury (1 Chr 
26:20). There is some doubt whether a personal name is 
contained here or a more general phrase that introduces 
the Levitical families in charge of the temple treasuries. 
The LXX reads “Levites, their brothers,” while NIV and 
Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 248) translate the phrase as 
“their fellow Levites.” 

9. Ahiah, one of the chiefs of the people, who set his 
seal on the covenant of Nehemiah (Neh 10:27—Eng 
10:26). It is puzzling that this is the only name in the list 
of signatories to be preceded by the conjunction “and,” 
wa dhiyah. The originality of the list of signatories placed 
at the beginning of the document has been disputed (see 
Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325-~—31 for a discussion 
of the various proposals). 
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Kerry W. WHITELAM 


AHIKAM (PERSON) [Heb >éhigam]. The son of Sha- 
phan, and member of a very prominent Jerusalem family 
who held government office under Josiah (ca. 640—609 
B.C.E.) and Jehoiakim (ca. 609-598 B.c.£.). 
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Ahikam’s father, Shaphan, was royal secretary during 
the reign of Josiah (2 Kgs 22:3-20). Ahikam’s brothers, 
Elasah (Jer 29:3) and Gemariah (Jer 36:10—12, 25), and 
Gemariah’s son Micaiah (Jer 36:11-13), were also court 
officials. Although Ahikam’s title is not given in the He- 
brew Bible, it is evident that he was high-ranking. The 
office of der Sal habbayit (“who is over the house;” see, e.g., 
1 Kgs 16:9; 18:3; 2 Kgs 18:18) was probably held by 
Ahikam’s son Gedaliah. Most scholars now believe that a 
contemporary seal inscribed “to Gedaliah, who is over the 
house” belonged to this Gedaliah, son of Ahikam. It is 
possible that this office was hereditary and had earlier 
been held by Ahikam himself (cf. Katzenstein 1960: 153- 
54; Lohfink 1978: 338). 

During the reign of Josiah, Ahikam (along with his 
father Shaphan) was appointed to a delegation sent to 
consult the prophetess Huldah on the occasion of the 
finding of the lawbook (2 Kgs 22:12—13; 2 Chr 34:20-21). 
Following Jeremiah’s fiery “temple sermon” at the begin- 
ning of Jehoiakim’s reign, Ahikam is reported to have 
saved the prophet from execution at the hands of the 
people (Jer 26:24; this note is preceded in Jer 26:20-23 by 
an account of how the prophet Uriah, who had delivered 
a similar message, had been executed). This incident not 
only attests the influence wielded by Ahikam, but also 
indicates that he, like other members of the family of 
Shaphan, was kindly disposed toward Jeremiah. Further- 
more, Ahikam and his family were undoubtedly sympa- 
thetic to the pro-Babylonian position supported by Jere- 
miah. Ahikam’s son, Gedaliah, was appointed ruler of 
Judah by Nebuchadnezzar after the fall of Jerusalem in 
587-586 B.c.E. (2 Kgs 25:22; Jer 40:7). 

While it is possible that Ahikam was deported in 597 
B.C.E. (passages such as Jer 38:1—6 reveal that a new group 
of court officials surrounded Zedekiah), the fact that Ahi- 
kam’s name fails to appear in Jer 36:9-26 suggests that he 
may have died some time before the reading of Jeremiah’s 
scroll in Jehoiakim’s 5th year. 


Bibliography 

Hooke, S. H. 1935. A Scarab and Sealing from Tell Duweir. PEQ 
67: 195-97. 

Katzenstein, H. J. 1960. The Royal Steward (Asher “al ha-Bayith). 
IEJ 10: 149-54, 

Lohfink, N. 1978. Die Gattung der “Historischen Kurzgeschichte” 
in den letzten Jahren von Juda und in der Zeit des Babylon- 
ischen Exils. ZAW 90: 319-47. 

JoHN M. BERRIDGE 


AHIKAR/AHIQAR (PERSON). Ahigar has long 
been familiar as an Assyrian sage who was the hero of a 
book that was read and preserved by Jews of antiquity. 
There is no doubt that the many versions of the work that 
bears his name are nonhistorical in character, but recent 
discoveries have made it quite likely that there once was an 
Assyrian scholar by this name who served in the time of 
Esarhaddon (680-669 B.c.£.). The name is spelled ?hygr in 
the Aramaic papyrus from Elephantine. It means “my 
brother is precious/valuable.” 
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A. Ahigar in the Book of Ahiqar 

The earliest extant form of the book is the fragmentary 
Aramaic text copied on a late-5th-century papyrus from 
Elephantine (Naveh 1970: 35). See also AHIQAR, BOOK 
OF. The text (text: Cowley 1923; translation: Lindenber- 
ger OTP 2: 479-507) describes him as “a wise and skillful 
scribe” (i.1: spr hkym wmhyr) who was “[ke]eper of the seal 
of Sennacherib” (i.3: sblyt Szqgth zysnl?ryb). He was also 
“father of all Assyria, on whose counsel King Sennacherib 
and [all] the Assyrian Army [used to rely]” (iv.55: °bwh zy 
>twr kih zy Sl tth snb?ryb milk? whyl Ptwr [RP hww]). He contin- 
ued to hold high office into the time of Sennacherib’s 
successor Esarhaddon (i.4—5), who calls him “O wise 
[s]cribe, counselor of all Assyria” (i.12: s]or hkym? y% ?twr 
klh). By this time, however, Ahiqar had reached an ad- 
vanced age. As he had no son, he adopted his nephew 
Nadin and taught him his wisdom so that he could become 
his replacement. The nephew proved to be a scoundrel 
who plotted against his uncle and convinced Esarhaddon 
that he should be executed. (According to later, more 
complete versions of the story Nadin forged correspon- 
dence from Ahiqar which showed that he was scheming to 
seize the kingdom with foreign assistance.) A royal officer 
named Nabushumishkun was commissioned to kill Ahigar, 
but the clever sage reminded him that under reversed 
circumstances he had saved the officer’s life. A eunuch was 
executed instead of Ahiqar, and the Nabushumishkun hid 
the fallen wise man in his house. The preserved portion 
of the Aramaic narrative ends at this point in the story. 
The fuller versions (e.g., the Syriac, Armenian, and Ara- 
bic) continue the tale by relating that Esarhaddon soon 
needed Ahiqar’s remarkable savoir faire because the Egyp- 
tian king, who had heard of the sage’s “death,” challenged 
the Assyrian monarch to send him someone who could 
construct a palace between heaven and earth. If he could, 
he would receive Egypt’s revenue for 3 years; if he could 
not, Egypt would receive a similar amount from Assyria. 
Just when Esarhaddon feared that the challenge would 
prove disastrously costly, the officer told him that Ahiqar 
was alive. He was swiftly retrieved from his hiding place 
and dispatched to Egypt where he handled all difficulties 
with astonishing flair. He returned with great wealth to 
Assyria where he promptly settled accounts with Nadin. 
After Ahiqar had beat him severely and lectured him at 
length, Nadin died. 


B. Ahigar in the Book of Tobit 

Although the Ahigar papyrus was found at the Jewish 
military colony at Elephantine, nothing in the text suggests 
Jewish authorship of the work or even Jewish influence on 
it. Indeed, the presence of divine names such as El 
(vii.107; x,154,156,161 [2]; xii, 173 [?]), Samag (vi.92, 93; 
vii.108; ix.138; xi.171) and Samayn (? vii.95) betray a 
polytheistic origin for the book. In the deuterocanonical 
book of Tobit, however, Ahiqar has been transformed from 
an Assyrian to an Israelite of the tribe of Naphtali who is a 
relative of Tobit. Tobit, which may date from the 3d cen- 
tury B.c.E. (Doran 1986: 299), manifests a number of 
important similarities with the book of Ahigar (Greenfield 
1981: 329-36). Both are set in Assyria at the time of the 
kings who ruled around the time of the destruction of 
Samaria (Tobit mentions Shalmaneser, Sennacherib, and 
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Esarhaddon [1:15—22]) and both are sapiential novels in 
which wise instructions are conveyed by an elderly charac- 
ter to his scn at two similar locations. The book of Tobit 
mentions Ahigar in four passages. In 1:21-22 Tobit re- 
ports that Esarhaddon “appointed Ahikar [Achicharon], son 
of my brother Anael to supervise all the finances of his 
kingdom; he had control of the entire administration. 
Then Ahikar interceded on my behalf and I came back to 
Nineveh. For he had been chief cupbearer, keeper of the 
privy seal, comptroller, and treasurer when Sennacherib 
was king of Assyria; and Esarhaddon renewed the appoint- 
ments. Ahikar was my nephew and so one of my kinsmen” 
(NEB). The picture presented here resembles that in the 
book of Ahigar except that the sage is now an Israelite. 
Later Tobit, after he became blind, notes that Ahikar cared 
for him for two years (2:10). Further evidence that the 
author of Tobit knew the Ahiqar story comes from 11:18 
(v 19 in Greek) in which he mentions Ahiqar and Nadab 
(= Nadin), who are both identified as Tobit’s cousins (so 
Sinaiticus [hoi exadelphot]) or, in Vaticanus and Alexandri- 
nus, Nadab is called Ahikar’s nephew (ho exadelphos autou). 
Finally, 14:10 alludes to another part of the Ahiqar nar- 
rative: “My son, think what Nadab did to Ahikar who 
brought him up: he forced him to hide in a living grave. 
Ahikar survived to see God requite the dishonour done to 
him; he care out into the light of day, but Nadab passed 
into eternal darkness for his attempt to kill Ahikar. Be- 
cause I [?] gave alms, Ahikar escaped from the fatal trap 
Nadab set for him, and Nadab fell into the trap himself 
and was destroyed” (NEB). The end of this passage reflects 
the words cf the final proverb in Ahigar (Syriac 8:41; 
Greenfield 1981: 333-34). 


C. Other References 

Several ancient writers mention a character whose name 
closely resembles that of Ahiqar; they may be referring to 
the hero of the book (Harris, Lewis, Conybeare APOT 2: 
71517; Kichler 1979: 344-46; Lindenberger O77 2: 
491). The Christian writer Clement of Alexandria (ca. 
150-215) claimed that the Greek author Democritus (ca. 
460-370 B.c.E.) plagiarized from a stele of Ahiqar (tén 
Akikarou stélén (Sir. 1.69, 4]). In this connection, the Persian 
Muslim philosopher Shahrastani (1071-1153), in a collec- 
tion of sayinzs from Democritus, cites three sayings which 
agree very closely with proverbs from the versions of 
Ahigar. Strabo (ca. 63 8B.c.E.—23 c.£.), in his Geography 
16,2,39, gives from Poseidonius (135-51 8B.c.£.) the names 
of famous seers; among them he names Achatkaros as being 
among the people from the Bosporus. It has been sug- 
gested that 3osporus is an error for Borsippa, so that the 
Mesopotamian savant could be intended (Harris, Lewis, 
Conybeare APOT 2: 716). This must be regarded, however, 
aS quite uncertain. Diogenes Laertius (3d century C.E£.) 
provides a list of the works by Theophrastus (372-287 
B.C.E.), among which is one named Akicharosa. If all of 
these intend the Ahiqar known from the story and prov- 
erbs, they show that his fame, especially as a dispenser of 
wise words, was early and spread over a wider area than 
the Semitic world. The same could be concluded from the 
fact that the Greek Life of Aesop borrows heavily from the 
story and proverbs of Ahigar in chaps. 23-32. It has also 
been suggested: that Ahigar’s name should be restored on 
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the 3d-century c.E. Roman mosaic of Monnus in Trier. In 
it there are 9 octagonal sections in each of which are 
pictured a Muse with a symbol of the art with which she is 
connected and an expert in that art or founder of it. In 
the section for Polymnia, the Muse often associated with 
dance and mime, is a figure only part of whose name is 
preserved. The letters -icar could well be part of Acicarus 
or Ahigar (Lindenberger OTP 2: 492), though combining 
him with Polymnia is surprising (Kichler 1979: 352-55). 


D. Ahigar as a Figure of History 

There have been several attempts to relate aspects of the 
Ahigar story to history. W. von Soden (1936: 1-13) argued 
that Adad-Sum-usur, one cf Esarhaddon’s advisors, was 
the historical point of origin for the Ahigar legends. This 
official wrote many letters and exercised considerable in- 
fluence in the court. As Ahigar did, he requested from the 
king that his son Arad-Gula be given an important posi- 
tion. The son eventually dicl gain a post. Moreover, there 
is evidence that Adad-Sum-usur fell from grace, though it 
is not known whether he was restored to his former status. 
But, as von Soden noted, no high official in the time of 
Sennacherib and Esarhaddon bore the name Ahiqar. In 
his opinion, a change of names took place during the 
transmission of the story sc that Adad-Sum-usur became 
Ahigar. E. Reiner (1961: 7-8) has observed that the theme 
which provides the framework of the Ahiqar story—the 
“disgrace and rehabilitation of a minister’—was known in 
Babylonia and that it was fused with the other major 
theme—the “ungrateful nephew.” A recent discovery at 
the site of ancient Uruk has cast some interesting new light 
on the Ahigar tradition. German excavations there in 
1959-60 unearthed in a room next to the re3-sanctuary a 
tablet (W 20030, 7) which provides a list of Assyrian kings 
from before and after the flood (van Dyk 1962: 44-52). 
An official called an ummaénu—a term for both a learned 
man and high official (Reiner 1961: 9)—is named for each 
of the kings. For the time of King Esarhaddon (11. 19-20) 
it mentions that a man named _ '!a-ba-4NINNU-da-ri 
(= aba-enlil-dari) was the ummdnu and notes that the 
Ahlamu (= the Arameans) called him !a-hu-’u-qa-a-ri. 
This is the name Ahugar or Ahiqar. Consequently, there 
is now documentary evidence that Esarhaddon, who is the 
king with the primary royal role in the book of Ahigar, had 
a chief advisor whose Aramaic name was the one found in 
the Aramaic version of the book. The list in which his 
name appears was copied ir the year 147 of the Seleucid 
Era (= 165 B.c.r.), when Antiochus (IV) was king (11.23- 
24). It has also been noted that the only case of an Assyrian 
proverb that parallels one ir: Ahigar (the Syriac version) is 
quoted in one of Esarhaddon’s letters (Greenfield 1981: 
335 n. 20), and that the name Nabushumishkun is the 
same as that of Merodach-Baladan’s son who was taken 
captive by Sennacherib (Greenfield 1981: 335 n. 21). 

It is clear from the reference to Ahiqar in the Uruk list 
that some sort of historical kernel lies behind the story. 
There was a wise man, possibly an author (Lindenberger 
1983: 22), named Ahigar in the court of Esarhaddon. 
Nevertheless, it is just as evident that the book which now 
bears his name has assumed folkloristic traits (Niditch and 
Doran 1977: 182-85) and can hardly be termed a histori- 
cal document. 
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JAMEs C. VANDERKAM 


AHILUD (PERSON) [Heb >dhiliéd]. 1. The father of 
Jehoshaphat, the “recorder” in the royal administrations 
of David and Solomon (2 Sam 8:16; 20:24; 1 Kgs 4:3; 1 
Chr 18:15). In the parallel lists of officials (2 Sam 8:16-18 
= 1 Chr 18:15-17), the Gk provides numerous variants 
of the name Ahilud, tending to substitute more familiar 
names from nearby verses. For example, LXX acheia may 
be associated with °aéhiyaéh (Ahijah), mentioned along with 
Ahilud in the list of Solomonic officials (1 Kgs 4:3); LXX 
achimelech (Ahimelech) is listed on verse after Ahilud (2 
Sam 8:17) as one of the priests; while LXX abimelech 
(Abimelech) appears in the parallel of 1 Chr 18:16; Lu- 
cian’s acheinaab may reflect Heb °*dhinddab (Ahinadab), 
which occurs in the list of Solomonic officials (1 Kgs 4:12). 
Callaway’s (1983) recent find of a jar handle with the name 
Ahilud on it makes it likely that by the end of the I1th 
cent. it was a common name. 

The title held by Ahilud’s son Jehoshaphat (Heb mzhyr) 
is usually translated “recorder,” “herald.” The extensive 
discussion of this term (see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 254 for 
citations) leads one to conclude that JEHOSHAPHAT was 
some type of spokesperson for the royal court. Accord- 
ingly, it can be presumed that Ahilud’s family had a 
favored position during the United Monarchy. 

2. The father of Baana, prefect over the fifth of King 
Solomon’s 12 administrative districts that included at least 
Taanach, Megiddo, and Beth-shean (1 Kgs 4:12; see HG, 
61-64). Baana no doubt was favored because of the high 
status of his father’s family within Israel. Presumably this 
Ahilud is the same as the father of Jehoshaphat (see 
above); the political situation would have favored the ap- 
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pointment of two brothers from a seemingly loyal family, 
the one (Jehoshaphat) as trusted “recorder,” the other 
(Baana) as district prefect (see Mettinger 1971: 121). 
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Makk J. FRETZ 


AHIMAAZ (PERSON) [Heb dhima‘as]. The meaning 
of the name Ahimaaz is uncertain. Ar ma‘ida “be angry” 
may be related, and thus BDB (p. 591) interprets the name 
as “my brother is wrath” (cf. the Safaitic personal name 
°m‘d; Ryckmans 1934: 131a). See, however, JPN, 235: 97. 
Three different men in the OT bear this name. 

1. The father of Saul’s wife Ahinoam. Both father and 
daughter appear only in | Sam 14:50. 

2. Son of the priest Zadok; Ahimaaz was one of the 
supporters of David who stayed in Jerusalem or its envi- 
rons after the king was forced to flee the city in the coup 
d’etat by his son Absalom (2 Sam 15:27). Ahimaaz and a 
companion, Jonathan the son of the priest Abiathar, were 
stationed at En-Rogel, a short walk from Jerusalem. From 
there they relayed information about Absalom’s activities 
to the exiled king. In one celebrated incident (2 Sam 
17:15-23), Ahimaaz and Jonathan, on their way to David 
with vital information about an impending attack by Ab- 
salom, were forced to hide in a well in Bahurim while 
agents of Absalom searched for them. 

Although the son of a priest of the highest rank, Ahi- 
maaz served David as a messenger (at least during the 
king’s exile), evidently having an athletic bent; hence Dav- 
id’s choice of him to bring word from En-Rogel. On one 
occasion Ahimaaz outran another messenger (2 Sam 
18:23) and was identified from afar by a watchman on the 
basis of his gait (v 27), a detail which shows that he 
regularly brought messages to the king. He is nowhere 
said to perform a priestly role; rather it was Zadok’s son 
Azariah (1 Kgs 4:12) who served as priest in Solomon’s 
temple. (It is possible, however, that Azariah was Zadok’s 
grandson, Ahimaaz’s son; cf. | Chr 5:34-6—Eng 6:8-10; 
the gloss at 5:36 is evidently placed with the wrong Aza- 
riah.) 

The events related in 2 Sam 18:19—33 are informative 
with regard to Ahimaaz’s character. Upon Absalom’s death 
and the defeat of his army in the Forest of Ephraim, 
Ahimaaz volunteered to take word to David in Mahanaim. 
But Joab, the commander of David’s forces, feared the 
king’s reaction to news of his son’s death, and sent an 
unnamed Cushite messenger instead. Ahimaaz, however, 
refused to be dissuaded, in spite of Joab’s protest (v 22) 
that he would not be rewarded for his efforts. After asking 
for a third time, and less politely (v 23; the polite particle 
na@ is dropped and a simple future (“I will run”) is used in 
place of the previous cohortative), he obtained Joab’s leave. 
Although setting out later than the Cushite, Ahimaaz 
passed him by taking the apparently faster “Way of the 
Plain” (see Budde Samuel KHC, 287). Upon reaching Da- 
vid, he related only the defeat of Absalom’s army; it 
devolved upon the hapless Cushite to tell David that his 
son was dead. 
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Some commentators have argued that Ahimaaz had 
good intentions, but became confused (Klaus) or evasive 
(Hertzberg 1 and 2 Samuel OTL) under David’s question- 
ing, or that he acted in good faith throughout, having not 
heard of Absalom’s death (McCarter 2 Samuel AB). The 
latter is a clifficult position to maintain; it was Absalom’s 
death that brought an end to the fighting between the 
armies of David and Absalom (2 Sam 18:16), and as even 
Ahimaaz hints (v 29), it caused a great tumult. Even if 
Ahimaaz somehow had not previously heard the news— 
which was surely on everyone's lips—Joab mentions Absa- 
lom’s death to him in v 20. McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 408) 
suggests that these are the narrator’s words, not Joab’s, but 
it nevertheless appears from Ahimaaz’s conversation with 
Joab (particularly Ahimaaz’s words in vv 22-3) that he 
understands Joab’s reason for not sending him to David. 
Moreover, Ahimaaz’s claim of ignorance about Absalom’s 
welfare (that he heard a commotion but left before learn- 
ing what it was about) is patently false, since it is without 
foundation in the preceding narrative, and since the Cush- 
ite, who left earlier, knew of Absalom’s death. Ahimaaz, 
who was high-born and on close terms with David's general 
Joab (the latter calls him “my son” and tries to protect him 
from Davidl’s displeasure; Ahimaaz, for his part, is not 
afraid to argue with Joab), can hardly have been ignorant 
of Absalom’s execution at the hands of Joab and his ten 
armor-bearers (18:14—5). Lastly, if Ahimaaz were to be 
seen as acting in good faith, the narrative would lose much 
of its rich irony and literary raison d’étre. 

It appears, on the contrary, that Ahimaaz possessed the 
same sort of craftiness that made Jacob an entertaining 
figure. The nameless Cushite, doubtless running along 
with dreams of a handsome reward from David, acts as a 
foil for Ahimaaz. (The notice of the latter’s quicker route 
rules out the interpretation that the Cushite was passed 
because he ran slowly, reluctant through fear of David’s 
response; on the contrary, as is seen in his words to David 
{vv 31-32], he believed that he carried good news.) The 
reader knows what the Cushite does not: that David will 
be devastated by the “good news,” and that Ahimaaz is in 
hot pursuit. On the other hand, the reader is led to see 
Ahimaaz as an overeager naif who carries news which is 
both bad and (since the Cushite left first) no longer new. 
But Ahimaaz takes this no-win situation and turns it to his 
advantage, first by taking a shortcut and reaching David 
first, and second by appropriating the good news for 
himself, leaving the Cushite with the bad. In a final twist, 
however, Ahimaaz’s actions come to nought as David senses 
that he has not been told everything, and bids Ahimaaz to 
stand by until the second messenger arrives. 

David’s statement that Ahimaaz “is a good man, and 
comes with good tidings” (v 27), is not to be taken at face 
value, but as an ironic touch. It is not Ahimaaz’s goodness, 
but rather his opportunism, which makes him a bearer of 
good news. Similar irony is apparent when Jonathan (Ahi- 
maaz’s companion in 2 Sam 15:27, 36 and 17:17-21) 
comes bear:ng news for Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:42); the latter 
exclaims “Come in, for you are a worthy man and bring 
good news,” but Jonathan replies (v 43), “No, for our lord 
King David has made Solomon king... .” 

3. A son-in-law of King Solomon and prefect over the 
district of Naphtali, charged with supplying provisions for 
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the palace in the 8th month of every year (1 Kgs 4:15, cf. 
4:7). Ahimaaz married Solomon’s daughter Basmath. His 
name (found only in 1 Kgs 4:15) is lacking a patronym. 
Possibly “Ahimaaz” is in fact the surviving part of a pa- 
tronym, since 5 of the preceding 7 names listed in 1 Kgs 
4:8-14 are in patronymic form (i.e., early damage to the 
text may have destroyed the personal names of these 
individuals). Possibly identical to Ahimaaz 2. 

Maaz, a shortened form of Ahimaaz or of a similar 
name, appears in 1 Chr 2:57. The related name Abimaaz 
was found on a seal impression from Jerusalem which 
reads Ispn ?/bm‘s “belonging to spn (the son of) Abimaaz” 
(Avigad 1970: 131 and pi. 30:c). A seal impression which, 
though missing one letter, appears to contain the same 
inscription was found at Azekah (Bliss 1900: 14-15, and 
18 Cut 2/2). 
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AHIMAN (PERSON) [Heb ?dhiman]. Name of two peo- 
ple in the OT. 

1. One of the “giant” descendants of ANAK (Num 
13:22; Josh 15:14; Judg 1:10). Although it is possible that 
Ahiman could be the son of Anak (Josh 15:13), it seems 
unlikely since Anak is related to the legendary Nephilim 
(Num 13:33; see also Gen 5:4) which seems to put Anak 
himself back in the mists of history. Ahiman, along with 
Sheshai and Talmai, was probably a leader of the Anakim 
in the Hebron area (Num 13:22; Judg 1:10). The spies 
who were sent out by Moses to investigate Canaan were the 
first to encounter Ahiman (Num 13:22). The Anakim, 
whose unusual height and strength made them appear 
invincible (Num 13:33), were cited by 10 of the spies as the 
prime reason for their belief that Israel could not conquer 
Canaan. The biblical writers apparently felt it necessary to 
ensure that the eventual destruction of the Anakim was 
recorded in detail to indicate the power of God to triumph 
over even his most fearsome enemies. Although the text is 
unclear as to who conquered the Anakim (Joshua in Josh 
11:21; Caleb in Josh 15:14; and Judah in Judg 1:10), both 
Joshua and Caleb, the spies who were confident that Israel 
could conquer Canaan, are associated with the conquest of 
Ahiman and the other Anakim. This desire to provide 
specific instances in which faithful individuals triumphed 
against incredible odds is probably responsible for the 
names of Ahiman, Sheshai, and Talmai being recorded 
throughout Israel’s dealings with the Anakim rather than 
merely listing the Anakim a: one of the nations conquered 
by Israel. 

2. A Levite who was one of the gatekeepers in the 
temple after the return from exile in Babylon (1 Chr 9:17). 
According to 1 Chr 9:17, Ahiman is | of 4 gatekeepers, 
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but Neh 11:19 excludes Ahiman and Shallum and lists 
only Akkub and Talmon. Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles 
ICC, 174) and Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 136) suggest that 
since Ahiman is the last gatekeeper mentioned in the list 
in 1 Chr 9:17, the text should read *éhéhem “their brothers” 
as does Neh 11:19 (rather than the proper name Ahiman). 
1 Chr 9:24-26 emphasizes the fact that there were 4 
gatekeepers, 1 for each side of the temple. The Chronicler 
may well have added the name Shallum to the list in Neh 
11:19 and changed “their brothers” in Neh 11:19 into the 
proper name Ahiman to produce the required 4 gatekeep- 
ers. At this time, however, it is impossible to decide defi- 
nitely on the historicity of Ahiman. Neh 11:19 may well list 
only the 2 significant gatekeepers while 1 Chr 9:17 lists all 
4 of the gatekeepers. 
Rosert C. DUNSTON 


AHIMELECH (PERSON) [Heb >dhimelek]. 1. The son 
of Ahitub, and father of Abiathar (1 Sam 21:2-10—Eng 
21:1-9; 22:9-20; 23:6; 30:7). Ahimelech is sometimes 
identified with Ahijah (1 Sam 14:3, 18), but it is more 
likely that Ahijah is his brother (McCarter, ] Samuel AB, 
239). If true, this would make Ahimelech the great-grand- 
son of Eli. 

Ahimelech was in charge of the priests at Nob located N 
of Jerusalem and close to Gibeah where Saul lived. There- 
fore, he was part of the religious establishment of Saul’s 
kingdom. On one occasion David came to Ahimelech seek- 
ing food and a weapon. David pretended he was on a 
mission for Saul though he was really taking flight from 
Saul. Even though he was suspicious of David, Ahimelech 
gave him sacred bread and the sword of Goliath. Like 
Michal and Jonathan before him, Ahimelech was another 
of Saul’s supporters who helped to preserve David's life. 
Unlike the others, he did not knowingly help David escape 
from Saul. However, Doeg the Edomite witnessed Ahime- 
lech’s act and later told Saul. Saul accused Ahimelech of 
treason, refused to accept his denial, and told his servants 
to kill Ahimelech and the other priests. When his own 
servants refused, Saul returned to Doeg. Doeg, who appar- 
ently had no reverence for Israelite priests, killed Ahime- 
lech and 84 other priests, and wiped out the town of Nob. 
Only Abiathar, son of Ahimelech, escaped and fled to 
David. This fulfilled the prophecy of 1 Sam 2:31 ff. about 
punishment on the house of Eh. It also shows that Saul was 
without further benefit of priestly counsel while David 
protected and preserved Abiathar. Later, Abiathar came 
to share priestly duties with Zadok. 

2. A Hittite (Heb hitt?) companion of David who re- 
mained silent when asked by David to accompany him into 
Saul’s camp (1 Sam 26:6). The names of persons called 
“Hittites” in the OT are almost all good Semitic names, 
e.g., Ephron and Zohar, Gen 23:8; Judith, Gen 26:32; 
Adah, Gen 36:2, etc. Ahimelech likewise is a good Semitic 
name, meaning “my brother is king.” Therefore, it is most 
likely that Ahimelech is part of a group of Canaanites and 
not a Hittite from Anatolia. 

3. Son of Abiathar and grandson of Ahimelech in 1. 
above, according to 1 Chr 24:3, 6, 31. This Ahimelech 
worked with Zadok to organize the priests into 24 ancestral 
classes. His identity can be supported by the common 
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practice (1 Chr 5:30—41) of naming the grandson after his 
grandfather (CMHE, 212-214). Others (e.g., Braun, / 
Chronicles WBC, 238) argue against a separate identity for 
this Ahimelech for two reasons. First, Ahimelech is Abi- 
athar’s father elsewhere (1 Sam 22:20; 23:6; 30:7). Abiathar 
was active with Zadok (2 Sam 20:25) during David’s reign 
and was replaced by Zadok (1 Kg 2:35) in Solomon’s reign. 
Those verses that read “Ahimelech, son of Abiathar” could 
be either a scribal error, or the writer’s judgment on 
Abiathar for supporting Adonijah instead of Solomon for 
the kingship. Second, the later Ahimelech is descended 
from Ithamar (1 Chr 24:3) while the earlier Ahimelech is 
descended (with Zadok) from Eleazar. This makes the 
later Ahimelech’s lineage subordinate to Zadok. “Ahime- 
lech, son of Abiathar” in 2 Sam 8:17 is usually taken as a 
scribal error and should be “Abiathar son of Ahimelech” 
(McCarter, 2 Samuel AB, 253). The same approach is 
suggested for the parallel passage 1 Chr 18:16 (Abimelech 
is a scribal error there for Ahimelech). 
James C. Mover 


AHIMOTH (PERSON) [Heb *chimét]. The son of EI- 
kanah, brother of Amasai, and father of another Elkanah, 
all Levites descended from Kohath (1 Chr 6:10—Eng 
6:25). In a subsequent genealogy, this line of descent 
differs by naming Mahath as the son of Amasai and father 
of Elkanah (1 Chr 6:20-21—Eng 6:35-36; cf. 2 Chr 
29:12). Rudolf (Chronikbiicher HAT, 54) suggests that the 
name Ahimoth resulted from the conflation of an original 
MAHATH (Heb mahat) with a later marginal gloss “his 
brother” (Heb °ahéw); thus °ahéw plus mahat became ?dhimét. 
Further speculation on his identity is difficult, because the 
name Ahimoth is unattested outside this genealogy of 
Levites (1 Chr 6:1-15—Eng 6:16-—30). 
Mark J. FRETZ 


AHINADAB (PERSON) [Heb dhinddab]. The son of 
Iddo and prefect over the seventh of King Solomon’s 
twelve administrative districts named after the town Ma- 
hanaim (1 Kgs 4:14). As prefect, Ahinadab was in charge 
of supplying the royal court (family, servants, officials) one 
month per year. The district comprised the southern half 
of the Transjordan and included tribal territory from Gad 
(HGB, 65, 262—73; Jones I and 2 Kings. Vol. 1. NCBC, 143) 
and possibly also from Manasseh and Reuben (Mettinger 
1971: 118). The appointment of Ahinadab as prefect 
indicates that his family enjoyed high social standing at the 
time of Solomon. 

Bibliography 

Mettinger, T. N. D. 1971. Solomonic State Officials. ConBOT 5. Lund. 

MakkK J. FRETZ 


AHINOAM (PERSON) [Heb ?dhind“am]. 1. The daugh- 
ter of Ahimaaz (1 Sam 14:50), who became the wife of 
SAUL BEN KISH, and the first queen of the Israelite state. 
The name means, “my brother is joy.” The Bible does not 
record her hometown. It appears that she bore Saul seven 
children: five sons and two daughters. According to the list 
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of offspring in | Sam 14:47—48, which seems to clerive 
from the early years of Saul’s reign, Merab was the first- 
born; then Jonathan, the eldest male; Ishvi; Malchishua; 
and Michal, the younger daughter. Abinadab and Eshbaal, 
who are not named in the first list, but who are included 
in the Saulide genealogies in 1 Chr 8:33—40 and 1 Chr 
9:39-44, appear to have been the last two born, with 
Eshbaal the youngest. Ishvi is not mentioned in the later 
genealogies, and probably died as a youth (see ISHV[I). 

2. A woman from the town of Jezreel, who became one 
of David’s early wives (1 Sam 25:43; 27:3; 30:5; 2 Sam 2:2; 
3:2; 1 Chr 3:1). While he was in flight from Saul, David is 
reported to have married her along with Abigail, the 
widow of Nabal (1 Sam 25:43), and the two women were to 
have accompanied him to Gath and resided there during 
his early mercenary service (1 Sam 27:3). Both Ahinoam 
and Abigail are reported to have been among those taken 
captive from Ziklag by the Amalekites while David was 
joining the Philistine troop muster at Aphek to do battle 
against Saul (1 Sam 30:5). The authenticity of the Amalek- 
ite incident is questionable; it serves on a literary level to 
contrast David’s actions against the Amalekites with Saul’s 
failure to eradicate them at Yahweh’s command in 1 Sam- 
uel 15 (i.e. Gunn 1980: 110), illustrating once more his 
legitimate role as divinely anointed heir-elect to the throne 
on the eve of Saul’s death. His defeat of the Amalekites 
emphasized his ability to serve as God’s earthly vice-regent 
and military commander, while providing him with a 
convenient alibi for his whereabouts as Saul died on the 
battlefield at Gilboa (Edelman 1990). She bore David his 
first child, Amnon, after David had terminated his service 
to Achish of Gath and had moved from the Philistine town 
of Ziklag to Hebron (2 Sam 2:2; 3:2; 1 Chr 3:1). 

It has been proposed that the two Ahinoams were the 
same indiviclual on the basis of Nathan’s comment to David 
that Yahweh. had given him “his master’s wives” in 2 Sam 
12:8 (Levenson 1978: 27). Such a presumption would 
require David to have run off with the queen mother while 
Saul was still on the throne, which seems unlikely. In view 
of the possession of the royal harem as a claim to royal 
legitimacy (see ABNER), Nathan’s comment can be related 
to David’s eventual possession of Saul’s wives after he 
ascended the throne in the wake of Eshbaal’s death. Na- 
than refers to David’s possession of more than a single 
wife of Saul’s in v 23, which precludes the application of 
the phrase to Ahinoam alone. it is likely that the Jezreel 
that was Ahinoam’s home was the town in S Judah, rather 
than the town in the Jezreel Valley. In his bid to build a 
rival state to Saul’s in the hills of Judah, it would have been 
expedient for David to have wed the daughter of an 
important member of the community of Jezreel in the 
vicinity of Carmel (Josh 15:55, 56; Kh. Tewana ?), an area 
with established viticulture that could offer David a possi- 
ble economic base for his political growth (see DAVID). 
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AHIO (PERSON) [Heb 7aiyé]. According to the Hebrew 
text, 3 different people were named Ahio. However, since 
the consonantal spelling of Ahio Chyw) is identical with the 
word “his brother” or “his brothers,” it is uncertain if all 
these Ahios should be read with the MT as personal 
nouns. The form of the name is unique; it is the only 
name in the Hebrew Bible to end with -yé. This might 
suggest that >hyw should never be read as a personal name. 
However, extrabiblical epigraphic evidence of various types 
suggests that the suffix -yé was used in preexilic Israel: it is 
found in names in the Samaria ostraca (e.g., Gadio [gdyw]; 
KAI 185), on seals (e.g., Abio Pbyw]; Hestrin and Dayagi- 
Mendels 1978: 36) and on the Kuntillet Ajrud inscriptions 
(e.g., Shemaio [sm‘w]; Meshel 1978). Furthermore, the 
name Ahio itself is attested to in a preexilic seal, “Belong- 
ing to Ahio son of Saul” (Phyw bn ?1; Avigad 1975) and on 
a bronze bowl probably of Palestinian origin found in 
Nimrud (Barnett 1967: 4—6). The Ahio son of Saul seal is 
especially tantalizing given the connection of the name 
Ahio to the tribe of Benjamin and specifically to the family 
of Saul. In later sources, the name Ahio is used of at least 
3 individuals in the Elephantine papyri. Thus, Ahio cer- 
tainly existed as a personal name in Israel and the relative 
merit of the reading Ahio or “his brother(s)” must be 
decided on a case by case basis. 

The recent epigraphic evidence suggests that the -yé 
element is theophoric (Zevit 1980: 12), and the name is a 
variant of Ahijah and should be understood as “my (di- 
vine) brother is YHWH.” The suggestion that it is a 
profane name, “my little brother” (Noth IPN, 22) is un- 
likely given the newer evidence of -yé as a theophoric 
element. 

Ahio refers to the following 3 individuals: 

1. Son of Abinadab, who along with his brother Uzzah, 
drove the cart that transported the ark (2 Sam 6:3-4 = 1 
Chr 13:7). Uzzah plays a major role in that narrative; when 
the cattle leading the cart stop, he steadies the ark, is killed 
by God, and David names the site Perez-Uzzah (2 Sam 
6:6-8). Since Ahio played such an insignificant role in that 
narrative, there is no obvious reason why his name should 
have been remembered. Indeed, several ancient transla- 
tions to | Chr 13:7 read the common noun “his brother(s)” 
rather than the proper noun, Ahio. These factors have 
suggested that Ahio in Samuel be emended to “his 
brother” or “his brothers.” This is possible, though not 
compelling. The more radical solution of Budde (1934: 
48—49), that Ahio has replaced an earlier “and his brother 
Zadok” (w°hyw sdq) involves too many conjectures concern- 
ing the text and the origins of the Zadokite priesthood. 

2. A Benjaminite mentioned only in 1 Chr 8:14. His 
exact relation to others in the genealogy is unclear; some 
have seen him as the son of Beriah, mentioned in the 
previous verse (e.g., NEB), while others have suggested 
that he is descended from EIpa’al, mentioned in verses 12 
and 18 (e.g., RSV). The abruptness of this genealogy and 
its use of parenthetic geographical statements make it 
unusually difficult to know how the people mentioned in 
it are related, and several scholars have rearranged it 
(Hogg 1899; Rudolph Chronikbiicher HAT, 78). Further- 
more, many have followed the Lucianic family of the LXX, 
and have emended Ahio to *aéhéhem, “their brothers” (so 
BHS). However, there is no contextual or syntactic reason 
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to expect °déhéhem, “their brothers” to appear in the gene- 
alogy at this point. Therefore, the vocalized Hebrew text 
Ahio, as a personal name, should probably be retained. In 
this case, it is noteworthy that another Benjaminite Ahio is 
mentioned in 1 Chr 8:31 = 9:37 (although that text too is 
beset with textual problems). Either the same individual is 
referred to, and he is placed in varying positions in differ- 
ent genealogies because of the respective author’s differ- 
ing conceptions about Ahio’s importance, or Ahio might 
have been a traditional name among the Benjaminites. 
(See ALEMETH.) 

3. A Benjaminite of the clan of Gibeon, brother of Kish 
(1 Chr 8:31 = 9:37). On the repetition of this genealogy 
in chap. 8 and 9, see AHAZ #1. It is unclear if this Ahio is 
related to Saul; this depends on whether the Kish of 1 Chr 
8:30 is to be identified with the Kish of v 33 (Demsky 
1971: 16-20) and whether we assume (with Curtis and 
Madsen Chronicles ICC, 164) that the Chronicler has inten- 
tionally substituted Gibeon for Gibeah, Saul’s birthplace. 
The Septuagint translates “and his brother,” reading 
we ahiw, but this is probably a misreading of the consonan- 
tal whyw by the translator; there is no contextual or 
syntactic reason for “and his brother” to appear in this 
type of genealogy. As noted above, the relationship be- 
tween this Ahio and the Ahio of the Benjaminite geneal- 
ogy in 8:14 is uncertain. 
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pas BOOK OF. The book of Ahigar is a rare 
example of a polytheistic work which was used and 
adapted by some Jewish groups. Like Tobit, it is a sapiential 
novel, i.e., it combines a dramatic story with wise instruc- 
tion. It is the most ancient of the extrabiblical works 
preserved and read by Jewish people. 


A. The Story 

According to the most fully preserved versions of the 
plot, Ahigar was a wise scribe and counsellor of the Assyr- 
ian kings Sennacherib and Esarhaddon (their order is 
reversed in the later versions). See AHIKAR/AHIQAR. As 
he lacked a son, the sage adopted his nephew Nadin whom 
he trained to be his successor by instructing him with wise 
words. Nadin did succeed the aging Ahigqar, but far from 
exhibiting appropriate gratitude to his uncle, Nadin 
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framed him by forging treasonous letters in Ahiqar’s 
name. When Esarhaddon was informed of Ahiqar’s al- 
leged crime, he sentenced him to death. It happened that 
Nabushumishkun, the officer commissioned to execute 
Ahiqar, had been saved by him at an earlier time when 
their roles were reversed and Ahiqar had been ordered to 
kill him. The officer agreed to spare Ahigar and to kill a 
eunuch in his place. Once it became known abroad that 
Ahiqar was dead, the Egyptian king issued a challenge to 
the Assyrian monarch: If he sent him someone who could 
construct a palace between heaven and earth, Esarhaddon 
would receive the revenue for 3 years from Egypt. If no 
such expert could be found, then the Assyrian king would 
have to pay the Egyptian sovereign a similar sum. Esarhad- 
don bemoaned the loss of Ahiqar and was overjoyed to 
discover that his earlier order had been countermanded. 
Once he had recovered from his confinement, Ahiqar went 
to Egypt and handled all problems with stunning wit and 
wisdom. He returned to Assyria with the Egyptian revenue 
and took his revenge on Nadin. He severely punished him 
and scathingly criticized him for what he had done; the 
battered Nadin then swelled up and died. 


B. Versions 

The earliest extant version of Ahiqar is the fragmentary 
Aramaic text which was found at Elephantine. The papy- 
rus dates from the late 5th century 8.c.£. and contains 
parts of the narrative in 5 columns (through the “execu- 
tion” of Ahigar) and sayings on the remaining 9. Later, 
many other versions of the book appeared. Some small, 
very fragmentary parts of what may have been a Ist- 
century c.£. Demotic translation of Ahiqar have been iden- 
tified (Kiichler 1979: 333-37; Lindenberger 1983: 310- 
12), but their nature remains unclear. The two fragments 
with narrative sections do not agree in all details with 
known versions of the story, and the one fragment with 
sapiential teachings offers no correspondence with the 
other texts. Ahiqar was, in all likelihood, translated into 
Greek, but no copy of this version has been found. The 
Gk Life of Aesop (chaps. 23-32) does, however, contain 
sections which parallel the book, with Aesop assuming the 
role of Ahigar and the Babylonian king Lykeros that of 
the ruler whom he serves. The hypothetical Greek Ahigqar 
eventually served as the base for translations into Ruma- 
nian and Slavonic, with the latter becoming the Vorlage of 
Russian and Serbian editions. The Syriac translation, 
which exists in more than one recension, is the oldest and 
most valuable of the complete versions. From it Armenian 
and Arabic (and Karshuni) renderings were made, with 
the Armenian becoming the base for Georgian and Old 
Turkish translations. Some of the proverbs of Ahiqar are 
included in the Ethiopic Book of the Wise Philosophers which 
was translated from Arabic (Lindenberger 1983: 4—7). In 
some instances Ahiqar has been included as an appendix 
to A Thousand and One Nights. 


C. Date and Origin 

Even before the Elephantine papyrus was found, it was 
known that Ahigar was pre-Christian in date because ele- 
ments of its story, some of its principal characters, and 
aspects of its instruction are mentioned in Tobit (1:21—-22 
{Ahikar is called Tobit’s nephew; see also 4QTobaram?]; 
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2:10; 11:18-19; 14:10 [see 4QTobaram4; his name in some 
mss at 14:15 is a mistake, perhaps for Cyaxares]). The 
discoveries in Egypt simply confirmed the antiquity of the 
work. The script of the Elephantine papyrus can be classi- 
fied as “.. . formal or semi-formal of the end of the fifth 
century” (Naveh 1970: 35; Cowley 1923: 204). The story 
must, therefore, have been written at some time after the 
beginning of Esarhaddon’s reign (680 B.c.£.) and before 
the copy of it from Elephantine was made. This battered 
text, which does not appear to be the autograph (Linden- 
berger 1983: 19), contains parts of both the narrative and 
the sayings, but the point (or points) where there was a 
change (or changes) from one to the other has not sur- 
vived. This raises the problem whether the book as it 
stands is a unity (and thus probably composed at one time) 
or is a later combination of narrative and sayings which 
were originally separate and from different dates. As far 
back as the story can be traced, they are combined, but the 
proverbs or sayings appear to be written in an older form 
of Aramaic—in a Western dialect—than the official Ara- 
maic of the narrative (Greenfield 1978: 97; Lindenberger 
1983: 19, 279-304). If this is true, it may mean that 
different authors composed them and that it would then 
be possible to date the proverbs at an earlier time than the 
terminus a quo implied by the narrative; but the conclusion 
is not inevitable, in as much as traditional material such as 
the proverbs would naturally be in a more archaic or poetic 
diction than the narrative. Moreover, even in the Aramaic 
there are references to the narrative in the sayings. Finally, 
as noted by Kichler (1979: 330), the first words of the 
Aramaic papyrus (lA mJly ?hygr [these are the words of 
Ahigar]) imply that sayings are involved. 

It was once thought that Hebrew might have been the 
original language of the book, but scholarly views changed 
with the discovery of the Aramaic text. The Assyrian 
setting of the tale suggested to some that the author wrote 
in Akkadian (so Cowley 1923: 205-08; Grelot 1972: 429) 
from which the Aramaic was translated (Cowley posited a 
Persian intermediary translation). Nevertheless, while this 
view continues to find defenders, it now seems more likely 
that both narrative and sayings were composed in Aramaic 
(Lindenberger 1983: 16-17, who notes an Aramaic word 
play in saying 41 [hf (arrow) and hf? (sin)]). 


D. Structure 

As indicated above, it has been claimed that the sayings 
originated separately from the narrative so that the pres- 
ent combination of the two is due to a later editorial 
operation. All extant texts, however, contain both, but 
questions remain about the shape of the book because of 
uncertainties regarding the exact location of the sayings. 
It is obvious that major differences separate the Aramaic 
sayings ancl those of the later versions, and that for the 
sapiential material the latter also show variation relative to 
one another. But a more significant structural problem 
has to do with the original location of the proverbs, once 
they were joined to the narrative (if they were ever sepa- 
rate). In the Aramaic text, the columns numbered i-v 
contain narrative and vi-xiv offer sayings. None of the 
fragmentary narrative lines indicates a transition to the 
proverbs. This may entail that in the Aramaic version the 
sayings came at the end of the narrative (Cowley 1923: 
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210; Lindenberger OTP 2: 480). Grelot (1972: 432-51) 
attempts to integrate the two by arranging the columns in 
the order i, vi-xiv, ii—v, but the state of the text makes any 
conclusion quite uncertain. The major later versions— 
Syriac, Armenian, and Arabic—present two sets of sayings: 
the first (chap. 2) contains Ahiqar’s instruction of Nadin 
and the second (chap. 8) his harsh words for him near the 
conclusion. The parallel sections in the Life of Aesop are 
distinctive in that the one section of sayings which Aesop 
delivers to his adoptive son Ennus is found before Aesop 
leaves for Egypt and just before Ennus’ death. As nothing 
definite can be deduced from the Aramaic text and the 
Aesop material is a special case, it is reasonable to suppose 
that the arrangement as given in the Syriac, Armenian, 
and Arabic versions is the original one. See also ANET 
427-30; APOT 2: 715-84; Proverbs OTL. 
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JAMEs C. VANDERKAM 


AHIRA (PERSON) [Heb dhira‘]. The son of Enan and 
leader of the tribe of Naphtali, who assisted Moses in 
taking a census of Israel (Num 1:15; 2:29). As tribal leader, 
Ahira contributed offerings on the 12th day of the taber- 
nacle dedication (Num 7:78, 83), and took charge of the 
military troop of Naphtali throughout Israel’s march from 
Sinai to Palestine (Num 10:27). 
MakkK J. FRETZ 


AHIRAM (PERSON) [Heb °ahirém]. AHIRAMITES. 
The third of 5 sons of Benjamin and head of the Ahiram- 
ites, according to one Benjaminite genealogy (Num 26:38). 
While this is the only occurrence of the name, scholars 
have suggested that corrupt forms of “Ahiram” may exist 
in several other Benjaminite genealogies. One such case is 
Genesis 46:21, which lists 10 sons of Benjamin, including 
“Ehi, Rosh, Muppim, Huppim.” It is widely agreed (e.g., 
Speiser Genesis AB, 343) that these 4 names are a mechan- 
ical corruption of “Ahiram, Shephupham, Huppim.” This 
correction would bring these names to agree with the 3d, 
4th, and 5th sons of Numbers 26:38—9. A metathesis of 
the final mem of “Ahiram” and the initial 5in of “Shephu- 
pham” would have created a name with the consonants 
-alep-het-res-Sin, which could then have been broken into 2 
names, “Ehi, Rosh.” The resulting names, “Ehi, Rosh, and 
Muppim” do not occur in any other Benjaminite geneal- 
ogy. Another possible occurrence of the name “Ahiram” 
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is in the name “Aharah” who is listed in 1 Chr 8:1 as the 
3d son of Benjamin. Schumacher (IDB 1:70) suggests that 
yet another corrupt form of “Ahiram” exists in the name 
“Aher” in 1 Chr 7:12. While this may seem superficially to 
be the case, most scholars follow the suggestion of Kloster- 
mann (RE 4) that the name should be read ’ehdd, “one.” 
There are other possibilities for the name “Aher” (which 
is nowhere else attested), including that of reading “Ad- 
dar” (=“Ard”), a name found in several Benjaminite ge- 
nealogies (Williamson 1 Chronicles NCBC, 78). 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


AHISAMACH (PERSON) [Heb >ahisdmak]. A Danite 
and father of tabernacle craftsman OHOLIAB (Exod 31:6, 
35:34, 38:23). Ahisamach is a rather typical W Semitic 
verbal sentence name (IPN 66—70). In such names kinship 
elements such as 74) “father” and 4h “brother” are “gen- 
erally theophoric, the deity being identified as a protective 
relative.” (IDB Sup, 620) The name, then, means “My 
[divine] brother supports/has supported.” A similar name 
with the same verb, Semachiah “Yahweh supports/has sup- 
ported” (1 Chr 26:7) is clearly theophoric. See also TDOT 
1:7, 193. 
STEPHEN A. REED 


AHISHAHAR (PERSON) [Heb >dhiXahar]. A son of 
Bilhan (1 Chr 7:10), grandson of Jediael, appearing in a 
curious Benjaminite genealogy in | Chr 7:6—12a. The 
name means “brother of the dawn.” This is the only 
appearance of the name in the MT (LXX Achisaar), and it 
does not appear in the Apocrypha or the deuterocanonical 
literature. Scholarship has been divided concerning the 
authenticity of this genealogy because of its place in the 
text, the more complete Benjaminite genealogy which 
follows in 1 Chr 8:1—40, the lack of reference to Zebulun 
and Dan within 1 Chronicles 1-9, the naming of only 3 
sons of Benjamin (Bela, Becher, and Jediael), and the 
singular appearance of Jediael in the genealogy. Curtis 
and Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 147) and Brunet (1953: 485f.) 
opt for the possibility of the genealogy being that of 
Zebulun. However, this approach suggests corruption of 
the text without sufficient manuscript support. Coggins 
(Chronicles CBC, 49), Braun (1 Chronicles WBC, 108), and 
Williamson (Chronicles NCBC, 78) suggest that this geneal- 
ogy has replaced the tradition of Gen 46:21 at this point 
and reflects a postexilic military census list complete with 
inflated numbers of fighting men (see also Meyers I Chron- 
icles AB, lii). Since Ahishahar and the other sons of Bilhan 
are called 71@%¢ h@abét, or heads of families, political and 
social organization may be reflected somewhat, as well as 
military organization. In early Israel, and probably contin- 
uing even as late as postexilic times, the bét °4b was the 
basic and most important socioeconomic unit. Harmon 
(1983: 150) has indicated that the head man of a bét ?4b 
may have functioned along the lines of the bigmen of 
anthropological terminology. Orme (1981: 139) states that 
bigmen are successful, involved in community affairs, as- 
sociated with feasts, and involved in arbitration in local 
disputes. 
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AHISHAR (PERSON) [Heb ?ahésar]. One of Solomon’s 
high officials (sdérim), who was in charge of the palace (1 
Kgs 4:6). His duties as royal chamberlain, or majordomo 
(‘al-habbayit, “over the house”), were centered on the ad- 
ministration of the royal household. Near Eastern parallels 
to this office suggest that he regularly received instructions 
from the king, controlled important communications and 
access to the palace, and oversaw other officials (Anclsr 1: 
128-31; cf. Isa 22:22). In Israel the office may not yet 
have gained the importance which it held in other lands, 
as is suggested both by the occurrence of Ahishar’s name 
toward the end of the list (1 Kgs 4:2—6), and by the fact, 
unusual for this list, that the name of his father is not 
mentioned. J. Gray (Kings OTL, 133) speculates that the 
lack of a patronymic may indicate the inferior nature of 
the office, or that Ahishar was of foreign, or humble, 
origin. 

Even the form of the name is uncertain. As it stands, the 
name might mean “my brother has sung” (SBE 1: 81). 
The Gk has Achei (G5) or Achiél (GL). Montgomery (Kings 
ICC, 119) suggested that in the Gk text Achei én, the én 
may have been an error for é, pointing to a Heb ?hy’/, with 
Sr as a remainder of the patronym. Another possibility 
would be to vocalize °ahyasar (“my brother is righteous,” 
IPN 189). 

KENNETH H. CuFFEY 


AHITHOPHEL (PERSON) [Heb *ahitdpel]. A famed 
wise man and royal counselor of David who figured prom- 
inently in Absalom’s revolt against his father. 

The name itself is composed of the theophoric element 
-Ghi- followed by the obscure tdpel, otherwise unknown 
except as a place name in the lower Transjordan (Deut 
1:1), which is to be identified with modern Tafila. Noth 
suggests that the 2d particle be identified with the later 
Heb word fp! = tpl, meaning “to add to” (IPN 236). 

Ahithophel’s role in Absalom’s revolt earned him a per- 
manent place in the later Syriac vocabulary, where his 
name became an adjective—ahitdpélaja—meaning “trai- 
tor.” This same wise man was also the father of Eliam, one 
of David’s champions (the salisim; RSV: The Thirty), who 
may be identified with Ammiel (IPN 15, n.2), the father of 
Bath-shua ( = Bath-sheba, 1 Chr 3:5; see below). 

As a wise man, Ahithophel was reputed to be “like the 
oracle of God” (2 Sam 16:23). Thus it was a fortunate turn 
of events for Absalom when Ahithophel threw in his hand 
with the rebels. It was on Ahithophel’s advice that Absalom 
violated David’s concubines “in the sight of all Israel” (2 
Sam 16:21-23), as prophesied by Nathan (2 Sam 12:11), 
in order to demonstrate Absalom’s complete break from 
his father. (In the ancient Near East, the usurpation of the 
royal authority of one’s father also meant the usurpation 
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of his male virility, hence the great symbolic power of 
Absalom’s act.) Ahithophel further advised Absalom to let 
him take a body of 12,000 men and strike David and his 
men immediately, while they were still weak and dispirited 
from the coup. Absalom was at first pleased with this 
suggestion, but Hushai the Archite, one of David’s coun- 
selors (who was secretly working to undo Ahithophel’s 
sound advice), opposed the plan. Hushai argued instead 
that Absalom should wait until all Israel had gathered to 
him. Then, when Absalom and the Israelites met David 
and his professional soldiers in the field, they would over- 
run David and his men by sheer force of numbers. When 
Absalom chose to follow the advice of Hushai, Ahithophel, 
certain of the impending disaster, went home and set his 
affairs in order, and hanged himself. 

Ahithophel’s participation in Absalom’s revolt is indica- 
tive of the deep dissatisfaction with David’s rule, even 
within the inner circle at court. While many may have 
joined the rebels in order to anoint a king who took a 
more direct interest in the affairs of the people than David 
(2 Sam 15:16), Ahithophel’s reasons may have been pri- 
vate. That is, he may have been motivated by David’s 
treacherous murder of Bath-sheba’s husband, Uriah. If 
Ammiel, father of Bath-shua (1 Chr 3:5; Bath-shua, as the 
mother of Solomon, is to be read Bath-sheba) is the same 
person as Fliam, son of Ahithophel (2 Sam 23:34)—and 
this is not certain: the names are related, but in the same 
way that Joab [ = Yahweh is father] is related to Abijah 
[ = father is Yahweh], so that they are not identical—Bath- 
sheba would have been the granddaughter of Ahithophel. 
Ahithophel would then have had a very real and personal 
stake in the rebels’ cause, namely revenge. One should 
wonder, however, at the absence of Ammiel (Eliam?) from 
among the conspirators. Bath-sheba’s father would cer- 
tainly not have been ignorant of what his own father had 
known of his daughter’s marriage. In the end, Ahitho- 
phel’s relationship to Bath-sheba must remain uncertain, 
as must his reasons for joining Absalom’s revolt. 
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AHITUB (PERSON) [Heb >ahitab]. 1. A Levitical priest, 
the father of Ahyah and Ahimelech, and grandfather of 
Abiathar (1 Sam 14:3; 22:9, 11-12, 20). Ahijah was priest 
to Saul in Shiloh (1 Sam 14:3) and served the same king at 
Gibeah in his warfare with the Philistines (1 Sam 14:18-— 
19, 36). Ahimelech the priest (contra the gloss in Mark 
2:26) gave David holy bread and Goliath’s sword at Nob (1 
Sam 21:7, 10—Eng 21:6, 9) and perished when Doeg the 
Edomite massacred the priesthood there (1 Sam 22:18). 
Ahimelech’s son Abiathar escaped to serve David as his 
chaplain during his “outlaw” period (1 Sam 22:20; 23:6; 
30:7) and remained an important priest during David’s 
early kingship (2 Sam 15:35; 20:25; 1 Chr 27:34). More- 
over, it is difficult to reconcile the claim that Ahimelech 
was Abiathar’s son (2 Sam 8:17 = 1 Chr 18:16; also 1 Chr 
24:6) unless there was an Ahimelech II. We are told that 
Abiathar’s son/Ahitub’s great-grandson, Jonathan, stayed 
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behind in Jerusalem as one of David’s spies after David’s 
flight from Absalom (2 Sam 15:27, 36). Ahitub’s brother’s 
name was Ichabod, and both men are termed sons of 
Phinehas and grandsons of Eli, the high priest at Shiloh in 
the days of young Samuel (1 Sam 1:3; 4:21; 14:3). While 
one tradition traces Ahitub’s ancestry through Eli back to 
Eleazar, Aaron’s third son (2 Esdr 1:1—3), another tradi- 
tion links this Ahitub through his son Ahimelech and 
grandfather Eh with Ithamar, the fourth son of Aaron (1 
Chr 24:3; Josephus, Ant 5.11.5). 

2. A Levitical priest, the son of Amariah (I?), father of 
Zadok (I?), and grandfather of Ahimaaz (2 Sam 8:17 = 1 
Chr 18:16; 1 Chr 5:33-34—Eng 6:7—8; 6:37-38—Eng 
6:52—53). Zadok (1?), with Abiathar, was a priest to David 
(2 Sam 15:35; 2 Sam 8:17; 20:25; 1 Chr 18:16). When 
Abiathar supported Adonijah as David’s successor instead 
of Solomon, Solomon appointed Zadok (I?) as his high 
priest in place of Abiathar (1 Kgs 2:35). Ahimaaz, son of 
Zadok (I?) and grandson of Ahitub (1?), together with 
Jonathan ben Abiathar, likewise kept David informed of 
developments in Jerusalem following Absalom’s conspiracy 
(2 Sam 15:27, 36). 

3. A Levitical priest, the son of Amariah (11?), and the 
father of Zadok (II?), and grandfather of Shallum (1 Chr 
5:37-38—Eng 6:11—12). This Ahitub (II?) appears to be 
the same person listed in Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11 as the 
father of Meraioth and grandfather of Zadok (II?) and 
great-grandfather of Meshullam ( = Shallum above?). 

It may well be that 3. and 2. (and even 1.) above are 
actually all one and the same person (Curtis and Madsen 
Chronicles ICC, 128-29). Beside the Ahitub of Elis lineage, 
the name Ahitub appears in 7 biblical genealogical lists: 
Neh 11:11; 1 Chr 9:11; Ezra 7:1-5; 1 Chr 5:27-41—Eng 
6:1-15; 1 Chr 6:35—38—Eng 6:50—53; 1 Esdr 8:1-2; and 
2 Esdr 1:1-—3. Yet in only one of these lists, namely 1 Chr 
5:27-41—Eng 6:1-15, does the name Ahitub appear more 
than once. The fact that the pattern Amariah-Ahitub- 
Zadok occurs twice only in this one particular list readily 
suggests either a copyist’s error or some deliberate scribal 
intention. This list is a long one, covering 26 generations 
in all, from Levi to Jehozadak, the high priest who went 
into exile (1 Chr 5:4—Eng 6:15). The 2d list in the same 
chapter (1 Chr 6:35-38—Eng 6:50—53) limits itself to 
repeat only the 12 names from the first half of its chapter 
counterpart, the high priests from Aaron through Ahi- 
maaz. On the other hand, Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11 
represent lists of only 6 names each, but names more 
suggestive of the lower half of the same long list in 1 Chr 
5:27—41—Eng 6:1-15. Neh 11:11 reads the names Ahitub- 
Meraioth-Zadok-Meshullam-Hilkiah-Seraiah; 1 Chr 9:11 
reiterates the same first 5 names but changes the last name 
to Azariah. If Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11 should exhibit an 
early form of the list, Ezra 7:1—-5 reflects another stage in 
its development as it solves the previous last name mixup 
through conflation (Azariah-Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok-Shal- 
lum-Hilkiah-Azariah-Seraiah-Ezra) and expands the up- 
per end of the list to include the high priests from Aaron 
down through Meraioth. The long list in 1 Chr 5:27—41— 
Eng 6:1-15 goes further, repeating the upper and lower 
pattern of names from Neh 11:11; 1 Chr 9:11; and Ezra 
7:1—5. What turns up basically new in this long list are the 
hitherto unparalleled names Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok-Ahi- 
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maaz-Azariah-Johanan, filling the gap between Meraioth 
and Azariah of the former lists. Significantly the first 3 
names of this addition of 6 names contribute to the double 
pattern of Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok already noted above. 
The remaining 2 somewhat-later lists from 1 and 2 Esdras 
then go on to presuppose the final stage reflected in the 
long list as the 12 names of 1 Esdr 8:1—2 draw from both 
the top and the bottom of the long list. 2 Esdr 1:1-3 
parallels Ezra 7:1—5 closely, but between Amariah and 
Ahitub it includes 3 names completely new to all the 
previous lists: the names Eli-Phinehas-Ahijah. This sug- 
gests that the Ahitub intended in this last list is Ahijah, 
person 1. above, and, this, in a list which purports to link 
Ezra the priest to the line of Eleazar, not Ithamar. 

If the double names Zadok and Ahitub in the long list 
are in fact a literary fiction created to supply a lineage to 
an otherwise unknown Zadok, the name of Ahitub known 
from the house of Eli (the house which Zadok displaced) 
could have been singled out by the biblical writer as a 
convenient and appropriate priestly ancestor (Rehm, 
IDBSup, 976-77). On the other hand, were it granted that 
the long list, though unique, is reliable, and that there 
were in fact historically more than one Ahitub and one 
Zadok in the priesthood descendent from Eleazar, the 
threefold delineation above might stand. 

Interestingly, Katzenstein (1962), in his study of the 
high priests from Solomon to Jehozadak, thinks there may 
have been as many as 22 high priests in office during this 
time span. This would add 9 names to the 13 currently on 
record in | Chr 5:34—4]—Eng 6:8~15 for this span in the 
long list. Besides the one Ahitub expected in this part of 
the list, he postulates 3 Zadok’s, 4 Azariah’s, and 2 Amar- 
iah’s. Katzenstein follows closely the sequence of high 
priests given by Josephus (Ant 9.1.1; 9.7.1; 9.10.4; 10.8.5— 
6) and believes that the extra names in Josephus were 
omitted by the biblical writers because they knew these 
priests to be non-Zadokites (see Katzenstein 1962: 382- 
84). 

4. The son of Elijah and the father of Raphaim and the 
distant ancestor of Judith, the heroine of the apocryphal 
book of the same name (Jdt 8:1). As Judith’s supposed 
ancestry is traced back 16 generations to Israel or Jacob, 
the author sought to impress upon his readers the rich 
Jewish heritage of the God-fearing widow of Bethulia who 
single-handedly captivated and decapitated the fearsome 
invader Holofernes. 
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AHLAB (PLACE) [Heb ?ahiab]. A town within the tribal 
boundaries of Asher whose non-Israelite inhabitants were 
driven out during the Heb conquest of Palestine (Judg 
1:31). Although in Josh 19:24—31 the list of towns located 
on Asher’s territorial boundary does not mention Ahlab, 
LXXB of Josh 19:29 reads apo leb “from Leb,” which may 
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reflect a Heb vorlage of *mlb. However, the LXX reading 
aalaph in Judg 1:31 supports a derivation from Heb °hib 
rather than Alb. 

Discussion focuses on a metathesis within the name of 
the letters Jamed and bet. Whereas Judg 1:31 reads “Ahlab, 
and Achzib, and Helbah,” Josh 19:29 concludes with “Meh- 
ebel to Achzib.” Boling and Wright (Joshua AB, 453) argue 
that Heb mhlb “from Ahlab” was the original reading in 
Josh 19:29, and identify Ahlab with Mehebel. Other scho- 
lars identify the two towns, but view Ahlab as an equivalent 
or variant of Mehebel (Meyer 1906: 540; Fisher 1975: 
286). More specifically, Abel (GP2: 67), followed by Ahar- 
oni (LBHG, 235), concludes that the doublet of Ahlab and 
Helbah in Judg 1:31 expresses a metathesis of Mehebel. In 
contrast, Kallai (HGB, 222) suggests that Ahlab has no 
parallel in Josh 19:29, whereas Helbah matches a proposed 
reconstruction Heb *mhlb (MT mhbl). This might be sup- 
ported by the Assyrian inscription of Sennacherib (ANET, 
287), which lists towns in the area of Sidon, and mentions 
the town of Mahalliba. Since the time of Delitzsch (1881: 
284), scholars have associated Ahlab with this Mahalliba, 
identifying Ahlab with modern Khirbet el-Mahalib located 
ca. 6 km northeast of Tyre (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 
455). See also MAHALAB. 
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AHLAIT (PERSON) [Heb ?ahlay]. 1. Although listed as a 
son of Sheshan (1 Chr 2:31), Ahlai probably was a daugh- 
ter (in view of v 34) given in marriage to Sheshan’s Egyp- 
tian slave, Jarha (v 35). However, some scholars understand 
vv 34-4] as representing a different genealogical source 
and feel no need to harmonize this passage with v 31, thus 
concluding that Ahlai was a son. The expression “son(s) 
of” may be used in the sense of “descendant” or “off- 
spring.” Since the MT of 1 Chr 2:31 uses the plural “the 
sons of,” the single daughter (or son) Ahlai, may possibly 
be understood here as the progenitor of a clan or family 
bearing her/his name. Because of Sheshan’s failure to 
produce sons, Ahlai probably was the founder of a branch 
of the important family of Jerahmeel, the first-born of 
Hezron, grandson of Judah. The Jerahmeelites’ association 
with the Kenites (1 Sam 27:10; 30:29), the similarity of 
several of their names with the Edomite genealogy in 1} 
Chronicles 1, and the correspondence of some personal 
names with place names, allows some scholars to identify 
them with foreign elements in Israel (Gen 15:19) and the 
shift of Edomites from southern Judah northward follow- 
ing the destruction of Jerusalem (Braun, J Chronicles WBC, 
45 and Myers, I Chronicles AB, 15). 

2. The mother (or possibly father) of Zabad, who was 
one of the mighty men of the armies of David (1 Chr 
11:41b). Zabad is listed as a descendant of Sheshan’s 
daughter in 1 Chr 2:36, supporting the conclusion that 
Ahlai was his mother and identical with #1 above. 1 Chr 
11:41b—47 appears to be a continuation of the comparable 
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list in Samuel (2 Sam 23:24—39) and contains names not 
found there. 
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AHLAMU. See ARAMEANS. 


AHOAH (PERSON) [Heb ?ahéah]. 6th son of Bela and 
grandson of Benjamin, according to one Benjaminite ge- 
nealogy (1 Chr 8:4). Many scholars have proposed that 
“Ahoah” is a mistake for AHIJAH (e.g. Williamson / and 
2 Chronicles NCBC, 84), due to the evident dittography in 
v 7, “Naaman, Ahijah, and Gera.” The Hebrew script of 
the two names ?ahéah and °ahiyah are nearly identical. This 
proposal is supported by the Gk (LXX), Syr, and Aramaic 
versions. The Gk reads achia for the name in both v 4 and 
v7. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


AHOHI (PERSON) [Heb ?ahéhi]. Var. AHOAH. AHOH- 
ITE. Although seen by some as a corruption of Ahijah 
(Heb ahiyah vs. °dhéht), Ahohi is a gentilic noun designat- 
ing membership in the clan of Ahoah (Heb ?dhéah), which 
was counted among the descendants of Benjamin (1 Chr 
8:4). That David usurped the Israelite throne from the 
Benjaminite king Saul did not prevent a number of Ben- 
jaminites, including some from the clan of Ahoah, from 
fighting in David’s service. These included Eleazar the son 
of Dodo (2 Sam 23:9-10; 1 Chr 11:12), the second of “the 
three,” one of David’s most renowned warriors. Although 
the RSV lists Eleazar as “the son of Dodo, the son of 
Ahohi,” the correct reading is probably “Eleazar, the son 
of Dodo, son of an Ahohite.” Either reading would reflect 
the same Hebrew phraseology; it simply makes more sense 
to read Ahohi in its plain sense as a gentilic noun, rather 
than construing it as a proper name. 

In the Chronicler’s list of David’s heroes, the deeds of 
Eleazar, the son of Dodo, and Shammah, the son of Agee 
the Hararite, have been combined into a single account (1 
Chr 11:12~-14; probably when the copyist skipped from 
the Hebrew neespii-sam [2 Sam 23:9b} to wattéhi-sam [2 Sam 
23:11]). Besides Eleazar, 2 Sam 23:28 recalls one Zalmon, 
the Ahohite, whose name parallels that of Iai (Heb “day, 
emend to siay?) the Ahohite in 1 Chr 11:29. See ILAI; 
ZALMON. 

Finally, the mention of Dodai the Ahohite in the list of 
monthly levies (1 Chr 27:4) may refer to the father of 
Eleazar the son of Dodo. Thus, at least two or three 
Benjaminites from the clan of Ahoah fought in David's 
select corps of heroic warriors, a fact which may testify 
both to David's popularity among Saul’s picked men (cf. 1 
Sam 18:6—8), and to the antiquity of David’s own corps of 
champions (Heb salis#m). 
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AHRIMAN. See ZOROASTER, ZOROASTRIANISM. 


AHUMAI (PERSON) [Heb >dhamay]. A member of the 
tribe of Judah and the son of Jahath (1 Chr 4:1-2). 
However, he may have been a Calebite, since Shobal, the 
grandfather of Ahumai, is identified as a descendant of 
Caleb in 1 Chr 2:50, 52. The genealogy found in 1 Chr 
4:1-7 was originally a Calebite list, which has been incor- 
porated into the overall genealogical list of Judah (1 Chr 
2:34:23). The motivation for this incorporation may have 
been the Chronicler’s interest in “all Israel” as a whole and 
the tribe of Judah in particular. (For further discussion, 
see Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC; Braun I Chronicles 
WBC; Williamson J and 2 Chronicles NCBC.) 
H. C. Lo 


AHURA MAZDA (DEITY). The name of the su- 
preme god worshipped in the Zoroastrian religion. Ahura 
means “Lord” and Mazda means “Wisdom”. The name 
was originally an appellation of an ancient Iranian divinity, 
conceived of as the spirit or force of wisdom. His earthly 
prototype was presumably the high priest who counseled 
and guided the tribe. Zoroaster, in founding the religion, 
exalted him as the one eternal Being, wholly wise and 
good, and very powerful, but not yet omnipotent, that is, 
his power is presently limited by that of the Evil Spirit, 
likewise self-existent (see ZORASTER, ZOROASTRIAN- 
ISM), whom at the end of time he will destroy. For this 
purpose Ahura Mazda created by his thought lesser divin- 
ities and this world (Yfasna] 31.11). This creative act was 
accomplished with the aid of the Holy Spirit (Y.44.7, 51.7, 
cf. 31.3), who is one with him, and yet distinct. The lesser 
divinities are of the same essence and will as their Creator, 
and to venerate any one of them is to venerate Ahura 
Mazda. Zoroastrianism is also known to its adherents as 
“the Mazda-worshipping religion,” which emphasizes its 
essential monotheism. 

Zoroaster invoked Ahura Mazda in all his hymns (the 
Gathas), and the whole Avesta was regarded by the ortho- 
dox as revealed by him to his prophet. This view is still 
upheld by some, on the grounds that, though of multiple 
authorship, it all derives essentially from Zoroaster’s teach- 
ings, and so is informed by Ahura Mazda’s omniscience. 
All devotional acts begin with veneration of Ahura Mazda, 
and the 5 obligatory daily prayers in Avestan are prefaced 
by the affirmation in Persian: “Ohrmazd is Lord.” The 
Sassanian king Vahram V answered Christian accusations 
of polytheism by declaring that “he acknowledged only 
one God. The rest were but as courtiers of the King” 
(Hoffmann 1880: 42). 

Zoroaster believed that he saw and spoke with Ahura 
Mazda repeatedly. He declared himself “eager to behold 
and take counsel” with him (Y.33.6), and when rejected as 
his prophet turned to him for aid. “Take heed of it, Lord, 
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granting the support which friend should give to friend” 
(¥.46.2). He saw him anthropomorphically (“the tongue of 
Thy mouth” ¥31.3, cf. ¥28.11; “the hand with which 
Thou holdest . . .” ¥.43.4); but also with awe, as clad with 
the sky as garment (¥Y.30.5), the One who “established the 
course of the sun and stars .. . upheld the earth from 
below, and the heavens from falling” (Y.44.3, 4). 

The earliest recorded reference to Ahura Mazda, as as- 
sa-ra ma-za-aS, is in an Assyrian cuneiform text of probably 
the 8th century B.c. This was presumably the Old Iranian 
divinity, since Zoroastrianism had probably then only just 
reached western Iran. Ahura Mazda was named many 
times by Darius the Great (522-486 B.c.) in his inscrip- 
tions; and Western scholars used to think that he was 
represented on Achaemenian monuments by a crowned 
male figure in a winged circle. This is now interpreted 
rather as a symbol of the Royal Fortune. Zoroastrianism 
remained, it seems, aniconic until the late 5th century B.c., 
after which cult statues were created of Ahura Mazda and 
other divinities. None of these survives, because of the 
successful iconoclasm of the Sassanians (224—652 a.p.). 
Rock sculptures show him as a kingly figure, standing or 
on horseback, and once holding the barsom, the priestly 
bundle of rods (Pope 1938: 154A, 156, 160A; Christensen 
1936: 90-1, 226-7, 255). No representations of him are 
now made, but in living Zoroastrianism, as in the religion’s 
earliest days, his worship is conducted in the presence of 
ever-burning fire, regarded as a symbol of truth and 
enlightenment. 
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AHUZZAM (PERSON) [Heb ?éhuzzam]. A member of 
the tribe of Judah and son of Asshur (1 Chr 4:5—6). 
According to the problematic MT text of 1 Chr 2:24, 
Ashhur was the posthumous son of Hezron. On the other 
hand, the LXX text indicates that Ashhur was the son of 
Caleb who, after the death of Hezron, married Ephrathah, 
Hezron’s wife. Thus Ahuzzam may have been a Calebite. 
The incorporation of the Calebite descendants into the 
Judahite genealogy may reflect a later period when the 
tribe of Caleb was absorbed into the tribe of Judah. 
H.C. Lo 


AHUZZATH (PERSON) [Heb dhézat]. Accompanied 
Abimelech, king of Gerar, and Phicol to make a covenant 
with Isaac (Gen 26:26—only occurrence of the name in 
OT). Ahuzzath is referred to as Abimelech’s “friend” 
(mér&éhi). This was an official title devoid of emotional 
connotation; it denoted a counselor to the king on various 
administrative matters (Donner 1961; Van Selms 1957). A 
priest named Zabud, for example, is called a “friend of 
the king” in a list of court officials (Sa@rim; 1 Kgs 4:2—6; cf. 
Hushai, 2 Sam 15:37; 16:16-17). Abimelech and Phicol 
also appear in Genesis 21 when they make a covenant with 
Abraham. The long time span between this covenant and 
the one with Isaac makes it unlikely that the same parties 
were involved in both instances. Thus, scholars have sug- 
gested that either “Abimelech” and “Phicol” were recur- 
ring titles or family names (Kidner 1967: 154), or that only 
one covenant was actually made but it was differently 
reported in variant traditions (Speiser Genesis AB, 203). 
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AHZAI (PERSON) [Heb ?ahza(y)]. Father of Azarel and 
grandfather of Amashsai who is cited as a leader of one of 
the important priestly families in Jerusalem at the time of 
the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem by Nehemiah (Neh 
11:13). Meshillemoth and Immer are reported as his fa- 
ther and grandfather. In the comparable list of | Chr 9:12 
this person seems to be known by the name of Jahzerah 
(Heb yahzéraé; LX XB tediou). There Meshullam, Meshillem- 
ith, and Immer are named as his ancestors. 
Rocer W. UrtT! 


AI (PLACE) {Heb ha‘ay]}. Var. AIATH; AIJA? The name 
(meaning “the ruin”) of a place mentioned in connection 
with Abram’s early migration into the land of Canaan 
(Genesis 12—13), and with Joshua’s subsequent conquest of 
that land (Joshua 7-8). It is usually identified with Et-Tell 
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(M.R. 174147), a 27.5 acre site E of modern Beitin (biblical 
Bethel). 


A. Biblical References 
B. Location and Description 
C. History of Excavations 
1. The Garstang Soundings (1928) 
2. The Rothschild Expedition (1933-35) 
3. The Joint Archaeological Expedition (1964-76) 
D. Settlement Phases 
. The Pre-Urban Village 
. The Urban A Walled City 
. The Urban B Remodeled City 
. The Urban C Reconstructed City 
. The Iron Age I Village 
E. The Problem of the Conquest of Ai 
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A. Biblical References 

Genesis 12:8 reports that Abram “removed to the moun- 
tain on the east of Bethel, and pitched his tent, with Bethel 
on the west and Ai on the east.” Bethel and Ai seem to be 
landmarks locating the mountain on which Abram built 
his altar to the Lord, as is the case also in Gen 13:3—4. The 
conquest of Ai, related in Josh 7:2—5 and 8:1—29, is related 
from the perspective of the site as a landmark: “So Joshua 
burned Ai, and made it forever a heap of ruins, as it is to 
this day” (8:28). Topographical descriptions in the ac- 
counts indicate that it is the same landmark referred to in 
Gen 12:8. Ai is mentioned again in Josh 10:1-2 and 12:9, 
first in relation to Gibeon (el-Jib), and second, to Bethel. 
The statement in 10:2 that Gibeon “was greater than Ai” 
does not appear in the Septuagint, and is probably an 
expansion of the tradition similar to that found in Joshua 
7-8 in the MT. In 12:9, Ai is located “beside Bethel,” 
similar to the location in 7:2. 

The name “Aiath,” which seems to be a variation of Ai, 
appears in Isa 10:28 in association with Rimmon (possibly 
modern Rammun, E of et-Tell), Michmash (Muchmas), 
Geba, Ramah (er-Ram), and Gibeah (Tell el-Ful). Whether 
the reference is to Et-Tell is not clear, although Aiath 
would be in the same vicinity. Neh 11:31 lists an “Aija” 
among the villages of Benjamin in the postexilic period, 
among the same villages named in Isa 10:28f., and since 
“Bethel and Ai” are named in the list in Neh 7:32, Ai and 
Aija seem to be understood as two different places. How- 
ever, it should be noted that the reference to “Aija” does 
not appear in the Septuagint. The biblical evidence thus 
favors identification of Ai with the landmark site known as 
et-Tell, E of Beitin and atop the watershed plateau over- 
looking Jericho 9 miles eastward in the Jordan Valley. 


B. Location and Description 

In his Onomasticon, Eusebius wrote that Bethel was lo- 
cated 12 Roman miles N of Jerusalem on the right side of 
the road leading to Neapolis (modern Nablus), and that Ai 
was located at a minor ruin E of Bethel. Whether he 
referred to the site of et-Tell is not certain, because there 
are other small ruins in the vicinity. It is possible that only 
the acropolis area of et-Tell was regarded as Ai, because 
John Garstang in 1928 made the same identification, over- 
looking the other three-fourths of the ancient tell that 
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stretched down the slope eastward (see Callaway 1972: 14— 
18). 

Et-Tell and another site in the SE edge of modern Deir 
Dibwan, Khirbet Haiyan (M.R. 175145), were suggested by 
E. Robinson in 1838 as possible locations of biblical Ai. 
The position of et-Tell recommended itself to Robinson, 
but he did not discern the presence of ancient walls and 
buildings because they were covered with heaps of un- 
worked stones. Thus he favored the small ruin just S of 
Deir Dibwan whose name he did not record. It was later 
identified as Khirbet Haiyan by C. R. Conder in the 
Palestine Exploration Fund Survey (Saunders 1881: 95— 
96). 

Captain Charles Wilson did a reconnaissance survey 
from Nablus to Jerusalem in 1866, and gave particular 
attention to Bethel and Ai. He noted the modern village 
of Beitin, 9 miles S of Shiloh, which he identified with 
biblical Bethel. On a hill adjcining the village, and E of it, 
was a fortified Christian church, and E of it the hilltop 
ruins locally known as “Et-Tel, ‘the heap’.” Its location 
corresponded to the description in Gen 12:8 and Joshua 
7-8, so Wilson identified et-Tell with biblical Ai on the 
evidence of the biblical references and the topography of 
the area. 

In a surface survey of the region E of Bethel in 1924, 
W. FE. Albright became convinced that et-Tell was indeed 
the ruin of an ancient city, and that no other proposed site 
could possibly date to the time of the Israelite settlement 
in Canaan. Khirbet Haiyan had no surface pottery that 
could be attributed to the LB Age, or to Iron Age I. The 
tradition that Joshua “burnt Ai and made it a heap (tell) 
forever” (Josh 8:28) seemed to support his position. Al- 
bright’s identification of et-Tell with Ai was therefore 
based upon biblical traditions and the topography of the 
region and was supported by the evidence of an ancient 
city of the Canaanites which lay under the heaps of stones. 
His location of the site of Ai has not been seriously chal- 
lenged in the last half-century (EAEHL 1: 36). 


C. History of Excavations 

1. The Garstang Soundings (1928). The first excava- 
tions at Ai (et-Tell) were conducted by John Garstang in 
September, 1928. 8 trenches were opened, 5 against the 
outer face of the S city wall, and 3 inside the city in the 
acropolis area. The results of his work were never pub- 
lished although a summary report of 3 typed pages and a 
sketch plan was submitted tc the Department of Antiqui- 
ties. He did claim in a later book that LB pottery dating to 
ca. 1400 B.c. was found, and was left “in the collection of 
the American School,” now the Albright Institute in Jeru- 
salem. This pottery has not been located for a 2d opinion 
of its dating. The supposed cliscovery of a 1400 B.c. city at 
Ai supported Garstang’s dating of the fall of Jericho at the 
same time, and confirmed the traditional date for the 
Exodus and Conquest generally accepted at the time (Cal- 
laway 1980: 1-4). 

2. The Rothschild Expedition (1933-35). Judith Mar- 
quet-Krause directed the second excavation at Ai, with the 
support of Baron Edmond de Rothschild of Paris. Inspired 
by the prospect of “resurrecting” the ancient biblical city 
of Ai from the dust of its ruins, she embarked upon a 
series of annual campaigns in 1933 which were abruptly 


I * 127 


terminated by her death in 1936 as she prepared for the 
4th year of work. 

The Rothschild excavations were confined to the upper 
part of et-Tell, between contours 835 and 850 on the site 
plan (see fig. AIP.01). This was the area sketched by 
Garstang in 1928 as the entire site. During 2 months of 
work in the Ist campaign, the so-called palace was un- 
earthed, a part of the Iron Age I village was discovered 
and tombs in the necropolis NE of the tell were excavated. 
A long and productive six-month campaign in 1934 con- 
tinued excavations of the Iron Age village, uncovered the 
lower-city fortifications near contour 835, and discovered 
the “sanctuary” in the citadel area of the acropolis (see 
D.4. below). A final campaign in 1935 focused on complet- 
ing excavation of the Iron Age village, which was found to 
be constructed on top of EB remains with no intervening 
occupation evidence. The lower city was also extended 
inside the city walls, and the “Postern Gate” inside an 
elliptical tower was found. All of the lower-city remains 
belonged in the EB Age. This limited the Iron Age village 
to the acropolis area (Callaway 1972: 18-22; 1980: 4—7). 
See fig. AIP.O1. 

3. The Joint Archaeological Expedition (1964-76). Be- 
ginning in 1964, J. Callaway directed 9 seasons of work at 
Ai and other sites in the region until 1976. 8 sites were 
opened at et-Tell in areas adjacent to the Rothschild exca- 
vations and in new areas along the lower E city walls as 
follows: site A, the sanctuary and citadel fortifications; site 
B, the Iron Age village; site C, the lower city near contour 
835; site D, the temple-palace complex on the acropolis; 
site G, the lower-city residential area; site H, the east city- 
wall fortifications; site J, the wadi gate fortifications; and 
site K, the corner gate and reservoir (see fig. AIP.O1). All 
of the city below contour 845 on the site plan was found to 
be EB, dating before ca. 2400 B.c., with Iron Age agricul- 
tural terraces indicating it was placed in cultivation by the 
founders of the Iron Age village ca. 1200 B.c. 

Three sites in the vicinity of et-Tell were excavated to 
complete an archaeological profile of the region. Khirbet 
Haiyan, located on the regional plan and a candidate for 
the location of biblical Ai, was excavated as site E in 1964 
and 1969. It was found to be a Byzantine settlement 
founded on scattered remains of the First Temple period, 
or Ist century a.p. Khirbet Khudriya, E of et-Tell, was 
excavated as site F in 1966 and 1968, and was also a 
Byzantine settlement or possibly a monastery. Tombs in 
the valley adjacent to the settlement yielded pottery, ossu- 
aries, and objects from as early as the Ist century B.c. 

Salvage excavations were conducted in 1969, 1970, 1972, 
and 1974 at Khirbet Raddana (M.R. 169146), in the N 
edge of modern Bireh, with sites designated R, S, and T. 
Hewn pillars of two Iron Age I houses, contemporary with 
those at site B at et-Tell, were uncovered during the con- 
struction of a new road on the site, and the Joint Expedi- 
tion was invited to excavate them. It was thought that the 
evidence of these houses would supplement that of the 
houses at et-Tell. They were found to be part of a small 
unfortified village settled about 1200 B.c., and abandoned 
about 1050 B.c., the same as the village at Ai (et-Tell) 
(Callaway 1972: 22-26; 1980: 7-18). 


D. Settlement Phases 
The following settlement phases have been identified: 


Al 
STRATUM PHASE DESCRIPTION PERIOD CHRONOLOGY 
Pre-Urban I-II Unfortified Vil- EB IB 3200-3100 B.c. 
lage 
Urban A Ill Walled City of EB IC 3100-2950 B.c. 
27.5 Acres 
Urban B IV-V Remodeled Build- EB II 2950-2775 B.c. 
ings and Fortifica- 
tions 
Urban C VI-VIII Reconstructed EB III 2775-2400 B.c. 
City and Fortifica- 
ons 
Intermediate IX Site Abandoned 2400-1200 B.c. 
Iron Age X-XI Unfortified Vil- Iron AgeI 1200-1050 B.c. 
lage above Con- 
tour 845 
Byzantine = XII. Site Terraced and .—— 5th Century 
Islamic Cultivated to Present 


1. The Pre-Urban Village. Remains of an unfortified 
village, reaching from site C at contour 835 to the acropo- 
lis area, were found underneath the first-city wall system. 
The village was at least 200 m in length, making it larger 
than the Iron Age village built centuries later. Artifacts 
from this phase reflect a population made up of overflow 
from other sites, such as Jericho 9 miles away in the Jordan 
Valley, together with an increment of newcomers to the 
region. The new elements in the village culture at Ai 
eventually dominated in later periods that carried over 
from Chalcolithic by the indigenous population. There 
seem to have been movements of population from N Syria 
and Anatolia as early as EB IA that introduced pottery 
forms such as carinate platters, holemouth jars with in- 
ward rolled rims, and painted decorations of line-group 
designs. 

2. The Urban A Walled City. A well-planned walled city 
enclosing about 27.5 acres was constructed at the begin- 
ning of EB IC, or ca. 3100 B.c. Its fortifications were laid 
out on natural contours of the hilltop site, and they fixed 
the limits of the city in ‘its succeeding phases until final 
destruction about 2400 B.c. There is debate among scho- 
lars whether the EB IC walled city grew out of the previous 
unwalled village, or was imposed upon the village by 
newcomers (see Schaub 1982: 67—75). My view is that 
newcomers who brought with them experience in city- 
building imposed the Urban A plan upon the local villa- 
gers. Fortifications at sites A and C were built over large 
areas of village houses, and the entire site was carefully 
divided into spatial components seemingly too sophisti- 
cated to have emerged from the village culture. 

Components of the city that can be located on the site 
plan are: (1) the acropolis complex at site D; (2) the citadel 
and later sanctuary at site A; (3) a market and residential 
area at site C, houses at site G, and 4 city-gate complexes 
at sites A, K, J, and L. Urban life in the city revolved 
around the temple-palace compound on the acropolis. 
Enclosed by its own walls (2-m-wide) inside the city, the 
temple and palace lay side by side with the temple on the 
E, and the palace structures (that continued in use until 
EB III) enclosing both ends and the back side of the 
temple (see D on fig. AIP.01). 

Of the 4 city gates in the Urban A phase, 3 were 1 m 
wide and constructed straight through the fortification 
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AIP.O1. Site plan of excavations at Ai. (Courtesy of J. A. Callaway.) 
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walls. These were the citadel (site A), postern (site L), and 
corner (site K) gates. Walls at the postern gate were pre- 
served more than 2 m high, and there was evidence that 
the narrow passageway was covered, making it a kind of 
tunnel through the wall. Only 1 side of the wadi gate (site 
J) was uncovered, and since the excavated area was more 
than 1 m wide, this gate must have been wider than the 
others. 

The Urban A city was inhabited by a substantial element 
of indigenous people whose pottery culture is rooted in 
the Chalcolithic period, indicating that the village popula- 
tion of EB IB was largely absorbed by those whom I regard 
as newcomers in EB IC. Radical changes in lifestyle from 
village to urban life, with the imaginative spatial planning 
of the new city, indicates that new leadership was imposed 
from the outside. Antecedents of this culture are traced to 
coastal and N Syria, as well as to S Anatolia. 

3. The Urban B Remodeled City. Violent destruction 
abruptly terminated the Urban A phase at Ai ca. 2950 B.c. 
The citadel at site A was burned, leaving scorched stones 
as mute testimony of the event. A blanket of ashes covered 
the acropolis building floors of polished plaster. New lead- 
ership seems to have been imposed upon the population, 
and the city was rebuilt and extensively modified. 

The culture of the new regime contrasts with that of the 
preceding one. Fortifications were widened and strength- 
ened. The citadel gate was closed by an addition of about 
0.75 m to the width of the original wall, and the postern 
gate was closed and discontinued. The lower-city gate in 
site C was constructed in this phase, presumably because 
the location was more easily fortified than the postern gate 
site. The temple-palace at site D was rebuilt, and the palace 
area was constricted to about half its original size by 
construction of a wall (2 m wide) with curved corners in 
the middle of the previous space. These modifications 
suggest ad hoc building and remodeling inferior to that of 
the original city. 

Analysis of pottery and artifacts suggests that the tran- 
sition to Urban B was brought about by local conflict rather 
than by outsiders. A movement from N to S can be traced 
in the pottery forms of the Urban B phase, suggesting that 
ultimate outside influences came from the N through 
settlements in N Canaan. 

A massive destruction by fire over all of the excavated 
areas brought the Urban B city to an end shortly before 
the beginning of the 3d Dyn. in Egypt. At sites A and C, 
collapsed roof beams were covered over by stones from 
walls and clay which covered the beams; they smoldered 
with enough intensity to dissolve the stones into calcined 
masses, cementing pieces of pottery into lumps and baking 
sun-dried bricks into a pottery-like consistency. At site D, 
the temple-palace compound, walls either collapsed or 
tilted precariously, suggesting that an earthquake struck 
the city. In the N wall of the temple, a rift in bedrock 
sliced through the main room and through the wall, leav- 
ing stones tilted into the break. When the city was rebuilt 
in the Urban C phase, the tilted curved corner wall of the 
temple-palace was buttressed and preserved in the recon- 
struction. 

4. The Urban C Reconstructed City. That the Urban B 
city lay in ruins for some time is evident in erosion chan- 
nels in some houses that were built over in the Urban C 
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phase. At Site A, the fortifications were rebuilt first, then 
houses were constructed against the inner face of the walls. 
Some 20 to 40 years must have elapsed, therefore, between 
the destruction of the Urban B phase and the completion 
of the Urban C city. 

Egyptian involvement in the rebuilding is evident at the 
temple-palace area on the acropolis and at site K in the SE 
corner of the fortifications. Pier bases in the temple were 
shaped with copper saws, probably like those known in 
Egypt from the Ist Dyn., and the temple wall (2 m wide) 
was built of hammer-dressed stones shaped like bricks and 
laid in mud mortar like bricks. The interior of the wall was 
plastered, with the plaster continuing on the floor and up 
to the piers resting on the rectangular-shaped bases. Ala- 
baster and stone vessels imported from Egypt were among 
the temple furnishings (see Callaway 1972: 248). 

At site K, a carefully engineered open-water reservoir 
was constructed inside the corner of the city wall. A closely 
laid stone-paved floor was set in a backing of red clay, and 
a dam of red clay (2.5 m high) faced with stones formed 
the perimeter on three sides. The floor sloped from W to 
E toward the city wall. Estimates of the capacity of the 
reservoir (25 m wide) range from 1,800 to 2,000 cubic m. 
This would be enough to supplement rainfall and other 
sources for a population of 2,000 inhabitants (see EAEHL 
1: 45). 

An interruption in the Urban C city seems to have 
occurred about 2550 B.c., evidenced by broken down and 
rebuilt city walls, and major changes in the temple area. It 
seems that the fortifications inside the city around the 
temple were again strengthened, completely eliminating 
the former palace area back of the temple. The temple 
was made into a royal residence, and a modest sanctuary 
was constructed against the Citadel at site A in what had 
been a residence. This is the “Sanctuary” discovered by 
Marquet-Krause in 1934, which was actually a sanctuary 
only during the last half of the Urban C phase. Khirbet 
Kerak pottery and objects on the altar of the new sanctuary 
and in adjacent rooms imply a new influence from the N 
of Canaan during this phase (Callaway 1978: 52-55). 

Another violent destruction overtook the city about 
2400 B.c., during the 5th Dyn. of Egypt. No definite 
identity of the aggressor is known, but a scene in the tomb 
of Inti at Dishashi depicts the capture of a Canaanite town, 
and a mutilated inscription names two cities, neither of 
which can be identified. If Ai was taken from control of 
Egypt about 2550 B.c., it would be among the cities in 
Canaan listed for recapture in any campaign to regain 
control of the region. In any case, the city was completely 
destroyed and abandoned, and was not reoccupied until 
Iron Age settlers came upon the ruins of the site 1,200 
years later, ca. 1200 B.c. 

5. The Iron Age I Village. Waves of settlers from the 
N, S, E, and W made their way into the highlands of 
Canaan about 1200 B.c., in an unprecedented series of 
disruptions around the E Mediterranean combined with 
the decline of major powers that had controlled the area. 
Those who settled the small village of Ai seem to have 
come from the W, being part of a larger migration of 
refugees fleeing from the recent and more war-like new- 
comers to the coastal region. By the time of this migration, 
the original name of the ancient city had been lost in a 
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litterbox of history, and it was simply The Ruin, a popular 
designation of the mound as a landmark. 

The new villagers were able to wrest a living from their 
arid environment by the introduction of two new technol- 
ogies. First, they dug cisterns in the soft limestone under- 
neath and beside their houses to capture rainwater. Sec- 
ond, they terraced hillside slopes on contours and planted 
them in various crops. At Ai, the village was located on the 
acropolis above contour 845, and the remainder of the 
ancient ruin was terraced and placed in cultivation. The 
only fortifications were those left standing from the EB 
city, which were broken down in places and covered over 
by heaps of stones. Estimates of the population range from 
150 to 300 persons. 

That the new settlers had experience in hill-country 
farming is evident in their subsistence strategy and the 
village layout and houses. Houses were characterized by 
piers, either of stacked stones or hewn monoliths, that 
supported the roofs and divided space in the “great- 
rooms.” Some houses had a 3d room across the back of 
the main area. Streets at Ai were paved with cobblestones 
set in red clay which led to the thresholds of the closely 
spaced houses. A high dividing wall separated two com- 
pounds of hcuses in site B, suggesting that several ex- 
tended families made up the population of the village. 

An interruption in the life of the village occurred about 
1125 B.c., and there seems to have been an increase in the 
population. Numerous silo granaries were built in open 
areas around houses and even in the streets. The ruins of 
the EB tempe were occupied with a crude stone wall 
separating the spacious interior into 2 living areas. Silos 
were built in the corners of the ancient structure. The 
introduction cf silo granaries in the new phase represents 
a difference in storage methods from the earlier phase, 
when large storejars were used for grain and other foods 
and occasional silos were cut into the bedrock floors of 
houses. The latter phase of occupation lacks the orderli- 
ness in both houses and streets of the original phase (see 
Callaway 1985: 37-43). 


E. The Problem of the Conquest of Ai 

Reconciliation of the archaeological evidence with the 
biblical account of the capture of Ai is difficult, because 
the evidence does not agree with the prevailing views of 
the event. The older view of a 1400 B.c. conquest based 
upon | Kings 6:1 (held by Garstang) is not supported 
because there was no occupation of the site at that time. 
Albright’s view of a conquest about 1250-1230 B.c. is also 
unsupported, which he himself recognized. He ascribed 
the conquest related in Josh 8:1—29 to nearby Bethel which 
was destroyed at the time, instead of to Ai, and conjectured 
that later tradition confused the accounts and attributed 
the destruction to Ai. This view is weakened by the LXX 
omission of reference to men of Bethel participating in 
the defense of Ai in Josh 8:17. A fragmentary text of Josh 
8:3-18 from Qumran Cave 4 is also a shortened version 
similar to that of the LXX, although the reference in Josh 
8:17 is one of the missing fragments. It is quite probable, 
however, that -he mention of Bethel is a Masoretic expan- 
sion and is, therefore, secondary. Martin Noth held that 
the Ai account in Joshua 8 is legendary and etiological in 
nature, and is therefore unhistorical. Marquet-Krause and 
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de Vaux, and, more recently, Yigael Yadin and A. Mala- 
mat, view the account as primurily etiological. 

We are left with the options of discounting the historicity 
of the Ai account or of placing the conquest in a chrono- 
logical context later than LB. ‘The latter is here proposed, 
and it is suggested that the interruption of the Iron Age 
village about 1125 B.c. would be an appropriate time 
(Callaway IDB Sup., 16). However, there is increasing evi- 
dence from excavations and surveys of the hill country 
from the Negeb to Esdraelon that a military conquest as 
described in Joshua 1—11 is without archaeological sup- 
port, and that the settlement depicted in the book of 
Judges matches the evidence more accurately. The hun- 
dreds of villages, among which was that at Ai, founded on 
hilltops and supported by an agricultural subsistence, were 
occupied by people who fled from conflicts and violence 
to the safety of the hills. Indeed, the original settlers at Ai 
seem to have come to the highiands by way of the lowlands 
to the W and N instead of lrom the E (as depicted in 
popular “conquest” and “sedentarization” reconstruc- 
tions). The people at Ai would thus be part of the large 
population of villagers in the highlands that emerged as 
the Israel we know in the book of Judges. 
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AIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?ayyé]. The name means “hawk” 
or “falcon” (Lev 11:14; Deut 14:13; Job 28:7), and Hicks 
(IDB 1: 73) suggests it was a nickname. According to 
Westermann (Genesis 12-36 8K, 567), the presence of 
animal names in genealogies (e.g., Genesis 36) suggests 
that the list developed in an early period. 

1. First of the two sons of Zibeon, the son of Seir, a 
Horite living in Edom (Gen 36:24; 1 Chr 1:40). His 
brother Anah was probably the father of Oholibamah, one 
of Esau’s wives (Gen 36:2, 18). This assumes that the Anah 
in Gen 36:2 is the son of Zibeon (reading Heb ben with the 
LXX, Syriac, and Sam Pent. rather than the MT bat 
“daughter”) and therefore ihe brother of Aiah (Gen 
36:24). Aiah’s name occurs in «a brief Horite lineage placed 
among Edomite genealogical lists in Genesis 36 and 1 Chr 
1:36—42. His father was the head of a Horite clan (Gen 
36:20-21) and his brother was noted for discovering “hot 
springs” of water in the desert (Gen 36:24). These facts 
are the biblical witnesses to the close relation between the 
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Edomites and the Horites (see Bartlett 1969). The latter 
probably comprised the pre-Edomite population of Edom, 
which later became assimilated to the Edomites (Deut 
2:12). 

2. The father of Rizpah, a concubine of Saul (2 Sam 
3:7). The name occurs four times in 2 Samuel and is 
exclusively used as a patronym, “Rizpah, the daughter of 
Aiah” (2 Sam 3:7; 21:8, 10, 11). Aiah’s importance stems 
from the fact that his daughter was a member of the first 
Israelite king’s harem. After Saul’s death she became the 
concubine of his successor and son Ishbosheth, and was at 
the center of royal intrigue, when Abner (the military 
commander) was accused of sleeping with her (2 Sam 3:7). 
Such an act constituted an attempt to seize the leadership 
from Ishbosheth (cf. 2 Sam 16:2!-22; 1 Kgs 2:13-25). 
Aiah’s daughter also bore two sons for Saul: Armoni and 
Mephibosheth. Both were killed to appease Yahweh for a 
previous treacherous act of Saul against the Gibeonites (2 
Sam 21:1—14). 
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AIATH (PLACE) [Heb ‘ayyat]. See AI (PLACE). 


AIJALON (PLACE) [Heb ’ayyalén}. Located in the tribe 
of Dan, Aijalon was an important city in the history of 
ancient Israel. The first reference to the city is in EA 273, 
where Aijalon and Gaza are mentioned as “falling away to 
the Habiru.” However, Dussaud (1927: 230) has suggested 
that Aijalon was known to the Egyptians even earlier in the 
Middle Kingdom period. 

Judg 1:35 reports that the Danites had initially failed in 
their attempt to take Aijalon from the Amorites. When it 
eventually fell to the Israelites it was assigned to the tribe 
of Dan on or near the border with Ephraim (Josh 19:42). 
Ajjalon is mentioned in a poetic fragment, in parallelism 
with Gibeon, as a place where the moon and sun respec- 
tively halted at the command of Joshua (Josh 10:12). Saul 
and Jonathan defeated the Philistines at Aijalon after the 
battle of Michmash (1 Sam 14:31). Jonathan was responsi- 
ble for the initial success, but Saul and the rest of the army 
shared in the subsequent battle. If it is correct to identify 
Elon as Aijalon, the next mention of Aijalon is in 1 Kgs 
4:9. The RSV notes that Elon-beth-hanan belongs to the 
second administrative district of Solomon; the consonantal 
MT (?ylwn), however, raises the possibility that Aijalon is 
the intended reference. When the monarchy was divided, 
Aijalon was included in the tribe of Benjamin. In 2 Chr 
11:10 Aijalon, built by Rehoboam as a defensive city, 
belonged to Judah and/or Benjamin, while in 2 Chr 28:18 
the city belonged to Judah. In the Levitical city (Albright 
1945; Peterson 1977: 340-51) lists Aijalon is the third 
Danite city in Joshua (21:24), while in the 1 Chronicles list 
there is no mention of the tribe of Dan and instead Ayalon 
is a continuation of the Ephraim allotment (6:54—Eng 
6:69). 

Aijalon was located at the W end of the Valley of Aijalon 
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on the major trunk road which led into the hill county, 
past Gibeon, and ultimately reached Jerusalem. The im- 
portance of Aijalon in the biblical record depended on its 
strategic location. The Valley of Aijalon is the most impor- 
tant of all the natural trade routes through the Shephelah. 
There is no reference to Aijalon during or after the exile, 
although the Aijalon Valley continued to be an important 
trade route. According to Josephus (JW 2.513—16) Cestius 
Gallus, governor of Syria, took the Aijalon Valley route in 
his campaign against Jerusalem in a.p. 66. Eusebius men- 
tions Aijalon in his Onomasticon (18:13—14). (See also 
Epiph. Adv. Haeres 2.702.) 

There are two sites that have been identified with biblical 
Aijalon, Yalo and Tell Qoga. Since Robinson (1841: 63-65) 
all major geographers have identified Yalo (M.R. 152138) 
with Ayalon. It was Albright (1924: 10) who first observed 
that Tell Qoqa had many EB shards on it, making it the 
“older Aijalon,” while Yalo has many of the later periods. 

Yalo is located three kilometers E of Imwas, twenty 
kilometers WNW of Jerusalem, and ten kilometers ESE of 
Gezer. From the summit of the mound, one has a perfect 
view of the Ajjalon Valley as it wraps itself around the N, 
NW, and NE sides of the tell and then disappears to the 
NE into the surrounding hills. 

Tell Qoga is situated immediately to the SE of Yalo, 
separated by a little valley. While Albright argued that Tell 
Qoga was the older city, there is evidence that both sites 
were occupied during the same periods and that the 
boundary separating EB Qoga and fortified Yalo is not as 
distinct as had been argued earlier. 

From the surface surveys conducted at Tell Qoga, pot- 
tery has been found from the Early Bronze Age, Middle 
Bronze Age II, Late Bronze Age, Iron I, and Iron II 
periods. At Yalo there is indication of Middle Bronze Age 
II, Late Bronze Age, Iron I, Iron II, Persian, Hellenistic, 
Roman-Byzantine, and Middle Ages and Ottoman occu- 
pation. 
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AIN (PLACE) [Heb Sayin]. Var. ASHAN. 1. A town mark- 
ing the idealized E border of the “promised land,” located 
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in the vicinity of the Sea of Galilee (Num 34:11). The 
location of the place is unknown. The text indicates that 
Ain is locatec) W of Riblah; if this is the same Riblah 
mentioned in 2? Kgs 23:33, then Ain would be near Kadesh 
on the Orontes River in modern Syria near the NE border 
of Lebanon. On the other hand, since the Vulgate here 
refers to Riblah in connection with “the spring (Heb ‘én) 
of Daphne,” it is possible that Ain is actually identical to 
Kh. Dufna (M.R. 209292), 24 miles N of the Sea of Galilee 
(and 1.5 miles W of Tel Dan). It is also possible to identify 
Ain with Kh. Ayun (M.R. 212236), 2.5 miles E of the S tip 
of the Sea of Galilee. 

2. A Levitical city mentioned three times in the OT, first 
in Josh 15:32, where it is assigned to the tribe of Judah 
and is a part of the administrative district of Hormah; 
second in the Levitical city list in Josh 21:16, where it is the 
seventh city iri the Judah/Simeon list; and third in | Chr 
4:32, where Ain is given to the descendants of Judah and 
Simeon. 

The city of Ain presents problems, regarding even its 
name. In Josh 21:16 the city is called Ain (‘ayin), while in 
the parallel Levitical city list in 1 Chr 6:44 (—Eng 6:59) it 
is called Ashan (“asaén). Albright (1945: 61) has suggested 
that Ashan should also be read in Joshua 21 as in the 
Chronicler. He argued that between the 2d century s.c. 
and the 3d century a.p. the Hebrew “Ain” replaced the 
correct “Ashan.” Consistently the Greek texts have Asan. 

There is a lack of clear understanding regarding the 
identification of the biblical Ain. It was Robinson (1841: 
625) who first suggested the identification of Kh. Anim el- 
Ghuwein (M.R. 156084). Kh. Anim is an unimpressive 
small mound in the center of a small, shallow, circular 
valley. The surrounding hills are low. Immediately to the 
W of the tell is Wadi Sha’b el Jabu, which leads into Nahal 
Anim. The site is located not too far from the ancient 
highway from Hebron to Arad that passed through Juttah 
and es-Samu. 

There have been no archaeological excavations con- 
ducted at Kh. Anim, although there have been archaeolog- 
ical surveys. (he Archaeological Survey of Israel visited 
the site and there identified Iron II, Hellenistic, Roman- 
Byzantine, and Medieval pottery. The levitical city survey 
team also found Iron II, Roman-Byzantine, and Arab 
shards at the site. 

However, the identification of Ain with Kh. Anim was 
challenged by Wilson (1847: 354) following the text of the 
Chronicler, and it was Musil (1907: 66) and others who 
identified Ain with Ashan. Kh. Asan is 3.2 km N of 
Beersheba, near Nah! Asan. There are good reasons to 
identify biblical Ain/Ashan with Kh. Asan simply on lin- 
guistic grounds, but there are also geographical consider- 
ations. Although the site remains archaeologically un- 
known, it is clearly in the tribe of Simeon and on a major 
trade route leading N into the Shephelah. 
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‘AIN GHAZAL, A Neolithic village located on the 
Zarqa (Jabbok) River at the NE edge of the modern city of 
Amman. Although badly disturbed by highway, commer- 
cial, and civic construction until 1981, four seasons of 
“rescue archaeology” in the years 1982-85 have produced 
a relatively complete picture of the site’s history. 

Three major occupational phases occurred at ‘Ain Gha- 
zal: the Pre-Pottery Neolithic B (PPNB; ca. 7250-6200 
B.c.), the PPNC period (ca. 6200-5800 B.c.), and the 
Yarmukian phase (ca. 5400—50000 B.c.) of the early ceramic 
Neolithic. Early in its development, ‘Ain Ghazal was al- 
ready a thriving village of some 10—12 acres, supported by 
goat herding and such agricultural products as peas, len- 
tils, wheat, barley, and chick-peas. Hunting of wild game 
(especially gazelle and cattle) and the collection of wild 
plants (especially figs, almonds, and pistachios) still pro- 
vided about half of the dietary needs. Long-range contacts 
are evidenced by Anatolian obsidian, S Jordan minerals, 
asphalt from the Dead Sea, and shells from the Mediter- 
ranean and Red Seas. As early as 7100 B.c. ‘Ain Ghazal 
was also an important Levantine religious center, with 
plaster human statuary reflecting a sophisticated system of 
public ritual and ceremony. Smaller clay human and ani- 
mal figurines indicated more personal, family-oriented 
concerns on health, fertility, and magic/luck in hunting. 
Housing consisted of spacious and sturdy rectangular 
stone dwellings with well-made plaster floors, many deco- 
rated on the interior walls and floors with geometric and 
linear designs. 

By 6500 B.c. the village had doubled in size, reflecting 
the excellent environmental resources to sustain popula- 
tion growth, and by the end of the 7th millennium it 
extended over more than 30 acres, more than three times 
the size of contemporary Jericho, making ‘Ain Ghazal one 
of the largest population centers of the Near East. 

Shortly after 6200 B.c., a sudden alteration in the char- 
acter of the archaeological material at ‘Ain Ghazal indi- 
cates that a significant cultural change had occurred 
despite the evidence of occupational continuity. Conspic- 
uously different architecture, stone tools, economic foci, 
and human burial practices emerged that have no counter- 
parts in other areas of the Levant, suggesting that the 
Jordanian highlands underwent a locally inspired cultural 
adaptation, possibly associatec| with an increased emphasis 
on exploiting desert regions to the E. 

It is not known yet how long this peculiarly Jordanian 
Neolithic development lasted, but ‘Ain Ghazal was eventu- 
ally abandoned sometime in the early 6th millennium. 
Several centuries later a new social group appeared at the 
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site, radically different in cultural terms because of the 
production of well-made pottery, though the construction 
of flimsy and impermanent pit dwellings continued. Pre- 
liminary analysis suggests these new Yarmukian people 
were no longer full-time farmers but relied instead on 
nomadic pastoralism centering on herds of goats, sheep(?), 
cattle, and perhaps pigs, aided by domestic dogs. 

A multiyear campaign of excavations will resume at ‘Ain 
Ghazal, and it is anticipated that significantly greater reso- 
lution will emerge concerning the daily lives of the people 
of this important site. 


Bibliography 

Banning, E., and Byrd, B. 1984. The Architecture of PPNB ‘Ain 
Ghazal, Jordan. BASOR 255: 15-20. 

Rollefson, G. 1983a. The 1982 Season at Ain Ghazal: Preliminary 
Report. ADAJ 27: 1-15. 

. 1983b. Ritual and Ceremony at Neolithic Ain Ghazal 

(Jordan). Paleorient 9/2: 29-38. 

. 1983c. 8,000 Year Old Statues from PPNB ‘Ain Ghazal. 
ASOR Newsletter 35/2: 1-3. 

———. 1984a. ‘Ain Ghazal: An Early Neolithic Community in 
Highland Jordan, Near Amman. BASOR 255: 3-14. 

. 1984b. Early Neolithic Statuary from Ain Ghazal (Jordan). 

MDOG 116: 185-192. 

. 1985. The 1983 Season at the Early Neolithic Site of ‘Ain 
Ghazal. National Geographic Research 1/1: 44-62. 

Rollefson, G., and Simmons, A. H. 1984. The 1983 Season at ‘Ain 
Ghazal: Preliminary Report. ADAJ 28: 13-30. 

. 1985a. The Early Neolithic Village of ‘Ain Ghazal, Jordan: 

Preliminary Report on the 1983 Season. BASORSup 23: 35-52. 

. 1985b. Excavation at Ain Ghazal 1984: Preliminary Re- 
port. ADAJ 29: 11-30. 

———. 1986. The 1985 Season at ‘Ain Ghazal: Preliminary Re- 
port. ADAJ 30: 41-56. 


Gary QO. ROLLEFSON 


‘AJJUL, TELL EL- (M.R. 093097). A large site (ca. 
28 acres) of the MB to LB located ca. 7 km SW of Gaza. 
According to Albright (1938: 337), the name means 
“Mound of the Little Calf.” The tell is situated ca. 1.5 km 
inland from the Mediterranean coast on the N bank of 
Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh). The coastline S of Gaza is 
composed of steep slopes and low cliffs except where the 
Nahal Besor empties into the sea. Here the estuary mean- 
ders through low, rolling sand dunes that once provided 
convenient access from the sea to Tell el-‘Ajjul and the 
coastal road. It was along the Nahal Besor, a natural 
frontier between Egypt and Canaan, that the Hyksos built 
several fortifications including Tell el-‘Ajjul. These control 
points were all protected with a typical “Hyksos” rampart 
and fosse of the MB period. 


A. Identification 

Excavations at Tell el-SAjjul have produced no inscrip- 
tional evidence to suggest its name in antiquity. F. Petrie 
assumed the site to be ancient Gaza, but the consensus of 
modern scholarship suggests that Tell el-‘Ajjul is Eusebius’ 
“Beth-Aglaim” (Onomast. 48:19), 8 Roman miles (11.6 kms 
or 7.3 miles) from Gaza. While the direction from Gaza is 
unclear in Eusebius and the Madeba Map places a “Betha- 
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gidea” SE of Gaza, Jerome locates it on the coast by 
referring to it as “Bethagla maritima.” The objection that 
Eusebius’ Beth-Aglaim was 8 Roman miles from Gaza 
rather than the 6 of Tell el-SAjjul is not major. First, the 
ancient road probably did not go straight to Gaza but 
skirted the sand dunes by connecting with the “kurkar” 
ridge S of Gaza, making the road longer. Secondly, the 
Nahal Besor is the only convenient access from the coast 
to Tell el-‘Ajjul and the coastal road for several kms. 


B. Archaeological Evidence 

J. Starkey first took note of Tell el-SAjjul and persuaded 
F. Petrie to excavate there. Petrie began excavations in 1930 
and continued until 1934 for a total of four seasons. A 
fifth season of excavating at Tell el-SAjjul was carried on by 
E. H. Mackay and M. Murray in 1938. Petrie quickly 
published four well-illustrated volumes of the results of his 
excavations (Petrie 1931-34), but his methods were some- 
what lacking and any early material from Tell el-‘Ajjul 
should be used with caution. Since it is difficult to identify 
Tell el-‘Ajjul in ancient sources as a particular historical 
site during the MB, we must rely on the archaeological 
remains to recreate the history of this city and ancient 
texts to provide the context in which this city flourished. 
Several eras of the settlement are represented by the terms 
City I, City II, and City III. There is evidence of a 
settlement before these three cities and of continued oc- 
cupation by a military garrison after City III began its 
decline into the Iron Age. 

1. Early Settlements. The first signs of occupation at 
Tell el-SAjjul may have been found by James Starkey on the 
S bank of the Nahal Besor opposite Tell el-SAjjul. He dated 
his finds to the EB. On the N side of the estuary, Petrie 
uncovered a cemetery W of the tell in which he found a 
profusion of copper weapons after which he named the 
area the “Copper Age Cemetery.” He erroneously attrib- 
uted this cemetery and a small find of vases and shards to 
the Chalcolithic Age (before 3150 B.c.£.). The cemetery is 
actually of the EB IV (as early as 2200 B.c.£. or as late as 
2000 B.c.£.). The settlement at Tell el-‘Ajjul began to 
urbanize during the Egyptian 12th Dynasty of the MB I 
(Rainey 1972: 369-408). The evidence for this community 
were found in artifacts from the S quarter of the mound 
(Kempinski 1974: 147) and the contents of the “courtyard 
cemetery” in the N quarter that date from the late 12th to 
the early 13th Dyn. 

2. City III and Palace I. The middle of the 18th cen- 
tury B.C.E. saw internal and domestic problems in Egypt. 
With Egypt’s weakened central authority, Tell el-‘Ajjul’s 
fortunes apparently improved. They built some of the 
most notable fortifications and public buildings in Canaan. 
In constructing the fosse around the fortification, they 
excavated blocks of sandstone, which were used for the 
foundation of the palace. The fosse measured some 6 m 
deep and 15-18 m across. From the bottom of the fosse to 
the top of the fortification was probably over 45 m. One 
entry faced the sea, and another was in the center of the 
NE wall toward Gaza. Inside the secured perimeter was 
built the largest palace (Palace I) of this age ever found in 
Palestine. It measured ca. 50 by 39 m. The walls of the 
palace were 2 m thick (suggesting a possible second story), 
and it had rooms on three sides around a courtyard. Palace 
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I was destroyed with the coming of the 15th Dyn. or the 
“Hyksos” period (1668 B.c.E.). 

3. City II and Palace II. The remains of City II and 
Palace II reflect a period of great prosperity during the 
MB III “Hyksos” period. This came about as a result of 
Tell el-SAjjul’s strategic position at the W end of the trade 
routes that came from the E via Elath and the Negeb. 
Three particular finds of this period reveal some of ‘Tell 
el-SAjjul’s commercial and political activity. First, stylized 
Cypriot pottery inspired local potters to make what has 
become known as “Bichrome Ware.” It is characterized by 
geometric (“Union Jack”) patterns, fish, and birds. It be- 
came so popular along the coast that it has become a 
diagnostic indicator of this period. Secondly, the tomb of 
a Hyksos nobleman was uncovered and with him were 
found his chariot and horses. Since chariots were a new 
military innovation of the period and were financed and 
controlled by affluent nobility, it appears that Tell el-‘Ajjul 
was ruled by such feudal lords. Confirming the presence 
of an affluent nobility was the third discovery of a hoard 
of gold jewelry of superb craftsmanship. 

4. City I and Palaces (Fortresses) III-V. With the de- 
feat of the Hyksos by Ahmose I and the establishmeni of 
the 19th Dyn. (1567-1320 B.c.£.), Egypt gained control of 
trade from the E. This reduced the economic prospects of 
Tell el-SAjjul, znd City I began its decline with a major part 
of the population moving to Gaza (the site of the new 
administrative center of the 19th Dyn. in Canaan). The 
debate continues concerning the date of Palace (Fortress) 
V and the continuing occupation at Tell el-‘Ajjul. Some 
contend (Kempinski 1974: 148) that the fortresses contin- 
ued at Tell el-‘Ajjul until the middle 12th century B.c.E., 
after which it was abandoned near the end of the 12th 
century B.c.E. with the influx of Philistines into S Palestine. 
Others (Albrizht 1938: 358), relying on evidence of the 
cemetery near the fortress, have dated the fortress to the 
latter part of Iron Age I (1000-900 B.c.E.) and have 
proposed occupation on the site until that time. 
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AKAN (PERSON) [Heb ‘agan]. Var. JAAKAN. A clan 
name mentioned in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in 
Gen 36:27. Akan is listed as one of the three sons of Ezer, 
and he is thus a grandson of Seir. The name in this form 
only appears in Genesis 36, but it is equivalent to the name 
JAAKAN found in the matching genealogical clan list in 1 
Chr 1:42. These clans, not to be equated with the Hurri- 
ans, are part of the original “inhabitants of the land” 
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mentioned in Gen 36:20, who lived in the area of Edom 
(perhaps as cave dwellers) pricr to the coming of the Esau 
clans. 

Victor H. MarrHEws 


AKELDAMA (PLACE) [Gk Akeldamach}. An uninhab- 
ited area outside Jerusalem where Judas Iscariot commit- 
ted suicide and was buried (Acts 1:19). The name “Akel- 
dama” is derived from the Aramaic expression hdgél déma’ 
(“field of blood”), which came 10 be attached to the location 
through its connection with Judas Iscariot (on the form, 
see BDF §39.3). Klostermann (apud Lake 1965: 13) sug- 
gests that the translation of the Aramaic in the Acts ac- 
count was generated by later (Christians eager to promote 
their perspective and that the phrase originally referred to 
“field of sleep” and was a euphemism for a cemetery. 
Klostermann’s position is rejected by Kirsopp Lake, who 
questions the etymological argument that substitutes the 
word for “blood” with the word for “sleep.” Lake also 
suggests that there is no usage of the term “field of sleep” 
meaning cemetery in associaied ancient literature (Lake 
1965: 13). The transliteration provided in Acts 1 is supe- 
rior. Acts 1:18 identifies Judas as purchasing this property 
with the blood money acquired from the priests for betray- 
ing Jesus. Judas’ purchase of the land, however, was ef- 
fected only after his suicide, by the proxy of the priests 
(Matt 27:3). The plot they purchased with the blood 
money was reportedly the potter’s field in which Judas had 
committed suicide (Matt 27:5). The potter’s field was sub- 
sequently set aside as a cemetery for foreigners. 

The place known as the pctter’s field could have been 
either the possession of a specific potter or a place that 
acquired that name through its association with potters. 
The significance of the previous ownership of the land 
arises in that the purchase of the potter’s field is reported 
by Matt 27:10 to be a fulfillment of a prophecy of Jere- 
miah. This citation, however, :ppears to be a combination 
of Zech 11:12-13; Jer 18:2—-12, Jer 19:1-13, and Jer 32:6- 
9. 

The description of Akeldama as the potter’s field has 
contributed to locating the site. The OT frequently associ- 
ates the S side of Jerusalem with potters. The area beyond 
the Potsherd Gate (Jer 19:2) in the Hinnom Valley was the 
location of Jeremiah’s demonstration of the smashing of a 
newly purchased clay jar to proclaim the coming events of 
the Babylonian expansion. The Potsherd Gate is equated 
with the Dung Gate (Neh 2:13) in the Tg. Yer. It is 
maintained by many that it attained its name because it 
overlooked a pottery dump. In Jeremiah’s message he 
implies that the name of the location would change from 
Topeth or Valley of Ben Hinnom to the “valley of slaugh- 
ter” following the Babylonian advance (Jer 19:6). This final 
description is close to the later Aramaic name. 

The Hinnom Valley S of Jerusalem is argued to be the 
location of Akeldama. This valley was desecrated in the 
eyes of pious Jews from the time of Kings Ahaz and 
Manasseh, who promoted Molech worship there (2 Kgs 
23:10). In the Ist century a.p. the valley was used as a 
refuse dump for the city of Jerusalem (see Mark 9:47). 
These aspects would have contributed to the non-occupa- 
tion of the site. The priests would have been able to 
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purchase the land there at a relatively low price, and 
foreigners not concerned with Jewish religion would have 
had no problems with being buried in that location. 

In the 4th century Jerome affirmed a S location of 
Akeldama in opposition to Eus., who held that it was N of 
Jerusalem. The traditional site is located on a level space 
on the S side of the Hinnom Valley, just before it joins the 
Kidron Valley. A ruined structure 24 m by 17 m is located 
on the site today. This structure was used as a communal 
burial place for centuries. Today a Greek monastery stands 
near the site and carries the name. This site cannot be 
conclusively shown to be the actual site of Akeldama. 
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AKHENATEN. Second son of Amenhotep (Ameno- 
phis) III of the 18th Dynasty by his great king’s-wife Tiye, 
and king of Egypt for nearly 17 years (Wenig 1972), 1377— 
1361 (Redford 1984: 57) or 1350-1334 (Wente and Van 
Siclen 1976: 218). 

Born probably in Memphis while his father yet resided 
in the northern capital, Akhenaten is not pictured on any 
known monument prior to his accession and would not 
have been in line for the throne had his older brother 
Thutmose not died prematurely (Gauthier 1912: 335f.). 
When the royal family took up residence in Thebes for 
the first jubilee (Redford 1984: 51—52f.) Akhenaten ac- 
companied them. There he appears as “king’s-son” in 
dockets from his father’s reign (Hayes 1951: 172, fig. 
27[KK]), and there he came to the throne as Amenhotep 
IV when Amenophis III died, there being no substantial 
evidence for any coregency (Redford 1967: 88ff.; Von 
Beckerath 1984: 11f.; contra Aldred 1988). 

For the first few months of his reign he continued work 
on monuments left unfinished at his father’s death: the 
gate of the 2d Pylon (Lauffray 1980: 87ff.), and the 
decoration of a monumental portal on the south of Karnak 
(Redford 1983: 368). On the latter the falcon-headed Re- 
Harakhty is the only god who appears as the recipient of 
Akhenaten’s worship, a harbinger of things to come. To 
his name is added an epithet that had enjoyed some 
currency in solar theology: “He who rejoices in the horizon 
in his name ‘Light which is in the Disc’” (Gunn 1923; 
Fecht 1967; Munro 1981; Redford 1976: 54, n. 123). That 
the predilection for one god constituted something more 
than mere henotheism is strongly suggested in an early 
“speech from the throne” in which Akhenaten introduces 
his god to the court. Therein he describes his celestial 
deity in terms of uniqueness, transcendence, and perma- 
nence that were to become common throughout the reign, 
while at the same time accusing the gods of having “ceased 
one after the other” (Redford 1981). 

Throughout the reign frequent mention is made of the 
king’s “teaching,” which may be merely the largely poetic 
description of the wonders of the sun-spawned universe 
seen through the eyes of a sensitive aesthete. The Hymn 
to the Sun-disc (Auffret 1981; Bernhardt 1969; AEL, 96— 
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107; von Nordheim 1979), echoes of which seem later to 
be heard in Psalm 104, describe the solar deity as the 
creator and sustainer of the universe, the guarantor of life 
and the eternal hypostasis of pharaonic monarchy in the 
heavens. In the latter capacity the deity is granted the 
double cartouche, hailed in royal terms, and conceived in 
art as the mirror image in the heavens of king Akhenaten 
upon earth. Pursuant to his iconoclastic urges, Akhenaten 
rid the cult of images of deity as well as mythology, and 
even the decorative arts and the script were purified of 
anthropomorphic and theriomorphic elements (Redford 
1984: 173ff.). The great Hope of all Egyptians, the multi- 
farious world of the Beyond, the Underworld over which 
Osiris and his congeners presided, was done away with; 
and although outward forms, such as shawabtis, mortuary 
texts, and sun hymns were retained, they were expurgated 
of all allusions to the Underworld (Assmann 1972; Red- 
ford 1980; Redford 1984: 169ff.). 

Akhenaten honored his god by inaugurating a new icon, 
a new art style, and by championing a temple design 
influenced by Heliopolis. The new icon was derived from 
the earlier Re-Harakhty figure by the simple expedient of 
suppressing the figure, retaining the disc, and appending 
a multitude of sticklike arms. Introduced in anticipation 
of the jubilee to be celebrated in the 2d and 3d year, the 
“Sun-disc” (as Akhenaten referred to his deity) was termed 
“the Great, living Disc which is in jubilee, Lord of heaven 
and earth,” and suffered its lengthy name to be confined 
within two cartouches. The new art-style, an “expression- 
istic” treatment of natural forms based on an accentuation 
of the salient features of the king’s personal appearance 
and showing a predilection for feminine softness, was 
introduced at the same time as the brainchild of Akhena- 
ten himself, who issued the appropriate directives to his 
master artists (Aldred 1968 and 1973; Pillet 1961; Schafer 
1931). 

The “Heliopolitan” type of temple consisted of a simple 
series of open courts (in contrast to the closed processional 
temples), oriented eastward and centering upon an altar. 
At Thebes, the erstwhile residence, four major temples 
were constructed, the largest of which (the Gm{[t]-p3-itn) 
was the venue of the great jubilee (Redford 1973, 1975, 
1977; Smith and Redford, 1977). Additional structures 
were the Rwd-mnw, the Tni-mnw, and the “Mansion of the 
bnbn,” given over to the queen and centered upon the sole 
obelisk of Thutmose IV, E of the Amun temple. Another 
Gm-itn was erected at Kawa in Nubia (Breasted 1902; 
Porter and Moss 1952: 180ff.), Memphis (Lohr 1975) and 
Heliopolis (Habachi 1971; Léhr 1974) were both provided 
with temples to the Sun-disc, and offering lists allude to 
cult installations throughout the Delta (Saad 1971). After 
year 5 two vast temples were included in the new city 
“Horizon of the Disc” (Amarna), one the “House of the 
Sun-disc” incorporating another Gm-p3-itn and a Hwt-bnbn, 
and a “Mansion of the Sun-disc,” possibly a royal mortuary 
temple (Petrie 1894; Gunn and Pendelbury, 1923-51; 
Samson 1972; reliefs: Roeder 1969; Hanke 1978). 

The royal family is already in evidence at the outset of 
the reign. Nefertiti, the Great Royal Wife, of unknown 
parentage but undoubtedly of Egyptian birth (Seele 1955: 
170), appears in the jubilee with her first daughter, Mere- 
taten. Before the 5th year two additional daughters had 
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been born in rapid succession, Meketaten and Ankhesen- 
paaten; and at Amarna three more girls appeared before 
year 9, but these apparently died in infancy (Smith and 
Redford 1977: 83ff.). Sons are conspicuous by their ab- 
sence, but one Amarna text refers to the “bodily son of 
the king, Tut-ankhu-aten” (Roeder 1969, pl. 106). Nefertiti 
herself seems to lose influence and drop out of sight 
toward the close of the reign, but may have survived her 
husband (Redford 1975: 11f.). Of the other wives the best 
known is Kiya, who appears briefly at Amarna (Fairman 
1961: 29; Harris 1974; Hanke 1978). That Nefertiti ap- 
pears at the close of the reign under the guise of a male 
coregent, Smenkhkare, has been mooted but remains 
highly controversial (Harris 1973; 1974; 1977; Samson 
1981; 1982; ‘Tawfik 1981). 

The decision to abandon the old capital, Thebes, was 
taken perhaps as early as year 4, when the high priest of 
Amun is found working in the quarries (Redford 1963). 
Shortly after followed the wholesale destruction of Amun’s 
name and iconography throughout the land. By year 6 
construction at the new site of Amarna, the “horizon” 
which the Sun-disc had chosen (Aldred, 1976), was far 
enough advanced for the court to take up residence. 
Akhetaten was the god’s site, and owed nothing to Thebes 
or Memphis: it was planned from the outset for the ser- 
vices of the new god (Smith 1981, 314ff.; Samson 1972; 
O’Connor fc.). The old administrative families were ig- 
nored, and « roster of “new men” replaced them. Chief 
among these were the chamberlain Tutu, the general Maya, 
the high priest Meryre; of the “old guard,” Ay, the general 
and emanuensis, and Parennefer, the butler, found places 
in the new order (Hari 1976). Though Akhenaten might 
contemplate travel abroad, the new city was to be the 
permanent residence of court and government. 

The army remained prominent throughout the reign 
(Schulman 1964), but Akhenaten’s aversion to accompa- 
nying his troops in the field and his self-confessed refusal 
to “deal harshly” in foreign affairs lent his administration 
an irresolute character (cf. EA 162.40—-1; Helck 197], 
168ff.; Kitchen 1962; Redford 1984, 185ff.; Several 1972). 
A campaign was mounted in Nubia (Helck 1980; Schulman 
1982), and some sort of punitive action in Asia may have 
been contemplated before his death. But in the north, 
action seems to have been largely restricted to exiling 
recalcitrant natives (Edzard 1970) and removing dissidents 
and suspects to Egypt for interrogation (EA 162.67--77). 
Neutralized in the war between Khatte and Mitanni, Akhe- 
naten watched inactive as the Hittites swiftly destroyed 
Mitanni and subverted her erstwhile dependencies in 
North Syria (Astour 1981). An incipient revolt in Nu- 
khashshe looked to Egypt for help, but this did not mate- 
rialize, and the rebels were crushed (Redford 1984: 
197ff.). Before the end of the reign, the border state of 
Kadesh had defected to the Hittites, to be followed upon 
the return of Asiru, its king, from detention in Egypt, by 
Amurru (Freydank 1960; Klengel 1965). 

Akhenaten passed away probably less than 6 months 
into his 17th year of rule, perhaps in the early summer. 
He was probably buried in his tomb in the royal wadi at 
Amarna (Martin 1974), but because of pillaging, virtually 
nothing remains of the interment. The extent to which 
any of the grave goods in tomb 55 of the Valley of the 
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Kings represents his mortuary paraphernalia is a moot 
point (Schnabel 1976; Reeves 1981). Branded a rebel by 
later generations, and omitted from the king lists (Gardi- 
ner 1938), Akhenaten lived on in a folklore only partly 
preserved for us (Krauss 1975; Redford 1985, chap. 8). 
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AKHETATEN (PLACE). See AMARNA, TELL EL-. 


AKIBA, RABBI. Leading rabbinic teacher of the first 
third of the 2d century c.z. (d. 135). Akiba’s influence on 
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the early development of the rabbinic tradition was very 
great; the vast majority of the authorities cited in the 
Mishnah were Akiba’s disciples and successors, and indeed 
the major texts of the early rabbinic canon are said to have 
been the work of these disciples (see Sanh. 86a). Reflecting 
this influence, the image of Akiba presented in rabbinic 
texts is that of the ideal devotee of Torah; as one might 
expect with any such idealized portrait, traditional narra- 
tives concerning him are so colored with legend and rev- 
erential exaggeration that biographical conclusions cannot 
easily be drawn from them. 

The picture of Akiba as ideal Torah scholar emerges 
from several well-known stories. He is described as having 
been born to poverty (Ber. 27b) and has having been in his 
early years a bitter enemy of the emerging learned elite 
(Pesah. 49b), but is said then to have devoted years of study 
to the Torah and finally to have become the greatest Torah 
master of his day. His role in historical memory as Sage 
par excellence is reflected as well in a number of stories 
putting Akiba at the center of rabbinic-Patriarchal politics 
of the late Ist and early 2d centuries (Ber. 27b—28a, j. 
(Talm.) Ber. 4:1 7cd; Ros. Has. 2:9), while the end of Akiba’s 
life too was remembered as exemplary: he joyously died a 
martyr’s death during Hadrian’s persecution of Judaism 
because he could not abandon the public teaching of Torah 
(Sanh. 12a, Ber. 61b). 

Akiba’s influence on the developing tradition was pri- 
marily of two sorts. He is identified as the individual chiefly 
responsible for the systematic arrangement of Oral Torah 
according to subject matter (j [Talm.] Segal. 5:1 48c, t. 
Zabim. 1:5, ?Abot R. Nat. 18), and he is credited with having 
devised an elaborate hermeneutic of Scripture which al- 
lowed him to find meaning in every letter and every dia- 
critical mark of the text (Menah. 29b). The inference from 
the perfection of Scripture that every detail of the text has 
meaning was opposed by Akiba’s great contemporary Ish- 
mael b. Elisha, who insisted to the contrary that “Scripture 
speaks the sort of language that people use” (Ber. 31b), 
but Akiba’s hermeneutic is reflected in much subsequent 
midrash (the Mekhilta of R. Simeon b. Yohai, Sifra, and Sifre 
Zuta on Numbers, along with numerous Talmudic pas- 
sages), and according to Jerome (ad Isa 7:14) it stimulated 
the production of a new Greek translation of the Bible as 
well. The aggadic image (Menah. 29b) of Moses visiting 
Akiba’s academy and finding himself unable to under- 
stand the interpretations of the Torah propounded there 
offers later rabbis’ acknowledgment that Akiba’s herme- 
neutic was strikingly original but only tenuously linked to 
the apparently intended meaning of the text; interpreta- 
tion letter by letter allowed for great freedom, but also led 
to disregard for context and plausibility in both aggadic 
and halakhic contexts (Hag. 14a, Sanh. 38b, 51a, 67b). 

Akiba’s willingness to discover unexpected and _ far- 
reaching implications in Scripture is reflected as well in his 
apparent interest in the more recondite aspects of early 
rabbinic religion, such as merkabah (“chariot”) mysticism 
and the other secret teachings that came to be known as 
Pardes (the “garden’”). Even in such realms, however, Akiba 
remained the model for later generations to emulate; of 
the four who “entered the garden,” only he “entered in 
peace and came out in peace” (see t. Hag. 2:2, j. (Talm.) 
Hag. 2:1 77b, 6. (Talm.) Hag. 14b). 
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On the basis of one Talmudic tradition (j (Talm.) TaSan. 
4:7 68d), much recent historiography has described Akiba 
as an enthusiastic supporter of Bar Kokhba’s rebellion 
against Rome, but the most recent investigations (Schaefer) 
have cast doabt on this conception. (See also Encjud 2: 
488-92; JEnc 1: 304-10.) 
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AKITU. The Sum 4-x1-T1, and its Akk cognate aki tu(m), 
may refer either to the akitu festival proper or to a temple 
in which this festival was celebrated. The origin and ety- 
mology of this noun is unknown. On account of the Akk 
plural form akié ti, some scholars consider Sum A-kKI-T1 to 
be a Sem loanword, borrowed from Old Akk (cf. AHW: 
29). The Sum term for “New Year” is ZAG-MU(-k), lit. “the 
(end) limit of the year,” borrowed into Akk as zagmukku/ 
zammukku. Both the Sum and Akk terms may refer either 
to New Year’s Day or to the New Year festival proper. 


A. The akitu and the New Year Festivals in Sumerian 
Religion (ca. 2500-1800 B.c.E.) 

The akitu and the New Year (zAG-Mu-K) seem to have 
been two distinct festivals in Sumerian religion. 

1. The Sumerian akitu Festival. The earliest references 
to the akitu festival are implied in Pre-Sargonic economic 
texts from Ur and Adab, dated to the “Month of A-xk)-T1,” 
i.e., the sixth month and first month of the local calendars, 
respectively. The akitu festival in Ur, during the Ur III 
period (ca. 2100-2000 B.c.£.) and the Isin-Larsa period 
(ca. 2000-1760 B.c.£.), took place twice a year: in the sixth 
(or seventh) month, i.e., in the beginning of the barley 
sowing season; and in the first (or twelfth) month, Le., 
when the barley harvest began. This duality arose as a 
result of a shift in the beginning of the calendar year from 
the seventh month (i.e. the autumn) to the first month (i.e. 
the spring), which resulted in two akitu festivals: the “akitu 
of the sowing (season)” and the “akitu of the harvest 
(season).” The same duality can also be observed in the 
Bible, where both the first month (Nisan) and the seventh 
month (Tishre) are referred to as the turning points of 
the year (cf. Exod 12:2; 23:16). The akitu in Nippur. on 
the other hand, took place in the fourth and twelfth 
months, in Lagash and Umma, perhaps once a year, in the 
eighth month. The exact day of the month on which the 
festival was celebrated is not known. The akitu was cele- 
brated in a special temple in the open country, situated 
near a canal. It was usually dedicated to the city god, and 
therefore offerings were presented there to his statue or 
emblem. A major and joyful event of the festival was the 
procession, in the course of which the god’s statue and his 
entourage were carried from his temple to the akitu temple 
and back, partly by chariot and partly by boat. The respon- 
sibility for the festival fell on the king. As to its religious 
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significance, it is assumed that the akitu festival marked the 
beginning of the agricultura! year, or semiannual season. 
In the course of his visit to the akitu temple, the city god 
was believed to have blessed the fields, in anticipation of 
the renewal of agricultural work (Falkenstein 1959: 166). 

2. The New Year Festival in the Neo-Sumerian Period 
(ca. 2100-1800 B.c.E£.). The inscriptions of Gudea (ca. 
2100 g.c.£.) and some culti:-literary texts from the OB 
period indicate that in the Neo-Sumerian period. New 
Year’s Day was considered as an important festival, on 
which special cultic rites (Sum PILLUDA) were performed, 
under the aegis, and probally with the personal partici- 
pation, of the king. The mos! important cultic event in the 
Sumerian New Year festival was the Sacred Marriage rite 
(hieros gamos). In Lagash and elsewhere, this rite was prob- 
ably conceived as having taken place on the divine level, 
i.e., between the city god and his wife. The Ur III kings, 
however, seem to have introduced a new feature into the 
cult, borrowed from the Uruk tradition: sacred union 
between the deified king in the role of the fertility god 
Dumuzi, and a priestess representing Inanna, the goddess 
of love (cf. van Dijk 1954: 83-8; J. Klein 1981: 124-66). 
The kings of Isin also celebrated the sacred marriage rite 
on New Year’s Day in their capital with a priestess, who 
represented Inanna, identified with the city goddess Nini- 
sinna. The celebrations in Isin involved a great variety of 
cultic personnel, including transvestites (ROmer 1965: 
128-49; Reisman 1973: 185-92). The sacred union be- 
tween the god and the goddess, or their earthly represen- 
tatives, was believed to fertilize nature and society alike for 
the coming year, and thus ensure plenty and abundance 
for the land (Jacobsen 1975: 68-71). Another important 
feature of the New Year festival in Sumer was the ceremony 
of the “Determining of Fates.” The sacred marriage itself 
usually culminated in a blessing (lit. “fate-decreeing”) for 
abundance and fertility, which the goddess bestowed upon 
the king and the land. The Lagash sources also indicate 
that on New Year’s Day, major religious and political deci- 
sions were taken, probably by oracular guidance, including 
the appointment of rulers and state and temple officials. 
On this day, criminals and immoral persons were excluded 
from the communal meal in the temple, and the rights of 
the orphans and widows were enforced (Heimpel 1981: 
66-8; 88). 


B. The akitu (New Year) Festival in the Ist 
Millennium B.c.E. 

1. In Babylon. In Babylon, unlike in other Mesopota- 
mian cities, from early times the akitu was celebrated only 
once a year, in the month of Nisan, and thus it gradually 
merged and became identified with the New Year festival 
(zagmukku). In the 2d millennium B.c.£., with the rise of 
Babylon to supremacy, the akitu/New Year of Nisan, which 
was dedicated to Marduk, became the most important 
festival in Mesopotamia, including the city of Assur. In Ist 
millennium Babylon, the New Year festival was celebrated 
in a great pomp and rejoicing, during the first eleven days 
of Nisan. The climactic event of this festival was the divine 
procession to the akitu temple and the celebration of the 
akitu ritual there. The participation of the king in the akitu/ 
New Year festival was obligatory, and his duties included, 
inter alia, a declaration of innocence before Marduk on the 
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fifth of Nisan, and “seizing the hand of Bél” (i.e., Marduk) 
and accompanying him to the ekitu temple. The ritual of 
the Babylonian New Year festival is described in detail in a 
text from the Seleucid period (i.e. the 3d century B.c.£.), 
containing instructions to the high priest (sesgallu), as to 
the cultic activities to be performed in the temple, from 
the second to the fifth of Nisan (Thureau-Dangin 1921: 
127-54; ANET, 331-34). During these days, prayers and 
incantations are recited to Marduk, beseeching him to 
calm his anger and bless the king and the people for the 
coming year. On the fourth day, the great Babylonian 
mythic poem enima elif, describing Marduk’s victory over 
Tiamat (the primeval sea) and the creation of the world by 
him, is recited before the god. On the fifth day, after the 
temple has been thoroughly purified, the king is led before 
Marduk. The high priest takes away from him his royal 
insignia, strikes him on his cheeks, pulls his ears, and 
makes him bow down to the ground. At this point, the 
king has to utter a declaration of innocence, in which he 
asserts that he did not neglect the worship of the god, nor 
did he harm the sacred city of Babylon or its protected 
people. Thereupon, the high priest utters a favorable 
oracle, assuring the king that Marduk listened to his prayer 
and will bless his kingship and destroy his enemies. After 
the high priest returns to the king his royal insignia, he 
again strikes his cheek, and if “his tears flow—Bél is 
appeased; if his tears do not flow—Bél is angry; an enemy 
will rise and bring about his downfall” (ANET, 334, 429-— 
52). The description of the a&itu ritual in the above text 
has been lost. Nevertheless, some of its highlights can be 
culled from the inscriptions of NA and NB kings. On the 
fifth day of Nisan, the statues of Nabd and other deities 
arrived at Babylon. The festive procession to the akitu 
temple took place most probably on the ninth of Nisan 
(Berger 1970: 156). The king “seizes” the hand of Marduk 
and conducts him to the akitu temple outside the city. 
There, on the tenth of Nisan, a cultic drama, symbolizing 
Marduk’s primordial victory over Tiamat and the forces 
of chaos, was enacted in some way (Lambert 1968: 104— 
12; 1963: 25: 189-90). The purpose and meaning of this 
ritual is not clear. Some see in it society's identification 
with the powers of nature, when the seasons change and 
natural life renews itself (Frankfort 1948: 314); others 
assume that the akitu, originally an agricultural festival, 
became a national festival, commemorating the establish- 
ment of the Babylonian empire or its reunification, in the 
guise of a primordial cosmic battle (Jacobsen 1975: 76). It 
is interesting to note that the association of the New Year 
with the creation of the world survived in the rabbinic 
interpretation of the Jewish New Year festival. Since New 
Year’s Day was considered to be the time of decreeing the 
fates for the coming year, the ritual of Fate Decreeing was 
performed during the festival twice: once on the fifth (or 
sixth) of Nisan, in the sanctuary of Nabi in Babylon, called 
the “Dais of Fates” (Akk parak Simati), and a second time in 
Marduk’s temple, upon his return from the akitu temple. 
The New Year festival ended on the eleventh day, and on 
the twelfth day Nabé and all the gods returned to their 
cities. According to an earlier hypothesis (Zimmern 1918: 
2-20; Pallis 1926: 221-43), the New Year festival’s cultic 
drama included another episode, in which Marduk, prior 
to his battle with Tiamat, was put to death, taken down to 
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the netherworld, and resurrected, in imitation of the cult 
of the dying god Dumuzi—Tammuz. However, the NA 
cultic commentary, on which this hypothesis is based, 
turned out to be nothing but an anti-Babylonian or pro- 
Babylonian propaganda. The purpose of this text was 
either to justify Sennacherib’s destruction of Babylon and 
capture of Marduk’s statue, in terms of a divine trial (von 
Soden 1955:51: 130-166), or to explain Marduk’s exile 
and his return to his city, in terms of death, descent to the 
netherworld, and resurrection (Frymer-Kensky 1983: 131— 
44). In any case, this vestigial and late addition to the New 
Year’s Day ritual has nothing to do with the motif of the 
dying fertility god. 

2. In Assur and Other Cities. In early times, most 
probably, the Babylonian god Marduk played the central 
role in the New Year celebrations in Assur. Only after 
Sennacherib destroyed Babylon, capturing Marduk’s 
statue (in 684 B.c.E.) and elevating Assur to the rank of 
Marduk, did Assur become the central figure in the cele- 
brations. Sennacherib reports in his inscriptions that he 
rebuilt the old akitu temple in honor of his god Assur, and 
renewed the akitu festival there. From his description of 
the representations engraved on the bronze gates of this 
temple we learn that, in Assur, just like in Babylon, a cultic 
drama, symbolizing Assur’s victory over Tiamat, was en- 
acted in the akitu temple (LAS, 135-43). However, contrary 
to an erroneous hypothesis, Sennacherib did not embody 
the god Assur in this cultic drama (cf. LAS, 142:15+ 1; Ene 
Migr 7: 310; CAD K, 289a). Other Mesopotamian cities, in 
the Ist millennium, beside Babylon and Assur, preserved 
ancient local traditions and did not normally celebrate the 
akitu festival on New Year’s day (cf. Falkenstein 1959: 159; 
177, note 52). Thus, in Uruk two akitu festivals were 
celebrated: one in Nisan and one in Tishre. The akitu of 
Nineveh was probably celebrated on the 16th of Tebét (i-e., 
the sixth month), whereas that of Arbela (Milkiya), some- 
time in the month of Ab (i.e., the fifth month). 


Bibliography 

Berger, P.-R. 1970. Das Neujahrsfest nach KOnigsinschriften des 
ausgehenden babylonischen Reiches. Pp. 155-59 in Actes de la 
XVII¢ Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale. 

van Dijk, J. J. A. 1954. Le féte du nouvel an dans un texte de Sulgi. 
BiOr 11: 83-88. 

van Driel, G. 1969. The Cult of Assur. Assen. 

Falkenstein, A. 1959. akitu-Fest und akitu-Festhaus. Pp. 147-93 in 
J. Friedrich Festschrift, ed. R. van Kienle et al. 

Frankfort, H. 1948. Kingship and the Gods. Chicago. 

Frymer-Kensky, T. 1983. The Tribulations of Marduk: The So- 
called “Marduk Ordeal Text.” JAOS 103: 131-41. 

Grayson, A. K. 1970. Chronicles and the Akitu Festival. Pp. 160— 
70 in Actes de la XVII* Recontre Assyriologique Internationale. 

Heimpel, W. 1981. The Nanshe Hymn. JCS 33: 65-139. 

Jacobsen, Th. 1975. Religious Drama in Ancient Mesopotamia. 
Pp. 65-77 in Unity and Diversity, ed. H. Goedicke and J.J.M. 
Roberts. Baltimore. 

Klein, J. 1981. Three Sulgi Hymns: Sumerian Royal Hymns Glorifying 
King Sulgi of Ur. Ramat-Gan. 

Kocher, F. 1952. Ein mittel assyrisches Ritualfragment zum Neu- 
jahrfest. ZA 16: 192-202. 

Lambert, W. G. 1954-55. An Address of Marduk to Demons. AfO 
17: 315. 


AKITU 


. 1963 The Great Battle of the Mesopotamian Religious 

Year: The Conflict in the Akitu House. /rag 25: 189-190. 

. 1968. Myth and Ritual as Conceived by the Babylonians. 
JSS 13: 104-12. 

Landsberger, B. 1915. Der kultische Kalender der babylonier und assyrer 
I. LSS 6/)—2. Leipzig. 

Nakata, I. 1968. Problems of the Babylonian Akitu Festival. JANES 
1: 41-49. 

Pallis, S. A. 1926. The Babylonian Akitu Festival. Copenhagen. 

Postgate, J. N 1974. The dit-aki ti in Assyrian Nabu Temples. Sumer 
30: 51-744. 

Reisman, D. 1973. Iddin-Dagan’s Sacred Marriage Hymn. JCS 25: 
185--202. 

Romer, W. EL. Ph. 1965. Sumerische ‘Kénigshymnen’ der Isin-Zeit. 
Leiden. 

Schmidt, J. 1©73. Babylon. AfO 24: 164-66. 

von Soden, W. 1955. Gibt es ein Zeugnis dafiir, dass die Babylonier 
an Wiederaufstehung Marduks geglaubt haben? ZA 51: 130- 
66. 

. 1957. Ein neues Bruchstiick des assyrischen Kommentar 
zum Marduk-Ordeal. ZA 52: 224-34. 

Thureau-Dangin, F. 1921. Rituels accadiens. Paris. 

Zimmern, H. 1906. Zum babylonischen Neujahrsfest. Leipzig. 

. 1918. Zum babylonischen Neujahrsfest, zweiter Beitrag. Letpzig. 

Jacos KLEIN 


AKKADIAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (AK- 
KADIAN). 


AKKO (PLACE). See ACCO (PLACE). 


AKKUB (PERSON) [Heb ‘aqqib]. 1. Head of a family of 
temple gatekeepers in the postexilic period who are listed 
as returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership 
of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:42 = Neh 7:45 = | Esd 
5:28). While this list appears in Ezra 2 immediately after 
the return of Sheshbazzar, there are several indicators that 
it is not a list of that group who first responded to Cyrus’ 
edict. Not least of these is the absence of the name “Shesh- 
bazzar,” which raises the question of the relationship be- 
tween SHESHBAZZAR and ZERUBBABEL. Myers (J 
Chronicles AB, 15-16, 146) surveys various views about the 
origin and purpose of this list. Recent scholarship tends to 
follow Rudo ph (Ezra und Nehemia HAT, 17) in understand- 
ing it as a composite list of groups who returned from 
exile in the early years of the Persian period (Clines 1984: 
44; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 31-32). It is uncer- 
tain whether Ezra 2 is copied from Nehemiah 7, or Nehe- 
miah 7 is copied from Ezra 2, or both are copied from 
some other original document (Fensham 1982: 49; Clines 
1984: 44-45). The list is also found in 1 Esdras 5 as those 
who returned with Zerubbabel during the reign of Darius. 

The family of Akkub continued as gatekeepers through- 
out the postexilic period (1 Chr 9:17; Neh 11:19; 12:25), 
the individual names in these verses being properly under- 
stood as names of families. 

2. Head of a family of NETHINIM (temple servants) 
who also are listed as returnees from Babylonian exile 
under the leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:45 
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= | Esdr 5:30). The names Akkub and Hagab are lacking 
in the parallel list at Neh 7:48. Either the Ezra list has 
made repetition of Akkub from v 42 and Hagabah from 
earlier in v 45 (Batten Ezra, Nehemiah ICC, 90) or the scribe 
copying the list for Nehemiah 7 skipped from Hagabah to 
Hagab (Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 26). The nature 
of the scribal error is related to the larger issue of the 
literary relationship between the lists. 

3. One of the men who assisted Ezra in the public 
reading of the law by explaining the reading to the people 
(Neh 8:7-8). That Akkub and his fellows are properly 
identified as Levites (1 Esdr 9:48 and Vg as opposed to 
MT) is supported by Neh 3:9 and the references to the 
teaching role of the Levites in 2 Chr 17:7—9; 35:3. Under- 
standing what these men did hinges on the meaning of v 
8, especially the word méporas (RSV ‘“‘clearly”). Traditionally 
this has been understood as referring to the Levites’ trans- 
lation from Hebrew to Aramaic. However, it may refer to 
their explaining the meaning and implication of the old 
law in a new setting. Some have understood the term as 
referring to the activity of the men standing with Ezra (v 
4), meaning that they read clearly or divided the reading 
into paragraphs, pausing to allow the Levites to give their 
explanation. (Ackroyd Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah TBC 295— 
96; Kidner 1979: 106; Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 
277-79, 290.) 

4. A post-exilic member of the royal family of David 
descended from King Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:24). According 
to the MT, Akkub is the eighth generation from Jehoia- 
chin. However, in v 22 “the sons of Shemaiah” may be a 
dittograph, because the lis! of five sons of Shemaiah is 
followed by the numeral six If the phrase is deleted, v 22 
then lists the six sons of Shecaniah, yielding only seven 
generations from Jehoiachin to Akkub. At v 21 the RSV 
follows LXX, Vg, and Syr in reading “his son” (nw) instead 
of “the sons of” (bny) before the last four names in the 
verse. Such a reading adds four generations, yielding 
eleven or twelve generations from Jehoiachin to Akkub. 
This uncertainty about the number of generations in- 
volved affects attempts to date the list and, as a conse- 
quence, the generation of Akkub. (See Ackroyd Chronicles 
TBC, 34 and Williamson 1932: 58.) 
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AKRABATTENE (PLACE) [Gk Akrabatténé]. The dis- 
trict where Judas Maccabeus defeated the “sons of Esau,” 
i.e., the Idumeans or Edomites (1 Macc 5:3). The Hellenis- 
tic form of the name may be associated with Akrabbim, an 
important ascent from the Arabah to the northern Negev 
at the southern border of Judean territory. Josephus (JW 
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2.12.4; 4.9.9) mentions a toparchy near Shechem (Nablus) 
with the same name, but it is not clear whether this is 
identical with the area where Judas fought. Regardless, the 
Akrabattene of Josephus should be connected with the 
“Akrabattine” of the Onomasticon of Eusebius (cf. Kloster- 
mann 1904: 14,10; 86,25; 108,20; 156,30; 160,14). 
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AKRABBIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘aqrabbim]. The name, 
meaning “scorpions,” is part of the compound geographi- 
cal name ma‘dleh Sagrabbim (“ascent of scorpions”). Accord- 
ing to Num 34:4; Josh 15:3; Judg 1:36, Akrabbim was an 
outermost point on the § borderline of the Judean terri- 
tory SW of the Dead Sea. The name may be equated with 
hieroglyphic ‘grbt mentioned in the topographical lists of 
the mortuary temple of Amenhotep III at Thebes (Edel: 
list “By 1i.11”), which in turn seems to be identical with a 
name preserved as mgrpt in the great Palestine List of 
Thutmose III (No. 94). The latter is probably a misreading 
of a form ‘grpt supposedly existing in an earlier version of 
the list (Gérg 1974a; but see Redford 1982). The ascent of 
Akrabbim should be connected with one of the passes 
between the Arabah and the Wadi Fiqre and Kurnub. It is 
usually identified with Naqb es-Sfar (Abel 1933; Noth 
Joshua HAT; but cf. Aharoni LBHG). There were three way 
stations from the bottom to the top, known today as Rugm 
Sfar, Khirbet Sfar, and Qasr Sfar, all of which were “Na- 
bataean in origin, Roman in repair, and Byzantine in 
reconstruction” (Glueck 1959: 207). The ascent may have 
been a station point on the ancient expedition routes of 
Egyptian kings to the different copper mines near the 
Arabah and to Transjordanian places as early as the 18th 
dyn. (Haider 1987). In Roman and Byzantine times the 
pass served as a convenient and important way from the 
Mediterranean Sea to Edom, Moab, and Elat (Harel 1959; 
1967). Named after the ascent, the adjacent area seems to 
be the AKRABATTENE where Judas Maccabeus defeated 
the Idumeans (1 Macc 5:3). 
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AL °?UBAID (30°59’N; 46°03’E). A small tell (350 m 
long and 7-8 m high) in S Mesopotamia, 6 km W of Ur, 
excavated by H. R. Hall in the spring of 1919 and by L. 
Woolley in 1923 and 1924. It is famous for having been 
the site of a 3d millennium B.c. Sumerian temple and for 
having furnished the first proof of painted ceramics char- 
acteristic of the long Neolithic period in Iraq. Conse- 
quently, the name of the site has been used to designate 
the Neolithic culture of Iraq. 


A. The Temple and Its Artifacts 

The sanctuary belonged to the series of temples built on 
terraces; it stands inside an oval enclosure characteristic of 
the Early Dynastic period (first half of the 3d millennium). 
Some inscriptions on bricks prove that it was still in use 
during the era of the third Dynasty of Ur (21st century) 
and that it was dedicated to Ninhursag, goddess of the 
mountain. Nothing has been found of the temple itself, 
but a study has been made of the platform that supported 
it (33 by 26 m), its stairway leading to the SE side and a 
second one leading to the NW side, and its subsequent 
phases of reconstruction. It was surrounded by an oval 
enclosure which was possibly double (85 by 65 m) and 
which delimited the sacred area. A magnificent collection 
of artwork was found where it had been deliberately 
stuffed into the masonry during the reconstruction of the 
building. Among these works were representations of 
bulls, birds, bronze lion heads, copper columns nailed onto 
wooden beams (or with mosaic incrustations encased in 
bitumen and pressed against the trunks of palm trees), 
heads of nails from the architectural decorations, and the 
famous relief of the Imdugud, with its lion-headed eagle 
binding two stags. Also discovered were several statues 
(some complete, others in fragments) among which 1s the 
one of Kurlil; a golden jewel belonging to Aannipadda, 
King of Ur and one of the most ancient kings of history; 
the foundation inscription of the temple dedicated to 
Ninhursag by this king; fragments of inscribed vases; and 
a very famous frieze of the dairy in stone and shell on a 
base of bitumen. This series of artwork represents the 
most beautiful collection found on one site in Mesopota- 
mia; it is all the more remarkable given the small area and 
limited period of occupation of this site. This collection 
alone would have ensured the reputation of Al-?Ubaid. 


B. The Neolithic Culture 

In his excavations, Woolley also found potsherds of 
painted ceramics with black motifs generally in geometric 
shapes on a background of greenish hue (the color of the 
paste) which could be dated back to a prehistoric era. 
Further research carried out on neighboring sites such as 
Eridu and later throughout Mesopotamia produced find- 
ings that indicated a particularly important phase of the 
historical development. It is now known that this “Ubaid 
culture” represents the last great stage in the evolution of 
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Near-Eastern Neolithic societies before the intensified ur- 
banization toward the end of the 4th millennium. This 
culture acquired its main characteristics during the 6th 
millenniuin and disappeared toward 3700 s.c. after having 
influenced in varying degrees and in various ways the 
entire region between the E Mediterranean and Iran, the 
Anatolian plateau, and the end of the Arabian peninsula. 

It is frorn the birth of this culture that the emergence of 
a distinctive “Mesopotamia” is dated. Before then, the 
alluvial vaileys in the desert areas were not subject to the 
agricultural techniques of the first Neolithic or pre-Neo- 
lithic societies; the colonization of this area along the 
Tigris and Euphrates rivers was not undertaken until the 
7th millennium, and it was a fairly slow process beginning 
in the S regions. It is in the S—at Eridu (Ubaid 1), then at 
Hajji Muhammad (Ubaid 2)—that one can see the first 
evidence of this new culture, characterized by its ceramics, 
the use of curved nails and clay sickles, as well as by 
architecture which progressed rapidly towards a certain 
monumen<ality (thanks to the application of new tech- 
niques such as molded bricks or the use of pilasters in 
reinforcing the building without increasing the amount of 
masonry). 

From Ubaid 2, this culture began to appear beyond its 
Mesopotamian cradle; indeed, it spread rapidly toward the 
N and NW along the great rivers; it is in the regions of 
Mandali (Hamrin basin) as well as in Assyria (Tepe Gawra) 
that its first developments have best been analyzed. But 
this culture also dominated the entire area of the Khuzi- 
stan, where it was to contribute to the elaboration of the 
Susiane; finally it progressed S toward the Persian Gulf 
also, where its presence can be seen on many sites on the 
coast of Saudi Arabia. The full expansion and the greatest 
extension of Ubaid culture took place between 4500 and 
3700 B.c. corresponding to the Ubaid 3 and 4 phases; its 
two centers—one in S Mesopotamia, the other in Assyria 
and the Hamrin—express two aspects of this culture which 
continue to progress in the Gulf, on the Iranian plateau, 
and particularly toward the countries of the Mediterra- 
nean Levant and Anatolia. Yet, the further one goes from 
the Mesopotamian bases, the more the unique features of 
Ubaid are diminished in favor of local and regional ten- 
dencies and influences. 

The society associated with this Ubaid culture became 
increasingly complex during its two-millennia span. There 
was hardly anything in common between most of the 6th 
millennium villages and the great centers of the mid-4th 
millennium. These changes are seen first of all in the 
technical capabilities evident in the production of most of 
the material goods and in the economic foundations of the 
social structure. Originally in the marshes of S Mesopota- 
mia, the basic occupations of life were fishing and hunting 
in the swamps and the neighboring deserts. But the origi- 
nality of the inhabitants who settled in that region lay in 
their ability to apply irrigation techniques in non-marshy 
areas in order to develop the crops, techniques similar to 
those used previously during the Samarra era. This in- 
cluded a remarkable new step, drainage, without which it 
would have been impossible to cultivate the land for very 
long because of the high salt concentration. Irrigation and 
drainage also entailed a change in the group’s habits and 
life-style; tke traditional and more individualistic methods 
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of economic subsistence would not facilitate the new strat- 
egy for exploiting the land. Without reinforcing commu- 
nity practices, irrigation would have been impossible. 
Other discoveries characterize this period, in particular 
one dealing with the uses of fire. Ceramics became more 
widespread but were still cone by hand; also, metal began 
to appear, still on a very small scale, and primarily in the 
form of jewelry. Nevertheless, this indicates a growing 
mastery of metallurgy which would eventually take firmer 
hold some centuries later with the beginnings of the 
Bronze Age. 

This better technical ability both in agriculture and in 
the production of material objects (pottery and metal) had 
important consequences on the evolution of society. If the 
villages showed no sign of social differentiation at the 
beginning of the 6th milleanium, the same cannot be said 
during the 4th: Tepe Gawra (levels 12 and 11) in particular 
clearly shows the juxtaposition of simple buildings accom- 
modating common people: with larger homes which be- 
longed to the dominant group (who undoubtedly held the 
power); certain other builclings seem to have been consid- 
ered as specialized shops. 

But why this emergenc2 of S Mesopotamia beginning 
with Ubaid 2? Why was it accompanied by such a vigorous 
geographical diffusion of its cultural traits? Finally, why 
was it succeeded by a new supremacy in that region at the 
time of Uruk (3300--3100 B.c.), during the 3d millennium? 
The answers are still uncertain, but it could be that “neces- 
sity was the mother of invention”: the tension created by 
the absence of basic raw materials (such as wood) and the 
need to acquire these prompted a search for other ways to 
meet the basic human needs. Natural waterways would 
have become the most favored means of transportation in 
order to ensure such supplies, and consequently those 
routes became the avenues along which the cultural char- 
acteristics of Ubaid would have spread to the surrounding 
countries. Therefore the transmission of ceramics is 
merely a material reflection of a much more vigorous 
exchange which resulted in a sort of standardization of 
Near-Eastern civilization. his uniformity began with the 
elaborate forms in S Mesopotamia, particularly in the 
region of Ubaid, where it was first recognized by modern 
scholars. 
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AL-‘ULA. See DEDAN. 


ALALAKH. A Bronze Age city identified with Tell 
‘AtSan (or Atchana; 36°15'N; 36°23’E). See also AMUQ 
PLAIN. 
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A. The Site and Its Yield 

The Bronze Age city of Alalakh was uncovered by the 
British mission headed by Sir Leonard Woolley, in the 
years 1937-1939 and 1946-1949, at the large mound 
called Tell SAtSan (Turk Agana). It is situated in the S part 
of the Plain of Antioch, some 400 m E of the Orontes and 
less than 3 km SE of the bridge where the road from 
Antakya to Aleppo crosses the river. The excavations dis- 
closed seventeen levels of occupation, with remains of 
private and public buildings (palaces, temples, and fortifi- 
cations), artifacts, and works of art, but most important, a 
rich epigraphic corpus represented by over five hundred 
cuneiform tablets (principally from the Levels VIE and IV) 
and a long historical inscription engraved on a royal statue 
at the time of Level IV. The excavator’s report (Woolley 
1955; cf. 1953) was later corrected and modified in several 
points dealing with chronology and historical reconstruc- 
tion (i.e., by Mellink 1957; Albright 1957; Astour 1972; 
Gates 1976, 1981, 1987). The inscription on the statue of 
King Idrimi was first published by S. Smith (1949) and 
subsequently studied and published anew by several other 
scholars (an English translation, ANET, 557-58; a collated 
hand copy, transliteration, and translation by Dietrich and 
Loretz 1981, with a commentary by Klengel 1981). A 
catalog of tablets numbered from one through 453a and 
comprising 466 items, many of them presented in copies 
and/or transliterations, with a general introduction, was 
published by Wiseman (1953, supplemented by his 1954, 
1958, 1959a, and 1959b). A number of items in Wiseman’s 
publications were collated and published in full (in trans- 
literation) by Dietrich and Loretz 1969a, 1969b, and 1970, 
with an additional forty-three tablets (all from Level IV), 
which brings the total number of known tablets to 509; 
but several of them remain unpublished, and there may 
still be some tablets unaccounted for in the Museum of 
Antakya. The seal impressions on the Alalakh tablets have 
been collected and commented upon by Collon (1975). 


B. History of Alalakh 

The earliest occupational strata of Tell ‘AtSan were 
found to lie below the present level of groundwater. The 
potsherds extracted from the liquid mud at the bottom of 
a special caisson pit included a small number of specimens 
attributable to the Amuq I and J phases of the ceramic 
sequence of other excavated mounds of the area and 
datable, respectively, to ca. 2400-2250 and 2250-2000 
B.c. This proves that the site was already inhabited in the 
period of the EBLA archives. Alalakh appears indeed in 
the Ebla texts under the name A-la-la-hu*', more often 
spelled 7A, (N1)-la-la-huki, as a dependency of Ebla and 
apparently not having a vassal king of its own. Later, in 
the records of the Third Dynasty of Ur (2063-1955 B.c., 
low chronology), a state Mu-ki-i*' or Mu-'x'-gig-is*' is men- 
tioned (along with Ebla and two other cities formerly 
subject to Ebla) among the vassals of the kings of Ur. Late 
Bronze Age sources from Alalakh, Ugarit, and Hatti make 
certain that Muki§ was the name of the Plain of Antioch 
and adjacent hill areas with Alalakh as its capital. The 
construction of the first palace in Level XIII of Alalakh 
(the sequential position of which seems to coincide with 
the period of Ur III) also testifies to Alalakh’s achievement 
of autonomous statehood. In the 18th century s.c. Alalakh 
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came under the sway of the new, powerful kingdom of 
Yamhad with its capital at Halab (Aleppo). It must have 
been one of the unnamed cities of the Cedar and Boxwood 
Mountains and the seacoast raided by King Yahdun-Lim 
of Mari ca. 1740 B.c. (an event marked perhaps by the end 
of Level X at Alalakh). No inscriptional material has been 
found in Levels XVII-VILI. 

Written documentation on the history of Alalakh (and, 
to an extent, of Yamhad) first appears in Level VII, which 
should be dated ca. 1650-1570 B.c. According to the 
tablets AT 1 and 456, King Abban I of Yamhad gave 
Alalakh to his younger brother Yarim-Lim in appreciation 
of his loyalty to him during a civil war and as compensation 
for the loss of his former fief, Irridi, east of the Euphrates. 
Yarim-Lim’s installation as the appanage king of Alalakh 
was marked by the erection of a new great palace, a total 
rebuilding of the temple of Istar, and the construction of 
a citadel. The palace archives yielded at least 175 Akka- 
dian-written tablets, including legal contracts, judicial acts, 
deeds of purchase or exchange of towns, deliveries of food 
staples, loans, ration lists, etc. The texts bear witness to 
Alalakh’s commercial relations with Emar and Carchemish 
on the Euphrates; with Ebla and other cities of Yamhad; 
with Ugarit on the seacoast and Alashiya (Cyprus); with 
Tunip, Qatna, and Amurru in central Syria; and even with 
remote Babylonia. They also testify to a growing presence 
of a Hurrian-speaking element in northern Syria. 

The period of Level VII encompassed the reigns of 
Yarim-Lim and his son Ammitaqum and ended in the 
destruction of Alalakh by the Hittite king Hattusilis I. This 
event marked the beginning of a long series of Hittite 
campaigns aiming at the conquest of Yamhad, which 
caused great destruction in northern Syria and culminated 
in the sack of Aleppo by MurSili§ I, ca. 1531 B.c. As for 
Alalakh, it was quickly rebuilt and regained a certain 
prosperity (Level VI) but no longer had a king of its own. 
Northern Syria became an object of contention among the 
Hittites, the Hurrian kingdom of Mitanni in northern 
Mesopotamia, and the 18th Dynasty of Egypt. An indepen- 
dent kingdom was briefly restored at Aleppo, ca. 1525 
B.c., by Ilim-ilimma I, an offspring of the old dynasty of 
Yamhad. The new king was, however, soon overthrown, 
probably at the instigation of Mitanni. A younger son of 
Ilim-ilimma, Idrimi, fled to Ammia in northern Phoenicia, 
where he was able to build ships and recruit troops and, 
after seven years of exile, to land in force on the coast of 
his homeland. He made Alalakh his capital and recovered 
his father’s domain but was forced, after seven more years 
of hostilities, to enter into a vassalage treaty with Parat- 
tarna I, king of Mitanni, and to help him against the 
Hittites. Out of the Hittite booty he built a palace at 
Alalakh, part of which was uncovered in Level V. Idrimi 
reigned for thirty years (until ca. 1480 B.c.) and was 
succeeded by his son Adad-nirari, as stated in Idrimi’s 
pseudo-autobiographical inscription. 

No records survived from Level V (reigns of Idrimi and 
Adad-nirari) except for three of Idrimi’s tablets that had 
been transferred to the archives of the Level 1V palace. 
But it is known from the annals of Thutmose II] and other 
Egyptian records of his time that, during that Pharaoh’s 
war with Mitanni, he conquered northern Syria up to the 
Euphrates (in 1472 B.c.) and received tribute from Alalakh 
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(in 1467 s.c.). In 1463 B.c., however, the Mitannians recov- 
ered all of northern Syria. The throne of Alalakh passed 
now to Idrimi’s other son, Niqmepa, a loyal vassal of 
Mitanni. He built a new palace, different from the previous 
one in its architecture and orientation. The palace was 
expanded by Niqmepa’s son Ilim-ilimma II, but was 
burned and destroyed, probably by the Hittite king Tud- 
haliya’ I in ca. 1430 B.c. The period of the existence of 
Niqmepa’s palace forms Level IV of Alalakh. The ruins of 
the palace revealed an archive of about three hundred 
tablets which include interstate treaties, testimonies of 
Alalakh’s relations with its Mitannian overlords, legal doc- 
uments, census lists by settlements and socio-legal classes, 
ration lists, inventories, and other records. The tablets 
display a very significant increase of Hurrian influence in 
onomastica znd vocabulary, which no doubt reflects the 
political influence of Mitanni. The inscribed statue of 
Idrimi dates from the time of Level IV. 

Very little epigraphic material comes from Level III. 
Alalakh and most of the rest of northern Syria remained 
under the overlordship of Mitanni. When the Hittite king 
Suppiluliumas I invaded Syria in 1366 B.c., the king of 
Mukis-Alalakh, Itur-Addu, and his allies of Niya and Nu- 
haSSe resisted him but finally lost. The fall of Alalakh to 

uppiluliumas marks the transition to Level II. The victo- 
rious Hittite king gave much of Alalakh’s territory to the 
pro-Hittite kingdom of Ugarit and to the newly established 
kingdom of Carchemis and created from the rest of it 
another Hittite appanage under the name “Kingdom of 
Halab.” After that, Alalakh was ruled by Hittite princes. 
Hittite presence is evidenced from a couple of Hittite 
tablets, several Hittite stamps, and a stele with a Hittite 
hieroglyphic inscription. Along with the Hittite capital, 
HattuSa8, and most cities of western Syria, Alalakh was 
utterly destroyed by the invasion of the Sea Peoples soon 
after 1200 B.c., and was never rebuilt. 


C. Importance of the Alalakh Finds 

Alalakh has no direct bearing on the Bible because of 
the geographical and chronological distance between 
them. Indirectly, however, it is of interest to biblical studies 
by the light it sheds on the Syro-Palestinian and Near 
Eastern context of biblical realia. The relevant points are 
here succinctly summarized. 

1. The inscriptional and stratigraphical material from 
Alalakh, with its direct and indirect synchronisms with 
Marni, Assyria, Babylonia, the Hittite kingdom, and Egypt, 
was of pararnount importance for the revision of ancient 
Near Eastern chronology of the second millennium B.c. 

2. The texts from Level VII disclosed the political struc- 
ture of the Great Kingdom of Yamhad, the largest West 
Semitic state of the Middie Bronze Age. Of particular 
interest is the vassalage treaty between King Abban of 
Yamhad and his brother Yarim-Lim of Alalakh. 

3. The texts of Level IV present a vivid picture of a 
medium-sized Syrian state of the Late Bronze Age, at the 
time of Mitannian hegemony. They show us a stratified 
society of several legally determined classes, from the 
highest (mariannu) to the lowest (hubsu), and give us a 
clearer notion of their respective obligations and privileges 
than do other sources. The term hubsu has been often 


144 -I 


equated with Heb hop? “freeman,” but most likely incor- 
rectly. 

4. The ubiquitous HABIRU are mentioned in several 
texts of Level IV (and probably in a date formula of Level 
VII) as a specific group of the population. Far from being 
described as a heterogenous and despised assemblage of 
refugees, fugitives, and outlaws without civil rights (as 
claimed by a widely accepted theory), they appear as 
bearers of arms in census lists, one of them is registered as 
a priest of the goddess IShara, and we hear of a Hapiru 
“house” (in this case, as often in Akk and Heb phraseology, 
meaning a tribal unit) consisting of 1,436 men, eighty of 
whom owned chariots, which would put them on the same 
military level as the mariannu class. 

5. The treaties between Idrimi and Pilliya (AT 3) and 
between Niqmepa and Ir-4IM, of Tunip (AT 2) (both 
translated by Reiner in ANET, 531-32) are among the 
earliest of their kind in the Near East and of considerable 
juridical and diplomatic interest. 

6. The texts of Level VII and especially of Level IV, 
though none of them is written in Hurrian, contain so 
many Hurrian personal narnes and Hurrian loan words 
that they have made an important contribution to our 
knowledge of the Hurrian language (see Draffkorn 1955). 

7. The biographical inscription of Idrimi, written in the 
first person but actually composed some years after his 
death, is an early and in many ways unique specimen of 
Syro-Palestinian narrative literature, unique in its time but 
anticipating, in a way, such biblical biographical stories as 
those of Joseph and David (see Wiseman 1955 for this and 
other parallels). 

8. Finally, the succession of palaces and temples at 
Alalakh forms a chapter in the history of Syro-Palestinian 
secular and sacral architecture, including those of Israel 
and Judah. 
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ALCIMUS (PERSON) [Gk Alkimos]. Name of a high 
priest who held office in Jerusalem in the years 161-159 
B.c.E. (1 Maccabees 7; 9; 2 Maccabees 14). He is con- 
demned by the author of 1 Maccabees as the leader of the 
“lawless and irreligious” Jews (1 Macc 7:5). The name 
“Alcimus” is Greek, and it probably stands for the Hebrew 
“Yakim,” which may be equivalent to “Eliakim” (cf. 1 Chr 
24:12 in the LXX). 

Alcimus was probably appointed to office by Antiochus 
V and Lysias to succeed Menelaus. When Demetrius I took 
over the Seleucid throne, Alcimus approached him and 
was reconfirmed by him in his office. About two years later 
he passed away, and the high priesthood remained vacant 
for several years. 

The ancient sources are inimical towards Alcimus. Ac- 
cording to 2 Maccabees he “defiled himself” in the time of 
the persecutions (14:3), while 1 Maccabees inculpates him 
in the treacherous murder of sixty Hasidim (7:12—16); and 
his death is explained as a punishment for his tearing 
down a wall in the temple (9:54—56). This information 
should be treated skeptically, since both authors had their 
reasons to criticize Alcimus, who was an opponent of Judas 
and a contender for the high priesthood, which was taken 
by the Hasmoneans shortly afterward (152 B.c.£.). 

It is impossible to place Alcimus exactly within the 
various groups within Jewish society at that time. The fact 
that he replaced Menelaus and was negotiating with the 
Hasidim would show him to be lesser a Hellenizer than 1 
and 2 Maccabees would like us to believe. Nevertheless the 
breach between him and the Hasidim, and the legend 
concerning him and the sage Yosi son of Yoezer (Gen. Rab. 
65:26 and parallels) point to a certain division between 
him and the Hasidim which might have been on religious 
grounds, as well as with Judas and his followers on political 
grounds. The additional meager information from Jose- 
phus is that he was not of the Oniad house (Ant 12. 387), 
but we do know that he was a priest (Ant 20. 235). Accord- 
ing to Genesis Rabbah (65. 26) Alcimus was the nephew of 
Rabbi Josi ben Yoezer, who himself was of priestly family. 
There his name is Yakim Is Zerorot. Alcimus’ position 


ALEMETH 


within Jewish society of that time is hard to define. Scholars 
propose various suggestions, from mild hellenizer to pi- 
etist leader. However, the most we can assume ts to envision 
Alcimus as politically pro-Seleucid, culturally a non-hellen- 
izer and socially opposed to the Hasmoneans. 

URIEL RAPPAPORT 


ALEMA (PLACE) [Gk Alema]. Usually understood as 
one of six cities in Gilead where Jews were being held 
captive by the Gentile inhabitants of the cities after the 
rededication of the Temple (1 Macc 5:26). News of their 
plight was delivered by Nabateans to Judas Maccabeus, 
who was already three days’ journey across the Jordan, 
coming to the defense of Jews who had fled Gentile perse- 
cution to the city of Dathema. After Judas rescued the Jews 
in Dathema, he turned to attack a city whose name is listed 
as Alema in several MSS, and liberated Jews in Chaspo, 
Maked, Bosor, Carnaim, “and the other cities of Gilead” 
(5:36, 44). Thus, 1 Macc 5:35-44 seems to describe the 
defeat of five of the six cities mentioned by the Nabateans. 
The site of Alema is unknown, but is often identified with 
Alma, located eight and one-half miles SE of Bosor (Abel 
GP, 241; Baly GB, 216). Some scholars (e.g. Abel GP, 34) 
suggest it might also be the city of Helam mentioned in 2 
Sam 10:16. 

This reading of 1 Macc 5:26, 35 is by no means certain, 
however. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) notes a change 
in prepositions from “eis” (at) to “en” (in) before the word 
“Alema,” suggesting that “Alema” was the name of the 
district in which Bosor was located and that Jews were 
under siege in only five cities: Bozrah, Bosor in Alema, 
Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim. Also, the mention of 
“Alema” in 5:35 is by no means certain. Various MSS of | 
Maccabees read “Mella,” “Mala,” “Mapha,” or “Maapha.” 
Goldstein cogently argues (1 Maccabees AB, 302) that a 
scribe would hardly alter a text in which one of the places 
mentioned in 5:26 reappeared, but might well supply a 
name from 5:26 not specifically listed in 5:35 as being 
defeated. Hence, he concluded that the place name in 5:35 
was irretrievably lost. 
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ALEMETH (PERSON) [Heb ‘alemet]. The name of two 
men in the book of 1 Chronicles. 

1. Son of Becher and grandson of Benjamin according 
to | Chr 7:8. The genealogy of Benjamin in that chapter 
is at variance with the Benjamin genealogies in the Torah 
(Gen 46:21; Num 26:38—41) and elsewhere in 1 Chronicles 
(8:1—40); this, combined with other factors, has led some 
scholars to assume that | Chr 7:8—12 originally described 
another tribe, and was incorrectly attributed to Benjamin 
(Chronicles ICC, 147-149). However, it is not unusual for 
variant genealogical traditions to exist for a single tribe, 
since each variant might have served a different function, 
might date from a different period, or might reflect a 
different understanding of the power relationships within 
the tribe (Johnson 1969 and Wilson 1977). Thus, the 
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received text is probably correct, and 1 Chr 7:8-12 should 
be understood as a Benjaminite genealogy (Chronicles 
NCBC, 77—78). Some evidence suggests that this genealogy 
in its final form might date to the postexilic period (/ 
Chronicles AB, 53). According to 1 Chr 6:45(— Eng 6:60), 
Alemeth was a levitical city in Benjamin (See ALEMETH 
{[PLACE}). Anathoth, also a city in Benjamin, is mentioned 
alongside Alemeth. Thus, the creator of this section of the 
genealogy was defining a relationship between various 
Benjaminite cities by positing an ancient kinship relation- 
ship between ancestors with the city names. This practice 
is typical of genealogical thinking (Wilson 1977), and is 
found elsewhere in biblical genealogies (Demsky | 982). 
The connection of the personal name “Alemeth” to a 
specifically Benjaminite city suggests that the attribution 
of the genealogy to Benjamin in | Chr 7:6 is correct. The 
connection to Benjamin is further fostered by the overlap 
of the names Jeremoth/Jerimoth and Elioenai/Elienai in 
both chapte~ 7 (vv 7 and 8) and in the Benjamin genealogy 
in chapter 8 (vv 14 and 20). The minimal extent of overlap 
between these two genealogies and the placement of Ale- 
meth at radically different periods of the tribe’s history is 
not surprising; it is not unusual for very different relation- 
ships between ancestors or clans to be posited by different 
genealogies of the same tribe. 

2. A descendant of Saul, son of either Jehoaddah (1 
Chr 8:36) o> Jarah (1 Chr 9:42). If we accept the reading 
of 9:42 and connect Jarah (y‘rh) with the city Kiriath-jearim 
(qrvt ySrym), chen this verse which mentions Alemeth. Az- 
maveth, anc. Moza, all city names in Benjamin, is using 
genealogical language to describe the dispersion of the 
Benjaminite clans (Demsky 1971: 19). On the doubling of 
the Benjamin genealogy in 1 Chronicles 8 and 9, see 
AHAZ. 
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Marc Z. BRETTLER 
>ALEP. The first letter of the Hebrew alphabet. 


ALEXANDER THE GREAT (PERSON). Alexan- 
der II] of Macedon, “the Great,” was born in July 356 B.c., 
the son of Fhilip I] and the Epirote princess Olympias. 
His childhood years coincided with the expansion of Mac- 
edonian power both S into the Greek peninsula and E 
through the Balkans. Greek authors of the time described 
Philip I] as a man of extreme ambition, a trait which 
Alexander himself was to display in great measure 
throughout his life. His mother, to whom Alexander had 
a much closer attachment than to his father, was also 
ambitious, both for herself and for her son, and may be 
largely responsible for his belief that he had a special 
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relationship with the gods. For about three years (ca. 342- 
340) Aristotle acted as Ale>.ander’s tutor. It is impossible 
to say how far he influenced the thinking of his royal pupil, 
though Alexander’s love for Homer’s Iliad may be due in 
part to Aristotle. 

Alexander acted as regent for his father in 340, and in 
338 commanded the left wing of the Macedonian army, 
facing the Theban Sacred Band at the battle of Chaeronea, 
at which the combined forces of Thebes and Athens were 
crushed and Macedonia became the arbiter of the destiny 
of the Greek states. After the battle, Alexander escorted 
the bones of the Athenian dead to Athens—the only occa- 
sion on which he visited tha: city. 

In 337, Philip divorced Olympias and married the much 
younger Cleopatra, daughter of a Macedonian noble. The 
marriage caused great dissension in the royal family, with 
Alexander both indignant for his mother’s sake and con- 
cerned about his own prospects of succession. Hence when 
Philip was assassinated in the following year, there was 
some suspicion that Olympias and Alexander were behind 
the assassination. Nevertheless, Alexander succeeded with 
little difficulty, thanks to the support of senior generals 
such as Antipater and Parmenion, though there did occur 
the usual liquidation of potential rivals and enemies. In 
Greece, he was swiftly recognized as hégémén (Leader) of 
the Greek League of Corinth established by his father in 
the previous year and as commander-in-chief of the forces 
for the impending invasion of the Persian Empire. The 
following year, 335, was spent in securing the N frontier 
of Macedonia against barbarian uprisings and in suppress- 
ing a rebellion in Greece led by Thebes. The ruthless 
destruction and enslavement of Thebes was an act of terror 
to deter similar revolts during the king’s absence in Asia. 

The campaign against Persia was the major legacy of 
Philip to Alexander. It was to be a joint campaign of 
Macedonians and the Greeks of the League of Corinth 
under the command of Philip, the Macedonian king. The 
publicly proclaimed reasons for the attack were to liberate 
the Greek cities of Asia Minor from Persian control and to 
punish the Persians for the burning of Greek temples 150 
years earlier under Xerxes. Other factors motivating 
Philip will have been the prospect of plunder and the 
acquisition of territory. A Macedonian army had been 
operating in NW Asia Mincr since 336. We do not know 
how far, if at all, Philip’s intentions went beyond those 
publicly proclaimed; and this is true also for Alexander, 
when he crossed into Asia in the spring of 334. The army 
which he led amounted to about 40,000 men and 160 
ships. The kernel of the army was about 15,000 Macedo- 
nians, superbly trained and organized by Philip. The 
League of Corinth supplied 7,000 troops and the fleet, in 
whose loyalty Alexander appeared to have little confi- 
dence. 

The first two years of the war (334-333) saw the majority 
of the coast of Asia Minor and the major centers in the 
interior fall into Macedonian hands. The Persian armies 
were twice defeated in pitched battles: at the river Grani- 
cus, soon after the crossing, and at Issus in November 333. 
At Issus the Persian king Darius himself led his army; his 
flight from the battlefield le!t his family hostage to Alex- 
ander. Soon after the Granicus victory, the Greek cities of 
Asia Minor who joined Alexander were given their free- 
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dom and democratic governments. But at the same time, 
his lack of confidence in his Greek fleet and the strength 
of the Persian fleet caused him to disband his fleet and 
adopt the strategy of conquering the Persian fleet from 
the land. This meant gaining control of all bases used by 
the Persians and also opened up the real danger of a 
Persian naval counterattack on Greece and Macedonia. 
Indeed, the Persians made such good use of their naval 
opportunities in the Aegean that Alexander was obliged to 
form a new navy in 333 and the danger was not finally 
averted until mid-332. To gain control of the home bases 
of the Persian fleet, Alexander was committed to the 
conquest of the seaboard as far south as Egypt—far be- 
yond the limits of Asia Minor. His expanding ambitions 
can be further seen in his reply to the offer of peace made 
by Darius after Issus, in which Alexander rejects peace 
and claims now to be “Lord of Asia,” that is, the Persian 
empire, only a small part of which he had hitherto con- 
quered. 

The greater part of 332 was taken up with the seven- 
month siege of Tyre, which supplied the main contingent 
to the Persian fleet. During the siege, a second peace offer, 
in which Darius offered to cede the whole W part of his 
empire as far as the river Euphrates, was rejected. The 
capture and enslavement of Tyre, preceded by the final 
breakup of the Persian fleet, was reminiscent of the brutal- 
ity of the capture of Thebes. Then moving S and captur- 
ing Gaza after a two-month siege, Alexander entered the 
Persian satrapy of Egypt unopposed. Here, as well as 
honoring the local gods, he was crowned Pharaoh, thus 
becoming the son of Amun-Re. This divine sonship may 
have been one of the factors which impelled him to visit 
the famous oracle of Ammon in the desert at Siwah. 
Ammon (Amun) had long been equated by Greeks with 
Zeus, and sonship of Ammon could well be understood as 
meaning the sonship of Zeus. Certainly Alexander visited 
the oracle because Perseus and Heracles, to both of whom 
he traced his ancestry, had consulted it; and emulation of 
his divine ancestors increasingly played an important part 
in Alexander’s actions. What questions he put and what 
answers he received are beyond our knowledge, but it is 
possible that any belief he may have had in his own super- 
human nature was strengthened by the visit. It was proba- 
bly before the visit that he laid the foundations of what 
was rapidly to become the greatest city in the Mediterra- 
nean world (see ALEXANDRIA). 

In spring 331, Alexander left Egypt to strike into the 
heart of the Persian empire for the decisive engagement 
with Darius, who had been gathering a new army for 
almost two years. The battle that took place at Gaugamela 
on October Ist sealed the fate of Darius and his empire, 
though Darius once again escaped from the battlefield. 
One source tells us that after the battle Alexander was 
proclaimed King of Asia, presumably by his Macedonians. 

Instead of pursuing Darius E, Alexander turned S to 
seize the major cities of the Persian empire, especially 
Babylon, Susa, and Persepolis. At Babylon, he appointed a 
former Persian enemy as satrap (governor)—the first of a 
series of such appointments in the central and E satrapies. 
This practice may have been calculated to win over the 
Iranian governing class, but it was bound to be controver- 
sial with the Macedonians. The climax of his lengthy stay 
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at Persepolis was the deliberate burning of the royal palace, 
perhaps intended as a symbol of the overthrow of Achae- 
menid Persia. 

In late spring 330, Alexander set out in pursuit of 
Darius, who had been trying to raise a new army in Media. 
Significantly, the Greek troops of the League of Corinth 
were now discharged and sent home, a sign that the 
original purpose of the expedition was now completed. 
The hapless Darius was betrayed by his lieutenants and 
murdered. His alleged dying request to Alexander to 
avenge his murder enabled the Macedonian to portray 
himself as the legitimate successor and avenger of Darius 
and the assassins as regicides and rebels. When the leading 
regicide, Bessus, was captured, he was punished and exe- 
cuted in the traditional Persian way of dealing with reb- 
els—another sign of Alexander’s growing assumption of 
the style of the Great King. Soon after Darius’ death, in 
Hyrcania, Alexander began to wear the dress of the de- 
feated Medes and Persians, though perhaps at first only in 
his dealings with the Iranians. 

The next two-and-a-half years, until early 327, were 
occupied with the reduction of the satrapies of the E and 
NE of the Persian empire, especially Bactria and Sogdiana. 
The fighting encountered in this area was perhaps the 
most difficult and constant yet encountered by the Mace- 
donians, since for the first time they were facing what 
might be called “nationalist” resistance against the foreign 
conqueror, whatever claims to legitimacy he might make. 
Indeed, Alexander’s marriage to the Sogdian princess 
Rhoxane (late 328) was probably more a political gesture 
than the love match described by ancient sources; it was 
certainly not popular with the Macedonians, who regarded 
it as degrading for their king to marry a foreign captive. 
The founding in this area of a large number of “cities,” 
populated mainly by Macedonian veterans and Greek mer- 
cenaries, is a testimony to its warlike and rebellious nature. 
For the cities were intended primarily as garrisons; eco- 
nomic and “cultural” motives were purely secondary. 

During these years in the E satrapies, there occurred 
three incidents which indicate a growing undercurrent of 
hostility and resentment among the Macedonian nobility 
toward Alexander, especially in connection with his orien- 
talizing practices. The first, in late 330, was the alleged 
conspiracy of Philotas, the commander of the elite Com- 
panion cavalry. The execution of Philotas and subsequent 
murder of his father, Parmenion, removed a powerful 
family group inherited by Alexander from Philip. The 
murder by Alexander of Clitus, another of the older 
Macedonians, during a drunken quarrel at Bactra in 328 
was caused by Clitus’ outspoken criticism of Alexander’s 
growing “orientalism.” An attempt, perhaps in early 327, 
by Alexander to extend to Macedonians and Greeks the 
Persian practice of proskynésis, or abasement before the 
king, foundered on the opposition led by Alexander’s own 
court historian, the Greek Callisthenes, nephew of Aris- 
totle. It is possible that Alexander’s reason for trying to 
introduce this ceremony went beyond a desire to have a 
uniform court ceremonial. To Greeks and Macedonians, 
prostration implied the worship of a god, and Alexander, 
the descendent of Heracles and son of Zeus-Ammon, may 
have been paving the way for the announcement of his 
own divinity. Soon after this a conspiracy to murder the 
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king, formed by the Royal Pages, was discovered. Their 
leader, when arrested, gave Alexander’s increasing orien- 
talism and un-Macedonian behavior as the impulse for 
their attempt. The Pageboys were executed, as was their 
tutor, Callisthenes, whom Alexander believed to be behind 
the plot. The killing of Callisthenes probably exercised a 
deep influence on the attitude towards Alexander of the 
Peripatetic school of philosophy, founded by Aristotle, 
Callisthenes’ uncle. 

In the spring of 327, the army crossed the Hindu Kusch 
to begin the invasion and conquest of what the Greeks 
called India (roughly modern Pakistan). The Indian cam- 
paign, which lasted for over two years, had been planned 
by Alexander for at least three years. India had once been 
a part of the Achaemenid empire; Heracles and Dionysus 
were believed to have been there; and contemporary ge- 
ography conceived of India as being much smaller than it 
really was and as terminating eastward in the encircling 
ocean. The desire to reclaim his rightful inheritance, to 
equal and even surpass the exploits of his ancestor and of 
Dionysus, and to reach the bounds of Asia and the world 
were powerful motives for Alexander’s invasion. After 
securing the voluntary submission of the ruler of Taxila, 
Alexander defeated the neighboring king, Porus, in a 
battle on the river Hydaspes (modern Jhelum) in June 326. 
Porus was reinstated in his kingdom, but as Alexander’s 
vassal. By now the Macedonians were probably aware that 
the end of India was not near; it stretched eastward 
interminably, with endless marching and fighting in pros- 
pect. It is not therefore surprising that at the river Hypha- 
sis (modern Beas), the soldiers refused to go further, 
forcing Alexander to abandon his ambitions in this direc- 
tion. The army did not, however, simply retrace its route 
westward, for Alexander put into operation another long- 
matured plan—to voyage down the river Indus to the sea 
and then tc: attempt a land march and sea voyage along 
the coast to the Persian Gulf and back to the center of the 
empire. The joint naval and military descent of the Indus 
involved much savage and brutal fighting, with the Brah- 
mins leading the native resistance and Alexander pursuing 
a policy of wholesale slaughter. The king himself was 
nearly killed in the assault on one town, and the severity 
of his wound may have contributed to his early death. 
Despite the awful slaughter, the conquest of India was 
largely ephemeral and a failure. 

Arriving at the Indus delta in the summer of 325, 
Alexander set about preparations for the joint naval and 
military expedition westward. The fleet was commanded 
by the king’s old friend Nearchus; Alexander himself led 
the army, less a large detachment that had already been 
sent westwa-d by an easier route. The army was to leave 
first and was ostensibly to reconnoitre possible harbors 
and leave supplies for the fleet. Its march led it through 
the Gedrosian desert (Makran), whose inhospitable nature 
Alexander tnust have known; but he was eager to succeed 
in bringing an army through a region where Cyrus the 
Great and tiie legendary Semiramis had failed. Heat and 
lack of food and water turned the march into an unparal- 
leled disaster, in which as many as 90,000 persons may 
have died. It was a grave blow to Alexander’s pride and 
reputation. The fleet, too, suffered great privations, but 
eventually, about December 325, it joined up with the 
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remnants of the army in Carmania. The voyage had, at 
any rate, shown that it was possible to sail from the Indus 
to the Euphrates. 

On his return to the center of the empire early in 324, 
Alexander found a state of turmoil and confusion. His 
prolonged absence in India had led many to believe that 
he would never return. Consequently many satraps had 
engaged in oppression and mismanagement and were 
behaving as independent dvnasts. Many of the oppressive 
satraps were Iranians, but prominent Macedonians were 
also found guilty. Alexander's friend and treasurer, Har- 
palus, had grossly abused |1is position and fled westward 
to Greece before Alexander’s arrival, taking with him a 
large amount of money and many mercenary soldiers. 
Harpalus’ money was to play an important part in the 
Athenian-led revolt against Macedonia which broke out 
upon Alexander’s death. The task of punishing the guilty 
and reestablishing the king’s authority lasted for several 
months into 324. 

The year 324 was eventful in other ways. Despite oppo- 
sition amongst the Macedonian nobility and the apparent 
failure of his Iranian satraps, Alexander pressed on with 
his orientalizing policy. At Susa, a mass wedding celebra- 
tion was held at which eighty of the king’s close friends 
and companions married noble Lranian brides. The ordi- 
nary Macedonian soldiers too had their unions with native 
women solemnly legitimized. About 30,000 Persian youths, 
trained in Macedonian weaponry and significantly called 
by Alexander his “successors,” reached Susa and were 
incorporated in the army. This last event especially vexed 
the Macedonian soldiers, whose resentment of Alexander’s 
orientalizing practices had heen steadily growing over the 
years. Soon after, at Opis, Alexander’s demobilizing of 
10,000 veteran Macedonians provoked them to mutiny. 
They believed that their king no longer held them in high 
regard and was trying to get rid of them and replace them 
with orientals. The mutiny was broken by Alexander’s 
clever use of psychological tactics, and the men agreed to 
their discharge. Before their departure Alexander, in a 
grand symbolic gesture, held a huge banquet for 9,000 
Macedonians and Persians, with the Macedonians holding 
the places of honor. At |he banquet Alexander pro- 
nounced his famous prayer for “concord and partnership 
of the empire for Macedonians and Persians.” Scholarly 
opinion is divided as to whether this was a genuinely 
programmatic utterance or merely an empty gesture at 
the end of a dangerous incident. Certainly the basic prob- 
lem still remained: if Alexander was to continue as Lord 
of Asia, what was his relationship to be with the Macedo- 
nians, who had won Asia for him and on whom he was still 
greatly dependent? 

A little before this, Alexander had issued a decree to all 
the Greek cities to receive back their political exiles. His 
motives for this are puzzling: he may have wished to ensure 
for himself partisans in the Greek cities which were hostile 
to Macedonian domination, or it may have been intended 
as a beneficent gesture which would solve a long festering 
and disruptive pattern among the Greeks. But the decree, 
a clear breach of the covenitnt of the League of Corinth, 
was a major factor in the decision of Athens and other 
cities to try to shake off the Macedonian yoke. Some 
scholars believe that this decree was accompanied by a 
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request from Alexander to the Greeks to worship him as a 
god. A god, it is suggested, could properly interfere in the 
internal affairs of the League of Corinth, though its Mac- 
edonian leader could not. Such an argument is almost 
certainly mistaken. Yet it is certain that Greek cities in 324 
debated and in some instances agreed to Alexander’s 
deification, and it is highly likely that the impulse came 
from Alexander himself. Why Alexander wished to be 
worshiped by the Greeks must remain a matter for specu- 
lation. It is improbable that he wanted to establish a theo- 
cratic empire. There is no evidence that Persians and other 
Iranians received such a request, and he must have been 
fully conscious of the hostility of his Macedonians to such 
an idea. But there were precedents among the Greeks for 
the worship of a living ruler; indeed, it is almost certain 
that cults of Alexander himself had already been estab- 
lished by the Greek cities of Asia Minor at the time of their 
liberation. It is almost certain too that Philip himself had, 
at the end of his life, both believed in his own divinity and 
been the object of cult worship in some Greek cities. 
Alexander, the son of Zeus-Ammon and the descendant 
of the god Heracles, had surpassed all mortals, as well as 
Heracles and the god Dionysus, in the magnitude of his 
achievements. He may well have considered that the appro- 
priate recognition of his greatness was to be worshiped as 
a living god and that the Greeks were the appropriate 
people to accord him this honor. His deification created a 
powerful precedent for his successors (see below) who, in 
Ptolemaic Egypt and Seleucid Syria, established cults of 
themselves and their relatives. The worship of Roman 
emperors may be seen as the continuation and extension 
of the well-established tradition of ruler-cult among the 
Greeks. 

But if he was given divine status by the Greeks, he did 
not live long to enjoy it. The death of his closest friend and 
virtual deputy, Hephaestion, in late 324 was a devastating 
blow to the king. In the a spring of 323, he was in 
Babylon preparing the enormous naval and military forces 
needed for his projected conquest of the Arabian penin- 
sula. The motives for the expedition, which was associated 
with plans to colonize the Persian Gulf, were commercial 
and personal. Arabia was famed for its spices; but Alex- 
ander, hearing that the Arabs worshiped only two gods, 
was eager to be added to that number. The preparations 
were well advanced when the king was struck by an illness 
and died on 10 June 323. Some believed that he was 
poisoned, but it is more likely that his death was the result 
of disease, perhaps malaria, exacerbated by constant heavy 
drinking and a constitution weakened by wounds and years 
of hardship. His body, after lying in state in Babylon, was 
to have been transported to Aegeae in Macedonia, there to 
be buried with the other kings of Macedonia. But Ptolemy, 
after gaining the satrapy of Egypt in the division of the 
empire among the leading generals, seized the body and 
took it to Egypt, where it lay for centuries in the king’s 
own city, Alexandria. 

The nature of our ancient evidence, with its tendency to 
heroize Alexander, makes it difficult to give an accurate 
assessment of the king and his achievements. Some traits 
in his personality seem certain: he was passionate in his 
nature and capable of great excesses in his emotions; he 
could be extravagantly generous to his friends and to those 
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who voluntarily submitted themselves to him, but ruthless 
and brutal in suppressing opposition, real or imagined. 
He was a hard drinker and capable of great violence when 
drunk. His admiration for Greek culture, especially the 
poetry of Homer, cannot be doubted. He was deeply 
conscious of his heroic and divine ancestors, Achilles and 
Heracles, and eager to emulate and surpass them, partic- 
ularly Heracles. Those who speak of his “heroic” nature 
refer mainly to his insatiable and consuming desire for 
glory, which was to be gained by conquest and doing what 
nobody before him had done, and his constant desire to 
do something new was complemented by a mind that was 
always eager to see something new. From his early years, 
perhaps under the influence of his mother, he had re- 
garded himself as set apart from the rest of humanity; 
and it is no cause for surprise that in his later years he 
should have become convinced of his own divinity. 

As a general he owed much to the army and officers he 
inherited from Philip. He was a great tactician and cavalry 
commander, but his ability as a grand strategist is open to 
question. The siege of Tyre shows not necessarily his 
siegecraft, but his single-minded determination. That he 
was a great and inspiring leader of men is obvious from 
the fact that his Macedonians followed him as far as India 
before refusing to go further, despite the years away from 
home and the appalling hardships frequently encoun- 
tered. Even the meeting at Opis was partly motivated by 
the men’s jealousy for Alexander’s affections, and their 
grief at his death was deep, though significantly they later 
insisted that Philip Arrhidaeus, the feebleminded but Mac- 
edonian-born half-brother of Alexander, should succeed 
Alexander in joint kingship with Alexander IV, the infant 
son of the oriental Rhoxane. They loved his person while 
rejecting his policies. 

There are many deficiencies in Alexander as a ruler. 
His lust for overseas glory and conquest meant that his 
native Macedonia was deprived of its king for virtually the 
whole of his reign, though the demands made on Mace- 
donian manpower for these conquests may have perma- 
nently weakened the homeland. His failure to reconcile 
the Greek city-states to Macedonian rule resulted in the 
widespread revolt which broke out on the news of his 
death. In Asia itself he made only minor changes to the 
Achaemenid system of government, perhaps because he 
regarded it as generally satisfactory, perhaps because he 
did not have the time, but perhaps because he was not 
interested in the art of government. Certainly the turmoil 
in which he found the empire on his return from India 
demonstrated the need for a period of firm and benevo- 
lent government. Yet Alexander’s main concern in these 
last years seems to have been with plans for ever more 
conquest on an enormous scale. The claim of one ancient 
writer that “under Alexander’s kingship it was not possible 
for the ruled to be the victims of injustice at the hands of 
their rulers” cannot be taken as universally valid. It is 
highly improbable that, as has been claimed, Alexander 
was a believer in universal “Brotherhood of Man” or that 
he wished to blend together, “as in a loving-cup,” all the 
many different peoples of his empire. He was certainly 
aware of the problem facing him as a foreign conqueror 
ruling over a proud people with an imperial heritage. If 
he was to remain Lord of Asia, he must win the adherence 
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of the traditional governing class and try to reconcile these 
people and the Macedonians to each other, at least as long 
as he needed the Macedonians. He may have intended 
Macedonians and Iranians to become the joint ruling class 
of the empire, but there are signs that his inclinations were 
increasingly toward the ways of the East rather than the 
more austere and independent ways of Macedonia. Had 
he lived longer, the hardest task before Alexander would 
have been that of defining his relationship with his Mace- 
donians. 

The effects of Alexander’s reign and conquests were far 
reaching. From the wars which broke out among his gener- 
als after his death there eventually emerged the great 
successor kingdoms of the East, each under its Macedo- 
nian dynastic family; the most important are Ptolemaic 
Egypt and Seleucid Syria. These are the states in which 
Hellenic civilization became modified into what is now 
called Hellenistic civilization. The Near East was opened 
up to Greek and Macedonian settlement and exploitation. 
Great cosmopolitan cities, each with its Greco-Macedonian 
upper class, grew up in the successor kingdoms, the most 
famous of which was Alexander’s own Alexandria in 
Egypt, with its royally founded and endowed library and 
museum. Greek, in its modified koine form, became the 
language of the educated classes throughout the Near 
East. As early as the third century the OT was translated 
into Greek at Alexandria and Greek was the language of 
the NT (see SEPTUAGINT). The Greeks who migrated to 
these new cities took with them their culture as well as 
their language and thus brought about the spread of 
Hellenism. Nor was the process one-sided; Asian art, liter- 
ature, and, above all, religion exerted increasing influence 
on the Greeks. For Greek religion offered little, either in 
the present cr the future, to the ordinary person. But the 
mysteries of Isis and Osiris, Sarapis, Mithras, and eventu- 
ally Christiaruty, which promised a life of bliss hereafter, 
were eagerly embraced by Greeks and Macedonians both 
in Asia and in the old country. During the second century 
Rome rapidly became the dominant power in the eastern 
Mediterranean, and it was this Hellenistic Greek civiliza- 
tion that overcame the fierce victors. Greek ideas, science, 
and literature were absorbed by the Romans and modified 
by their owr native traditions and ways. The resulting 
Greco-Roman culture was in its turn transported by the 
Romans to their western provinces and so formed the basis 
of the civilization not only of the Latin countries, but of all 
western Europe. 
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ALEXANDER (PERSON) [Heb Alexandros]. 1. Alexan- 
der Balas, also known as Alexander Epiphanes, was a 
pretender and eventual ruler of the Seleucid kingdom 
between 158 and 145 B.c.£. (1 Macc 10:1, 15-21, 47-67, 
88-89; 11:1-17). The author of ] Macc 10:1 calls him 
“Alexander Epiphanes, son of Antiochus (IV),” while 
other ancient authors call him “Alexander Balas.” He 
claimed to be the son of Antiochus IV and therefore the 
rightful heir of the Seleucid throne. However, among the 
ancient sources only 1 Maccabees, Josephus, and Strabo 
believe his claim; the rest deny it. The name “Balas” may 
have been his original family name (Just. Epit. xxxv.1.6) or 
it may have been a form o: Baal, a Syrian divine name 
equivalent to Alexander’s divine name “Epiphanes.” 

When Demetrius I overthrew the weak Antiochus V and 
his prime minister Lysias, he incurred Rome’s displeasure. 
Roman mistrust, plus Demetrius’ foreign policies, disaf- 
fected him from the kings of Asia Minor and Egypt. 
Therefore, these kings and the Romans were willing to 
support a pretender to the throne. 

In 158 B.c.£. Alexander Balas claimed to be the son of 
Antiochus IV; he even resembled his claimed brother, 
Antiochus V. The next year, Attalus II, king of Pergamum 
and enemy of Demetrius, serit Alexander to Cilicia, on the 
border of the Seleucid Kingdom, to establish Alexander’s 
claim and threaten Demetrius. In the summer of 153, 
Alexander received the support of the Roman Senate for 
his claims to the Seleucid throne with the help of Laodice, 
the daughter of Antiochus IV, and Heracleides of Miletus, 
another enemy of Demetrius. While Demetrius developed 
a drinking problem, Alexander and Heracleides developed 
support and an army. In 152 Alexander took control of 
Ptolmais, with the help of a populace disgusted with De- 
metrius. 

Demetrius sought the help of the Jews against Alexan- 
der by offering Jonathan, the brother of Judas Maccabees 
(1 Macc 9:28-31), the right <o raise an army and rebuild 
the walls of Jerusalem. Alexander made Jonathan a coun- 
teroffer that included the high priesthood, royal honors, 
and military benefits. Despite Demetrius’ further offer of 
lower taxes, freedom of religion, and political rights, Jon- 
athan sided with Alexander (1 Macc 10:7-—47; 11:28-—37). 

The ancient sources do not describe clearly the war 
between Alexander and Demetrius. Yet they do agree that 
in the summer of 150 Alexander secured the throne after 
Demetrius died in battle when he fell from his horse into 
a swamp. At that point the 23-year-old Alexander declared 
himself king. Ptolemy VI (Philometer) came to Ptolemais, 
where he gave his daughter, Cleopatra, in marriage to 
Alexander. Jonathan rode in state from Jerusalem to Pto- 
lemais where Alexander honored him with a royal purple 
robe, the privilege of “Friend of First Rank,” and the 
military and administrative governorship of Judah and 
three sections of Samaria (1 Macc 10:51—66). 

Unfortunately, Alexander was lazy, inept, and _licen- 
tious. Domination by his mistresses and friends alienated 
him from the populace. His friend Ammonius used the 
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position of prime minister to eliminate his personal ene- 
mies. While Alexander lived at Ptolmais, his friends, 
Hierax and Diodotus (Tryphon), oppressively ruled Anti- 
och. 

After four years of growing discontent, Demetrius II, 
son of the dead king, sailed from his refuge at Knidos, 
Crete, with a mercenary army to Cilicia. Alexander moved 
from Ptolmais to Antioch to halt Demetrius’ advance. The 
governor of Palestine, Appollonius, rebelled against Alex- 
ander, but Jonathan stopped the revolt. In 145, Ptolemy 
came to Alexander’s aid with a land army and a navy. 
However, Ptolemy switched his allegiance from Alexander 
to Demetrius, claiming there was an attempt on his life by 
Alexander’s friend Ammonius. When Alexander would 
not hand over Ammonius for punishment, Ptolemy as- 
sumed that Alexander had conspired against him. The 
sources do not agree on the story. Diodorus (32.9) claims 
that Ptolemy invented the story in order to justify his 
change of allegiance (1 Macc 11:8—12). 

Alexander left Antioch and went to the area around 
Cilicia, presumably to fight Demetrius. Hierax and Try- 
phon also switched allegiance and turned the people of 
Antioch against Alexander. Ammonius tried to escape the 
city dressed as a woman but was found out and killed. 
Ptolemy VI then marched into Antioch and crowned him- 
self the king of Asia. Then he offered his daughter, 
Cleopatra, to Demetrius II, along with a promise of sup- 
port. Demetrius accepted both offers and came to Antioch, 
where Ptolemy crowned him as king of Asia and therefore 
as vassal to Egypt. 

At this point Alexander returned from Cilicia to Anti- 
och, where his army fought the armies of Demetrius and 
Ptolemy on the plains next to the Oinoparas River. When 
Alexander’s army lost, he fled to Abai in Arabia, probably 
in the Syrian desert. He took refuge with a sheik variously 
named by the ancient sources as Diocles or Iamblichos 
(Diodorus), Zabdiel (1 Macc 11:17), or Eimalkouai (1 Macc 
11:39). Alexander had left his infant son in the safekeep- 
ing of this sheik a year earlier. Assassins decapitated Al- 
exander at Abai, though sources do not agree on their 
identity. Diodorus says that it was two of Alexander’s 
friends, Heliades and Cassius (32.9c-10.1), while 1 Macc 
11:17 says it was Zabdiel the Arab. Perhaps Zabdiel was the 
Arabic name of either Heliades or Cassius (Goldstein / 
Maccabees AB, 428). Alexander’s assassins brought his head 
to Ptolemy, just before Ptolemy died of battle wounds. 
Thus, Demetrius II Nicator replaced Alexander Balas. 
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2. Son of Simon of Cyrene and brother of Rufus (Mark 
15:21). In view of the large Jewish community in Cyrene 
and the probability that Simon had come to Jerusalem for 
the pilgrimage feast of Passover, we may assume Alexan- 
der and his family were Greek-speaking Jews (cf. Acts 2:10; 
6:9; 11:20; 13:1). This judgment may receive further 
support from an ossuary discovered in the Kidron Valley 
in 1941, on which were found Greek and Hebrew inscrip- 
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tions identifying the box as having been prepared for 
“Alexander, son of Simon” and, perhaps, “Alexander the 
Cyrenian.” This latter reading is debated, though addi- 
tional evidence in the tomb suggests that its owners were a 
family from the Diaspora Jewish community of Cyrenaica. 
Presumably, Alexander and his brother are mentioned by 
Mark because they were known to Mark’s intended audi- 
ence. This is suggested, first, by the fact that Simon is 
introduced curiously, not with reference to his father, as 
we might expect (cf. Mark 1:19; 2:14; 3:17, 18; 10:46), but 
to his sons. Second is the problem of the retention of the 
names by Mark; their omission by Matthew and Luke— 
most likely dependent on Mark—suggests that these two 
names had an additional significance beyond mere re- 
ceived tradition. This significance is obviously known only 
to Mark, but not important to Luke or Matthew. Indeed, 
elsewhere Mark is sparing enough with his use of proper 
names. Third, although mention of Simon in Mark allows 
a minor character to exemplify the humble role of a 
disciple, an important Markan motif, no such theological 
role can be assigned to the casual naming of Simon’s sons. 
Some scholars find additional evidence of the connection 
of Alexander and Rufus with Mark’s intended audience in 
the reference to Rufus, “chosen in the Lord,” in Rom 
16:13, but this begs many questions related to the location 
of Mark’s church, the authorship of Romans 16, and the 
possibility of multiple persons bearing this name. 

3. A relative of the high priest Annas (Acts 4:6). In this 
passage, Alexander appears to exert considerable influ- 
ence in the affairs of the temple as a member of the high 
priest’s family, which is contrasted with the uneducated 
apostles (Acts 4:13). Apart from this reference, nothing is 
known of this Alexander. 

4. A Jew of Ephesus (Acts 19:33). In the course of Paul’s 
evangelistic mission at Ephesus, the silversmith Demetrius 
incited a riot among the smiths of the city, who feared 
damage to their industry as a result of the iconoclasm of 
Paul’s converts (Acts 19:23-41). During the confusion of 
the ensuing rally for Artemis in the theater, the Jews put 
forward Alexander as their spokesperson. Presumably, 
they expected him to disassociate the Jews from the follow- 
ers of the Way. Recognizing Alexander was a Jew, thus no 
friend to Artemis, however, the mob refused him the 
opportunity to speak. Some have suggested that Alexander 
was himself a smith and was thus well suited to speak in 
this instance, and that this same Alexander reappears as 
an enemy of Paul in 2 Tim 4:14 (see #6 below); this is 
highly speculative. 

5. False teacher at Ephesus (1 Tim 1:20). Alexander, 
together with Hymenaeus, is identified as having repudi- 
ated the faith (i.e., the gospel) and a good conscience, then 
as a result, as having been excommunicated from the 
church. If Alexander’s teaching was consistent with the 
false teaching with which 1 Timothy is concerned, it was 
speculative, argumentative, given to asceticism, dualistic 
(with an attendant dim view of the material world), and 
possessive of an over-realized eschatology (cf. 1 Tim 1:3- 
7; 3:1-13; 4:3; 6:3-10). In spite of the reference to gnosis 
(knowledge) in 1 Tim 6:20—21, it is doubtful that we can 
claim Alexander as an early teacher of Gnosticism per se. 
It is easier to find here a less-developed attempt to syncre- 
tize the Christian faith with Jewish and Hellenistic philos- 
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ophy. In any case, as a result of his activity, Alexander has 
been “handed over to Satan,” an apparent reference to his 
being set outside the fellowship of the Christian commu- 
nity. Some, however, influenced by the parallel expression 
in 1 Cor 5:1—5, see here a more focused reference to 
Satan’s role in physical punishment. The goal of this 
disciplinary action was restorative—i.e., that Alexander be 
taught not to blaspheme. Some have tried to identify this 
Alexander with that mentioned as Paul’s foe in 2 Tim 4:14 
(see #6 below). In this regard, it is noteworthy that both 
references, | Tim 1:20 and 2 Tim 4:14, refer to his being 
judged. Proponents of this view assume that, by the time 
of the writing of 2 Timothy, either Alexander has not yet 
been excommiunicated or, even after having left Ephesus, 
he continues to pose a threat to Christian leaders like 
Timothy. 

6. Metalworker at Ephesus (2 Tim 4:14). According to 
2 Tim 4:14~-15, Alexander had done great harm to Paul 
and had strongly opposed his message. It has been argued 
that this great harm should be identified with Alexander’s 
role as a witness for the prosecution in Paul’s trial in Rome. 
Others, noting that Timothy was warned to beware of 
Alexander in Asia Minor, have argued that he was instru- 
mental in Paul’s arrest. There is no firm evidence to 
identify this Alexander with either of the two men of the 
same name in Acts 19:33 and 1 Tim 1:20 (see #4—5 above). 
The name itself was common in the Hellenistic and Roman 
periods. (See Fee Timothy, Titus GNC). 
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ALEXANDRA SALOME (PERSON) [Gk Alexandra 
Salome]. Var. SALINA. Wife of the Hasmonean kings Aris- 
tobulus I and Alexander Jannaeus; mother of the high 
priest John Hyrcanus IJ and of the pretender to the throne 
Aristobulus JI; and ruler of Judaea 78-69 B.c.E. (Ant 
13.11.2; 13.12.1; 13.15.5; 13.16.1-6). Alexandra’s first 
husband, Aristobulus I, had seized power from his mother, 
imprisoned her and his brothers, and let her starve in 
prison. As Aristobulus lay dying, Alexandra engineered 
the death of his brother and successor Antigonus in order 
to avoid her mother-in-law’s fate. When Alexandra suc- 
ceeded Aristobulus, she freed his brothers from prison 
and married the youngest, Alexander Jannaeus. Expecting 
him to be weak, she hoped to influence him to favor the 
Pharisee party. However, his monarchical claims and his 
aggressive foreign policy alienated the Pharisees, leading 
to an unsuccessful rebellion (90-85 B.c.£.) that cost 50,000 
lives. 

In 78 B.c.£., upon Alexander’s death, Alexandra com- 
pleted the conquest of Ragaba and triumphantly returned 
to Jerusalem as the queen. She made peace with the 
Pharisees and. appointed as high priest her elder, weaker 
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son, John Hyrcanus, a supporter of the Pharisees. The 
Pharisees executed anyone who helped Alexander Jan- 
naeus persecute them, including Diogenes, the leader of 
the Sadducees. Her younger son, Aristobulus, a Sadducee 
supporter, complained to Alexandra. She acceded to his 
demand for control of some Judaean forts, unfortunately 
setting the stage for civil war after her death. 

In foreign policy, Alexandra remained neutral in wars 
of Roman expansion and in Seleucid and Ptolmaic dis- 
putes. She fostered Judaean security by enlarging her 
army and by taking hostages from neighboring territories. 
The only military expedition during her reign was a futile 
attempt by her son, Aristobulus, to prevent the conquest 
of Damascus. Later, when Tigranes, king of Armenia, 
attacked Phoenicia, Alexandra avoided conflict by paying 
him large tribute. Otherwise her reign was exceptionally 
prosperous. 

In 69 B.c.£., when Alexandra fell ill, Aristobulus re- 
volted by capturing twenty-two Judaean cities. Though 
reluctant to believe that he was rebelling, Alexandra even- 
tually took his wife and children hostage. She underesti- 
mated Aristobulus’ power when she advised Hyrcanus and 
the Pharisees not to worry. After her death, Aristobulus 
and Hyrcanus fought a civil war that led to Roman inter- 
vention and domination. 
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ALEXANDRIA (PLACE) [Gk Alexandreia]. This article 
will focus mainly on the archeological evidence for the 
Jewish community in Alexandria up to 117 c.£. and for 
Christianity before Constantine. 


A. History 
1. The Jewish Community 
2. The Christian Community 
B. ‘Topography 
C. Jewish Papyri and Inscriptions 
D. Christian Evidence 
1. Churches 
2. Cemeteries 
3. Papyri and Inscriptions 


A. History 

Alexandria was founded bv Alexander the Great in 331 
B.C.E. on a site already partially occupied by a native 
Egyptian village, Rhakotis (31° N; 30° E). (The name 
“Rakote” was retained as a designation for Alexandria in 
Coptic usage.) Cleomenes of Naukratis was its first gover- 
nor, and Deinokrates of Rhodes was its first architect. 
Upon the death of Alexander in 323 B.c.E. Egypt came 
under the rule of Ptolemy, a Macedonian general and 
companion of Alexander. Under Ptolemy I (“Soter”) the 
city became the capital of Egypt, though as a Greek city it 
was often distinguished from Egypt proper. The city pros- 
pered under the Ptolemies and quickly became the cul- 
tural and educational center of the Hellenistic world. 
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1. The Jewish Community. Jewish immigration into 
Egypt from Palestine had begun as early as the 6th century 
B.C.E., and Jews flowed into the new city in large numbers 
almost from the beginning, many as prisoners of war. 
(Josephus reports that Alexander himself settled Jews in 
the city, J/W 2.487; cf. AgAp 2.35.) The earliest archeologi- 
cal evidence for the Jewish community of Alexandria con- 
sists of tombs in the E necropolis of Ibrahimiya dating to 
the time of Ptolemy II, or perhaps as early as Ptolemy I 
(323-285 B.C.E.). 

The Jews were organized as a politeuma (“Community”; 
cf. Let. Arts. 310), and were encouraged by the Ptolemies 
and later by the Roman emperors to live according to their 
ancestral customs. By the Ist century c.E. the Jewish popu- 
lation in Alexandria numbered in the hundreds of thou- 
sands. Philo claims that in his time there were at least a 
million Jews in Egypt (Flacc 43), and a large proportion of 
these must have lived in Alexandria. 

With the coming of Roman rule in 30 B.c.£., the eco- 
nomic situation of the Jews in Egypt began to change. With 
the imposition of the laographia (“poll-tax”) in 24/23 B.c.£., 
applicable to native Egyptians and other non-Greek 
groups, the concern for civic rights among many of the 
Jews became acute, and relations with the Greek popula- 
tion became strained. A pogrom against the Jews in 38 C.E. 
prompted a group of Jews, led by Philo, to appeal to the 
emperor, an appeal that was unsuccessful. The assassina- 
tion of Caligula in 41 and the favorable attitude adopted 
by Claudius brought a temporary lull in the strife. Matters 
came to a head again in 66 when, with great loss of life, a 
riot was put down by Philo’s apostate nephew, Tiberius 
Alexander, Prefect of Egypt (JW 2.487—98). A revolt of 
the Jews under Trajan in 115 brought massive destruction, 
and by the time it was put down in 117 the Jewish com- 
munity had been virtually annihilated (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.2). 
One monument destroyed by the Jews during that revolt 
was the Nemeseion, built by Julius Caesar for the head of 
Pompey (Appian BCiv. 2.380), a structure some scholars 
have identified with the famous “Alabaster Tomb” now 
located in the Latin cemetery (cf. Fraser 1972,2: 108). 

Jews did not become a significant presence in the city 
thereafter until the 4th century c.£. From that time a good 
deal of tension existed between them and the Christians, 
culminating in the destruction of the Jewish community 
under Archbishop Cyril in 415. 

2. The Christian Community. The origins of Christi- 
anity in Alexandria are obscure, but it is safe to assume 
that the earliest Christians were Jews from Palestine. Dur- 
ing the 2d century c.£. Christianity became a significant 
presence in the city, although archeological evidence for 
Christianity before the 4th century is very scanty. 

After the Jewish revolt of 115-17 Hadrian sponsored 
considerable rebuilding in the city, but from the time of 
Caracella on (211-217) a number of disasters ensued: the 
city was sacked by Caracella in 215, by Aurelian in 273, 
and by Diocletian in 295. Further destruction, aimed at 
uprooting paganism, occurred under Christian rule. The 
most significant was the destruction of the Serapeum un- 
der Theodosius I in 391, led by Archbishop Theophilus. 
Further devastations occurred with the invasion of the 
Persians in 617 and its aftermath. 

After the Arab conquest of Alexandria in 641, the city 
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entered a period of many centuries of decline, eclipsed by 
the new capital at Fustat (Old Cairo) and by the maritime 
city of Rashid (Rosetta) on the mouth of the W branch of 
the Nile. By the time Napoleon and his forces arrived in 
Alexandria in 1798 it had been reduced to a small village 
of a few thousand inhabitants. The modern development 
of Alexandria as a city began under Muhammad Ali 
(1805-1848). 


B. Topography 

Alexandria was built on a ridge of land lying between 
the Mediterranean Sea to the NW and Lake Mareotis to 
the S. The dominant feature of the area is the bay formed 
by a promontory called in ancient times “Lochias” (mod- 
ern Silsileh), protected by the island of Pharos lying off- 
shore. Our knowledge of the topography of ancient Alex- 
andria is based almost exclusively on the detailed 
description provided in Book 17 of the Geography written 
by Strabo, who was resident in the city ca. 24-20 B.c.E. 
(For extensive discussion of Strabo’s account and the cor- 
relative evidence, see Fraser 1972,1: 7-37; 2: 12-111 
[notes].) Unfortunately, many of the details of his account 
cannot be corroborated archeologically, since in the last 
century intense building activity has taken place in those 
areas which could have yielded important archeological 
information had scientific excavations been carried out in 
time. In addition, Alexandria lies on land which has sub- 
sided some four meters since antiquity. Hence the con- 
tours of the shoreline have changed; some built-up areas 
of the ancient city now lie submerged beneath the sea, and 
early occupation levels in some parts of the city are now 
below the water table. 

Strabo gives the dimensions of the city as 30 stades in 
length (E-W) and 7 or 8 stades in width (N—S). He men- 
tions the wide streets intersecting the city, the two broadest 
of which cut one another into sections at right angles 
(17.1.8). The long one, Via Canopica, ran from the Ne- 
cropolis in the W to the Canopic Gate in the E (1.10), and 
is now thought to correspond generally with the modern 
Sharia el-Hurriya. 

Up to a third of the entire city was occupied by an area 
called “the Palaces” (ta basileia), resplendent with beautiful 
buildings such as the Museum (presumably including the 
Library, which, however, Strabo does not mention) and the 
Séma, containing the burial places of Alexander and the 
Ptolemies (1.8). The sites of these structures are unknown, 
but the “Palaces” neighborhood extended from Cape Lo- 
chias W and S. In the Roman period that area was called 
“Brucheion” (Bruchium) and was largely abandoned dur- 
ing the reign of Aurelian. Strabo distinguishes that larger 
area from the “inner royal palaces” (ta endoteré basileia, 1.9) 
concentrated on and near Lochias. 

Strabo next describes the city as one would encounter it 
if sailing into the Great Harbor (the E harbor, now silted 
up and used only for small craft). To the right lay the 
island of Pharos, with its famous lighthouse. (That island 
is the traditional site of the translation of the LXX; cf. Let. 
Aris. 301; Philo Vita Mos I1.35—36.) To the left were the 
reefs and promontory of Lochias, with its royal palace and 
private royal harbor. Opposite that small harbor was Antir- 
rhodos, an island with a royal palace and another harbor. 
Rising in the background was the Theater, and the Posei- 
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dium, an elbow of land on which was a temple of Poseidon. 
Mark Antony had extended a mole from there out into 
the harbor, at the end of which he built a palace called the 
“Timonium” (1.9). No certainly identifiable remains of the 
Theater have turned up, but it is thought to have been 
situated near the modern Government Hospital. Remains 
of the Poseidium and Timonium were visible in the 19th 
century, and underwater excavations could probably even 
now turn up some evidence of value. See fig. ALE.01. 

Strabo continues his discussion by referring to struc- 
tures further W: the Caesarium, the Emporium and ware- 
houses, and ship buildings extending as far as the Heptas- 
tadion. The Heptastadion (“seven stades” long) was a mole 
connecting the mainland with Pharos; it served to divide 
the Great (E) darbor from the Eunostos (W) Harbor (1.9). 
No trace of the Heptastadion remains; it has been silted 
over, with the result that Pharos is no longer an island. 
The site of the Caesarium, or Sebasteion (cf. Philo Gaium 
151) is known, and the obelisks standing at its entrance 
remained until the 19th century, when they were removed 
respectively to London (“Cleopatra’s Needle”) and New 
York. The Caesarium was turned into a church in the 4th 
century and »ecame the Patriarchal Cathedral until its 
destruction in 912. 

Strabo next describes the W part of the city. The Eunos- 
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tos Harbor, today the main harbor of Alexandria, had 
within it an artificial harbor called “Kibotos,” which was 
connected to Lake Mareotis by a canal. The Kibotos was 
the main commercial harbor for boat traffic from the Nile 
River inland. A “Necropolis” i; mentioned as lying outside 
of the city to the W. The only building specifically men- 
tioned for this part of the city is the Serapeum (1.10). 
Strabo saw the Ptolemaic Serapeum, but it was greatly 
extended in the Roman period and then destroyed by 
Christian zeal in 391. It is the only temple in Alexandria 
that has been excavated (see Adriani 1966: 90-100; plates 
28-31, for summary and full bibliography). Its ruins lie in 
what was the native Egyptian neighborhood Rhakotis. One 
of its prominent landmarks is the so-called “Pompey’s 
Pillar” (set up in honor of Diocletian). 

Strabo next turns his attention to the central part of the 
city, mentioning the beautiful Gymnasium with its porti- 
coes and groves, situated on the main E-—W street (Via 
Canopica), and the Paneium, «. sanctuary of Pan lying on a 
hill (1.10). No certain archeological corroboration is avail- 
able for these structures (cf Adriani 1966: 222, 233). 
Proximity of the Gymnasium io the Great Synagogue (see 
below) is suggested by Philo’s account of the troubles in 38 
C.E. (Gatum 132-35; cf. Pearson 1986: 148, n. 85). Outside 
the Canopic Gate to the E lay the Hippodrome (cf. 3 
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ALE.01. Map of ancient Alexandria. 1, Pharos lighthouse; 2, Martyrium of St. Mark; 3, Caesarium; 4, ‘‘Kibotos’’ harbor; 5, western Agora; 6, Bendideion (Mendideion); 
7, “Alabaster tomb '; 8, St. Theonas Church; 9, Gymnasium; 70, Arab wall; 17, Serapeum; and 12, Wescher catacomb. Ths map (ct. Pearson 1986: 157-59) is 
adapted from Adriari 1966: 269, tavola A. it is a reconstruction based on the ‘‘Carte del'antique Alexandrie et de ses fauborgs’’ in Mahmoud-Bey 1872. The street grid 
is Mahmoud-Bey’s reconstruction of the street system of Alexandria in the early Roman period. The sites indicated in parenthesis (Gabbary, Ibrahimiya, and Hadra) are 
sections of the mod2rn city; in antiquity the main W and E necropoleis were iocated in these areas. (Courtesy of B. Pearson.) 


I+ 155 


Maccabees 4—6), and then, 30 stades from Alexandria, 
Nicopolis (1.10), a new community founded by Augustus 
Caesar. 

Strabo does not provide any details concerning the city 
wall, nor does he mention the necropoleis that lay to the E 
of the city. The first systematic attempt to locate the 
ancient walls and the street grid on the basis of archeolog- 
ical probes was that of the astronomer Mahmoud-Bey, 
whose map showing the walls and the streets has been the 
basis for subsequent topographical research (Mahmoud- 
Bey 1872). Unfortunately, his results are not reliable, 
though his street grid, representing the Roman (not Ptol- 
emaic) streets, is widely used (cf. Fig. ALE.01). Especially 
problematic is his location of the E wall, which would 
accordingly have enclosed the Ptolemaic necropoleis of 
Shatby, Ibrahimiya, and Hadra. These necropoleis, as dic- 
tated by custom, must necessarily have lain outside the 
original wall of the city. The 9th century Arab wall, of 
which some traces remain, enclosed a much smaller area 
of the city. 

Strabo does not say anything concerning the location of 
the Jewish neighborhoods, or those of other ethnic groups, 
nor does he mention the division of the city into quarters 
named for the first five letters of the Greek alphabet (cf. 
Ps.-Callisthenes 1.32). However, in his lost historical work 
(Historica Hypomnemata) he states that a “great part” of the 
city of Alexandria had been alloted to the Jews (quoted in 
Josephus Ant 14.117; cf. Stern 1976: 277-82). Philo re- 
ports that two of the “letters” were predominantly Jewish, 
though Jews lived elsewhere in the city as well (Flacc 55). 
In his Jewish War Josephus describes the 66 c.z. Roman 
attack on the Jews concentrated in “Delta” (JW 2.495). The 
“Delta” quarter has often been identified with the Jewish 
neighborhood he mentions elsewhere as the city’s finest 
residential quarter, adjacent to the palaces, by the sea 
“without a harbor” (AgAp 2.33—36), an area easily identifi- 
able as the section to the E of Lochias (modern Silsileh) 
near Shatby Beach. But, since a papyrus dated to 13 B.c.E. 
locates the Kibotos harbor “in Delta” (BGU 1151, lines 40— 
41), “Delta” must have been in the W part of the city. It 
would therefore have been one of the two predominantly 
Jewish quarters mentioned by Philo (Adriani 1966: 239; 
Pearson 1986: 147). 

The neighborhood E of Lochias was probably Alexan- 
dria’s oldest and most important Jewish section. Here was 
probably located the greatest of Alexandria’s many syn- 
agogues (see Philo Gaiwm 132-135; cf. Flacc 41), a double- 
colonnade basilica described in rabbinic sources as “the 
glory of Israel” (¢. Sukk. 4.6; 7. Sukk. 5.1; 6. Sukk. 51b), and 
destroyed by Trajan during the revolt of 115-117. No 
archeological evidence for Jewish habitation in this area 
has been found, although synagogue inscriptions have 
been found in Hadra to the E, and in Gabbary, W of the 
ancient city. Jewish tombs were found in the E and W 
necropoleis in the early part of this century, but no trace 
of them remains today (see C below). 

Topographical references in the legendary Acts of Mark, 
narrating the story of the founding of Christianity in 
Alexandria, correlate well with the two “Jewish” areas 
mentioned, “Delta” in the NW part of the city, and the 
main residential area in the NE, thus also reinforcing the 
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supposition that the earliest Christians in Alexandria were 
Jews (cf. Pearson 1986: 151—54; see D below). For the early 
3d century, a good case has been made for locating the 
“catechetical school” and the center of ecclesiastical Chris- 
tianity in general in the main Greek area of the city, 
Bruchium (Andresen 1979: 428-52). By the 2d century, if 
not earlier, Christians would have been found among the 
Egyptians residing in Rhakotis. It may have been among 
these Christians that the apocryphal Gospel of the Egyptians 
first circulated (Pearson 1986: 150). 


C. Jewish Papyri and Inscriptions 

No papyri have survived the humid climate of Alexan- 
dria, but numerous papyri attesting to Jewish life in Alex- 
andria have been found elsewhere in Egypt, and have been 
published in CPJ (Tcherikover et al. 1957-64; see index, 
vol. 3: 197-98). 

The Jewish inscriptions from Egypt comprise nos. 1424— 
1539 of CH (Frey 1952), conveniently republished in CPJ 
3: 138-66. Sixteen of these are from Alexandria (1424— 
39). 

Nos. 1424-31 are tomb inscriptions from the early Ptol- 
emaic necropolis of Ibrahimiya. The first three, presum- 
ably the oldest, are in Aramaic, the others in Greek. (On 
this Jewish necropolis see esp. Breccia 1907; cf. Good- 
enough 1953: 62—63, figs. 863-64.) No. 1434, very frag- 
mentary, is possibly a dedication by Jews to the royal house, 
found in the necropolis of Kom al-Shuqafa. Nos. 1435-38 
are votive inscriptions, 1439 an inscription of ownership 
(Ioulianou) on a plaster amphora, with menorah. 

The most important of the inscriptions are nos. 1432 
and 1433, both fragmentary synagogue inscriptions, nei- 
ther found in situ. No. 1432, found in Gabbary (the W 
necropolis area in antiquity) records the building of the 
synagogue (proseuché) by Alypos and its dedication to “the 
great God who listens to prayer” “on behalf of the queen 
and the king” (Cleopatra VII and Antony), 37 B.c.E. No. 
1433, found in Hadra (part of the E complex of necropo- 
leis in antiquity), was dedicated to “God Most High” (theé 
hypsistd), and probably dates from the 2d century B.c.E. 

Of the other synagogue inscriptions found in Egypt, no. 
1440 from Schedia (modern Kafr el-Dawar), not far from 
Alexandria, records the dedication of a proseuche built by 
“the Jews” in honor of “King Ptolemy (III Euergetes) and 
Queen Berenice his sister and wife and their children.” 
This inscription, and one from Crocodilopolis with the 
same kind of dedication (1532A), are the oldest synagogue 
inscriptions in existence, dating from between 246-22] 
B.C.E. 

Two other inscriptions from Egypt, provenience un- 
known, may be from Alexandria: no. 1446, a votive inscrip- 
tion, and 1447, a dedicatory inscription on a statue base. 

Two inscriptions not included in the corpus are worth 
mentioning here. The first is a tombstone of uncertain 
provenience now in the Greco-Roman Museum in Alexan- 
dria, inscribed (in Greek) Jouda over a “solar” menorah, 
with shofar and palm-branch (cf. Goodenough 1953: 63, 
fig. 896). The other one is a partial Hebrew inscription 
(brkm) on a piece of an amphora dated to the Ist or 2d 
century c.E. and probably imported from Palestine. It was 
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uncovered ir: the Polish excavations at Kom el-Dikka in 
downtown Alexandria (Fiema 1985). 


D. Christian Evidence 

1. Churches. The evidence for the existence of church 
buildings in Alexandria before the 4th century is very 
scanty. Church buildings certainly existed in Egypt before 
the 4th century, for Eusebius reports on the massive de- 
struction of churches during the Diocletianic persecutions 
(Hist. Eccl. 8.2), and there is documentary evidence for 
church buildings in Egypt (with the use of the term “ekkle- 
sia” for such buildings) as early as the 3d century (Judge 
and Pickering 1977: 59-61, 69). Church buildings would 
have existed in Alexandria as well. 

Epiphanius, writing in the late 4th century, lists the 
Alexandrian churches known to him (Haer. 69.2): (1) 
“Caesarea” (built on the site of the Caesareum under 
Archbishop Athanasius in 368); (2) “Of Dionysius” (loca- 
tion unknown, attested from the time of Athanasius but 
presumably connected in some way with Bishop Dionysius 
[246-64], replaced because of its inadequate size by the 
church of St. Athanasius [see (7) below]); (3) “Of Theonas” 
(see below); (4) “Of Pierius” (location unknown, presum- 
ably named for the 3d century Alexandrian presbyter 
mentioned by Eusebius [Hist. Eccl. 7.32.26—30]); (5) “Of 
Persaea” (unidentified); (6) “Of Dizya” (unidentified); (7) 
“Of Mendidion” (a church built by Athanasius near the 
temple callec| either “Bendidion” [for the god Bendis] or 
“Mendidion” [for the Egyptian god Mendes], and eventu- 
ally converted into the Mosque of the Souq al-Attarin after 
the Arab conquest); (8) “Of Annianus” (location unknown, 
but possibly connected in local legend with the traditional 
successor of St. Mark, Annianus [68—83, but see below]); 
and (9) “Of Baukalis” (the memorial to St. Mark attested 
from the 4th century and located in an area then called 
Boukolou, earlier part of the ancient Jewish quarter E of 
Lochias.) 

Epiphaniu;’ list ends with the phrase “and others.” One 
prominent church left unmentioned by Epiphanius should 
have been known to him: the church of St. Michael (or the 
church of Alexander), which Bishop Alexander (313-26) 
created from a temple previously dedicated to Saturn. 
This church was situated near the Paneum, E of the 
Caesarea church. Perhaps Epiphanius’ reference to a 
church “of Annianus” (no. 8 above) is mistaken and should 
have read “of Alexander” instead. 

For our purposes, the most important of these churches 
mentioned by Epiphanius are the “Baukalis” church (#9 
above) and the church of St. Theonas (no. 3 above). The 
former is reputed to have been founded in the time of St. 
Mark as the first church in Alexandria (Acts of Mark 5). In 
the early 4th century it was a parish church served by the 
presbyter (and later heretic) Arius. No trace of it remains. 
The church of St. Theonas, named for the Alexandrian 
bishop (282-300), is the earliest church building for which 
we have adequate documentation. It was rededicated by 
Bishop Alexander to the Virgin Mary, and was eventually 
turned into the “Mosque of a Thousand Pillars.” It was 
severely damaged by the French in 1798, and its remains 
were obliterated in 1829. (On the churches of Alexandria 
see esp. Leclercq DACL 1: 1107-25.) 

2. Cemeteries. The earliest reference to Christian cem- 


156 + I 


eteries in Alexandria is found im a letter of Bishop Diony- 
sius (246-264) quoted by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 7.11.10; cf. 
7.13.1). A cemetery located in the W suburbs is mentioned 
in the Passio of St. Peter I (Bishop of Alexandria, 300-— 
311); it had been constructed by him and served as his 
own burial place (Viteau 1897: 83). 

Christian tombs have been found in both the E and W 
necropoleis, but almost all have been obliterated during 
this century, many of them without adequate documenta- 
tion. Most of them seem to have dated from the period 
after the Peace of the Church (313). (See esp. Leclercq, 
DACL 1:1125—54; Adriani 1966: 122-23, 183-86; plates 
41, 102-104; Krause 1966: 105-107). By far the most 
important are the Wescher Catacomb discovered in 1858 
in the Karmuz district, not far from Pompey’s Pillar, and 
the famous catacomb complex of Kom al-Shugafa. The 
latter was discovered in 1900 and is still a tourist attraction 
(Adriani 1966: 172-180; plates 96-101). The Wescher 
Catacomb (Leclercq, DACL 1: 1125-45; Adriani 1966: 
184-86; plates 103-104) was an elaborate tomb complex 
with rich decoration. Two staircases led down to an open 
chamber with an apse in the W wall. To the E was a gallery 
of 32 loculi on two levels, and to the N a chamber with 
three arcosolia. The main chamber contained a baptistry, 
and was evidently also used for refrigeria (memorial meals) 
and other Christian services. The paintings and frescoes 
representing Christ, saints, and prophets are now thought 
to have dated from the end cof the 4th to the 7th centuries 
(Krause 1966: 107). Of this important Christian monu- 
ment nothing remains. 

3. Papyri and Inscriptions. No papyri have been found 
in Alexandria itself, and very little papyrus documentation 
exists for Alexandrian Christianity prior to Constantine. 
One very important piece of evidence does exist, however, 
a papyrus from the Fayyum in the Amherst collection (P. 
Amh. I [1900] 3a; see Judge and Pickering 1977: 48, 54— 
55; Snyder 1985: 152-53). This papyrus, dating from 
264-282, is a fragmentary letter from a Roman Christian 
to Christian brethren in Arsinoe (presumably a church). 
In it the Alexandrian church, under the leadership of 
“Maximus the Papa” (Bishop 264-282), is understood to 
be performing banking functions as a financial intermedi- 
ary for Christians. Other Alexandrians named in the letter 
include Theonas, presumably then serving as a financial 
secretary to Maximus, who eventually succeeded Maximus 
as Bishop (282-300). 

A corpus of Christian Greek inscriptions from Egypt 
was published early in this century but is now unfortu- 
nately out of date (Lefebvre 1907). Of the inscriptions 
published in this corpus, nos. 1-56 are from Alexandria. 
A few of these, all tomb inscriptions, are dated by Lefebvre 
to the period before Constantine. Nos. 21 and 22 are from 
Gabbary (W necropolis), and no. 47 is from Hadra (E 
necropolis). No. 33 is a group of inscriptions from the 
Wescher Catacomb; Lefebvre’s dating (3d or 4th century) 
is probably too early. Nos. 34 and 35 are inscriptions from 
the “Tomb of Rufinus” in Karmuz (cf. Leclercq DACL 1: 
1149-50) and are dated to the Antonine period (2d cen- 
tury). No. 54, from Mafrouza, is dated to 148. Nos. 34, 35, 
and 54 may not be Christian; they have only the formula 
eupsychet, “farewell,” a formula widely used both by pagans 
and Christians. 
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To conclude, it must be acknowledged that the docu- 
mentary evidence provides a very incomplete picture of 
the social life of Christians in Alexandria before the time 
of Constantine. 
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ALEXANDRINUS. See CODEX ALEXANDRINUS. 


ALGEBRA. See MATHEMATICS, ALGEBRA, AND 
GEOMETRY. 


‘ALI, TELL 


‘ALI, TELL (M.R. 202234). A Neolithic/Chalcolithic 
site on the W bank of the Jordan River, one mile S of the 
Sea of Galilee, on a terrace 10—15 m above an important 
junction, E-W from the Yarmuk Valley (Sha’ar Hagolan) 
to the Mediterranean coast, and N-S from the Huleh 
(Beisamoun) to Munhata and Jericho. The site was blessed 
with copious springs and drainage into the Jordan (Praus- 
nitz 1959). 

Four seasons of excavations (1955-1957, 1959) under- 
taken by the Israel Department of Antiquities (Prausnitz 
1970) revealed four superimposed strata beginning with 
IV» to J @>-<, ranging chronologically from Pre-Pottery 
Neolithic B (PPNB) and Pottery Neolithic (PN), to the Early 
Chalcolithic. 

The architecture of stratum IV consisted of straight 
walls with rounded corners and round huts (?), whose 
pebble floors which had been sunk into the earth were 
characteristic of stratum IV, In stratum III a straight 
wall with a thin plaster floor was unearthed. Beneath the 
floor a crouched, decapitated skeleton was discovered. 
Stratum II revealed a large, irregular, built enclosure 
13.60 x 8.80 m with what appears to be a row of two or 
three rooms, 2.50 x 3.50 m, placed inside the outer walls 
to face an inner court which is paved with pebbles. The 
buildings of the uppermost stratum, I@)-><, were rectan- 
gular houses 6 to 10 m long and about 4 m wide, set in 
clusters around a central area and adjacent to large tracts 
of arable land on the terrace (Vita-Finzi and Higgs 1970). 

Flint and stone industries of stratum IV contain a num- 
ber of microlithic blades and a crescent. According to 
recent terminology (Crowfoot-Payne 1983), stratum IV 
would thus belong to an incipient PPNB of the middle of 
the 7th millennium s.c. The double-ended (including 
naviform) cores typical of the PPNB, long blades, and 
“reaping knives” are common from strata IV to II. Pres- 
sure-flaked long blades and daggers come from stratum 
Ic. Among the arrowheads found at the site were the 
Jericho point, with marked, notched tang and wings (rep- 
resented from 1V to I‘); the Byblos point, without wings 
(stratum III); and the Amuq point, leaf-shaped with a 
tang and the oval point (strata II-1>). The latter two types 
of points are pressure-flaked and fluted. 

Pottery vessels were first discovered in stratum II, al- 
though an animal figurine was found in IV (PPNB). Thick- 
walled, handmade, chaff-tempered clay hole-mouth jars 
with lug handles were the earliest local ceramics. Probably 
imported were bowls decorated by painted and burnished 
red bands around the rim and reserved unpainted areas, 
decorated by cuts and slabs, as well as incised straight and 
wavy lines. This pottery has exact parallels in the “Coastal 
Neolithic” at Hazorea (Anati 1973), at Ras Shamra V4-B 
(de Contenson 1977), which places Tell ‘Ali II to the 
middle/last quarter of the 6th millennium B.c. A third type 
of pottery had been decorated by glossy bands of creamy 
paint in dark to medium red. The paint had been allowed 
to trickle down the body in stripes. Stratum I>« produced 
fine monochrome burnished pottery in various shades of 
black to gray and dark brown to red. This pottery belongs 
to the dark-faced burnished ware, which at Hazorea is an 
upper part of the “Coastal Neolithic,” at Munhata 24 is 
called “wadi Rabah phase” (Perrot 1968), and is also known 
in the Amuq C-D. The upper stratum (I4) at ‘Tell ‘Ali 


‘ALI, TELL 


brought to light thumb-impressed and painted ware, 
which is well known all over N Palestine and dated to the 
Early Chalcolithic, the turn of the last quarter of the 5th 
millennium 5.c. 

At Tell ‘Ali, from the PPNB to the Early Chalcolithic an 
archaeological, stratigraphic sequence was traced for the 
first time. Later work at Munhata and Hazorea proved the 
sequence for the whole of N Palestine. Links were estab- 
lished along the coast of the N Levant with Byblos and Ras 
Shamra and inland Ramad and Amugq (Mellaart CAH? 1/ 
1: 264-9). 
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M. W. Prausnirz 


ALIA AIRPORT (PLACE). A cemetery of the 2d-3d 
century A.p. discovered at the present Queen ‘Alia Inter- 
national Airport S of Amman, Jordan. In 1978, a number 
of tombs and. an inscription were noticed during the con- 
struction of the maintenance hangar area. After further 
investigation, it was clear that the site consisted of a large 
cemetery below a series of hills on which some ruined 
structures were found. The tombs were covered by rela- 
tively level soil 1.5-2.0 m thick. The inscription, which is 
Thamudic, was one of the key finds for the interpretation 
of the site. 

M. Ibrahira directed a rescue excavation of the ceme- 
tery. All soil from within the graves was sifted, and five 
burials were lifted entirely. These remains were then ex- 
amined by B. Frohlich at the Smithsonian Institution. 
Apparently these were remains of an Arab tribe which 
lived just outside the border of the Roman Empire between 
the arable plateau and the arid land. The site lay some 6 
km beyond permanent settlements and cultivation and was 
in an area cf pastoral grazing. Although a few shards 
indicate activity during the early Islamic period, the cem- 
etery belongs entirely to the Roman Imperial period. It 
occupies an area of 65 m square. Most of the families were 
buried in individual graves forming rows. 

Among the burial goods, leather was quite prevalent. In 
addition to leather footwear and possibly folded clothing, 
large sheets of leather were buried. They were thin (0.2 
cm.) and were originally quite supple. It seems most likely 
that these large sheets of leather were made to cover the 
backs of horses or camels. Square saddles are shown in 
numerous representations in the art of Palmyra and S$ 
Syria of the 3d century A.D. Other artifacts show a close 
relationship between this community and the Roman set- 
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tlers. Women and children were adorned with jewelry, 
including earrings, necklaces, finger rings, bracelets, and 
anklets—mostly of bronze. A few of the women were 
provided with gold earrings and additional toilet articles. 
Four seals were found in the graves. One was a scarab seal 
set in a pendant in a bronze ‘sand with a loop behind it. It 
shows a monkey and a griffin facing each other above a 
crocodile and winged uraei. Another seal is of a dark 
green stone and may have originated in Saudi Arabia. It is 
believed to have been held as an heirloom for at least 700 
years before being deposited in the grave. Some 225 beads 
were found, some of precious stone such as carnelian, 
amethyst, agate, and coral. Fifteen rings of hollow gold 
beads were also found. Cosmetic items include spatulae 
and cosmetic spoons, kohl tubes, hairpins, a wooden comb, 
and a glass rod. The epigrapnic evidence, burial practices, 
leather finds, and the location of the cemetery ail support 
the attribution of these graves to the Arab population 
rather than to the Roman array. 
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ALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘a’y4]. See ALVAH (PERSON). 
‘ALLA, DEIR. See DEIR ALLA. 


ALLAMMELECH (PLACE) [Heb ?alammelek]. A town 
located in the inheritance of the tribe of Asher (Josh 
19:26). The OT form can he translated as “oak of the 
king.” However, the LXX has preserved variants, such as 
alimelech, which have led some scholars to suggest that the 
original Semitic form of the name was 7ltmlk. Scholars 
(LBHG, 160) have used this hypothesis to equate Allam- 
melech with town Number 45 (Eg rtmrk) in the conquest 
list of Thutmose III at Karnak. If this supposition is 
correct, the history of Allammelech can be extended into 
the Late Bronze Age. 

Scholars have concluded that Allammelech was located 
in the southern part of the territory, in the Plain of Acco, 
from the position of Allammelech in the list of border 
towns. The Plain of Acco was densely settled in the Iron 
Age (HGB, 429), and several tells have been suggested as 
the location of Allammelech. The site most frequently 
mentioned (GP, 66) is Tell en-Nahal (M.R. 157245), which 
provides a general indication of the probable location of 
Allammelech, although the evidence in support of any 
identification is slight. 

MELVIN Hunt 


ALLOGENES (NHC XiI,3). A Gnostic apocalypse, 
written in the form of an epistle, relating the secret reve- 
lations and extra-bodily visions of Allogenes to his son, 
Messos. The name and title “Allogenes” literally means 
“the stranger” or “the foreigner.” It is, however, a pseudo- 
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nym and tells us nothing about the historical identity of 
the author. 

Allogenes clearly belongs to a tradition, reported by Epi- 
phanius, which designates Seth as “Allogenes” and attrib- 
utes various books to him (Pan. 39.1.5; 40.2.1-2; and 
40.7.1—5). The text also shows close affinity with a group 
of other texts discovered near Nag Hammadi which are 
usually designated as “Sethian” (Schenke 1974; Turner 
1986). Allogenes shares with these texts the following char- 
acteristics: self-designation of gnostics as “seed” (56,30); 
Allogenes-Seth as the Gnostic savior; the divine triad, 
Father-Mother-Son (the Invisible Spirit, Barbelo and Au- 
togenes); and the salvific role of the “illuminators.” There 
is a particularly close affinity with The Three Steles of Seth, 
Marsanes, and Zostrianos; all three of these texts depend 
heavily upon technical philosophical terminology. Allo- 
genes, however, contains no specifically Jewish or Christian 
language of any kind, but does draw heavily upon techni- 
cal philosophical terminology. 

It is highly probable that Plotinus knew a Greek version 
of Allogenes. Porphyry writes that Plotinus was acquainted 
with revelations by Allogenes and Messos, among others, 
and attacked them in lectures and in his treatise Against the 
Gnostics (Plot. 16). Although Plotinus’ work cannot be read 
solely as an attack on Allogenes, Allogenes does contain the 
type of philosophical language and conceptuality Plotinus 
may have felt deserved refutation. It draws heavily upon 
philosophical terms and concepts current in Middle Plato- 
nism, especially with regard to the philosophical specula- 
tion on the rise of the soul and the divine hierarchy. The 
divine hierarchy of Plotinus, for example, is quite close to 
that of Allogenes. Compare: 


Plotinus 
One 
Mind 
Soul 1. directed toward intelligible realities 
2. mediator 


3. directed toward things of this world 


Allogenes 

One Invisible Spirit 

Mind Barbelo 

Logos (Son) 1. Kalyptos (the intelligible logos) 


2. Protophanes (mind actualized) 
3. Autogenes (savior, acts in particu- 
lars for their correction) 


The author of Allogenes combines in a unique and coher- 
ent manner traditional Sethian materials (its basic mytho- 
logical pattern, magical prayers, and the ritual of ascent) 
with contemporary philosophical speculation on the rise 
of the soul and the divine hierarchy. He does not reduce 
Sethian mythology to a philosophical system, nor does he 
allow either mythology or philosophical conceptuality to 
control the flow of logic in the text. But there is a clear 
shift away from a more typically Gnostic view of salvation 
as escape from this evil world toward a view of salvation as 
the experience of self-recognition and direct apprehen- 
sion of God. 

The narrative progression in Allogenes is found in the 
account of the character Allogenes’ reaction to his experi- 
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ences. This account provides the reader with a clear de- 
scription of the progression of the soul toward salvation. 
Allogenes moves from fear, ignorance, and disturbance of 
soul to knowledge, stability, praise, silence, and finally joy. 
The main point of the text is to convey an understanding 
of the nature and process of salvation. Salvation itself is 
understood as knowledge of God and Self, achieved first 
through auditory, and then through visionary, revelation. 
The emphasis in the content of the auditory revelations is 
on epistemology and ontology, that is to say, on coming to 
knowledge of true Being. The visionary revelation de- 
scribes the direct apprehension of Self and God in the 
extra-bodily ascent of the soul. Allogenes is most probably 
closely connected with the Sethian rite of ascension in that 
it provides mythological-philosophical reflection upon the 
necessity for an ascension, the content of the ascent (inso- 
far as that can be communicated), and its ultimate signifi- 
cance (Schenke 1981: 601-2). 

Discovered in 1945 near Nag Hammadi in Egypt, the 
text survives in only one manuscript dating to the first half 
of the 4th century. Though originally written in Greek, it 
survives only in Coptic translation (Sahidic). 

The underlying Greek text may be dated to the first 
quarter of the 3d century since it is highly probable that a 
version was known to Plotinus. It should not be dated 
earlier since the philosophical treatment of epistemology 
and ontology reflects philosophical conceptuality current 
in the late 2d and early 3d centuries. 

Although translation into Coptic cannot decisively lead 
to the conclusion that the original was composed in Egypt, 
nonetheless the particular combinations of mythological 
elements and philosophical speculation make Alexandria 
a distinct possibility. 
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KareEN L. KiInG 


ALLON 


ALLON (PERSON) [Heb ?allén]. Descendant of Simeon. 
The only reference to him occurs in 1 Chr 4:37, where he 
is recorded as the grandfather of Ziza. The list of individ- 
uals in 1 Chr 4:34-37 were “princes in their families” (1 
Chr 4:38). This certainly means that Meshobab, Jamlech, 
Joshah, Joel, Jehu, Elioenai, Jaakobah, Jeshohaiah, Asaiah, 
Adiel, Jesimiel, Benaiah, and Ziza were all princes of the 
tribe of Simeon in the days of the Judean King Hezekiah 
(late 8th century). While most scholars seem to assume 
that Allon is also a prince, the text is not at all clear that 
the antecedent of “these” (Heb élleh) also includes their 
ancestors when named. Allon is not mentioned in the Syr 
Peshitta version, since it omits entirely the list of Simeonite 
princes. In their place the Syr reads, “And they had a 
great name. And their dwellings were beautiful and quiet- 
ness and peace was around them.” This is an indication 
that there were variant traditions of this passage extant in 
ancient times (for discussion and bibliography see William- 
son Chronicles NCBC). However, since the Peshitta is left 
with no antecedent for its reference in 4:38—“And these 
are the names of the princes who were there”—it is more 
likely that the Peshitta text represents an omission, rather 
than the original situation (although some scholars dis- 
agree). The word ‘allén” refers to some kind of vigorous 
tree, possibly an oak, and is probably derived from the 
root “wl” meaning “be in front, strong” (KB, 19). 
H. ELpon CLEM 


ALLON-BACUTH (PLACE) [Heb 2allén-bakit]. A 
place in the vicinity of Bethel where Deborah, Rebekah’s 
nurse, was buried (Gen 35:8). The name literally means 
“oak of weeping.” In Judg 4:5 there is a reference to a 
“palm tree of Deborah” located between Ramah and 
Bethel in the hill country of Ephraim, but the context 
explicitly mentions a different type of tree and implies an 
association with a different Deborah (the prophetess/ 
judge, not the nurse of Rebekah). 
Gary A. HERION 


ALMIGHTY [Heb sadday, el sadday; Gk pantokrator). 
General name given to the patriarchal family god and later 
identified with Yahweh. “Almighty” translates the Hebrew 
Shaddai of the pre-Mosaic tradition (Gen 17:1; Cross 
CMHE, 13-75) and is identified with Yahweh in the Mosaic 
tradition (Exod 3:13~-17; 6:2--3). See GOD, NAMES OF. 

Albright (1935: 192-193) has shown that the name 
derives from northern Mesopotamian roots and came to 
Canaan with the ancestors of the Israelites as a patriarchal 
family god. Wright (1962: 51) sees the relationship of the 
clan to its deity as probable background for the later 
covenant relationship between God and Israel (Exod 6:4). 
Anderson (1986: 44) indicates points of similarity between 
Shaddai and the Canaanite god El, but notes that theolog- 
ical differences in the nature of Israel’s God and the 
covenant relationship called for essentially different re- 
sponse in worship and morality. DeVaux (AnclIsr, 294) 
points to enhanced qualities of Yahweh worship at cult sites 
formerly used for El worship. 

The Greek of the Apocrypha and New Testament ren- 
ders the Hebrew “Shaddai’” by pantokrator, a compound of 
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pan (all) and krétos (power, might). In the Intertestamental 
Period the living tradition is reflected in the prayer of 
Jonathan (2 Macc 1:24~29) recalling both divine attributes 
and covenant relationship. During events of Jewish history 
from 180 to 16] B.c.e. the people of Israel under the 
leadership of the Maccabees invoked God’s almighty power 
in military confrontations (2 Macc 7:35; 8:11); and to 
strengthen their conviction cf divine fidelity to their eter- 
nal covenant with the Lord (2 Macc 1:25; 3:22; 5:20; 6:26; 
7:38). In the New Testament ten instances of pantokrdtor 
are predominantly in Revelation, with only one in 2 Cor 
6:18. Thus the descriptive designation “Almighty” in con- 
nection with the name of the Lord God is consistent in 
biblical usage. 
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ALMODAD (PERSON) [Heb ?almédad}. Firstborn son of 
Joktan and hence the name cf a South Arabian tribe (Gen 
10:26; 1 Chr 1:20), which, however, has neither been 
identified nor localized in a satisfactory way. Retaining the 
Masoretic vocalization, the first syllable could be conceived 
as Arabic él, “family, clan,” the name of a specific clan 
could then be seen in the following part of the name, 
probably al mawdad. There are attestations of such a name 
in Old South Arabic; in Sabaean mwddm occurs as a proper 
name (CIS IV, 94,5), and in Qatabanian mwddn is to be 
found as a clan name (RES 3902, No. 98,2). The Hebrew 
form -méddad could very well be derived from an Old South 
Arabic mwdd-n, mawdad-dn, and in this case it cannot be 
excluded that the region where the tribe of ?almédad lived 
has to be localized somewhere in the area of the ancient 
kingdom of Qataban, the center of which was the capital 
Timna‘ in the Wadi Bayhan in present-day South Yemen. 
Qataban is mentioned for the first time in the Old Sabaean 
text RES 3945; the earliest Qatabanian inscriptions, how- 
ever, do not go back to the time in which the biblical table 
of nations originated. 

Glaser (1890: 425) was inclined to recognize in °almédad 
the Minaean clan of Gab’an, members of which are called 
“friends” of the king during the time concerned in the 
inscriptions ?hl gb?n mwddit. . . “clan of Gab’4n, friends 
of ...;” RES 2771,2; RES 27'74,1; etc.). The interpretation 
of the first syllable of ?almédaéd as the Arabic article al-, 
according to which the meaning of the name would be 
“the friend,” is hardly acceptable and was already rejected 
by Gesenius-Kautzsch (GK, 118). 

In case one gives preference to the vocalization of the 
LXX, elmédad, the first syllable of the name could be 
conceived as the name of “God,” Heb él. Reading the 
name in this way, ?elmédéd could be interpreted as “God is 
loved” or “God is a friend”; cf. also Old Sabaean mwd, 
“friend,” and the Heb proper name Medad, LXX médad 
(Num 11:26), the Aramaic mwdd inscribed on a clay-tablet 
from Niniveh (CIS 11, 43, R6), in cuneiform writing mu- 
dadu, Akkadian mudédum, all of which mean “friend, be- 
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loved.” Hommel (HAW 3.1.1: 554-5), however, regarded 
the m in *lmwdd as an emphasizing enclitic particle, and 
wanted to read the name 7¢eli-ma-wadd, “(my) God is truly 
Wadd,” Wadd being an ancient Sabaean deity and the main 
god of the Minaeans. 

Certainly erroneous is the connection, first proposed by 
Bochartus (1674: 112-13), of ?almédaéd with the alumaiétai 
in Ptolemaeus (Geog. 6.7.24), an otherwise unattested tribe 
at the NE coast of the Arabian peninsula. 
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ALMON (PLACE) [Heb ‘almén]. Var. ALEMETH. A city 
given to the descendents of Aaron the priest (Josh 21:18). 
BDB (p. 761) derived it from ‘lam, “conceal, hidden;” 
others suggest it means “sign” or “road mark.” Albright 
thought the meaning of the name was obscure. It is spelled 
Gamala in LXX, Almon in LXX Codex Alexandrinus, Amala 
in LXX Codex Vaticanus, Elmon in LXX Lucian, and 
Alemeth (Allemeth) in 1 Chr 6:45 (—Eng 6: 45; Galemeth in 
LXX; Alamoth in LXX Lucian). Almon and Alemeth both 
come from the same root. Josh 21:1ff describes the allot- 
ment of 48 cities and their pasture lands (not cultivated 
lands) to the Levites according to the commandment of 
Moses in Num 35:1-—8, since they did not get territorial 
allotments as such. Boling (Joshua AB, 492-494) dates the 
list to the mid-8th century on archaeological grounds: 
surface collection of potshards and other data show most 
of the sites were occupied then, with ‘Almon occupied in 
the 9th and 8th centuries. Myers, on the other hand, dates 
them to the reign of David on historical grounds—when 
the country was still divided among tribes and before 
Solomon separated it into administrative districts (1 Chron- 
icles AB, 48). 

Almon is one of 13 cities given to the priests (the sons of 
Aaron) and one of 4 cities in the tribal territory of Benja- 
min. The four in Josh 21:17-18 include Gibeon (el-Jib), 
Geba (Jaba’), Anathoth (Anata), and Almon, while 1 Chr 
6:60 leaves out Gibeon (Geba is at times a short form of 
Gibeon and Gibeah [Tell el-Ful]), all NE of Jerusalem. 
“Almon is ca. 5 mi. from Jerusalem. Neither ‘Almon nor 
Anathoth is in the list of Benjaminite cities in Josh 18:21- 
28. ‘Almon is identified with Kh. SAlmit (M.R. 176136), a 
tell between Geba and Anathoth, | mi. NE of Anata, on 
the road to Ain Farah which runs into the Wadi Qelt to 
Jericho. Albright (1924) suggested the modern ending 
shows the pointing is wrong in Chronicles and in turn, 
“the relation between ‘Almon and ‘Almit is dialectical, and 
is precisely like that between tahton and tahfit, the ét being 
the archaic feminine of the nisbeh in 7...” Avi-Yonah (EJ 
1: 666) notes that “Almon” is erroneously identified with 
Ailamon (Aijalon) on the Madeba map (6th century A.D.) 
based on a reference in Eus. (Onomast. 18: 14). In the 
Crusader period, Amieth (Alemeth) is mentioned along 
with Aneth (Anathoth) and Farafonte (Ayn Fara). 
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ALMON-DIBLATHAIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘almén dib- 
létayim]. One of Israel’s wilderness wandering encamp- 
ments located within the territory of Moab between Dibon- 
gad and the mountains of Abarim (Num 33:46, 47). It has 
been equated by some with Beth-diblathaim (mentioned 
in Jer 48:22 and in the Moabite stone, line 30), a site which 
has been tentatively identified with Deleilat esh-Sherqiyeh 
(M.R. 228116), a small town about halfway between Dibon 
and Medeba. Others have thought that Almon was a 
daughter settlement of Diblathaim, that is Beth-dibla- 
thaim, and have located the former at nearby ‘Ain ed Dib. 
All of the suggestions are speculative at present. 
RANDALL W. YOUNKER 


ALMOND. See FLORA. 
ALOES. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA. 
ALPHA. The first letter of the Greek alphabet. 


ALPHA AND OMEGA. The first and last letters of 
the Greek alphabet. The phrase “the Alpha and the 
Omega” is used three times in the book of Revelation, 
twice as a self-designation of God (1:8; 21:6) and once as a 
self-designation of Christ (22:13). The meaning of “alpha 
and omega” is evident from the descriptive phrases used 
in conjunction with it. Rev 1:8 further describes God as 
the one “who is and who was and who is to come, the 
Almighty,” whereas in 21:6 “the Alpha and the Omega” is 
supplemented by the phrase “the beginning and the end.” 
Christ identifies himself as “the Alpha and the Omega, the 
first and the last, the beginning and the end” (22:13). The 
juxtaposition of the terms “alpha” and “omega” unites 
creation and eschatology. The God who brought the world 
into existence is the same one who will bring the world to 
completion. As the Alpha, God is the creator of all things; 
everything has its beginning in God (Rev 4:11). To refer to 
God as the Omega is to affirm that all of creation finds its 
purpose and meaning in God, for God will bring the 
universe to its final consummation. What God commenced 
“in the beginning” (Gen !:1), God will direct to its conclu- 
sion. 

Furthermore, all of history is under the control of God, 
not just its beginning and ending. In later rabbinic writings 
the first and last letters of the alphabet were used to denote 
something in its entirety. Abraham was said to have kept 
the law from 7alep to taw (the first and last letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet), meaning that he obeyed the entire law. 
In a similar way, to describe God as the Alpha and the 
Omega is not a restriction of God to only the beginning 
and the end but is a declaration of the totality of God's 
power and control. God is “the Almighty,” and as such all 
“salvation and glory and power belong to our God” (Rev 
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19:1). Nothing is outside the purview of God. The claim 
that God is the one “who is and who was and who ts to 
come” is a restatement of the same idea. 

The author of Revelation, because of his exalted Chris- 
tology, can apply the same phrases to Christ that he used 
for God. He too is the first and the last, the beginning and 
the end, the Alpha and the Omega. Elsewhere in the NT, 
Christ’s role in creation is explicitly stated (John 1:3: Col 
1:16). The idea of Christ as the Omega or the end is 
particularly appropriate in Revelation which depicts Christ 
as the means through which God’s purposes are accom- 
plished, not only as the slain lamb (5:9), but also as the 
victorious rider on the white horse (19:11—21). 

The source for the author of Revelation’s description of 
God as the /irst and the last was likely the Hebrew Bible, 
specifically Isa 41:4; 44:6; and 48:12, passages which em- 
phasize the uniqueness of God. Although the symbolic use 
of the first and last letters of the alphabet is not found 
there, this practice can be documented in Hellenistic writ- 
ings, in Jose;hus, and in rabbinic literature. 
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ALPHAEUS (PERSON) [Gk halphaios]. 1. Father of 
Levi the tax-collector (Mark 2:14; Luke 5:27 [D]; Gos. Pet. 
14:60). 

2. Father of James the apostle, as distinguished from 
the apostle James the son of Zebedee (Matt 10:3; Mark 
3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13). 

Although nothing more is known for certain about 
either Alphaeus, it has been suggested that the two are 
actually the same person. Assuming that Levi is to be 
identified with Matthew the apostle, then another pair of 
brothers in addition to Peter, Andrew, James, and John 
would be among the twelve, i.e., James and Matthew. The 
manner in which Alphaeus is used in the lists of the 
apostles, however, strongly suggests two different individ- 
uals are intended. Alphaeus is used to distinguish this 
James from the son of Zebedee. Furthermore, since two 
sets of brothers among the twelve are identified (Matt 
10:3), if there were a third set, they surely would alsc have 
been identified as such. 

Several textual witnesses for Mark 2:14 read “James the 
son of Alpheus” rather than “Levi the son of Alphaeus,” 
thus eliminating one difficulty, but suggesting that another 
tax-collector, named James, was a follower of Jesus. The 
textual variation is likely an attempt to harmonize Mark 
2:14 with Mark 3:18 and Matt 10:3=Luke 6:15. But it 
creates another difficulty when compared to its parallel, 
Luke 5:27, which reads “a tax-collector named Levi.” The 
variant reading is unlikely original. 

The second Alphaeus is sometimes identified with Clo- 
pas (John 1:25) or Cleopas (Luke 24:18). The identifica- 
tion with Clopas is based on the assumption that only three 
women at the cross are mentioned in John 19:25 (and not 
four) as in the parallel verses (Matt 27:56; Mark 15:40). 
Thus, Mary the sister of Jesus’ mother is said to be the 
wife of Clopas, and is supposedly listed second in Matt 
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27:56 and Mark 15:40 as Mary the mother of James and 
Joseph (Joses in Mark). Consequently, James is the son of 
Alphaeus (Clopas) and Marv, thus making him a cousin of 
Jesus. This conclusion would suggest that five cousins of 
Jesus were among the twelve apostles. While such possibil- 
ities are interesting they are more speculative than prova- 
ble. 

Identifying Alphaeus with Clopas/Cleopas is based on 
the claim that they are variations of a common Aramaic 
original (e.g., Edersheim 1£99,2: 603). Since the form of 
the original has not been established, such an argument 
offers little support for identifying Alphaeus with Clopas. 
Cleopas is an abbreviated form of the Greek name Cleo- 
patros and should not be iclentified with Clopas. See also 
CLOPAS, CLEOPAS, JAMES (PERSON), LEVI, MARY 
(PERSON), MATTHEW. 


Bibliography 
Edersheim, A. 1899. The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah. 2 vols. 
8th ed. New York. 
FRANK E, WHEELER 


ALTAR [Heb mizbéah; Gk thusiastérion, bémos]. Altars 
occur in a wide range of religions, both geographically 
and chronologically, often related to the concept of tables, 
hearths, thrones, or burial inounds. In the ancient world, 
any surface on which offerings were made or placed for a 
deity could be considered an altar. Altars could be port- 
able or stationary, simple or elaborate (EncRel 1: 222-27). 


A. Altars in the Hebrew Bible 

While scholars speak of altars in connection with a 
variety of phenomena, the primary term for altar in the 
Hebrew Bible is mizbéah (409x) which is derived from the 
root zbh, “to slaughter.” Altars are distinguished from 
other cultic structures such as temples and high places. 
Although all temples had associated altars, it appears that 
not all altars were part of a temple complex. Altars were 
constructed at places which were considered to have a 
sacred character, points where contact between the human 
and the divine could occur. For a discussion of Heb bamd, 
see HIGH PLACE. 

1. Construction. Throughout the period of the monar- 
chy, it was the king who was held accountable for the 
construction and maintenarice of altars and related struc- 
tures (Ahlistrém 1982: 1—9). It is uncertain if altars were 
built by private persons. Although a variety of nonroyal 
figures from the Hebrew Bible are credited with the con- 
struction of altars (e.g., Noah, Abraham, Moses, etc.), it 
may be that these figures were given “royal” prerogatives 
in the tradition because of their status. While there are 
other clear cases of nonroyal figures constructing altars 
(e.g., Balaam in Numbers 23), these figures are acting on 
the authority of a royal patron. 

It appears that “natural” rock altars were used for rituals 
in some cases (Judg 13:15—20), although the term mizbéah 
is not always used in the description of this type of situation 
(1 Sam 6:14-15; 14:33-34). The terminology associated 
with altars in the Hebrew Bible indicates that altars were 
normally thought of as being constructed in some sense. 
The most common verbs used for the establishment of 
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altars are “to build” (nk) and “to make” (‘sh). In some 
cases these are used interchangeably (cf. Gen 35:1-—7) 
although dnd is not used with altars constructed with metal. 
Other terms associated with the construction of altars are 
“to establish” (qiim), “to set up” (nsb), “to put/place” (sém), 
“to arrange/set in order” (‘rk), and “to found” (kin). The 
terms used to describe the repair of altars include “to heal” 
(rp), “to make new” (hds), and “to purify” (thr). 

Within the Hebrew Bible are several accounts of reli- 
gious “reforms” which include the decommissioning or 
destruction of altars. A variety of terms are used for this 
activity. Since these same terms are often used for the 
demolition of buildings and other man-made structures, it 
indicates that altars also were normally constructed. The 
most common verb for destruction is “to tear down” (nts), 
occurring often in the Deuteronomic material. Other 
terms include “to cause to depart/decommission” (sir), “to 
throw down” (hrs), “to tear apart” (gr), “to smash” (Sbr), “to 
be waste” (hrb), “to be desolate” (5mm), and “to break” (‘rp). 

Although very often single altars are assumed in the 
Hebrew Bible, it is clear that multiple altars were known. 
This is indicated by the occurrence of the plural (mizbéhét) 
and from the fact that it was necessary to distinguish 
certain altars (e.g., the altar of burnt offering). The story 
of Balaam’s construction of seven altars (Numbers 23), 
while not necessarily reflecting historical reality, also indi- 
cates knowledge of the use of multiple altars. 

One feature of the design of Israelite altars was the 
presence of “horns” (géranét). As can be seen in numerous 
examples of smaller incense altars and from the larger 
altar found at Beer-sheba (see below), these “horns” were 
projections from the corners. The precise significance of 
the horns is not known. One theory is that the original 
function of the horns was to aid in binding a victim to the 
altar. This may be given some support in Ps 118:27. Also, 
owing to the special sanctity of the altar, a person accused 
of a murder could “grasp” the horns of the altar to receive 
a measure of protection (but cf. Exod 21:14; | Kgs 2:28- 
34; Milgrom 1980). Jer 17:1 seems to indicate that the 
horns could be engraved, but the text is possibly corrupt. 
The cutting off of the horns is used as a symbol of the 
destruction in Amos 3:14. Horned altars are not unique to 
Israel. They are found in Canaanite contexts (Stendebach 
1976: 190-92), in excavations at temples in Cyprus (cf. 
Karageorghis 1981; Ionas 1985), and other locations 
throughout the ancient Near East (cf. Yavis 1949: 165-66). 

Altars associated with the tabernacle were considered 
portable, being equipped with rings through which poles 
could be inserted for transport. While portable altars are 
known from nomadic contexts, there is no evidence that 
the altars constructed during the period of the Israelite or 
Judahite monarchies were normally moved. The historical 
evaluation of the portable altars of the tabernacle is de- 
pendent on the larger historical questions surrounding the 
tabernacle itself. 

2. Materials. The Hebrew Bible mentions a variety of 
materials used for the construction of altars. It would 
appear that the ideology concerning the materials of the 
altar changed over time and/or from place to place. In the 
introductory material to the Covenant Code (Exod 20:24— 
25), an initial command is given that an “altar of earth” 
(mizbéah >ddama) be constructed. The precise meaning of 
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this unique term is uncertain. Robertson (1948) thinks it 
means simply an altar of “natural” materials. Galling (IDB 
1: 97) states that it refers to an altar constructed as a “low 
cube of clods of clay.” The existence of mudbrick altars in 
this region would make it more likely that some type of 
earthen brick is intended (cf. Isa 65:3). 
In Exodus 20, however, the possibility of construction of 
a stone altar is admitted. As might be expected in Israel, 
stone is the assumed building material for altars. In Exod 
20:25, Josh 8:31, and Deut 27:5—7, where altars of stone 
(mizbéah °dbdnim) are specified, it is commanded that these 
stones be unworked by iron. This command may reflect 
the idea that the unworked stone contained something of 
the “natural” presence of the deity which would be dissi- 
pated through the working with iron (Galling IDB 1: 97). 
Most scholars believe that Exod 20:25 is the earliest of the 
three passages, reflecting an attempt at cultic reform prior 
to the Deuteronomist. This prescription was not univer- 
sally followed since altars constructed of hewn stone were 
constructed in Judah (cf. Beer-sheba below). It would ap- 
pear that altars which included horns could not be either 
of “earth” or “unworked stone” (cf. Wiener 1927: 2—3). 
Exod 20:26 gives an impression of the size of an altar by 
commanding that the altar not be mounted by means of 
steps in order that the “nakedness” of the priest not be 
exposed. This command implies that steps were part of 
the normal construction of the altar. Altars with steps are 
known from early times in Canaan (cf. Megiddo below), 
but steps are not conspicuous in the description of altars 
from the period of the Israelite and Judahite monarchies 
(cf. Beer-sheba below however). It would appear that the 
problem of exposure was solved differently in Exod 
28:42-43, which commands the wearing of “pants” by 
Aaron and the officiating priests (cf. Lev 6:3—Eng 6:10). 
Several types of altars constructed with metal are also 
prominent. Two different bronze altars are mentioned as 
being located in the forecourt of the tabernacle/temple. 
(Note the mention of bronze altars also in Phoenician KAI 
1:2 #10.4 and Punic KAI 1:14 #66.1.) The altar associated 
with the tabernacle (Exod 27:1—8; 38:1—7) is described as 
constructed of acacia wood (5 by 5 by 3 cubits) and overlaid 
(sph) with bronze. While it is clear that the description of 
this altar does not derive from a “nomadic” past, the 
source of the description is unclear. Some scholars believe 
that the description of the tabernacle derives from the 
Davidic period but is based on a premonarchic model 
(Cross 1984). Others date it to Solomonic (Haran 1978: 
189-204) or even later periods. The altar in the forecourt 
at which the regular sacrifices were conducted was called 
the “altar of burnt offering” (ah mizbéah ha‘6llah) in the 
Priestly source and in Chronicles (but cf. Gadegaard 1978). 
The Chronicler believed that Solomon also constructed 
a bronze altar (20 by 20 by 10 cubits) in the forecourt of 
his temple (2 Chr 4:1). It should be noted, however, that 
the construction of this altar is omitted from the parallel 
description in | Kings 7 although the presence of a bronze 
altar is assumed in | Kgs 8:64, 2 Kgs 16:14-15, and Ezek 
9:2. Some scholars believe that the notice of construction 
has been displaced from its original location in | Kings to 
Chronicles. It is possible that this altar should be differen- 
tiated from an altar of stone (note the use of bnh) built by 
Solomon mentioned in 1 Kgs 9:25. This stone altar may 
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also be implied in the wording of 2 Kgs 16:14. (Additional 
support for the existence of two altars can be found in 
Gadegaard 1978: 40—41 although his interpretation of 
“high place” may be questioned.) This stone altar con- 
structed by Solomon may be the one which is replaced (2 
Kgs 16:10-16) with a “great altar” (hammizbéah haggadél) 
modeled after an altar seen by Ahaz in Damascus. At that 
time the bronze altar was moved and reserved for inquiries 
by the king himself. The regular sacrifices of the nation 
and king were conducted on the new “great altar.” 

Another noteworthy altar is that described in some detail 
in Ezek 43:13—17. At the center of the reconstructed land, 
Ezekiel envisions a three-tiered altar mounted by steps (12 
by 12 cubits on the top tier and 16 by 16 cubits on the 
lowest tier). This idea may be based on a Babylonian model 
(Albright 1920: 139-41) or even on Ahaz’s “great altar” 
((DB 1: 98; Haran 1978: 194). 

The normal placement of sacrificial altars in the Hebrew 
Bible was in the courtyard in front of the temple, although 
altars on the roof were also known (cf. 2 Kgs 23:12, Judg 
6:26). (Note may also be made of the Ugaritic text UT 
Krt:73-80, which speaks of the hero offering sacrifices on 
a wall // tower // roof.) 

There is ro evidence of the use of sacrificial altars in the 
interior of the tabernacle or temple. In fact, sacrificial 
rituals are specifically excluded from the temple itself in 
Exod 30:9. ‘The normal activities associated with a sacrifi- 
cial altar are also indicated in Josh 22:28~—29 where the 
trans-Jordar:ian tribes claim that their “altar” is in fact a 
“memorial” (see below). They claim their “memorial” is 
not intended for the normal activities of “burnt offering, 
cereal offering, or for sacrifice” (v 29). Even types of 
offerings which might be associated with a “presentation” 
altar are burned (Exod 29:25). Vessels and offerings were 
placed “befcre” (pné) the altar, not upon it (cf. Deut 26:4; 
Zech 14:20). It is also possible that images of gods were 
placed near the altar (cf. 1 Sam 6:15; Ezek 6:13). 

Within the interior of the tabernacle/temple were “al- 
tars” connected to the use of incense. Exod 30:1—10 and 
37:25 describe an “altar” of acacia wood overlaid with gold 
(1 by 1 by 2 cubits) within the tabernacle. Most scholars 
think that this “altar” was not part of the original descrip- 
tion since its presence is not noted in Exodus 25 or 26:33- 
37 as expected. This altar is paralleled by the description 
of an altar of cedar overlaid with gold constructed by 
Solomon (1 Kgs 6:20, 22). For further discussion of these 
altars, see INCENSE ALTARS where the “altar of incense” 
(mizbéah haqgqétoret) and “incense altars” (hammdnim) are 
treated. Ezekiel also mentions an “altar of wood” (hammiz- 
béah Sé3; Ezek 41:22) found within the temple, but goes on 
to describe tis rather as a “table” (hasxfulhan). 

3. Activities Associated with Altars. The most com- 
mon activities associated with altars in the Hebrew Bible 
are the burning of sacrifices upon the altar. Some passages 
(e.g., Gen 22:9-10) might indicate that the offering was 
actually slain upon the altar (cf. Gadegaard 1978: 35-36). 
The usual practice reflected in the text, however, 1s the 
slaying of the victim beside (‘) or in front of (lipné) the 
altar in order that blood could be collected for other ritual 
purposes. 

Several verbs are used to describe the actions of cultic 
personnel in connection with the altar. The most common 
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terms refer to the offering of sacrifices, “to cause a sacrifice 
to ascend” (‘th) and “to burn offerings” (gtr). In addition 
to the obvious role of the aliar in the burning of offerings 
to the god, the altar (especially the foundation [yéséd] and 
the horns) was the recipient of blood from the sacrificial 
victims. A wide range of terms is used to describe the 
application of blood to the altar, including (prominently) 
“to toss, throw” (zrqg). While blood and oil were applied to 
the altar, the altar did not function as a libation table as 
found in earlier Canaanite practice (cf. Megiddo below). 

The significance of the preposition (‘/) used with these 
verbs is unclear. In some instances it seems to indicate that 
the action takes places “upon,” Le., on top of, the altar 
(e.g., | Kgs 9:25). In other cases, it denotes proximity (e.g., 
2 Chr 1:6). The clear picture seems to be that wood was 
placed on the top of the altar. The sacrifice was then 
placed upon the wood. The precise function of a bronze 
grating mentioned in connection with the tabernacle altar 
(cf. Exod 27:4) is not known. As discussed earlier, the altar 
is assumed to be large enough and high enough to need 
steps. The verb “to descend” is used when Aaron leaves 
the altar in Lev 9:22. (Note might be taken of the similar 
Ugaritic use of mdbht with the verb yrd, “to go down,” in 
UT 1.20.) 

Although the tabernacle altar is described as hollow 
(nébib), in no case are actions described which indicate 
that the sacrifice was burned within the altar. It may be 
that the altar was filled with earth in order to dissipate the 
heat generated in the burning of sacrifices. Several exam- 
ples of altars constructed with a fill of ash or earth/rubble 
are noted by Yavis (1949: 62-63, 84, 97, 100, 111, 115, 
129, 154, 169, 175-76, 178-80, 204, 207-13). This 
method of construction might answer the principal objec- 
tion to the use of these altars as burnt-offering altars made 
by Gadegaard (1978). This method was suggested earlier 
by the rabbis but rejected by Robertson (1948: 17-18). 

In several cases it appears that the normal usage of 
mizbéah has been extended. The only apparent reference 
to a “presentation altar” is in Ezek 41:22 where an “altar 
of wood” (2 by 2 by 3 cubits’ is described as “a table which 
is before Yahweh.” It also seems that the altar located 
within the tabernacle/temple was used only for the burning 


’ of incense, not other sacrifices (see above). It is more likely 


that the understanding of the term “altar” has expanded 
to include these cases rather than an otherwise unknown 
ancient use of the term having been preserved. 

The term mizbéah is also used for another type of con- 
struction which serves primarily as a “memorial” within 
the Hebrew Bible. Several “altars” are given names, often 
in connection with some unusual event (cf. Gen 33:20; 
35:7; Exod 17:15; Josh 22:10—34; and Judg 6:24). In none 
of these cases are sacrifices actually offered upon these 
“altars.” Whether these constructions were memorials 
which the author calls “altars” or whether they were altars 
which later authors attempted to legitimize by assigning 
an acceptable function is not clear (cf. Snaith 1978; Van 
Seters 1980: 232). A similar case of a rock being desig- 
nated as a named “memorial” is found in 1 Sam 7:12, but 
without the term mizbéah being used. 

Altars did have other functions. Altars were built to 
mark the territory associated with the deity (cf. 1 Kgs 
18:17—40; 2 Kgs 5:17) although altars in foreign territories 
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were also known (e.g., Elephantine, cf. Wiener 1927: 8—9). 
As noted above, within Israel the altar also served as a 
place of asylum. 

There are differences among the various “authors” of 
the Hebrew Bible in their portrayal of altars. The Yahwist 
assumes Levitical distinctions for the altars even in the pre- 
Mosaic period. The Priestly author does not allow Levitical 
distinctions before Sinai. He assumes the existence of only 
one altar since Sinai but in some senses has reduced its 
sanctity compared to earlier ideas (e.g., it no longer pro- 
vides asylum; Milgrom 1980). The Deuteronomist (Deut 
12:15-24) loosens the connection between the altar and 
the slaughter of animals prescribed in earlier writings (Lev 


17:1-7). 


B. Archaeological Evidence 

A survey of the literature would seem to indicate that 
the archaeological evidence for altars is quite extensive. In 
fact, from an archaeological perspective, there is little 
agreement on the type of installation to which the term 
“altar” is applied. It is used for everything from large 
platforms to somewhat smaller installations with evidence 
of burning in courtyards of temples to numerous types of 
flat surfaces with “cup marks” found in a wide variety of 
contexts (cf. Kittel 1908: 98-146). These later examples 
are extremely difficult to evaluate archaeologically since 
they often occur outside of obvious cultic contexts and are 
impossible to date with any confidence. It may even be 
questioned whether their function is cultic rather than 
practical. It is clear that cultic activities took place within 
the context of wine and olive pressing and threshing floors 
(cf. Ahlstrém 1982: 25 n 89). It is doubtful, however, that 
these installations should be termed “altars” on the basis 
of the usage of the term in the literature of the Hebrew 
Bible. 

An example of these difficulties can be seen with an 
“altar” found at Sar‘a west of Jerusalem. There is found a 
large, stepped stone block (2.16 by 2.16 by 1.3m) on which 
is a series of channels and cup marks (Kittel 1908: 104-8; 
IDB 1: 100). Many scholars have related this installation to 
the offering of Manoah reported in Judges 13. It must be 
noted, however, that the date of this installation is un- 
known, and also that the term “altar” is only indirectly 
applied to the rock upon which the offerings were made 
in the Judges account. Whether there is, in fact, any 
connection between these two pieces of evidence is un- 
known. 

1. Early Altars in Canaan. There existed in Canaan a 
long tradition of altar construction prior to the Israelite 
period. Already in the Chalcolithic period there is evi- 
dence that altars were in use. In a broadroom sanctuary at 
Ein Gedi, directly opposite the entry, a horseshoe-shaped 
altar composed of large stones was found. Bones and 
broken clay figurines were found within the ashes of the 
altar (Ussishkin 1971: 29). 

The tradition of broadroom temples with raised plat- 
forms opposite the entry may be carried on into the Early 
Bronze Age (cf. Megiddo XIX Temple 4050 and Megiddo 
XV Temples 5192 and 4040, although no evidence of 
sacrifice is present). One of the most impressive altars 
discovered in Canaan was unearthed at the site of Megiddo 
(Structure 4017). Located in an area surrounded by tem- 
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ples, this large, nearly circular stone altar (8m diameter) 
stands 1.4m high and was mounted by a flight of steps. 
The altar and surrounding enclosure was in existence 
through at least four phases during EB III-IV. The sur- 
rounding area was littered with bone and pottery frag- 
ments and the top had indications of burning (Loud 1948: 
61-64, 70-84). (Concerning the Early Bronze Age “tem- 
ples” and associated altars claimed for Ai [et-Tell], cf. 
Ottosson 1980: 128-30 n.2.) 

Structures similar to the circular altar at Megiddo have 
also been found at a temple dated to MB II B-C at 
Nahariyah. A three-phase circular stone structure (14m 
diameter) with two steps was found in the courtyard of the 
temple. Among the stones of this structure was organic 
material which may have been the remains of offerings. 
About 4m distance from the circular structure the excava- 
tors discovered a small stone installation they described as 
an altar. However, they give no evidence of its use. Finds 
from the courtyard include ash, bones, figurines, and 
pottery associated with cultic activity. Ottosson’s conclu- 
sion that the circular structure may have functioned as an 
altar is more likely than the smaller installation indicated 
by the excavators (Ottosson 1980: 99-101; Dothan 1974: 
14-25). Cf. also the circular structures dated to MB IIB— 
LB [ at Tell Kittan (Eisenberg 1977: 77-81). 

A later level (VIII) at Megiddo also reveals evidence of a 
small (1.10 by 1.10 by .55m), lime-plastered mudbrick 
“altar” or “table” in court 5020. Although no evidence 
connects this building to cultic activity, its similarities to 
the Acropolis Temple at Lachish might be noted. If this 
connection is valid, the strong Egyptian influence at La- 
chish would make identification as a “table” or “presenta- 
tion altar” more likely since blood sacrifice was apparently 
not part of the Egyptian ritual at that time. No direct 
evidence of burning or sacrifice is mentioned on or near 
the structure (Loud 1948: 113-14). 

Galling has related this structure to others found at Tell 
‘Ajjul and Shechem (JDB 1: 99). It would seem, however, 
that these latter examples are altars in courtyards in front 
of the temple while the example from Megiddo is differ- 
ently located within an internal court. The altar from 
Shechem may have been founded in the courtyard of the 
migdal-type Temple Ib and was prominent in its position 
directly in front of the entrance of Temple 2. It is con- 
structed of mudbrick and stone (2.2 by 1.65 by .35mp). 

Late Bronze Age Hazor also has an example in Area H 
of a centrally located altar in front of a temple which was 
used through several levels. In the forecourt of the temple 
of Stratum 2 (LB I) containing ash and bone remains, a 
large (3.5 by 2 by .3mp?) altar (2534) and nearby a smaller 
one (2554) were found. In the course of time the courtyard 
was enclosed (but remained unroofed?). It seems likely 
that the installation (2218) in a similar position in front of 
the later Temple IA (LB IFI) is the remains of an altar 
carrying on the same tradition. 

In the main room (2113) of this same temple, several 
“libation” and “offering” tables were found. Other finds 
also imply that liquid offerings were important in this 
sanctuary (cf. Ottosson 1980: 32). This is also evident in 
the placement of a “libation altar” in the passageway just 
outside the forecourt of the Stratum IB temple. Also 
during Stratum I in Area F, a large stone block (2.4 by .85 
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by 1.2m) wich two depressions was found. Although there 
were finds of pottery and bones around this “altar,” it 
differs from the other “altars” in that there is no clearly 
related temple. If this was an altar, it is not evident what 
type of offerings were associated with it. The prominence 
of libation installations in Area H might indicate that this 
“altar” also functioned as a libation table (cf. Yadin 1972: 
100-1 and fig. 25). A similar large stone was found at the 
MB II-LB “High Place” at Gezer in front of the monoliths. 
Its function is also unknown. 

A recent study of the mudbrick “altars” from the Beth 
Shan IX has found little support for their designation as 
altars (Ottosson 1980: 63-66). The “altar” associated with 
the Fosse Temple at Lachish may better be termed a dais 
since this building was clearly roofed and the installation 
would not have functioned for burning sacrifices. 

2. Altars from the Israelite Period. A series of Philis- 
tine temples. from Iron Age I have been excavated at Tel 
Qasile. In the courtyard (111) of the Stratum X temple, a 
low (1.3 by 1.5 by .1m) stone foundation for an altar was 
discovered. The floor of the courtyard contained sherds, 
animal bones, and ash. A less well preserved altar (108) 
may be found in the following Stratum IX courtyard 
(Mazar 198C: 40-41, 51). 

Also dated to the early Iron Age is an installation located 
on Mt. Ebal near ancient Shechem (Zertal 1985, 1988). 
This installation has been connected to the altar described 
in Josh 8:30--35 by the excavator. Others have claimed that 
the ruins are a house/watchtower (Kempinski 1986). The 
main structure is approximately 9 by 7m and is preserved 
to a height of 3.27m. It contains a fill of pottery, ash, and 
bones. According to the excavator, the structure is ap- 
proached by ramps, one of which is 1.2m wide. The 
structure is surrounded by an inner courtyard which con- 
tains numerous “installations” with ash, animal bones, or 
clay vessels. ‘The entire area is surrounded by an enclosure 
wall (250 by 52m). The “altar” complex was preceded by a 
circular stone structure (2m diameter) also filled with ash 
and bones. 

Within the Judahite fortress at Tel Arad, a shrine was 
discovered including an altar which continued in use over 
several pericds. It is reported by the excavator that near a 
square stone altar in an open area of the lowest level were 
pits with burned bones. During the following periods, the 
sanctuary was constructed with a square earth and field- 
stone altar (' cubits?) centrally located in the courtyard. A 
large flint slab was found on top of this altar. In later strata 
the altar was rebuilt in the same location, but an addition 
of a wall to the north of the courtyard meant that it was 
no longer centrally located. According to the excavator, 
the altar was not in use in the final temple complex, a fact 
which is attributed to the “reforms” of Hezekiah (Aharoni 
1968: 2-32). Problems with the stratigraphy and reporting 
of the evidence from Arad make these historical conclu- 
sions difficult to verify. It is likely that the altar(s) of this 
shrine should be dated to the 7th century B.c.£. (cf. Ussish- 
kin 1988: 142-57). 

Similar controversy surrounds the discovery of a large 
(1.57m high) horned altar at Tel Beer-sheba. This altar, 
made up of a number of dressed stones, was found reused 
in the walls of a storehouse from Stratum II just east of 
the gate. Te excavators believe it was part of a now 
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destroyed sanctuary of an earlier level (Aharoni 1974: 2— 
6). Yadin has argued that it belongs to a sanctuary of 
Stratum II (reconstructed in Building 430 to the west of 
the gate). He believes that the steps of this room originally 
led to the top of the altar (Yadin 1976: 5-14). Since there 
is no evidence of burning on the stones of the altar, its 
actual function is unclear. Because its form is similar to 
that of numerous smaller incense altars, it may be that it 
was used for incense rather than burnt offerings. 

Generally, the conclusions from the archaeological evi- 
dence confirm those reached from textual evidence. Altars 
for burnt offerings stood ir. the forecourt of the temple. 
Only incense altars were found within the interior. (cf. 
Ottosson 1980: 117, 119 n.14). Altars were constructed 
primarily of stone, although mudbrick and stone-and- 
earth constructions were also known. As would be ex- 
pected, no altars constructed with precious metals have 
survived. 


C. Altars in the NT 

The LXX and NT generiully distinguish between legiti- 
mate (thusiastérion) and illegitimate (bémos) altars. The lat- 
ter term is the common word for altar in classical Greek. 
For study of the archaeological evidence for Greek altars, 
cf. Yavis (1949). 

The term bémos is found only once in the NT in Paul’s 
speech in Athens (Acts 17:23). The basis for his speech is 
the observation of an altar dedicated to “The Unknown 
God.” There is evidence both from archaeology and from 
ancient authors to indicate that this type of altar may have 
been known in Athens. This evidence includes an inscribed 
altar from 2d century C. E. Pergamum probably reading 
“to unknown gods” (JDBSup, 19). 

A number of references in the NT refer back to altars 
(thustastérion) within the accounts of the Hebrew Bible (cf. 
Matt 23:35, Luke 11:51, Rom 11:3, Jas 2:21). Another 
group (Matt 23:18-20, I Cor 9:13, etc.) refer to the 
contemporary altar in the temple of Herod. This altar is 
described by Josephus (JW :5.5.225) as large (50 by 50 by 
15 cubits) with a ramp apprcach. These measurements are 
somewhat larger than indicated in the Mishnah (30 by 30 
by 5 cubits; Mid. 3:1). 

The reference in Luke 1:11 speaks of Zechariah’s ser- 
vice at the altar of incense within the temple. A group of 
passages in Revelation also irnply the existence of a golden 
horned altar (probably for incense) within the heavenly 
temple (cf. Rev 9:13). 

The only direct reference to a Christian altar is in the 
metaphor found in Heb 13:10, and its significance is 
disputed. Some think that the reference is to the cross, 
others to the communion table, etc. (cf. IDBSup, 19-20; 
TDNT 3: 183). For a survey of the ideology of later Chris- 
tian altars, cf. EncRel 1: 225--26. 
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ALTAR OF WITNESS. See WITNESS, ALTAR OF 
(PLACE). 


ALVAN 
ALTARS, INCENSE. See INCENSE ALTARS. 


ALUSH (PLACE) {Heb 74lis]. A place in the desert 
where the Israelites camped after leaving Egypt (Num 
33:13). It is listed between Dophkah and Rephidim, and is 
located somewhere in the area between the Wilderness of 
Sin and that of Sinai. It may possibly be identified with 
Wadi el-’Eshsh (cf. Numbers WBC, 355). The Sam. Pent. 
reads “Alish.” 
Gary A. HERION 


ALVAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘alwé]. Var. ALIAH. One of the 
tribal chiefs of Edom/Esau, according to the list of the 
chiefs in Gen 36:40-—43 (= 1 Chr 1:51b—54). The two 
variant forms of this name (‘alwé in Gen 36:40; Salyé in 1 
Chr 1:51 [but note Qere “lwh!]), along with the two variant 
forms of the name of the first son of Shobal (Alvan/Alyan; 
Heb Salwan/alyan; Gen 36:23 = 1 Chr 1:40), all refer to the 
same Seiritic-Horitic clan belonging to the tribe of Shobal. 
See ALVAN (PERSON). The derivation of the name from 
Hurrian (Feiler 1939; Ginsberg and Maisler 1934) cannot 
be verified. Rather, it seems to be derived from a Semitic 
root: *lw (Arabic) or *‘ly (NW Semitic), meaning “to be 
high/lofty/elevated” (cf. Arabic ‘lun; Sabaean, Lihyanite, 
Safaitic ‘lyn). Alvah/Alvan probably represents the Edom- 
ite form of the name (while Aliah/Alian conveys the “He- 
braized” form), formed according to *Pa‘ with “Bildungs 
suffixe” -é and -an (Weippert 1971: 244, 260). 
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ALVAN (PERSON) [Heb ‘alwan] Var. ALIAN. A clan 
name mentioned in the genealogy of Seir the Horite in 
Gen 36:23. These clans, not to be confused with Hurrian 
groups in Mesopotamia, are mentioned as the original 
“inhabitants of the land” of Edom (perhaps as cave dwell- 
ers). Alvan is listed as one of the five sons of Shobal and he 
is thus the grandson of Seir. The name in this form only 
appears in Genesis 36, but an alternate form, Alian, does 
appear in the matching genealogical clan list in | Chr 1:40. 
This variant may be due to the confusion between waw and 
yod. (But see discussion in ALVAH.) See Deut 2:12—22 for 
mention of the dispossession of the Horite clans in the 
region of Seir (Edom) by the encroaching “sons of Esau.” 
This conquest is paired in the text with the conquest by 
the Israelite tribes of Canaan. 
Victor H. MATTHEWS 


AM HA’AREZ 


AM HA°?AREZ. A Hebrew term (sing. ‘ém hares; pl. 
“ammé h@ Gre;, Sdmmé ha@ Grasét) literally meaning “people of 
the land.” The term occurs 73 times in the OT (51 tumes 
in sing. forms and 22 times in pl. forms). The LXX 
translates the term #6 lads tés gés, though in Lev 20:2 and 
Dan 9:6 it is translated to ethnos to epi tés gés and in Lev 20:4 
hot autochthones tés gés. 

Because of its frequency the term has generated a vari- 
ety of opinions as to its exact meaning. The term ‘ém is 
contrasted with the term géy (Rost 1934: 147). The latter 
is taken to refer to people in general, while ‘am is thought 
to refer to the specific population of a territory. There is 
also a general consensus that °drés is interchangeable with 
certain other terms, e.g., ‘dm yéhtidah (2 Kgs 14:21). Sam 
likewise is said to be coterminal with the term °dnsé, as in 
nsé yéhiidah (2 Sam 2:4) (Wiirthwein 1936: 15). 

The debate over the term centers around its use as a 
terminus technicus. The most extreme point of view on its 
technical sense is represented in the classic work of Mayer 
Sulzberger (1909). Sulzberger argues that in ancient Israel 
there existec. a national assembly (Edah) composed of two 
houses (Nesiim and Zekenim). The Nesiim was the smaller 
of the two chambers (12 members) and the Zekenim the 
larger (70 members). The Zekenim were elected represen- 
tatives from the 11 tribes exclusive of Levi (Sulzberger 
1909: 8~13). Sulzberger notes that the Edah was dissolved 
upon the death of Joshua. He then attempts to identify an 
entity which carried on those functions between the death 
of Joshua ard the clear emergence of a political body in 
the Gerusia of the Hellenistic period. In his view, the Sém 
h@arés was tais entity, and he cites a number of passages 
to support “his (Gen 23:7, 12, 13; Lev 4:27; 20:2, 4). 
Chiefly, however, it is in the events surrounding the down- 
fall of Athaliah and the critical role that the ‘dm h@drés 
played in that episode (2 Kings 11, esp. vv 14, 18-20) that 
Sulzberger sees the clear evidence of the political function 
of the group. 

Sulzberger’s views, however, were generally considered 
to be too extreme, too tendentious, and too heavilv de- 
pendent on ‘extual interpretations that failed to take into 
account the complex nature of the use of the term and the 
contexts in which it occurred. 

The prevalent position on the term was elaborated by 
Ernst Wurthwein (1936). He argues that the term indicates 
the cadre of fully enfranchised male citizens (1936: 18). 
This group represents a sort of power elite, the band of 
those who form the solid core of the nation. Wuirthwein 
argues that this group not only formed a distinct social 
group but that they represented, in effect, a powerful class 
whose economic, social, and military power combined to 
make them a critical faction in the functioning of the state 
(1936: 15-18). 

He traces the development of this group from the earli- 
est period of the monarchy, identifying the ‘dm héarés 
with the *dnié yéhtidah of 2 Sam 2:4. The power of the 
group was most prevalent in the early period of the Da- 
vidic-Solomonic monarchy when the interests of the vari- 
ous “tribal” groups had to be carefully manipulated to 
achieve consensus on the monarchy and on the specific 
choice of kings. This sense of independence from the 
monarch was stronger certainly in N Israel than in S 
Judah, where the symbiosis of royal and group interests 
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had been largely accomplished through the political skills 
exercised by David in his acquisition of power. In Judah 
the interests of the monarch had become, in effect, the 
interests of the people. But at the earliest stages there were 
still vestiges of this independent power. The power was 
certainly based in tradition, but the real power of the 
group rested on its military capacity as a militia. 

In response to this old ideology of a militia, both David 
and Solomon were able to develop significant independent 
military power by gathering a personal bodyguard and 
armed force whose loyalty was to the king and not to the 
nation as a whole (Wiirthwein 1936: 20). 

But despite this older ser.se of a body of freeholders, 
the most significant developraent of the concept of the ‘dm 
h@arés came after the breakup of the two kingdoms, and 
specifically in Judah in the period between Athaliah (842- 
837 B.c.E.) and the Exile (5&9 B.c.£.). During this period, 
according to Wiirthwein, we can clearly see the term being 
used to designate a specific, identifiable class. The cases 
cited are first the role of the ‘dm h@4rés in the overthrow 
of Athaliah and the selection of Joash (2 Kings 11; 2 
Chronicles 23). In that instance the Sdém h@drés are associ- 
ated with other clearly designated groups (priests, palace 
officials, military leaders) in the revolution and enthrone- 
ment of the new king. There is also a note in 1 Kgs 11:18 
which associates the Sém ha’arés with the military group 
who destroyed the temple of Ba’al (though this reference 
is omitted in 2 Chronicles 23). A second case is 2 Kgs 
21:25 (= 2 Chr 33:25), where the “people of the land” 
slay the assassins of Amon (642-640 B.c.E.) and participate 
in the election and enthrcnement of Josiah (640-609 
B.c.E.). A third instance is *! Kgs 23:30 (= 2 Chr 26:1), 
which associates the “people of the land” with the en- 
thronement of Jehoahaz. 

More evidence of a class of “people of the land” is found 
in 2 Kgs 23:35, where the “people of the land” are taxed 
to raise tribute for Pharach Neco. There is a regular 
association of the ‘dm ha@arés with recognized social classes 
in other areas as well. In Jer 1:15; 34:19; 37:2; 44:21, they 
are associated with princes and priests, eunuchs, servants 
of the king, and the king himself, all of which would seem 
to indicate some sense of a distinct group at this period. 

While acknowledging the: work that Wiirthwein has 
done, Nicholson examines the term outside the Kings- 
Chronicles-Jerusalem complex (i.e., royal establishment) 
and argues that in these other instances (Gen 23:7, 12, 13; 
42:6; Exod 5:5; Leviticus 20) the term is ambiguous at best 
and in many ways nearly generic (1965: 60-62). He fur- 
ther considers the main texts from Kings, and in each of 
these he raises doubts about the specific uses of the term. 
Stretching further into Ezekiel (12:19; 33:2; 39:13; 45:22; 
46:3, 9), he makes the case for a contextually based inter- 
pretation of the term. 

Nicholson’s arguments parallel in some sense the posi- 
tion taken by de Vaux (Anclsr, 70-72). De Vaux sees the 
term as simply designating the “body of free men, enjoying 
civic rights in a given territcry” (p. 70). He considers the 
term’s use in three periods. First, in the preexilic period, 
it is associated with specific groups: the king or the prince, 
the king and his servants, priests and chiefs, the chiefs, the 
priests, and the prophets, and with no others. But he 
argues that it designates simply the “whole body of citi- 
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zens” (p. 71). De Vaux is at pains to show that in 2 Kgs 
11:20, where a distinction apparently is made between 
“the people of the land” and the inhabitants of Jerusalem, 
the distinction is not based on “class” differences but 
simply on residency (those inside and outside the city). 
Second, at the time of the return from Exile, the term at 
first has this old meaning, but in Ezra and Nehemiah it 
begins to change. Finally, in the rabbinic literature, it 
becomes a pejorative term. 

Halpern (1981) considers the evidence and argues that 
the term ‘am is the consanguineous unit, the corporation 
of Israel, and the people (‘dm-) of the land are the people 
who have the land in common (1981: 196—98). He argues 
against any connection between the people of the land and 
military units, and generally supports a contextual inter- 
pretation. 

There is no question that the term changes meaning 
dramatically after the exile. De Vaux and others show that 
in Haggat (2:4) and Ezekiel (7:27; 12:19; 22:19; 22:29; 
33:2; 39:13; 45:16; 45:22; 46:3; 46:9) the term retains its 
preexilic sense. This may also be the case in Dan 9:6. But 
in Ezra and Nehemiah the term begins to take on a 
different meaning. On the one hand, Ezra 2:2 and Neh 
7:7 seem to designate the men/people of Israel and the 
men/people of the land much as in the preexilic period. 
But, on the other hand, Ezra 4:4 contrasts the “people of 
the land” and the “people of Judah” in a way that indicates 
a conflict of interests. 

Most significantly, the term is used in the plural in the 
postexilic period; it is used either to indicate the group 
which opposed the restoration of the temple state or to 
refer to the heterogeneous population which the returnees 
found in the land. This population is characteristically 
viewed with disdain (Ezra 9:1, 2; 10:2, 11; Neh 10:20-31). 

In a recent study of this late development in the use of 
the term, Gunneweg has proposed that the term gélé takes 
on a revised and enriched meaning. The béné haggéld are 
the true congregation in contradistinction to all the inhab- 
itants of the land, the Sémmé h@drdsét. Thus the terms 
intend a theological meaning for what were once sociolog- 
ical groups. Gunneweg designates this a “semantic revolu- 
tion” (1983: 437-40). The rabbinic use then picks up on 
this late development and the term eventually comes to 
have a pejorative meaning. It refers to the ignorant, the 
impious, the nonobservant, etc. 

From this general review it is clear that there is little 
evidence to support extreme interpretations of the term. 
But there is sufficient evidence in various periods to indi- 
cate that within a carefully defined context the term may 
have specific senses. Our growing knowledge of the social 
construction of early Israel may help clarify the specific 
contextual situations that justify one or another use of the 
term. 
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AMAD (PLACE) [Heb Sam‘éd]. A town in the inheritance 
of Asher (Josh 19:26). From the position of Amad in the 
list of border cities, its general location should be sought 
in the S portion of the tribal territory. Evidence is not 
sufficient to determine an identification with any site. 
MELvIN HUNT 


AMAL (PERSON) [Heb Samal]. A descendant of Asher, 
whose name appears in an abbreviated genealogy in 1 Chr 
7:30—40, which lists the “men of Asher” who were “heads 
of fathers’ houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the 
princes.” One third of the names given in Asher’s geneal- 
ogy are found nowhere else in Scripture; such is the case 
with the name Amal. Little is known of him, except that 
his name means “heavy labor,” “vexation,” or “trouble,” 
that his father’s name is Helem, and that Zophah, Imna, 
and Shelesh are listed as his brothers. 
J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


AMALEK (PERSON) [Heb ‘amaléq]. AMALEKITE. One 
of the six sons of Eliphaz and a grandson of Esau, whose 
mother was Timna, Eliphaz’s concubine (Gen 36:11, 12; 
cf. 1 Chr 1:36). Amalek was one of the “chiefs of Eliphaz 
in the land of Edom” (Gen 36:15,16). In the biblical 
tradition, the terms “Amalek,” “Amalekite,” and “Amalek- 
ites” are used to designate the descendants of Eliphaz who, 
like Esau, are linked with the land of Edom. The Amalek- 
ites were a nomadic or seminomadic people, descendants 
of Esau and one of Israel’s traditional enemies. They are 
not mentioned by name in any extra-biblical source, so the 
OT provides the only written evidence on this relatively 
obscure people. 


A. Origin 

Gen 14:7 says that Chedorlaomer and the coalition of 
eastern kings “subdued all the country of the Amalekites” 
at a place called Enmishpat, i.e., Kadesh (Khirbet el- 
Qudeirat in N Sinai?). Various explanations have been 
given for the apparent contradiction this verse seems to 
raise: how a “country of the Amalekites” could be attached 
to an episode that antedated Esau, Eliphaz, and Amalek. 
Some scholars regard this reference as a blatant anachro- 
nism, while others say it is simply an editorial insertion. an 
updating of the text by a later editor who knew that the 
Amalekites occupied the region mentioned in Gen 14:7 
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during his lifetime or sometime before. It would have been 
perfectly normal to link Kadesh with the Amalckites 
through much of Israel’s history. Still others suggest that 
the descendants of Esau intermarried with related but 
earlier nomadic groups, became dominant, and the desig- 
nation was used retroactively. 

In one of his oracles, Balaam referred to Amalek as “the 
first of the nations” (Num 24:20). This verse, too, has been 
the focus of a wide range of interpretation, but it is 
possible that the diviner was alluding to Amalek’s status as 
one of the most ancient peoples. By whichever argument 
one explains the problem with Gen 14:7, it should be 
noted that tie use of the term “Amalekites” in a patriar- 
chal narrative is not completely incongruous with Amalek’s 
genealogy in Gen 36:9-12. 


B. Territory 

As reported in Gen 36:16, Amalek was associated ini- 
tially with Edom. The highly mobile—nomadic or semi- 
nomadic—lifestyle of the Amalekites, as described in all 
biblical passages that mention their name, should prepare 
the reader tc understand Edom as a homeland from which 
later generations ranged far and wide. Throughout their 
entire history, as far as it is known, Amalekite sociai and 
economic institutions were shaped by two major factors. 
First, most of the Amalekites seem to have occupied the 
less desirable fringe areas adjacent to land capable of 
supporting more sedentary populations. Their seasonal 
migrations or raiding expeditions did take them as far 
north as the hill country of Ephraim (Judg 12:15) and as 
far west as the Philistine territory around Ziklag (1 Sam 
30: 1-2). Most episodes involving the Amalekites take place 
along the transitional zone of S Canaan or Judah, where 
desert and sown come together. 

Second, the Amalekites were scattered across a vast 
territory. Num 13:29 notes that “the Amalekites dwell in 
the land of the Negeb,” but this verse does not reflect the 
whole picture; it simply isolates this people from other 
peoples who lived in the same proximity at a point in time. 
The full scope of the Amalekites’ wanderings, at least in 
the time of Saul, is described in 1 Sam 15:7: “And Saul 
defeated the Amalekites, from Havilah as far as Shur, 
which is east of Egypt.” Thus, Amalekite tribes inhabited 
the wilderness between W Sinai and the Arabah of Arabia, 
depending on the meaning of Havilah in this verse. In 
fact, the Amalekite way of life is better understood when 
it is observecl that the Ishmaelites ranged over a similarly 
defined territory (Gen 25:18). Though some scholars re- 
gard these statements as “geographical hyperbole,” it can 
be reasonably assumed that the various Amalekite tribes 
indeed needed such a large area in which to live given its 
limited sources of water and food. It should be remem- 
bered that for at least part of their history the Amalekites 
used camels for transportation in times of war and peace 


(cf. Judg 6:5; 7:12). 
C. History 


Because of Amalek’s occupation on the border of Pales- 
tine, in Sinai and the Negeb, these tribes were in conflict 
with the Hebrews from the time of their wilderness wan- 
derings until the early monarchy. Indeed, every encounter 
between Amilek and Israel recorded in the OT is marked 
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by hostility. It is likely that the other sedentary peoples 
near ancient Israel (e.g., Egvpt, Edom, Moab) had similar 
problems with the Amalekites, but information on these 
other lands is unavailable. 

The hostilities between Armalek and Israel began during 
the Hebrew sojourn in the Sinai. Exod 17:8—13 describes 
this first encounter, an apparently unprovoked attack 
upon Israel at Rephidim. It is possible that the Amalekites 
feared the Israelite incursicn into the region of Kadesh 
(cf. Gen 14:7, where this place is linked with Amalek). 
Perhaps the Amalekites thought the Hebrews represented 
competition for water or would interfere with their trade 
routes. At any rate, Deut 25:17—18 says that the Amalekite 
attacks were merciless; this harassment led to great enmity 
between Israel and Amalek. The Amalekites were defeated 
(Exod 17:13), and they were placed under a permanent 
ban (17:14—16; Deut 25:17-19). Memory of Amaiek’s op- 
position to Israel was still alive in the days of Samuel and 
Saul (1 Sam 15:2-3). 

With the defeat of the Amalekites, Israel controlled 
Kadesh-barnea (cf. Num 10:11—21:3). When the Hebrew 
spies returned to Kadesh (13:26), they reported that the 
Amalekites, among other peoples, blocked Israel’s ambi- 
tion to enter and occupy Canaan (13:29). According to 
Num 14:25, the Lord warned Israel to avoid contact with 
Amalek and take a more circuitous route to the promised 
land. This warning was not heeded, the Hebrews at- 
tempted to enter the hill country of southern Canaan, and 
they were repelled by the Amalekites and Canaanites 
(14:44-45; Deut 1:44). The [sraelites were pursued all the 
way to Hormah (Tel Masos?). a settlement that was proba- 
bly in Amalekite hands during other periods. One of the 
most interesting references to the Amalekites from the 
period of the Israelite wilderness wanderings is found in 
Num 24:20, where Balaam makes what could be inter- 
preted as the only positive statement about this people in 
the whole Bible. Also impo-tant is the fact that Balaam 
“looked on Amalek,” presumably from “the top of Peor, 
that overlooks the desert” (23:28), perhaps localizing the 
Amalekites to the S Jordan Valley. 

Several significant references to Amalek come from the 
book of Judges, which deals with the Israelites after they 
had assumed a more sedentary existence within what they 
regarded as their own territory. According to Judg 3:12— 
14, Eglon, the king of Moab, allied himself with or hired 
as mercenaries the Ammonites and Amalekites to attack 
Israel. This Transjordanian confederacy defeated the He- 
brews and captured “the city of palms,” almost certainly 
the environs of Jericho. While this passage seems to locate 
an Amalekite center in Transjordan, Judg 12:15 mentions 
the existence of a similar enclave in the territory of 
Ephraim at Pirathon, which the text identifies as “the hill 
country of the Amalekites.” Once again, this reference 
highlights the wide geographical range of Amalek. 

In a similar raid from across the Jordan, the Amalekites 
are named as one of the peoples who invaded the regions 
west of the Jordan, including “the neighborhood of Gaza” 
(Judg 6:3—5) and the valley of Jezreel (6:33). Both of these 
episodes link Amalek with the Midianites and the people 
of the East (Qedemites), and both raids were made with 
the use of camels (6:5; 7:12). Although Judges says that 
Gideon defeated these nomadic invaders, they continued 
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to threaten the security of Israel’s settled communities on 
other occasions. 

The most detailed and most decisive encounters between 
Amalek and Israel are found in the Samuel narratives on 
Saul. Soon after he became king of Israel, this great 
warrior resumed the traditional warfare with the Amalek- 
ites (1 Sam 15:2-3). From the town of Telaim, whose exact 
location is unknown, Saul moved against the Amalekite 
frontier to the south of Judah and attacked “the city of 
Amalek” (15:4—5). This is the first recorded instance in 
which Israel invaded Amalekite territory, actually striking 
what must have been the tribal center at that time. While 
it is not necessary to take the word “city” literally in this 
instance, since it is likely that “the city of Amalek” was 
more of a fortified camp, some scholars (e.g., Herzog 
1983: 43, 47) have identified this ancient place with Tel 
Masos (M.R. 146069), located 7 miles east-southeast of 
Beer-sheba (cf. Edelman 1986: 82). Others locate the 
Amalekite center in N Sinai, somewhere in the vicinity of 
Kadesh-barnea. 

In 1 Sam 15:6 intriguing reference is made to the 
presence of the Kenites among Amalek. Because his war 
was with the traditional foe of Israel, the Amalekites, Saul 
allowed the Kenites to depart. Saul’s military victory is 
noted in 15:7, but his failure to execute the ban against 
Amalek constituted a spiritual failure. Saul’s retaliation 
was not complete, since he took booty and a prisoner, 
Agag, the king of Amalek, who was later killed by Samuel 
(cf. 15:8-9, 20, 32-33). Agag was a traditional name or 
title for Amalekite kings (cf. Num 24:7), who were un- 
doubtedly tribal chiefs like the “kings” of Midian and other 
nomadic groups (cf. Num 31:8, etc.). Most important is 
the fact that the name (or title) Agag is the only known 
Amalekite proper name. See AGAG; AGAGITE. 

After David was given Ziklag by Achish, the Philistine, 
he continued the Hebrew offensive on Amalek’s territory 
(1 Sam 27:8-9). While David’s small army was away, the 
Amalekites carried out a retaliatory raid against David's 
Negeb base, burning Ziklag and taking prisoners (30: 1-2). 
With the help of an Egyptian who had been a slave of the 
Amalekites, David located their camp beyond the Besor 
(Wadi Ghazzeh), defeated them in a pitched battle, and 
recovered all spoil (30:11—20). In fact, David looted the 
Amalekite encampment while 400 of their young men fled 
on camels (30:17, 20). 

According to 2 Sam 1:1—10, David learned that Saul had 
been killed by an Amalekite, probably a mercenary in the 
Philistine army (cf. 1 Sam 31:1-6; 2 Sam 4:9-10). Most 
important are the statements that summarize David’s mili- 
tary activities and name the Amalekites among those sub- 
dued (2 Sam 8:12; 1 Chr 18:11). David’s victories seem to 
have brought an end to the threat that the Amalekites 
posed to the communities of Israel, for these enemies are 
no longer named as serious opponents after the days of 
Saul and David (cf. Ps 83:5—11 for a list of Israel’s enemies 
in an unknown context, including Amalek in v 7). 

Eph‘al (1982: 63) observes that the names Hagarites, 
Ishmaelites, Midianites, and Amalekites are not men- 
tioned in biblical accounts that narrate events after the 
mid-10th century 8.c. (with the exception of 1 Chr 4:43). 
Instead, the collective term Arab(s) appears, along with a 
number of other names (e.g., Buz, Dedan, Qedar, Sheba). 
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Not surprising is the fact that the vague designation, 
“people of the East,” occurs in passages on both sides of 
the mid-10th century. So the specific name, Amalekites, 
seems to disappear from the historical memory of the 
biblical writers, but the people themselves merged with 
other groups, took on new names, or were identified by 
the generic term Arab. 

As noted above, the only reference to Amalekites after 
David’s era is found in | Chr 4:43. This verse observes that 
only a “remnant of the Amalekites” was left in the time of 
Hezekiah (late 8th century B.c.), and this group was de- 
feated by the Simeonites in Mt. Seir. Landes (DB 1: 102) 
suggests that Amalekite history ended where it had begun, 
in Edom. Eph‘al (1982: 66, 80) says that Seir could refer 
to both sides of the Arabah in this instance. If so, this verse 
provides the only datum on the Negeb’s inhabitants in the 
9th—8th centuries B.c. 


D. Archaeological Remains 

Landes (JDB 1:102) and other scholars state that archae- 
ological research has thrown no light on the Amalekites. 
Though some progress has been made in associating spe- 
cific groups of nomads with archaeological evidence (cf. 
Parr 1982; Sawyer and Clines 1983; Rosen 1988), no 
recovered data are attributed to Amalek with any degree 
of certainty. Intensive surveys make it possible to say that 
the Negeb had very little occupation in the Late Bronze 
Age and that its resettlement began in the early Iron Age, 
especially in the 11th—early 10th centuries B.c. As Roth- 
enberg (1967: 92-97) suggested, some of the small forti- 
fied settlements in the Negeb highlands can be linked to 
the Amalekites. Certain scholars (e.g., Herzog 1983: 43, 
47) have identified Tel Masos with the place called “the city 
of Amalek” in 1 Sam 15:5. Of course, more data must be 
recovered before such conjectures can be verified. 
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AMAM (PLACE) [Heb ?émam]. A town in the Negeb 
district of the tribal inheritance of Judah (Josh 15:26). 
Although its site has not been definitively located, it lay in 
the area E and S of Beer-sheba (Josh 15:21; Cross and 
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Wright 1956: 212). Abel (GP 2: 242) proposed placing 
Amam on the Wadi es-Sini on the basis of the variant sén 
in LXX8. Recently Na’aman (1980: 146) has advocated 
locating Amam at the site of Be’er Nevatim (Bir el-Ha- 
mam) on the Nahal Be’er-Sheva (Wadi Meshash). Amam 
may be mentioned in the longer form of its name as Beth- 
amam (“House of Amam”) in one of the ostraca from 
Beer-sheba (Aharoni 1973: 71-72). 
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AMANA PLACE) [Heb ?éméné]. A mountain cited 
along with Lebanon, Senir, and Hermon (Cant 4:8). Prob- 
ably one of tae mountains near the source of the Amana 
River comprising the Anti-Lebanon range. Solomon bids 
the Shulammite maiden (Cant 6:13) to leave these beauti- 
ful mountain peaks of her northern country land. 

Ray Lee Roru 


AMANUENSIS. This term, taken from Latin (“of the 
hand”), denotes one who writes what another dictates, or 
copies what another has written, and thus means a secre- 
tary or scribe. A person performing this function is desig- 
nated in the Hebrew Bible as a sdépér, and in the Greek NT 
as a grammateus. In both cases, however, it is necessary to 
distinguish between the scribe as a person skilled in wrung 
who works as a secretary, and the scribe as a member of a 
professional class devoted to the study and interpretation 
of the Torah of Moses. Most of the biblical references to 
scribes have the latter meaning in view and occur in post- 
exilic biblical literature. This article, however, will treat 
only the former sense, i.e., a secretary skilled in the art of 
writing or copying manuscripts. 

Allusions to sépér as “secretary” are frequent in the 
Hebrew Bible. The scribe was a traditional and necessary 
functionary of the royal court; specific mention is made of 
the secretaries of David (2 Sam 20:25, 2 Kgs 12:10), 
Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:18, 37; 19:2), Josiah (2 Kgs 22:3—-12, 2 
Chr 34:15-20), Joash (2 Chr 24:11), and Jehoiakim (Jer 
36:12, 20). The activities of royal secretaries included, 
among other things, record-keeping and the drafting of 
royal letters and decrees; in some cases, the secretary also 
served as a counselor in matters of state, since the scribe, 
by reason of training and experience, was not only skilled 
in writing but was also often “a man of understanding” (cf. 
1 Chr 27:32). Military commanders regularly relied on 
secretaries tc maintain rolls and records, and to craft 
orders and communiqués (2 Kgs 25:19, 2 Chr 26:11, Jer 
52:25). Even a prophet could employ an amanuensis if 
circumstances warranted. The signal instance of this is 
Jeremiah’s reliance on Baruch to transcribe the prophet’s 
oracles from dictation and read them in the temple pre- 
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cincts, a place where Jeremiah himself had been forbidden 
to appear (Jer 36). 

The Greek term grammatez's occurs only once in the NT 
in its normal sense of “clerk” or “secretary” (Acts 19:35), 
yet here the term designates not a “secretary,” in the 
simple sense, but a high civic official whose duties included 
the drafting of decrees of the citizenry, administering civic 
funds, and transacting affairs of the city. (The frequent 
translation “town clerk” is rot quite apposite.) Still, the 
activity of secretaries is elsewhere intimated in the NT, 
especially in the letters of Paul. It was apparently Paul’s 
custom to dictate his letters to a secretary. The “oral style” 
of the letters is only one indication of this. In Rom 16:22, 
one Tertius expressly designates himself as the transcriber 
of the letter. Paul’s practice in other letters of adding 
greetings (1 Cor 16:21, 2 Thess 3:17, Col 4:18), an assev- 
eration (Phlm 19), and a summary statement (Gal 6:11— 
18) in his own handwriting implies that the letters them- 
selves were written at the hands of amanuenses who tran- 
scribed at Paul’s dictation. Indeed, 2 Thess 3:17 claims 
that Paul’s appended greeting, written in his own hand, 
was a “sign” or “mark” employed in each of his letters. 
This practice suggests that these letters were normally in 
the handwriting of a secretary. A similar use of an aman- 
uensis is also indicated by 1 Pet 5:12. In dictating his letters 
to a secretary, Paul was following a well-established practice 
in antiquity. Many papyrus letters preserved from the 
period were written in the hand of a secretary, with the 
final greeting or other closing matter written in the hand 
of the sender. In addition, classical literature often attests 
the use of a secretary. Cicero. a prolific letter writer, often 
dictated letters to his secretary, Tiro, and frequently al- 
luded to this practice. Plutarch mentions it for Caesar (Vi. 
Caes. 17.3), Pliny the Younger mentions it for his uncle 
(Ep. 3.5, 9.36), and Quintilian objects to its widespread use 
(Inst. 10,3,19) (Bahr, 1966, concisely surveys the evidence). 

The use of amanuenses by Paul has occasioned the 
development of various “secretary hypotheses,” each of 
which seeks to explain why some letters attributed to Paul 
(e.g., Ephesians, Colossians, 1-2 Timothy, Titus) differ 
significantly in vocabulary, style, and conceptuality from 
the undoubtedly authentic letters. It is claimed that Paul 
did not dictate all his letters verbatim but sometimes pro- 
vided only an outline or rough notes, leaving the actual 
composition to an amanuensis. While such theories might 
help to explain rather wide variations in vocabulary and 
style among letters attributed to Paul, they do not satisfac- 
torily account for conceptua: and situational differences. 
Nevertheless, Paul’s use of arnanuenses, together with the 
fact that he often names others as co-senders with himself 
(1 Cor 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1; Phil 1:1; Col I:1; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 
Thess 1:1; Phim 1), suggests that the problem of the 
authorship of some Pauline letters may be even more 
complex than is usually assuried. 
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AMARIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?dmaryé; >dmaryahd]. 1. A 
Levitical high priest, the son of Meraioth and father of 
Ahitub and grandfather of Zadok (1) (1 Chr 5:33-34— 
Eng 6:7—-8; 1 Chr 6:37-38—Eng 6:52-53). The name 
occurs in the most extensive and perhaps most recent of 
all the preexilic priestly genealogies in the OT (1 Chr 
5:29—4 1—Eng 6:3-15) and also in a comparable abbrevi- 
ated high priestly list from the same chapter (1 Chr 6:35— 
38—Eng 6:50—53). Unlike the longer list which traces the 
high priesthood from Aaron through Eleazar down to the 
Exile, this second comparable list traces the high priestly 
lineage from Aaron on through Eleazar only as far as 
Ahimaaz, the son of Zadok (I) (Williamson Chronicles NCB, 
74). 

2. A Levite of the Kohathite clan, the second of four 
sons of Hebron (1 Chr 23:19; 24:23). He is presented as a 
contemporary of David. His name is found in a supple- 
mental list of Levites (1 Chr 24:20-—31) which presupposes 
a still earlier Levitical list (1 Chr 23:6—23). 

3. A Levitical high priest, the son of Azariah and father 
of Ahitub (II?) and grandfather of Zadok (II?) (1 Chr 
5:37-38-—Eng 6:11-12; Ezra 7:2—3). Within the long high 
priestly list of 1 Chr 5:29-41—Eng 6:3—15 the threefold 
pattern of Amariah-Ahitub-Zadok occurs twice (1 Chr 
5:33-34, 37-38—Eng 6:7-8, 11-12). The reliability of 
this list is undermined by the fact that in no other high 
priestly list of the OT does one find such repetition with 
respect to these names. Also, the names of known high 
priests for the period from the narratives of Kings and 
Chronicles do not always correlate with their supposed 
high priestly correspondents in this long list. (For the 
suggestion that the Chronicler’s list included only those 
high priests who were known to have been Zakokites, see 
Katzenstein 1962: 382—84.) Still, the period between the 
Exodus and the Exile, from Aaron through Ezra, requires 
more names than the 14 (1 Esdr 8:1—2), 17 (Ezra 7:1—5), 
or even 20 (2 Esdr 1:1!—3) given in the other lists. The 23 
names (from Aaron to Jehozadak) given in the long list of 
1 Chr 5:29-41—Eng 6:3-15 are more salutory, even if 
they, too, seem to fall short (since 23 generations X 25 
years per generation yields only 575 years for a period 
estimated to be closer to 700 years long). Accordingly, 
were the long list to be regarded as somewhat authentic, 
there would be no need to equate this Amariah with 1. 
above. Moreover, all three lists which cite Amariah as an 
ancestor of Ezra the priest (Ezra 7:1-5; 1 Esdr 8:1—2; 2 
Esdr 1:1—3) list Zadok as the father of Shallum, and two of 
the three lists name Azariah as Amariah’s father (Ezra 7:3; 
2 Esdr 1:2), suggesting also that the Amariah intended 
here is Amariah II, not I. | Esdras 8 complicates the issue, 
though, in that while it knows Zadok as Shallum’s father it 
cites Uzzi as Amariah’s immediate predecessor, prompting 
linkage in this case with the upper half of the longer 
priestly list. Neh 11:11 and 1 Chr 9:11, on the other hand, 
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appear to focus on the bottom end of the same long list, 
with Ahitub named as the father of Meraioth and Zadok 
(II?), but there is no mention of Amariah whatsoever. In 2 
Esdr 1:1-3, Amariah’s son, grandson, great-grandson, 
and great-great-grandson are purported to have been Eli, 
Phinehas, Ahitub, and Zadok (II?) respectively. The names 
Eli, Phinehas, and Ahitub, however, are not paralleled at 
this point in Ezra 7:3 (= 1 Esdr 8:2) or in any other high 
priestly list and are therefore most suspect. 

4. A high priest in King Jehoshaphat’s time (873-849 
B.C.), placed in charge over all ecclesiastical and religious 
matters (2 Chr 19:11). His father is not named. He may be 
the same as 3. above (Schumacher /DB 1: 102-3). 

5. A Levite, one of six persons appointed by King 
Hezekiah (787/86—715 B.c.) to assist in the distribution of 
the portions of the free-will offerings in the cities of the 
priests (2 Chr 31:15). 

6. The son of Hezekiah and father of Gedaliah (Zeph 
1:1). He is cited as a progenitor of the prophet Zephaniah 
ben Cushi, active during the reign of King Josiah (640— 
609 B.c.). In view of the unusual length of the opening 
prophetic genealogy, the ancestor intended may well be 
King Hezekiah (KJV Hizkiah) of Judah. 

7. A Levitical priest (Neh 12:2). His name occurs on a 
list of priests and Levites who returned from Babylon with 
Zerubbabel and Jeshua (Neh 12:1, 7). His descendant, 
Jehohanan, represented one of the priestly courses active 
during the high priesthood of Joiakim, Jeshua’s successor 
(Neh 12:13). 

8. A priest, a contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 10:4, 
9—Eng 10:3, 8). He is listed as one of the persons who set 
their seal to the covenant document reconstituting the 
postexilic community. 

9. A Judahite, the son of Shephatiah, descendant of 
Perez (Neh 11:4). He ts cited as an ancestor of the Judahite 
Athaiah [‘dtdyé] ben Uzziah, one of the 10 percent of the 
people in the days of Nehemiah who volunteered to live in 
Jerusalem rather than with the majority in the country 
towns of Judah. In the otherwise parallel verse, | Chr 9:4, 
there is no mention of any Athaiah; instead Uthai [Satay] 
ben Ammihud, descended from Perez, is named. The 
nearest | Chr 9:4 comes to Amariah [dmaryd] is in the 
name “Imri” [?imri] (Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 185-86). 

10. One of the sons of Binnui (RSV), and a contempo- 
rary of Ezra (Ezra 10:42). His name appears on a list of 
those who had married foreign women and who were 
induced by Ezra to send such wives away along with their 
children (Ezra 10:44 = 1 Esdr 9:36). The RSV _ has 
adopted the suggested reading of BHS, namely, “and of 
the sons of Binnui” (Ezra 10:38) [= dmibbéné binniy for 
MT’s “and Bani and Binnui” = adbani abinniy = KJV]; 
NEB supports the RSV with “of the family of Binnui.” Cf. 
LXX “the sons of Banui = hoi huiot banout. In the interest 
of consistency, the RSV’s synoptic parallel (1 Esdr 9:34) 
has adopted the reading “Amariah” [= Gk amaria} for the 
present Greek text’s “Zambris” [LXX zambris; zambrei], 
even though the father of this person is said to be “Ezora” 
[LXX ezéra]. 
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AMARNA. LETTERS. An important corpus of cu- 


neiform documents found at Tell el-Amarna in Egypt. 
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A. Discovery and Publication 

In the late autumn of 1887 a woman of the bedouin 
tribe of Beni ‘Amran discovered a number of tablets in 
the ruins near the village of Hajji Qandil. The place where 
the tablets were found is located on the eastern bank of 
the Nile, ca. 300 km south of Cairo and was called by 
scholars el-Amarna, after the name of the bedouin tribe. 
The site of el-Amarna was known to be the seat of Akhe- 
taten (“the Horizon of Aten”), the residence of the Egyp- 
tian king Akhenaten, and the tablets unearthed there were 
part of the royal archive of the Pharaoh. 

The local bedouin excavated the site and sold the tablets 
to a local dealer. The tablets were then sent to Upper 
Egypt and sold to the representatives of European mu- 
seums. The Berlin museum got the majority (201 tablets), 
the British Museum (82 tablets), and the local museum of 
Cairo (51 tablets) also obtained large collections, and other 
museums and private persons bought numerous tablets 
(PWCJS 9: 11-14). Overall, 336 tablets are known today 
from this illegal dig. A certain part of the tablets was 
totally destroyed at that time, though it is impossible to 
verify their number (Knudtzon, Weber, and Ebeling 1915: 
1-15; Sayce (917). 

A few years after the discovery, in 1891-92, a systetnatic 
excavation was conducted at the site by Sir Flinders Petrie 
(1894). He dug where the tablets were found (House No. 
19) and its neighborhood and discovered 21 additional 
tablet fragments. In later years, three other archaeological 
expeditions ‘worked at the site of el-Amarna (in 1911-14, 
1921-23, 1926-37) and a further 23 tablet fragments were 
discovered. The overall number of tablets published is now 
380 (Moran 1987; PWCJS 9: 3-16). 

Publication of the Amarna tablets began soon after their 
discovery (Winckler and Abel 1889-90; Bezold and Budge 
1892; Winckler 1896). A decisive step was made by J. A. 
Knudtzon, who systematically collated all tablets discov- 
ered until 1907 and published a comprehensive text edi- 
tion (EA Nos. 1-358), accompanied by extensive historical 
commentary by ©. Weber and detailed indexes by E. 
Ebeling (Knudtzon, Weber, and Ebeling 1915). At the 
same time, Schroeder (1915) published a new facsimile of 
the largest collection of Amarna tablets, that of the Berlin 
museum. 

Twenty-two additional tablets were uncovered and pub- 
lished in various publications between 1915 and 1970 and 
were collected and edited in one volume by A. F. Rainey 
(1970). A final tablet was published by Walker (1979). 
Recently, W. L. Moran (1987) has published a new edition 
of all the letters, in which were included many new read- 
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ings, extensive philological discussions, and detailed in- 
dexes. Moran’s edition considerably advances the under- 
standing of the corpus anc! marks a new stage in the 
research of the archive. 


B. The Archive and Its Chronology 

The tablets were discovered in the “office-house of the 
letters of Pharaoh,” which was the place where the cunei- 
form staff of the foreign department must have been 
located. Of the corpus of 380 tablets, only 32 were not 
letters. These tablets served for the study of the art of 
cuneiform writing and reading. Among them were lexical 
texts (EA 351-54, 373), a list of gods (EA 374), syllabaries 
(EA 348, 350, 379), and literary texts (EA 340-41, 356— 
59, 375) (PWCJS 9: 27-33). These texts are closely related 
to well-known lexical and literary ancient Near Eastern 
tablets. Among the literary compositions one may note the 
Myth of Adapa, the Myth of Nergal and Ereshkigal, and 
the text entitled “The King of the Battle.” Notable also is 
an Egyptian-Akkadian dictionary (EA 368), in which the 
Egyptian words are written svilabically by cuneiform signs. 

The corpus of letters can be divided into two distinct 
groups: a small group of 44 letters that were exchanged 
between Egypt and other great powers and a much larger 
group of over 300 tablets that were exchanged between 
Egypt and vassal kingdoms in Canaan and northern Syria. 

Numerous tablets written by the pharaohs either to 
“great kings” (EA 1, 5, 14, 31) or to vassal rulers (EA 99, 
162-63, 190, 367, 369-70) were discovered among the 
Amarna tablets and may be regarded as letters that—for 
unknown reasons—were not dispatched abroad (i.e., they 
are not copies of the original letters) (Moran 1987: 19- 
20). 

The city of Akhetaten (cl-Amarna) was founded on 
virgin soil by Amenhotep IV (Akhenaten) (ca. 1350-1334) 
in his 4th year and became his residency in his 7th year. It 
served as the capital city until his death and was aban- 
doned by the royal court in the 3d year of Tutankhamen 
(ca. 1334-1325) (Hornung 1964: 79-94; Redford 1967: 
156-62). However, the earlier tablets discovered in the 
archive were written in the last decade of Amenhotep III, 
Akhenaten’s father. It is thus clear that many letters were 
brought from the previous capital (Thebes) to the new 
capital when the royal court inoved there. These must have 
been those that were necessary for future correspondence. 
One may further assume that certain letters were taken 
from Akhetaten at the time of its abandonment. The 
number of letters transferred in both cases is unknown 
nor do we know how many tablets were destroyed when 
the archive was discovered and before the value of the 
tablets was recognized (Campbell 1964: 32-35). What was 
left at el-Amarna is a unique collection which is different 
in its assemblage from all other ancient Near Eastern 
archives (Riedel 1939; Campbell 1964: 35-36; Na?aman 
198la: 173-74). 

The archive covers less than thirty years (from ca. the 
30th year of Amenhotep II! to Tutankhamen’s 3d year). 
The exact time span depends on whether or not there was 
a coregency between Amenhotep III and Akhenaten, a 
problem still debated by scholars (e.g., Kitchen 1962; 
roa 1964; Redford 1967; Kiihne 1973; Krauss 
1978). 
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C. Script and Language 

The Amarna letters were written in cuneiform signs on 
clay tablets. The cuneiform script was already known in 
northern Syria in the 2d half of the 3d millennium B.c. (at 
Ebla). The Canaanite cuneiform tradition is rooted in the 
north Mesopotamian and north Syrian traditions of the 
OB period (18th—17th centuries B.c.) (Anbar and Na?aman 
1986-87). Almost all the letters in the Amarna archive are 
written in Akkadian, i.e., an East Semitic language. Thus, 
letters exchanged between the Egyptian pharachs and 
their vassals in Canaan were written in a language that was 
foreign to both. Akkadian (i.e., Babylonian) had acquired 
in the 14th century B.c. the status of an international 
language (lingua franca), by which kings reigning all over 
the Near East were able to communicate. 

The art of reading and writing cuneiform was known 
only to a relatively small group of experts who studied this 
craft for a period of many years. The diffusion of the 
Amarna letters all over Canaan and the many local variants 
show that expert scribes were situated in all of the impor- 
tant kingdoms. Since all diplomatic correspondence was in 
their hands, they attained a high social position and had 
certain influence on the direction of foreign affairs. A 
number of letters (EA 286:61—64; 287:64—70; 286:62-66; 
289:47-51; 316:16-20) illustrate how important it was at 
that time to find ways to flatter and patronize the Egyptian 
royal scribes. 

A small number of letters to “great kings” were written 
in their local language, i.e., Assyrian (EA 15), Hurrian (EA 
24), and Hittite (EA 31-32), while the rest were written in 
Akkadian, although the dialect of these letters is some- 
times regarded as “peripheral.” That is because the lan- 
guage of these letters has retained certain archaic features, 
such as sign forms, logograms, vocabulary, and grammar, 
which were considered “classical” in earlier periods but 
have already disappeared from the cuneiform tradition of 
Mesopotamia and have been preserved only in the western 
periphery (Moran 1987: 22-24). 

Two cuneiform traditions may be detected in the Ca- 
naanite and north Syrian letters. The one is Hurro-Akka- 
dian, which is typical of tablets emanating from the north, 
that is, Hurrian-speaking kingdoms that were governed 
and influenced by Mitanni (Wilhelm 1970; Izre‘el 1985; 
Moran 1987: 24-27). The other tradition is widespread in 
all areas of Canaan and was strongly influenced by the 
current West Semitic language. The grammar of thesc 
documents was so deeply transformed by the local lan- 
guage and dialects that the letters may be regarded as 
being “West Semitized” (Rainey 1975: 395). The Canaanite 
Amarna letters (with the exception of the letters from 
Jerusalem and Tyre: see Moran 1975a; Grave 1980: 216— 
18; 1982: 178-79) may be regarded as eastern in their 
vocabulary and as western in their grammar (Moran 1987: 
27). It goes without saying that they constitute a very 
important source for the study of the dialects current in 
Canaan in the 14th century B.c. (Moran 1950; 1960; 1965; 
Rainey 1971; 1973; 1975; 1978; IzreSel 1978). 


D. The International Correspondence 

The relations between Egypt and the other great powers 
of the ancient Near East occupy a central place in the 
correspondence. The latter powers were Babylon (EA 1- 
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14), Assyria (EA 15-16), Mitanni (EA 17, 19-30), Arzawa 
(EA 31-32), Alashia (EA 33-40), and Hatti (EA 41-44). 
Their kings called each other by proper names (Alashia is 
an exception) and expressed their equal political status by 
the addressing formula (e.g., “Say to PN, king of GN... 
thus says PN», king of GNe . . .”), by the denomination 
“brother” (i.e., a king of equal rank), and by employing 
the same words for greeting. Moreover, only they were 
entitled to be called “great king,” that is a king who was a 
suzerain of vassal states and was equal in his political status 
to the other great powers (Moran 1987: 62). 

The “great kings” exchanged messengers who traveled 
between the capital cities and transmitted letters, verbal 
messages, and gifts from one court to another. These gifts 
had symbolic as well as economic value (Liverani 1972; 
Zaccagnini 1973). Bringing a gift was an inseparable ele- 
ment of the international correspondence; but gifts were 
also supposed to be of equal value and there are many 
complaints in the letters about the inferior quality and the 
poor value of received gifts. Egypt was the source of gold 
for all other countries and there are many requests in the 
letters for Egyptian gold (Edzard 1960). The correlation 
between good relations and expensive gifts is illustrated by 
the words of a Babylonian king who described a reaction 
to a previous rich shipment of gold by the words (EA 11 
rev. 21-23): “The gold [is abundant. Among] the kings 
there are brotherhood, friendliness, peace and [good] 
relations. [He is] rich with precious stones, rich with silver, 
rich with [gold].” 

Exchanging gifts was sometimes regarded as a kind of 
indirect commerce, but there were also direct commercial 
relations, both by land and at sea, between the great 
powers, and as a rule every king was responsible for the 
safety of the foreign merchants who stayed in the territo- 
ries under his authority. Thus, when his merchants were 
robbed and murdered at Hannathon, the king of Babylon 
wrote to the king of Egypt (EA 8:25—33): “Canaan is your 
land and its kings are your servants. It was in your land 
that I have been robbed. Investigate them and repay the 
money that they took. Execute the men who slew my 
servants and avenge their blood. But if you do not slay 
these men, they will do it again and attack either one of 
my caravans or even your messengers and relations will be 
cut off between us.” 

Diplomatic marriage between a “great king” and the 
daughter of another is well attested in the letters (Pintore 
1978). It was always the Pharaoh, however, who married 
foreign princesses and brought them to his harem. Egyp- 
tian kings refused to marry their daughters to other kings 
and to send them abroad (EA 4:6—-7): “From old, the 
daughter of an Egyptian king has not been given in mar- 
riage to anyone”) (Pintore 1978: 78-79; Schulman 1979). 
Thus, Amenhotep III, who enjoyed a long reign of 38 
years, married two Babylonian princesses, two Mitannian 
princesses, and one from Arzawa (Schulman 1979: 183— 
84). Marriages between kings were negotiated by the two 
courts and the marriage gifts were an important (though 
delicate) element within the negotiation. Indeed, the 
richest lists of gifts known from the Amarna archive were 
recorded on such occasions (EA 14, 22). The foreign 
princesses did not attain the position of “great wife of the 
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king” (i.e., queen) in the Egyptian harem but remained 
wives of second rank (Schulman 1979: 183). 

The Amarna archive is our earliest witness for the 
international character of the Late Bronze Age. These 
relations were first established in the 15th century and 
lasted (though with considerable changes) until the end of 
the 13th century, encompassing all major civilizations of 
western Asia. The great powers divided among themselves 
the entire civilized world, each dominating its vassals, and 
established a set of strict rules for international correspon- 
dence (Kestemiont 1974). 

Impressive as it is, one should not be dazzled by the 
polite tone and the external gestures that find expression 
in the international correspondence. Much more impor- 
tant than all these were the realpolitik and the actual strug- 
gle for power and for dominion, and indeed, these strug- 
gles dominated international relations in the late stages of 
the Amarna period. 

Since the 1th century B.c., the kingdom of Mitanni had 
been a strong power whose vassal’s border in Syria reached 
the northern boundary of the land of Canaan. In the 
course of the Amarna period, Suppiluliumas, the Hittite 
king, conducted several campaigns against Mitanni and 
conquered the former Mitannian vassal kingdoms in 
northern Syria, thus reviving the Hittite’s old claims over 
these areas. ASSur-uballit, king of Assyria, took advantage 
of the situation and attacked the crumbling kingdom of 
Mitanni in order to expand the Assyrian territories. At the 
same time he tried to be recognized as a “great king” by 
the other western Asiatic great powers and to establish with 
them diplomatic relations (EA 15—16) (Artzi 1978). 

The immediate result of the Hittite expansion to north- 
ern Syria was the deterioration of Hittite-Egyptian rela- 
tions. Both kingdoms claimed domination over Amurru 
and Kadesh (Qidshu) and the armed struggle between the 
two powers is mentioned in the latest letters of the archive 
and would last for several decades (Kitchen 1962; Helick 
1971: 168-214; Krauss 1978; Murnane 1985). 


E. The Vassal Letters 

The majority of the letters in the archive were sent by 
the vassals in Canaan and in northern Syria. The latter’s 
tablets were probably sent at a relatively late stage when 
Mitanni, their overlord, was defeated by the Hittites and 
they addressed Egypt for help (Redford 1967: 216-25; 
Na’aman 1975: 15-17, 210-14, 229-30). There are also 
seven letters (EA 99, 162-63, 190, 367, 369-70) that were 
addressed by the Pharaoh to his vassals in Canaan (see 
above). One may easily compare the ways in which one side 
addressed the other. 

The humiliated tone of the vassal letters as against the 
commanding words of the letters of the pharaohs is the 
most conspicuous formal trait of the correspondence. In 
spite of regional variations, the vassal letters closely resem- 
ble each other in their words. “Speak to the king, my 
lord ... ; thus says PN, your servant . . .” is typical of the 
addresses to ietters in which the lord-vassal relations are 
deliberately emphasized. The Pharaoh is only called by 
the title “king” (with the exception of the two northern 
letters from Qatna, EA 53:1 and 55:1). Greeting formulas 
are quite rare, the main exception being the letters of 
Byblos (e.g., “Rib-Addi speaks to his lord, king of all 
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countries, the great king, king of the battle. May the Lady 
of Byblos give strength to the king, my lord.”). In place of 
greetings in the introductions to most of the letters one 
finds expressions of humiliation emphasizing the inferior 
status of the vassal as against his lord. To illustrate the 
introduction of a vassal letter we shall translate a typical 
south Canaanite letter (EA 328: 1-16): 


To the king, my lord, my god, my Sun, the Sun from 
heaven; thus says Yabni-ilu. the ruler of Lachish, your 
servant, the dust under your feet, the groom of your 
horses. At the feet of the king, my lord, my god, my 
Sun, the Sun from heaven, [ have fallen seven and seven 
times, on the belly and on the back. 


The king, on the other hand, addressed his vassals by 
short words: “To PN, ruler of GN, speak! Thus [says] the 
king.” There is no greeting and the tenor of the letters is 
a combination of commands and threats. 

However, the commanding tone of the royal letters and 
the humiliated expressions of the vassals should not ob- 
scure the historical reality. When examining the letters, it 
becomes clear that the vassals enjoyed much more freedom 
than one may deduce from the formal analysis of the 
letters and often they operated on their own behalf, con- 
trary to the obvious Egyptian interests in the land of 
Canaan. 

The major events occurring within the land of Canaan 
during the Amarna period were the foundation of the 
strong kingdom of Amurru ‘n the north and the expan- 
sion of Lab’ayu of Shechem and his sons in central Pales- 
tine. The first episode is directly linked with the armed 
struggle between Mitanni and Hatti over the domination 
of Syria. The rulers of Amurru took advantage of the 
situation and greatly expanded their territory along the 
coast and the middle Orontes Valley. During the last stages 
of the archive, ‘Aziru of Araurru was still an Egyptian 
vassal, but soon afterward he had signed a vassal treaty 
with the Hittites, thus transgressing his oath to the Pha- 
raoh and joining his enemies (Klengel 1969: 178-208, 
245-99; Altman 1973). 

The offensive of Lab’ayu of Shechem and his sons was 
motivated by the desire to expand their territory and 
become the strongest and most influential power in the 
country and by their hatred of the newly established 
Egyptian centers of government, in particular that of 
Beth-shean (Campbell 1965; Na’aman 1975: 27-46; Spal- 
inger 1983: 96). They formed a powerful coalition that 
included Gezer in the south and Gath-Carmel in the north. 
A countercoalition, headed by the kings of Megiddo and 
Acco and supported by the Egyptian authorities, was 
formed in reaction and succeeded in bringing the Shech- 
emite offensive to an end. 

When examining the Amarna letters it is clear that the 
ambitions of local rulers, the power of the nonurban 
elements in local affairs, and the readiness of Egypt to 
interfere and operate in local disputes were the principal 
factors that influenced internal affairs in Canaan. Egypt 
was strong enough to quell all rebellions and to bring to 
an end all inner struggles, save possibly for the northern- 
most area, where its vassals bordered on another imperial 
power. 
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The Amarna archive is our main (and sometimes only) 
source for the study of many aspects of Canaan in the Late 
Bronze Age prior to the Israelite settlement in the land. 
Some of these aspects will be examined in the following 
paragraphs (Helck 1971: 246-55, 474-91; CAH? 2/2: 98— 
116; Frandsen 1979; Na?aman 1982: 195-241; Groll 
1983). 


F. Egyptian Government in Canaan 

Soon after the conquest of Canaan by Thutmose III 
(1482 or 1457), the Egyptians tried to organize it as a 
province. The main source of information for the mea- 
sures undertaken at that time are the Amarna tablets, 
written ca. 100 years after the foundation of the Egyptian 
province in Asia. 

The Egyptians left the array of Canaanite kingdoms 
which they conquered and established a network of six 
garrison Cities to administer and rule the land. Four were 
situated along the coast: Gaza and Joppa in the south and 
Ullasa and Sumur in the north. Two other centers of 
government were established on the main crossroads: 
Beth-shean in northern Palestine and Kumidi in the south 
of the Beqa‘ Valley of Lebanon (Helck 1971: 251-52; 
Naaman 198la: 177-78). The garrison cities also con- 
trolled considerable surrounding farmlands. For example, 
the fields west of the city of Beth-shean were annexed by 
Thutmose III and administered by the Egyptians 
(Naaman 1981b). The cities themselves served as centers 
for the Egyptian personnel in Canaan and for the garrison 
troops stationed in the land. They were also the gathering 
places for the tributes and gifts of the vassals. The latter 
were required to guard the cities and the special installa- 
tions therein and to cultivate and harvest their territories. 

The number of Egyptian troops stationed in Canaan 
was relatively small. They included only the garrison 
troops (sabé massarti) installed either in the garrison cities 
or in certain strategic or vulnerable city-states (e.g., Jeru- 
salem, Megiddo, Acco, Byblos). These troops are men- 
tioned many times in the vassal letters; their number vary 
from less than fifty soldiers to three hundred (Pintore 
1972; 101-6). The regular troops (sabé pitati, “archers”) 
were stationed in Egypt and embarked on campaigns when 
the situation demanded their presence. On such occasions 
they were accompanied by chariot troops and _ usually 
returned to Egypt after completing their mission (Pintore 
1972; 1973). 

The territory in Asia under Egyptian rule was appar- 
ently divided into subunits; their number, however, is 
debated among scholars. According to the common view, 
it was separated into three districts: Palestine with its seat 
at Gaza, the coast of Lebanon with its center at Sumur, 
and south Syria with its seat at Kumidi (Helck 1971: 248— 
52; LBHG, 146-53; De Vaux 1968: 25-28). According to 
another view, it was divided into two subunits: Palestine 
plus the Phoenician coast and south Syria (including the 
Bashan and the kingdom of Hazor). This twofold division 
was the outcome of the historical situation of the Middle 
Bronze Age (Na’aman 1975: 166—72, 227; 198la: 183— 
84). The assumption that the garrison city of Beth-shean 
was the seat of another (fourth) district (Hachmann 1982a: 
44-47) is not very likely. 

At the head of the Egyptian hierarchy in Canaan were 
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the governors, possibly one in each province. Their Egyp- 
tian title was “messenger of the king to every foreign land” 
(Edel 1953: 55-63; Singer 1983: 18-21). Other officials 
were of various Egyptian ranks and titles, but the Canaan- 
ite scribes usually employed one and the same title, rdbisu 
(“commissary”), to denote all ranks and titles of Egyptian 
functionaries serving in Canaan. It is impossible therefore 
to be precise concerning the Egyptian titles (unless they 
can be identified with well-known Egyptian officials) and 
exact analysis of the Amarna correspondence might only 
reveal the relative status of the various functionaries men- 
tioned therein. The situation is even more complicated 
since some of the officials arrived on special missions from 
Egypt and were not part of the bureaucratic apparatus in 
the land. 

A set of prohibitions was imposed upon the vassals and 
the Egyptian officers were responsible for their fulfillment. 
Examination of the letters reveals that the Egyptian appa- 
ratus was often rather flexible in what was permissible or 
prohibited to the vassal, not to mention those cases in 
which two Egyptian commissioners supported different 
sides of a conflict. 

The vassals were obliged to pay tribute and send gifts, 
though only a small part of these were recorded in the 
letters. They served in the Egyptian garrison cities, culti- 
vated their territories, and secured the caravan routes 
traversing their kingdoms. They provided armed forces 
for Egyptian campaigns and served as a supply network 
for armies that moved in Canaan and along the coast. It is 
evident that the Canaanite city-states were an important 
support for the Egyptian government abroad, enabling 
her to control, with the help of only a few officials and a 
relatively small number of troops, its Asiatic province. The 
various military, strategic, and economic advantages that 
Egypt gained in the Amarna period from the occupation 
of Canaan was bought for a relatively low price (see 
Na?aman 1981a). It was only at a later time that conditions 
changed, obliging Egypt to alter its policy and to intensify 
its involvement in the land (Weinstein 1981: 17-23; 
Na?aman 1982: 241—51; Singer 1988). 


G. The Network of Canaanite City-States 

The land of Canaan was divided into a network of 
kingdoms of various sizes and strengths. Since only the 
rulers of these political units were allowed to correspond 
with the Pharaoh, the Amarna letters are our main source 
for composing the list of city-states. The gaps of informa- 
tion may be filled by the Egyptian topographical lists and 
particularly by the Egyptian royal inscriptions. The relative 
strength of the kingdoms may be deduced from analysis 
of these sources. 

The three most important kingdoms in Palestine in the 
14th century B.c. were Gezer in the northern Shephelah, 
Shechem in the central hill country, and Hazor in the 
north. Other important city-states in the south were Ash- 
kelon, Lachish, and Gath(?) (Tell es-Safi); Jerusalem (and 
Debir, according to archaeological excavations) dominated 
the southern part of the hill country, Gath-padalla was the 
strongest kingdom in the Sharon region, while Rehob, 
Megiddo, Shim‘on, Acco, and Akhshaph were the most 
important kingdoms in the northern plains. Shechem and 
Hazor may be regarded as the only territorial kingdoms, 
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the others may be characterized as city-states (Na’aman 
1988). 

The coast of Lebanon was divided among several king- 
doms of equal strength (Tyre, Sidon, Byblos), and Amurru 
in the north emerged as an important territorial kingdom 
in the course of the Amarna period (see above). Damascus 
was the most influential kingdom in south Syria; its ruler 
enjoyed an outstanding high status and prestige and func- 
tioned as the main supporter of the Egyptian governor of 
Kumidi (Hachmann 1970; 1982b). Many other kingdoms 
were located in the area of the Beqa‘ of Lebanon ‘e.g., 
Hashabu, Tushulti, Hasi, Tubihu, Enishazi), in the Bashan 
(Ashtaroth, Busruna, Halunnu) and east of Mount Leba- 
non (Ruhizzi, Lapana). Their relative strength in the 
Amarna period cannot be established, owing to the paucity 
of documentary evidence (Klengel 1970: 4-29, 56—70. 96— 
112; Hachmann 1970: 84-88; Ahituv 1984). 

North of the land of Canaan was the strong kingdom of 
Kadesh (Qidshu), which dominated the land of Takhshi. It 
was a vassal of Mitanni, but when that kingdom fell, it 
tried to expand its territory and conquer parts of the land 
of ‘Amqi (the Bega‘ of Lebanon), thus attacking the vassals 
of Egypt situated there (EA 140, 170, 174-76, 363) (Klen- 
gel 1969: 139-71; Krauss 1978: 63-70). 

The network of Canaanite units was composed of king- 
doms of higher and lesser rank. The chain of events was 
determined primarily by the former while the latter coop- 
erated with them, either willingly or not. The strong 
kingdoms were able to dictate the policy of the lesser 
kingdoms and even to intervene in their inner affairs. 

At the head of each kingdom stood the local ruler. In 
his relations with the Pharaoh he was regarded as a city 
ruler (hazannu), like any other Egyptian mayor (?ty-). The 
title was intended to emphasize the fact that he occupied 
his position with the approval of the Egyptian overlord. 
However, on:y in exceptional cases did the Pharaoh actu- 
ally interven? in matters of succession, enforcing his own 
candidate (always of the local dynasty) as city ruler. In 
internal rela:ions within Canaan and in contacts with his 
subjects, the local ruler was considered a king who as- 
cended the throne through the dynastic principle and, in 
turn, left his throne to his heir after him (see EA 8:25, 
30:1, 70:20, 38:46, 92:32-34, 109:46, 139:14—15, 140:10- 
12, 147:67, .48:40-41, 197:14-15, 41-42, 227:3, 256:7- 
8, 306:24). 

Not enough details of the internal structure of the 
kingdoms are reported in the letters since they mainly 
reflect foreign affairs, that is, relations with Egypt and 
with neighboring kingdoms. We do know that the capital 
city was the focus of each unit, and usually it was either its 
sole or its principal urban center. The king’s palace was 
the center of government for the kingdom and the bu- 
reaucratic apparatus operated either in the palace or in its 
vicinity. Around the capital city were tracts of agricultural 
fields cultivated by its inhabitants and in the peripheral 
areas were numerous villages and hamlets with their own 
fields and pasture land. 

The actual power of the king in his city and territory 
varied from place to place and from period to period. It 
was dependent upon external factors and upon the power 
of the civil instititions. Several episodes are described in 
the letters in which a king was deposed and removed from 
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his town (i.e., Rib-Addi of Byblos and Yashdata of Taanach) 
or even killed (Aduna of Irqata, Zimredda of Lachish, and 
the rulers of Ammiya and Ardata). The power in certain 
cases (i.e., Byblos, Taanach. Irqata, Ammiya, and also 
Tunip) was in the hands of the citizenry, although such an 
oligarchical rule in a city-state was only temporary and 
apparently did not last long. The only exception is that of 
Arwada, a small island near the coast of Lebanon, in which 
the power was (as far as we know) permanently in the 
hands of the council of elders. 


H. The Nonurban Elements (‘Apiru and Sutu) 

During the 16th century 3.c. the urban culture of Ca- 
naan suffered a heavy blow. Many fortified cities were 
destroyed and some were deserted for a long period of 
time. It has been estimated that the total occupied area in 
Palestine decreased in the Late Bronze Age I to a third of 
that of the Middle Bronze Age II and that the number of 
settlements was only ca. 30-40 percent (Gonen 1981: 63- 
69) of what it had been. The destruction was particularly 
severe in the hill country, the lower Jordan Valley, and the 
Negeb. The decline of urban life brought about an imme- 
diate increase of the pastoral and brigand elements and 
resulted in the growing insecurity of the land. 

It is against this background that the frequent mention 
of the ‘Apiru (and the Sutu as well) in the Amarna letters 
should be evaluated. In the ancient Near Eastern docu- 
mentation, ‘Apiru is a designation for people who were 
uprooted from their original political and social frame- 
works and forced to adapt tc a new environment and way 
of life. The ‘Apiru are known from many western Asiatic 
societies in the 2d millennium B.c. Their different traits 
and social behavior in each area were the outcome of this 
adaptation to new circumstances. The Amarna tablets are 
the largest single group of cocuments in which the term 
‘Apiru is mentioned. According to the letters, they were 
scattered all over Canaan and had an important effect on 
events which took place in the land (Bottéro 1954; Green- 
berg 1955; Loretz 1984). 

However, the Amarna letters show a unique develop- 
ment in the meaning of the appellation ‘Apiru. On many 
occasions, the term became a derogatory designation for 
rebels against Egyptian authority (Mendenhall 1973; 
Na’aman 1986a: 275-78). in the letters of Byblos, for 
example, the term ‘Apiru was frequently applied to SAbdi- 
Ashirta of Amurru and his son SAziru. Also the expression 
“to become ‘Apiru,” which is repeated in many letters 
from all areas of Canaan, implies desertion from the 
Pharaoh and his supporters, the city-states’ rulers, and 
defection to the side of his opponents, who were thus 
regarded as outlaws (Liverani 1979). The extension of the 
term ‘Apiru in order to denigrate these elements that 
opposed the authors of the letters is the result of the 
political nature of the Amarna correspondence, in which 
every ruler tried to justify his deeds before the Pharaoh 
and to slander his opponents. This must be taken into 
consideration when trying to determine the role of the 
authentic bands, brigands, and mercenaries in the Amarna 
period. 

Even after the elimination of those letters which, directly 
or indirectly, refer in general terms to city-states’ rulers 
and their supporters, it is evident that the nonurban 
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elements played an important role in Canaan in the 14th 
century B.c. They appear in letters either as bands or as 
individuals who were recruited and served as mercenaries 
in the army. As bands, they operated on their own behalf 
or took advantage of the conflicts between rulers and 
cooperated with one side or another (e.g., the conflicts 
between Amurru and Byblos or between Shechem and its 
neighbors). Alongside the ‘Apiru appear also the Sutu (EA 
195:24-29; 246 r. 6-7; 318:10—14), which was the Akka- 
dian appellation for the pastoral nomadic elements. 

As an illustration of the historical role of the ‘Apiru one 
may present a group of letters from south Canaan, in all 
of which city-states’ rulers bitterly complained of distress 
and serious difficulties in their kingdoms, and indeed, 
soon afterward they all disappeared from the historical 
arena and were replaced by others (Na’aman 1975: 145— 
53; 1979: 676-82). The reason for the short period of 
unrest and rebellion, of which the ‘Apiru are accused, was 
probably the temporary strengthening of the nonurban 
elements in these areas. In another case, a band of ‘Apiru 
stayed in the city of Tushulti under the patronage of its 
ruler, raided the neighboring cities, and set them on fire, 
until they were attacked by Tushulti’s neighboring rulers 
and forced to leave their shelter in the city (EA 185-86). 

The existence of large groups of nomads and refugees 
may well explain the power of kingdoms situated in the hill 
country (e.g., Shechem, Hazor, and Amurru). Located 
near the nomadic enclaves, they were able either to hire 
soldiers from their members or to cooperate with their 
leaders (e.g., EA 71:20-22; 87:21-24; 148:41-43; 
195:24—32; 246:5-10; 254:31-37). 


I. The Amarna Letters and the Bible 

Numerous details that appear in biblical descriptions of 
pre-Israelite Canaan fit nicely into the picture constructed 
from the Amarna tablets. These are the division of the 
land into many entities, each ruled by a king; the descrip- 
tion of certain entities as being composed of a major city 
and its surrounding villages (compare EA 74:19-24; 
228:13-17, 238:4-8 to Josh 15:45--47; 17:11, 16: Judg 
1:27); the coalition of kingdoms as a means to gain power 
(compare EA 366 to Joshua 10-11); and the chariots 
(though anachronistically described as built of iron) as the 
main basis of Canaanite military power. 

However, other details do not fit nicely into the picture 
described by the Amarna letters. Many sites that appear as 
Canaanite in biblical descriptions are not mentioned in the 
Amarna archive and, according to archaeological excava- 
tions, were either small villages or entirely uninhabited in 
the Late Bronze Age (e.g., Jericho, Ai, Jarmuth, Hebron, 
Beer-sheba, Arad). Most prominent is the city of Hebron, 
which, according to biblical tradition, was an important 
center in the time of the Patriarchs and in the conquest 
period, whereas the city is not mentioned in any source of 
the Late Bronze Age and the site of ancient Hebron (Tell 
er-Rumeideh) was uninhabited in this period. Also, the 
king of Jerusalem appears at the head of a coalition of 
kingdoms located in the hill country and the Shephelah 
(Joshua 10). The territory and the political standing of the 
king of Jerusalem, according to the Amarna tablets, seem 
to have been relatively modest and one would hardly 
assume that its king was able to head a coalition in which 
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remote cities like Lachish and Eglon took part (Na’aman 
1975: 104-15; 1986b: 470-72). 

There is no indication in the Amarna tablets of a diver- 
sity of ethnic groups in the land of Canaan; the inhabitants 
of the land were all considered to be Canaanites (De Vaux 
1968). The biblical tradition, however, mentions groups of 
variegated ethnic origin in different parts of the land (e.g., 
Philistines, Hivvites, Hittites, Jebusites, Girgashites, Periz- 
zites), which hardly fits the perceived reality of the Amarna 
period. It rather reflects the Iron Age, when biblical de- 
scriptions of the land and its inhabitants were first re- 
corded (Mendenhall 1973: 142-63; Mazar 1981). 

The description of the city of Shechem in the days of 
Abimelech (Judges 9) is closely related to that of the 
Canaanite cities in the Amarna tablets. The institution of 
the lords (ba‘alé) of Shechem is the same as the bélé ali of 
the Amarna letters (EA 102:22; 138:49). The role of Zebul 
as a magistrate (Sar ha‘iyr) who administered the city for 
the ruler (Abimelech) is parallel to that of the hazannu 
(“mayor”) in ancient Near Eastern societies. However, the 
general situation drastically changed: Shechem was subju- 
gated by the tribe of Manasseh and the tribal leader, 
Abimelech, resided within his clan and had nominated a 
mayor as his representative in the city. The city council 
tried to regain power by hiring a band of ‘Apiru under 
the leadership of Gaal, just as Canaanite rulers in the 
Amarna period would do to attain the same goal, or as the 
lords (ba‘alé) of Keilah did when they hired David and his 
band to protect the city against the Philistine raids (1 Sam 
21:1-13). Abimelech’s immediate attack on the city of 
Shechem and the expulsion of the band of Gaal (Judg 
9:34—41) finds an exact parallel in the above cited case of 
the ruler of Tushulti, who, under pressure by his neigh- 
boring rulers, was forced to drive the band of SApiru out 
of his city (EA 185-86). 

The description of “the justice (mispat) of the king” in } 
Sam 8:10-—-18 has sometimes been compared with Canaan- 
ite and north Syrian societies of the Late Bronze Age 
(Mendelsohn 1956). However, the distorted outlines of the 
institution of kingship in Samuel’s antimonarchical polem- 
ical speech hardly fit any ancient Near Eastern kingship 
either in the 2d or the Ist millennium B.c. Isolated kings 
may well have treated their subjects in such an arbitrary 
and vicious manner, but despotism of the kind portrayed 
in the speech was not typical of well-established kingdoms, 
including the Canaanite city-states of the 2d millennium 
B.c. It has been alternatively suggested that the “king’s 
justice” was originally a disguised polemical composition 
written against the despotic institution of kingship estab- 
lished in Israel by King Solomon (Criisemann 1978: 66— 
73), but the discourse was probably composed at a much 
later time, either in the 7th or the 6th century, when the 
failure of the Israelite kingdom to provide security for its 
subjects became historical reality. 

Overall, the image of Canaanite civilization as reflected 
in the Bible is far from accurate. Only certain outlines are 
precise, whereas other details reflect the reality of the time 
in which they were written, that is, the Ist millennium B.c. 
The history of the land of Canaan and its civilization must 
be studied from external sources and particularly from 
the Amarna letters. The authenticity of biblical data 
should always be examined against this background. 
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AMARNA, TELL EL- (27°38’ N; 30°52’ E). The site 
of the premier city and residence of the Egyptian Pharaoh 
Amenophis (Amenhotep) IV (alias Akhenaten ca. 1377— 
1360 B.c.); located on the east bank of the Nile in the 15th 
nome (township) of Upper Egypt, ca. 180 miles S of mod- 
ern Cairo. The Pharaoh named his new city Akhetaten 
(Eg 3&t-itn “the horizon of the Sun-disc’”). 

Although the area had been frequented in earlier peri- 
ods by mining expeditions to neighboring Hatnub, the 
decision to found a city must have been taken no later than 
Akhenaten’s 4th year. By year 6, the king’s family was in 
residence, and the greater city and environs (on both 
banks) delimited by a series of boundary stelae. 

Chosen perhaps because the eastern cliffs resembled the 
hieroglyphic sign 32 “horizon,” the city became the center 
of worship of the king's sole god, the Sun-disc. Two major 
temples to the god occupied its central area, the “Mansion 
of the Sun-disc” (Eg hwt-tin), and the Gm~itn (“The Sun- 
disc is found”) with ancilliary shrines in the N and S 
suburbs. 

The settlement constituted a “planned” city, arranged 
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along a broad N-S avenue, connecting the king’s residence 
on the N wi:zh the central city and the “Viewing Place of 
the Disc” on the S. The city housed a formal palace, 
administrative blocks and granaries, residences for the 
immediate members of the royal family, and well-planned 
villas for the state officers and courtiers. The necropolis 
on the E was divided into a N and S cemetery, flanking 
the E wadi wherein the royal tomb was located. 

In the 3d year of Tutankhamen (ca. 357 B.c.), after 
approximately 16 years of residence, the royal family left 
the city for Memphis, and the court and general populace 
soon thereafter moved out. Under Horemheb (ca. 1347— 
1318 B.c.) the temples and public buildings were system- 
atically demolished, and the masonry shipped to other 
sites (especially Hermopolis) for reuse. There is some 
evidence of very limited building activity under the Rames- 
sides. 

The site is also famous for the discovery in 1888-89 of 
the cache of tablets known as the “Tell el-Amarna Let- 
ters’—the “dead files” of international state correspon- 
dence from the reigns of Amenophis III, Akhenaten, and 
Tutankhamen. See also AMARNA LETTERS; AKHENA- 
TEN. 
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AMASA (PERSON) [Heb ‘aémasa?}. 1. Kinsman of David 
(2 Sam 19:14—Eng 19:13) whom Absalom appointed to 
replace Joab as commander of the army during his rebel- 
lion against David (2 Sam 17:25), a post Amasa retained 
after David’s return to power, only to be murdered by Joab 
in the early stages of the suppression of Sheba’s rebellion. 
According tc 2 Sam 17:25, his father was Ithra, the Israel- 
ite, (according to 1 Chr 2:17, Jether the Ishmaelite) and 
his mother Abigail the daughter of Nahash. However, this 
latter name may be a textual corruption from 2 Sam 17:27, 
because Abigail is also identified as the sister of Joab’s 
mother Zeruiah. According to | Chr 1:16—-17, both these 
women were sisters of David and presumably daughters of 
Jesse. It has been alternately suggested that Abigail was 
David’s half-sister and not Jesse’s daughter. The wording 
of 2 Sam 17:25 suggests that there was something unusual 
or irregular about Abigail’s marital relationship with Ithra. 

Although it remains a matter of dispute whether the 
tribe of Judah joined the northern tribes in rebellion 
against David or remained neutral, Amasa’s support of 
Absalom indicates that high-ranking Judahites were active 
in opposing David. Although the professional troops of 
David commanded by Joab defeated the national militia 
led by Amasa, David’s position was still tenuous enough to 
require special overtures to Judah for a quick return to 
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the throne. The appointment of Amasa was one factor in 
David’s successful appeal tc his fellow Judahites (2 Sam 
19:12-15—Eng 19:11—14). David’s tilt to Judah seems to 
have precipitated Sheba’s subsequent rebellion. 

Amasa failed to carry out David’s orders to muster the 
militia of Judah in three davs to meet the Sheba crisis (2 
Sam 20:4—5). Perhaps he simply did not have enough time, 
or perhaps he felt it would be personally inexpedient to 
attack Israel with the militia of Judah. David’s professional 
troops set out alone, among them Joab (vv 6-7). Amasa 
encountered them at Gibeon and was treacherously 
stabbed by Joab, who immediately took back effective 
control of the army (vv 8—11). The details of this murder 
are obscure but imply premeditation and trickery. The 
sight of Amasa’s body was not permitted to hinder the 
army’s progress (vv 12-13). Amasa’s murder would later 
help justify the liquidation of Joab upon Solomon’s acces- 
sion (1 Kgs 2:5, 32). From a literary standpoint, the biblical 
author seems to treat Davicl’s offer to Amasa as one of 
several errors in personal and political judgment (for other 
examples, see 2 Sam 13:21, 18:5; 19:2-4—Eng 19:1-3; 
19:42-44—Eng 41-43; 1 Kgs 1:6). 

Amasa has sometimes been identified with Amasai (Heb 
“imasay), the chief of the ‘Thirty’ (1 Chr 12:19—Eng 
12:18), who pledged loyalty nd peace to David when Saul 
was hunting for him (See DAVID’S CHAMPIONS). There 
is no solid evidence either for or against this proposal. 

2. Son of Hadlai, one of four chiefs of Emphraim who 
supported the prophet Oded in opposing a proposal to 
take captives from Judah into Samaria, cared for them 
instead, and returned them south (2 Chr 28:12—15). 
Luke’s parable of the Good Samaritan reflects this narra- 
tive (compare v 15 with Luke 10:34). 

RicHarpb D. NELSON 


AMASAT (PERSON) [Heb ‘amésay]. A name found 
throughout Chronicles in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. A Levite from the clan of Kohath, a descendant of 
Elkanah and relative of Ahimoth (1 Chr 6:10—Eng 6:25). 
He is also mentioned as the father of Mahath and as a 
Levitical musician in the genealogy of Heman (1 Chr 
6:20—Eng 6:35). Both contexts appear concerned to trace 
the lineage of Samuel the prophet, to whom the Chroni- 
cler assigns Levitical ancestry (1 Chr 6:13, 18—Eng 6:28, 
33; cf. 1 Sam 1:1); this reflects the Chronicler’s pervasive 
interest in the prophetic function of the Levitical musicians 
(i Chr 25:1-8; 2 Chr 20:14; 29:25; 34:30; 35:15). Since 
Mahath is mentioned in 1 Chr 6:20—Eng 6:35; (cf. 2 Chr 
29:12), some correct Ahimoth to *éhiw mahat, “his brother 
Mahath” (cf. BHS). 

2. One of the priests appointed by David to blow the 
trumpets before the ark during its transfer from the house 
of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:24). 

3. The father of Mahath. a Kohathite at the time of 
Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:12). Since #1 and #3 both involve an 
Amasai, father of Mahath, some have equated these fig- 
ures, though they were presumably separated by centuries. 
More probably the recurrence of the names reflects the 
practice of papponymy (naming sons for grandfathers) or 
some other naming convention. 

4. Chief of the “Thirty,” a group of David’s military 
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elite (1 Chr 12:19—Eng 12:18). The only other person 
known to have held this title, according to the MT, was 
Jashobeam (1 Chr 11:11, though he is chief of the “Three” 
in some LXX mss). This Amasai is occasionally equated 
with either (1) Abishai the brother of Joab, chief of the 
“Three” (2 Sam 23:18, MT; but “Thirty” in two Hebrew 
mss and Syr), or (2) Amasa, another prominent military 
figure (2 Sam 17:25; 20:4-13). Assessing this Amasai is 
complicated by debate regarding the identification of the 
“Three” and the “Thirty” (see DAVID’S CHAMPIONS). 
The Chronicler in this context is concerned to show grow- 
ing support for David among those formerly loyal to Saul 
(1 Chr 12:1-8, 17—Eng 12:1—7, 16). 
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AMASHSAI (PERSON) [Heb ‘amaisa(y)]. Var. MAASAI. 
A Levitical priest, the son of Azarel and grandson of Ahzai 
(Neh 11:13). His name calls to mind one of the important 
priestly families listed as resident and active in Jerusalem 
at the time of Nehemiah, ca. 444 B.c. In the parallel verse 
in 1 Chr 9:12 his name occurs as Maasai [Heb ma‘Sa(y) or 
ma‘asa(y)] ben Adiel ben Jahzerah. The textual apparatus 
of BHS itself posits his name as more originally either 
AMASAI [Heb Samasa(y)] or Amasai [Heb ‘Sémdsa(y)]. Such 
a name is common elsewhere in Chronicles: 1 Chr 6:10— 
Eng 6:25; 6:20—Eng 6:35; 12:19—Eng 12:18; 15:24; 2 
Chr 29:12. Both 1 Chronicles and Nehemiah trace his 
lineage back to Immer, a Levitical priest descended from 
Aaron through his son Eleazar (1 Chr 24:14). Amashsai 
and his brethren are said to have numbered 128 men. 
Rocer W. UITTI1 


AMASIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘dmasya]. Amasiah (mean- 
ing “Yahweh carried or supported”), son of Zichri, was 
from the tribe of Judah and a lieutenant of Adnah, com- 
mander of Jehoshaphat’s standing army (2 Chr 17:16). He 
stands out in this list of military commanders for his piety 
and altruistic motives for service. His volunteering for 
Yahweh’s service is perhaps in contrast to the other com- 
manders who possibly, along with the rest of the army, 
were conscripts (AncIsr 1: 231). He is said to have com- 
manded 200,000 men. Meyers (2 Chronicles AB, 78, 98) 
suggested that these numbers are best explained by trans- 
lating the Heb 7elep as “(military) unit” of unknown 
strength rather than “thousand.” Amasiah would have 
then commanded 200 “units.” 
Kirk E. LOWERY 


AMAW (PLACE) [Heb ‘ammé]. According to the RSV, the 
land “near the River” in which was located Pethor, the city 
from which Balaam traveled to curse the Israelites (Num 
22:5). The KJV and the AV follow the MT and LXxX, 
which read “the land of the sons of his people (‘ammo)” 
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while the Syriac, Vulgate, and Samaritan versions have “the 
land of the Ammonites (bene-“ammon).” Gray (Numbers, 
ICC, 325) suggested that MT lost the final nun and thus 
changed Ammon to ‘ammo. “The River” has been taken to 
mean the Euphrates River. Pethor has been identified with 
Pitru, near Carchemish, 400 miles and 20 days’ journey by 
camel to the N of Moab and hence a minimum of 80 days 
for the two round trips described in 22:7-36. Ammon, on 
the other hand, is easily a donkey’s journey from Moab. 
While the Ammonites did not live by the Jordan River, it 
is not impossible that here “the River” is the Jordan. 

Excavations in 1967 at Tell Deir ‘Alla (biblical Succoth?) 
in the Jordan Valley discovered a series of texts written in 
ink on plaster. They record the vision and interpretation 
of Balaam the son of Beor. While the texts date from 
centuries later, their contents could be from an earlier 
time, but in any case they reveal a Jordan Valley tradition 
about a diviner named Balaam. The story recorded in 
Numbers 22-24 may refer to the same prophet or a 
different one. But the Deir ‘Alla texts strengthen the 
translation which has Balaam coming from the Ammonite 
area. 

Amaw, however, still has support. Deut 23:4 records 
Balaam as coming from Pethor in Mesopotamia. Albright 
(1950: 15-16 n. 13; 20) translated ‘Amau on a statue of 
King Idrimi excavated in 1939 by Sir Leonard Woolley at 
Atchana, ancient Alalakh, in Syria, near Antioch on the 
Orontes. The statue is dated ca. 1450 B.c. by Albright and 
1375 B.c. by Woolley and Sidney Smith. The translation in 
ANET spelis it Ama’e (p. 557). Idrimi lived in the city of 
Emar and later ruled Halab (Aleppo), Mukishkhi, Ni’, and 
Ama’e (or Amaw). Pitru in Amaw was actually not on the 
Euphrates itself but on the Sajur River, a few miles from 
its juncture with the Euphrates. The Sajur is a tributary 
from the W. It is a sizable stream whose lower stretch flows 
between two ranges of low chalk hills. Amaw or Amau is in 
the valley of the Sajur, between Aleppo and the Euphrates. 
Pethor or Pitru is mentioned by Shalmaneser III (860-825 
B.c.). Pethor as Pe-d-rui appears in the lists of Thutmose 
III (1504-1450 s.c.) who conquered Amaw. The country 
is also mentioned in the tomb of Qen-Amun, an Egyptian 
officer of Amenhotep II (1450-1425 B.c.), the son of 
Thutmose III. Egyptian ‘mw means Asiatic or Syrian. This 
may influence the interpretation of these Egyptian refer- 
ences. Similarly, some find a reference to Amaw in Exod 
15:14 where RSV has “the peoples” in parallel with Philis- 
tia, Edom, Moab, and Canaan; i.e., Amaw may be listed 
here as another land like these others. 
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AMAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?dmasyahi]. The name held 
by four persons in the Hebrew Bible. The name means 
“Yahu is strong” (TPNAH 75: 163). 


AMAZIAB 


1. The 9th ruler of the southern kingdom of Judah (ca. 
800-783 B.c.), the son of Joash, king of Judah (ca. 837- 
800 B.c.). 

The accounts of Amaziah’s reign in Kings and Chroni- 
cles (2 Kings 14 =2 Chronicles 25) are in substantial agree- 
ment, with the exception of material in Chronicles which 
explains Amaziah’s disastrous motivation for his war with 
Israel and his subsequent fall (see 2 Chr 25:5—10). Scholars 
are in disagreement concerning the historical reliability of 
this material, which is unique to Chronicles. 

2 Kings 1-t gives Amaziah’s age as twenty-five when he 
was made king following the assassination of his father. 
The length of his reign is given as 29 years with the 
additional synchronism in 2 Kgs 14:17 that he lived fifteen 
years beyond the death of Jehoahaz, king of Israel, i.e. to 
ca. 769 B.c. The unusual length of the reign of his son and 
successor Azariah (Uzziah), 52 years, has led to the sugges- 
tion that he had his son rule with him as coregent, a 
practice known also in Israel (Gray Kings OTL, 65-68; 
Barnes, fc., }97 n. 1, m). 

His father, Joash, was murdered by two of his retainers 
(2 Kgs 12:20—21). As soon as Amaziah’s rule was secure, 
he had these men, who were still in royal service, executed 
(2 Kgs 14:5:=2 Chr 25:34). The sources do not explain 
what Amaziah had to do in order to consolidate his power. 

The first major recorded event of his reign which our 
sources report is his war against Edom. He is said to have 
slain 10,000 in the otherwise unknown Valley of Salt (Heb 
gaye? hamelan), the location of which is uncertain. The 
Arabah just 5 of the Dead Sea has been proposed (LSHG, 
313), as has the Wadi Milh E of Beer-sheba (Gray Kings 
OTL, 605). 

Amaziah then took Sela and renamed it Joktheel. The 
identification of Sela with the later site of Petra was first 
given in LXX and later accepted by Eusebius (Onomast. 
36.13; 142.7, 144.7). This identification has been accepted 
by many scholars (Avi-Yonah EAEHL, 943) although con- 
tested by Haram (1968: 201-12). Aharoni has proposed 
es-Sela (LBHG, 37). 

In addition to the 10,000 slain in the Valley of Salt, 2 
Chr 25:37 aclds that Amaziah slew an additional 10,000 by 
throwing them from the cliffs above the valley. This detail 
is repeated by Josephus (Ant 9 §191). 

Following his successful clash with Edom, nothing more 
is recorded of any Judean expansion to the S or E. The 
consolidation of Judean control of the S end of the King’s 
Highway as far as Elath had to wait until the reign of 
Amaziah’s son and successor Azariah (2 Kgs 14:22). 

For reasons which are unclear, Amaziah challenged Je- 
hoash, king of Israel, to battle. They met at Beth-shemesh 
in Judah, E of Jerusalem, where the Judean army was 
routed and Amaziah taken prisoner. He was taken to 
Jerusalem, where Jehoash broke down a portion of the N 
wall and plundered both the palace and the temple. Je- 
hoash returned to the N, taking with him hostages to 
ensure Amaziah’s good behavior. 

While the origin of this dispute is not given in the 
account in 2 Kings 25, 2 Chronicles 14 adds that merce- 
naries from Israel hired by Amaziah for his war with 
Edom, but then released prior to the battle, vented their 
anger at being denied the chance for plunder by plunder- 
ing some Judean villages on their way home. Amaziah, 


184 - I 


angered by this, then declared war on Israel. Another 
possibility is that the conflict began as a border dispute, or 
that it began over control of the W terminus of the trade 
routes leading to the Gulf of Aqaba. A combination of the 
latter two possibilities seems ikely (Gray Kings OTL, 608). 

Amaziah, like his father, fell victim to an assassination 
plot. Our sources record that, although he fled from 
Jerusalem to Lachish in order to escape, he was handed 
over to the conspirators and killed. His body was brought 
up to Jerusalem on a horse, an act of disrespect, where he 
was buried with his ancestors. in the city of David. 

2. The priest at the N, royal sanctuary of Bethel during 
the reign of Jeroboam II (ca. 786-746 B.c.). He attempted 
to expel the prophet Amos from the temple there, forbid- 
ding him to prophesy in the N kingdom and reporting his 
pessimistic oracles, which were weakening the land, to the 
king (Amos 7:10—17). 

3. The son of Hilkiah and father of Hashabiah, a de- 
scendant of Merari son of Levi. 1 Chr 6:31—47 is a text 
which is concerned with presenting the legitimacy of the 
office and descent of the Levitical singers. The appoint- 
ment of temple singers is here traced back to the reign of 
David after he brought the ark to Jerusalem. 

4. Father of Joshah, and a descendant of Simeon men- 
tioned in | Chr 4:34. 
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AMEN [Heb ?amén]. Within the Hebrew Bible, “Amen” 
typically appears at the close of commands, blessings, 
curses, doxologies, and prayers. Fundamentally, it is used 
to confirm what has been said before, by way of response 
(Num 5:22; Deut 27:15-26; 1 Kgs 1:36; Jer 11:5; 28:6; 1 
Chr 16:36; Neh 5:13; 8:6). That it acquired the status of a 
formal response at an early period is shown clearly by Jer 
28:6, where the prophet appears to confirm that Hananiah 
has said, by a conventional usage of “Amen,” and then 
proceeds to contradict it. The majority of usages already 
cited appear in public, often liturgical contexts, so that the 
responsive usage in Psalms comes as no surprise (Pss 
41:13; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48). The last usage is—together 
with | Chr 16:36; Neh 5:13; 8:6—especially instructive, as 
“the people” are explicitly ir structed to say “Amen” (and 
“Hallelujah,” rendered “Praise the Lord” in the RSV). In 
function and formal usage, “:Amen” serves to confirm what 
has gone before, usually—but not exclusively-——in public, 
liturgical contexts of divine praise. The usage of 1 Kgs 
1:36 (cf. also Isa 65:16) establishes the idiomatic, nonli- 
turgical origins of the usage. 

The translation of the word has proved problematic, 
although its function is straightforward. The verbal >mn is 
associated with several meanings in its various forms, from 
“support,” “be faithful” (Qal) through “sure,” “established” 
(Nip‘al), to “stand firm,” “believe” (Hip“l). A meaning such 
as “truly,” “surely,” or “so be it,” seems clear, although 
none of those renderings entirely captures the nuance of 
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the Hebrew. Within the manuscripts of the LXX, there is 
a notable variety of renderings of Heb ?émén. Predomi- 
nantly, “so be it” (genoito) is the preferred rendering (Num 
5:22; Deut 27:15—26; Jer 11:5). But “truly” (aléthés) is also 
possible (Jer 35:6 LXX), and there are several occasions (1 
Chr 16:36; Neh 5:13; 8:6 [the latter two being 2 Esdr 
15:13 and 18:6 in the LXX]) when Heb ?dmén is simply 
transliterated as amén. 1 Esdr 9:47 and Tob 8:8 demon- 
strate that the transliteration had gained some currency in 
the Greek-speaking circles for which the Septuagint was 
intended; the latter passage also shows the propriety of 
“Amen” within private prayer. Just as the development of 
a generic affirmation into a public, often liturgical, re- 
sponse is attested in the Hebrew Bible, the LXX reveals a 
tendency for the word to be used in other religious con- 
texts. Notably, there is even support among some manu- 
scripts of the LXX to close books with a solemn “Amen” 
(Tobit, 3 and 4 Maccabees). 

Generally speaking, the use of “Amen” within the NT is 
predictable, once the evidence of the Hebrew Bible and 
the LXX is taken into account. Pauline habits in this regard 
are representative, as he uses “Amen” to round off bless- 
ings and doxologies (Rom 1:25; 9:5; 11:36; 15:33; Gal 1:5; 
Phil 4:20). He also uses it to confirm his own prayers by 
way of closing his letters, although some of the usages (in 
1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans) are probably scribal 
additions. But in both the range of its usage and the variety 
of its manuscripts, the Pauline corpus stands within the 
precedents of the LXX, although Pauline usage is both 
more frequent and more consistent than is the LXX. Paul 
also gives some hint of the reason for this greater fre- 
quency and consistency when he refers to “Amen” as a 
liturgical response of the church in Corinth (1 Cor 14:16; 
cf. 2 Cor 1:20). 

Pauline usage is also consistent with that of the deutero- 
Pauline corpus, as well as of the Pastorals (Eph 3:21; 1 Tim 
1:17; 6:16; 2 Tim 4:18; Heb 13:21). The ubiquity of 
“Amen” was by no means limited to the Pauline circle, as 
much the same usage can be encountered in | Pet 4:11; 
5:11; Jude 25, and such passages could be augmented by 
means of reference to variant readings. Revelation might 
particularly be noted, however, as evidencing a liturgical, 
responsorial usage in early Christian worship (1:6, 7; 5:14; 
7:12; 19:4; 22:20); indeed, Jesus Christ can here be known 
as “the Amen,” because his witness is sure (3:14). Such a 
development is innovative, but in line with the liturgical 
and christological tendency of the document. 

Curiously, the only oddity of usage within the NT (as 
judged in comparison with the Hebrew Bible and the LXX) 
is attributed to Jesus himself. Instead of a responsive, 
liturgical usage, Jesus presents “Amen” as introductory 
and asseverative, in the form “Amen, I say to you. . .” 
(Matt 5:18 plus 73x in the gospels). The agreement among 
the gospels in respect of this diction becomes all the more 
striking when certain deviations in Luke and John are 
explained. Luke’s relative infrequency is mitigated by his 
use of “truly” (aléthés) and “in truth” (ep? alétheias) as a 
virtual equivalent of ?@mén (4:25; 9:27; 12:44; 21:3). The 
LXX is commonly appealed to by way of precedent for 
Luke’s procedure, and “truly” clearly conveys the sense of 
“Amen,” but the translation is syntactically sensitive. The 
introductory position of ?4mén makes the natural equiva- 
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lent in Greek (genoito) impracticable, with the result that 
Lukan style is at this point scarcely Septuagintal. The 
Johannine doubling Amén amén (John 1:51, etc.) is nor- 
mally said to be liturgical, and in this instance the usage of 
the Hebrew Bible and the LXX does appear to be antece- 
dent. 

The mystery remains: why should an unusual, introduc- 
tory, and asseverative usage be ascribed to Jesus, when the 
normal usage of “Amen,” even within the NT, is respon- 
sive? A straightforward answer to that question was pro- 
vided by Joachim Jeremias, who argued that Jesus himself 
employed well-known language in a radically fresh way, in 
order to assert in advance the authority of his pronounce- 
ments. As is frequently the case in his work, Jeremias 
proceeds by comparing dominical diction with rabbinic 
conventions (Jeremias 1971: 35-36) and concludes that 
deviations of the former from the latter are hallmarks of 
Jesus’ own message. 

Such an approach remains widely represented and par- 
ticularly serves the interests of those who argue that Chris- 
tianity in some sense transcends Judaism. In this particular 
case, Jeremias’ argument has encountered two obstacles. 
First, it has been suggested that there is some precedent, 
prior to Jesus, for introductory “Amen” (Strugnell 1974). 
Indeed, some of the uses within the Hebrew Bible may be 
so described (1 Kgs 1:36; Jer 28:6) and may be among the 
best examples of the usage with its basic meaning. Even in 
such cases, however, although the usage is introductory 
within dialogue, it is in fact responsive to a previously 
established statement. It is the proleptically asseverative 
function of Jesus’ use of “Amen” which makes it appear 
unusual. To that extent, Jeremias’ argument may be justi- 
fied, although it also must be refined somewhat. The 
second challenge of Jeremias’ position is far more radical. 
K. Berger has attacked the consensus that “Amen” is 
essentially a locution of Hebrew-speaking Judaism. He 
urges the view that, on the turf of Hellenistic Judaism, 
Hebrew “Amen” was used with the introductory function 
of @ mén in Greek. This usage, he argues, was taken up 
within Christian communities to mark the faithful trans- 
mission of tradition (Berger 1970: 72, 93, 147, 151, 159- 
63). 

The evidential basis of Berger's case is slender. Chiefly, 
he relies upon the introduction, “Amen, I say to you,” in 
the 7: Ab. 8:7 (Berger 1970: 15). What is crucial for Berger 
is that the introduction precedes a quotation of Gen 22:17, 
which commences with é mén in the LXX. Such evidence 
falls far short of constituting an analogy to the ubiquity of 
asseverative “Amen” in the gospels, but it does at least 
establish that the idiom is meaningful within the context 
of Hellenistic Judaism. In any case, as Berger admits 
(1972: 47-50), the usage in the T. Ab. is certainly not to be 
seen as an antecedent of dominical usage in the gospels. 
Neither the date nor the tradition history of the document 
admits of such a conclusion (Sanders APOT 1: 871-81). 
But Berger successfully explodes any confidence that in- 
troductory “Amen” must be seen as an instance of Semi- 
tism, and he raises the possibility that the idiom is at home 
within Hellenistic, Greek-speaking Judaism. 

A mediating point of view has been articulated by B. D. 
Chilton, on the basis of the Old Syriac gospels and Tar- 
gumic diction (Chilton 1978). The Syriac versions are of 
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interest, in view of the relatively close relationship between 
that language and the Aramaic of Ist-century Palestine. 
Curiously, the Old Syriac gospels simply read ?myn where 
amén appears in the Greek, but there are occasions when 
the term is omitted. That would tend to support Berger’s 
contention, in that it makes “Amen” appear more natural 
in Greek than in Syriac. On the other hand, the Syriac 
versions also suggest that another introductory assevera- 
tion analogous to amén in the Greek gospels survived from 
Aramaic. The locution in question is “in truth” (Syr bqws#’), 
an unusual usage in the Syriac gospels but a common 
expression in Aramaic. It appears, for example, at Gen 
3:1; 17:19; 18:13; 20:12; 42:21 in Targum Ongelos, corre- 
sponding to a variety of introductions in the Hebrew and 
Greek texts; similarly, it occurs at T: Isa. 37:18; 45:14. 15. 
T. Isa. 37:18 is of special interest, because ?mnm (which is 
closely related to “Amen”) is the corresponding term in 
Hebrew, while “in truth” (ep? alétheias) appears in Greek 
(cf. also Gen 18:13; 20:12 LXX). The clear possibility 
emerges that “Amen” in the gospels represents “in truth” 
in the Aramaic tradition of Jesus’ words, as Luke’s presen- 
tation at 4:25; 9:27; 12:44; 21:3 would also suggest. 

Introductory and asseverative “Amen” in the gospels 
may therefore represent dominical usage, but not in the 
direct manner Jeremias suggested. The Aramaic assur- 
ance, “in truth,” was transformed within Hellenistic circles 
steeped in the language of Judaism and became “Amen.” 
That added weight to the authority and liturgical impact 
of Jesus’ sayings, and conveyed the theological conviction 
that the one who spoke was sufficiently credible as to be 
called “the Amen” (Rev 3:14). 
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A. Beginnings: 1900-18 

During the 19th century only a handful of Americans 
were engaged in archaeological research centering on the 
ancient Near East; most notable among them was Edward 
Robinson, explorer-biblical scholar, whose travels in the 
Holy Land signaled a new era in the topographical study 
of that part of the world. It was only at the turn of the 
century that Americans became involved in a concerted 
way; the year 1900 marked the establishment in Jerusalem 
of the American School for Oriental Study and Research, 


186 - I 


shortened later to the American Schools of Oriental Re- 
search; it is even better known today by the acronym 
ASOR. 

Sponsored by three similar professional organizations— 
the American Oriental Society, the Archaeological Insti- 
tute of America, and the Society of Biblical Literature— 
ASOR came into being; but the individual most responsible 
for the establishment of ASOR was J. Henry Thayer, pro- 
fessor of NT at Harvard. As president of the Society of 
Biblical Literature, he advocated strongly that such action 
be taken and worked tireless!y to make it happen. 

According to ASOR’s original constitution, “The main 
object of said School shall be to enable properly qualified 
persons to prosecute Biblical, linguistic, archaeological, 
historical, and other kindred studies and researches under 
more favorable conditions tian can be secured at a dis- 
tance from the Holy Land.” 

In the summer of 1900, Charles C. Torrey of Yale went 
to Jerusalem to set up ASOR’s first overseas institute; he 
also served as its director during that academic year. 
ASOR’s original quarters in Jerusalem consisted of only 
one large room in the Grand New Hotel (today, the New 
Imperial Hotel), in the vicinity of the Jaffa Gate. Torrey’s 
first objective, shared by all his successors, was to build a 
research library for the School. 

From 1900 to the beginning of World War I the School 
was managed by annual directors, who were scholars in 
one or another aspect of Near Eastern studies, including 
the Bible. However, they had no firsthand contact with the 
Near East. Thus, they spent most of their time familiariz- 
ing themselves with the land and visiting historical sites, 
and consequently had little opportunity to develop a co- 
herent academic program for the School. Nonetheless 
their presence during those early years marked an impor- 
tant beginning for the Schocl. 

When David G. Lyon of Harvard was director of the 
School in 1906, he secured permission from the Ottoman 
government to excavate the site of ancient Samaria, situ- 
ated near the modern village of Sebastiyeh. This Harvard- 
sponsored project was the first American dig conducted in 
Palestine. George A. Reisner, prominent Egyptologist, 
played a leading role in this undertaking; at the same time 
he set the standards for archaeological method and re- 
cording in Palestine, thereby influencing all future archae- 
ologists. 

James A. Montgomery of the University of Pennsylvania, 
director of the School immediately before the outbreak of 
World War I, was forced to leave Jerusalem after only three 
months. The activities of the School in Jerusalem were at a 
standstill for the remainder of the war. Montgomery con- 
tinued to exercise great influence on the affairs of the 
School from Philadelphia, eventually being elected ASOR’s 
first president (1921-34). 


B. Between the Wars: 1919-45 

The School in Jerusalem reopened in 1919. That same 
year saw the appearance of the Bulletin of the American 
Schools of Oriental Research (BASOR), today a leading journal 
in the field of Near Eastern archaeology, edited succes- 
sively by Montgomery, William F. Albright, Delbert R. 
Hillers, David N. Freedman, William G. Dever, and Walter 
E. Rast. In 1921 when the American Schools of Oriental 
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Research was legally incorporated, “Schools” was deliber- 
ately pluralized to make room for other institutes that 
might eventually be established in the Near East. 

The most prominent name associated with the Jerusa- 
lem School in the 1920s, as well as with ASOR for the next 
five decades, was William F. Albright, who was director of 
the School from 1920 to 1929, again from 1933 to 1936. 
When he completed his directorship in Jerusalem, Al- 
bright returned to America and became the W. W. Spence 
Professor of Semitic Languages at Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity. 

Under Albright the Jerusalem School became an impor- 
tant research center, as well as a base for archaeological 
excavations. The field trips conducted by Albright have 
become legendary; during such trips the participants col- 
lected artifacts of all kinds, including pottery, and did 
limited surveys of selected sites. Albright brought to bear 
on these trips his extraordinary knowledge of philology, 
geography, pottery, and several other specialties, to the 
great benefit of his traveling companions. 

Albright also conducted excavations, beginning at Tell 
el-Ful (Gibeah) in 1922, Between 1926 and 1932 Albright 
excavated at Tell Beit Mirsim, 12 miles SW of Hebron. 
Classifying the stylistic changes in potsherds at Tell Beit 
Mirsim, Albright constructed a ceramic typology, which 
he correlated with the stratigraphy of the tell. Through a 
combination of stratigraphy and typology, the two basic 
techniques of the archaeologist, Albright established the 
pottery chronology for Palestine. In 1927 and 1934 he 
directed the excavations at Bethel, one of the cities most 
frequently mentioned in the Bible. 

Because many ASOR members had great professional 
interest in ancient Mesopotamia, Baghdad was chosen as 
the site of ASOR’s second overseas institute. George A. 
Barton of the University of Pennsylvania was its first direc- 
tor, and Albert T. Clay of Yale the resident professor. 
Formally inaugurated in 1923, this School was the first 
American research institute in Baghdad. Because it lacked 
its own building, the American consulate provided office 
space for the Baghdad School. By 1925 the Jerusalem 
School was housed in permanent quarters, but the Bagh- 
dad School has never had its own residence. 

Initially the Baghdad School conducted archaeological 
surveys, in addition to detailed study of all the excavated 
sites. Excavations were also undertaken by Americans at 
such well-known sites as Yorghan Tepe (Nuzi), Khorsabad, 
Tepe Gawra, and Tarkhalan. 

Meanwhile the Jerusalem School continued to sponsor 
excavations at such sites as Tell en-Nasbeh (Mizpah), Ger- 
asa (Jerash), Beth-zur, and Beth-shemesh. 

The next long-term director of the School in Jerusalem, 
after Albright, was Nelson Glueck, who served in the 1930s 
and ’40s, a period marked by serious political disturbances. 
While director of the Jerusalem School, Glueck inaugu- 
rated the Newsletter, an informal account of current proj- 
ects; it has become an integral part of ASOR’s publications 
program. 

Glueck was a scholar-explorer in the tradition of Edward 
Robinson. Having learned excavation method and pottery 
chronology from Albright at Tell Beit Mirsim, he was well 
prepared for the monumental explorations he undertook 
in Transjordan and the Negeb; in all, he surveyed more 
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than 1500 sites. Many of his conclusions have withstood 
the test of time, even though more sophisticated methods 
have been developed meanwhile. 

Second only to Albright among the leading ASOR fig- 
ures was G. Ernest Wright of Harvard. Although he was 
more prominent in ASOR after World War II, already in 
1938 he launched the Biblical Archaeologist (BA), ASOR’s 
popular quarterly. Never content to be an ivory-tower 
scholar, Wright was eager to communicate to the interested 
nonspecialist the results of scientific research. It is a special 
tribute to Wright that in 1987 the Biblical Archaeologist 
celebrated its golden jubilee. Subsequent editors, including 
Edward F. Campbell, H. Darrell Lance, David N. Freed- 
man, and Eric M. Meyers, have maintained the high stan- 
dards set by Wright. 


C. A Decade of Development: 1945-55 

In this postwar era archaeology continued to develop as 
a scientific discipline. Individual excavations were over- 
shadowed, however, by the accidental discovery of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls, the most exciting event in the history of 
biblical archaeology. ASOR played its role in the identifi- 
cation and ongoing decipherment of these texts through 
the scholarly efforts of John C. Trever, Millar Burrows, 
William H. Brownlee, Frank M. Cross, and a host of other 
epigraphists, archaeologists, and biblical specialists. 

After the inevitable disruptions caused by World War II 
in both Syria-Palestine and Iraq, the Baghdad School un- 
dertook a new phase of excavations at Nippur, which 
continued for 25 years. Albrecht Goetze of Yale directed 
the Baghdad School after the war and was responsible for 
founding in 1947 the Journal of Cuneiform Studies (JCS), a 
scholarly review of the literature, languages, and cultures 
of ancient Mesopotamia. The Baghdad School also partic- 
ipated in several surface surveys in Iraq, notably those 
under the supervision of Robert McC. Adams of the Uni- 
versity of Chicago. 


D. An Era of Expansion: 1956-67 

The most significant American undertaking of this pe- 
riod was the Shechem excavations in central Palestine, 
under the direction of G. Ernest Wright, who combined 
stratigraphic digging and daily ceramic analysis with a 
detailed recording system. Shechem was the training 
ground for prospective American archaeologists; almost 
every later excavation, including Gezer, Hesi, Shema, La- 
hav, and Idalion (in Cyprus), reflected the influence of the 
Shechem expedition. 

Another prominent ASOR figure was James B. Prit- 
chard, associated with the University Museum of the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania. In this era he excavated three 
important sites: el-Jib (Gibeon), Tell es-Saidiyeh (Zare- 
than), and Sarafand (Zarephath). Joseph A. Callaway of 
the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary excavated at 
et-Tell (biblical Ai) between 1964 and 1972. Apart from its 
merit as an exemplary field project, this dig demonstrated 
that archaeology and the biblical text are sometimes in 
conflict. The lack of artifactual evidence from the Late 
Bronze Age (1550-1200 B.c.) at this site makes it difficult 
to reconcile the traditional date of the “conquest” of Ca- 
naan, as recounted in the book of Joshua, with the archae- 
ological record. 
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One of the most promising American archaeologists of 
this period was Paul Lapp, another long-term director of 
the Jerusalem School, whose career was cut short by a 
drowning accident in 1970. Before the tragedy he had 
already excavated at seven sites, including Araq el-Emuir, 
Taanach, and Bab edh-Dhra. He has been accurately de- 
scribed as “the outstanding Palestinian archaeologist of his 
generation.” 

In 1964, G. Ernest Wright led a small expedition to 
Gezer in Israel but soon turned the project over to his 
students, William G. Dever and H. Darrell Lance. Apply- 
ing what they had learned at Shechem, and at the same 
time introducing some new techniques, the Gezer staff 
fielded a quality dig. Hundreds of American volunteers 
were initiated into archaeology at the Gezer field school; 
several of them have become directors of their own exca- 
vations. 


E. The Modern Period: 1967-85 

In the aftermath of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, ASOR 
established <n institute in Amman to provide for Ameri- 
can archaeology in Jordan. The newly erected interna- 
tional boundaries along the Jordan River prevented the 
Jerusalem School from filling that role, as it had done in 
the past. In response to the political reality, the institutes 
in Jerusalem and Amman.were. separately incorporated; 
the Jerusalern School was renamed appropriately the W. F. 
Albright Institute of Archaeological Research (AJ AR), 
while the Amman School was named the American Center 
of Oriental Research (ACOR). Among the fine directors of 
ACOR, James A. Sauer deserves to be singled out; more 
than any other, he shaped the destiny of this center. As a 
result, ACOR has become a leading research center in 
Jordan. Sauer also led surveys, advised the Department of 
Antiquities, and lectured regularly in the University of 
Jordan. 

ACOR has sponsored several excavations in Jordan; 
among the more significant are the ongoing dig at Bab 
edh-Dhra directed by Walter E. Rast and R. Thomas 
Schaub, as well as the long-term project at Tell Hesban, 
under the d:rection of Siegfried H. Horn, and later Law- 
rence T. Geraty of Andrews University, with Roger S. 
Boraas as chief archaeologist. In conjunction with the 
excavation of this latter site, a regional survey was con- 
ducted. Incorporating new techniques, this project was a 
model of irterdisciplinary research and environmental 
studies. 

Beginning in 1971, William G. Dever became the fourth 
long-term director of the Albright Institute. Building on 
the achievements of his predecessors, he expanded the 
archaeological facilities and the academic program of 
AIAR. His long-term successor, Albert E. Glock, contin- 
ued these programs, and the current director, Seymour 
Gitin, has further developed them. 

In addition to sponsoring traditional excavations relat- 
ing to the Bronze and Iron Ages, both AIAR and ACOR 
are expanding the temporal horizons by digging sites that 
fit in both early (e.g., prehistory) and late (e.g., early 
Judaism, the beginnings of Christianity, and Islam) on the 
archaeological time scale. 

ASOR has also expanded its traditional geographical 
boundaries. Prevented by civil war from digging in Leba- 
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non, ASOR pursued the Phoenicians at two of their prin- 
cipal colonies—Cyprus and Carthage. To facilitate excava- 
tion, ASOR established a ternporary institute at Carthage 
and a permanent one in Nicosia, called the Cyprus Amer- 
ican Archaeological Research Institute (CAARI). Anita 
Walker of the University of Connecticut was its first direc- 
tor, followed by Ian Todd of Brandeis, and Stuart Swiny. 

Because the land of Syria and its cultural heritage are 
central to ASOR’s interests, Damascus would be an ideal 
place to establish a research institute. Few countries in the 
Near East can match the archives at Mari, Ugarit, and Ebla, 
all in Syria. Efforts to have « center in Syria have thus far 
not been successful, but ASOR maintains a cordial relation- 
ship with Syrian archaeologists and has also conducted 
limited excavations and surveys in Syria. 

After World War II archaeological field method, includ- 
ing the techniques of retrieval and recording, improved 
considerably; by 1970 the mnethod became far more so- 
phisticated. The most obvious development is in the com- 
position of the dig staff; today, both natural and social 
scientists are present in the field alongside the archaeolo- 
gists. In the past the primar) concern was with events such 
as warfare and conquest, which constitute political history. 
Today’s objective is to recover every aspect of the ancient 
people’s daily life, including their social organization, eco- 
nomic structure, population expansion, and trade pat- 
terns. Natural and social sci2ntists, especially anthropolo- 
gists, are rendering invaluable assistance to archaeologists 
as they pursue this holistic approach. 

To guarantee that ASOR-sponsored projects meet the 
standards set by the new technology, the Committee on 
Archaeological Policy was instituted to oversee all field 
work. As first chairman of this committee, Edward F. 
Campbell, with the able assistance of Michael D. Coogan, 
played a substantial role in rzising the standards of ASOR’s 
digs. As Campbell’s successor, William G. Dever has con- 
tinued to insist upon professionalism in all aspects of 
ASOR’s archaeological proje::ts. 

On the occasion of ASOR’s 85th birthday in 1985, its 
members rejoiced in the accomplishments of the organi- 
zation; at the same time they were vitally aware of how 
much remains to be done. The achievements are the result 
of innumerable scholars, many of them anonymous (as in 
this article), working together. Only cooperative effort of 
this kind will insure the success of ASOR in the years 
ahead. 


Bibliography 
King, P. J. 1983. American Archaevlogy in the Mideast. Philadelphia. 
Wright, G. E. 1970. The Phenomenon of American Archaeology 
in the Near East. Pp. 3-40 in Near Eastern Archaeology in the 
Twentieth Century, ed. J. A. Sanders. Garden City, NY. 
Puiuip J. Kinc 


AMERICAN VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, EN- 
GLISH (AMERICAN VERSIONS). 


AMI (PERSON) [Heb ami]. A variant form of “Amon” in 
Ezra 2:57, it is therefore alsc the RSV rendering of the Gk 
Allén in 1 Esdr 5:34. For both, see AMON (PERSON). 
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AMITTAI (PERSON) [Heb >dmittay]. According to 2 Kgs 
14:25 and Jonah 1:1, the father of the prophet Jonah. 
Noth (JPN, 162) suggested that the name is a shortened 
form of a nominal sentence using the Hebrew word for 
“truth” or “faithfulness” (?emet). Thus it means literally 
“my truth” or “my faithfulness,” but that presumably 
stands for “God is my truth” or “God is my faithfulness.” 
RICHARD D. WEIS 


AMMAH (PLACE) [Heb ?ammd]. A hill E of Gibeon that 
lies “before Giah on the way of the wilderness of Gibeon” 
(2 Sam 2:24) that descends to the Jordan Valley. On the 
evening of the battle at Gibeon between the men of Israel 
and the servants of David, Joab (David’s captain) and his 
brother Abishai came to this hill at sunset while pursuing 
Abner (Israel’s captain). Abner and his men were fleeing 
toward the Jordan River and the city of Mahanaim. While 
the location of Ammah has not been conclusively identi- 
fied, scholars have speculated about its location. This spec- 
ulation is based on both linguistic analysis and practical 
geographic considerations. The Hebrew word °ammé may 
come from the Akk ammatu, cubit or foundation (Borée 
1930: 35). In Rabbinic Hebrew, however, -ammd can mean 
a canal for water or a sewer (m. Sabb. 3:4; Kil. 3:2). Though 
the LXX transliterates the name of the hill as Amman, both 
Aquila and Theodotian translate the Hebrew word ?ammd 
as hydragégos (a water lead or channel). The Vulgate like- 
wise provides aqua ductus as a translation. Since Giah (Heb 
giah) may indicate a spring (from the verb giah, to burst 
forth), one could conclude that the hill, Ammah, was a hill 
with a water channel related to the water source, Giah. 
The LXX, however, transliterates giah as the proper name 
Gai, a transliteration of the Hebrew word gay’ (valley). 
Aquila and Theodotian translate it as pharaggos (chasm, 
ravine, or gully), and the Vulgate translates it as vallis 
(valley). This has led investigators to conclude that Giah is 
a valley and that Ammah stands at its side (EncMigr 2: 
419). Press (1951: 158) identified this valley as Sahel Geba, 
which is E of Gibeon and lies S of Wadi Suweinit, which 
separates Geba (modern Jeba‘, M.R. 175140) from Mich- 
mash (modern Mukhmas, M.R. 176142). See also GEBA. 
Along the side of the valley there is a cave called Heb 
ma‘drat >| gdyd. According to Press, the earlier name of the 
valley continues in the name of this cave. It is true that 
Sahel Geba lies along a possible route that Abner may have 
taken to reach the Jordan Valley, but in order to accept it 
as an accurate identification one must assume that the 
common word for valley, gay’, was replaced, in the text, by 
the rare form giah. Scholars have, therefore, not agreed 
upon a place identification for Ammah. It is accepted that 
Ammah lies somewhere E of Gibeon on what the text calls 
“the way to the wilderness of Gibeon.” Aharoni (LBHG, 
60) identified “the way to the wilderness of Gibeon” as a 
branch of the “way of the wilderness” that ran more or less 
along the traditional boundaries between Benjamin and 
the House of Joseph (Josh 16:1—2; 18:12—13). 
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AMMAN (M.R. 238151). The capital city of the modern 
Hashemite kingdom of Jordan, situated in the Transjordan 
tableland E of the Jordan Rift Valley. Archaeological ex- 
plorations in the environs of the city have revealed evi- 
dence of its character in biblical times. In OT times the 
city was known as “Rabbah of the Ammonites,” while 
through the Hellenistic-Roman period it was known by the 
name “Philadelphia.” Modern Amman thus overlies the 
classical Philadelphia, which in turn overlies OT Rabbah 
of the Ammonites. Indeed, the springs that still provide 
water to Amman have made this place a site of habitation 
since Paleolithic times. 


A. Description 

During the last few decades, the city has grown out of 
all proportion, and an important part of downtown Am- 
man has been built on the major ruins of the Roman city 
in an area less than 2 sq. km. Its well-preserved buildings 
and striking features of its Roman town plan show the 
various aspects of Roman art and engineering. 

The old city consists of an upper and a lower section. 
See Fig. AMM.01. The former is built on a prominent hill 
and constitutes the acropolis (now the Citadel) of the city. 
This hill is a strategic natural L-shaped oblong plateau 
overlooking the forum area in the lower section to the S. It 
consists of two rectangles of unequal dimensions. Steep 
wadis surround the acropolis on all sides except on the N, 
where the acropolis was separated from the rest of the hill 
by an artificial depression. The acropolis area itself rises 
from E to W in three terraces. From very early times this 
hill had been a fortress of great importance. The lower 
city is associated with the wadi bed below and to the S of 
the acropolis; the Seil Amman divides this lower area into 
two long narrow strips of land. In Roman times, streets, 
public buildings, and a forum were built along this wadi 
bed. 


B. The Ammonite Period 

The Iron Age, or Ammonite period, is well represented 
throughout the city of Amman. These remains attest the 
Ammonite capital city of Rabbah, where David sent Uriah 
the Hittite, husband of Bathsheba, to die in battle (2 Sam 
11:14-21). On the Citadel, building remains and artifacts 
were located on the upper and lower terraces. An early 
9th-century Ammonite inscription in Aramaic was discov- 
ered outside the walls of the Citadel and is believed to have 
been a royal record of a magnificent building scheme 
which was undertaken at Rabbath Ammon (i.e., Amman). 
It is one of the most important stone inscriptions yet found 
in the area from a linguistic and paleographic view. Some 
scholars see in it a closer relationship between Ammonite 
and Hebrew than between Moabite and Hebrew prose in 
the 9th century B.c. (BASOR 193: 2f.; BASOR 198: 38f.). 
Another Ammonite inscription was found on a small 
bronze bottle discovered at Tell Siran near Amman. The 
inscription speaks of vineyards, gardens, and cisterns 
which belong to the time of two Amminadabs, kings of the 
Ammonites in the 7th century B.c. (ADAJ 18: 5; BASOR 
212: 14; Berytus 22: 115f.; BA 37: 13f.). 

Many Iron Age tombs discovered in the vicinity of 
Amman contained a good range of pottery objects, anthro- 
poid coffins, figurines, various seals, jewelry, and mirrors 
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AMM.01. Town clan of Philadelphia (modern Amman)—Roman period. 


(QDAP 11: 81; ADAJ 11: 41f.; ADAJ 20: 57f.; ADA/ 16: 
91f.; AUSS “: 179f.). Ammonite pottery, as all Iron Age 
pottery of F Jordan, shows a highly developed industry. 
Much of this pottery is covered with red or brown slip, 
highly polished, and often decorated with bands of dark 
brown paint and sometimes with bands of white paint 
between them (AJA 36: 295f.; QDAP 11: 67£.; QDAP 13: 
92f.; QDAP 14: 44f.; APEF 48f.). In plastic art, the Am- 
monites show an advanced stage in this field. Historically 
important are a group of clay figurines which represent a 
horse-and-rider type and a small statue in limestone bear- 
ing the inscription in Aramaic, “Yarah‘azar, chief of the 
horse,” which indicate the existence of Ammonite cavalry 
apparently raodeled on Assyrian cavalry (QDAP 11: 67f.; 
ADA] |: 34f.). 


C. The Classical Period 

In the Hellenistic period the city was renamed Philadel- 
phia to honor Ptolemy II Philadelphos, the Hellenistic 
ruler of Egypt (285-247 z.c.). In 218 B.c. it was captured 
by Antiochus III the Great, the Hellenistic ruler of Syria. 
For about a century before the Roman conquest of the 
Near East, Amman belonged to the Nabataeans. When 
Pompey conquered Syria and Palestine (ca. 63 B.c.), Phila- 
delphia became the southernmost member of the Deca- 
polis. In 106 a.p., it became a city in the Roman province 
of Arabia. Situated on the magnificent Via Nova Traiana 
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which joined Bosra with the Red Sea, Philadelphia enjoyed 
a long period of prosperity curing the 2d century A.D. 

1. The Acropolis. On the acropolis close to the S wall 
was built a temple dedicated to Hercules. See Fig. 
AMM.02. Only part of its podium and the column bases 
of the pronaos remain in sit. Apparently the temple was 
prostyle tetrastyle with one column on either side of the 
portico. The antae, which were made of half columns, 
terminate in rectangular pilasters set at the angles of the 
cella wall. The podium on which the temple was erected 1s 
a rectangle 8m X 19m. A fragmentary inscription discov- 
ered in the debris around the temple indicates that it was 
built during the reign of Marcus Aurelius (169—80 a.p.). 
Partial excavation near the temple shows that it was built 
on the site of a sacred rock which, as shown by pottery 
finds, has quite a long history, beginning in the EB Age 
(ca. 3000 B.c.). 

Recognizing its strategic value for the region of Amman, 
the Romans rebuilt the ancient fortress on the acropolis 
and surrounded it with massive walls which rank among 
the finest of ancient fortifications. These walls consist of 
lower courses which incline inward in steps of heavy, well- 
jointed, rusticated stoneworl. with drafted edges overlaid 
by a wall of smooth square stones of excellent quality. 

2. The Lower City. Along the N bank of the Seti Amman 
ran the colonnaded street and on the E end was a monu- 
mental gateway. Another monumental gateway apparently 


I+ 191 


AMM.02. Area plan of acropolis at Philadelphia. (Redrawn from ADAJ 22: 21, fig. 


led up to the temple on the hill. South of the Sei were 
situated the forum, the theater, the odeon, and the nym- 
phaeum. See Fig. AMM.O1. 

The forum is bordered by porticos on three sides and 
closed on the N by the bend in the Sei and the colonnaded 
street beyond. The forum and porticos constitute an irreg- 
ular ensemble in the form of a trapezoid rather than a 
rectangle. Including the colonnades, the forum measures 
100m on the S side, 48m on the W, and 50m on the E side. 
See Fig. AMM. 03. The total area of the forum is approx- 
imately 7620 sq. m. Thus, the forum at Amman ranks 
among the largest of Roman imperial fora. 

The theater is located against a natural recess at the foot 
of a rocky hill to the S of the forum. The cavea was 
apparently at least partially hollowed from the hillside and 
the artificial portions were built upon masses of stonework 
and barrel vaults. The theater is semicircular in plan with 
three horizontal divisions of seats. The external diameter 
of the auditorium is 85m and its internal diameter is 40m. 
The height of the theater from the ground in front to the 
top of the back wall is about 25m. Numismatic evidence 
indicates that the theater was built in the middle of the 2d 
century A.D. 
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The odeon is semicircular in plan with a stage building 
that is connected with an outer wall by a barrel-vaulted 
passage with a corner tower at each end. The cavea is 
oriented to the W and is built up entirely from ground 
level of well-dressed blocks of limestone sometimes bossed 
and drafted especially in the interior sections. The exter- 
nal diameter of the cavea is 38m and its internal diameter 
is 22m. Stratigraphic as well as stylistic evidence indicates 
that the odeon was built in the first quarter of the 2d 
century A.D. 

The nymphaeum, which lies farther SW, is very close to 
the point where a small branch of the Seil Amman flowing 
from N to S empties into the main stream. Unfortunately, 
it is presently impossible to determine the actual extent 
and complexity of the building, since today the area is 
jammed with modern structures which have sadly en- 
croached upon the ancient remains. The dimensions and 
architectural elements of the existing S wall indicate that 
the building was truly monumental. This wail is built in 
the form of a half octagon with three large apsidal reces- 
sions, each flanked by small niches. The center apse mea- 
sures 8.5m in width and each of the side apses is 5.5m 
wide. The width of each of the small niches is 1.25m. The 
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AMM.03. Area plan of Roman Forum, Theater, and Odeon at Philadelphia (Courtesy of A. Hadidi.) 


order of the colonnade which originally ran parallel to the 
four sides 0° the wall was Corinthian. The nymphaeum 
was built in the 2d century a.p. 
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ADNAN HapipI 


AMMIDIANS [Gk Ammidioi]. A family returning from 
exile in Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:20). Although 
1 Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled from 
Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear among 
their lists of returning exiles. Omissions like this also raise 
questions about | Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 
Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating 
events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt 
on the historicity of the text. Heltzer (1977: 64-65) has 
argued that the name of this family’s progenitor was Heb 
“mdyh. (See also Myers 1—2 Esdras AB.) 
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AMMIEL (PERSON) [Heb SammPél]. Var. ELIAM. The 
name Ammiel is a compound of the Hebrew words ‘am 
(“people, relatives”) and ei (“God”), thus signifying “My 
kinsman (relative?) is God.” The name was given to four 
different OT individuals. 

1. A son of GEMALLI, Ammiel represented the tribe 
of Dan among the twelve men Moses sent to spy out the 
land of Canaan (Num 13:12). Though not the head of the 
tribe of Dan (cf. 7:66), he was one of its leading members 
(13:2, 3) and was no doubt sc lected because of his suitabil- 
ity for the mission to be carried out. 

2. The father of MACHIR, who hid MEPHIBOSH- 
ETH, the son of Jonathan, from David in his house at Lo- 
debar (2 Sam 9:4, 5), located east of the Jordan River 
somewhere near Mahanaim. The people in this exposed 
region, in constant peril of raids from the E and the N, 
appear to have been suppor ive of strong central govern- 
ments which could provide protection and, therefore, 
were opposed to insurrections such as those of David and 
later Absalom. Thus Ammiel and his family were strong 
supporters of Saul and his son Ishbosheth, who set up his 
throne at Mahanaim. Machi: became loyal to David after 
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Ishbosheth’s death, possibly because of his kindness to- 
ward Mephibosheth, and is listed as one of the three 
individuals who brought provisions to David in exile at 
Mahanaim during Absalom’s rebellion (17:27). The fact 
that Ammiel is mentioned in 2 Samuel 17 is a clue that 
Machir’s considerable wealth may have been inherited. 
Mauchline (Samuel NCBC, 243), infers that the family 
belonged to the tribe of Manasseh. 

3. The father of BATHSHUA (a phonetic variation of 
BATHSHEBA), one of David’s wives, and thus the grand- 
father of Solomon (1 Chr 3:5). In a parallel text, 2 Sam 
11:3, the two parts of his name are transposed into Eliam, 
which means “My God is a kinsman.” McCarter (2 Samuel 
AB, 285) proposes that the mention of a married woman’s 
father implies that Ammiel/Eliam (see ELIAM) was an 
important man. It is an unlikely possibility that the father 
of Bathshua and the father of Machir were the same 
person, which could explain Machir’s change of heart 
toward David. If that is true, and Hertzberg (Samuel OTL, 
309-10) is also correct that Ammiel/Eliam was the son of 
Ahithophel mentioned in 2 Sam 23:34, it would help 
explain some of the intrigues in David’s court. For further 
discussion, see Smith Samuel ICC. 

4. The sixth son of OBED-EDOM, a Levite, one of the 
doorkeepers who took care of the S gate of the temple 
complex and who also were in charge of the storehouse (1 
Chr 26:5, 15). This appointment was made toward the end 
of David's lifetime (1 Chr 23:1). 

JON PAULIEN 


AMMIHUD (PERSON) {Heb ‘Sammihtid; ‘ammihir]. Five 
individuals mentioned in the Hebrew Bible bear this name. 
Ammihud is a theophoric name, comprised of the kinship 
term ‘am (kinsman) representing the divine, and the root 
hwd, “glory, exaltation,” and may be translated as “The 
divine is exalted” (EncMigr 6: 287). An alternate transla- 
tion is “My kinsman is splendor” (IDB 1: 107). The name 
is similar in form and meaning to the names Abihud and 
Ahihud. Note that, in the Targum to 2 Sam 13:37, Ammi- 
hud appears instead of the MT Ammihur, and the LXX 
of Num 34:28 translates the entire gentilic benamioud (Heb 
ben-‘ammihitid). 

1. The father of Elishama, who was one of the leaders 
(Heb nés?im) of the tribe of Ephraim during the journey 
through the Sinai wilderness (Num 1:10; 2:18; 7:48, 53; 
10:22). According to 1 Chr 7:26, Ammihud was the great- 
grandfather of Joshua. 

2. The father of Samuel, who was one of the leaders of 
the tribe of Simeon at the time of the allotment of the land 
of Canaan to the Israelites (Num 34:20). 

3. The father of Pedahel, who was one of the leaders of 
the tribe of Naphtali at the time of the distribution of the 
land of Canaan to the Israelites (Num 34:28). 

4. In 2 Sam 13:37, the MT is written Sammihir, but read 
‘ammihid. This person was the father of Talmai, the king 
of Gesher, uncle of Absalom. The latter had fled to Talmai 
after murdering Amnon, the half-brother of Absalom, 
and resided with him for three years. 

5. The son of Omri, from the clan of Perez, who was 
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the son of Judah and the father of Uthai. This Uthai was 
the head of the clan listed among the first postexilic settlers 
of Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:4). 

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ 


AMMINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ‘amminddab]. The 
name of four individuals in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. A Judean, a descendant of Perez and ancestor of 
David through Boaz (1 Chr 2:10; Ruth 4:19-20). He was 
the father of Nahshon, a prominent figure in the tribe of 
Judah (Num 1:7; 2:3; 7:12, 17; 10:14), and Elisheba, the 
wife of Aaron (Exod 6:23). He is also mentioned in the 
genealogy of Jesus (Matt 1:4; Luke 3:33; Gk Aminadab). 

2. A son of Kohath and father of Korah (1 Chr 6:7— 
Eng 6:22). Amminadab is not found in other lists of the 
sons of Kohath; in these other texts Izhar is found instead 
of Amminadab, and Korah is the son of Izhar (Exod 6:18, 
21; cf. 1 Chr 5:28, 6:3—Eng 6:2, 18; Num 3:19). LXX4L 
have Izhar in 1 Chr 6:7—Eng 6:22, though this reading 
more probably developed as a correction. Williamson (J 
and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 71) and Rudolph (Chronikbiicher 
HAT, 54) both provide detailed and somewhat ingenious 
explanations of how this difficulty may have arisen. Within 
the context of 1 Chr 6:7-18—Eng 6:22-33 the Chronicler 
appears to be concerned with the lineage of Samuel the 
prophet (1 Chr 6:13, 18—Eng 6:28, 33), to whom he 
assigns Levitical ancestry (1 Sam 1:1). This reflects the 
Chronicler’s pervasive interest in the prophetic function 
of the Levitical musicians (1 Chr 25:1-8; 2 Chr 20:14; 
29:25; 34:30; 35:15). 

3. A descendant of Kohath, leader of a family in the 
clan of Uzziel, who takes part in the transfer of the ark 
from the House of Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:10- 
11). 

4. The father of Esther according to the LXX of Esth 
2:15; 9:29. MT identifies her father as Abihail. 

RAYMOND B. DILLARD 


AMMISHADDAI (PERSON) [Heb ‘ammisadday]. The 
father of Ahiezer, who was a captain of Dan during the 
wilderness journey (Num 1:12; 2:25; 7:66, 71; 10:25). The 
name occurs only as a patronym of Ahiezer. Rather than 
the late, artificial “people of the Almighty,” his name 
means “my kinsman is Shaddai,” the theophoric element 
(Heb sadda@y) being common in the ancient Near East (see 
Fowler 1988: 53-54, 251). 
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AMMIZABAD (PERSON) [Heb ‘ammizabad]. The son 
of Benaiah son of Jehoiada, commander of David’s corps 
of champions. 

The name itself is constructed from the theophoric 
element Sammi, literally “the father’s brother,” or “uncle,” 
and the verb, zabdd, “to give (as a gift).” Here Sammi is a 


AMMIZABAD 


familial particle used to refer to the family, clan, or tribal 
deity (cf. JPN 15, n.2; 47, 66—79, esp. 77). 

Ammizabad is recorded in the Chronicles as having 
commanded Benaiah’s division of the monthly levies of 
24,000 troops (1 Chr 27:6), possibly while Benaiah was 
commander of David’s champions, although this list is of 
dubious historical value (see DAVID’S CHAMPIONS; see 
also BENALAH). The Heb has “his [Benaiah’s] division was 
Ammizabad his son.” 

D. G. SCHLEY 


AMMON (PERSON) [Heb ‘ammén]. AMMONITE. The 
son of Abraham’s nephew Lot, who was the product of an 
incestuous union between Lot and one of his daughters 
(Gen 19:36--38). As such, Ammon serves as the epony- 
mous ancestor of the Ammonites, a Transjordanian people 
whose kingclom the Israelites encountered in their exodus 
march to the Promised Land (Num 21: 24—35; Deut 2:16— 
37). Later David waged war against the Ammonites (2 
Samuel 11-12). 

The history of Ammon is known from written sources 
only from the 8th century B.c., when it is mentioned in 
the Neo-Assyrian annals. The historical value of the bibli- 
cal references to the Ammonite kingdom is hard to evalu- 
ate because of the partly legendary character of the 
sources rela:ing to the Exodus and the relatively late date 
of the final redaction of the unit. Most recent research 
tends, in fact, to lower the date of the biblical redaction to 
almost the same period as the Neo-Assyrian annals. There- 
fore, nothing is scientifically certain about Ammon and 
the Ammonites before the 8th century. The Ammonites 
are not mentioned in Egyptian historical writings. 

Happily, archaeology provides abundant proof of the 
existence of the Ammonites before the 8th century. The 
site of the capital, Rabbath-Ammon, was occupied from 
the EB Age, and became a powerful city-state in the MB II 
period (i8th century B.c.). It is known that a decrease in 
population marks the LB Age (16th—13th centuries). Some 
traces testifv to a new occupation in the Early Iron Age 
(but it is unlikely that Iron Age Rabbath-Ammon had a 
rampart before the 10th century). The region around 
Rabbath-Ammon also shows signs of occupation in the 
Early Iron Age; the transition from LB to Early Iron Age 
passed peacefully there. Archaeology can no longer cite as 
evidence the monuments popularly called the “Ammonite 
towers” in dating the occupation. These watchtowers of the 
region were used in successive periods from the 8th cen- 
tury B.c. and their foundation is spread over different 
periods. 


A. The Biblical Traditions 

The historical origin of the Ammonites is not specified 
in the OT; they were already present in Transjordan when 
the Hebrews arrived. A popular tradition derives the name 
from the incest of Lot (Gen 19:36—-38); the Ammonites 
would thus be “Arameans” in the OT sense. It is possible 
that in another biblical tradition the Ammonites are con- 
sidered “Amorites,” as are their immediate neighbors, the 
Moabites (seen as a brother in Gen 19:36). But the OT 
designation “Amorites” does not have the precision fre- 
quently given it by modern historians. Nothing proves that 
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the Ammonites were the fruit of an invasion, Aramean or 
Amorite, or that they must have settled down (Pitard 1987: 
87). The archaeology of the capital city shows a continu- 
ous, if irregular, occupation. We still do not know precisely 
who the Bronze Age Ammonites were. Most probably, they 
were simply the native people of the country. 

1. The Accounts of the Conquest. There is no biblical 
reference to the conquest of an Ammonite kingdom. Mo- 
ses and his forces go around the region of Amman. Ac- 
cording to the schema of Num 21:24~—35, the Hebrews 
subdue the Amorite kingdom of Heshbon, then the town 
of Jazer, and finally, after a detour, that of Edrei in 
Bashan. In Deut 2:19 and 37, there is recounted an 
explicit order of God not to attack Ammon. The territories 
around Ammon are therefore divided between the tribes 
of Reuben, Gad, and the half-tribe of Manasseh. Gad is 
the closest to Ammon, with Jazer as its nearest neighboring 
city. This territory is the nucleus of Gilead, a geographic 
name which will have greater territorial expansion over 
the ages. It will extend N as far as the Yarmuk, country of 
Machir-Manasseh (cf. Num 32:39). However, it should be 
noted that Num 32:34—38 iraplies that Gad had a territory 
sO vast as to encompass Keuben and approach Moab. 
These Hebrew neighbors »f Ammon fought with one 
another and with Moab. They weakened with time (as Gad 
absorbed Reuben, and then it was absorbed by the Ara- 
means of Damascus). 

From the biblical schema of the conquest it is difficult to 
ascertain what historical factors can account for the fact 
that the “Amorite” kingdom of Sihon was fought and 
conquered (Num 21:21-31) while the kingdom of Ammon 
was not. Furthermore, there is no formal mention of the 
“kingdom” of Ammon in the accounts of the conquest. It 
is possible that, at the period in which these accounts are 
set, Ammon was only a mediocre political entity. But 
Ammon had been urbanized centuries before the time 
proposed for the arrival of the Hebrews. It certainly had a 
local “kingdom.” More probably, the silence concerning 
Ammon reflects the period when these accounts were 
written, and a later political situation of the Aramean 
period, when no one could possibly imagine the Hebrews 
conquering such a powerful kingdom. 

2. The Period of the Judges. Ammon is mentioned in 
connection with Israel’s conflicts in the period of the 
Judges. The first incident is minor, connected with the 
struggle between the Benjaminites and Moab. In Judg 
3:13, it is mentioned that the Moabite king, Eglon, was 
allied with the Ammonites; but these latter play no part in 
the rest of the account. Judg 11:4, 12-33 refers to Gilead- 
ite resistance (led by Jephthah) against the Ammonites. 
Here for the first time there is reference to an unnamed 
“king” of the Ammonites. But the account of Jephthah vv 
15-26 is untrustworthy: Amimon and Moab are confused, 
and the Moabite god, Chemosh, is attributed to the Am- 
monites. 

3. The Period of Saul and David. The Ammonite king, 
Nahash, besieged Jabesh of Gilead, which was rescued by 
Saul in | Sam 11:1-11. Nahash was succeeded by his son 
Hanun, a contemporary of David. The conquest of the 
Ammonite capital, Rabbath-Ammon, by David (2 Samuel 
10-12) marks the true entry of the Ammonites into his- 
tory. At the time of the revolt of Absalom, “Shobi, son of 
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Nahash, from Rabbah of the Ammonites” came to bring 
material aid to David, although he did not offer military 
assistance (2 Sam 17:27). This Shobi, if he really was the 
son of the king Nahash, would then be the brother of 
Hanun. He may have been enthroned by David in place of 
Hanun after the conquest of Rabbath-Ammon. 

The OT has nothing more to say about the Ammonites 
during the time of David. Probably their history was inde- 
pendent of that of the Hebrews after the death of Solo- 
mon. The only significant point of contact is the mention 
of family links between Hebrews and Ammonites. Solomon 
had Ammonites among his foreign wives (1 Kgs 11:1). 
Naamah, mother of King Rehoboam, was an Ammonite. 

4. The Preexilic Period. In the 9th century, during the 
reign of Jehoshaphat, Ammon, Moab, and Edom united in 
order to attack Judah; they were unsuccessful, probably 
because of dissension among the allies (2 Chr 20:1, 10, 
22-23). A similar coalition took place during the reign of 
Jehoiakim, at the end of the 7th and beginning of the 6th 
centuries (2 Kgs 24:2). Before this, however, Uzziah of 
Judah and his son Jotham received tribute from Ammon 
in the 8th century (2 Chr 26:8; 27:5). Just before the fall 
of Jerusalem, there was an attempt to form an alliance 
between Judah and her neighbors, including the Ammon- 
ites (Jer 27:3). But this alliance was preceded by an attack 
by the “Chaldeans, Arameans, Moabites, and Ammonites” 
against Judah about 601 B.c. (2 Kgs 24:2). Ezek 21:25, 33 
suggests that Nebuchadnezzar attacked Ammon. 

5. Exilic and Postexilic Periods. After the destruction 
of Jerusalem, the assassin of Gedaliah took refuge with the 
Ammonites (Jer 41:10, 15). In the time of Nehemiah the 
Ammonites opposed the rebuilding of Jerusalem (Neh 
4:1-2). The Ammonites are cited as adversaries one last 
time in the Maccabean wars (1 Macc 5:6-7). 

6. The Prophetic Literature. Special mention must be 
made of the references to Ammon in the prophetic ora- 
cles. These are often outside the context of precise biblical 
chronology and belong to a stereotyped literary genre, 
where Ammon is found as the traditional enemy of Israel, 
generally associated with Moab and Edom. This is the case 
in Amos 1:13—15; Isa 11:14; Jer 9:25; 25:21; 49:1-6; Ezek 
25:1-5; Dan 11:41; and Zeph 2:8-9. Other texts, which 
are not oracles, make the same association, e.g., Jer 27:3. 

Apart from this prophetic literature, allusions to Am- 
mon are found in Ps 83:7—9; Ezra 9:1; Neh 13:23; Jdt 5:2; 
7:17-18. These are clearly late, and the precise historical 
context is difficult to determine. 


B. The Extrabiblical Evidence 

The evidence of biblical historiography must be com- 
pared with the extrabiblical historical evidence. The earli- 
est document is Neo-Assyrian and dates from the time of 
Tiglath-pileser III. The author states that toward 733 B.c. 
the king Shanib (or Shanip) of Bit-Ammon paid tribute 
(ANET, 282a). The campaign of Tiglath-pileser probably 
had serious consequences, destabilizing the whole region 
(Oded 1970: 177) and leaving a relative vacuum which 
enabled incursions by desert nomads. 

A letter from Nimrud mentions the tribute of the “sons 
of Ammon” under an Assyrian king who reigned between 
Tiglath-Pileser and Sargon II (Saggs 1955: 135, text XVI, 
line 35). The king Shanib was the grandfather of a certain 
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Yarih-Ezer (who was probably not king), who is quoted in 
the inscription of a statue discovered at Amman in 1949, 
In 701 s.c. Sennacherib mentions a king of Ammon, 
Pudu-Ilu, or Buduili (ANET, 287b) who was still reigning 
at the time of Esarhaddon, about 677 (Borger 1956: 60, 
line 62). Assurbanipal mentions Pudu-Ilu’s successor Am- 
minadab, who about 667 paid tribute to the Assyrians 
(ANET, 294a). The names of these three kings are con- 
firmed by local epigraphic documents, in particular the 
seals of their ministers (Bordreuil 1986: 134, 137). Among 
these documents may be noted the Tell Siran bottle (Zay- 
adine and Thompson 1973: 135), which ennumerates 
“Amminadab, king of the Ammonites, son of Hissal-El, 
king of the Ammonites, son of Amminadab, king of the 
Ammonites.” Thus we discover that Amminadab I was 
succeeded by Hissal-El, who in turn was succeeded by 
Amminadab II, taking us down to about 600—590 B.c. 
Toward 587, the king Baalis (Jer 40:14) is attested by a seal 
of Tell Umeiri, which names him “Baal-Yasha” (Herr 1985: 
170). This is the last Ammonite king whose name has been 
preserved. Josephus (Ant 10.181—82) states that Nebuchad- 
nezzar defeated the Ammonites and the Moabites in 582-— 
581 B.c. This marked the end of the Ammonites as a 
political force. 


The Ammonite Kings 
Nahash (ca. 1030-1000) 1 Sam 11:1-12; 12:12; 


2 Sam 10:2 
Hanun son of Nahash 2 Sam 10:1—4; 1 Chr 
19:2-6 
Shobi son of Nahash 2 Sam 17:27 


Shanib (ca. 733) ANET, 282 (Tiglath- 


pileser III) 


Zakur son of Shanib Ammonite Statue 
J.1656 

Yarih-Ezer (?) Ammonite Statue 
J.1656 


Pudu-Ilu/Buduili (ca. 701-677) Borger 1956: 60 


(Sennacherib and 
Esarhaddon) 


ANET, 294 
(Assurbanipal) 


Tell Siran bottle 
Tell Siran bottle 


Jer 40:14; bulla of Tell 
“Umeiri 


‘Amminadab I (ca. 667) 


Hissal-El, son of Amminiadab 
‘Amminadab II, son of Hissal-E] 
Ba‘alis/Baal- Yasha (ca. 587) 


Under the Persian Empire, Ammon was a district of the 
fifth satrapy, “Beyond-the-River,” under the authority of 
a peha or Governor. In Neh 2:9-10, Tobiah, “the Ammon- 
ite servant” (‘bd), appears at the side of Sanballat the 
Horonite of Samaria and Geshem the Arab (Neh 2:19) to 
oppose the rebuilding of the walls and temple of Jerusa- 
lem. He was therefore a functionary of the king, as sug- 
gested by Neh 2:19. 

In the Hellenistic period, the capital of the Ammonites 
kept the name of Rabbatamana, as attested by Polybius 
Histories V.71, who mentions it in connection with the siege 
of Antiochus III in 218 B.c. The Seleucid king conquered 
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the city by gaining control of the water-supply system of 
the acropolis (the cistern and access tunnel to the N). 
Under Ptolemy Philadelphus II, about 250 B.c., the name 
of the city was changed to Philadelphia, in honor of the 
king’s sister-wife Arsinoe Philadelphia. Nevertheless the 
Zenon papyrus, PSI 616, mentions Rabbatamana, and the 
papyrus PC 59009, which dates from April to May 259 
B.c., is signed at Birtha of Ammanitis. In fact, in this 
document the cleruchies of Tobias appear. 

In the Hasmonean period, the Bible suggests that Judas 
Maccabeus subdued the region W of Amman (..e., the city 
of Jazer and its dependent towns) in 163 B.c., after defeat- 
ing a certain. Timothy, chief of the Ammonites (1 Macc. 
5:6~7). This W section was called Peraea. There is very 
little information concerning its late history up to the 
Roman conquest. 
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JEAN-MICHEL DE TARRAGON 
Trans. Gerard J. Norton 


AMMON (PLACE) [Heb “ammén]. See RABBAH (AM- 
MON). 


AMMONITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (IN- 
TRODUCTORY SURVEY). 


AMNON (PERSON) [Heb ?amnén]. 1. Firstborn son of 
David. His mother was Ahiroam of Jezreel (2 Sam 3:2; 2 
Chr 3:1), whom David had taken as a wife at the same time 
as Abigail (1 Sam 25:42-43). He was one of six sons born 
to David at Hebron by six different wives. 

Amnon otherwise is known only for an episode re- 
counted in 2 Samuel 13, where he raped his half-sister 
Tamar. He is lovesick over his beautiful sister and is en- 
couraged by a cousin, Jonadab, to gain access to her via a 
trick (2 Sam 13:1—5). When he does so, he first attempts 
to persuade her to lie with him, but she refuses to do so 
without their father’s sanction (vv 6—13). He then forcibly 
rapes her and disgustedly casts her away (vv 14-19). Their 
brother Absalom hears of this and plots revenge, which is 
not accomplished for two years, when Amnon is killed, 
ironically, by a ruse on Absalom’s part (vv 20-29). 

The story is a masterpiece of drama, suspense, and 
irony. It is the first of several stories of David’s troubles 
with his children following his own sin in 2 Sam 11-12, 
and it echoes that story (Fokkelmann 1981: 124-25; Gunn 
1978: 98-100). Both David and Amnon, for example, see 
and desire a beautiful woman and conspire to get her. 
David attempts to cover his sin by a murder; Amnon 
ironically, David’s son, is himself murdered. 

Within the Amnon story the literary and dramatic cli- 
max is reached with the actual rape, in v 14 (Ridout 1974: 
80-84; Fokkelmann 1981: 99-114). The climax is ap- 
proached with a drawn-out, suspense-building account of 
the scene and the dialogue in Amnon’s bedroom (vv 8— 
13). The shift from love (or lust) to hate and disgust after 
the rape is sudden, forceful. and dramatic (vv 15-17; cf. 
22). Amnon’s death is related in a matter-of-fact way (v 
29), highlighting the emerging status of Absalom. 

2. Ason of Shimon, in the genealogy of descendants of 
Judah (2 Chr 4:20). Nothing further is known of father or 
son. 
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AMOK (PERSON) [Heb ‘amégq]. A priest mentioned in 
the list of Israelites who returned from exile to Jerusalem 
in the days of Zerubbabel (Neh 12:7). His name, along 
with some 14 others, is lacking in the major LXX manu- 
scripts, but this probably represents a secondary scribal 
omission. Later in the same chapter (v 20), Amok is again 
part of a list in the MT, this time cited as the father of 
Eber, the head of a priestly family. Once again, many 
manuscripts of the LXX omit his name (as well as many of 
the other names of priestly households). As Myers (Ezra- 
Nehemiah AB, Ixvi) has pointed out, such omissions in the 
Greek characterize quite a number of the lists of Nehe- 
miah (especially in Codex Vaticanus); the majority of these 
omissions cannot simply be explained as mechanical errors 
such as homoioteleuton or homoioarkton. 

Although the Heb ‘aéméq appears only twice in the MT 
as a proper name (both instances having already been 
noted), the essentially identical term ‘améq appears some 
17 times as an adjective meaning “deep” or “unfathom- 
able.” R. A. Bowman (/B 3: 785) is probably correct in 
translating the priestly name Amok as metaphorical, “in- 
scrutable” or “wise” (cf. also the Akkadian parallels which 
he cites). Very possibly the full priestly name was Amokiah 
(“Yah[weh] is wise/inscrutable”) or Amokel (“El [God] is 
wise/inscrutable”), or the like. 

Recently, Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 355-66) has 
argued persuasively for the relative primacy of the list of 
priestly families found in Neh 12:12-21, arguing that 
from this list a later editor has transcribed vv 1-7. As 
Williamson points out, it is less likely that someone in- 
vented the names of the added generation in vv 12-21, 
names which are not paralleled elsewhere, than that the 
names of the family heads were merely transferred from 
this list to the list found in vv 1—7. He further notes that 
the names found in vv 19-2] (as well as the analogous vv 
6a—7a), namely Joiarib, Jedaiah, Sallai (Sallu), Amok, Hil- 
kiah, and Jedaiah, probably represent a later expansion of 
the original list, attributable to the same or a later editor. 
Both the inclusion of the conjunction “and” in the MT 
before both lists (and used nowhere else in either list), as 
well as the observation that precisely these same six names 
are lacking from the list of priests in Neh 10:3-9 (—Eng 
10:2—8), lend strong support to his proposed reconstruc- 
tion. Thus, the original list underlying both lists of priests 
in Nehemiah 12 (as well as the one in Nehemiah 10) 
appears to have been considerably shorter; and more to 
the point, it probably did not include the name Amok at 
all (see also the comments of Bowman [JB 3: 784], and the 
references cited there). Presumably such an addition was 
made to align the lists with the actual priestly hierarchy in 
later times. 

WILLIAM H. BaRNeEs 
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AMON (DEITY) [Heb ?amén]. An Egyptian deity who 
was recognized as the “king of the gods” by the time of the 
New Kingdom. He was connected with the city of Thebes, 
an association remembered by some of the later biblical 
writers. In Egyptian his name means “hidden” or “invisible 
one” (Eg Imn). His name is found twice in the OT: in Nah 
3:8, where the Egyptian city of Thebes is called nd ?amén, 
and in Jer 46:25, where Jeremiah declares that Yahweh will 
punish Amon of Thebes (Heb ?émén minné) through Neb- 
uchadrezzar, king of Babylon. 

In Egypt, Amon is often associated with the wind and 
air and even the “breath of life.” He is usually portrayed 
in human shape with a crown of two tall upright plumes, 
although some representations also incorporate elements 
of his sacred animal, the ram, and his sacred bird, the 
goose. Herodotus tells an amusing story which was meant 
to explain Amon’s association with the ram as well as why 
Egyptians refused to sacrifice the ram except once a year 
(Hdt 2.42; Armour 1986: 140). Amon, together with the 
vulture goddess Mut and the god Khons, formed the 
Theban triad of father, mother, and son. Amon is also 
identified with Min, the ferulity god of Coptos and Akh- 
mim. In these instances he bears the name Amon-Min 
and, like Min, he is represented in ithyphallic form. 

Amon is first mentioned in the Unas Pyramid Texts 
($446) as a primeval deity belonging to the Ogdoad of 
Hermopolis (“the City of the Eight Primeval Gods”) where 
he is accompanied by his female counterpart, Amaunet. 
He was worshiped at Thebes in the 11th Dynasty, but it 
was with the emergence of the powerful 12th Dynasty that 
he became prominent (cf. the personal name of the foun- 
der of the 12th Dynasty, Amenemhat, “Amon is Su- 
preme’”). 

Amon became state god of Egypt with the emergence of 
the 18th Dynasty and the foundation of the New Kingdom. 
Prior to this, the Hyksos (Dynasties 15 and 16) had estab- 
lished Avaris in the Delta as their capital and had elevated 
the importance of the god Seth. After Ahmose, founder 
of the 18th Dynasty, expelled the Hyksos he once again 
chose Thebes to be the capital city. As the empire ex- 
panded in the New Kingdom under such mighty pharaohs 
as Thuitmose III, so did the power of Amon, who was seen 
as being responsible for all of the military successes. Amon 
was especially credited with victories over foreigners, in- 
cluding the driving out of the Hyksos and the subsequent 
military excursions into Asia Minor. Having thus subju- 
gated all of the foreign deities, he became “king of the 
gods.” At the same time, the priesthood of Amon greatly 
increased their power and wealth, the wide influence of 
Amon’s priesthood being reflected in the numerous and 
elaborate temples and shrines devoted to Amon which 
spread throughout Egypt, especially on the banks of the 
Nile. 

As Amon rose to preeminence among the gods, he also 
took on characteristics of Re, the sun god. Amon, “the 
king of the gods,” and Re, the creative power in the sun, 
were seen as one and the same and henceforth referred to 
as the supreme god, Amon-Re. Amon had gone from a 
local deity to a national war god and then to an omnipotent 
deity who absorbed the elaborate creation mythology sur- 
rounding Re. A new cosmogony was developed centering 
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around the creative power of Amon and the city of Thebes 
as the place where creation had originated. Frankfort (KG, 
160) has stressed that the fusion of Amon with Re was not 
a “trick of pviestly syncretism intended to add glamour to 
the god of “he capital of Thebes. In reality,” Frankfort 
suggests, “it was a truly creative thought which realized the 
potentialities of a combination of the concept of the cre- 
ator-sun with that of Amon, the ‘breath of life,’ ‘the hidden 
one,’ who, as one of the Eight of Hermopolis, was part of 
the uncreated chaos.” Be that as it may, the priests of 
Amon were nevertheless the direct beneficiaries of their 
god’s new elevated status. 

The supremacy of Amon was interrupted for a brief 
period of time. Amenophis IV, better known as the heretic 
pharaoh Akhenaten (ca. 1377-1360 B.c.£.), broke with the 
cult of Amon and favored a solar monotheism which 
worshiped Aten, the Sun-disc. Akhenaten went to great 
lengths to extirpate the Amon cult, including expunging 
the god’s name from monuments, destroying sacred im- 
ages of Amon, and purging any mention of Amon in ritual 
or mythology. Yet Akhenaten’s efforts ultimately proved 
unsuccessful. Shortly after his death, his religious beliefs 
in Aten as well as his capital Akhetaten were abandoned. 
The cult of Amon, which was never totally relinquished, 
started to resurge even in Akhenaten’s last year and grew 
even stronger during the reign of Smenkhkare. Amon 
worship was fully restored by Tutankhamen with Thebes 
serving again as the capital. A famous text from Ramses 
III of the 20th Dynasty known as the Harris papyrus gives 
an inventorv list of the great wealth of Amon’s temples 
which included “5000 divine statues, 86,486 servants, 
421,362 head of cattle, 433 gardens and orchards, 691,334 
acres of lanc.,, 83 ships, 46 workshops, 65 cities and towns” 
as well as vast amounts of gold, silver, and incense (see 
ANET, 260-62). 

Nahum 3:8 uses the sacking of Thebes (Heb né? >cimén) 
in 663 B.c.z. by the Assyrians as a warning of divine 
judgment against the equally powerful city of Nineveh. 
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AMON (PERSON) [Heb ?4mén]. Var. AMI. 1. The son 
of Manasseh, who ruled over Judah for two years, ca. 642- 
640 B.c.£. (2 Kgs 21:19-—26 = 2 Chr 33:21—25). Amon came 
to the throne at the age of twenty-two, being one of 
Manasseh’s youngest sons. His reign was cut short by an 
assassination plot carried out during a palace revolt by his 
courtiers. These conspirators were in turn killed by the 
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“People of the Land” (Het ‘am ha@dres), who then put 
Amon’s eight-year-old son Josiah on the throne. 

The silence of the biblical text with regard to the motive 
for the assassination has intrigued scholars, who have 
attempted to conjecture as t the underlying political and 
religious causes behind the coup d’état. Malamat (1953: 
26-29) has argued that Amon was assassinated by those 
who objected to his pro-Assyrian policy. Such a hypothesis 
would fit well with what we know of the general uprising 
against Assurbanipal in 640 B.c.r. Perhaps owing to Egyp- 
tian incitement, the conspirators felt it was time to throw 
off the Assyrian yoke. Yet this view has recently been 
challenged by Cogan and Tadmor on chronological 
grounds (2 Kings AB, 275-76). 

Other scholars have suggested that the conspirators were 
religiously motivated. Both accounts by the Deuteronomist 
and the Chronicler state that Amon practiced the abomi- 
nable ways of his father Manasseh. Thus it has been 
conjectured that Amon was assassinated by those who 
favored the religious reforms of Hezekiah. Nielsen (1967: 
103-6), for example, notes the struggle going on between 
the Jerusalem priesthood and those who favored Manas- 
seh’s religious policies. 

Finally, it has also been suggested (Cogan and Tadmor 
2 Kings AB, 276) that perhaps Manasseh’s older sons who 
were passed over for the throne may have been behind the 
assassination of their younger brother. 

It is, of course, impossible to decide the extent to which 
Amon’s assassination was politically or religiously moti- 
vated based on the data at hand. Our theological historians 
(the Deuteronomistic account followed by the Chronicler) 
are more interested in articulating the damning report 
that Amon “did what was displeasing to Yahweh just as 
Manasseh his father had done” with idolatry being singled 
out for special mention (2 Kgs 21:20—22=2 Chr 33:22). 
Some scholars have suggested that this may argue against 
the historicity of the Chronicler’s description of Manas- 
seh’s repentance. In order to be consistent with his earlier 
description of Manasseh’s repentance, the Chronicler de- 
parts from the Deuteronomistic account by pointing out 
that “Amon did not humble himself before Yahweh as had 
his father Manasseh” (2 Chr 33:23). 

2. A governor (Heb gar hi“r; cf. Avigad 1976: 178-82) 
of Samaria during the days of Ahab (I Kgs 22:26=2 Chr 
19:25). Some scholars would rewrite his name 7mr (cf. 
LXX’s sem(m)érlem(m)ér) instead of MT’s ?mn (cf. Stade 
1885: 173-75). In this narrative Ahab charged Amon and 
Joash, “the son of the King,” with keeping the prophet 
Micaiah under arrest and feeding him bread and water 
until Ahab returned “safely” from the fatal battle at Ra- 
moth-gilead. 

3. In a census list, Neherniah 7:59 mentions the “chil- 
dren of Amon” as among those who returned from the 
exile under Zerubbabel and Jeshua’s leadership. They are 
listed among the “children of Solomon’s servants.” In the 
parallel list in Ezra 2:57 they are called “children of Ami 
(Heb ?ami].” 
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AMORA, AMORAIM. The traditional title for the 
Jewish rabbinic authorities (“rabbis”) living from about 200 
C.E. to around 500 c.z. (the “Amoraic period” of rabbinic 
Judaism). The term (Heb dméra [sing.], ?améraim [pl.]) 
comes from the root (?mr) which means “to speak” or “to 
interpret.” The name stems from their activities in inter- 
preting the Mishnah. 

The location and importance of the rabbis changed 
during this period. Palestine comprised the Amoraim’s 
first center, but after approximately 400 c.r., they disap- 
peared from history. The Amoraim in Babylonia were 
initially subordinate to the Palestinians, but after 400 they 
constituted the only rabbinic movement. As archaeological 
and literary evidence makes clear, however, in neither area 
did the Amoraim control the religious activities of the 
Jewish people early on. It was not until about 500 c.£. that 
the Babylonian Amoraim gained authority among the 
populace. 

Each group of rabbis bears responsibility for a legal 
compilation called a TALMUD. The two Talmuds show 
similarities in form and goal. Each text is organized as a 
“commentary” on the Mishnah. The Amoraim thus rein- 
terpret the Mishnah’s focus on the temple cult as a way of 
life based on the synagogue and school—with emphasis on 
prayer, study, and right actions. This transformation also 
appears in Leviticus Rabbah—a “commentary” to Leviti- 
cus—which changes Leviticus’ focus on temple worship to 
an interest in morality and prayer. Thus, the Amoraim 
played the pivotal role in transforming Judaism from a 
religion of sanctification through the temple cult to a 
religion of salvation through sanctification by ethical be- 
havior, prayer, and study. 

There is a second, rare, usage of the term amora found 
in the Talmuds. It is a technical term designating someone 
who interprets for teachers. In a school, the teacher would 
briefly make a point, usually in a low voice; the Amora 
would then repeat the point in a louder voice and in a 
simpler manner so that all could hear and understand. 
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AMORITES [Heb ?eméri]. In biblical tradition, the des- 
ignation of one of the seven to ten nations (Josh 7:10; Gen 
15:19-—21) that inhabited Canaan before the formation of 
the Israelite federation. 


AMORITES 


A. The Name 

The term amurru first occurs in Old Akkadian sources 
as the general designation of “the West,” referring to the 
W wind, and to the geographical area lying to the (N) W 
of Mesopotamia. The most frequent usage of the term 
refers to the population of that W region as an ethnic 
designation. Its semantic equivalent, Sumerian MAR.TU was 
used already in the mid-3d millennium B.c. even at Ebla 
in an ethnic or cultural sense, designating the population 
of the “West” that was recognized to be foreign to the 
population of Mesopotamia proper by culture as well as by 
language. It was also the name of a deity the characteristics 
of which are obscure. The meaning of the Sumerian term 
and how it came to designate the Amorites is unknown. 


B. The Language 

Amorite was a very important factor in the history of 
the Semitic languages, but information about it derives 
almost exclusively from personal names that can be iden- 
tified as Amorite by grammatical and other contrasts to 
the standard onomastics of Akkadian. Nevertheless, con- 
siderable information concerning the language has been 
obtained from these names (Huffmon 1965). Some 6000 
Amorite and other non-Akkadian personal names have 
been identified (Gelb 1980), and in addition some Amorite 
words appear in cuneiform sources, especially the archives 
of Mari. 

Though early investigations of the language induced 
some scholars to term it “East-Canaanite” (Bauer 1926), it 
is clear that Amorite was an independent branch of North- 
west Semitic, though it is far from clear to what extent it 
contrasted to the languages of the inland Syrian region to 
its W, and to the languages of the coastal region of Pales- 
tine and Lebanon (Mendenhall 1985; fc.c). Its West Semitic 
affiliation is guaranteed by the verbal system with prefixed 
and suffixed tenses, and preformatives with ya- instead of 
the East Semitic 7-, as well as by a predominantly West 
Semitic lexical inventory (but see below). 


C. The People and Culture 

It has been a conventional scholarly opinion for decades 
that the Amorites were a nomadic population of the Syro- 
Arabian steppeland (Kupper 1957), who infiltrated into N 
Syria, gradually became sedentary, and then civilized 
enough to form states and empires. This view was based 
ultimately upon old 19th-century romantic ideas about the 
nomadic origins of all Semitic populations (Kupper 1957: 
xiv), and probably more immediately on the Sumerian 
satire on the Amorites preserved in Sumerian literature of 
the OB period. In this famous satire the Amorites are 
described as not burying their dead, eating uncooked 
meat, not living in houses—in short, as uncivilized no- 
madic barbarians (Cooper 1983). Though the description 
is patently untrue, or perhaps only technically apposite, 
the scholarly world seems to have taken this urban Sumero- 
Akkadian scurrilous description of Amorite culture at face 
value because it fitted in with preconceived theories about 
successive waves of nomads from the Arabian desert as the 
origin of the Semitic-speaking populations. 

In sharp contrast to traditional ideas, a much more 
productive and realistic approach to the problem of Amo- 
rite culture is based upon a recognition of the fact that this 
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population ccmplex had its homeland in the region from 
the Euphrates River to the upper Khabur and Balikh river 
valleys S of the Anatolian mountains (Luke 1965). The 
many hundreds of small unfortified village ¢ells in this 
region (Mallowan 1947: 10-11; Meijer 1986), many of 
which were occupied already in the Chalcolithic period, 
identify the culture as basically a village farming culture 
from time immemorial, but characterized also by a con- 
stant contact with urban cultures that were themselves 
powerfully influenced by the Sumero-Akkadian urban civ- 
ilization of Mesopotamia. This region also was traversed by 
the main trade routes between Mesopotamia, Syria, and 
Anatolia. It is entirely possible that in early 3d-millennium 
sources the entire region from the Euphrates to the Medi- 
terranean Sea may have been included in what the Sumer- 
ians called Mar.Tu (Haldar 1970), and that the term may 
already have been applied therefore to non-Semitic-speak- 
ing persons as well. 

The N part of this region was characterized by adequate 
rainfall for agriculture and intensive utilization of arable 
land. The archaeological record of the dense population 
of this region inevitably meant that an increasing portion 
of the population was dependent upon large-scale animal 
husbandry as their economic base. This was in turn greatly 
facilitated by the enormous range of steppeland to the S, 
extending all the way from W Mesopotamia to the Arabian 
desert, and to the SW to the fringe area of E Syria through 
the oasis of Palmyra. This large-scale sheepherding in turn 
implied a symbiotic relationship with urban societies that 
utilized the wool for the production of, and international 
trade in, textiles that is already attested in the texts from 
Ebla (Matthiae 1980). The seasonal movements of village 
shepherds, especially those residing along the Euphrates 
Valley, with their flocks between these steppe regions to 
the S and what is termed the “Upper Country” in the Mari 
texts, probably led to a contrast designated by the Amo- 
rites themselves as the group called Banu-Yamina “South- 
erners,” i.e., residents of the Euphrates Valley region who 
engaged in irrigation agriculture as well as pastoralism, 
and the Banu-Simal “Northerners,” of the rainfall agricul- 
ture region. This seasonal movement also has usually been 
confused by modern scholars with relatively recent no- 
madic cultural adaptations. 

The econoinic base of the old Amorite society was thus 
a diversified one combining the high productivity of agri- 
cultural villages with the equally high productivity of ani- 
mal husbandry. The bureaucratic archives of Mari in the 
18th century B.c. give abundant evidence of this. The tax 
receipts of the palace indicate that persons with Amorite 
names made contributions of agricultural produce equally 
with such contributions made by persons who had Akka- 
dian names. It is interesting, however, that tax payments of 
animals were made by persons who bore Amorite names 
only (Kerestes 1982). The evidence strongly suggests that, 
at least in the irrigation-based villages around Mari, the 
population er.gaged in agriculture was much more likely 
to become “Akkadianized” than were the shepherds. It is 
probable that the irrigation canals maintained by the king 
of Mari created a dependency and tendency toward assim- 
ilation to the Akkadian urban culture on the part of village 
farmers that was not characteristic of her much more 
independent shepherds. 
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Already at the dawn of history urban societies within the 
Amorite geographical region had been powerfully influ- 
enced by the urban cultures to the east (Matthiae 1980), 
but not until the Mari texts of the Old Babylonian period 
do we have some concrete evidence for the potential and 
actual friction between the urban society and the village/ 
pastoral productive complex tupon which it was dependent. 
The famous warning to the king of Mari not to ride upon 
a horse but upon a donkey tecause he was the king “not 
only of the Akkadians, but also of the Khana” illustrates 
the contrast. Much more important, however, is the evi- 
dence for the nearly constant conflict between successive 
kings of Mari and a coalition of tribes called “Benjamin- 
ites.” The conflict ultimately stemmed from the fact that 
two generations earlier a king of Mari had, through mili- 
tary conquest, extended his control over city/village com- 
plexes to the W, absorbing their territory and populations 
into his imperial domain (se: Kupper 1957: 47-81, who 
completely misunderstood the historical situation). 

The tribal organization of the Benjaminites as well as 
other social entities referred to in the Mari texts had 
nothing to do with nomadism; rather, such organization is 
a constant in village society, especially when solidarity 
among villages is necessary tc counterbalance the increas- 
ing domination of a central government. See also BED- 
OUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES. Unfortunately, little is 
known of the internal social organization of Amorite 
populations: they had officials known as rahi amurrim 
(“chief of Amurru”) and ?abi cmurnrim (“father of Amurru”) 
and Amorite towns and villages had officials appointed by 
the king. These village heads were called sugagum in Am- 
orite but s4@ptrum in Akkadian, and had to pay large sums 
to the royal treasury for their appointment (CAD s.v. 
sugagum). Furthermore, some regions had kings (Sarrum) 
such as those defeated by the grandfather of Zimri-Lim. 
Their territory became part cf the Mari empire, and their 
cities (Abattum, Tuttul, and Terqa, as well as no doubt 
others) became seats of provincial governors. 


D. Amorite History Reconstructed 

Contrary to present accepted opinion, it is probable that 
the sedentary Amorite cultur2 of NE Syria had a continu- 
ity from the Chalcolithic or even Neolithic period on to the 
end of the MB Age. Though earlier Assyriologists identi- 
fied this region of high population density with the land 
of Subartu and a non-Semitic-speaking folk, all the evi- 
dence we have indicates persons of the region have per- 
fectly good Amorite names. /t is not until the end of the 
MB Age that there is evidence for a massive shift of 
population in the entire N Svrian region, with the estab- 
lishment of the empire of Mitanni and its predominantly 
Hurrian and Indo-European population. 

In the absence of usable written documents prior to the 
EB Age, there is no way of proving or disproving this 
thesis. What does appear to he certain is that the growth 
of population in this region resulted in increasing emigra- 
tion to the E, and there is now no reason to believe that 
what was happening in the W was any different. By the 
end of the 3d millennium 3.c. Amorites were already 
settled in fairly large numbers in the cities of Mesopotamia 
(Bucellati 1966). Before the end of the 3d Dynasty of Ur, 
the king had erected a long wall that was intended to stop 
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the Amorite infiltration and incursions into his territory. 
According to ancient traditions, a coalition of Amorites 
and Elamites destroyed Ur (ca. 1960 B.c.), and within a 
century virtually all of the old cities of Mesopotamia were 
ruled by kings who bore Amorite names. 

It is certain that a similar process was taking place in the 
W regions along the Mediterranean coastal plain (Menden- 
hall 1985), though the evidence is very meager compared 
with that available for Mesopotamia and provides little, if 
any, basis for a chronology of the process. Ugarit had an 
Amorite dynasty in control of the city by about 1900 B.c. 
that continued in power until the city was destroyed at the 
end of the LB period. Similarly, Byblos had kings with 
Amorite names by about 1800 B.c., and it is perhaps no 
coincidence that the first (known) Amorite king of Byblos, 
Shemu-Abu, had the same name as that of the founder of 
the Ist Dynasty of Babylon, Sumu-Abum. Whether or not 
the destruction or collapse of the city-states of Palestine 
and Lebanon at the end of the EB III period (about 2300 
B.c.) had anything to do with Amorite infiltration is at 
present an unanswerable question. It would seem improb- 
able, to judge from what is known of Mesopotamian his- 
tory. Furthermore, the earliest evidence for Amorite polit- 
ical control of coastal city-states comes half a millennium 
after the EB III destructions, and therefore makes most 
implausible the theory that Amorite incursions were re- 
sponsible. 

The turbulent times that attended the transition from 
the MB to the LB Age (16th century B.c.) seem also to 
have seen the disintegration of the old Amorite culture in 
the N Syrian homeland. There can be little doubt that this 
was brought about by incursions of Anatolian populations 
from the N. It is possible that the process was already 
beginning in the earlier phases of the MB period, and may 
help account for the Amorite migrations to the E and W. 
By the end of the 16th century the whole of N Syria was 
under the domination of the Hurrian empire of Mitanni; 
by the beginning of the 14th century many of the city- 
states of Syria, the coastal region, and Palestine (as far S as 
the Hebron area) were ruled by kings who bore Hurrian 
or Indo-European names. Alalakh in N Syria shows a 
significant population shift from very predominantly Se- 
mitic names to equally predominant Hurrian names be- 
tween the 18th and 15th centuries. Ugarit on the coast had 
a population less than 40 percent Semitic, and in most of 
N Syria and the cvastal region dynastic names shifted from 
Semitic, to Hurrian, and then to Luwian. By the Iron Age 
N Syria was known as mat hatti, “land of the Hittites.” 

During the LB Age, the Amorites had evidently become 
thoroughly assimilated into local populations both in the 
E and the W, as well as in the NE Syrian homeland, so that 
after that is no longer possible to identify a specific Amo- 
rite cultural/linguistic population group. 


E. “Amorite” as a Political Designation 

It was noted above that in native Amorite society there 
were already kings and other titles that designated political 
functions or offices. Following the diaspora of Amorites in 
the 20th to 19th centuries, there was evidently a multitude 
of political titles that made use of the term Amurru or the 
Sumerian Mar.tu. The term “father of the land of 
Amurru” was used at Larsa by an Elamite king, and 
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subsequently by other kings including Hammurapi. The 
title became “king of the Amorites” by Hammurapi’s 35th 
year and was a standard appellative of kings from then on, 
obviously devoid of any ethnic connotations. It was even 
included in standard lexicographical texts: LUGAL MAR.TU 
= §ar-ru a-mur-ni-t (Kupper 1957: 174—77). 

In the LB Age there was established a kingdom of 
Amurru in the upper Orontes Valley region of Syria. It is 
attested already in the Alalakh texts of the 15th century, 
and its history is well recorded in the Hittite and Amarna 
archives until its destruction at the beginning of the Iron 
Age. Abdu-Ashirta, a vassal of the Egyptians, established 
a dynasty in that kingdom that can be traced for six 
generations. His successor, Aziru, became a vassal of the 
Hittites as Egyptian power in the N began to wane, and we 
even have the text of the suzerainty treaty between him 
and the Hittites. 

The next and last occurrence of the royal title “king of 
the Amorites” occurs in the biblical references to Sihon, 
who associated with Heshbon in Transjordan, and who was 
defeated in the earliest recorded battle of the newly estab- 
lished Israelite federation (Numbers 21). There can be 
little doubt of the historicity of the event, even though the 
present narratives are of course garbled by the overlay of 
later tradition and interpretations. His royal title must have 
derived from, and represented a continuation of, the 
political traditions of the old N Syrian principality of 
Amurru. Together with a number of other puzzling tradi- 
tions (notably the Balaam narratives), this title strongly 
indicates a considerable influx of population into Transjor- 
dan and Palestine at the time when destructions in N Syria 
were leaving much of that region virtually depopulated. 
At the same time (i.e., the transition from LB to Early Iron 
Ages) the population of Transjordan saw a very sharp rise 
in density, and the only reasonable source for this rapid 
growth was the region to the N. Even the name Sihon (as 
well as Og of Bashan, who is also identified as an “Amo- 
rite” king) has no reasonable Semitic etymology. As was 
true also in Mesopotamia, the term “Amorite” no longer 
had any ethnic or linguistic significance and had simply 
become part of the traditional titulary of kings with N 
Syrian cultural connections. The conclusion is inescapable 
that Sihon and others were the remnants of N political 
entities that attempted to reestablish their old political 
regimes in another region—exactly as the neo- Hittite state 
of Carchemish successfully did for a time, after the de- 
struction of the Hittite state and empire ca. 1200 B.c. 

That Sihon and Og were not the only illustrations of 
such a process is indicated by the fact that the Amorites 
are also included in all of the various “Tables of Nations” 
scattered through the Pentateuch and Joshua. These lists 
designate political regimes and not merely “ethnic” 
groups. This is evident both from the fact that they are 
labeled géyim (which is probably best defined as “a politi- 
cally organized military gang”) and from the fact that 
some of them, such as the Jebusites of Jersualem, can 
definitely be identified with specific city-states. It has been 
established that the regime of Jerusalem already in the 
Amarna period derived from N Syria (Moran 1975). Its 
Amorite derivation is indicated not only by its name, Yebus 
(which is Amorite Yabusum), but also by the bitter condem- 
nation of the prophet Ezekiel (16:2—3), who accurately 
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described its origin as a hybrid of Amorite and “Hittite” 
(i.e., N Syrian) forebears. Even the language of standard 
biblical prose, that of Jerusalem, betrays its Syro-Hittite 
heritage in its use of the verb hyh, “to become,” that 1s 
attested elsewhere only in Amorite and at Zenjirli (and of 
course in the much later attested Aramaic), instead of the 
otherwise standard Phoenician-Arabic verb kwn that stems 
from the EB Old Coastal Dialect of Palestine. 


F. The Amorite Cultural and Religious Legacy 

To the E, the disappearance of the Old Akkadian lan- 
guage and its replacement by Old Babylonian and Old 
Assyrian is most probably the result of Amorite influence 
in Mesopotamian speech and eventually writing. A similar 
but not ideritical process took place in the W. The Old 
Coastal Semitic of the Byblos Syllabic texts was replaced by 
a complex cf local dialects that have long been termed 
“Canaanite,” but all of which exhibit a blend of the older 
dialect with very strong influence from Amorite that can 
be traced especially in proper names and vocabulary (Men- 
denhall 1985: chap. 10; fc.b). In contrast to the E, where 
the older Od Akkadian disappeared entirely, the basic 
structure of the older language, the Old Coastal Semitic, 
survived in various fringe areas from the Biqa‘ of Lebanon 
to the Sinai peninsula, and eventually became literate in 
the inscriptions of Old North Arabic and Old South Ara- 
bic. 

Historically more important, however, is increasing evi- 
dence suggesting that venerable cultural and religious 
traits all over the ANE have Amorite origins. Long ago it 
was noted that the myth of cosmic conflict was probably 
Amorite in crigin, and was adapted in the E in the Baby- 
lonian creation epic, and in the W in the Ugaritic myth of 
the conflict cf Ba‘al and Yamm. Accompanying the mythi- 
cal motifs, the Amorite deities Dagan, Hadad, and ‘Anat 
became established in the W superimposed upon earlier 
deities of ?Athirat and Yamm, II, ?Ilat (Ba‘alat), and a 
Ba‘al, whose proper name is unknown, but who is later 
identified with the Amorite storm god Hadad. The details 
of the process remain to be worked out, but the syncretistic 
process itself can hardly be questioned (Vine 1965). 

Furthermore, it is now possible to trace, at least in 
theory, the reasons for the extremely close parallels be- 
tween biblical and Old Babylonian literary works. It is 
virtually certain that such motifs as the flood story were 
mediated to the Palestinian region through N Syrian (Hur- 
rian) versions of an old Amorite narrative. However, much 
more impressive is the earliest biblical law code of Exodus 
21-23: its striking similarities to the Code of Hammurapi 
and other Mesopotamian law codes reflect their common 
derivation from Amorite traditions and customary law. 

Probably the single most important Amorite contribu- 
tion to the biblical tradition was the Abraham narrative in 
Genesis, which was in all probability a specifically Palestin- 
ian epic tradition (for the archaeological correlations, see 
Dever J/H, 70-120). In spite of the fact that it has been 
thoroughly reworked to fit the political concerns of a much 
later period (Mendenhall AJR, 337-56), the basic structure 
of the narrative fits entirely the nature of the historical 
process of Amorite migrations attested in the Bronze Age 
sources: froin infiltration to political control legitimized 
through a divine gift of the land (though the latter stage 
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is, of course, presented in the biblical narrative as realized 
only with King David). 

Finally, it should be noted that some of the most impor- 
tant concepts in the theological vocabulary of the Hebrew 
Bible are either demonstrably or probably of Amorite 
origin. Foremost is the concept of divine deliverance that 
became the concept of “salvation” expressed in various 
forms of the root »¥*% At least sixteen gods and divine 
epithets appear as subjects of the verb “to save” in the 
Amorite personal names. Other key theological terms that 
are probably Amorite are sdq, “righteous”; ngm, “vindica- 
tion”; ysr, “upright” (there was probably a native Coastal 
Dialect cognate, but with a semantic contrast); spf, “to 
judge”; hsd, “faithful,” and perhaps zkr, “remember” (Men- 
denhall fc.b). 

In summary, from the MB Age on there was no region 
of the Levant that had not been influenced by the Amorite 
language and culture in various ways and various degrees. 
Their cultural and linguistic influence was a lasting one 
that is gradually coming to light, especially in the areas of 
religion and law. Past generations of scholars credited the 
Babylonians with these cultural achievements; however, it 
now appears that the Babylonians themselves were merely 
the recipients, in part the product, and to some degree the 
vectors of the ancient Amorite village heritage, until they 
succumbed to the perpetual temptation of urban imperi- 
alism. It is equally clear that the Amorite populations were 
themselves drastically modified by the various cultures into 
which they became integrat2d in the later phases of the 
Bronze Age, so that eventually they ceased to exist as a 
distinct cultural group. 
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AMOS (PERSON) {Heb “amés]. 1. See AMOS, BOOK OF. 

2. The son of Manasseh and father of Josiah, according 
to Matthew’s genealogy tying Joseph, the husband of Mary, 
to the House of David and Solomon (Matt 1:10). Amos is 
unknown as an ancestor of Jesus in any other biblical 
documents, except Luke’s genealogy (see below), but there 
is a significant textual variant with Amon, Gk amén (see 
ASAPH). The external evidence for Amos is strong (Sinai- 
ticus B, C, [D/ke], St. Gall, Tiflis, Leningrad, f!, 33, it 4 
Luke, ffl, g1,k,q cgpsa, bo, fay, arm, eth, geo), with Alexandrian 
and some Caesarean witnesses, as well as Eastern versions, 
in comparison with the weaker external evidence for 
Amon (K, L, W, Leningrad, f!3, Byz Lect™, it@, Vg, syr© * P» 
h, pal), The UBS committee “was impressed by the weight 
of the external evidence” (TCGNT 2) for Amos, though it 
recognized opposing positions (cf. Borland 1982: 501-3). 
If Amos is adopted—as it is by only a few standard ver- 
sions, including RSV and NAB (contra AV, NEB, NASB, 
NIV, JB)—the genealogy appears to be in error, possibly 
with insertion of the OT prophet Amos (Luz Matthew 1-7 
EKK, 90 n.14) for the more historically correct Amon, 
found in the king-list of 1 Chr 3:13—14 and in 2 Kgs 21:18. 
Gundry (1982: 16) believes Matthew may have chosen or 
coined the spelling “Amos” for a secondary allusion to the 
prophet, as he did with Asaph (RSV Asa) (1:7—8), but this 
is dubious (cf. Brown 1977: 60-61). Amon probably 
should be read instead, on the basis of the OT evidence, 
although, unlike the MT, the LXX on which Matthew may 
well depend illustrates a diversity of readings, including 
Amos and Amon. 

3. The father of Mattathias and son of Nahum, accord- 
ing to Luke’s genealogy tying Joseph, the “supposed fa- 
ther” of Jesus, to descent from Adam (Luke 3:25). It falls 
within a list of seventeen otherwise unknown antecedents 
of Jesus (Fitzmyer Luke 1-9 AB, 500), except for Matthew’s 
genealogy (which appears in adapted form in Luke 3:23- 
31 in the codex Bezae) (see above). Whereas Amos may, 
according to Marshall (Luke NIGTC, 163), represent the 
king Amon (2 Kgs 21:18), Amoz the father of Isaiah (2 
Kgs 19:2), or the prophet, the name here probably is not 
to be equated with any OT person bearing a similar name 
(cf. Hervey 1853: 136-37), even in light of Luke’s theme 
of Jesus as prophet (see Johnson 1969: 240-52). Kuhn 
(1923: 211) must stretch the evidence to see a relation 
between Amos and Simeon (3:30) as a result of corrupt 
writing and placement. 
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AMOS, BOOK OF. Amos (Heb ‘émés) was an 8th- 
century Hebrew prophet who was born in the S kingdom 
of Judah but whose ministry was directed mainly to the N 
kingdom of Israel. Prophesying probably shortly after 760 
B.C.E., Amos is reckoned as the earliest of the so-called 
writing prophets. The book bearing his name contains 
both oracles by him and some biographical information 
about him. It is the sixth book in the prophetic section of 
the Hebrew Bible and the third book of the “minor Proph- 
ets” (in the LXX it is the second book, before Joel). 


A. Biography 

B. -Historical Setting 

C. Theological Ideas and Motifs 

D. Structure and Content 

E. Literary and Rhetorical Features 
FE. Text and Canon 


A. Biography 

Our knowledge of Amos the man is restricted to the 
information provided in the book of Amos. He was from 
Tekoa (Amos 1:1), a small garrisoned fortress ca. 10 miles 
S of Jerusalem and slightly W of the wilderness of Judah, 
a barren and rocky wasteland that falls toward the Dead 
Sea. He was variously described as a nédgéd, “shepherd” 
(1:1), a bégér, “cattleman” (7:14), and a bélés, “gouger [of 
sycamore figs]” (7:14). Undoubtedly, then, he came from 
an agricultural background, but the exact natures of his 
duties are in doubt. Early scholarship assumed that Amos 
was a poor manual laborer, a shepherd and goatherd who, 
possibly in the off season, worked as a dresser of the 
sycamore trees that grew in the lowlands in the Jericho 
Valley. The latter work involved cutting the fruit while it 
was still on the tree so that it would ripen at the proper 
time. It was generally assumed that the figs were eaten by 
the poor, including Amos, who may also have cut figs in 
exchange for grazing rights. 

These early interpretations arose not so much from an 
understanding of the words used to describe Amos’ pro- 
fession—ndgéd occurs in only one other place in the OT, 
and both bégér and bélés are hapax legomena—as from the 
thrust of Amos’ message. Scholars assumed that, since 
Amos was a champion of the poor and a critic of the 
wealthy, he must have had a modest upbringing. For a 
number of reasons this conclusion must be rejected. 

The one other OT occurrence of négéd is in a reference 
to Mesha, king of Moab (2 Kgs 3:4). Mesha was obviously 
the “owner of herds,” a breeder on a large scale, not a 
poor shepherd. négéd also occurs at Ugarit in the colophon 
of a text that indicates a possible cultic significance to the 
term (CTA 6.6 = UT 62.55): rb khnm/rb nqdm, “Chief of 
Priests/Chief of (Temple)-herdsmen” (ANET, 141b). Both 
these references suggest that Amos was either a shepherd 
who owned his sheep or an official who tended the royal 
or temple herds. 

The Ugaritic text creates the intriguing possibility that 
Amos worked as an official in the service of Uzziah (2 Chr 
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26:10) or the Jerusalem temple. This cannot be ruled out. 
However, it zppears that the term négéd is not in and of 
itself a cultic or royal term but one that derives those 
connotations from the surrounding text (cf. CTA 71.71 = 
UT 113.71). Thus, we would argue that Amos was not a 
royal or cultic figure but one of the Sdm-h@drés, the well-to- 
do class of citizens who owned cattle, sheep, and goats. 
The ‘Sém-h@érés maintained tribal authority and Yahwistic 
orthodoxy, two characteristics of Amos’ message (see Sog- 
gin 1987: 10--11). 

This interpretation of Amos’ vocation clears up the 
problem of understanding négéd and bégér together. ndgéd 
has generally been interpreted as a herder or breeder of 
small animals (sheep and goats), while bégér has been 
reserved for one who breeds large animals (cattle) (cf. the 
Kilamuwa inscription from Zinjirli [KAI 24:12]). It has 
been argued that the terms are incongruous, that poor 
farmers did not have the resources to breed and tend both 
small and large domestic animals. This led to emendations 
of the text: since nun and bet are often confused in writing, 
as are dalet and res, scholars sometimes emended the MT 
to read bégér for négéd or nédgéd for bégér, thereby eliminat- 
ing the problem. Others suggested that the reference to 
“flock” in Amos 7:15 influences the reading of bégér (from 
large animals to small) (7:14). Neither proposal is neces- 
sary, however, when we accept that Amos was rich enough 
to own sheep, goats, and cattle. 

Finally, although the poor did eat sycamore figs, the 
fruit was mostly used for cattle fodder. Thus, the descrip- 
tion of Ames as a bélés may refer to his ownership of 
sycamore orchards as a feed crop rather than to the 
specific act of cutting the figs. 

The infornation regarding Amos is scarce, so that 
which does exist is worked and reworked, interpreted and 
reinterpreted in an attempt to enhance our understanding 
of the prophet. Since we have no first-person account of 
Amos’ call to prophesy—as we do, for example, with 
Jeremiah—intense attention has been paid to the bio- 
graphical record of Amos’ confrontation with Amaziah, 
the high priest of Bethel (7:10-17), for it is there that 
Amos proclaimed to Amaziah that Yahweh “took him from 
following the flock” and called him to “go and prophesy to 
my people Israel” (7:15). Amos also states: 16° nab? ?dndki, 
wélo ben-nabi? >andki “Not a prophet I, nor the son of a 
prophet I” (7:14). 

Much has been written about this statement, and schol- 
ars uniformly agree only on one point: the term ben-nab?, 
“son of a prophet,” refers to a member of a prophetic 
guild (1 Kgs 20:35; 2 Kgs 2:3; 4:1, 38). As the monarchy 
developed, those who anointed kings and supposedly had 
a direct line to Yahweh established guilds to perpetuate 
their profession by recruiting and training future proph- 
ets. The guilds were undoubtedly supported from the 
royal treasury: in troubled times the royal family would 
need favorable predictions to secure the support of the 
populace, who would have looked to the prophets as mes- 
sengers of Yahweh. By Amos’ time there were probably 
few, if any, independent prophets. Part of the importance 
of Amos and his oracles lies in the fact that he was the first 
prominent independent prophet of the monarchy. His 
message is not that of the prophetic guilds; anyone can 
prophesy who hears Yahweh (Amos 3:8). 


204 - I 


In Hebrew Amos 7:14 is « nominal verbless clause. In 
such instances, the tense of the implied verb “to be” is 
understood from context. Here, it can be either present 
tense (from the influence of v 13b) or past tense (from the 
influence of v 15). The reading “I am not a prophet nor 
the son of a prophet” would suggest that Amos had sepa- 
rated himself from the prophets of the palace, whom he 
considered corrupt and unable to speak for Yahweh. 
“Amos is bent on contradicting Amaziah’s assumption that 
he is a professional prophet, not somehow reinforcing it” 
(Auld 1986: 26), as a reading in the past tense might 
suggest. Auld (pp. 26-27) also suggests that the present 
tense is to be read unless context dictates otherwise; that 
the three nominal clauses ir. v 14 (le nab? anoki / weld? 
ben-nab? ?anoki / ki bégér °Gnoit abélés) suggest a continuing 
present; and that the /6°, “not,” is an emphatic negative, 
not the /? affirmative as in Ugaritic. He concludes that 
Amos was reinforcing his independence of the corrupt 
prophetic unions that anncunced only what their em- 
ployer, the king, allowed. 

The reading “I was not a prophet” would suggest that 
Amos was emphasizing that he was not a prophet at the 
time of his calling, that he had no prophetic training, and 
that he did not turn to prophecy for economic or other 
ulterior motives. Scholars (see, e.g., Mays, Amos OTL, 137— 
39) who argue for a past tense note that Amos referred to 
prophets (2:11; 3:7), spoke in oracles and sayings like 
other prophets, and intercecded like other prophets (7:2, 
5). Amaziah called what Amos was doing “prophesying” 
(tinnabe?, 7:12, 16), and Amos said that he was called and 
sent to “prophesy” (hinndbé’, 7:15). Soggin (1987: 8) notes 
that “throughout the book the verb nd? and the noun nab? 
(the verb six times, the noun four times) never have nega- 
tive connotations.” Amos also received visions like other 
prophets (7:1—9; 8:1—9:6) and was called a hézeh, “seer” 
(7:12), a synonym for nab? and a term usually appearing 
in the titles of prophetic books and the Chronicler’s 
work—the term 16°eh, “public seer,” is not used and may 
be yet another way that Amos denied his connection to the 
paid religious profession. Based on this evidence, one 
could argue that Amos did not consider all prophets to be 
corrupt and thus was not denying that he was a prophet, 
although he might be denying that he was the son of a 
prophet. 

It is possible to propose a new solution to the problem 
of tense in this passage. It may be that Amos 7:14b—15— 
that is, Amos’ response to Amaziah—is part of the dia- 
logue between Amos and Yahweh at the time of Amos’ call. 
We have, in compressed form, Amos’ excuse for not want- 
ing to obey Yahweh and Yahweh’s response. Just as Jere- 
miah (Jer 1:4—10, esp. vv 6—7) responded, “I do not know 
how to speak, for I am only a youth,” so Amos responded, 
“I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but just a 
cattleman and fig cutter.” Yahweh’s response to Jeremiah 
was, “Go to whom I send you; speak what I command,” 
and Yahweh’s response to Amos was, “Go, prophesy.” 
Thus, the tense of the verbless clause is present, which 
satisfies the linguistic arguments, but it references a past 
situation, which allows for a better interpretation of Amos 
as a prophet. And in reiterating his call, or part of it, 
Amos responded to Amaziah’s concerns. Zevit (1975) notes 
that Amaziah assumed that Amos earned his living as a 
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prophet, usually spoke in Judah, and was on his own in 
Bethel (Amos 7:12). Amos countered that he did not earn 
a living as a prophet, had a divine mission to Israel, and 
was not on his own but was called by Yahweh (7:14—-15). 
Amos supplied all of this information to Amaziah through 
a recollection of his call. 

The sayings and oracles of Amos convince us that he 
was cognizant of the history of Judah, Israel, and their 
neighbors (1:3—2:16). He knew about the cultic and politi- 
cal centers of Israel and Judah and their practices (Jerusa- 
lem—2:5, 6:1; Samaria—3:9, 4:1, 6:1; Bethel—3:14, 4:4, 
5:5-6, 7:13; Gilgal—4:4, 5:5, Beer-sheba—5:5, 8:14; 
Dan—8:14). Amos was also aware of the social hierarchy 
and power structures that existed. The variety of his liter- 
ary structures and his heightened rhetoric convince us 
that he was a gifted orator (see E below). All these factors 
lend credence to the view that Amos was a very gifted, 
highly educated individual, not a poor shepherd. It is 
romantic but highly unreasonable to think that the lofty 
motifs and grand oration of the book of Amos came from 
an uneducated manual laborer. It has also been suggested 
that the bold and brash statements of Amos (4:1, 5:5, 6:12, 
etc.) show that Amos is young. Yet the problems depicted 
by Amos would lead even older men and women to decry 
the situation with boldness and sarcasm. 

In summary, Amos was an economically independent 
landed aristocrat who, believing that he had been called by 
Yahweh, became a prophet to the N kingdom of Israel. 
After the events of 7:10—17, it is assumed that Amos 
returned to his ranch in Judah. There is a pseudepigraphic 
legend that Amos was tortured by Amaziah and then was 
killed by Amaziah’s son (see OTP, 391), and another that 
he was killed by King Uzziah (Ginzberg 1937-66: vol. 4: 
262; vol. 6: 357 [Shalshelet ha-Kabbalah 97]). We have no 
evidence that there is any truth to either story. 


B. Historical Setting 

Amos’ ministry is dated to the reigns of Jeroboam II 
(786-746 B.c.£.), king of Israel, and Uzziah (783-742 
B.C.E.), king of Judah, “two years before the earthquake” 
(1:1). The earthquake, remembered centuries later (Zech 
14:4—5), was severe, and evidence of its occurrence ap- 
pears in the remains of Stratum VI at Hazor (King 1988: 
21, 38), which can be dated to the mid-8th century. Jose- 
phus (Ant 9.222-27) connects the earthquake with an act 
of impiety on Uzziah’s part around 760 B.c.£. (see 2 Kgs 
15:5; 2 Chr 26: 16-20). 

If we date the earthquake to around 760 B.c.£., this 
coincides with Jeroboam’s reconquest of ‘Transjordan 
(Amos 6:14; see 2 Kgs 14:23-29), which also occurred 
around 760 B.c.£., and with Uzziah’s impiety and subse- 
quent leprosy. Jotham, Uzziah’s son, reigned as regent 
from 750 to 742 3B.c.£., and then, after his father’s death, 
as king from 742 to 735 s.c.E. (2 Kgs 15:6; 2 Chr 26:21). 
If Amos’ ministry had fallen in the regency of Jotham (750 
B.C.E. onward), then presumably Jotham would have been 
mentioned in the superscription to the book. Thus, we can 
date Amos shortly before 750 B.c.E., or around 760 B.C.E. 

The extraordinary length of the reigns of Jeroboam and 
Uzziah gives some clue to the historical situation during 
the early to mid-8th century B.c.£. First, this was a period 
of peace and expansion for Israel and Judah. The wars 
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that threatened the two kingdoms during the reigns of the 
predecessors of Jeroboam and Uzziah were over. Assyria 
to the NE and Egypt to the S were both on the decline and 
were no threat to the smaller nations of Syria-Palestine. 
Israel and Judah took the opportunity to expand their 
borders to those of the old and revered Davidic-Solomonic 
empire. 

The most important annexation for Israel was Gilead 
and the Transjordanian cities of Lo-debar and Karnaim 
(6:13-14). The King’s Highway, the major trade route 
from the Tigris-Euphrates river valley to the Gulf of Aqaba 
and Egypt, ran through Gilead and the Transjordan. Thus, 
Gilead had been continually contested by Israel and Aram 
(Syria). With the Assyrian destruction of Damascus, the 
capital of Aram, Aram went into a decline around 801 
B.c.E., which allowed Israel to assume control. Jeroboam, 
the greatest king of the Jehu dynasty, annexed the area of 
Gilead and occupied the Transjordan and Judah. Israel 
thus controlled the major trade route in the area and 
thereby reaped great wealth. 

This was therefore a period of great prosperity for 
Israel. The stability of the region allowed for the safe 
conduct of caravans down the King’s Highway, which was 
in Israelite hands. Trading with Egypt and Arabia in the S 
and Byblos and Syria in the N greatly increased the wealth 
of Israel and Judah. Amos describes this wealth, which is 
also evidenced in the archaeological remains of the time. 
Samaria, located 42 miles N of Jerusalem on a hill about 
300 feet above the valley, was established by Omri (876-— 
869 B.c.E.) as the third capital of Israel after Shechem and 
Tirzah, and excavations there and elsewhere have con- 
firmed the wealth of the rulers and leaders of Israel. Over 
500 ivory fragments from the 9th and 8th centuries have 
been found at Samaria (cf. Amos 3:15). Finds from other 
cities include over 300 ivories from Megiddo, a bed of 
ivory from Salamis in Cyprus (6:4), and two palaces facing 
in opposite directions, from Zinjirli, possibly evidence of 
the winter and summer houses in Amos 3:15 (also 6:11; 
cf. 1 Kgs 21:1, 18; Jer 36:22; KAI 216.17—20). Houses of 
hewn stone, or ashlar masonry (Amos 5:11), are found at 
Samaria. (See King 1988 for descriptions of the archaeo- 
logical excavations and their findings.) 

Auld (1986: 13) argues that, by the time of Amos, Israel 
was not prosperous but in decline: “The disparity between 
rich and poor which Amos found so objectionable may 
have been the result, not of recent prosperity acquired by 
some under Jeroboam’s long reign, but of a longer estab- 
lished decline which bore most heavily on the poor.” Hayes 
(1988) agrees with this interpretation of the historical 
situation. Yet the archaeological evidence argues for pros- 
perity, not depression, during the mid-8th century. Fur- 
ther evidence comes from Tirzah, the capital of Israel 
before it was moved to Samaria. Excavations at that city 
have revealed that in the 10th century B.c.£. houses were 
of uniform size throughout the city, but by the 8th century 
one section of the city contained large houses, evidence of 
prosperity, while the other section contained the small 
houses of the poor. Megiddo was also a prosperous city 
during Jeroboam’s reign (King 1988: 39). And Amos’ 
description of the elaborate marzéah banquets held by the 
rich (6:4—7) and his reference to the rich women of Israel 
as the “cows of Bashan” (4:1), fattened on their wealth and 
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security, do not suggest a long-established decline. Thus, 
we can assume that Israel’s domination of Gilead and the 
King’s Highway led to a prosperity that enveloped the 
royal family and prominent members of society but did 
not trickle down to the poor. It is this uneven distribution 
of wealth in the 8th century that set the atmosphere for 
the social crimes that Amos so violently abhorred. 


C. Theological Ideas and Motifs 

The Israelites were a religious people. Pilgrimages to 
Bethel, Gilgal, and Beer-sheba, the sacred precincts of 
Israel, were commonplace (4:4; 5:5). Freewill and thanks- 
giving offerings and tithes were performed regularly (4:4), 
and there were many religious assemblies and festivals 
(5:21-23). By all criteria, then, the Israelites assumed that 
they were performing the cultic and ritual requirements 
necessary to appease Yahweh. Furthermore, they consid- 
ered their wealth and security as evidence that Yahweh was 
pleased. They assumed that their steadfast devotion to 
cultic ritual exempted them from the requirements of 
righteousness and social justice and from the consequences 
of wrongdoing. Through sacrifice they could guarantee 
divine favor and their own survival. The peace and pros- 
perity the nation enjoyed must have, to many Israelites, 
validated their lives, values, and assumptions as the chosen 
people of God. 

Yet the people had turned the official view around and 
were reasoning in reverse: their prosperity proved that 
they were righteous. The distinction, while a fine one, is 
nevertheless important: the obligation of the covenant was 
to pursue righteousness and justice; prosperity would fol- 
low as a by-product of God’s pleasure. The pursuit of 
wealth rather than righteousness was an unacceptable 
short cut, and wholly abhorrent to Yahweh, according to 
the prophet. “Amos’ severe judgment is a repudiation, not 
of the cult itself, but of the cult as it was practiced in the 
eighth century B.c.£. ... One’s conduct in the marketplace 
must always conform to one’s attitude in the holy place” 
(King 1988: 89). 

And Israel’s did not. Amos decried the social injustice, 
the oppression of the poor, and the lack of any moral or 
ethical values on the part of the rich and powerful. Accord- 
ing to Amos, the spokesman of Yahweh, Israel was a 
violent, oppressive, and exploitative society. The poor had 
to sell themselves into slavery to pay off trivial debts (2:6; 
8:6). The rich falsified weights and measures (8:5) and 
traded dishonestly (8:6). Even the courts, the last bastion 
of hope for the poor, were corrupt. Judges were bribed to 
cheat the poor out of what little they had (2:7; 5:10, 12). 
In fact, Israel was no longer capable of acting with justice 
(3:10; cf. 5:7, 24; 6:12). Truth and honesty were now hated 
(5:10). 

Huffmon (1983: 111-12) is correct in suggesting that, 
when these social crimes are placed in historical context, 
four ideological points in Amos’ message can be discerned: 
(1) the socioeconomic lifestyle of the Israelites is opposed 
to traditional values; (2) socioeconomic reorganization 
without compassion is not acceptable; (3) the resulting 
oppression of the poor cannot be tolerated; and (4) partic- 
ipation in the cultus gives a false sense of confidence. 

Israel had profaned the true tradition upon which the 
nation was founded, the Book of the Covenant. The an- 
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cient prohibitions against sexual abuse (Exod 21:7-9), 
debt slavery (22:24), charging interest to the poor (22:25), 
the misappropriation of collateral (22:26-27), the corrup- 
tion of the legal process (23:6—8), and fraudulent weights 
and measures (Deut 25:13—16) were ignored (Amos 2:7; 
2:6; 5:11; 2:8; 5:10, 12; and 8:5, respectively) in the 
greedy race for more wealth. Partial corroboration of these 
practices comes from the Mesad Hashavyahu ostracon (ca. 
625 B.c.£.), whereon a reaper complains that his garment 
(beged) had been impounded and asks the military gover- 
nor to intervene and retrieve it (King 1988: 24-25). 

In the wake of these social crimes, Amos cried: “Let 
justice (miipat) roll down like waters, and righteousness 
(sédagah) like an overflowing stream” (5:24). In the ancient 
Near East deities were uniformly considered the source of 
water. Amos noted that it is justice and righteousness, not 
cultic ritual alone, that bring: forth the divine salvific wa- 
ters. 

Given the peace and prosperity that existed, Amos un- 
doubtedly knew that he had an uphill battle to convince 
the nation of the truth of his message. He thus took every 
Opportunity to show that his message was Yahweh’s mes- 
sage. In his confrontation with Amaziah (7:10-17) Amos 
denied any relationship to the prophetic unions and 
claimed that his ministry and message were the direct 
result of a call from Yahweh ‘see A above). Were it not for 
Yahweh’s call, he would be tending to his agricultural 
business. Amos also emphasized the importance of his 
message through exaggerated and sarcastic rhetoric (see E 
below). But more importantly, Amos switched the meaning 
of common, traditional religious ideas, such as the election 
of Israel, “the day of Yahweh.” and salvation history. 

Israel viewed themselves a: the elect of God, chosen by 
Yahweh to be His people, His nation; and they considered 
that election as an occasion of privilege and prosperity. 
Yet, for Amos, the people had turned the doctrine of 
election upside down. Election meant, first and foremost, 
special responsibility and obligation, which Israel could 
discharge only through the proper treatment of their 
fellow human beings. Amos tneasured the moral health of 
Israel and found the country fatally ill. Amid the peace, 
prosperity, and religious enthusiasm there was no funda- 
mental loyalty to God, social justice, and ethical standards. 
Amos declared that Yahweh had thus rejected Israel’s 
corrupt cult (5:21—24), which had produced a false sense 
of security and encouraged moral depravity. Amos cried 
out: “You only have I known of all the families of the earth. 
Therefore, I will punish you for all your iniquities” (Amos 
3:2). 

The concept of election included not only the assurance 
that Yahweh would preserve them as a people, but also the 
anticipation that the “day of Yahweh” would come, a day 
of salvation when all Israel’s enemies would be destroyed 
and Israel would stand before the world as a testimony to 
God’s power and authority. With the expansion of the 
kingdom and with the peace that existed, many Israelites 
must have thought that “the day” had come and that 
Jeroboam was the “messiah.” Amos, however, reversed the 
popular interpretation of the “day of Yahweh.” It became 
a day of destruction, not salvation; of darkness, not light; 
of punishment, not prosperity (4:12; 5:18—-20; 8:9-10). 

So salvation history became judgment history. In a beau- 
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tiful parody of the salvation story of Israel’s deliverance 
from Egypt and entrance into the land of Canaan (Pss 
105; 136:10—22), Amos turned the plagues of Egypt upon 
Israel (4:6—13). Unlike the Egyptians, however, Israel did 
not respond. The God of the conquest was now the God 
of destruction (2:9-16); the God of the Exodus was now 
the God of all nations, and the specialness of His relation- 
ship with Israel was now destruction, not election. Just as 
He will destroy the nations surrounding Israel and Judah, 
so will He destroy Israel and Judah. 

With no evidence of a remorseful Israel, Amos had no 
choice but to become, and thus to forever be known as, a 
prophet of doom, whose images are those of war (3:11; 
6:14; 7:17), defeat (5:3), deportation (4:2~3; 6:7; 7:11, 
17), and death (5:2-3, 16; 6:9; 7:11, 17; 8:3; 9:10). He 
predicted the destruction of Israel (3:12, 15; 5:2, 17; 7:9, 
11; 9:8), the razing of the capital Samaria (6:8), the captiv- 
ity of the Israelites by the Assyrians (5:27; 6:7; 7:11), and 
the destruction of Damascus, Philistia, Tyre, Edom, Am- 
mon, Moab, and Judah (1:3—2:5). All of this began to take 
place in 734 B.c.e. when Tiglath-pileser III (745-727 
B.C.E.), king of Assyria, mounted his first campaign to the 
W, conquering the coastal areas of Palestine. Hazor, Me- 
giddo, Galilee, and Gilead were captured in 733 B.c.£., and 
Damascus and Syria in 732 B.c.£. By 727 B.c.£. the small 
nations of Syria and Palestine, including Israel and Judah, 
were vassals of Assyria. In 722 B.c.£., after a brief revolt, 
Samaria was razed, the leaders of Israel were exiled, and 
Israel became a province of Assyria. 

The question has always existed in Amos studies: Did 
Amos hold out any hope of redemption and renewal? 
“Many of Amos’s words are very bleak: their surface mean- 
ing can be read no other way. But is their intent simply at 
worst to jeer at those on their way to deserved perdition, 
or at best to annotate their record and arraign them before 
capital sentence is carried out? Or is the purpose of Amos’s 
sharp criticism to shock his people into self-understanding 
and a commitment to amelioration? He refuses to commit his 
God to a positive response, but he does leave the door 
open” (Auld 1986: 65). Auld and others assume that every 
prophet brought a message of both doom and hope, that 
every prophet presented a futuristic picture of hope no 
matter what the crimes and the punishment. It could be 
argued, however, that Amos’ original message did not 
contain even a shred of hope for Israel. (For a discussion 
of the oracle of hope and restoration in 9:11—15, as well as 
the doxologies, see F below.) 

According to the prophet, the Israelites were beyond 
redemption (3:10; 5:10) and ready for the punishment 
that Amos must have sensed was on the horizon. Why 
would he have projected hope if he knew it was a matter 
of time before Assyria turned its attention to the west? It 
is important to note that, unlike other prophets who held 
out great promise for a remnant that would survive, Amos 
assumed that there would be no remnant (4:2b; 6:10), or 
at least that that remnant was in jeopardy. One could also 
argue that, even if Amos had wanted to present some 
hope, to do so to such a self-righteous audience enjoying 
peace and prosperity would have softened the message 
and led them to turn a deaf ear. 


D. Structure and Content 
Scholars have divided the book of Amos in a number. of 
ways. Koch and others (1976), for instance, divide the book 
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into four parts (chaps. 1-2, chaps. 3-4, 5:1—9:6, and 9:7— 
15). Van der Wal and Talstra (1984), criticizing Koch’s four- 
part structure, divide the book into two parts (chaps. 1-6 
and 7-9). They argue that the superscription implies that 
two books, one of “words” and one of “visions,” were joined 
together. Most recently, Limburg (1987) has proposed a 
sevenfold division of the book, each division further sub- 
divided into seven parts. He would propose a three-part 
structure. Chaps. 1-2 are clearly a unit. Whether chaps. 
3—6 should be subdivided into any smaller units is debata- 
ble, but it seems clear that this section should be separated 
from the visions at the end of the book (chaps. 7—9), the 
third section. 

1. Chapters 1-2. The book of Amos begins with a 
classical prophetic superscription (1:1, cf. Hos 1:1; Isa 1:1; 
Jer 1:1). It contains chronological and geographical infor- 
mation on the prophet’s ministry and identifies his profes- 
sion; it also provides a description of the contents of the 
book—“the words of Amos... which he saw.” The pa- 
tronym of the prophet, another feature of the standard 
superscription, is here missing. The awkwardness of the 
two dependent clauses has led Mays (Amos OTL), Soggin 
(1987), and others to suggest that the original superscrip- 
tion was as follows: “The words of Amos of Tekoa which 
he saw concerning Israel two years before the earthquake.” 
The rest they consider the work of a Deuteronomic redac- 
tor during Josiah’s reform or the Exile. Whether or not 
this is true, it is important to note that the original super- 
scription is a late addition to the book and not original 
with Amos. This is not unusual and in fact is the case with 
all of the prophetic superscriptions of the OT. 

After a detached oracle (1:2), there is a series of indict- 
ments and sentences against various nations who were 
adjacent to and had contact with Israel throughout its 
history (1:3-2:5). (1) Damascus, the capital of the Ara- 
maean kingdom to the NE of Israel, was accused of ruth- 
less warfare (1:3-5). It had “threshed Gilead- with tron 
threshing sledges,” perhaps a reference to King Hazael’s 
conquest of Gilead (2 Kgs 10:32—33). (2) Yahweh indicted 
the Philistines, Israel’s rival for possession of the land of 
Canaan, because of their exile of a people to Edom (1:6— 
8). This was possibly a reference to the practice of trading 
captured prisoners to Edom as slaves to be used in the 
copper mines located there. (3) Tyre, the ancient trading 
center along the Mediterranean, was convicted of the same 
practice as the Philistines, as well as for broken agreements 
(1:9~10). (4) Edom, which lay SE of Judah, was the target 
of the fourth oracle (1:11-12). With the exception of 
Judah, Edom was the most closely associated with Israel: 
the nation descended from Esau, Jacob’s brother (Genesis 
36). Edom had “pursued his brother [Israel] with a sword,” 
a reference to the hostility between the two brothers that 
was symbolic of the animosity between the two nations 
throughout their existence. (5) Ammon was the next nation 
to be indicted by Yahweh (1:13—15). The nation, which lay 
E of the Jordan bordering the Israelite territory of Gilead, 
was accused of a brutal aggression against Israel, one that 
included “ripping open” pregnant women. (6) Moab, which 
lay E of the Dead Sea and whose S border joined Edom’s 
N limits, was accused of desecrating the dead, defiling the 
bones of the king of Edom (2:1-3). (7) Judah, the sister 
kingdom of Israel, was convicted of “rejecting the law of 
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Yahweh” (2:4—5). Except for the latter oracle against Ju- 
dah, all of the others refer to crimes against humans. This, 
and the use of Deuteronomic language (térah and Sdmar), 
has led some scholars to regard the oracle against Judah 
as a secondary addition, but its exclusion would destroy 
the formal structure of the whole, as we shall see. 

The condemnation and judgment upon each nation 
began, “For three transgressions ... and for four... ,” a 
poetic technique that provided a formal structure to the 
whole (this technique of X, X+1 was common in the 
wisdom literature of the ancient Near East; see Prov 6:16; 
30:15; Ahigar vi.92 [ANET, 428b]; UT 51.iii.17-18 [ANET, 
132b]). Thus, there are seven indictments against seven 
nations, that is, the sum of three plus four. And certainly 
not lost on the audience was the fact that, when Israel 
conquered Canaan, it displaced seven nations whom Yah- 
weh condemned and removed from the land because of 
their inhumanity to humans. Seven nations are now again 
subject to removal. Yet the climax comes with the addition 
of one more nation, /srael itself—the seventh plus one, the 
last, separate from the others. Israel, charged with social 
injustice, hacl proven to be no better than the Amorites, 
whom they clisplaced when they entered the land of Ca- 
naan (2:6-11). Just as Israel’s seven neighbors were to be 
punished for various breaches of international law and 
morality—a sentence that Israel would have applauded— 
so Israel was to be punished for its lack of justice and 
compassion to fellow human beings. 

When Amos finished his oracle on Judah, the seventh, 
the audience must have thought he was finished. How 
shocking it must have been to hear him continue, and to 
condemn them. “Amos [here was] original in asserting that 
social injustices and transgressions of the moral code in 
Israelite society (perhaps equated with ‘the law’) have the 
same moral status as transgressions of the much more 
‘self-evident’ laws of international conduct and of the prac- 
tice of war” (Barton 1980: 49). And, as we have noted, 
Amos was unique in turning the doctrine of election up- 
side down with his belief that “Israel was not indemnified 
against punishment but was all the more accountable in 
view of her ejection” (Barton 1980: 49). 

2. Chapters 3-6. This section contains oracles against 
Israel and predictions of its destruction, and the vast 
majority of scholars consider this section of the book to 
contain the actual words of Amos. This section begins with 
Amos’ new interpretation of what election means to Israel: 
“You only have I known of all the families of the earth; 
therefore I will punish you for all your iniquities” (3:2). 
This sets the tone and provides the main theme for this 
section. 

Amos then fortifies his position as a prophet, and his 
message as one that comes from Yahweh, with a series of 
rhetorical questions (3:3—8). Here Amos uses exaggeration 
to point out the obvious. The questions, all demanding a 
“No” answer, lead the audience to anticipate the confir- 
mation of Amos as a prophet, who is speaking only be- 
cause Yahweh has spoken to him. 

After confirming his role as the messenger of God, 
Amos delivers a series of oracles against Samaria and 
Bethel. The arrangement is an A, B, A’, B’ pattern: first 
those who dwell in Samaria are condemned (3:9—12), then 
those at the sanctuary of Bethel (3:13—-15), then the 
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women of Samaria (4:1—3), and then those at the sanctu- 
aries of Bethel and Gilgal (:4—5). Amos addresses both 
the political and cultic centers in his denunciation of 
Israel’s corrupt social practices. 

As we noted above (C), 4:6—13 contains a parody of the 
salvation history of Israel. This parody is arranged in a 
2+2+1 pattern (see Gese 1981), with a doxology (v 13) at 
the end. As we will see, this is the same pattern that 
appears with the visions (7:1—9; 8:1-3; 9:6) (see Gese 
1981: 75-78). There are two pairs of visions, plus a fifth, 
with a doxology (9:5—6) at the end of the section. 

Amos’ references to Israel's past would have been famil- 
iar to all Israelites. Yet Amos reinterpreted their signifi- 
cance. Just as Yahweh plagued Egypt in order to exact the 
deliverance of His people, sc Yahweh plagued His people 
Israel to exact their return to Him. Just as He destroyed 
Sodom and Gomorrah, so He destroyed part of Israel. 
These calamities were brought upon the nation by God to 
effect its repentance and return to righteousness. But each 
attempt at reconciliation ended in failure: “ ‘Yet you did 
not return to me,’ says Yahweh.” When they did not 
respond, Amos taunted, “Prepare to meet your God, O 
Israel!” (4:12). A meeting that Israel could only have 
imagined as a pleasant expeience now becomes an occa- 
sion for the wrath of God to rain down upon those who 
are present. 

Lest Israel think that Amos is happy about the destruc- 
tion to come, a lamentation c-ver the fallen house of Israel 
immediately follows (5:1—2). (n the classic ginah meter of a 
lament, Amos communicates Yahweh’s sorrow over the 
near complete devastation of Israel—only 10 percent of 
the population will survive. 

The lament in 5:1—2 begins a lengthy section that utilizes 
a chiastic pattern (A, B, B’, A’) to organize the material. 
Scholars have argued until recently tht 5:1-17 contains 
fragments of various sayings given by Amos at different 
times. That now appears not to be the case. De Waard 
(1977) demonstrated that 5:1-17 was a palistrophe with 
the following sections: A—elegy (vv 1-3); B—“seek and 
live” (4-6); C—complaint (7); D—doxology (8-9); C’— 
complaint (10-13); B’—“seek. good, not evil” (14-15); and 
A’—mourning (16-17). Lust (1981), expanding on De 
Waard’s structure, considers ihe entire section from 4:1 to 
6:7 to be a chiasm. Again, the doxology at 5:8—9 is the 
turning point for the structure. 

A note about the doxologies is in order. There are three 
doxologies in the book of Amos (4:13; 5:8—9; and 9:5-6), 
each significantly placed as an integral part of its respective 
literary pattern. They underscore Yahweh’s power 
throughout history, emphasizing the point that, if He 
chooses, He can do against Israel what He has previously 
done for Israel. Although most scholars consider the dox- 
ologies late editions to the book of Amos (see F below), the 
fact that they are inherent in the literary structures sug- 
gests either that they are original or that both they and the 
structure are late. The former seems preferable, and it is 
best to regard the structures .ind the sayings as original. 

A series of woes appears from 5:18 to 6:14. Subjects 
include “the day of Yahweh” (5:18—20), the cult (5:21—27), 
the military security of the nation (6:1—3), the marzéah 
feast (6:4—7), and the destruction to come (6:8—14). Amos’ 
description of the marzéah feast is particularly intriguing. 
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The feast, attested from the 14th century B.c.£. to Roman 
times, had either a religious or a funerary significance. It 
lasted for several days, during which time meat and wine 
were served to banqueters who were prostrate on couches. 
There was much eating, anointing with oil, and music 
(nebel is a lyre, not “harp” as RSV [see King 1988: 154)). 
Amos seems to address the practice of the feast both to 
show the injustice of such luxurious feasting while the 
poor are in such misery and to suggest that, if the feast is 
a funerary feast, then the participants should mourn for 
the poor and for the destruction that is soon to take place. 

3. Chapters 7-9. This unit contains five visions which 
are broken by a biographical narrative (7:10-17, see A 
above) and a series of condemnations against Israel (8:4— 
14). Through these five visions Amos demonstrated the 
meaning of “prophet” as “seer.” He saw events or objects, 
whether in visions or in everyday life, which he interpreted 
or which were interpreted for him with respect to the 
religious situation in Israel. The visions are grouped in 
pairs in which the imagery is different but the message 
and its meaning are the same. Within each pair the im- 
agery intensifies, becoming more cataclysmic. 

The first pair of visions was a locust plague destroying 
crops before they were harvested (7:1—3) and a cosmic fire 
that devoured both the land and the great deep (7:4—6). 
Although the visions were different, the message was the 
same: destruction had been decreed against Yahweh’s peo- 
ple. When the prophet interceded with Yahweh on behalf 
of the threatened people, Yahweh agreed and spared the 
people, or at least postponed the punishment. In both 
visions, the Lord repented, saying, “It shall not be.” 

The second pair of visions likewise differed in content 
and imagery, but the message communicated by them was 
the same: Yahweh will no longer relent or forgive; the time 
for mercy is past, and destructive judgment is now certain. 
The prophet no longer intercedes. In the third vision, 
Amos saw Yahweh standing beside a wall, with a plumb 
line in His hand (7:7—9). Much as a mason or a carpenter 
plumbs a wall to determine if it is straight, so Yahweh 
plumbed His people, measuring them against His stan- 
dard of justice and righteousness. Israel failed the test, 
and this time Yahweh would not spare them. God declared 
that the land would be made desolate, that Israel would be 
laid waste, and that He would “rise against the house of 
Jeroboam with the sword.” The fourth vision contains a 
play on words. Amos saw a basket of summer fruit (gayis), 
and Yahweh interpreted it for him as the end (gés) of His 
people (8:1—3). As in the third vision, so here, Yahweh will 
not spare those who would make a mockery of His moral 
teachings. As one gathers in the summer fruit, so Yahweh 
will gather His people for destruction. 

Sandwiched between the third and fourth visions is a 
narrative about the prophet and his dramatic confronta- 
tion with Amaziah, the high priest at the Bethel sanctuary 
(7:10-17). The words of Amos were unpopular with the 
religious and political leaders of Israel and posed a threat 
to Amaziah’s authority and control over the cult. Whether 
Amos threatened Jeroboam—which would have been trea- 
son—or whether Amaziah distorted Amos’ words for his 
own gain is difficult to determine and has been the subject 
of much scholarly debate, but the text shows that Amaziah 
went to King Jeroboam and reported that Amos had 
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threatened the king’s life (vv 10-11). With this report, 
Amaziah undoubtedly received royal permission to escort 
Amos across the border. Amaziah thus ordered Amos to 
go back to Judah, to prophesy in his own land, and never 
to prophesy at Bethel again (vv 12-13). Amos recounted 
his call from Yahweh to be a prophet to Israel and indi- 
cated that it was his duty to prophesy and preach against 
Israel (vv 14-16). He then gave Amaziah a personal mes- 
sage concerning his destiny: Amaziah was to be carried 
away to be executed in an alien country after witnessing 
his wife’s prostitution and his family’s death (v 17). 

The reason that this narrative is sandwiched between 
the third and fourth visions is to explain why Yahweh's 
decision to destroy Israel is irreversible. The behavior of 
the high priest—in rejecting the message of Amos with its 
divine warning and in going further by effectively denying 
the prophet’s right and necessity to speak—closes off the 
last chance Israel has to hear the truth and repent. Thus, 
Yahweh cannot rescue and spare Israel now that the op- 
portunity for repentance is gone for good. 

After an interlude of oracles, including one likening the 
“day of the Lord” to a solar eclipse (8:9—10), two of which 
Amos could have witnessed (784 and 763 B.c.£.), the fifth 
vision points beyond the destruction of the nation and the 
exile of the people to the obliteration of the leadership, 
the final act in the drama of judgment. Yahweh stood 
beside the altar of the temple and ordered its destruction 
and the elimination of all the people (9: 1-6). Not only will 
Yahweh destroy the land and its inhabitants, but He will 
raze the sacred precinct where He was worshiped and kill 
all those who maintained His cult. No one will escape the 
wrath of Yahweh, no matter where they may hide. Yahweh, 
the God of hosts, the creator and sustainer of the world, 
will perform His judgment upon Israel. 

The visions are followed by two oracles that close the 
book. The first (9:7-10) is a prophecy of terrible destruc- 
tion on the nation Israel. The imagery is vivid: no one 
shall escape the evil destruction, not even those who think 
they can hide in foreign countries, for Yahweh will scoop 
up and shake the nations through His sieve, and not one 
Israelite shall fall through. All Israel shall be caught in the 
coming destruction. 

This vivid oracle of destruction is followed by a vision of 
the last days when the land and its fruitfulness will be 
restored and renewed and a new age of reconciliation and 
restoration will begin. The vision describes the restoration 
of the Davidic kingdom, prosperity, and security (9:11- 
15). Scholarly consensus is that this last promise of renewal 
is a 6th-century exilic addition. Eighth-century prophetic 
oracles were often revised and reapplied to the similar 6th- 
century experience of Judah (e.g., Micah), and conse- 
quently 8th-century materials were often interlaced with 
those of the sixth. That appears to be the case here. First, 
vl4b contradicts 5:11b. Second, there is a discordant ten- 
sion between the severe oracle of destruction in the preced- 
ing verses (7-10) and the glorious hope of renewal here. 
Third, as we have noticed above, nowhere else in Amos is 
his judgment and condemnation of Israel mitigated. 
Fourth, the phrase “unsteady booth of David” most likely 
refers to the imminent destruction of Judah in 587/6 B.c.E., 
over a century and a half later than Amos. The phrase 
“restore the fortunes” is clearly later terminology (see Isa 
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63:9; Micah 7:14). Fifth, the “remnant of Edom” probably 
refers to those left after Edom’s destruction by the Baby- 
lonians, also in the 6th century (Ezek 25:12—14). For these 
reasons, it seems likely that 9:11—15 is a late addition to 
Amos (see F delow for a discussion of other late additions). 


E. Literary and Rhetorical Features 

The language is rich and the literary features abundant 
in the book of Amos. In addition to the literary structures 
(chiasm, alternation) pointed out in the previous section, 
Amos uses a number of other features to formulate his 
message. The use of divine appellatives, the alternation 
between first and third person, and between second and 
third person with reference to addressees, and the crea- 
tion of sound patterns all aid in knitting together the 
larger structure of 4:1-6:7 (Tromp 1984). Amos is fond of 
progressive numerical formulas, using them to structure 
at least three sections of the book: the X+1 pattern of 
1:3-2:14 and the 2+ 2+ 1 quinary patterns of 4:6—13 and 
chaps. 7-9. 

Amos employs a variety of types of literature. The 
messenger formula typical of diplomatic correspondence 
in the ancient Near East (2 Kgs 19:10~19) is used abun- 
dantly by prophets, including Amos. The introductory 
formula “thus Yahweh has said/says” and its variations 
(“Yahweh has sworn,” “an oracle of Yahweh”) is used ap- 
proximately twenty times throughout the book. Amos 
presents visions, as we have noticed, testimony (“Hear this 
word,” 3:1; 4:1; 5:1), woes (“Woe to,” 5:18; 6:1; 6:4), 
proverbs (3:3-6), wisdom (5:13), laments (in 3/2 qinah 
meter, 5:1--2), and doxologies (4:13; 5:8—9; 9:5—-6). Judg- 
ments in the form of reproaches and oracles of doom of 
course appear throughout the book. 

Amos’ use of rhetorical features include exaggeration 
(2:6-8; 3:9-11; 4:1-3; 5:21; 6:12-13), word play (5:5b; 
8:1-2), antithesis (2:13; 5:4—5, 24), verbless sentences 
(5:18; 6:1-3, 6, 8, 14), taunts (4:45), riddles (6:12), com- 
parisons (2:9; 5:2, 7, 19), and metaphors (1:3; 2:13; 3:12; 
9:9). 


F. Text and Canon 

The book of Amos for the most part contains the words 
of Amos, the 8th-century prophet. There are, however, 
sections that everyone agrees are not written by Amos: the 
superscription (1:1) and the biographical account of the 
prophet’s confrontation with Amaziah (7:10—17). It is gen- 
erally assumed that the disciples of Amos supplied these 
sections when they preserved Amos’ words in writing, 
either during or shortly after his ministry. His disciples 
also may have organized Amos’ oracles into the present 
patterns that we have. For instance, the oracles to the 
foreign nations in 1:3—2:5 may have been separate oracles 
that were brought together by those who followed Amos. 

The general consensus is that the social matters are the 
true words of Amos. Although Koch and others (1976; 
1982/3) argue that the doxologies (4:13; 5:8—9; 9:5—6) are 
late, de Waard (1977) and Tromp (1984) have shown that 
they are an integral part of the structure present in their 
respective sections (see the discussion in D above). To 
consider thein late, then, is to consider the structuring of 
these sections a late editorial function. Since the doxolo- 
gies reaffirm the power of Yahweh to act as the prophet 
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has said he would and do not go against the grain of any 
sections that are considered original with Amos, it seems 
best to attribute the doxologies to Amos and/or his disci- 
ples. 

Lust (1981) has suggested that 5:4-6 and 5:14-15 are 
part of the Deuteronomic redaction since they mimic Deut 
12:5 and 30:15, respectively. But which work influenced 
the other? It is possible tha: the “seek X, not Y” phrase 
and its variations such as “seek X and live” were common 
examples of the rhetoric of the monarchy. Amos could 
easily have been the first to record them. Amos 1:2 is 
sometimes rejected as late on the basis of its similarity with 
Joel 3:16 and Jer 25:30-31, but again, Joel and Jeremiah 
could have been copying Amos. 

Some scholars also reject the originality of the oracles 
against the nations of Tyre (|:9—10), Edom (1:11—-12), and 
Judah (2:4-5; see D above). It has been argued that the 
oracle against Tyre should be dated post-604 B.c.£. to the 
time of Nebuchadnezzar II (cf. Ezek 26: 1—28:19). Ezekiel’s 
proclamation against Edom (25:12-14) has led some to 
regard Amos’ oracle against that nation as similarly ema- 
nating from the exilic period. As we have noted, the 
Deuteronomic language in the oracle against Judah sug- 
gests a 7th- or 6th-century date (see Barton 1980: 24). Yet 
all of the smaller nations of Syria-Palestine were alternately 
strong independent states and then vassal provinces nu- 
merous times from the 8th century until the conquest of 
the Near East by Cyrus the Persian. There were ample 
occasions to condemn each of the above, and the prophe- 
cies of Ezekiel almost two centuries later should not deter 
us from assuming that the prophets of Yahweh also had 
problems with these nations in the 8th century. Further- 
more, an elimination of these oracles from the set destroys 
the entire structure of chaps. 1-2 and eliminates the 
movement toward the ultimate climax of the series, the 
oracle against Israel. As noted above, there can be little 
doubt that 9:11—15 is a later addition to the book. 

Scholars disagree on what other sections can be attrib- 
uted to Amos or his disciples and on the development of 
the text of the book. Hammershaimb (1970), for instance, 
considers the entire book to be the genuine sayings of 
Amos that were put together by his disciples. Gordis (1971) 
and, more recently, Limburg (1987) assume that the book 
is substantially the unified work of Amos. Hayes (1988) 
believes that the book is the result of later redactors pulling 
together short snippets of the genuine speeches of Amos. 
Mays (Amos OTL) considers 1:3—6:14 to be from Amos, 
with the rest the result of redactions that reached down 
into the exilic period. Rudolf (Joel, Amos, Obadjah, Jona 
KAT) reduces the material original to Amos to 1:3—2:16. 
He assumes that Amos’ disciples developed the rest of the 
book, except for 9:11—15, which Rudolf argues is late. 

Wolff (Joel and Amos Hermeneia) believes that chaps. 3-6 
are from Amos and that the rest has been developed in six 
layers: (1) chaps. 1 and 2 and (2) the five-part series of 
oracles and visions from Amos himself (cf. Gese 1981); (3) 
the Amos school (disciples); (4) the Bethel interpretation 
during the period of the Josianic reform (3:14b; 5:5b; 9:1— 
4); (5) the Deuteronomic reclaction; and (6) the postexilic 
salvation eschatology. Coote (1981), adapting Wolff’s work, 
assigns the book to a three-stage process of growth: (1) 
“the words of Amos”; (2) “Justice and the Scribe,” the 
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message reactualized in the 7th century; and (3) “Exile 
and Beyond.” More than likely there were three stages in 
the development of the book of Amos: (1) the original 
words of Amos, including the sayings (1:3—6:14; 8:4—14; 
9:7-10) and the first-person narratives (“visions,” 7:1—9; 
8:1-3; 9:1—-6); (2) the work of the disciples, including the 
superscription (1:1) and the third-person narrative (7:10— 
17); and (3) a later editing that appended the oracle of 
hope to the end of the book (9:11—15). 

The book of Amos, in its present form except for 9:11- 
15, was undoubtedly part of the first edition of the Hebrew 
Bible. That edition, compiled between 560 and 540 B.c.£. 
by the Jewish community in exile, included the Primary 
History (Genesis—2 Kings) and the prophetic corpus asso- 
ciated with that history (1 Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and 
the first 9 books of the minor prophets). The last date 
recorded in this material is 561 B.c.£., the 37th year of the 
exile of Jehoiachin and the Ist year of the reign of Awil- 
Marduk, king of Babylon. This may refer to the actual 
date and place of publication. Amos 9:11—15 was probably 
added to the book after Jewish hopes were aroused by the 
decree of Cyrus in 538 B.c.£. By the dedication of the 
second temple in 515 B.c.£., the book of Amos was in its 
present form. 

As far as the text is concerned, “in the main the ancient 
versions of Amos attest the same text of the book as the 
familiar Hebrew” (Auld 1986: 57). The LXX lacks “the 
oracle of Yahweh, God of Hosts” in 6:8 and 6:14, and some 
Gk versions lack 3:10, but otherwise the LXX and the 
other versions represent a text similar to the MT; there 
are no important variations. Furthermore, the MT is in 
good condition. The text is difficult in places (2:7; 3:12; 
5:6, 26; 7:2; and 8:1) where some scholars recommend 
emending the MT, but in general problems with interpre- 
tation of the text arise from our lack of understanding, 
not the corruption of the text itself. 
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AMOZ (PERSON) [Heb ?amés]. The father of the prophet 
Isaiah (Isa 1:1). Other than his name, the Hebrew Bible 
gives us no information about Amoz. Furthermore, this 
name is the only direct information we have about Isaiah’s 
origins. See ISAIAH. The name occurs thirteen times in 
the Hebrew Bible and is always part of the phrase “Isaiah 
the son of Amoz” (Isa 1:1; 2:1; 13:1; 20:2; 37:2, 21 [=2 
Kgs 19:2, 20; cf. 2 Chr 32:20]; 38:1 [=2 Kgs 20:1]; 2 Chr 
26:22; 32:32). According to Jewish tradition, Amoz was the 
brother of King Amaziah, the father of King Uzziah (Meg. 
10b; Sota 10b). Hence, Isaiah would have been in the line 
of David. While there are a number of other indications 
that Isaiah possessed a close connection to the court, it is 
impossible to confirm this late tradition. The name Amoz 
is the short form of the name Amaziah, Heb ?dmasyahii 
(“YHWH is strong”). This type of name is at home in the 
world of cull. poetry in which one recognizes that YHWH 
is the source of strength for his adherents. In addition to 
Amaziah, the names of the other Judean kings of the 8th 
century B.c.£. are formed in a similar manner: Uzziah 
(“YHWH is my strength”), Jotham (“YHWH is upright”), 
Ahaz (short form of Joahaz=“YHWH has seized”), Heze- 
kiah (““YHWH is my strength”) (Wildberger Isazah I-12 
BKAT, 5; IFN, 190). The name °dmés also appears on a 
seal of unknown provenance. Although Anderson (1960: 
57-58) has argued that this seal belonged to a professional 
scribe who was none other than the father of Isaiah, it is 
highly unlikely that this seal ever belonged to the biblical 
Amoz (Kaiser Jsazah 1-12 OTL, 2; Wildberger Isaiah 1-12 
BKAT, 5). 
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AMPHICTYONY. That premonarchic Israel had a 
structure anzlogous to thai of the classical amphictyony is 
a theory which enjoyed wide acceptance over half a cen- 
tury. The success of the theory resulted from its explana- 
tory power: it not only provided a credible and illuminat- 
ing account cf an early obscure period, but it also supplied 
a context within which to locate the formative stages of the 
Pentateuch and the origins of distinctively Israelite insti- 
tutions and traditions which could not be explained within 
the frame of reference of Israel as a monarchic state. 
Recent criticism of the theory, while not necessarily lead- 
ing to its absclute rejection, has at least made such compre- 
hensive use of the analogy inappropriate. 
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. The Classical Amphictyony 
. The Theory of an Israelite Amphictyony 
. Reception of the Theory 
1. The Tribal Lists 
2. The Central Sanctuary 
3. The Function of the Amphictyony 
D. Alternative Models for Premonarchic Israel 
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A. The Classical Amphictyony 

“Amphictyony,” probably originally the proper name of 
a tribe rather than a compound expression meaning “to 
dwell around,” was the term applied by Demosthenes in 
the 4th century B.c.E. to a sacred league which, from the 
beginning of the 6th century B.c.£., had its center at the 
shrine of Apollo at Delphi. It is to this league that the term 
originally belongs, and only by analogy is it later applied 
to other leagues. Thus, Strubo (9.2.33) refers to the am- 
phictyony at Onchestos, and also (8.6.14) to the 7-member 
amphictyony at Calauria, beth centered on sanctuaries of 
Poseidon. The Delphi league, the institution about which 
most information exists (though deriving from a relatively 
late date in its history) and the league to which the term 
“amphictyony” properly applied, is, therefore, the model 
against which the appropriateness of any analogous use of 
the term is to be tested. 

The Delphi amphictyony was a sacred league of 12 
peoples; their number remained constant, though political 
events sometimes led to changes in the identity of the 
members. It was originally based on the sanctuary of 
Demeter at Thermopylae, but later came to take the sanc- 
tuary of Apollo at Delphi also under its protection. The 
chief functions of the league related to the sanctuary, 
which the amphictyonic members undertook to maintain 
and defend. This task was organized by the Ateromnemones, 
the chosen delegates of the amphictyonic members (per- 
haps together with the pylagoroi, apparently either the 
original delegates of the league when it was based on 
Pylae, or delegates charged with particular functions). The 
hieromnemones met regularly in assembly at the sanctuary 
for festivals, to administer the finances of the amphicty- 
ony, and to keep the sanctuary and its access roads in good 
repair. Although the cultic focus is essential—a character- 
istic reflected also in the manifest lack of political unity 
among the members, between whom internecine warfare 
was not unknown—the purpose of the amphictyony was 
not wholly cultic. The members undertook not to destroy 
any of the towns of the league and not to cut off their 
water supplies, within the framework of attempting to 
preserve a state of political equilibrium between the mem- 
bers. Thus, it was not simply for the purpose of maintain- 
ing a sanctuary that the amphictyony came into existence, 
but rather in order to give cultic expression to an agreed 
state of mutual relations which had already been achieved. 


B. The Theory of an Israelite Amphictyony 
Amphictyonic structures have been proposed for the 
Philistines (by Rahtjen) and the Sumerians (by Hallo), but 
it is with reference to Israel that the analogy has been most 
extensively developed outside the classical world. The term 
“amphictyony” had already been long introduced into the 


I+ 213 


Israelite context (by, for example, Alt 1929: 438-39; see 
further Bachli 1977: 17-20) when Noth published his 
highly influential study Das System der zwolf Stamme Israels 
in 1930. Here the analogy was convincingly expounded in 
full detail. Further studies by Noth of the pentateuchal 
laws, the history of the pentateuchal traditions, and the 
“judge of Israel,” culminating in his The History of Israel, 
elaborated his primary study and developed its conse- 
quences for associated areas of OT study. Through the 
use of this analogy, Noth was able to give institutional form 
to a premonarchic Israel which he, under the strong 
influence of Weber, conceived of as a religious entity, the 
covenant people of Yahweh. 

Noth (1930: 3-39) based his study on the OT tribal lists. 
These lists describe Israel, in common with other non- 
Israelite peoples, as a community of twelve tribes, de- 
scended from the twelve sons of Jacob. The lists may be, as 
in Genesis 29-30, of the sons of Jacob, or, as in Numbers 
26, of the tribes of Israel; but the number twelve is consis- 
tently maintained. Even when there is variation in the 
constituent elements of the lists the total number remains 
fixed. The main discrepancy between the lists and the one 
which divides them into two basic categories is that some 
lists include the tribe of Levi while others do not: Genesis 
49 is taken as the basic form of the former group, and 
Numbers 26 of the latter. The sons of Jacob appear in 
Genesis 49 in the following order: Reuben, Simeon, Levi, 
Judah, Zebulun, Issachar, Dan, Gad, Asher, Naphtali, Jo- 
seph, and Benjamin. The birth story of Genesis 29-30 
shows that the first six are sons of Jacob by his wife Leah, 
the next four by the handmaids Bilhah and Zilpah, and 
the last two by his second wife Rachel. The tribes of Israel 
are listed in Numbers 26 in the following order: Reuben, 
Simeon, Gad, Judah, Issachar, Zebulun, Manasseh, 
Ephraim, Benjamin, Dan, Asher, and Naphtali. 

The chief variation between these lists, the presence or 
absence of Levi, is important in that it allows a chronolog- 
ical ordering of the lists, for the type which includes Levi 
is probably older than that which does not. The reason is 
that it is easier to explain how Levi should have been 
secondarily omitted from the list than to explain its sec- 
ondary inclusion. Levi’s inclusion in Genesis 49 among the 
other brothers presupposes that, as in Genesis 34, it is a 
“secular” tribe. Otherwise, however, and historically, Levi 
is known only as a priestly tribe separate from its fellow 
tribes and having no land possession; it is this later status 
of Levi which is reflected in its omission from the list of 
Numbers 26. Both lists, in terms of their absolute date, 
must reflect conditions of the premonarchic period. The 
later of them, Numbers 26, supports this conclusion since 
it assigns to the tribes families which may be identified as 
city-states of the mountain territories of Palestine 
(Shechem, Tirzah, and Hepher), but none which may be 
identified as city-states of the plains. These presupposed 
conditions would antedate Israelite expansion into the 
plains, especially in the time of David. 

Other variations between the lists, following on the omis- 
sion of Levi, include the substitution of Manasseh and 
Ephraim for the single Joseph, and the transfer of the 
tribe of Gad from a position near the end of the Genesis 
49 list to a new position among the Leah group of tribes 
formerly occupied by Levi. Both changes are significant, 
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the one reflecting a concern to maintain the total of twelve, 
and the other intending to preserve a total of six for those 
tribes reckoned as descended from the sons of Leah. It is 
this concern for consistency which suggests that there is a 
historical reality behind the lists in the actual life and 
constitution of Israel in the period of the judges from 
which these lists derive. 

It is at this point that Noth (1930: 39-60) introduced 
the analogy of the classical amphictyony through which 
the reality of premonarchic Israelite life might be clarified. 
The number twelve of the tribes of Israel is an institutional 
necessity to be understood within the framework of a tribal 
federation analogous to the later Greek amphictyony at 
Delphi. In both cases the number is related to the months 
of the year and the need to maintain the central sanctuary 
on a rota basis. As in Greece, so in Israel, that number 
remained constant while the constituent elements of the 
total were open to variation. In the Israelite context the 
concern for the number six of the Leah group of tribes 
should be given a similar explanation. This group repre- 
sents an older amphictyonic organization of six tribes, only 
secondarily extended to twelve (Noth 1930: 75-80). His- 
torically, this presupposes that the Leah tribes were the 
older inhabitants of the land; their organization was ex- 
tended to a membership of twelve through the inclusion 
of the handmaid tribes (Dan, Gad, Asher, Naphtali) on the 
occasion of the entry into the land of the Rachel tribes 
(Joseph and Benjamin) under the leadership of Joshua. 
This older six-tribe Leah amphictyony was superseded by 
the twelve-tribe amphictyony, but alongside the latter 
there coexisted a six-tribe amphictyony comprising the 
southern tribes living on the mountains of Judah: Judah, 
Caleb, Othniel, Cain, Jerahmeel, and Simeon. Thus, Judah 
and Simeon effectively belonged to two amphictyonies: the 
larger one was centered on Shechem, to which Joshua 
summoned the tribes at the conclusion of the entry of the 
Rachel tribes (Joshua 24), and the smaller one was cen- 
tered on Hebron and formed the base of David’s later 
elevation to kingship. These were the cult centers which 
the tribes undertook to maintain; it was here that they, in 
their representatives, the né§im (a list of whom appears in 
Num 1:5-15), met to conduct the business of the amphic- 
tyony and to participate in the common worship of their 
amphictyonic God, Yahweh. Shechem, the first center of 
the twelve-tribe amphictyony, was where the ark was kept; 
following the movements of the ark, it may then be conjec- 
tured that the amphictyonic central sanctuary was subse- 
quently to be found at Bethel, Gilgal, and, finally, Shiloh 
(NHI, 94-95). Through its common cult the amphictyony 
expressed its essential character as a sacral union. Joshua 
24, which records the foundation of the twelve-tribe am- 
phictyony, also reflects the form by which these tribes 
worshiped Yahweh: it was a covenant form, in which the 
tribes regularly affirmed their acceptance of the conditions 
of the covenant proclaimed to them as the law of Yahweh. 
The amphictyony was, therefore, the institution through 
which the people of Yahweh came into existence. 

Noth’s reconstruction was highly influential for a num- 
ber of reasons. As Sasson (1981: 8-9) has noted, it re- 
flected contemporary German historiographic interest, 
rooted in recent German history, in the rise of the nation- 
state, and thus integrated Israel’s early history directly and 
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meaningfully into more general historical experience. 
Moreover, it supplied a framework of historical explana- 
tion which was credible for Israelite traditions and institu- 
tions of the premonarchic period and beyond. Thus, in 
general terms, it provided a theory of the nature of an 
Israel distinct from the monarchic state and presupposed 
by the monarchic state and also indeed by pentateuchal 
tradition in general: the monarchy was an institution 
founded on an already existing Israel; the pentateuchal 
tradition has its focus on an Israel of the type of the 
amphictyony rather than the monarchy. It is to such an 
Israel that the laws of the Pentateuch are addressed, rather 
than to a monarchic state (Noth 1966: 20—36), and it is 
within such an Israel that the “minor judges” (Judg 10:1- 
5; 12:7-15) should be understood to have functioned 
(Noth 1950: 404-17). The war between the tribe of Benja- 
min and the rest of the tribes of Israel (Judges 19-21) was 
an amphictyonic war with a direct parallel in the Greek 
context (Noth 1930: 100-6). The traditions behind Deu- 
teronomy arid the covenant faith which was found to be 
reflected in both psalms and prophets could all be seen as 
rooted in ar phictyonic Israel of the premonarchic period 
(Nicholson 1967: 37-57). Thus, the explanatory power of 
the amphictyony model together with its conformity to 
contemporary historiographic interests and values en- 
sured the more or less general acceptance of the theory in 
OT scholarship. 


C. Reception of the Theory 

The theory of an Israelite amphictyony received its 
definitive formulation in the work of Noth; it is, therefore, 
to Noth’s presentation that criticism has, especially in the 
last two decades, been directed. The historical and geo- 
graphical distance which separates premonarchic Israel 
from the classical amphictyony, together with the lack of 
any Hebrew term which might be a possible counterpart 
to the Greek “amphictyony,” have been considered by, for 
example, Fohrer (1966: 801-16) general points of weak- 
ness in the analogy (though, it should be emphasized, 
issues such as influence or dependence of one culture on 
another do not arise in the context of an analogy); but it is 
in three major areas that the appropriateness of the anal- 
ogy has been substantively questioned. 

1. The Tribal Lists. Noth’s fundamental dependence on 
the OT tribal lists is problematic for at least two reasons. 
In the first place, the essential characteristic of the amphic- 
tyony was its central sanctuary; but the primary evidence 
for the presence of an analogous institution in Israel is the 
consistency of the number twelve of the Israelite tribes. In 
the classical context, however, associations with varying 
numbers of rnembers could be termed amphictyonies, the 
number of members being a secondary or even irrelevant 
matter. Even when the number twelve is found in the 
Greek context it is doubtful that it is to be related to the 
amphictyonic duties of the members. These duties were 
probably not discharged by the members on a regular 
monthly rota, but rather by the council of the amphicty- 
onic representatives gathered at the central sanctuary. The 
number twelve, as De Vaux (EHI: 702-3; see also Mayes 
1974: 117 n.57) has recognized, expresses totality (as in | 
Kgs 7:44; 10:20; 19:19) and need not be related to practi- 
cal concerns. Its presence or absence in any context is, 


214 °-I 


therefore, generally irrelevant to the issue of the existence 
of an amphictyonic institution. 

Secondly, Noth’s treatment of the relationship and dat- 
ing of the tribal lists is generally questionable. The argu- 
ment that there is a chronological relationship between 
them begs the question of their purpose, for it is apparent 
that the very different types of list which are being com- 
pared (genealogical, tribal, territorial) need have no direct 
relationship: thus, Genesis 49 could be older or later than 
Numbers 26. That any of them belong to the premonar- 
chic period is also doubtful. The order of tribes which 
Numbers 26 offers can be adequately explained only in 
the late context of the priestly writing (Hoftijzer 1959: 
241-63; Mayes 1974: 16~—3-4), which, in a series of lists 
(Num 1:20—43; 2:3-31; 26), is describing the layout of the 
Israelite camp in four companies, each company consisting 
of three tribes: the effect of the priestly ordering is that 
Judah, the favored tribe, is the leading tribe of its company 
encamped on the eastward side. The priestly background 
of this list effectively removes it from consideration for an 
institutional structure of Israel in the premonarchic pe- 
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related to that time. That the entity Joseph, which appears 
there, is the original entity which later split into Ephraim 
and Manasseh (and Ephraim appears in the early Judges 
5), is in fact unlikely. The earliest and original use appears 
to have been “House of Joseph” and this expression came 
into existence in the monarchic period as a collective 
designation for a northern group, parallel to the designa- 
tion “House of Judah.” “Joseph” is, in other words, a 
secondary formation which presupposes the existence of 
Ephraim and Manasseh and also the stabilization of very 
complex tribal movements and relationships which were 
still in progress throughout the whole of the premonarchic 
period and beyond. In the case of neither Numbers 26 nor 
Genesis 49 can a premonarchic background credibly be 
claimed, and thus the view that these lists are to be ex- 
plained within the framework of an Israelite amphictyony 
must come under serious question. 

2. The Central Sanctuary. The amphictyonic central 
sanctuary was, by definition, integral to that organization. 
In the Israelite context, however, the information on such 
a sanctuary is sparse, and this aspect of the theory in fact 
played a secondary role in Noth’s presentation. It was only 
on the basis of having already, through consideration of 
the tribal lists, established the existence of an Israelite 
amphictyony, that Noth then addressed the question of its 
central sanctuary. Here, in a concrete expression of their 
common allegiance to Yahweh, the tribes of Israel were 
supposed regularly to have celebrated a covenant festival. 
The focal point of the Israelite amphictyony was its sacred 
ark, and, as reflected in its movements through the period 
of the judges, the central sanctuary was established first of 
all at Shechem, and then subsequently at Bethel, Gilgal, 
and Shiloh, the last-mentioned being the sanctuary of the 
ark at the end of the premonarchic period. 

The criteria proposed to determine whether or not a 
particular sanctuary was an amphictyonic central sanctu- 
ary are largely circumstantial. This in itself is not a decisive 
weakness, but it must be of some significance that the laws 
of the OT, and in particular the book of the covenant 
(Exod 20:23-23:33), which has been identified as amphic- 


I+ 215 


tyonic law, make no reference to obligations laid on the 
Israelite tribes to maintain and protect a central sanctuary 
(and in fact the Book of the Covenant surely envisages a 
number of local sanctuaries); nor does this law identify the 
Israelite nés?im as tribal representatives gathered at such a 
sanctuary (Exod 22:27—Eng 28). In the absence of such 
direct evidence two specific criteria (the presence of the 
ark and the celebration of the covenant festival), together 
with one general criterion (acknowledgment as supreme 
by all the tribes of Israel), are taken to determine the 
existence of a central sanctuary (Irwin 1965: 161-84). 

It must be said, however, that even granted the suffi- 
ciency of these criteria they provide no certain evidence of 
the central status of any premonarchic Israelite sanctuary 
(Mayes 1974: 34-55). The celebration of a covenant festi- 
val at any sanctuary in pre-Deuteronomic times is increas- 
ingly a matter of doubt; the ark was certainly to be found 
at Gilgal and Shiloh (and perhaps also at Bethel, Judg 
20:27), though its connection with Shechem (Josh 8:30— 
35) is attested only in what is certainly a Deuteronomistic 
passage. These may not, however, be considered particu- 
larly pressing issues, derived as they are from OT rather 
than classical contexts. Yet on the question of the general 
acknowledgment of a sanctuary as central by all the mem- 
bers of amphictyonic Israel, the result is no clearer. The 
summoning of all the tribes to Shechem (Joshua 24) is 
related only in a post-Deuteronomistic story of highly 
dubious historical value (Mayes 1983: 49-51). Gilgal and 
Shiloh were sanctuaries of clearly quite distinct Yahwistic 
traditions, the first of which formed the eventual back- 
ground for Saul’s kingship while the second provided the 
theological basis for David’s kingship. These cannot be 
treated in any respect as central sanctuaries of a unified 
Israelite cult. The evidence relating to Bethel is also un- 
clear: the story of the rape and murder of the Levite’s 
concubine in Judges 19-21, which Noth treated as an 
authentic amphictyonic tradition, forms the context for 
the statement that “the people of Israel arose and went up 
to Bethel, and enquired of God” (Judg 20:18), but Shiloh 
is also mentioned here as the sanctuary of a yearly feast of 
Yahweh (21:16-21), while in the same story (20:1) it is at 
Mizpah that “the congregation assembled as one man to 
the Lord.” Although it is certainly conceivable that second- 
ary expansion of the story has overlaid an original refer- 
ence to just one sanctuary, it is also more than probable 
that any critical procedure undertaken to recover that 
older story will also remove its “all-Israel” (and so its 
“amphictyonic”) frame of reference. It appears, therefore, 
that with regard to this, the fundamental aspect of the 
amphictyonic organization, there is no unequivocal sup- 
port for an analogous structure in premonarchic Israel. 

3. The Function of the Amphictyony. It is possible that 
the classical amphictyony could still be claimed as an 
analogy of some heuristic value for premonarchic Israel 
even in the face of the weaknesses already noted. This 
would require, however, a form of theory rather different 
than that originally proposed by Noth and elaborated by 
himself and others later. As Gottwald (1979: 376-86) has 
noted, in the classical context the amphictyony was a cultic 
organization; it did not provide the framework within 
which a social and political entity was founded, but rather 
presupposed those historical, social, and political develop- 
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ments which led to the existence of a people; it was by a 
people, already united in military and other leagues, that 
an amphictyonic structure was adopted for the purpose of 
maintaining the balance of political and social power which 
had already been achieved. 

Within the Israelite context, however, the amphictyony 
has been made to serve a much more comprehensive 
function. It is here not only a cultic organization, but also 
social, political, ethnic, and perhaps also military. Even if 
(with Smend 1970) the practice of holy war is to be seen as 
an activity of a military league quite independent of the 
amphictyonic institution, the latter still has a range of 
functions which sets it apart from the classical organiza- 
tion. It is within the amphictyony that Israelite political, 
social, and ethnic consciousness is held to have been 
formed. Not only did her tribal representatives meet at the 
central sanctuary, but here also her judges functioned, 
while it was within that framework that there gradually 
evolved the normative account of Israelite ethnic origins 
which eventually found its deposit in the Pentateuch. 
Moreover, this Israelite amphictyony is held to have been 
so integral to Israelite identity that it survived the intro- 
duction of the monarchy and lived on alongside the mo- 
narchic institution as that essential Israel addressed by 
prophecy and law. The analogy cannot possibly bear the 
weight of theory with which it is here elaborated. 

It is clear that Noth was by no means unaware of this 
problem, for he himself pointed to the artificial and sche- 
matic character of the tribal lists as well as the inconsistency 
between the particular tribes which they include on the 
one hand, and the historical role (or lack of it) of these 
same tribes, on the other. He argued (1930: 40—41), how- 
ever, that this artificiality did not in itself invalidate the 
historical reality of the institution, for the latter is an 
administrative organization created from already existing 
raw material: just as Solomon, for the maintenance of his 
royal court, established twelve districts in his kingdom, 
districts which did not reflect any natural divisions of 
Israelite tribal territories, so also the amphictyony was an 
artificial but nevertheless historical institution erected on 
given social and political realities. The implication of this 
argument was, as Noth (1930: 55-56) acknowledged, that 
it was not in fact through the amphictyony that the tribes 
of Israel first came together. Rather, through the accidents 
of history, such as common invasion of a new land and 
common opposition to outside forces, the unity of Israel 
was first established, a unity which the amphictyony was 
then designed to preserve. In the elaboration of the theory 
of an Israelite amphictyony, this significant aspect of its 
background and context has been generally overlooked. 


D. Alternative Models for Premonarchic Israel 

In recent study of the premonarchic period attention 
has shifted away from the issue of an Israelite amphictyony 
both toward other possible analogies for understanding 
the totality “Israel” and toward the study of the basic social 
units of which any possible Israelite federation was com- 
posed. In the latter context the significance of the family 
and clan, over against the tribe, as the basic social and 
economic units has been stressed, especially by Gottwald 
(1979: 239-92); and as a framework within which they 
may have been comprehended, the possibility of using the 
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segmentary lineage system, known among African tribes, 
has been explored, by Criisemann (1978: 201-8) and Frick 
(1985: 51-69). Either as an alternative or as a supplement 
to the analogy of the segmentary society, Israel has also 
been described as an association of chiefdoms (Flanagan 
1981: 47-73; Frick 1985: 71-97; Rogerson 1986: 17--26), 
the chiefdom analogy being particularly appropriate for 
the rule of Saul, though perhaps also suitable for the 
earlier premonarchic period. 

None of these more recent developments is in fact in- 
compatible with the theory of an amphictyony in premo- 
narchic Israel, at least insofar as the functions of the latter 
are restrictec| to what is suggested by the classical model. 
Thus, while :t must be admitted that, for the present, the 
evidence in favor of such an organization in Israel is not 
convincing, the possibility is still open that, within an Israel 
organized as a segmentary society or an association of 
chiefdoms, amphictyonic relationships existed between 
larger or smaller groups of tribes or other social units 
already united on other grounds. It might be through such 
relationships that the complex and still uncertain history 
of the development of Yahwism within Israel will be better 
understood; but it is unlikely that the analogy will become 
reestablished as a form by which the nature of the totality 
of Israel, at «any period, is to be expressed. See also Noth, 
HPT. 
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AMPHIPOLIS (PLACE) [Gk Amphipolis]. An ancient 
city of Macedonia located on a terraced hill on the E bank 
of the Strymon River just S of Lake Cercinitis and about 4 
km N of the estuary of the river and the harbor city of 
Eion. On his second missionary journey, Paul with Silas 
passed through this city while traveling on the Via Egnatia 
from Philippi (approximately 50 km to the E) to Thessa- 
lonica (Acts 17:1). The city was set on a hill surrounded by 
the river on three sides and protected by a wall on the E 
side. This geographical situation of Amphipolis and its 
prominent position provides the rationale for its name, 
which means “around the city” (Thuc. 4.102). 

The Thracian founders of the city originally called it 
Ennea Hodoi or “Nine Ways,” which indicates its early 
importance as a commercial and military center. Athenian 
attempts to colonize the city failed in 497, 476, and 465 
B.C. but succeeded in 436 B.c. under the leadership of 
Hagnon. Amphipolis came under Spartan control in 424 


I+ 217 


B.c. when Brasidas conquered the city. The efforts of 
Thucydides, general over Thrace, only succeeded in sav- 
ing the harbor city of Eion. Despite the efforts of the 
Athenians to regain control of Amphipolis it remained a 
free city until Philip the Great of Macedonia conquered it 
in 357 B.c. After the Romans conquered the region at the 
Battle of Pydna in 168 z.c. they divided Macedonia into 
four districts, designating Amphipolis as a free city and 
the chief city of the first district (Livy 45.17-18, 29~30). 

The city, which lies in a fertile river valley, was noted for 
its wine, oil, and wood. Silver and gold were mined in the 
adjacent hills and fine woolen textiles were manufactured 
in this region. During the Roman period the city com- 
manded a strategic position along the Via Egnatia, the 
bridge across the Strymon River. 

Excavations at the city have revealed several tombs from 
the classical and Hellenistic periods. Four early Byzantine 
basilicas have been uncovered and they house beautiful 
mosaic floors. Several coins and inscriptions have been 
discovered at the city. 
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AMPLIATUS (PERSON) [Gk ampliatos]. A Roman 
Christian who received greetings from Paul in Rom 16:8 
as “my beloved in the Lord.” Since he was known person- 
ally by Paul, who had not yet been in Rome, Ampliatus 
must have lived in the E of the Roman Empire for a while 
before he came to Rome. His name, a typical slave name, 
shows that he probably was a slave or freedman (see the 
epigraphical material in Lampe StadtrChr, 144, 152-53). A 
connection to Flavia Domitilla and the Ampliatus-Cubicu- 
lum in the Roman catacomb “Domitilla” (Cranfield Romans 
ICC, 790) does not exist (Lampe StadtrChr, 20-21). 
PETER LAMPE 


AMRAM (PERSON) [Heb ‘amraém]. Var. AMBRAM 
(LXX). The name of two men in the OT. 

1. A second-generation Levite, the son of Kohath, and 
the father of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam (1 Chr 5:24—29— 
Eng. 6:2—3). Amram is a biblical figure without a narrative; 
he appears only in late genealogical lists. The earliest 
attestation of Amram appears in Exod 6:18. Amram’s 
presence in the genealogy of Exod 6:14—25 most likely 
resulted from the priestly writer’s unification of three or 
four authentic genealogical sources (M6hlenbrink 1934: 
187-90). Once Amram entered the pentateuchal tradition, 
the priestly writer utilized the name in order to establish a 
distinct levitical family with specific roles for the conquest 
of the land (Num 3:19, 27). The appearance of Amram 
follows a similar pattern in Chronicles. The Chronicler, 
probably drawing upon the levitical lists in Exodus 6 and 
Numbers 2—3, included Amram as an individual (1 Chr 
5:29—Eng 6:3) and as the name for a levitical family (e.g., 
1 Chr 26:23). 
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2. A son of Bani who lived in the Persian province of 
Judah during the mission of Ezra (Ezra 10:34). Amram 
was one of many Judeans who had married non-Judean 
wives. He consented to divorce his wife during the reforms 
of Ezra under the threat of complete ostracism from the 
Jerusalem temple-state. 
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AMRAPHEL (PERSON) {Heb ?amrapel]. King of Shinar 
(Gen 14:1, 9), one of the allies of Chedorlaomer. Shinar is 
an alternate name of Babylonia in the OT and in some 
Egyptian and cuneiform records of the 2d millennium 
(1QapGen 21:23 and the Targums render it by bb/ “Ba- 
bel”). Amraphel was identified with Hammurapi by 
Schrader (SPAW 1887: 600—5), who assumed that the bib- 
lical form of the name arose from a miswritten Hebrew 
rendering of a variant of the cuneiform name. This iden- 
tification, once widely accepted, was later virtually aban- 
doned, mainly because Hammurapi was never active in the 
W. 

If one proceeds from the premise that the four eastern 
kings of Genesis 14 were modeled on the four kings of the 
“Chedorlaomer texts” (see CHEDORLAOMER), one must 
look among them for the one who is attested as a king of 
Babylonia. This is ™/-bil-4Fiu-tu (Spartoli 158 + 962: rev. 27) 
who, according to his characteristic there (rev. 24-29) and 
in Spartoli I1I,2: 3-9 (where the name is broken off), 
clearly corresponds to Marduk-apal-iddina II (Merodach- 
baladan), chief of the Chaldean tribe of Bit-Yakin in the 
Sea Land, who twice seized the throne of Babylon from 
Assyria (722-710 and 703 B.c.). He was viewed as an alien 
usurper by the Babylonian priesthood and patriciate and 
especially hated because of his removal of divine statues 
from Babylon and other cultic centers of Babylonia when 
he twice retreated to the Sea Land. In extant versions of 
the Chedorlaomer text, the form /-bil-Tu-tu represents a 
pseudonym or cryptogram of the common ideographic 
spelling of the name Marduk-apali-iddina, which was 
AMAR.UTU.IBILA.SUM"2. The IBILA element was simply 
moved to the initial position and rendered phonetically as 
i-bil, while the AMAR.UTU (Akk “Marduk”) element was 
replaced by another common name for that god, Tutu. 
The author of Genesis 14, however, seems to have had at 
his disposal a version in which the correct ideographic 
spelling was preserved: he simply read the first element 
(AMAR.UTU) phonetically as ?amar, and gave the second 
element (1BILA) its regular Akkadian value apal (commonly 
pronounced pal in composite names). The result would 
hence have been *°amarpal (cf. LXX amarphal; Astour 
1966: 94-99). 
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AMULET. See MAGIC (ANE). 


AMUQ PLAIN. A small plain in S Turkey located on 
the curve of the Orontes, a river which runs S—N to this 
point, where it then flows S—W to empty into the Mediter- 
ranean. It forms a meeting point, or crossroads, of the 
following: the Ghab Valley through which the Orontes 
flows; the N road which runs along the E border of the 
Amanus; and the road which goes E to Aleppo and to the 
Euphrates. Tanks to this last section of the Orontes River, 
this area is directly linked to the coastal region. ‘This 
situation explains why, in spite of its marshy and un- 
healthy conditions, this plain has been inhabited by man 
almost continuously since the Neolithic period. 

Two different expeditions have helped to uncover the 
history of the region. The first was under the auspices of 
the Oriental !nstitute of Chicago. It excavated the sites of 
Chatal Hiiyiik, Tell Jdeide, and Tell Tayinat between 1933 
and 1937 under the direction of C. W. McEwan and R. J. 
Braidwood. Information gathered pertained mainly to the 
Neolithic period as well as the 3d and Ist millennia. The 
second expecition was led by Sir Leonard Woolley to Tell 
Atchana; its first stage was from 1937 to 1939, and its 
second stage from 1946 to 1949. It very satisfactorily 
completed the sequence thanks to the discovery of Ala- 
lakh, a city that existed in the 2d millennium. 

Occupation of the region seems to have begun in the 
6th millenniuim. The Neolithic era was then well under 
way: agriculture and the rearing of livestock were the basic 
activities. and ceramics had already been introduced. 
Through an in-depth study of ceramics and of its associa- 
tion with the various categories of lithic materials found at 
Chatal Hiiyiix and especially at Tell Jdeide, R. J. Braid- 
wood and his team divided the period which extends from 
6000 to 2000 B.c. into ten clearly defined phases which 
they designated from A to J. These letters mark high 
points of the evolution of N Syria and the progressive 
transformation of lifestyles during the Neolithic period 
and the growth of the villages (phases A-E from 6000 to 
3500 B.c.), the chalcolithic period, and the still very grad- 
ual introduction of the use of metal (phase F, 3500-3000), 
and finally the Bronze Age which, in the 3d millennium 
(phases G—J), saw the progressive spread of tools and metal 
armaments, the building of the first cities, and the birth of 
writing. During almost the whole of this long period. N 
Syria appears to have been culturally dependent on Meso- 
potamia, and it seems that its development was largely the 
result of the exceptional dynamism of the civilization of 
the Region of the Two Rivers. Nevertheless, as Ebla reveals, 
the power of the Syrian economy grew rapidly in the 3d 
millennium, allowing real originality to soar to great 
heights. Evidence of this is a group of little bronze statues 
found at Tell Jdeide which is perhaps one of the most 
ancient. expressions of a type of statue for which the 
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Syrians became particularly renowned throughout ancient 
times. 

Nevertheless, it is the rise of the city of Alalakh about 
2000 B.c. that prompts the observation that this region was 
involved in the profound changes that affected Syria. In- 
deed, this city looks like a small regional capital within the 
kingdom of Aleppo, or the kingdom of Yamhad, and at 
the same time it reflects the ‘ife of N Syria during the 2d 
millennium. The excavations brought to light the existence 
of seventeen levels (not all of which correspond to a real 
historical phase). Woolley dated their development be- 
tween 3200 and 1200 s.c. In reality, the beginnings of the 
city certainly do not go back further than 2000, and the 
first important period seems to have been a level 7, which 
must be dated to the 18th century. The site is famous for 
having yielded clay tablets which illustrate various areas of 
public and private life. The architectural documentation 
consists of a sanctuary, the center of political power, the 
city gate, and some houses. 

One can follow the transformations of the temple 
throughout the millennium thanks to the seven phases 
which have been discovered and which show that the basic 
plan was always respected, even if some modifications gave 
each one its own particular appearance. The different 
levels were very simply organized: starting with a large 
room which was approximately a square with a porch on 
its SE side overlooking a small courtyard, these levels do 
not, in most cases, have characteristic furnishings for wor- 
ship, since these were certainly to be found at a higher 
level; thus it is generally thought that the temple was 
shaped like a tower and belonged to a typical Levantine 
series of which the most famous examples have been found 
at Ugarit. The palace on level 7, or the palace of Yarim- 
Lim, a contemporary of Hammurapi of Babylon (18th 
century), which unfortunately is incomplete, extended 
immediately E from the temple. Evidently it had a floor 
where royal apartments were probably located, and large 
reception rooms, while the servants’ quarters were located 
on the ground floor. The quality of the construction in 
dressed stone for the door jambs and certain sections of 
the walls and an armature cf wooden beams filled with 
unbaked bricks on the upper levels clearly show that this 
building belonged to the E Mediterranean world. This is 
also confirmed by the presence of mural paintings in 
which one can recognize strong Minoan features. 

The palace on level 4 or the palace of Niqmepas (late 
15th to early 14th centuries) followed a totally different 
concept, for there one finds many elements belonging to 
the architectural style called Yilanz. This style, which was 
highly favored at the beginning of the Ist millennium, 
emphasizes the existence of a southern influence undoubt- 
edly linked to the development of the prestigious Hittite 
empire. Elements of the fortification system and the gigan- 
tic gate give some idea of the protection of the city, and 
the house designs, which were unfortunately all too often 
reduced to just the foundaticns, depict certain aspects of 
daily life. 

Evidence of the artistic life of the city has come to light 
thanks to the discovery of statues and fragments of statues, 
among which one can mention the superb head in diorite 
found on the floor of the temple at level 7. Woolley 
thought the head represented the king Yarim-Lim who 
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was described in various written texts, but he had not the 
slightest proof for that identification. The quality of this 
portrait, unique in Alalakh, is so remarkable that it seems 
highly improbable that it came from a local workshop. On 
the other hand, the statue of King Idrimi is dated about 
1400 B.c.—it portrays him in a sitting position on a slightly 
raised throne that has been poorly separated from the 
original block of white magnesite. This statue shows un- 
skilled workmanship: its poorly traced features and com- 
plete lack of artistic quality indicate that it could very well 
have been made in a local workshop that was little pre- 
pared for such a great endeavor. Concerning the inscrip- 
tion, the text engraved on the statue also holds some 
surprises which seem to indicate a lack of experience more 
easily attributable to the stonecutter than to the scribe. 

The hundreds of cuneiform tablets discovered mainly 
on levels 7 and 4 show that people had a perfect grasp of 
writing in the city of Alalakh in the 18th century. This fact 
should not be surprising, for even if the city did not play a 
regional political role, its position on the busy commercial 
route implied habitual use of this technique. Thanks to 
these tablets, valuable information has been gathered on 
the Syrian situation pertaining to the 18th as well as to the 
14th centuries; they have even contributed to calling into 
question the chronology accepted until the Second World 
War regarding the Ist Babylonian Dynasty. 

Alalakh is important to us for providing information on 
a small city in N Syria, and also for partially filling in the 
gaps left by the absence of findings in Aleppo, the true 
capital of the kingdom of Yamhad in the Middle Bronze 
Age. 

During the Ist millennium, the Orontes River main- 
tained its importance. The port of El-Mina and the city of 
Antioch clearly show this. But one must take particular 
note here of the site of Tell Tayinat, which was excavated 
by the team from the Oriental Institute of Chicago. This 
site revealed levels of the Iron Age where many of the 
famous Hilani-style buildings were discovered. 

Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, there are re- 
mains of a temple in elongated shape, exactly like a mega- 
ron which appears to be characteristic of N Syria and 
which provided the model of the famous temple of Solo- 
mon in Jerusalem. 
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AMZI (PERSON) [Heb ?amsi]. 1. A Levite, the son of 
Bani, the father of Hilkiah, and the grandfather of Ama- 
ziah (1 Chr 6:30-31—Eng 6:45—46). His name occurs in a 
list of twelve descendants of Merari, Levi's son, which 
legitimizes Ethan ben Kishi as one of three levitical singers 
appointed by King David. The Ethanites were to stand at 


ANAFA, TEL 


the left side (1 Chr 6:29—Eng 6:44) of Heman, the more 
prominent levitical musician. 

2. A levitical priest, the son of Zechariah and the father 
of Pelatiah (Neh 11:12). He is cited as a progenitor of 
Adaiah, one of the priests living in Jerusalem at the time 
of Nehemiah. Unfortunately, Amzi is not mentioned in 
the abbreviated list of Adaiah’s ancestors in 1 Chr 9:12. 

RoGEr W. UITTI 


ANAB (PLACE) [Heb Sana]. A city in the southernmost 
part of the hill country of Judah (Josh 15:48—50). It is 
about three miles west of Debir (Dahariyeh). The Egyptian 
texts of the 19th Dynasty refer to it as Qrt ‘nb, hence its 
original name is likely to have been Kiriat-‘anab. Its modern 
Arab name is Khirbet SUnndéb es-Seghireh, but is called Tel 
Rekhesh in modern Hebrew. The remains of an Iron Age 
city have been found at the site. 

The book of Joshua mentions it as one of the cities 
inhabited by the Anakim (Josh 11:21). When Joshua 
launched his attack, the Anakim, though mighty, could 
not stand before him. Joshua and his armies took Anab 
and it was allotted to the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:20, 50). 

PauL BENJAMIN 


ANAEL (PERSON) [Gk Anaél]. The brother of Tobit 
(Tob 1:21). Tobit claimed that Anael was the father of 
Ahikar, whom Esarhaddon (Assyrian ruler from 681 to 
669 B.c.) appointed accountant and chief administrator 
over his whole empire. See AHIKAR. No name better 
demonstrates the fictional nature of the book of Tobit and 
its characters than Anael, through whom the well-known 
figure of Ahikar was made not only Jewish but a relative of 
Tobit; indeed, one who interceded with Esarhaddon to 
have Tobit pardoned for past “crimes” against the state 
(e.g., burying the bodies of faithful Jews left exposed) and 
allowed to return to Nineveh from hiding. 
Pau. L. REDDITT 


ANAFA, TEL (M.R. 210286). A Hellenistic and Roman 
site in the Huleh Basin. 


A. Identification and Location 

Tel Anafa is situated in the upper Galilee at the base of 
the Golan Heights. The site lies near the crossroads of the 
N-S trade route through the Jordan and Massyas valleys 
with the E~W road from Damascus to Tyre which in the 
Late Hellenistic and Roman eras constituted one of the 
major outlets of the immensely profitable trans-desert 
trade route to the W. The tel is small, about 160 m long 
and 110 m wide, and rises some 10 m above the surround- 
ing Huleh Basin. Although excavations have shown that 
the mound was occupied almost continuously from the EB 
Age through the Ist century c.£., the best-preserved and 
most impressive remains belong to the Late Hellenistic era 
when the occupants appear to have profited greatly from 
their location near the trade routes. At that time the tel 
served as the acropolis of a larger town, the walls of which 
were revealed in the fish-pond construction of the early 
1970s but which are now covered by the surrounding 
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cotton fields. After ten years of excavation there is still no 
evidence for the ancient name of the town in Hellenistic 
times; the presence of several other Hellenistic settlernents 
nearby in the Huleh Basin make it impossible to identify 
the tel confidently with any particular Hellenistic settle- 
ment mentioned in texts or inscriptions. 


B. Excavations 

Ten seasons of field work have been carried out in two 
series of excavations at Tel Anafa. The first series, under 
the directorship of S. Weinberg, was in the field for five 
seasons between 1968 and 1973. The second series fielded 
five summer campaigns between 1978 and 1986, under 
the codirectorship of S. Weinberg and S. Herbert. 

In the ten seasons of excavations approximately 1000 m? 
of the tel were dug to depths of as much as 6 m, although 
the average depth of penetration was ca. 2.5 m. The 
earliest habitation levels reached in the deeper probes 
belong to the MB period, but pottery found in terrace fills 
and other secondary deposits bears witness to the occupa- 
tion of the site in the latter part of the EB Age. Nowhere 
on the tel was sterile soil or bedrock reached. When, in the 
early years of the excavation, it became clear that there 
were over 3 m of Hellenistic accumulation, well stratified 
into several major architectural phases, the decision was 
taken to concentrate on the Hellenistic remains, opening 
large areas to clarify the extent and plan of the Hellenistic 
buildings. 


C. Hellenistic and Roman Era Buildings 

The N half of the tel is dominated by the substantial 
remains of a large Hellenistic building (the LHSB) ca. 
38 m square. The walls of this building are a mixture of 
cut limestone ashlar blocks and basalt fieldstones and are 
preserved in a few instances to a height of over 2 m. The 
mixed ashlar/rubble construction technique is characteris- 
tic of Phoenician settlements from the Iron Age through 
Hellenistic eras. The use in some of the walls of the Greek 
dry masonrv elements, such as swallowtail clamps and 
rectangular dowels sealed with lead, points to a mixed 
Greco-Phoenician tradition. Also indicative of Greek 
building tradition was the decorative stucco which faced 
many of the walls. The painted and gilded stucco imitated 
drafted blocks, egg-and-dart moldings, and Ionic and Co- 
rinthian column capitals. The plan of the building can be 
restored as suites of rooms on four sides opening onto a 
central courtyard measuring 9 X 12 m. There is a major 
paved entrance to the NW. A bath complex along the E 
side of the court bears witness to the luxurious standard 
of living of the inhabitants. The bath complex consists of 
three rooms, the southernmost the working area for heat- 
ing the water, the middle and northern rooms for bathing 
and dressing. The bathing room contains a large plaster 
basin for the heated water and a decorated mosaic floor. 
The mosaic measures 3.5 X 2.3 m. It is the earliest 
decorated mosiac pavement yet found in Syro-Palestine. 
The mosaic is made up of black diorite and white marble 
tesserae between | and 1.5 cm square. The design includes 
a black border around the edges of the mosaic; the interior 
is divided into three panels of unequal size by black bands 
running N to S. The westernmost panel contains a clear 
checkerboarc: design, the other two panels are decorated 
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with non-representational curvilinear motifs in the man- 
ner of Hellenistic irregular mosaics. Excavation under the 
mosaic and plaster basin revealed a primitive hypocaust 
system of mudbrick pillars separated by heating channels 
which ran underground from a stone firing pit in the S 
room. Such elaborate bathing suites are not common in 
Greek houses or palaces in the Hellenistic era and the 
presence of such a complex in the LHSB at Tel Anafa is 
another indication of the mixed cultural background of 
the Hellenistic inhabitants of the tel. 

The evidence of the numerous coins and stamped am- 
phora handles found at Tel Anafa points to a date late in 
the third quarter or early in the fourth quarter of the 2d 
century B.c.£. for the original construction of the LHSB. 
A coin of Alexander Zebina (128—125 B.c.£.) found in the 
construction fill of the S room of the bath is the latest find 
under any of the original floors of the building. Also 
present under these floors were small amounts of Eastern 
Sigillata A wares. A massive leveling and terracing opera- 
tion took place with the construction of the LHSB, oblit- 
erating earlier architectural remains. In only a few spots 
are earlier Hellenistic structures preserved. These take the 
form of boulder walls with pebble floors and are tentatively 
dated to the 3d century B.c.s. and are associated with the 
coins of Ptolemy II and III found on the site. Hellenistic 
black slipped wares and “Parthian” green glazed pottery 
were found in the Early Hellenistic fills. 

In the first quarter of the Ist century B.c.E. the LSHB 
underwent substantial alterations in which it was divided 
into a number of separate units. First a large building with 
thick rubble walls was built over its NE corner. Shortly 
thereafter the North Building was built up against the W 
wall of the Northeast Building. At the time of the construc- 
tion of the North Building, the paved entrance at the NW 
was blocked and the W rooms of the LHSB were realigned; 
in addition, the floor levels of the W rooms and central 
court were raised ca. 0.5 m and paved with basalt. The 
bath remained in use throughout the remodeling. Coins 
of independent Tyre and Sidon, and Rhodian stamped 
amphora handles of period VI (108-80 B.c.E.) date the 
alterations to the first quarter of the Ist century B.C.E. 

Although the area as remodeled in the Ist century B.C.E. 
is less grandiose in plan, both the architecture and the 
finds show that this was still a period of prosperity and 
Greek influence. Both the North and Northeast buildings 
are relatively large and spacious structures; the North 
Building is decorated with painted stucco, albeit simpler 
than on the LHSB; imported luxury products such as the 
Late Hellenistic redwares and molded glass bowls are still 
abundant at these levels; stamped amphora handles of 
period VI (108—80 B.c.E.) are common; Hellenized coins 
of Ist century B.c.z. independent Sidon are the largest 
single issue present at the site. There are no signs that this 
period of prosperity was brought to an end by military 
conquest or violence of any sort. Although there are some 
signs of fire in the houses on the S slope there is no 
general layer of conflagration on the site. The archaeolog- 
ical record instead shows a picture of abandonment and 
gradual decay of the Hellenistic buildings. The evidence 
of the coins and the stamped amphora handles suggests 
strongly that this abandonment took place early in the 
second quarter of the Ist century B.c.£. Of 319 coins found 
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at Tel Anafa, only one must be dated between 75 B.c.£. 
and the early years of the Ist-century c.E.; none of the 122 
stamped amphora handles found in the excavations need 
be dated after 80 B.c.£. 

The site was resettled early in the Ist century C.r., 
probably under the impetus of Herod Philip, whose coins 
appear in and under the walls of this phase. The buildings 
of this period are much smailer and simpler than their 
Hellenistic predecessors, the most common plan being 
long and narrow 2-room structures built of undecorated 
rubble. The walls of this phase are sometimes founded 
directly on the preceding Hellenistic structures and often 
use blocks robbed from these earlier walls. In addition to 
the Herod Philip coins, Early Roman lamps with molded 
discus and sigillata wares in Early Roman shapes date this 
occupation phase to the Ist century c.£. By the end of the 
Ist or early 2d century c.£. the site is again abandoned 
and never reoccupied in any major way. 


D. Summary and History 

The results of ten seasons of excavation show the site of 
Tel Anafa to have been occupied almost continuously from 
the EB Age through the Ist century c.z. The large and 
deeply founded buildings of the Late Hellenistic era have 
disturbed and largely obscured the remains of the earlier 
habitations, but give us a vivid picture of a rich Hellenized 
settlement of Late Seleucid times. The evidence of the 
coins and stamped amphora handles together with the 
architectural remains of the Hellenistic levels indicates that 
there was a minor Ptolemaic settlement on the site in the 
3d century B.c.E. This was succeeded in the second haif of 
the 2d century B.c.£. by a prosperous Seleucid settlement 
which took an active part in the trade of the Late Seleucid 
Empire and flourished through the first quarter of the Ist 
century B.c.E. The chaotic conditions surrounding the 
disintegration of the Seleucid Empire probably led to the 
site’s abandonment sometime shortly after 75 B.c.c. The 
tel was reoccupied in the early years of the Ist century C.£. 
as part of the reorganization of the Galilee under Herod 
Philip, whose capital was at nearby Caesarea Philippi 
(modern Banias). It was again abandoned toward the end 
of the century and not reoccupied in antiquity. 
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ANAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘én4]. One of the sons of Zibeon, 
and the father of Esau’s wife Oholibamah (Gen 36:2, 14, 
18, 25; 1 Chr 1:40). MT Gen 36:2, 14 bat (“daughter”) is 
to be corrected to ben (“son”) according to Gen 36:24; 1 
Chr 1:38, 40. According to the tribal system of the Edom- 
ites, Anah was considered to be a Seiritic-Horitic clan of 
the tribe of Zibeon (Weippert 1971: 439-51). 

Anah is also identified as the one “who found the ‘water’ 
[MT hapax legomenon hayyémim] in the wilderness as he 
pastured the asses of Zibeon his father” (Gen 36:24), and 
this passage has been the subject of some debate (cf. Yellin 
1933; Glaser 1933). Beeston (1974) translated Heb yémim 
according to the LXX as “lakes”; Anah fell victim to a 
mirage—says Beeston—and acquired a nickname: “the 
one who found lakes in the desert.” Driver (1975) derived 
Heb yémim from a supposed Heb *ym “[a kind of] fish, 
living in lakes and marshes” (cf. Syr ymm?, Ar yamm). 
Speiser (Genesis AB, 279-80) and Grill (1967) suppose a 
metathesis of y and m in hayyémim, and reads hammayim 
“water” (cf. Vg aquas calidas). 

The interpretation of the name Anah is uncertain. Ear- 
lier it was frequently derived from Arabic ‘ana (“wild 
donkey”). The derivations from Hurrian (Feiler 1939; 
Ginsberg and Maisler 1934) are open to doubt. Anah is 
most likely the shortened form of a name constructed with 
*ny “to answer” (Weippert 1971: 245). 
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ULRICH HUBNER 


ANAHARATH (PLACE) [Heb °anéhérat]. The sixth 
place listed in the description of the territory of Issachar 
(Josh 19:19). The name also appears in the topographical 
list of Thutmose III (no. 52: i-n-h-r-t; Simons 1937: 117). 
Amenhotep II captured Anaharath in his second cam- 
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paign to Asia. The list of booty included 17 maryanu, six 
children of princes, 68 “Asiatics,” and seven chariots of 
silver and gold. Anaharath was the northernmost place 
mentioned, and from there Amenhotep II apparently 
returned to Megiddo (ANET, 247; Edel 1953: 134--35, 
157; Aharon; 1960: 181-83). 

The biblical references and the position of the town in 
Thutmose’s list show that Anaharath was located in the hill 
country of Issachar. It was suggested that the ancient name 
had survived in that of the village N’aurah (de Saulcy 
1877: 22-23; Albright 1926: 229). Another identification 
put forward -was that of Tell el-SAjjul (M.R. 093097), a site 
overlooking the main N-S route, the so-called “Via maris” 
(EncMigr 1: 451). Aharoni (1967) has shown, however, that 
the only true tel in the region with suitable LB finds is Tell 
e!-Mukharkhash (Tel Rekes; M.R. 194228), 7 km SE of Mt. 
Tabor. Recent surveys (Zori 1977: 116-20; Gal 1980: 33-— 
40) and excavations (Gal 1981) have confirmed this identi- 
fication. 
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RAFAEL FRANKEL 


ANAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘andyah]. One of the men 
standing at Ezra’s right hand when Ezra stood before the 
Water Gate and read from the Book of the Law of Moses 
(Neh 8:4). He is also listed as one of the brethren who set 
their seal to :-he covenant (Neh 10:23—Eng 10:22). The 
name Anaiai means “The Lord has answered one’s 
prayer.” This form is found frequently in hymns of 
thanksgiving (Pss 69:14, 17, 18; 143:1, 7). 
Gary C. AUGUSTIN 


ANAK (PERSON) [Heb ‘éndq]. ANAKIM. A people who 
occupied Caraan before the arrival of Israel and traced 
their ancestry back to Anak. Apparently, anag was origi- 
nally acommon noun whose meaning was “neck” or “neck- 
lace,” and gredually Anakim became the name of a tribe, 
with the possible meaning “long necked” (= giant). 

Anak was the son of Arba (Josh 15:13; 21:11), the 
founder of Kiriath-arba (i.e., Hebron; Josh 21:11). 
Though his son’s name gave rise to the gentilic, Arba was 
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regarded as “the greatest man among the Anakim” (Josh 
14:15). 

All of the biblical references agree that the descendants 
of Anak were tall, of giganiic size (Deut 2:10, 21; 9:2). 
When the Hebrew spies returned from their mission in 
Canaan, they warned Israel about the Amalekites, Hittites, 
Jebusites, Amorites, and Caraanites (cf. Num 13:29), but 
the spies were especially concerned about the Anakim. In 
Num 13:28 it is recorded that the spies made general 
comments about the strong people who lived in the land, 
in large and fortified towns, but then they added, “and 
besides, we saw the descendants of Anak there” (cf. Deut 
1:28). Num 13:33 connects the Anakim with the infamous 
Nephilim: “the sons of Anak, who come from the Neph- 
ilim” (cf. Gen 6:4). Deut 2:1(, 20-21, and 9:2 identify the 
Anakim with the Emim, Zamzummin, and Rephaim. So it 
is not surprising that the heurts of the grasshopper-sized 
Hebrew spies melted at the sight of these giants, and this 
report had the same result on the Israelites who heard it. 
But Moses predicted that the Lord would give the Israelites 
victory over the Anakim, “a people great and tall” (Deut 
9:2—3). 

While most biblical references locate the Anakim in § 
Canaan, more specifically in the environs of Hebron (Num 
13:22; Josh 14:12-15), there is a single passage that says 
the Anakim originally inhabited a much wider territory. 
This passage, Josh 11:21—22, reports that Anakim used to 
occupy the hill country of Judah (at Hebron, Debir, and 
Anab specifically) and the hill country of Israel. More 
importantly, it reports that this dreaded enemy was virtu- 
ally wiped out by Joshua (with Caleb being responsible for 
the expulsion of the Anakim from Hebron; cf. Josh 14:12— 
15; 15:13-14; Judg 1:10), with the only survivors remain- 
ing in the Philistine cities of Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod. 
Incidentally, the RSV rendering of Jer 47:5 follows this 
tradition and places the Anakim in a Philistine context as 
well. It is most probable that Goliath of Gath and the other 
giants of 2 Sam 21:16—22 (cf. 1 Chr 20:4—8) were regarded 
as descendants of the Anakim remnant in Philistia. 

In the Egyptian Execration Texts (ANET, 328-29), there 
are references to several pririces with Semitic names who 
are identified as rulers of [y-Sanag. Many scholars regard 
this as a tribal name related to the Anakim, but this 
connection is not certain (cf. Albright 1928). Apart from 
these texts, which date to the 19—18th centuries B.c., there 
are no other extrabiblical references that shed light on the 
Anakim. 
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ANAMIM [Heb ‘anémim]. The third “offspring” of 
Egypt (Gen 10:13). On the basis of the plural suffix 
marker, -im, this igure seems to be the name of an ethnic 
group, the identification of which remains uncertain. Al- 
bright (1920-21: 191-92) attempted to find this name in 
a Neo-Assyrian text (KAV no. 92 line 41), occurring beside 
the place name of Caphtor. He equated the latter with 
Crete and the former (a-na-mi) with Cyrene. Later studies 
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of this text have read this name as a-na-ku, eliminating the 
possibility of a reference to the Anamim (Albright 1925: 
236-37; Weidner 1952-53: 22). 

A second suggestion (Skinner Genesis ICC, 212) is to 
emend the text, following LXX ?enemetiem, and to read 
knmtym, identifying the place with Egyptian knmi in the 
Libyan desert. A third option, following targum Pseudo- 
Jonathan and some of the fragmentary targums, is to 
interpret Anamim as referring to mrywt?y, a place identi- 
fied as W of Alexandria (Cassuto et al. EncBib 6: 309). 
While the other “offspring” of Egypt appear to reflect 
place names or people who lived in or near Egypt, there 
remains uncertainty as to the identification of a number 
of them (cf. LUD and NAPHTUHIM), including Anamim. 
The order of the names appear to be according to the 
number of consonants in the root, beginning with two 
(Lud) and proceeding to four (Naphtuhim and all the 
names of v 14), thus the order is probably not intended to 
follow a geographical sequence (Wenham Genesis 1-15 
WBC, 224). 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


ANAMMELECH (DEITY) [Heb ‘anammelek]. A god 
or goddess to whom, along with Adrammelech, the former 
inhabitants of Sepharvaim offered child sacrifice (2 Kgs 
17:31). Sargon II had settled the Sepharvites in Samaria 
after deporting much of the local populace. 

The interpretation of this otherwise unknown god-name 
depends in some part on the understanding of the name 
Adrammelech. Some who follow Albright (ARJ, 163) in 
assuming that ‘adra(m)- conceals an incorrectly written 
form of Hadad would find in Sana(m)- the name of the 
goddess Anat. Thus NAB translates “King Hadad and his 
consort Anath,” and Gese (Gese et al. 1970: 110), “Hadad 
K6nig, ‘Anat des Kénigs.” The very existence of such a 
god as Hadad-milki or the like has been called into ques- 
tion, however (see Kaufman 1978). An alternate interpre- 
tation (Albright AR/, 163; Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 
212) suggests a reflex of the name of the Sumerian sky 
god Anu in Anammelech. In fact, neither of these expla- 
nations is completely satisfactory. 

The reference to child sacrifice with this divinity might 
indicate that the -melek element of the name does not have 
to do with the word for king, but with the much-discussed 
word (from a root yhlk?) for sacrifice which also appears 
in the name Molech or Moloch (see Gibson TSSI 3: '74—75; 
and, specifically with the name Anammelech, Green 1975: 
179-87). 

Kaufman (1978: 102-3) argues from both literary and 
linguistic considerations that Sepharvaim was a city in 
Phoenicia, not in Syria, Babylonia, or even Elam as many 
assume. 


ANANIAH 


Bibliography 

Gese, H.; H6éfner, M.; and Rudolph, K. 1970. Die Religionen Alt- 
syriens, Allarabiens und der Mandder. Vol. 10/2 of Die Religionen 
der Menschheit, ed. C. M. Schroder. Stuttgart. 

Green, A. R. W. 1975. The Role of Human Sacrifice in the Ancient Near 
East. Missoula, MT. 

Kaufman, S. A. 1978. The Enigmatic Adad-Milki. JNES 37: 101- 
9. 

WILLIAM J. FuLco 


ANAN (PERSON) [Heb Sanan]. A signatory to the code 
of Nehemiah and a lay leader of the people (Neh 10:26). 
The name comes from the Heb root ‘nn = “appear.” 
Along with Anani, who is mentioned in 1 Chr 3:24, the 
name may be an abbreviated form of the name Ananiah, 
who is a lay leader mentioned in Neh 3:23 (Brockington 
Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 142). 
FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT 


ANANI (PERSON) [Heb ‘anéni]. The last recorded de- 
scendant of Jehoiachin, the last king of the S kingdom of 
Judah. In 1 Chr 3:24 he is listed as the seventh and final 
son of Elioenai. He may be mentioned in a letter written in 
Aramaic from the Jewish mercenaries settled on the island 
of Elephantine in Egypt to Bogoas, the Persian governor 
of Judah ca. 413 B.c.£. The letter is a petition for permis- 
sion to rebuild their temple dedicated to “Yahu the God of 
Heaven” (ANET, 491-92). If the reconstruction by Cross 
(1975) of the Judean restoration is correct and the Anani 
mentioned in the Elephantine letter is indeed the same as 
the Anani of 1 Chr 3:24, then he would have been the 
contemporary of the Jerusalem High Priests Johanan II 
and Jaddua II. For a contrasting view of the period, see 
Widengren (1977: 489-538). The name may mean “(Yah- 
weh) has revealed himself” (SBE 1: 120). 
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ANANIAH (PERSON) [Heb Sénanyah]. Father of Maa- 
seiah, whose son, Azariah, was involved in the repair and 
reconstruction of Jerusalem’s walls under the direction of 
Nehemiah (Neh 3:23). He is identified by some scholars 
with Anan, who is mentioned in Neh 10:26, and with 
Anani, who is mentioned in 1 Chr 3:24, both of which may 
be abbreviated forms of Ananiah (Brockington Ezra, Nehe- 
miah, Esther NCBC, 142). The name is comprised of two 
elements: the Heb root ‘nn, “appear,” and the theophoric 
name yah = “Yaweh.” The normal translation for the name 
is “Yahweh has appeared” (Fowler 1988: 103). 
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ANANIAH (PLACE) (Heb ‘Sénanyah). One of the vil- 
lages in the territory of Benjamin where the children of 
Benjamin lived after the return from exile in Babylon 
(Neh 11:32). Though the verse that lists Ananiah among 
the Benjaminite towns is missing from the LXX, it appears 
as Gk Anania in the Codex Sinaiticus and the recension 
Luciani. Some scholars identify Ananiah as modern Bét 
Hannina (Press 1955: 742-73) 4 km NNW of Jerusalem. 
Others (Albright 1923: 9) would dispute this identification 
because the three towns listed in this verse, Anathoth, Nob, 
and Ananiah, move from N to S geographically. Beth 
Hannina is N W of them all while Ananiah should be found 
S of the others and E of Jerusalem. There are two villages 
here, Bahurim (R4s el-Tumein, M.R. 174133) and Bethany 
(el-“Azariyeh, M.R. 174131). Albright (1923: 9) identified 
Ananiah with Bethany. Citing parallel examples from the 
Bible, he argued that Beth SAnaniah (after the founder 
Ananiah) ard ‘Annaiah were interchangeable and the 
slight difference between Beth ‘Ananiah and Beth ‘Aniah 
is due to syllabic haplology. Early claims that Bethany lay 
not in Benjamin but in Judah (Press 1955: 43) were an- 
swered first by the explanation that the old borders of 
Judah may have been altered in the days of Nehemiah 
(Kallai 1960: 86). Later identifications of several places 
whose names appear in the boundary descriptions between 
Judah and Benjamin (Josh 15: 7; 18: 16-17) affirm the 
possibility that the border passed just S of Bethany 
(EncMigr 6: 2.11). En-shemesh, for instance, has been iden- 
tified with ‘Ain Hod (M.R. 175131) and En-rogel with Bir 
Alyub (M.R. 172130). Thus Bethany lies near the S border 
of Benjamir. and could be this Persian-period village. 
During the excavations of the old city W of the present 
town of Bethany, a number of objects from the Persian 
period were found (Saller 1957: 374), giving additional 
support to the theory that this is the site of the postexilic 
village of Ananiah. See also BETHANY. 
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Susan E. McGarry 


ANANTIAS (PERSON) [Gk Hananias]. Probably a tran- 
scription of the not uncommon Hebrew name hénanéyah, 
“God is merciful,” with a Greek ending. Here we are 
concerned with five individuals who bore this name. 

1. The angel Raphael claims that he is Tobit’s kinsman 
Azariah, the son of the great and noble Hananiah, i.e., 
“God helps, son of God is merciful” (Tob 5:13). Given the 
edifying nature of the book of Tobit, there is probably a 
play on the meaning of the names (Zimmermann 1958: 
75). 

2. An Ananias is named in the genealogy of Judith (8:1). 
Since this bcok likewise is an edifying story, any serious 
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treatment of the genealogy is wasted effort (Enslin 1972: 
110). Rather, the genealogy stresses the purity of the 
heroine’s descent from Israel, and some of its fictitious 
names may have been borrowed from Numbers (1:6, 8; 
26:8, 57) and from Nehemiah (12:12-21; Craven 1983: 
84-85). 

3. Ananias, a Christian of Jerusalem, appears in a story 
of a rule miracle of punishment (very similar to divine 
judgment) paralleled by that of his wife, SAPPHIRA (Acts 
5:1-11). Luke portrays women as men to suggest equality 
(O'Toole 1984: 118-26). 

Although they were free to do as they wished with their 
property, both before and after the sale, Ananias and 
Sapphira agreed to deceive the apostles and the commu- 
nity about the price of a field, and so Ananias places only 
a part of the proceeds at Peter’s feet. But Peter asks 
Ananias, “Why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the 
Holy Spirit?” and further describes his crime as lying to 
God, not to human beings. The victory of the Spirit and 
God, represented by Peter and the community, over Satan 
in Ananias and Sapphira is complete. When reproved by 
Peter, Ananias says nothing. Rather he falls down and dies, 
and others wrap him up, carry him out, and bury him. 
The resultant effect is that great fear comes on all who 
hear of the event. 

What originally happenec. cannot now be deciphered. 
The names, Ananias and Sapphira, and the analogous 
story in 1 Cor 5:1—8 show the possibility of a historical 
kernel for Acts 5:1-11 (Liidemann 1987: 71). Luke surely 
contrasts Ananias (Sapphira) and Barnabas of the preced- 
ing pericope (Acts 4:36—37); also the parallels to Judas, 
the condemnation of Simon (Acts 8:20—23), and the blind- 
ing of Elymas (Acts 13:6—11) come to the fore. 

4. In Damascus, a Jewish Christian, Ananias (Acts 9:10— 
7; 22:12—6), who is a devout observer of the law and well 
spoken of by all the Jews, has a vision of Christ, who sends 
him to lay hands on Paul and cure his blindness, to baptize 
him so that he may wash away his sins and be filled with 
the Holy Spirit. Ananias protests because of Paul’s reputa- 
tion and the harm he has done to the Christians. In the 
meantime, Paul has received a vision about Ananias’ com- 
ing. When Ananias arrives, he performs his assignment 
and likewise tells Paul that God appointed him to know his 
will and to see the Just One whose witness he must be and 
for whom he will suffer. 

This portrayal of Ananias is largely due to Luke. Ana- 
nias is not mentioned in the conversation story of Paul in 
Acts 26, and what is said in Acts 22 would not be com- 
pletely intelligible, if one had not already read chap. 9. 
Moreover, the particular vision genre is found in the NT 
only in Luke (Acts 9:4—6, 10--16; 10:3—6; 22:7--10; 26:14— 
18; Lohfink 1965: 53-60). Liidemann (1987: 119-20) 
argues that it is hardly possible to make a well-grounded 
historical judgment about the person of Ananias and his 
part in the conversion/call of Saul, but there remains the 
problem of the name which Luke surely would not have 
otherwise introduced (cf. Acts 5:1—11; 23:1—5; 24:1). Stah- 
lin (Acts NTD, 136) concludes that Ananias was from 
Palestine, which may well be an indication of an indepen- 
dent, probably chronologically prior to the persecution of 
the Christian Hellenists, spread of the gospel and com- 
munity beyond Palestine. To be sure, Acts 22:14—16 are 
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more Jewish in tone. Ananias’ protest represents a tradi- 
tional motif which stresses either the significance and 
unprecedented nature of the command (cf. Exod 3:11; Jer 
1:6; Luke 1:18-20) and/or the remarkable nature of the 
conversion (Roloff Acts NTD, 106, 323). According to 
Hengel (1979: 84), Ananias was probably an important 
intermediary between the Christians and Damascus and 
Paul. 

5. Ananias, the son of Nedebaeus, was high priest under 
Claudius and Nero ca. 47—58 c.£. Paul appears before him 
claiming innocence (Acts 23:1—10), and Ananias orders 
one of the attendants to strike him on the mouth (cf. John 
18:22—23). Paul retorts with the prophetical (Haenchen 
Acts Meyerk, 637) statement, “God shall strike you, you 
whitewashed wall,” and points out that such an action is 
contrary to the law according to which Paul is supposedly 
being judged. When informed that he is speaking against 
the high priest, Paul apologizes with a scriptural citation 
(Exod 22:28). Later (Acts 24:1), Ananias leads the Jewish 
accusers of Paul before Felix. 

Liidemann (1987: 252-53, 258) sees Paul’s presentation 
before the high priest whom he insulted and the names of 
Ananias and the lawyer Tertullus in Acts 24:1 as historical, 
because there was no good reason for creating such a 
tradition. The presence of Ananias in Acts 24:1 reveals for 
Luke the weight that the Jewish officials attached to Paul’s 
case. Finally, it ts hard to see how Paul could have been 
ignorant of Ananias’ office. Did he not know who gave the 
command to strike him or was Paul being ironical: one 
would not expect a high priest to transgress the law 
(Munck Acts AB, 223)? 

Josephus provides further information. Ananias was 
assigned the high priestly office by Herod, king of Chalcis 
(Ant 20 §103). After an outbreak of violence between the 
Jews and Samaritans, the governor of Syria, Quadratus, 
sent Ananias and others off in chains to Caesar (JW 2 
§243; Ant 20 §131), but they were rescued through the 
influence of Agrippa II. Ananias may have enjoyed some- 
thing of a reputation among the people; he certainly used 
his wealth to bribe individuals and to pay court to the 
procurator, Albinus, and the high priest who succeeded 
him. Through the capture of his son and other household 
members, the Sicarii forced Ananias to convince Albinus 
to release many of their followers. On the other hand, 
Ananias’ slaves went to the threshing floors and took by 
force the tithes of the priests. They beat those who refused 
to yield. As a result, some poor priests died from starvation 
(Ant 20 §205-13). During the Jewish War, Ananias was 
seen as a friend of the Romans and his house was burned. 
Although he managed to flee to the palace of Herod the 
Great, he and his brother, Ezechias, were later caught and 
killed by Zealots (JW 2 §426, 429, 441-42). 
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ANANIEL (PERSON) [Gk Ananiél]. The grandfather of 
Tobit (Tob 1:1). In Codex Sinaiticus the name Ananiel 
appears also in 1:8, which reads in part: “as Deborah, the 
wife of Ananiel my father, commanded.” This verse des- 
ignates Ananiel as the father, rather than the grandfather, 
of Tobit. It contradicts Alexandrinus and Vaticanus, as well 
as Tob 1:1 in Sinaiticus itself, in all three of which Ananiel 
is listed as Tobit’s grandfather. Zimmermann (1958: 49) 
suggests that the problem is due to the error of a copyist, 
whose eye strayed to the name Anna in v 9, causing him 
to insert the similar name Ananiel in v 8. Without the 
name Ananiel, the phrase in Sinaiticus would read identi- 
cally with the phrase in Alexandrinus and Vaticanus. 

The Hebrew form of the name (hdn?él) is a compound 
of the noun Adnind (favor) and the noun el (God), meaning 
“favor of God” or “God is merciful.” The name appears 
twice in the OT, designating a prince of the tribe of 
Manasseh (Num 34:23) and a chief of the tribe of Asher (1 
Chr 7:39). 
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ANASIB (PERSON) {Gk Anasib]. Ancestor of a priestly 
family who returned from exile in Babylon with Zerubba- 
bel (1 Esdr 5:24). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to 
have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family 
does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. 
Ezra 2:36; Neh 7:39). Omissions such as this also raise 
questions about | Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 
Nehemiah. Moreover, problems associated with dating 
events and persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt 
on the historicity of the text. Identification of Anasib is 
further complicated by numerous textual variants. The 
most significant of these variants listed in Hanhart (1974) 
are: Lat Eliasib in the Vg, Gk sanabeis in Codex Vaticanus, 
and Gk sanaseib or sanaséb in various minuscules. 
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ANATH (DEITY) [Heb ‘énét}. An ANE goddess. 


A. Anath According to Nonbiblical Sources 
Anath apparently was worshiped by the Amorites al- 
ready in the 3rd millennium B.c. Her cult is attested in 
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records from the Amorite kingdom at Mari during the 
reign of Zimri-lim (ca. 1780-1758 B.c.). The goddess was 
closely associated with the city Hanat (about 75 miles SE of 
Mari), which may have been a cult center of Anath. 

Literature from Ugarit is the most important source for 
an understanding of the goddess. In a passage in the Baal 
Epic, Anath is depicted as a fierce, invincible warrior, 
slaughtering people, tying their heads and hands to her 
person, wading knee deep in the blood and gore of those 
she has slair, reveling in fighting and destruction. Sated 
with battling, Anath calmly wipes her victims’ blood from 
her house and washes herself. Later in the epic Anath is 
Baal’s ally in his quest for El’s permission to build a palace. 
She presents Baal’s petition before El in a most disrespect- 
ful manner, threatening him with physical violence. Be- 
cause E] does not give the desired response, Baal and 
Anath next 9ersuade Asherah to intercede on Baal’s be- 
half. When £1 finally issues his permission, Anath is the 
one who announces the good news to Baal. After his palace 
is built, Baai comes under the power of Mot (“Death”). 
Anath finds Baal, buries him, and, in mourning for him, 
makes incisions on her body, besides sacrificing many 
animals. Her heart yearning for Baal “like the heart of a 
cow for her calf, like the heart of a ewe for her lamb,” 
Anath seizes Mot and destroys him. With this victory of 
Anath, Baal revives and returns to his throne. 

In the story of Aqhat, Anath desires a bow and arrows, 
made by the craftsman of the gods, which are possessed 
by Aghat. She offers the hero gold and even immortality. 
Refusing Anath’s proposal, Aqhat not only accuses the 
goddess of lying, but also insults her by implying that she 
is unable to use the bow. Furious, Anath appears before 
El, addressing him in the same disrespectful way she does 
when presenting Baal’s petition before El in the Baal Epic. 
After El acquiesces to her plan for revenge, Anath plots 
with her servant Yatpan, who evidently takes on the torm 
of a bird. Hevering above Aghat in the midst of a flock of 
birds, Anath releases Yatpan, who swoops down and fatally 
strikes Aqhat. Anath weeps for Aghat; further, she fails to 
acquire his bow, which somehow falls into the water and is 
broken. 

The dominant characterization of Anath presented by 
the extant Uzaritic texts is that of a warlike, bloodthirsty, 
violent goddess. Insolent, impetuous, relentless, she is the 
outstanding goddess of these texts (as compared to Ash- 
erah and Ashtoreth), due not to her position or rank, but 
to the force of her personality. Anath, having an intense 
love for Baal is usually paired with him as his consort and 
ally (one exception being the story of Aqhat). See also 
BAAL (DEITY). In fact, victories over certain enemies 
which are ascribed to Baal in some Ugaritic passages are 
attributed to Anath in others. This may be a case of 
variants, or it may be due to the fact that both Baal and 
Anath fighting as a pair achieved these triumphs; perhaps 
the battles of one deity had become blended together with 
those of the other in the people’s minds. There are allu- 
sions to the beauty and fertility of Anath, but no preserved 
text clearly depicts her as giving birth to offspring. How- 
ever, Anath can be viewed as a fertility goddess in this 
sense: she is Baal’s partner, zealous for his cause, aiding 
him, and by her defeat of Mot, enabling Baal to come back 
to life. Moreover, in the Kirta Epic, Kirta is promised that 
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his firstborn son will be suckled by Anath. Finally, Anath 
is portrayed a number of times as a winged goddess. 

Epithets of Anath seen in the Ugaritic literature include 
“Mistress of Royalty,” “Mistress of Dominion,” “Mistress of 
the Highest Heavens,” “Lady,” and “Maiden.” She is re- 
ferred to as the sister of Baal, probably not in the literal 
sense, but because of their close companionship. Her title 
“Virgin” is not to be understood literally, since texts pic- 
ture her as having intercourse with Baal. Among proposals 
of scholars are that “Virgin” indicates Anath’s perpetual 
youth, beauty, and nubility; her never bringing forth off- 
spring; her ability to restore her own virginity; her cultic 
chastity; or her inaccessibility (as an unconquerable martial 
divinity). Another title of the goddess, Ug ybmt Pimm, 
remains enigmatic. Both words have received various 
translations: the first, for example, “Sister-in-Law,” “Pro- 
genitress,” “Nubile Widow”; the second, “People(s),” 
“Nations,” “Rulers,” “Mighty One.” 

Anath was also worshipped in Egypt, particularly during 
the 19th Dynasty. Rameses II seems to have had a special 
preference for the goddess. Statues have been found de- 
picting the pharaoh with Anath. A few preserved steles 
with identifying inscription: portray Anath being peti- 
tioned. One, dating to the reign of Rameses III, was found 
outside Egypt: it belonged to an Egyptian official in Beth- 
shan. In a short offering prayer the dedicator asks for 
‘Sife, welfare and health.” The Egyptian representations 
show Anath clothed, wearing; a crown, sitting or standing 
(Beth-shan), and either armed or unarmed. On the Beth- 
shan stele she holds a scepter and sign of life. In the 
magical texts Anath repulses angry demons in battle. The 
Egyptians closely associated Anath with Ashtoreth (an 
association evidenced in Ugaritic passages). Both are men- 
tioned in a magical text (131h century B.c.) as the “great 
goddesses who conceive but cannot bring forth.” See ASH- 
TORETH. 

There is less evidence cor.cerning Anath from the Ist 
millennium B.c. Personal names with “Anath” (or some 
variant) as a theophoric eleinent appear in upper Meso- 
potamia, and as far W as Carthage and Hadrumetum. 
Inscriptions mentioning the soddess come primarily from 
Cyprus. One of these, from Lapethos, is a 4th-century 
Phoenician-Greek bilingual, which identifies Anath 
(named in the Phoenician se::tion) with Athena (named in 
the Greek section). Anath is called the “refuge of the 
living.” In the lore of Sakkunathon, Anath is probably to 
be identified with “Athena.” 

Texts from the 5th-century Jewish colony at Elephantine 
indicate the worship of Yahweh, but also of Anath-bethel 
and Anath-yahu. Basically two proposals for understand- 
ing these names have been presented by scholars. The first 
is that the names demonstrate the worship of Anath at 
Elephantine; she was regarded as Yahweh’s consort. The 
second, more likely to be correct, is that “Anath” in these 
names is a hypostatized aspect or quality of Yahweh: it is 
an Aramaic noun meaninz “Providence,” “Sign,” or 
“Time.” Thus, “Anath-bethel” is “Providence/Sign of the 
House of God,” “Anath-yahu” is “Providence/Sign of Yah- 
weh.” 

It is probable that at least the memory of Anath contin- 
ued as late as the 3rd century a.p. Evidence from Palmyra 
(specifically, theophorous narnes) points to this conclusion. 
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Also, in the opinion of most scholars, Anath is one of the 
goddesses included in the composite deity Atargatis, the 
Syrian goddess whose worship eventually spread through- 
out the entire Mediterranean world. 


B. Anath in the OT 

There are only indirect and very limited traces of the 
cult of Anath in the OT. Of the three great Canaanite 
goddesses (Asherah, Anath, Ashtoreth), Anath is the least 
attested. Three place names—Anathoth (e.g., Josh 21:18; 
Jer 1:1), Beth-anath (Josh 19:38; Judg 1:33), and Beth- 
anoth (Josh 15:59)—have usually been explained as involv- 
ing the name of the goddess. Since “Anathoth” may be a 
shortened form of “Beth-anathoth,” it is conceivable that 
the three had the same general meaning, “House of An- 
ath.” The names would then indicate that at one time 
Anath was worshiped in these locations. 

Shamgar, a mighty fighter in Judges (3:31; 5:6), is des- 
ignated ben Sdndt, “the son of Anath.” The name “Sham- 
gar” is non-Israelite (best seen as Hurrian in origin). Schol- 
arly opinion varies as to understanding “the son of Anath.” 
For example, this designation is seen as indicating Sham- 
gar’s community; Shamgar was from Beth-anath (IDB 4: 
306). Another interpretation, seeing in the designation 
mention of the war divinity Anath, is that it is a military 
title or epithet (Craigie 1972: 239—40). However, Cross 
(1980: 7) thinks that ben ‘dnat may be a simple personal 
name. After comparing inscriptions on two arrowheads 
dating to the late 12th and late 11th centuries B.c., he 
suggests that the designation be understood as “the (son 
of) Son of Anath.” Ben Anath (“Son of Anath”) was 
Shamgar’s father, who was named after the goddess. Ex- 
trabiblical onomastic data indicate that personal names 
often consisted of “Son of” plus the name of a deity. Since 
Ben Anath was named after the warrior goddess Anath it 
is quite possible that he came from a military family. 
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ANATH (PERSON) [Heb ‘anat]. Ostensibly the father of 
Shamgar, a judge of Israel (Judg 3:31), his identity and 
even reality have been questioned. Albright (ARJ, 111) first 
suggested that the phrase ben-‘dndat actually should be read 
bét-“Gnat (“house or temple of Anath”), a city in Galilee. 
Shamgar then becomes a (the chief?) citizen of that town 
which Israel was unable to conquer (Judg 1:33). Others 
identified the city as Anathoth, the birthplace of the 
prophet Jeremiah (Gray 1957: 127-29). Craigie (1972: 
239) interprets ben-“dnat as a military name or title. Anath 
was the Ugaritic goddess not only of fertility but of war as 
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well, appearing in Egyptian and Mari texts in a martial 
role. Further, the name bn.‘nt appears in two lists of 
personal names from Ugarit (PRU 2/43: 12; 61: 6). In this 
case, the translation of the phrase might very well be 
“mercenary.” If Anath was an actual person, it is unlikely 
that he was an Israelite or a convert to Yahweh, for we 
would not expect him to hold the name of a competing 
deity during a period when Israel is contending with the 
Canaanites for the land. 
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ANATHOTH (PLACE) [Heb ‘andtét]. A priestly city in 
the tribal territory of Benjamin, first mentioned in the 
Bible as the home of Abiezer and Jehu, two of David's 
bodyguards (2 Sam 23:27; 1 Chr 11:28; 12:3; 27:12). This 
important town is not mentioned in any of the early 
narratives dealing with events such as the conquest or the 
allotment of cities to the tribes. 

Abiathar, the last chief priest of Eli’s family, was exiled 
to his estate in Anathoth because he had supported Solo- 
mon’s rival, Adonijah. Solomon said that Abiathar de- 
served death, but because he had carried the ark of the 
Lord before David, Solomon instead deposed him from 
the priesthood and exiled him to Anathoth (1 Kgs 2:26). 
Anathoth is mentioned by Isaiah (10:30) as one of the 
places on the Assyrian route, but the city was spared 
destruction. 

The prophet Jeremiah was born in Anathoth (Jer 1:1). 
It was here that he began to prophesy and here that the 
people of Anathoth rebuked him because he had accused 
them of breaking the covenant and had prophesied that 
evil would come upon them. Later, Jeremiah purchased 
the field of Hanamel in Anathoth as a symbol of God’s 
promise that life someday would return to normal (32:7— 
9). Jeremiah’s last reference to Anathoth appears in a letter 
from the exiles in Babylon to the religious authorities in 
Jerusalem (29:27). After the Exile, 128 men of Anathoth 
returned with Zerubbabel to their town (Ezra 2:23; Neh 
7:27) and Anathoth was resettled by the Benjaminites (Neh 
11:32). 

The debate over Anathoth’s location is whether it lies on 
the high mound (Ras el-Kharrubeh) immediately S of the 
village of Anata or in the valley next to Anata (M.R. 
175135). Anata is situated on a broad ridge composed of 
three hills connected by saddles. To the S of Anata is a low 
plateau, and then the N slope of Ras el-Kharrubeh. 

Ras el-Kharrubeh is a hill 4.5 km NE of Jerusalem. A 
low valley and several small hills lie between Ras el-Khar- 
rubeh and the ridge which the Mount of Olives occupies. 
Wadi Farah with its steep, rocky sides is the nearest water 
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supply to Ras el-Kharrubeh. Neither Ras el-Kharrubeh 
nor Anata lies on a major highway, but they are within 3 
km of the main road from Jerusalem to Shechem and near 
the junction of the “Way of Beth Horons.” 

The early historians who identified biblical Anathoth all 
associated the site with Anata. Josephus (Ant 10 §114) 
identified Anathoth as the home of Jeremiah “which is 
twenty stades distant from Jerusalem.” Eusebius (Onomast. 
26.27-29) placed Anathoth 3 miles N of Jerusalem in the 
tribe of Benjamin. 

Many pilgrims—including Burchard of Mt. Zion, Ma- 
rino Santo, John Poloner, and Brother Felix—visited bibli- 
cal Anathoth during the time of the Crusades. Following 
the Crusades, the site is not mentioned again until the last 
century, when E. Robinson also identified ancient Anath- 
oth with Anata. The French geographer M. V. Guérin 
(1869: 76-79) was the first person to record a visit to Ras 
el-Kharrubeh. 

The most important archaeological work at Anata and 
Ras el-Kharrubeh was done over fifty years ago by E. P. 
Blair and A. Bergman (Biran). This work was initiated 
because Alt had earlier suggested that OT Anathoth was 
initially at Ras el-Kharrubeh but was moved to Anata after 
the exile. Blair was given the responsibility of conducting 
soundings at Anata. As he walked the surface, he was 
convinced there was not enough debris to indicate that an 
ancient settlement had occupied this site. His five probes 
supported that observation, yielding only Arabic, Byzan- 
tine, Hellenistic, and Roman deposits (Blair 1936). Because 
there were no pre-Hellenistic remains, Blair concluded 
that Alt’s views were correct. 

Biran’s survey at Ras el-Kharrubeh identified pottery 
from Iron [ to Byzantine (Bergman 1936). Out of two 
probes a few sherds were found from the end of Iron I, 
some from Iron II, and a few more from the Persian- 
Hellenistic and Roman periods. Biran concluded that the 
site was occupied from about the 9th century to Byzantine 
times. The settlement reached its peak in Iron II (between 
800 and 600 B.c.), although it continued to exist in Persian- 
Hellenistic times, finally coming to an end in the Byzantine 
period. As a result of the work done by Blair and Biran, 
the identification of Ras el-Kharrubeh with Anathoth is 
universally eccepted among Israeli, European, and Amer- 
ican archaeclogists. 

There was no subsequent archaeological work at cither 
Anata or Res el-Kharrubeh until the Levitical City survey 
team visited the two sites in 1971. At Anata, all the sherds 
found were Arab and Byzantine (as Blair had observed), 
with the exception of one possible Iron II sherd. At Ras 
el-Kharrubeh there was an abundance of pottery dating 
from Iron If as well as Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine 
periods. The earliest sherd from Iron II was from the 9th 
century, and the 8th century had the most impressive 
amount. 

The Levitical City survey work at Ras-Kharrubeh and 
Anata supports the original claims of Alt (Peterson 1977: 
409-26). At these two sites we have another example of an 
Iron Age/Persian city shifting locations during the Helle- 
nistic and Roman periods. During the Iron Age the biblical 
city of Anathoth was located at Ras el-Kharrubeh, but 
during the Hellenistic-Roman periods it was relocated 
down the valley to the village that today bears its name. 
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ANATOLIA. The Asian portion of the modern repub- 
lic of Turkey. The area shows a great deal of topographic 
variation; some of the main features include a central 
plateau, a mountainous region in the east, and a fertile 
plain in the southern region around Adana. See Fig. 
ANA.O1. Because it was cne of the crossroads of the 
ancient Mediterranean world, it has a rich and diverse 
history, including numerous historical and cultural con- 
tacts with Syro-Palestine and its people. This entry will 
survey the prehistory and history of Anatolia, and will 
summarize some of the broad features of Anatolian my- 
thology, especially that preserved by the Hittites. See also 
the entry on HITTITES. 


PREHISTORY OF ANATOLIA 


The prehistoric period in Anatolia runs from the Lower 
Paleolithic (ca. 400,000 s.r.) to the end of the EB III 
period (ca. 2000 B.c.). The beginning of the historic era is 
marked by the emergence of the Hittites. 


A. Paleolithic 

Finds from the Paleolithic period are relatively few. 
Although they occur in both open-air and cave sites, the 
data are uneven owing to a lack of concerted systematic 
surveys. The Karain cave near Antalya currently offers the 
best continuous chronological sequence for prehistoric 
Anatolia (Mellaart 1975: 93), showing evidence of occupa- 
tion from the Lower (ca. 400,000 B.P.) to the Upper Paleo- 
lithic periods (ca. 30,000—13,000 B.c.). Of special interest 
is the final undisturbed Upper Paleolithic level (11) which 
yielded the remains of both Homo neanderthalensis and 
sapiens (Esin and Benedict 1963: 340). A final Neolithic 
phase from Karain can be roughly correllated with the 
Cilician Neolithic periods (cf. Mellink 1965: 105-6). New 
excavation is currently being carried on by Turkish and 
American excavators at Yarimburgaz cave, near Istanbul, 
where the earliest evidence of human habitation in Turkey 
is being uncovered Stone tools and fossilized faunal re- 
mains unearthed in the cave date to at least 700,000 B.c. 
Other late-Paleolithic-perioc sites have been found at Ma- 
cun Cay near Ankara and Tekkéy on the Black Sea coast 
(Esin and Benedict 1963). Sites such as these indicate that 
early food-gathering and -collecting communities existed 
somewhat N of the regions. traditionally associated with 
Anatolia’s earliest human habitation. 
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B. Epipaleolithic 

The Epipaleolithic period (ca. 13,000 B.c. to 8,500 B.c.) 
was a time of intense experimentation. While true agricul- 
ture was still unknown, the subsistence pattern of the 
previous era was gradually supplemented by what has 
been termed “incipient agriculture.” Preadaptive technol- 
ogies associated with this strategy allowed for a greater 
exploitation of available food resources. The chipped- 
stone industry underwent a marked development which is 
especially apparent in the microlithic tools. Sites attributed 
to this period are concentrated in a series of caves located 
on the lower elevations of the once heavily forested Taurus 
range, overlooking both the Lycian plain and the Mediter- 
ranean (Mellaart 1975: 34-35, 92—94). Two such sites are 
Belbasi (ca. 13,000 B.c.) and Bildibi (ca. 9,000 B.c.), both 
of which display hunter-gatherer economies. While Bildibi 
C showed some evidence of experimentation with grains, 
the environment proved unsuitable for the adaptation of 
agriculture and the region was bypassed in succeeding 
periods in favor of arable lands farther north. 


C. Neolithic 

The earliest evidence of settled life in Anatolia dates to 
the Neolithic age (Mellaart 1975; Todd 1980). At the outset 
of the period (8500-5500 z.c.), man was already experi- 
menting with the plants and animals living around him, 
and soon began to realize the possibility of manipulating 
the environment for his own benefit (Reed 1977; Wright 
1971). The “incipient agriculture” of the preceding period 
gave way to a primitive form of true agriculture and the 
development of village-farming sites across the “fertile 
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crescent.” The SE stretch of Anatolia formed the N arc of 
this crescent and sites such as Gay6nii served as bases from 
which agriculture expanded into W Anatolia. 

The Anatolian Neolithic ts commonly divided into two 
phases, the aceramic and the ceramic (Mellaart 1975; but 
cf. Todd 1980). During the aceramic phase (8500—6500 
B.c.) settled communities first appear in conjunction with 
domesticated plants and animals. The results of archaeo- 
logical exploration suggest that regional differences al- 
ready existed during the earliest phase of the Neolithic. 
Data are uneven, however, as the pertinent sites are few 
and scattered. The ceramic phase (6500-5500 B.c.), as its 
name suggests, is characterized by the first appearance of 
pottery. The economies of both Neolithic phases were 
similar. Dry-farming communities predominated and were 
located in areas with arable lands. Such sites were also near 
local sources of water and scattered examples of irrigation 
are known. Animal husbandry was introduced early but 
became more prevalent during the later stages of the 
Neolithic. Faunal remains show that wild game was also 
heavily exploited, especially in the period’s early phase. 
Some communities supplemented this base economy by 
using local resources (i.e., obsidian) as a means of trade. 
At present, most of the information concerning the Neo- 
lithic derives from sites located in the S reaches of the 
peninsula. Recent salvage excavations along the Euphrates, 
however, have provided important new information at sites 
such as Hayar Hoyitk, Gritille, and Cafer Héyitk. 

Cayénti is currently the earliest settled site known in 
Anatolia. Evidence suggests that it was occupied as early as 
8000 B.c. and provides fascinating information about the 
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shift from «a hunting and gathering to a village-farming 
economy (cf. Braidwood et al. 1981). The site covered 
about 30,000 m2 and housed several hundred people. 
Hand-worked obsidian and flint tools were found in abun- 
dance at Cavénii, as were grinding stones and other mate- 
rials for food processing. Bone and antler tools also ap- 
peared, as did small beads, pendants, and figurines. 
Copper artifacts were more abundant than expected for 
such an early date. True pottery was completely absent 
from the site, but white plaster vessels (vaisselles blanches) 
occur in the upper levels. While botanical remains suggest 
the appearance of domesticated grains by 7000 B.c., evi- 
dence of domesticated animals does not appear, with the 
exception of the dog (ca. 7000 8.c.), until somewhat later. 
This situation is not unlike that of other transitional Ana- 
tolian Neolithic sites such as Asikli Héytik, Suberde, and 
Hacilar (V). 

Catal Héviik (East) is the best known of the Neolithic 
sites in Anatolia and best represents the developments 
which were taking place during the later part of the period 
(Mellaart 1967). The site was well planned and carefully 
constructed, made up of contiguous mudbrick houses with 
entryways through the roof. The walls and floors were 
plastered and burnished as in contemporary Jericho. Pot- 
tery was found in all thirteen excavated levels, though 
aceramic levels undoubtedly lie farther below. While the 
pottery appears to be strictly utilitarian in nature, other 
arts and crafts attest to a nonutilitarian aspect in the 
culture. Although no altars were found, the discovery of 
shrines with bucrania, wall paintings, plaster reliefs, and 
cult figurines suggests a strong religious orientation. 
Taken together, these materials provide evidence for a 
sophistication not previously suspected in central Anatolia. 

The chipped-stone industry of Catal Héyitk is particu- 
larly significant. The people who inhabited Catal Héyitk 
made almost exclusive use of obsidian from nearby vol- 
canic flows for their tools and weapons. The fact that local 
Anatolian obsidian was found at Jericho, among other 
places in the Levant, suggests that the inhabitants of Catal 
Hoyitk were involved in some form of long-distance trade 
(Renfrew, Dixon, and Cann 1966). While one need not 
understand the term “trade” in an exaggerated sense, 
some sort of exchange must be hypothesized in order to 
account for the movement of Konya obsidian so far 
abroad. The occurrence of Mediterranean shells, metal 
ores, and pigments not found locally also point to the 
existence of such trade. The economy of Catal Hdéyiik, 
however, continued to be based on agriculture, and irriga- 
tion appears at Catal Héyiik around 6000 B.c. The diet of 
Catal H6yiik remains one of the most varied yet discovered 
in the Neolithic. Although no definite proof was found of 
domesticated animals, animal husbandry probably played 
a significant role in the town’s economy. Weapons, wall 
paintings portraying hunt scenes, and the bones of wild 
animals, however, indicate that hunting was still important. 
Catal Héyuk comes to an end around 5400 B.c., although 
after a short interval a new settlement is founded across 
the river. This later settlement belongs to the Early Chal- 
colithic pericd. 


D. The Chalcolithic Period 
The three phases of the succeeding Chalcolithic period 
last from about 5500 to 3000 B.c. and seem to have 


230-1 


gradually developed out of the Neolithic period with no 
clear signs of cultural upheaval. The Early Chalcolithic 
period (5500-4500 B.c.) is best known from sites localized 
S of the Kizil Irmak. This initial phase is sometimes called 
the “late Neolithic” because its economy shows little change 
from the preceding Neolithic, remaining agriculturally 
based. Faunal studies are incomplete, but animal hus- 
bandry probably existed at Hacilar, much as at contempo- 
rary sites such as Erbaba and Can Hasan where sheep, 
goats, cattle, and perhaps pigs were kept. Botanica! re- 
mains indicate that foodstuffs were much like those at 
Catal Hoytik with einkorn, emmer, as well as 2- and 6- 
rowed barley being mainstays along with peas, lentils, 
chick-peas, acorns, and hackberries. The distinguishing 
characteristic of the period 1s the development of painted 
pottery, the earliest examples of which apparently come 
from Mersin. The principal Anatolian site of the Early 
Chalcolithic is Hacilar, where the red-on-creme pottery 
attained a high degree of development (Mellaart 1975: 
111). The examples from levels V-II are considered the 
hallmark of the period. Two distinct phases of fine clay 
figurines are found at Hacilar, the first (levels IX—VI) 
which displays the statuary at its unrivaled best, and the 
second (levels VII) which lacks much of the creativity and 
charisma of the earlier examples. Nonetheless, the statu- 
ary, as a whole, is unmatched by anything else of its time. 
Early levels were unfortifieci, but security is enhanced in 
period II, with the addition of an outer defense wall 
formed by employing a line of contiguous structures on 
the perimeter of the site as a defensive measure. The site 
was destroyed and abandoned about 4800 B.c., leaving no 
apparent links to succeeding cultures. 

Subsequent phases of the Chalcolithic are not well doc- 
umented, especially in central Anatolia. The Middle Chal- 
colithic period (4500-3500 3.c.) is most evident along the 
Euphrates River where Late Ubaid cultural remains indi- 
cate a Mesopotamian intervention. This interlude repre- 
sents the beginning of a persistent pattern of Mesopota- 
mian riverine expansion which continues through the 
Middle Bronze Age (Marfoe 1987). Ubaid pottery at sites 
along the land route to the Ergani-Maden copper mines 
near Diyarbakir seems to confirm the motivation behind 
this expansion, and Ubaid pottery from Fraktin suggests 
that Mesopotamian influence may have also extended into 
central Anatolia at this time. The Late Chalcolithic (3500-— 
3000 B.c.) is imprecisely understood in both western and 
central Anatolia (Yakar 1985, cf. chart 107). In the east, 
the Uruk culture succeeded the Ubaid and, like its prede- 
cessor, followed the main river routes north. Uruk expan- 
sion into Anatolia is documented in a series of enclaves 
which included sites such as ‘fepe Gawra, Tell Brak, Tarsus, 
Carchemish, Habuba Kabira, Kurban Héyiik, and Norsun- 
tepe before its sudden collapse around 3000 s.c. (Algaze 
1987). 

The legacy of early Anatolian prehistory is one of inno- 
vation, growth, and preparation. Important changes oc- 
curred inside Anatolia related to the development of 
greater food production and sedentism. The Early Bronze 
Age (3000-2000 8.c.) ushered man into a new age. Rapid 
developments in metallurgy, a greater accumulation of 
wealth and property, larger cities, and increased social 
organization all occur. Trade and military ventures bring 
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Anatolia increasingly into contact with the outside world. 
In spite of its “internationalism,” however, small villages 
with an agriculturally based economy remain the backbone 
of the country. The Early Bronze Age of Anatolia is 
conveniently divided into three periods. 


E. The EB I Period 

The initial phase of the Early Bronze in Anatolia (3000- 
2800 B.c.) displays a proto-urban village character marked 
by the first appearance of distinct, though parochial, cul- 
tural regions. EB I is represented in the NW by the pre- 
Troy I cultures of the Troad and related island sites off the 
coast such as Poliochni (on Lemnos), Thermi (on Lesbos), 
and Emporio (on Chios). The exact placement of the pre- 
Troy I sequence is not completely understood, but on the 
basis of comparative ceramics it appears to antedate Troy I 
with Kumtepe Ic coming near the end of EB I (Yakar 
1985; Mellink 1986). The small and later fortified town of 
‘Troy I can only begin then near the end of the EB I period 
(ca. 2800 B.c.; cf. Yakar 1985: 116). It should be noted, 
however, that attempts to interpret the evidence from Troy 
have led to serious disagreement over Anatolian chronol- 
ogy which stems, in part, from differences in the chrono- 
logical systems currently in use. While some scholars would 
put more reliance on European and Aegean sequences 
established on the basis of comprehensive radiocarbon 
dates (Easton 1976), others feel that it is more productive 
to link Troy to the Aegean only after it is securely tied to 
central Anatolia and, through historical synchronisms, to 
the better-established Near Eastern chronologies (cf. Yakar 
1985: 111). 

The EB I is not easily demarcated in central Anatolia. It 
may be part of a cultural complex that is not totally 
indigenous to the region, perhaps including parts of 
Thrace, the Troad, and the Pontic regions. Evidence is 
found in the ceramics of Alisar, Kiiltepe, and Alaca H6- 
yuk, but details are unclear because of a lack of clear ties 
to more secure chronologies. EB I levels are dated primar- 
ily on the basis of affinities in the material culture to the 
preceding Chalcolithic period and the lack of foreign 
imports prevalent in the succeeding EB II (cf. Mellink 
1965: 110-13). Because its upper chronological limit is 
sometimes thought to overlap with the Chalcolithic, the 
complex is often referred to as “Late Chalcolithic.” Other 
north-central sites tied to this horizon include Biiyik Giil- 
liicek, Horoztepe, and Masat Héyiik. The EB I is also 
represented at Bagbast in Elmali plain, and Beycesultan 
(XX-XL) near Denizli. 

Eastern Anatolia became the theater of the Early Trans- 
Caucasian movement (ETC) about this same time (Kelly- 
Buccelati 1974). Also known as the Khirbet Kerak, Kura- 
Araxes, or Karaz culture (in reference to other areas 
where it has been isolated), the ETC movement is defined 
by the distinctive red-black polished ware with fluted and 
grooved decoration found in its wake. The movement 
begins in the Araxes Valley situated between the Black and 
Caspian seas during the 4th millennium, and then spreads 
E into Iran. It has been suggested that the impetus of this 
movement originated, as it so often does in Anatolia’s 
history, in the desire to obtain raw materials in the form 
of native copper and copper ores (Kelly-Buccelati 1974: 
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353). The first elements of the ETC arrive in eastern 
Anatolia around 2800 B.c. 


F. EB II 

The EB II sequence (ca. 2800-2400 B.c.) is composed 
of roughly contemporary cultures whose contemporaneity 
is based on clear synchronisms in the following period. 
Among these are middle and late Troy I (including Troy 
Ifa) in the NW, the “Copper Age” cultures of central 
Anatolia, and the Cilician EB II. Urbanism is on the rise 
and imposing walls begin to appear at regional centers like 
Troy, Alaca Héyiik, Ktiltepe, Norsuntepe, and Arslantepe. 
Fortified cities such as these suggest aggressive kingdoms 
vying for power. The number of metal weapons such as 
battle-axes, swords, and spears found at these sites provide 
further evidence of militarism and the need for defense. 
The reason behind this urban growth and apparent ag- 
gressiveness is debated. Much of it, especially in the eastern 
and central regions, may be a response to the Mesopota- 
mian movement into the region in search of raw materials. 
As Anatolian metals such as copper, lead, gold, silver, and 
electrum were among the most highly coveted of these 
resources, those who controlled the access to them must 
have reaped startling wealth, not to mention jealous com- 
petitors. 

In the northwest, Troy I survives until about 2600 B.c. 
and is followed by a hiatus in occupation before the EB II 
concludes with the complete rebuilding of the Troy Ila 
citadel around 2500 B.c. (cf. Mellink 1986: 149, pl. 16; 
Yakar 1985), an event which is approximately contempo- 
rary with the last phase of the Early Dynastic III period in 
Mesopotamia (cf. Yakar 1976: 56). Inland, its influence is 
felt as far away as Beycesultan (XIX—XVII). 

The EB IU of central Anatolia is represented by “Copper 
Age” levels at Alisar Hoyittk, Acemhéytik, and Kiltepe. 
The development of small settlements into large fortified 
cities suggests an increasingly urban orientation. Alaca 
H6yiik is of particular importance for this period. Among 
the discoveries at Alaca are the royal tombs (Yakar 1985: 
185). These rectangular shaft tombs must have been the 
final resting places for several generations of the city’s 
royal house. The men were buried with weapons and the 
women with domestic articles and jewelry. Also among the 
contents of these tombs are the enigmatic “standards” and 
the metal remains of furniture. The numerous metal 
remains found in the tombs reveal the same advanced 
technological skills as found at Troy. 

The origins of the Alaca culture are disputed. Unfortu- 
nately, the royal tombs cannot be stratigraphically dated, 
but on the basis of “Copper Age” pottery found in the 
tomb, they were tentatively placed at the end of the EB II 
or early in the EB Ila, though some tombs seem to date a 
little later (cf. Yakar 1985: 176, 177-79, 185). While some 
have tried to link the Alaca culture to the Kurgan cultures 
of the north, and the Black Sea coast site of Maikop in 
particular (Yakar 1985: 185), there is no clearly definable 
means of tracing its origins. 

Meanwhile, eastern Anatolia continued to bear the 
brunt of the Early Trans-Caucasian movement which 
reached the area of the Keban dam and Malatya around 
2800 B.c., later finding its way to the Amugq around 2600 
B.c. ETC influence is also felt at this same time in central 
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Anatolian “Copper Age” sites such as Ktiltepe and Alaca 
Hoyiik (Kelly-Buccelati 1974: 301-33). Farther south, the 
seizure and occupation of the town of Purushanda (per- 
haps located at Acemhéytik) by Sargon I (ca. 2400 B.c.) 
renewed the Mesopotamian presence in the region and 
suggests that this part of Anatolia was well known to 
Mesopotamians as early as the 24th century B.c. 


G. EB Ill Period 

The last phase of the Early Bronze Age (ca. 2400-2000 
B.C.) witnessed major developments taking place through- 
out Anatolia. The upper limit of subphase EB IITA is 
determined by the inauguration of the Cilicio-Troadic 
connection and the introduction of wheel-made pottery to 
Troy IIb. These events provide clear chronological syn- 
chronisms between Troy IIb-g and the Cilician EB ITA. 
In the case of Tarsus, the evidence is strong enough to 
postulate an intrusive settlement of West Anatolians (Mel- 
link 1986: 149-51). This intrusion may have been brought 
about by seafaring warriors and merchants who followed 
the coast, much like the “Sea Peoples” of the later 13th— 
early 12th centuries. 

The EB IIIA in central Anatolia is characterized by a 
continuity that goes back to the EB II (Yakar 1985: 183). 
The region, however, was not isolated from the larger 
events of the period. Depatas and one-handled cups found 
at such sites as Alisar, Kiiltepe, and Acemhéyiik indicate 
that the region was intimate with the affairs of the EB 
IIIA (Ozgiig 1986; Mellink 1986). The similarity of jewelry 
from Troy, Alaca, and Eskiyapar provides another indica- 
tion of strong relations between Troy and her central 
Anatolian counterparts (Mellink 1986: 142). 

In the E, 2 middle phase of the ETC movement begins 
about 2400 p.c., but its energy is apparently spent by 2100 
B.c. In fact, a pattern of cultural fragmentation has al- 
ready developed in the E in which numerous local cultures 
flourish during the last part of the 3d millennium. This 
patchwork of small polities is characterized by large walled 
towns and many local ceramic traditions which actually 
begin in the middle of the 3d millennium and continue 
into the 2d (Marfoe 1987: 34). 

The EB IIA period came to an end around 2300 B.c. 
when Troy I] was overrun and the Cilicio-Troadic connec- 
tions were severed by a force of uncertain origin (cf. 
Mellink 1986: 151). The EB HIB is marked by the erection 
of Troy III-V, which were roughly contemporary with the 
later central Anatolian EB III. Along the coastal areas of 
W and SW Anatolia the Minoans became the dominant 
seafarers, supplanting the native West Anatolians, while 
the inland areas of W and S Anatolia are thought to have 
provided the backdrop for the movement of the Indo- 
European-speaking peoples into Anatolia (cf. Yakar 1976). 

The areas N of the Kizil Irmak do not seem to have 
been affected by the aggressive action which brought an 
end to ‘Troy II (above) and many of the principalities to 
the S (Yakar 1985: 183). Important EB III settlements 
maintained themselves at Alaca Héyiik, Masat, Kiltepe, 
Acemhéytik, Karahéytik-Konya, and Alisar Héyiik. It may 
be that in the cities of this area, especially those farther N, 
are to be found the “indigenous” Hattians who preceded 
the Hittites and bequeathed to them so many of their 
cultural trappings. 
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Although it was not uncommon for these EB III settle- 
ments to be overthrown from time to time, occupation is 
quickly resumed with no signs of cultural collapse. Signs 
point to internal or internecine conflict rather than exter- 
nal force, a point which is confirmed in the cultural conti- 
nuity seen between the EB III and succeeding MB/LB 
cultures, as well as the expanding foreign contacts. Kiil- 
tepe-Kane§, in anticipation of its role as the nexus of the 
Old Assyrian trade network in the Middle Bronze Age, 
shows signs of increasing prosperity from its foreign trade 
(Ozgti¢ 1986). Other towns also grow, either in response 
to similar economic catalysts or as places of refuge from 
the internecine struggles convulsing the region. Near the 
end of the period the Mesopotamian link is again apparent 
in the form of traders from Ur (III) and Assyria who 
successively followed the long-established trade routes to 
central Anatolia. As a resuli of such external influences, 
the cultural horizon of central Anatolia was considerably 
broadened in advance of the political shift which was to 
turn the focus of the ancient world to Anatolia for much 
of the 2d millennium. When the EB HI came to an end 
around 2000 B.c., the stage was already set for the emer- 
gence of the Hittites. 
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HISTORY OF ANCIENT ANATOLIA 


Both archaeological and textual source material is abun- 
dant for ancient Anatolia. Many sites have been excavated 
and have yielded a wealth of evidence about architecture, 
city planning, pottery, metallurgy, and material culture in 
general for all periods of Anatolian history. Textual re- 
mains from a number of sites have provided philologists 
and historians with material for the history of early Asia 
Minor. The many different languages, scripts, and writing 
media reflect the diversity of the area’s history. The cune- 
iform system of writing is represented by clay tablets 
written in at least two dialects of Akkadian, Hittite, and 
Urartian, as well as Urartian monumental inscriptions in 
stone. From the Hittite kingdom and many Neo-Hittite 
cities, steles and monuments written in the Luwian hiero- 
glyphic script are extant. Phrygians and Lydians left in- 
scriptions in their own languages and distinctive scripts 
based on Phoenician or Greek alphabets. There is a wealth 
of inscriptional material in Greek and Latin from the later 
periods, as well as information in some Greek and Roman 
writers. 


A. Old Assyrian Merchants 

History begins in Anatolia with the tablets of the Old 
Assyrian merchants. These merchants, based in Assur, 
came into Anatolia near the beginning of the 2d millen- 
nium 8.c. and established trading colonies (Old Assyrian 
karum) to facilitate regular trade between ASsur and Ana- 
tolia. The most important of these colonies was at the city 
of Kane’, modern Kiiltepe. In the upper levels of the 
karum were discovered a number of tablets, primarily eco- 
nomic documents, written in cuneiform in the Old Assyr- 
ian script and dialect. Formal trade agreements were 
drawn up with local Anatolian rulers, who offered the 
merchants protection but also exacted taxes on their com- 
merce. Indo-European names occur in some of the docu- 
ments, indicating that the Hittites were already present in 
Anatolia in this period, although not as a recognizable 
political entity. Also found in the drum district were a 
number of cylinder seals, a distinctively Mesopotamian 
type of seal which was rolled across a wet clay bulla or 
tablet as a signature. The seals show Mesopotamian and 
Syrian as well as native Anatolian motifs. 

On the site of the city itself a palace has been identified. 
Tablets in Old Assyrian were also found in this building; 
the local ruler apparently employed scribes from the ka- 
rum. One of the most interesting is a letter from another 
Anatolian ruler to the king of KaneS. In another building 
was found a dagger or spearhead inscribed “the palace of 
Anitta the king.” Opinion is divided as to whether this 
indicates that Anitta was king at Kane§ or that he sacked 
the city and the dagger was lost there. 

The advent of the Assyrian traders begins the historical 
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period in Anatolia; those merchants brought with them 
among other things the concept of writing and the use of 
cylinder seals. Later Hittite texts refer to a city called NeSa 
(KaneS) as their city of origin, which accords well with the 
evidence of the Hittite names in the Kane§& tablets. Thus 
the Hittites were exposed to the cultural influence of the 
foreign merchants from A&Sur, some elements of which 
are discernible in the Hittite cultural tradition. 


B. Hittites 

The main textual source for Hittite history is the large 
corpus of cuneiform texts discovered at the Hittite capital 
of HattuSa, modern Bogazkéy, in central Turkey. Most of 
the texts are in Hittite, the earliest attested Indo-European 
language. Archaeological evidence for the Hittites is exten- 
sive; major sites include Bogazkéy, Masat, Alaca Héyitk, 
and Alisar. 

The first recorded king of the Hittites was Anitta, very 
probably the same king whose dagger was found at Kil- 
tepe. The one major text attributable to him lists the cities 
which he conquered. One of these was HattuSa, which was 
resettled and made the capital by the Hittites under Hat- 
tusilis I ca. 1650 B.c. Perhaps the most important docu- 
ment for this king’s reign in his “Political Testament,” in 
which he addresses the assembled nobles on the subject of 
his adoption of a new heir after the treachery of his own 
son. His adopted successor, MurSili I, expanded Hattusilis’ 
empire and even made a raid deep into Mesopotamia, 
conquering Babylon and ending the OB dynasty of Ham- 
murapi ca. 1595. However, MurSili on his return was mur- 
dered in the first of a long series of dynastic disputes. The 
Old Hittite period ends with the king Telepinu, who prom- 
ulgated an edict defining rules for dynastic succession 
designed to end the intrigues which had crippled the 
kingdom since MurSili’s assassination. 

After a Middle Hittite period of somewhat meager doc- 
umentation, the New Hittite period begins with the reign 
of Suppiluliumas I, who embarked on an ambitious pro- 
gram of empire building. Later kings maintained and 
increased the conquered lands, administering an empire 
extending in all directions from HattuSa. Important texts 
in this period include the annals of MurSili II, in which are 
detailed year by year the campaigns of the king, a treaty 
between Hattusilis II] and Rameses II which is famous 
because it is extent in copies both from Hattuga and from 
Egypt, and the “Apology” of Hattusilis III, an early piece 
of political justification in which the king defends his 
usurpation of the throne from his nephew. The reign of 
Hattusilis’ successor, Tudhaliya IV, is characterized by his 
religious reforms. Shortly after that king’s reign the capital 
was captured and burned and the empire collapsed. Schol- 
ars have yet to penetrate the mystery of who it was that so 
dramatically brought to an end one of the great empires 
of the Near East. See also HITTITES. 


C. Neo-Hittite States 

Although the collapse of the capital at HattuSa signaled 
the end of the Hittite empire, many of the cities through- 
out the empire retained their Hittite character for centu- 
ries after the imperial structure had vanished. The culture 
of these Neo-Hittite cities shows a mixture of Hittite and 
Aramean elements. An important source for their political 
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history are the annals of the kings of Assyria, who eventu- 
ally incorporated all of these cities one at a time into their 
empire. The archaeological record from this period in- 
cludes excelient architectural remains and wonderful ex- 
amples of sculpture, both relief and in the round. There 
are also a number of inscriptions in hieroglyphic Luwian, 
although there is no corpus of nonmonumental documen- 
tation analogous to the Hittite archives at HattuSa. 

Karkamis, on the modern Syria-Turkey border, was a 
provincial capital during the Hittite empire and became 
one of the most important Neo-Hittite cities. Much of the 
Ist-millennium city has been excavated, revealing the truly 
magnificent series of orthostats (stone slabs, carved in low 
relief, used to decorate the walls of public buildings). Many 
of these orthostats may now be seen in the Ankara mu- 
seum. The art of Karkamis influenced all of the surround- 
ing states and was probably transmitted to the Greeks by 
the Phrygiar:s. 

One of the most spectacular of all the Neo-Hittite sites is 
Karatepe. Here the orthostats have been preserved im situ, 
giving the modern visitor an idea of the layout of the city 
and its decoration. The reliefs and the long bilingual 
inscription of King Azitawanda in hieroglyphic Luwian 
and Phoenician illustrates the blending of Hittite and 
Phoenician elements at Karatepe. 

The history of the Neo-Hittite period is one of many 
small city-states, heirs at least in part to Hittite culture, 
which maintained themselves as independent principalities 
but were never able to reunite the area as the Hittite 
empire had done. This made them susceptible to attack, 
and their history as independent states ended as each 
individual city was incorporated into the expanding Assyr- 
ian empire in the first half of the Ist millennium B.c. 
Thereafter their distinctive Hittite-Aramean character was 
lost and they were absorbed culturally as well as politically 
into the Assyrian empire. The period immediately after 
the Neo-Hittite states is thus for southern Anatolia one of 
Assyrian domination. 


D. Urartians 

The extremely mountainous E region of Anatolia was 
called by the Assyrians of the late 2d and Ist millennia 
Urartu or Uruatri. A number of Urartian sites have been 
discovered. These include Van, Toprakkale, Altintepe, and 
Cavustepe in Turkey and Karmir-Blur and Erin-Berd in 
the Soviet Union. Urartian cities follow the general pattern 
of utilizing the region’s steep-sided hills as natural fortifi- 
cation, supplemented with defensive walls. The cities nor- 
mally have huge cisterns cut in the rock and an extensive 
system of storage jars, for withstanding the sieges of the 
Assyrians mentioned below. 

Archeology has also brought to light a number of mon- 
umental rock inscriptions of the Urartians, written in As- 
syrian cuneiform but in the Urartian language, which 
shows some affinities to Hurrian. Approximately 25 tablets 
have been found in addition to the rock inscriptions. Still, 
much of our understanding of Urartian political history 
comes from the Assyrian sources. 

The Urartian homeland is well protected by mountains 
and rather inaccessible from Assyria, its main enemy. The 
Assyrians could only campaign in Urartu for a few weeks 
out of the year, because the passes through which they 
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had to go were only open for a short time. This dictated 
the Urartian strategy for defending their homeland, which 
was simply to withdraw within their walled fortress towns 
and utilize their stored provisions to wait out the Assyrian 
siege. The development of Urartian political organization 
from a tribal system to a unified monarchy may be traced 
in the Assyrian sources over a period of several centuries. 
By the 9th century B.c., Urartu was the object of regular 
campaigns by the Assyrians. In the first half of the 8th 
century, Urartian power was at its zenith as they pushed 
west to the Mediterranean, coming into contact with the 
Neo-Hittite states. The Urartians managed to hold some 
of their conquered lands until Tiglath-pileser III reas- 
serted Assyrian control and pushed the Urartians back 
into their mountainous homeland. Thereafter the history 
of Urartu is primarily one of defense against periodic 
campaigns of the Assyrians. Urartu as an independent 
kingdom in the written sources disappeared with its con- 
quest by the Medes in the later 7th century B.c. The 
Urartians are best known to us today through their excel- 
lent metalwork and ivory carving, their jewelry, and their 
armor. 


E. Phrygians and Lydians 

The Phrygians were contemporaries of the Urartians 
who lived in central Anatolia around the Halys River, the 
modern Kizil Irmak. Primary written sources for their 
history are Greek legends, such as the Midas story, and 
Assyrian historical documents. The Phrygians had their 
own alphabetic writing system based on the Phoenician 
alphabet, but the corpus of Phrygian is very small and is 
limited mostly to monumental inscriptions. Their main 
site is the capital at Gordion. Outside the ancient city are 
several huge burial tumuli. The largest of these is referred 
to as that of Midas, but there is no evidence for this 
identification. Another site is a rock-cut building fagade at 
Midas city in W Anatolia which includes an inscription. 

The Phrygians may appear in written sources as early as 
the 11th century B.c., in the reign of the Assyrian king 
Tiglath-pileser I. Sargon II (8th century) records a mili- 
tary confrontation with the Fhrygian king Mita (the Greek 
Midas) in Cilicia in S Anato.ia. Soon after this clash with 
Assyria the Cimmerians ca. 690 B.c. swept into Anatolia 
and took Gordion, with Midas, according to tradition, 
committing suicide at the loss of his kingdom. After the 
Cimmerian invasion, Gordion was rebuilt, but although 
the architecture and material culture closely resemble that 
of the earlier city, the rebuilding was done by the Lydians, 
not Phrygians. The Phrygians worshiped the goddess Ku- 
baba/Cybele, who in later periods became an important 
mother-goddess in Anatolia. 

The Lydians, as noted above, added the Phrygian region 
to their own when Gordion was destroyed by the Cimmer- 
ians. The Cimmerians also attacked the Lydian capital of 
Sardis in W Anatolia, but King Alyattes managed to repel 
them. Written sources for the Lydians are meager, includ- 
ing a few texts in Lydian and mention of them in Homer 
and Herodotus. From Herodotus, we learn that Alyattes 
pushed his kingdom to the Mediterranean, destroying 
Smyrna (modern Izmir) at the beginning of the 6th cen- 
tury B.c. Excavation at Sardis has brought to light much of 
the material culture of the Lydians. They were in close 
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contact with the Greeks throughout their history, and 
much of their art shows affinities with that of the Greeks 
of the Archaic period. Croesus, the last Lydian king, ca. 
561--547 B.c., consulted the oracle at Delphi and attacked 
the Persians on the strength of the oracle’s reply. The 
result of his attempt to expand his kingdom at the expense 
of the Persians, however, was that the Persians took Sardis 
and ended the Lydian kingdom. 


F. Ionian City-States 

The W coast of Anatolia of the Ist millennium is re- 
ferred to as Ionia because of the many Ionian Greek city- 
states founded there during the migrations at the end of 
the Bronze Age. Important sites include Ephesus, Priene, 
Miletus, and Didyma. Greek literary sources supplement 
the extensive archaeological record. 

Throughout the 7th century B.c. several Lydian kings in 
succession attacked various Ionian cities in their expansion 
to the west. Alyattes, mentioned above, laid siege to the 
important port city of Miletus for 12 years and succeeded 
in taking Smyrna. His successor Croesus is recorded as 
giving gifts to Ionian temples, especially the temple of 
Artemis at Ephesus, but he attacked that city as well. A 
number of the mainland Ionian cities were paying tribute 
to Lydia up until the fall of that kingdom to the Persians. 
The island cities were free of this burden as the Lydians 
had no fleet. The Ionian city-states are well known for 
their intellectual life; the pre-Socratic philosophers Tha- 
les, Anaximander, and Anaximenes all came from Ionian 
Anatolia. 


G. Persian Period 

Greek and Persian literary sources furnish the main 
evidence for the Persian occupation of Anatolia, as the 
Persians left little distinctive archaeological evidence. The 
Medes, a group associated with the Persians, are recorded 
in Anatolia early in the 6th century B.c., fighting with 
Lydia. In 546 the last Lydian king, Croesus, attacked the 
first Achaemenid (Persian) king, Cyrus. When Cyrus took 
the Lydian capital of Sardis the remainder of Anatolia 
rapidly followed. For the next two centuries the Persians 
ruled Anatolia from several different satrapies, or provin- 
cial administrative centers. One of the best-known satraps 
was Mausolus of Halicarnassos, whose funerary monu- 
ment was the Mausoleum, one of the 7 wonders of the 
world. 

The Ionian city-states, taken by the Persians in the wake 
of their conquest of Sardis, revolted in 499 B.c., winning 
only a temporary freedom. After quelling the revolt, the 
Persians attempted to placate the Ionian cities in order to 
secure their flank before launching their invasion of the 
Greek mainland. The failure of Xerxes’ Greek invasion 
weakened Persian control of the Greek cities in Anatolia as 
well, although it was not until Alexander the Great’s cam- 
paigns through Anatolia in the middle of the 4th century 
B.c. that the Persians were expelled. The Persians ruled 
Asia Minor politically, but had little influence culturally, 
the various pre-Persian cultures of Anatolia remaining 
essentially the same. 


H. Hellenistic Period 
This is the period between Alexander’s expulsion of the 
Persians and the coming of the Romans. Sources for this 
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period include the various Greek historical sources on 
Alexander and his successors as well as archaeological 
evidence from many sites. Some parts of Anatolia were 
incorporated into the empire of Alexander and his succes- 
sors, while other areas managed to escape conquest or 
reasserted their independence, forming small kingdoms. 
The north central region was never conquered by Alexan- 
der and remained independent until the Roman period. 

An important kingdom of this period was that of Perga- 
mon (modern Bergama), located on the W coast. The 
foundation of the kingdom dates to Philetaeros, 283-263 
B.c. The remains of the city on its acropolis are still very 
impressive. Attalus I (241-197 B.c.) built the magnificent 
altar of Zeus, now on exhibit in Berlin, to commemorate a 
victory over the Gauls of central Anatolia. Pergamon’s 
close cultural contact with mainland Greece is indicated by 
Attalus II’s endowing of a stoa at Athes. The last Perga- 
mene king, Attalus II], bequeathed the kingdom to Rome 
at his death in 133 B.c. 

One of the best known of the independent Hellenistic 
kingdoms of Anatolia is that of Commagene, situated in 
SE Anatolia. It is justly famous for the funerary monument 
of its king, Antiochus I Epiphanes, deep in the mountains 
at Nemrud Dagi. The site contains a huge burial tumulus 
with pavilions facing both the rising and setting sun with 
colossal stone statues of Hellenistic gods, in which group 
Antiochus included himself. There are also other monu- 
ments and inscriptions in the area. The culture of Com- 
magene as preserved shows a unique mixture of Greek 
and Iranian elements. The kingdom remained indepen- 
dent until a.p. 72, when it was incorporated into the 
province of Syria by Vespasian. 


I. Roman Period 

Rome began expanding into Anatolia in the 2d century 
B.c. and eventually took all of the region, splitting it into 
several provinces, the largest of which were Asia, Galatia, 
and Cappadocia. Besides the acquisition of Pergamon and 
Commagene mentioned above, a landmark in the Roman 
takeover was the final conquest by Pompey ca. 67 B.c. of 
the district of Pontus on the Black Sea after three wars 
with its last ruler, Mithridates VI. Abundant Roman sites 
in Anatolia have yielded archaeological evidence and many 
inscriptions in Greek and Latin. A number of Roman 
writers mention Asia Minor as well. Important sites in- 
clude Ephesus (modern Selcuk), Hierapolis (modern Pa- 
mukkale), and Aphrodisias. The seven churches of Reve- 
lation are all located in Anatolia; some of them are at cities 
with extensive Roman remains; at others almost nothing is 
left today. For the archaeology of the seven churches, see 
the comprehensive study of Edwin Yamauchi cited in the 
bibliography. 

Unlike the Persian rulers of Anatolia, who left little in 
the archaeological record, the Romans built cities in Ana- 
tolia which are distinctively Roman, with the normal ele- 
ments of Roman cities such as baths, a forum, theater, and 
stadium. The culture was a mixture of Greek and Roman 
elements with an additional Anatolian admixture. Artemis 
of Ephesus was a syncretized deity distinctive to this Ana- 
tolian Greco-Roman city, and Cybele, attested (as Kubaba) 
from the Hittite and Phrygian periods, was worshiped 
throughout Roman Anatolia as a mother goddess. The last 


ANATOLIA 


major influence on the culture was the advent of the new 
religion of Christianity, which revolutionized the beliefs of 
its formerly pagan converts and eventually led to the 
founding by Constantine of a new capital of the now 
Christian empire just across the Bosporus from the Ana- 
tolia where Christianity experienced much of its early 
growth. 
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ANATOLIAN MYTHOLOGY 


Although many different peoples lived in Anatolia in 
ancient times, we know little about any Anatolian mvthol- 
ogy outside of that preserved by the Hittites. A few myths 
for later Anatolian peoples are found in Greek and Latin 
sources. The cuneiform texts found in the Hittite archives 
at their capital of HattuSa, modern Bogazkéy, include a 
number of mythological tales. Most of these mythological 
texts are in the Hittite language, but there are also some 
in Hattic, Hurrian, and Akkadian. As is the case with any 
archive of clay tablets, portions of the texts are often 
missing where the tablet has been broken or abraded away. 

The mythology preserved in the Hittite archives reflects 
two main borrowed traditions: that of the Hattians (pre- 
Hittite inhabitants of Anatolia), and that of the Hurrians, 
a people of N Mesopotamia who exerted great cultural 
influence on the Hittites in their later history, transmitting 
elements both of their own and Mesopotamian culture to 
their northern neighbors. The Hattian myths are not 
independen: literary creations; rather, each forms an in- 
tegral part of a ritual and had a magical potency as it was 
recited at the performing of the ritual. These Hattian 
myths, reflecting a native Anatolian tradition, date from 
the Old Hittite period, when the influence of the Hattians 
was strongest on the developing Hittite culture. The for- 
eign mythology borrowed from the Hurrians, and to a 
lesser extent the Mesopotamians and Canaanites, dates 
from the New Hittite or Empire period. A more complete 
treatment of Hittite mythology is available in the article, 
on which some of the following depends, by Giiterbock 
(1961) (see also Goetze ANET?, 120-28). 


A. Old Hittite Mythology 

Although the Hattian myths are preserved mostly in 
Hittite copies, their origins in the Hattian tradition may be 
seen in the Hattian names for all of the major deities and 
their location in the Hattian homeland in north central 
Anatolia. The motif running through most of the Old 
Hittite myths is that of a crisis in the Hittite lands caused 
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by the disappearance or incapacitation of a deity. This 
requires the gods to convene and work out a solution to 
restore the missing god, a solution which often involves 
the assistance of a mortal. When the god once again 
assumes his proper place, the land is restored to full vigor 
and produces its bounty for the people. 

The myth of the “Moon That Fell from Heaven” exists 
in a bilingual Hattic-Hittite copy. Its fragmentary condi- 
tion renders its unclear story even more difficult to under- 
stand. All that we can understand from this myth is that 
the moon (i.e., the moon god) falls down from heaven and 
various deities then send messengers after it in an attempt 
to retrieve it and restore it to its proper place in the 
heavens. The accompanying ritual is designed to propitiate 
the storm god and is to be performed “when the storm 
god thunders.” It is not clea: how the myth’s plot is related 
to the accompanying ritual. 

The myth of the “Disappearing Deity” is actually a series 
of myths with more or less the same plot and different 
deities cast in the lead role. Although the extant copies of 
these myths are in Hittite, their locale and primary char- 
acters again indicate a Hattian origin. The main theme 
involves the disappearance of one deity in a fit of anger, 
the quest to find and bring him back, and his restoration 
to the company of the gods. 

The best-known example of this myth is the one in 
which the god Telepinu disappears. When in anger he 
deserts the populated areas and goes out into the hinter- 
land, the resultant cessation of fertility and growth threat- 
ens the people with famine. When the gods assemble, they 
realize that Telepimu is absent and, afraid of dying of 
hunger themselves (because the people cannot make sac- 
rifices), send out a bee to find Telepinu. The bee finds the 
sulking god and stings him awake. Telepinu, further en- 
raged, causes more havoc in the land, at which point 
KamruSepa, the goddess of healing and magic, is commis- 
sioned to bring him back. There follows a description of 
the ritual designed to appease the god, who eventually 
returns, restoring fertility to the land. 

In other versions of the myth other gods, e.g., the sun 
god, Inara, disappear, and the methods used to find the 
absentee god vary somewhat. It is usually not specified 
what has caused the god to become so angry that he 
deserts his people. In the story of the disappearance of 
the storm god, the sin of his father is given as the reason 
for the god’s leaving. It is interesting that the gods them- 
selves must resort to magic 1o restore the missing deity to 
their company. The dependence of the gods on the offer- 
ings of man is reflected in the concern they feel for their 
own well-being when man’s food supply is threatened. 
These Old Hittite disappearing deity myths should not be 
confused with the “dying god” myths of other ancient 
cultures. They exhibit marked differences from such 
myths; for example, the gocl does not die but only disap- 
pears. Unlike dying god myths, the disappearing deity 
myths are not related to any seasonal pattern. 

Another myth from the Hattian tradition is that of 
IHuyanka. Unlike the other Old Hittite myths, which are 
integrated into a ritual procedure performed only as 
needed, the Illuyanka myth was recited as part of the state 
cult, at the yearly purulli festival. The word illuyanka is the 
Hittite noun “serpent, snake.” There are two different 
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versions of the story. In one the serpent defeats the storm 
god in battle, whereupon the storm god seeks assistance 
from the other gods to regain supremacy. To aid him the 
goddess Inara prepares a feast which includes an abun- 
dance of alcoholic refreshment and secures the assistance 
of a mortal, Hupagiya, who promises to help in return for 
Inara’s love. Inara then invites the serpent to the feast, at 
the end of which he is too inebriated or too swollen to go 
back down into his hole. When Hupaiiya has tied him up 
and rendered him harmless the storm god comes and kills 
him, thus restoring his supremacy. In the rather tragic 
conclusion, Hupaiiya goes to live with Inara but finds that 
he misses his wife and children. After looking out the 
window and seeing his family, he is killed by Inara when 
he expresses his desire to rejoin them. 

In the other version of the myth the serpent takes the 
eyes and heart of the storm god when he defeats him in 
battle. The storm god then marries a mortal woman and 
has a son, whom he gives to the serpent’s daughter in 
marriage. Instructed by his father the storm god, the son, 
upon entering his new bride’s house, asks for his father’s 
heart and eyes from the serpent, which he then takes to 
his father. When the storm god has thus restored his body 
to full capacity, he is able to destroy the serpent and his 
family. Again the plot contains an element of tragedy, as 
the storm god’s son, now a member of the serpent’s family, 
tells his father to kill him along with his new father-in-law, 
the serpent. This second version must be understood in 
light of the antiyant- form of marriage, in which a man 
enters his bride’s house and, in lieu of bringing a bride 
price, receives a gift from his new father-in-law for leaving 
his own family and becoming part of his bride’s family. 
The storm god’s heart and eyes are the marriage gift 
which the son requests, but as an antiyant- husband he has 
joined his life to that of his new family and must share 
their fate. 

Other Old Hittite myths include that of “Telepinu and 
the Daughter of the Sea God,” in which the sea god 
becomes angry, but instead of leaving the land, he carries 
off another god, the sun god. His anger is understandable, 
because he has given the sun god to Telepinu as a marriage 
gift in an antiyant- marriage, but Telepinu has not re- 
mained in his house as an anttyant- husband should, but 
has returned to the house of his father the storm god. 

In a ritual for the erection of a new palace some mytho- 
logical passages are included in the magical proceedings 
which give a rare glimpse into Hittite conceptions of the 
netherworld. Goddesses spinning the thread of life are 
depicted, and the ritual includes a prayer to them to give 
long life to the owner of the new palace. The story ele- 
ments, as part of a magical procedure, were considered to 
have magical potency in securing the desired result. 


B. New Hittite Mythology 

The mythology of the New Hittite or Empire period 
reflects the strong influence of the Hurrians on the culture 
of the Hittite kingdom in its later period. As most of the 
myths are not preserved in Hurrian-language copies, we 
are fortunate to have these myths preserved in their Hittite 
versions. We do not know how closely these versions fol- 
lowed the Hurrian originals. The main characters, all Hur- 
rian or Mesopotamian deities, and the settings of the 
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myths in the Hurrian homeland indicate the Hurrian 
origin of the material. 

There is a cycle of Hurrian myths describing the strug- 
gle among the gods for supremacy in heaven, with differ- 
ent generations battling against each other to establish 
themselves as king. One of this cycle is the myth often 
referred to as “Kingship in Heaven.” The plot involves 
Anu (the Mesopotamian sky god) deposing his lord Alalu, 
a lesser-known Mesopotamian god. Kumarbi, a Hurrian 
deity identified as the “father of the gods,” serves Anu, 
but in his turn seeks to depose him. Kumarbi, as he chases 
Anu, swallows his “manhood” and eventually gives birth to 
the storm god (Hurrian TeSub), who as the issue of Anu’s 
“manhood” is considered the son of Anu, not of Kumarbi. 
Ea, the Mesopotamian god of wisdom, becomes involved 
in the dynastic dispute, but the end of the text is missing. 
Although we do not have the resolution of the story we 
may infer from Tegub’s position in the Hittite pantheon 
that he became king of the gods. 

Another myth in this cycle of cosmic battles, the “Song 
of Ullikummi,” tells more of the battle between Kumarbi 
and TeSub. Kumarbi, in plotting to regain his throne from 
the usurper TeSub, sleeps with a rock, the issue of which is 
the giant Ullikummi. He is placed on the shoulder of 
Ubelluri, the giant who supports the earth and seas on his 
shoulders. With so solid a foundation, the stone monster 
grows rapidly and in 15 days has reached the heavens. The 
first to notice him is the sun god, who reports the matter 
to TeSub. TeSub, TaSmisu, and [Star, the Mesopotamian 
goddess of love, go out to observe the monster. When 
Ullikummi proves immune to [8tar’s blandishments, TeSub 
is forced to battle the monster. TeSub is defeated, and 
Kummiya, his city, is threatened by the monster. TeSub’s 
brother Ta’misu recommends getting help from Ea, the 
god of wisdom, who suggests weakening Ullikummi by 
cutting his bond with Ubelluri with the cleaver which was 
used at creation to separate the heavens from the earth. 
Again the ending of the tablet is broken away; we leave the 
story with the renewal of battle between TeSub and Ullik- 
ummi, the latter boasting of his prowess. The final result, 
however, must have been a victory for TeSub, again in- 
ferred from his position at the head of the Hittite pan- 
theon. The cycle of succeeding generations of gods over- 
throwing their forebears and usurping the throne of 
heaven is thus broken with TeSub, who manages to take 
the throne from Kumarbi, but also successfully defends it 
from the next generation as represented by Ullikummi. 
The motif of generations of gods ruling successively in the 
heavens is seen in the Babylonian creation epic, Enuma 
Elis, and was probably borrowed by the Hurrians. In turn 
the close parallels in these Hurrian-Hittite myths to He- 
siod’s Theogony may indicate influence from the Hittites on 
Greek cosmology. 

The myth of the “Kingship of KAL” presents a similar 
story of the struggle for supremacy in heaven. Again 
TeSub’s position is threatened, and he in fact loses the 
throne when Ea appoints KAL king of heaven. The god 
KAL becomes arrogant in his rule of heaven, causing Ea 
to regret his action. Ironically, Ea seeks help from TeSub’s 
old rival Kumarbi in reinstating TeSub on the throne of 
heaven. The gods decide on action against KAL when his 
rebelliousness becomes contagious and the people stop 
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providing food and drink offerings for them. Once again 
the tablet is broken before the end of the story, but it 
seems that TeSub was restored to the kingship and KAL 
was punished. In this story, as in that of Ullikummi, Ea is 
involved in dynastic disputes and seems to have some 
authority over who rules in heaven. 

The myth of “Silver” is another Hurrian myth in which 
the protagonist, called Silver with no divine determinative, 
is upset because the gods do not recognize him. He pulls 
the sun and moon down to earth; when they worship him 
and ask for mercy he has pity on them. In another episode 
he hits an orphan with a stick, who responds by reminding 
Silver that he too was once an orphan. Silver is moved to 
tears by this and goes to his mother’s house, apparently 
for comfort. In the next episode, probably related to the 
preceding one, Silver forces his mother to tell him who his 
father is. Fle learns that his father is Kumarbi and his 
brother is the storm god, Hurrian TeSub. Thus in this 
myth Kumarbi, not Anu, is the father of Tegub. In Urkié, 
Kumarbi’s home, Silver looks for his father but does not 
find him. Eventually the storm god (Tesub) goes to see 
Silver because he is agitating the land, at which point the 
text is lost. 

The story shows some interesting points. Although Sil- 
ver is obviously very powerful if he can pull down the sun 
and moon, he does not occur elsewhere among the gods 
of the Hittites. His name is written without the divine 
determinative almost invariably used for names of gods. 
Silver’s classification as an orphan offers an interesting 
insight into Hittite-Hurrian society. Although his mother 
is still alive, Silver is considered an orphan because he has 
no father, or at least he does not know his father and thus 
has no lineage. When he is told who his father is, he can 
recognize his ancestry and is therefore no longer an or- 
phan. There is no character quite like Silver in other 
ancient Near Eastern mythology, and because he does not 
occur elsewhere in the Hittite corpus he remains a some- 
what mysterious figure. 

In the myth of the sun god, the cow, and the fisherman, 
the divine and mortal come into direct contact. The sun 
god observe; the cow from the heavens and, overcome with 
desire, approaches and talks with her in the guise of a 
young man. In a very broken passage of the tablet he 
apparently sleeps with her, after which the counting of 
months sigt.als a pregnancy, followed by the birth of a 
child. When the child is born the cow complains that. her 
offspring looks human and not like a calf. What follows 
has been interpreted in two different ways. Friedrich tn his 
early editior (1949) described the scene in which the cow 
opens her mouth like a lion and goes to her child as the 
cow’s attempt to kill her child, which did not resemble the 
calf that she was expecting. More recently Hoffner (1981: 
192-93), has suggested that the cow opened her mouth 
wide to lick the child as she cared for it. However we 
interpret the passage, the child lives, the sun god delights 
in his child, and he sends animals to protect it. Eventually 
a fisherman finds the child and somehow realizes that it is 
the sun god's child. When he brings it home his barren 
wife simulates birth pains for the benefit of the neighbors 
and then brings forth the baby as her own. The cow’s 
attitude toward the child is not completely clear, but the 
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fisherman and his wife consider it a blessing from the sun 
god. 

The myth of Appu contains a strongly drawn moral 
lesson, beginning with a statement about the vindication 
of just men and retribution for evil men. Appu is a man of 
great wealth but no offspring. The reason becomes clear: 
he has never “taken hold” of his wife. When he tells the 
sun god of his childlessne:s, that deity suggests that he 
drink himself into a state of intoxication and then sleep 
with his wife. The result is two sons for Appu; the first he 
names Idalu, “evil one,” and the second Handanza, “just 
one.” 

After Appu dies, Idalu forces a division of the father’s 
property, taking the good cow and giving Handanza the 
bad one. The sun god intervenes, however, and makes the 
poorer cow prosper, which inspires Idalu to covet the beast 
which he maliciously assigned to his brother. The issue 
eventually goes to the gods to be resolved, with the sun 
god and then [Star of Nineveh rendering judgment. 

The myth, through the use of characters with allegorical 
names, makes it easy to understand the moral of the story. 
Handanza the just one, despite the machinations of Idalu 
the evil one, prospers because of his righteousness. The 
sun god as the god of justice (an association going back to 
Mesopotamian antecedents) makes Handanza’s inferior 
cow surpass Idalu’s good cow. The myth offers interesting 
insights into Hittite ideals of moral rectitude and justice 
being worked out in the earthly sphere through divine 
intervention. 

Another Hurrian myth preserved in a Hittite version is 
that of KeSsi. Ke3si is a hunter who after his marriage to a 
beautiful woman neglects all of his former activities, the 
most notable of these being sacrifices of bread and wine to 
the gods, and hunting. His retirement from hunting an- 
gers his mother, to whom he had been in the habit of 
bringing part of the fruits cf his hunting expeditions. He 
responds to his mother’s resentment at the cessation of 
these gifts by going back oui to the field to hunt. Unfortu- 
nately the gods in their anger at the loss of Ke&si’s sacrifices 
have hidden all the game. After wandering for three 
months, loath to return to the city empty-handed, Ke&%i 
eventually falls ill and has a series of dreams. Most of these 
dreams are lost in the broken portion of the tablet. The 
fourth dream involves a boulder which falls from the sky 
and crushes some servants. In the sixth dream, Ke&%i 
dreams that he has a collar on his neck and a woman's 
anklet on his foot. When he does return home, his mother 
interprets the dreams for hin, but the interpretations, like 
most of the dreams, are broken away in the tablet. This 
particular myth is unusual in that it exists in a Hittite 
version, a Hurrian version, and an Akkadian version from 
the Amarna scribal school. 

There are two other Hurrian myths which exist only in 
fragmentary Hittite versions. In one the protagonist is 
Gurparanzah, a name derived from the Hurrian name for 
the Tigris River. We may infer that the myth was borrowed 
from Mesopotamia by the Hurrians from the fact that the 
action of the story takes place not in the Hurrian home- 
land but in central Mesopotamia. Here again the Hurrians 
have transmitted a Mesopotamian theme to the Hittites. 
Another fragmentary Hurrian myth is that of the devour- 
ing serpent Hedammu who succumbs to [8tar’s attractions. 
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A “Hittite” myth which has a Canaanite instead of Hur- 
rian background, judging from the names of the divine 
characters, is that of Elkunir’a. This name is a Hittite 
rendering of the Canaanite él géné eres, “El creator of the 
earth.” In this myth ASertu (Canaanite ASerah), wife of 
Elkunirga, propositions Elkunirga’s son, the Canaanite 
storm god Baal, who goes and tells his father about it. The 
significance of this appears to be ASertu’s questioning of 
her husband's virility and a consequent appeal to a 
younger generation’s vitality. Elkunirsa tells Baal to go 
ahead and sleep with AS’ertu and humiliate her. When he 
does this she is angered and works her way back into 
ElkunirSa’s favor so that she can revenge herself on Baal, 
to which her husband eventually agrees. The goddess 
called [Star in the text, representing the Canaanite Astarte 
or ‘Anat, overhears ASertu’s plans for revenge and warns 
her brother Baal so that he can protect himself. In the 
Hurrian myths TeSub the storm god was [8tar’s brother, 
and we see the same sibling relationship in this Canaanite 
myth. 

Giiterbock (1961: 155) has identified a Syrian origin for 
another myth, that of Mt. Pisaiga. The text is fragmentary; 
we may discern that Mt. Pisaiga rapes [Star and then asks 
for clemency when she exacts revenge. 

In addition to the foreign Hurrian and Syrian myths 
preserved in Hittite versions from Bogazk6y, the Mesopo- 
tamian Gilgamesh epic is also extant in copies from the 
Hittite capital. Giterbock (1961: 154) has pointed out that 
the Hurrian version of this epic from Bogazkéy is evidence 
for the role of the Hurrians in transmitting this element 
of Mesopotamian culture to the Hittites. Hittite and Ak- 
kadian versions for Gilgamesh exist as well. 

The two main streams of Hittite mythology reflect the 
two primary influences on their culture. In the early pe- 
riod the gods and the myths that define their relationships 
were adopted from their Anatolian predecessors, the Hat- 
tians. They thus preserve an older prehistoric mythologi- 
cal tradition. As the Hittite state matured it came increas- 
ingly into contact with the Hurrians to the S, who both 
served as transmitters of Mesopotamian cultural elements 
and also passed on their own characteristic culture. Al- 
though some of the characters are Mesopotamian, the 
myths preserved by the Hittites are distinctively Hurrian 
and provide a rare glimpse into the Hurrian world. The 
Hittites thus play their most important role as preservers 
rather than originators of Anatolian mythology. 


C. Later Mythology 

Mythological material concerning later Anatolian peo- 
ples is preserved in some Greek and Latin authors. With 
the political and cultural integration of Anatolia into the 
Greek and Roman world, it becomes increasingly difficult 
to define what is distinctively “Anatolian” mythology. 
Without wishing to impose a distinction between classical 
and Anatolian mythology which the ancients did not rec- 
ognize, we may note several myths which appear to be 
based on Phrygian or Lydian originals. Further references 
to mythological passages in classical writers may be found 
in The Oxford Classical Dictionary sub Attis, Cycnus, Hera- 
cles, Laomedon, and Midas. 

Several Phrygian myths revolve around the character of 
Midas. There is a historically documented Midas, a Phryg- 
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ian king of the 8th century 8.c. who appears in Assyrian 
sources. Uncertainty about the relation of this king to the 
Midas of legend is reflected in the separation of the two 
entries for Midas in the OCD. In one of the Midas stories 
the king, reflecting the classical tradition that satyrs are 
privy to valuable wisdom which they will divulge if forced 
to do so, plots the capture of a satyr who regularly visits 
his garden. By mixing wine with the water of the garden’s 
well or spring where the satyr normally drinks, the king 
gets him too intoxicated to escape. Midas then questions 
his captive; various ancient authors differ on what wisdom 
the satyr imparted to the Phrygian king. 

Another story about Midas told both in Hyg., Fab. 191.1 
and Ov. Met. 11.146-93 describes the musical contest 
between Pan and Apollo. When Midas rejects the decision 
for Apollo by the judge, Mt. Timolus, Apollo punishes the 
king’s preference for the pipes of Pan by giving him 
donkey ears. Although Midas hides those ears beneath a 
cap, he cannot keep the secret from his barber. The 
barber, unable to contain the secret but bound not to 
reveal it to anyone, goes and whispers it in a hole in the 
ground, which he then covers up. The reeds which grow 
up on the spot are privy to the secret and whisper it as the 
wind blows them. 

The most famous of the Midas stories (Ov. Met. 11. 84- 
145) is that of the Midas touch. In gratitude for the king’s 
returning Silenus to him, Dionysius offers Midas whatever 
he wishes. The king requests that whatever he touches be 
turned to gold. After the first flush of excitement, as he 
sits down to a meal, he discovers that food and drink are 
also suscepuble to his golden touch. Dionysius, answering 
Midas’ prayer to be rid of the accursed gift, instructs him 
to wash it away in the headwaters of the Pactolus River. 
Thus this etiological myth explains why the Pactolus is 
such a rich gold-bearing stream. In one variation to the 
story Midas turns his daughter to gold before ridding 
himself of the “gift”; in another he dies of starvation 
because he cannot cleanse himself of the golden touch. 

Another Anatolian myth of the Phrygian-Lydian milieu 
is that of Attis and Agdistis. Pausanias 7.17.9-12 relates 
two versions of the story, of which the first is probably 
Lydian. In this story Attis, born a eunuch of a Phrygian 
father, moves to Lydia where he officiates at Lydian rites 
for the mother goddess (Cybele). Zeus becomes angry at 
Attis’ increased favor with the mother goddess and attacks 
the Lydians by sending a boar to ravage their crops. 
Among those killed by the boar is Cybele’s favorite, Attis. 
Probably dependent on this version is the tale told by Hdt. 
1.34—45, of Atys, son of the Lydian king Croesus, who was 
killed by a spear during a boar hunt. 

In the second version, probably Phrygian, the demon 
Agdistis, who was the product of seed dropped on the 
ground by Zeus while asleep, is hermaphroditic. In their 
fear of Agdistis the gods castrate the demon. An almond 
tree grows up from the cut-off member, the fruit of which 
fertilizes a daughter of the Sangarius River, who bears 
Attis. Exposed at birth, the young Attis is nurtured by a 
billy goat, and when he reaches maturity, Agdistis falls in 
love with him. Attis meanwhile has been betrothed, but 
during the wedding ceremony Agdistis appears, causing 
Attis to go mad and castrate himself, as does his prospec- 
tive father-in-law. Agdistis repents of the deed, and al- 
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though the story does not state that Attis died, this is 
implicit in Agdistis’ petition to Zeus to grant Attis’ body 
immunity from decomposition. Ov. Fast. 4.221—44 tells a 
different version in which Cybele drives Attis mad in 
vengeance for his forsaking her for the nymph Sagaritis 
(whose name looks like the name of the river Sangartus, 
whose daughter bore Attis in the Phrygian version of 
Pausanias). In the insanity induced by Cybele, Attis cas- 
trates himself, which for Ovid explains why the devotees 
of Cybele and Attis castrate themselves while evoking the 
writhings of Attis in his madness. The similarity of these 
two versions and the later role of Attis as the consort of 
Cybele in the great Cybele cult indicates that we should see 
in Agdistis some form of Cybele. Note, however, that both 
Agdistis and Cybele appear in the myth as told by Arno- 
bius (Adv. Nat. 5.5—7). 
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ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES. See LANGUAGES 
(INTRODUCTORY SURVEY) 


ANCESTOR WORSHIP. Ancestor worship and cults 
of the dead reflect acts directed toward the deceased, 
functioning either to placate the dead or to secure favors 
from them. See DEAD, CULT OF THE. The study of 
ancestor worship in the Bible was popular at the end of 
the 19th cencury among both anthropologists and biblical 
scholars who felt that death rites held the key to Israelite 
religion (see Spronk 1986: 3-83 for history of research). 
There has also been a resurgence of interest in ancestor 
worship and related death rituals in recent scholarship 
(Heider 1985; Spronk 1986; Lewis 1989), which has at- 
tempted to set the biblical data within its ANE context. 
The Yahwism which became normative in ancient Israel 
was resolute in its condemnation of ancestor worship. Yet 
ancient Israei shared a solidarity with the other cultures of 
the ANE and it should not be surprising to find cults of 
the dead in some forms of popular religion. 


A. Ancestor Worship in the ANE 
1. In Egypt 
2. In Mesopotamia 
3. At Ugarit 


240 - I 


B. Ancestor Worship in Ancient Israel 
1. Deuteronomistic Literature 
2. Prophetic Literature 
3. The Holiness Code and Other Priestly Material 
4. Psalms 
5. Wisdom Literature 
6. Archaeological Data 
C. Conclusions 


A. Ancestor Worship in the ANE 

In the ancient Near East the dead were perceived to be 
able to bestow blessings on those who provided them with 
the proper cult. Conversely. the dead might occasionally 
act malevolently if they were not accorded the proper 
services. Magical literature from Mesopotamia mentions 
the restless ghost who returris to haunt the living. 

1. In Egypt. The cult of the dead in ancient Egypt is 
well known, owing to the fascination surrounding the 
pyramids, mummification, and the Book of the Dead. The 
Egyptian preoccupation with death has been described by 
many scholars (e.g., Gardiner 1935: 5-45; Frankfort 1948: 
88-123). It is not the fear of the dead which takes center 
stage in ancient Egypt but rather the provision for the 
deceased. A great deal of resources were devoted to mak- 
ing sure that the dead, including royalty, nobility, and toa 
lesser degree commoners, would have everything they 
needed to exist comfortably in the hereafter. The tomb of 
Tutankhamen is our best example of how the pharaoh was 
provided with elaborate furnishings for his next life. The 
dead were also greatly deperident on others to continue to 
provide them with the essential offerings long after the 
initial interment (cf. the contractual agreements men- 
tioned in Gardiner 1935: 27, 43-44). 

2. In Mesopotamia. A concise example of ancestor wor- 
ship in Mesopotamia is found in the following plea from a 
kispu text: “Come (O dead ancestors), eat this, drink this 
and bless Ammisadugqa, son of Ammiditana, the king of 
Babylon” (Finkelstein 1966: 36-97). In the Mesopotamian 
cult of the dead a “caretaker” (pagidu) was responsible for 
the care of the ghost (efemmu) of his deceased ancestor. 
This care included essential services such as making funer- 
ary offerings (kispa kasapu), pouring water (mé naqi), and 
invoking the name (Suma zakéru) (Bayliss 1973: 116). Newly 
published texts from the Kuyunjik collection have given us 
new insights into the intricate art of necromancy in ancient 
Mesopotamia (Finkel 1983-—&4: 1-17). 

3. At Ugarit. Our understanding of Canaanite ancestor 
worship has been greatly enhanced by the publication of 
the Ugaritic texts. One text (KTU 1.161) describes a liturgy 
of a mortuary ritual directed toward the deceased royal 
ancestors, some of whom are called rap?iima (see RE- 
PHAIM). The deceased are invoked to assist in bestowing 
blessings upon the reigning king. Other texts (KTU 
1.6.6.45-49; 1.113) refer to the deceased as “gods” (ilu). 
This was an attempt to describe the preternatural charac- 
ter of the deceased who were not “deified” in the sense 
that they became like one of the high gods of the Ugaritic 
pantheon. After all, even though King Keret is the god El’s 
son, he still must die like a mortal. 

Some scholars (e.g., Pope 1981: 176) have also argued 
that the marzeah at Ugarit and elsewhere was “a feast for 
and with departed ancestors corresponding to the Meso- 
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potamian kispu” (see Lewis 1989: 80—94 and BANQUET- 
ING HALL/HOUSE). 

The importance of ancestor worship at Ugarit is also 
underscored by the frequent occurrences of ib, the “di- 
vine ancestor,” which occurs characteristically at the head 
of pantheon lists as well as various other genres such as 
epic texts and sacrificial and offering lists (Lewis 1989: 56— 
59). 

All evidence points to a vibrant cult of ancestor worship 
at Ugarit as in Mesopotamia and Egypt. This is further 
confirmed by the archaeological excavations at Ras Shamra 
which have documented the use of pipes leading from 
ground level down into the tomb. These pipes (cf. Akk 
aritu) were used to provide the deceased with water, which 
was one of the essential services (Schaeffer 1939: 50; cf. 
mé nagi above). Libations were also offered to the dead 
through openings in the top of corbel vaults (Schaeffer 
1938: fig. 42). 


B. Ancestor Worship in Ancient Israel 

In the past, scholars were all too eager to emphasize the 
“uniqueness” of Israelite religion over against her pagan 
neighbors (see Miller 1985: 201—12). Thus, scholars of 
such stature as de Vaux (Anclsr, 60), Wright (Deuteronomy 
IB, 487) and Kaufmann (KRI, 312-16) asserted quite 
dogmatically that ancestor worship was nowhere to be 
found in the Bible. More recently scholars have started to 
appreciate the cultural solidarity which ancient Israel 
shared with her neighbors (e.g., CMHE). As it developed, 
Yahwism borrowed many Canaanite motifs while rejecting 
others. In its earliest periods it is difficult to distinguish 
between Israelite and Canaanite religion. As Yahwism pro- 
gresses, we may talk of a “normative Yahwism” as reflected 
in the prophetic and Deuteronomistic literature. This 
Yahwism which became normative condemned ancestor 
worship. Yet a strong case can be made for the existence of 
ancestor worship in some forms of “popular religion” (for 
discussion of terminology, see Lewis 1989: 1-2). What 
emerges from various biblical texts is the picture of an 
ongoing battle throughout ancient Israel’s history between 
adherents of what becomes normative Yahwism and those 
who practiced death rituals. 

1. Deuteronomistic Literature. Deuteronomistic legal 
material contains clear restrictions against consulting one’s 
dead ancestors (Deut 18:10-11), giving offerings to the 
dead (Deut 26:14) and engaging in self-laceration rituals 
(Deut 14:1) which were typical of Canaanite death cult 
practice. It can safely be inferred from these laws that cults 
of the dead existed and flourished in ancient Israel to the 
extent that they were considered a threat to what becomes 
normative Yahwism. 

Deuteronomistic narrative material also preserves ves- 
tiges of death cult practices. The locus classicus for any 
examination of necromancy in the Hebrew Bible is Saul’s 
encounter with the necromancer at Endor in 1 Samuel 28. 
Despite Deuteronomistic editing, the efficacy of the prac- 
tice of necromancy is left intact. The dead Samuel who is 
conjured from the netherworld in this narrative is called 
an élohim “god,” or better yet, a “‘preternatural being” as 
elsewhere in the ancient Near East. Other passages which 
may contain vestiges of death cult practices are 2 Sam 
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12:15-24; 18:18; 2 Kgs 9:34-37; 13:20-21 (see Lewis 
1989: 99-127). 

2. Prophetic Literature. The prophets also encoun- 
tered the practice of consulting one’s deceased ancestors 
within some segments of Israelite society. Isaiah of Jerusa- 
lem and the person(s) responsible for collecting the oracles 
against the nations used necromantic imagery with pejor- 
ative overtones (Isa 8:19; 29:4; 19:3). Halpern (1986: 118— 
19) also places Isaiah 28 in the context of the ancestral 
cult. 

Jer 16:5-8 speaks against those who go to the funeral 
banquet house (Heb marzéah; see BANQUETING HALL/ 
HOUSE) and those who lacerate themselves for the dead. 
Ezek 43:7-9 refers to an abominable practice done by 
kings upon their death. It seems that they had engaged in 
the practice of placing either their corpses or their royal 
mortuary steles in close proximity to the temple precinct, 
resulting in its defilement. Isa 57:6 and 65:4 (cf. 45:18- 
19) also contain a good deal of death cult imagery, includ- 
ing libations and offerings given to the dead ancestors and 
all-night vigils in tombs (Lewis 1989: 143-60; 1987: 267— 
84). 

In summary, the prophetic literature supports the pic- 
ture we get from the Deuteronomistic literature. Necro- 
mancy and other death cult practices involving ancestor 
worship seem to have been so common in certain segments 
of ancient Israelite society that the prophets could freely 
pick up on this imagery in their critiques. 

3. The Holiness Code and Other Priestly Material. 
The HOLINESS CODE contains prohibitions against con- 
juring and consulting one’s dead ancestors (Lev 19:26—32; 
20:6, 27) which were being practiced in certain “nonortho- 
dox” segments of Israelite society. Other priestly material 
seems almost preoccupied with the defiling nature of the 
corpse, the bones, and the grave. It has been suggested 
that this too is a reflection of an attempt to combat a cult 
of the dead (Meyers 1983: 102, 104). 

4. Psalms. Spronk (1986: 249, 334-37) has argued that 
the “holy ones who are in the earth” in Ps 16:3 is a 
reference to deified ancestors. Ps 106:28 also makes men- 
tion of “sacrifices to dead ancestors” (zibhé métim) in its 
description of the Baal Peor incident (cf. Num 25:1—5). 

5. Wisdom Literature. The attitude of the wisdom tra- 
dition toward ancestor worship is represented in Job 14:21 
and Qoh 9:4—-6, 10. These passages provide a remarkable 
contrast to 1 Samuel 28 (see above). In the latter, the dead 
are represented as having knowledge about the affairs of 
the living and necromancy is portrayed as an efficacious 
practice. The wisdom tradition, as represented by these 
two passages, gives no credence to necromancy. The de- 
ceased are not knowledgeable about the affairs of the 
living. Ancestor worship would prove fruitless because the 
dead do not have the ability to grant favors to the living. 

6. Archaeological Data. We can never be too cautious 
when it comes to drawing inferences from physical re- 
mains. Albright (1957: 242-58) hypothesized that the 
“high places” (bdémét) were funerary in character, yet the 
archaeological and textual material with which he sup- 
ported his thesis has not borne up under closer scrutiny 
(Barrick 1975: 565—95). Ribar (1973: 45-71) has identi- 
fied several tomb installations which, he believes, suggest 
that offerings were made to deceased ancestors on a re- 
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peated basis and hence qualify as denoting a cult of the 
dead. What is of particular interest in this regard is the 
practice of cutting apertures into the ceilings of tombs 
through which offerings for the dead were introduced. 
Storage jars were often placed directly over the heads of 
corpses. Cooley (1983: 47-58) has recently published 
more of the material from Dothan, one of the most impor- 
tant sites relzting to ancestor worship and secondary buri- 
als. In short, the archaeological evidence corroborates the 
hints we glean from the textual material, namely, that cults 
of the dead existed in ancient Israel despite the best efforts 
to eradicate their existence. 


C. Conclusions 

Ancient Israelites shared a cultural solidarity with their 
neighbors wth regard to their attitude toward ancestor 
worship. The texts mentioned above (apart from the Wis- 
dom Literature) support the notion that there was an 
ongoing battle by the Yahwism which emerges as norma- 
tive against the practice of necromancy and other death 
rituals such as self-laceration and presenting offerings to 
one’s deceased ancestors. This Yahwism condemned ances- 
tor worship as blatant acts of disobedience against Yahweh, 
whose sovereignty was challenged when one looked else- 
where to control human destiny. 

In priestly phraseology, when one dies he is “gathered 
to his kin” (neésap el Sammdyw). In Deuteronomistic ter- 
minology one “sleeps with one’s fathers” (sakab Sim >dbé- 
tayw) (Alfrink 1943: 106-18; 1948: 118-31). Such usage 
regarding joining one’s ancestors in the underworld is 
closely tied to clan solidarity (cf. gabisi didani, “the ‘gath- 
ered ones’ of the Didanu tribe” [//rapi?t arsi] in KTU 
1.161.3, 10). This solidarity was strengthened and pro- 
moted by ancestor worship, which was practiced despite 
efforts to the contrary. 
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TuHEOopoRE J. LEwis 


ANCIENT VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT. 


ANDREW (PERSON) [Gk Andreas]. The NT shows little 
interest in Andrew. His narne occurs only twelve times, 
four of these merely in lists of apostles (Mark 3:18; Matt 
10:2; Luke 6:14; Acts 1:13). According to Mark, Jesus 
called Andrew and his brother Peter to leave their nets to 
“become fishers of men” (1:16—-18); at their home in 
Capernaum Jesus healed Peter’s mother-in-law (1:29-31); 
and Andrew—along with Peer, James, and John—heard 
Jesus predict the destruction of the temple (13:3). Matthew 
adds nothing to Mark’s picture of Andrew, and in fact 
omits the name in his redacting of Mark 1:29—31 and 13:3 
(cf. Matt. 8:14 and 24:3). Outside of lists of apostles, the 
author of Luke/Acts omits reference to Andrew altogether. 

Andrew fares somewhat better in the fourth gospel. He 
is the first of the apostles called by Jesus (1:35—40). He 
brings his brother Simon Peter to Jesus (1:41—42), and he 
informs Jesus concerning the lad with the expandable 
lunch (6:8-9) and about Greeks who wanted to see him 
(12:22). None of these narratives appears in the Synoptic 
Gospels, and some of the information in them in fact 
contradicts the Synoptics. According to John, Andrew’s 
home was not Capernaum but Bethsaida (1:49), and he 
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was called not from fishing but from the retinue of John 
the Baptist (1:35—40). 

Andrew also appears in the Gospel of the Ebtonites (Epiph. 
Haer. 30.13), the Gospel of Peter (14[60]), Epistula apostolorum 
(2), Pustis Sophia (e.g., 96 and 136), but none of these 
apocrypha develops the portrait of the apostle beyond that 
already in the NT. Andrew is littke more than Peter’s 
shadow and Jesus’ occasional interlocutor. The Muratorian 
Fragment adds only that Christ told Andrew that John 
would write his gospel. 

This near silence stands in stark contrast to the late 2d 
century Acts of Andrew, one of the five major apocryphal 
Acts of Apostles. Although the book no longer survives in 
its entirety, it must have been expansive. Gregory of Tours 
(6th century) epitomized the Acts of Andrew in order to 
rescue it from rejection by many “because of its excessive 
verbosity.” According to Gregory, the Acts of Andrew nar- 
rated Andrew’s departure from Jerusalem to missionize 
Achaea, but he soon left Achaea to rescue Matthias from 
cannibals. After doing so he returned to Achaea by north- 
ern Anatolia, Thrace, and Macedonia, converting pagans, 
exorcising demons, healing the sick, raising the dead, and 
breaking up families with his preaching of mandatory 
celibacy. When he arrived in Patras, Achaea, he converted 
Maximilla, the wife of the proconsul Aegeates; she there- 
after forswore sex with her husband. Aegeates crucified 
the apostle next to the sea (see ANDREW, ACTS OF). 

This explosion of interest in the apostle issues not from 
a latent Andrean tradition that simply had found no 
earlier expression but from the author’s decision to write 
a Christian Odyssey, for which Andrew was well qualified. 
He once was a fisherman, he had brought Greeks to Jesus, 
and his very name resonated with the Greek word for 
courage (andreia). Like Odysseus, Andrew sails from 
Achaea to rescue Matthias from Myrmidons. Myrmidons 
appear in Homer as allies to Achilles, but a contrived 
etymology later generated a myth that Zeus once trans- 
formed ants (Gk myrmékes) into humans, who retained 
their former, formic traits. Andrew returns to Achaea 
through a series of dangerous adventures and in the end 
dies at the edge of the sea, tied to his cross like Odysseus 
at the mast. The apostle thus returns to his heavenly home 
beyond the flux, temptations, and dangers of this world. 
Patras, the place of his execution, was the closest major 
Achaean city to Ithaca, Odysseus’ island home. In addition, 
the Acts of Andrew contained a visit to the netherworld, 
danger at sea, and Christianized counterparts to Penelope 
and Telemachus, Odysseus’ wife and son. The proconsul 
who ordered Andrew’s crucifixion is Aegeates (“one from 
Aegae”), a figure inspired by Odysseus’ nemesis, Poseidon, 
whose Homeric home was Aegae. 

Even after the composition of the Acts of Andrew, the 
apostle remained relatively obscure for nearly six centu- 
ries. Because of its popularity among Manicheans, the Acts 
of Andrew itself was poorly transmitted except for the 
Myrmidon story, which soon circulated independently as 
the Acts of Andrew and Matthias in the City of the Cannibals. In 
357, Constantius II deposited the apostle’s putative re- 
mains in the Church of the Holy Apostles in Constantino- 
ple, along with those of Luke and Timothy. By the 6th 
century, Patras and Sinope boasted of having been evan- 
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gelized by Andrew, but there is little evidence that Chris- 
tians elsewhere gave the apostle special attention. 

Sometime in the 8th century, however, Andrew was 
pressed into service to legitimate Byzantine claims to apos- 
tolicity. For centuries, the church in Rome had claimed 
Peter as its founder. On the other hand, Byzantium, largely 
the product of Constantine’s relocation of the imperial 
capital to the E, could claim no founding apostle. This was 
not so problematic when Rome and Byzantium were on 
good terms, but when the two great ecclesiastical centers 
parted ways, Byzantium was in desperate need of apostolic 
pedigree. Andrew was perfectly suited for the purpose. 
According to the gospel of John, he was the first of the 
apostles to come to Jesus, and later he brought his brother 
Peter, Rome’s favorite, to the Lord. The Acts of Andrew and 
traditions derived from it had placed Andrew’s ministry in 
the region of the Black Sea, and if one can trust the 
epitome of Gregory of Tours, the Acts in fact sent the 
apostle to Byzantium. Furthermore, from the time of 
Constantius II, Andrew’s relics reposed in Constantino- 
ple’s Church of the Holy Apostles. 

Such long-standing associations between Andrew and 
the city generated a legend that when Andrew, the Protok- 
letos (First-Called), visited Byzantium he appointed as 
bishop Stachys (cf. Rom 16:9), who inaugurated an unbro- 
ken line of bishops. In the 9th century, soon after the 
origin of this legend, several versions of his passion ap- 
peared along with three different Byzantine “Lives” of 
Andrew. A monk named Epiphanius, the author of one of 
these “Lives,” claimed that virtually every tribe on the 
shores of the Black Sea appealed to Andrew as the founder 
of its church: the Scythians, the Sogdians, the Gorsini, the 
Iberi, the Sousi, the Phousti, the Alani. Andrew also alleg- 
edly visited Amisus, Trapezunta, Iberia, Phrygia, Ephesus, 
Bithynia, Laodicea, Mysia, Odyssopolis, Chalcedon, Hera- 
clea, Amastra, Zalichus, Neocaesarea, Sebastopolis Magna, 
Zecchia, and Sinope. His reputation in the East now was 
secure. He remains the patron of Russian Orthodoxy by 
dint of a legend that he preached as far north as Kiev. 

Andrew also became popular in the West. In 1204, 
crusaders stole Andrew’s relics from Constantinople and 
took them to Amalfi, Italy. According to ancient Celtic 
tradition, St. Regulus (4th century) took the apostle’s arm 
to St. Andrews, Scotland, where the archdiocese still cele- 
brates the event each May 9. The Anglo-Saxon epic An- 
dreas, a poetic recasting of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias, 
shows the importance of the apostle in the British Isles at 
an early date. 

In iconography, Andrew often appears with unkempt 
hair and a long beard, attended by a ship, a fish, or a net. 
His most distinctive signature is his X-shaped cross, a 
feature not attested prior to the 7th century. Andrew’s 
feast day is November 30. 
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ANDREW AND MATTHIAS, ACTS OF. An 
early Christian apocryphal tale featuring two of the disci- 
ples of Jesus. The Acts of Andrew and Matthias begins with 
the apostles casting lots to see where they will preach. 
Andrew goes to Achaea and Matthias to the city of the 
cannibals, which the Latin and Anglo-Saxon witnesses 
(along with one Greek manuscript) name Myrmidonia. 
Myrmidonia is home to Myrmidons, Achilles’ allies in 
Homer. After Homer there arose a myth that Myrmidons 
once were ants (Gk myrmékes), who retained some formic 
traits even after becoming human. Some authors empha- 
sized the positive qualities of ants, e.g., thrift, industry, 
organization, while others emphasized their imperialism, 
might, and ferocity. Even the Greek versions of the Acts of 
Andrew and Matthias that lack the word “Myrmidonia” wit- 
ness to the cannibals’ ancestry from ants. In the middle of 
the city they had built a large furnace (Gk klbanos) for 
roasting their victims. (Such furnaces were mud structures 
reminiscent of anthills.) When Matthias arrives, they drug 
him and incarcerate him for thirty days of fattening. 
Andrew leaves Achaea to rescue Matthias and floods the 
cannibals as one might flood ants. They repent, and An- 
drew stops the flood but plunges the worst of the cannibals 
into an abyss in the middle of the city, like so many ants 
down an ant hole. In the abyss they see places of eternal 
bliss and torment, but Andrew promises to return to raise 
them up again. 

Insofar as Andrew never returns to raise the Myrmi- 
dons, the Acts of Andrew and Matthias obviously is incom- 
plete. Originally it seems to have continued in the late 2d- 
century Acts of Andrew. The best surviving witness to the 
Acts of Andrew, a 6th-century epitome by Gregory of Tours, 
begins by narrating Andrew’s rescue of Matthias trom 
Myrmidonia Three Byzantine “Lives” of Andrew likewise 
attest to this story near the beginning of Andrew’s career. 
The Acts of Thomas and the Acts of Philip, both of which 
borrowed extensively from the Acts of Andrew, likewise 
knew of the Myrmidon story. On the other hand, chaps. 
11-15 of the Acts of Andrew and Matthias could not have 
been written prior to the 4th century. Here Andrew nar- 
rates how Jesus refuted Jewish high priests by making a 
sphinx in a pagan temple summon Abraham from his 
tomb to witness to Jesus’ divinity. These chapters also seem 
to anticipate the transformation of pagan temples into 
churches, a practice not common until the 5th century. 
Not only do these chapters come from a later period, they 
are foreign t> the content and narrative flow of the rest of 
the Acts of Andrew and Matthias and are poorly attested in 
textual and i external witnesses. 

One therefore should assume that the frame-story of 
the Acts of Andrew and Matthias first appeared at the begin- 
ning of the 2d-century Acés of Andrew, just as it does in the 
epitome by Gregory of Tours. In the 5th century, someone 
detached the story from the rest of the Acts of Andrew and 
inserted chaps. 11-15 in order to support the controversial 
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Christian reappropriation of pagan temples. Later, the 
Greek manuscript tradition dropped all references to Myr- 
midonia because of its associations with pagan mythology. 
The story was popular in the Middle Ages: it exists in 
Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, Old Slavonic, Latin, and Anglo- 
Saxon as well as in Greek. It received its most famous 
expression in the Anglo-Saxon heroic epic, Andreas, but it 
also inspired episodes in the Acts of Thomas, Acts of Philip, 
Acts of Mark, Acts of Peter and Andrew, Acts of Andrew and 
Philemon, and the Martyrdom of Matthew. 
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ANDREW, ACTS OF. The Acts of Andrew is an impor- 
tant account of Andrew’s travels, beginning in Pontus and 
ending in Patras, Achaea, where the apostle is martyred. 
Andrew goes from city tc city, performing miracles, 
preaching the word of saivation, and converting the 
crowds. 

He travels by way of Amasia, Sinope, Nicea, Nicodemia, 
Byzantium, Thrace, Perinthus, Philippi, and Thessalonica. 
On arriving in Patras, he converts the city (including the 
proconsul Lesbios) and performs many miracles. Then he 
visits several Achaean cities: Corinth, Megara, and perhaps 
Sparta. He then is warned by a vision about returning to 
Patras. Upon his return to this city, he heals and converts 
Maximilla, the wife of Aegeates, the new proconsul. He 
performs many healings anc then converts Stratocles, Ae- 
geates’ brother. After her conversion Maximilla becomes 
celibate, which provokes the furor of Aegeates such that 
he arrests Andrew. The converts reconvene in the prison 
to hear the apostle’s preaching. It is here that the martyr- 
dom of Andrew begins. Because Maximilla refuses to 
return to conjugal life, Aegeates, out of revenge, crucifies 
the apostle. He dies after having preached from his cross 
to the assembled inhabitants of Patras for three days. 

The Acts of Andrew is an original and homogeneous work 
insofar as it was composed from start to finish by the same 
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author, who had no need to introduce or to compile 
preexisting literary materials. The apostle’s speeches, 
which are important in this work, are rich in content and 
betray signs of educated style and composition. They 
transmit the basic features of the author’s theology. 


A. Transmission of the Text 

The Acts of Andrew was written in Greek, but unfortu- 
nately has not come down to us in its original form. There 
are, however, five types of documentation that allow partial 
reconstruction. 

1. The Liber de miraculis (Gregory of Tours) (Bonnet 
1884: 821-46). The Gallic bishop, Gregory of Tours (6th 
century) held in his hands the complete text of Acts Andr., 
most likely in Latin translation. His Latin summary of this 
book preserves the basic features of the narrative frame- 
work, and for this reason it is priceless: it is the only 
document that now permits one to recognize the general 
layout of the work and of the collective accounts of An- 
drew’s travels. A comparison with the sources that repre- 
sent some of the primitive content of the Acts Andr. (espe- 
cially Coptic papyrus Utrecht 1, Laudatio, and JS) show that 
Gregory (1) omitted the speeches, (2) often modified the 
structure of the text, and (3) twisted the meaning of the 
work to make it more acceptable to Catholic conscience. 
After chap. 36, he very briefly summarized the account of 
the martyrdom by referring to a Latin Passio which already 
existed (surely Passio sancti Andreae Apostoli known by the 
title Conversante et docente; Bonnet 1894: 374-78). 

2. Coptic papyrus Utrecht 1 (Quispel 1956: 129-48). 
This papyrus contains the translation of an excerpt from 
Acts Andr. corresponding to chap. 18 of Liber de miracults, 
an episode located in Philippi. It was not transmitted 
together with other sections of Acts Andr., for it ends with 
the title “The Act of Andrew.” The excerpt occupies pp. 
1-15 in the manuscript, but the first eight pages as well as 
pages 1] and 12 are lost. 

3. The Armenian Passio (Tcherakian 1904: 146-67; Le- 
loir 1986: 228-57). This translation dates to the 6th cen- 
tury and is a complete version of the end of Acts Andr. 
comprising the martyrdom of Andrew in Patras and part 
of the speech spoken in prison just prior to the martyr- 
dom. It preserves some of the sections of the text omitted 
by all of the Greek witnesses. The translator sometimes 
bends the text to make it more “orthodox” and more 
biblical. 

4. Five Gk recensions of the end of the Acts Andr. The 
end of Acts Andr. is preserved in five Gk recensions. The 
problem here is that the documents reproduce the primi- 
tive text of Acts Andr., but they do not cover the same 
portions of the text, and they do not always preserve the 
same elements. 

a. The Passio of Andrew preserved in two manuscripts: 
Sinai gr. 526 (fol. 121v—132) and Jerusalem, Saint Sabas 
103 (fol. 155—168v) (Detorakis 1981-82: 325-52). This 
Passio, designated by JS, is the longest. It begins well before 
the Armenian Passio, narrating what Andrew did and said 
in Patras before his martyrdom. It begins with an account 
of the healing of a servant of Stratocles, Aegeates’ brother, 
and continues to the end of Acts Andr. A comparison with 
the Armenian Passio and other Gk witnesses shows that it 
has not preserved all the elements of the text. The scribe 
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who initiated this version was particularly fond of abbrevi- 
ating the speeches. 

b. The excerpt of Acts Andr. preserved in Vatican gr. 
808 (fol. 507—12) (Bonnet 1898: 38-45). This fragment of 
Acts Andr. is mutilated at the beginning and end. It takes 
place in the narrative sequence of JS, ending just prior to 
the beginning of the martyrdom. It reproduces faithfully 
the portion of the Acés that it covers. 

c. The Passio of Andrew preserved in Ann Arbor 36 
(fol. 60v—66v). This unedited Passio covers the narrative of 
Andrew’s martyrdom. It begins immediately after the mu- 
tilated ending of the Vatican gr. 808. Like JS, it has not 
preserved all the elements of the primitive text. The 
speeches in particular fell victim to abbreviation, but these 
lacunae are not the same as those in JS, demonstrating 
that Ann Arbor 36 did not derive from JS, but that they 
are two text types derived from a common ancestor: the 
Acts of Andrew. 

d. The Passio of Andrew attested to by Paris, B.N. 770 
(fol. 43v—46), and by Jerusalem, Saint Sabas 30 (fol. 154v— 
156v), known as Martyrium alterum A (Bonnet 1898: 58- 
64). Like Ann Arbor 36, this recension covers all of the 
martyrdom, but with some deletions, much more numer- 
ous and significant than in the recensions treated above. 

e. The Passio of Andrew contained in Paris, B.N. 1539 
(fol. 304—305v), known as Martyrium alterum B (Bonnet 
1898: 58-64). Like the two Passio below, this version pre- 
serves the whole of the martyrdom, but with even more 
numerous deletions. 

5. Some excerpts of Acts Andr. are preserved in Gk 
revisions. There exist Lives or Passio of Andrew, depend- 
ent on Acts Andr., which preserve some Gk extractions 
from the apocryphon: 

a. A Gk version of the Letter of the Presbyters and 
Deacons of Achaea (Bonnet 1898: 1-37). This letter, origi- 
nally written in Latin, was translated into two major Gk 
versions. One of them, which begins with haper tois ophthal- 
mois hémon, also included in chaps. 10-15 some important 
excerpts from the primitive Acts Andr. These excerpts, 
found at the end of the martyrdom, without exception can 
be identified in the other Gk witnesses. 

b. Two versions that derive from the same recension of 
the Acts Andr. These are Martyrium prius (8th century) 
(Bonnet 1898: 46—57) and a work of Nicetas the Paphla- 
gonian known as Laudatio (9th-10th century) (Bonnet 
1894: 311-52). They report the conversion of Patras and 
of the proconsul Lesbios (Martyrium prius 3-8; Laudatio 
34-37) and Andrew’s speech to the cross (Martyrium prius 
14; Laudatio 46). Laudatio, however, also contains the ac- 
count of the healing of Stratocles’ servant (chap. 43), which 
conforms to the beginning of JS. It also contains some 
lines (chap. 48, p. 348, ll. 8-22) identifiable in Gk witnesses 
to the martyrdom. It presents also an account of a healing 
at Patras (chap. 41) that correlates with chap. 33 of Liber 
de mtraculis. 

From these five Gk recensions of the ending of Acts Andr. 
and from the excerpts preserved by the three Gk revisions 
identified above, it is possible to reconstruct a single text. 
The reconstruction does not try to reproduce the exact 
text of Acts Andr.; a comparison with the Armenian Passio 
demonstrates that some passages remain lost in all of the 
Gk witnesses. Rather, the reconstruction seeks to establish 
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the original text as much as possible, and thus enlarges 
considerably a basis from which to study the theology of 
this apocryphon. 

One should add to these five types of witness a second 
Sahidic Coptic fragment (4th century) of two badly pre- 
served folios (Barns 1960: 70—76). It contains a conversa- 
tion between Jesus and Andrew in which the apostle pre- 
sents a short balance sheet for his apostolic activity. Barns 
proposes to attach it to an apocryphal gospel or better to 
Acts Andr. The hypothesis concerning the appropriateness 
of this fragment for Acts Andr. appears reasonable enough, 
although one cannot demonstrate it with certainty. 


B. The Author’s Theological Perspective 

The author of Acts Andr., even though he tells a story of 
Andrew’s travels and martyrdom, has little interest in 
writing a biography. His intent, rather, is to transmit a 
message of salvation. The Acts of Andrew is propagandistic, 
meant for anyone who wished to hear and receive that 
message. 

This salvation consists of liberation by means of self- 
realization, < realization that the soul (or “new man”), 
which is of divine origin, is captive in the body—a prey to 
the vicissitudes inherent in this condition, deceived and 
dominated by demonic forces. As soon as a person be- 
comes aware of this fact, he or she is liberated {rom 
constraints bound to the corporeal and demonstrates this 
by adhering to sexual abstinence, dietary frugality, and 
rejection of worldly honors. The believer lives spiritually 
with those who have experienced the same liberation and 
who are of the same nature. He or she awaits death as the 
definitive liberation from all corporeal bounds, when he 
or she will return to God, will meditate on Him, and be 
united with Him insofar as they share the same nature. 

The apostle (see Prieur 198]: 121-39) is the one who 
bears this revelation of salvation. His words which resonate 
in the “new man” are like a mirror in which one recognizes 
one’s true nature. 

The incarnate Christ, the dead and risen one, the 
preacher of ‘God’s reign, plays no role in this process of 
salvation. The Acts of Andrew makes virtually no distinction 
between the Father and the Son. It is one and the same 
divinity who is in turn named God, Father, Jesus, Christ. 
The Holy Sprit is absent. The Acts of Andrew contains no 
reflections on the origin of the world or of evil: everything 
focuses on human salvation. 


C. Origin of Acts Andr. 

1, Gnosticism. The Acts of Andrew displays certain obvi- 
ous affinities to Gnosticism. Lipsius considered it a gnostic 
writing, like the other apocryphal Acts (1883: I, 543-622). 
Flamion combatted this idea by arguing that the author of 
Acts Andr. mcved within the context of the Great Church 
(1911: 145-77). Quispel returned to the alleged gnostic 
character of Acts Andr., but claimed more precisely that 
one could have professed the ideas contained in it without 
leaving the Catholic Church (1956: 129-48). Hornschuh, 
though recognizing the gnostic traits in Acts Andr., did not 
believe it was possible to label it gnostic (1964: 270-97). 

The affiniues between Acts Andr. and Gnosticism obtain 
especially to dualism. They also concern salvation. But 
dualism does not determine what the human essence is in 
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terms of natural inherent properties. In the context of the 
message of salvation, one must make a decision to align 
oneself on the side of the ligat or on the side of darkness. 
However, Acts Andr. offers no explanation for the fall of 
the soul. It appeals neither io the notion of the Pleroma 
nor to that of the Aeons. It offers no gnostic cosmogony. 
Properly speaking, Acts Andr. is therefore not a gnostic 
text; rather it shares a gnosticizing mentality current at 
the time. 

2. Platonism. Several features relate Acts Andr. to Plato- 
nism: the discovery of the interior human essence pre- 
sented as a spiritual childbirth; Andrew presented as a 
master of maieutics, whose death resembles that of Socra- 
tes; the spiritual mirror: the liberation and flight of the 
soul; and God presented as the good and the beautiful. 

Flamion (1911) thought that Acts Andr. was Neoplatonic, 
but that would place it in the 3d century, which is too late. 
Hornschuh, however, saw affinities between Acts Andr. and 
Middle Platonism on the one hand and with the thought 
of Tatian on the other. 

3. Stoicism. The Acts of Andrew also exhibits some stoic 
characteristics, especially in matters of morality. Andrew 
exhorts his listeners not to be carried away by their pas- 
sions but to unify their behavior with their interior dispo- 
sition. He is unflinching in the face of death, not because 
he was insensitive to sorrow, but by virtue of his spiritual 
elevation. 

4. Reflections of the Mentality of the Age. It would 
seem impossible to relate Acis Andr. to a particular philo- 
sophical or religious milieu. We already have seen several 
different currents of thought to which one might compare 
the Acts, though without being able to identify it with any 
of them precisely. It is better to try to see in these various 
currents witnesses to an age. It is a spiritual atmosphere, 
influenced by Platonism and Neopythagorism, which blos- 
somed in the 2d and 3d centuries. 

5. Time and Place of Origin. The Manichean Psalter, 
which contains some allusions to the content of Acts Andr. 
(Allberry 1938: 142, 143, 192), establishes the 3d century 
as the terminus ad quem for the redaction of the apocry- 
phon, but the Acts had to have originated earlier, between 
150 and 200, closer to 150 than to 200. The distinctive 
christology of the text, its silence concerning the historical 
and biblical Jesus, and its distance from later institutional 
organization and ecclesiastical rites militate for an early 
dating. Moreover, its serene tone and unawareness of any 
polemic against some of its ideas as heterodox, particularly 
in the area of the christology, show that it derived from a 
period when the christology of the Great Church had not 
yet taken firm shape. One might repeat here the line of 
argumentation employed by Junod and Kaestli for locating 
the Acts of John in the same period (1983: 695). Moreover, 
Acts John displays several affinities with Acts Andr., such as 
the literary genre, structure, and theological orientations. 

Concerning the place of origin, there is nothing that can 
settle the matter in favor of one region over another. The 
text could have been drawn up as easily in Greece or in 
Asia Minor, in Syria or in Egypt. Alexandria in particular 
commends itself for the spiritual and intellectual milieu 
where a text like Acts Andr. might first have seen the light 
of day. 
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ANDREW, FRAGMENTARY STORY. See AN- 
DREW, ACTS OF. 


ANDRONICUS (PERSON) [Gk Andronikos]. 1. A dep- 
uty of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (2 Macc 4:31, 32, 34, 38). 
According to the account in 2 Macc 4:30—38, when a revolt 
broke out in Tarsus and Mallus, Antiochus left Androni- 
cus, a Friend of the King (v 38), in charge as his deputy. 
Menelaus used this opportunity to bribe Andronicus with 
gold vessels stolen from the temple in Jerusalem. After 
Onias exposed this episode publicly, he fled to the temple 
of Daphne at Antioch for sanctuary. On the advice of 
Menelaus, Andronicus brought Onias out of the temple by 
deceit and murdered him. Learning of this murder upon 
his return, Antiochus stripped Andronicus of his rank, 
publicly humiliated him, and put him to death at the very 
spot of Onias’ death. Classical sources (Diodorus Siculus 
30.7.2-3 and John of Antioch) state that the reason for 
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Andronicus’ death was his murder of Antiochus, son of 
Seleucus 1V, on behalf of Antiochus IV. A number of 
solutions for the differing accounts of Andronicus’ death 
have been proposed: (1) the date of Andronicus’ death was 
the same year as Onias’ (170/169 B.c.) and may have 
suggested to the writer of 2 Maccabees a cause-and-effect 
relationship; (2) the author of 2 Maccabees may have 
fabricated the story for his own theological reasons (Hen- 
gel 1974: 2: 183 n. 132; 185 n. 142); Antiochus IV may 
have used this incident as a pretext for silencing Androni- 
cus before he could implicate Antiochus IV in the murder 
of the younger Antiochus (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 238— 
39). 

2. Official of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (2 Macc 5:23). 
Andronicus was placed over the temple on Mt. Gerizim 
after Antiochus IV invaded Judea and Samaria. If An- 
dronicus’ position was the same as Philip’s in v 22, then he 
was commander of a garrison stationed on Mt. Gerizim. 
Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 261) further proposes that 
Andronicus may have been the predecessor of Apollonius, 
a military commander (1 Macc 3:10) or governor of Sa- 
maria (Ant 12.5.5 §26}). 
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3. A Christian apostle in the time of Paul, born a Jew. 
Both Andronicus and Junia, who were apostles prior to 
Paul (Rom 16:7; cf. | Cor 15:7-8), belonged to the limited 
number (but exceeding “twelve”) of early Christian apos- 
tles who had seen the resurrected Christ (cf. 1 Cor 15:5- 
9; 9:1, 5-6; Gal 1:17). Because of their Greek names they 
may have belonged to the Greek-speaking Jewish-Christian 
group in Jerusalem (Acts 6; Cranfield Romans ICC, 190), 
and later to the early missionaries based in Antioch who 
initiated the mission to the gentiles (11:20) and whom Paul 
joined (13:1; 11:19-26; Gal 1:21; cf. Liidemann 1987: 144 
for the historicity of the Acts traditions). In any case, 
Andronicus and Junia at some point worked with Paul in 
the missionary effort to the gentiles, because all three of 
them went to prison together (Rom 16:7; Lampe StadtrChr, 
58, 148-49). As Rom 15:24, 16-20, 30-32 presume, they 
also consented to Paul’s program of a worldwide mission 
to the gentiles. 

Andronicus and Junia, who possibly was his wife and 
had accompanied him as an active missionary (Rom 16:7; 
cf. | Cor 9:5), moved to Rome before Paul did. Paul greets 
both of them in Rom 16:7 and calls them “outstanding 
among the apostles” (not “in the eyes of the apostles”). 
This compliment served at the same time as a recommen- 
dation for Paul himself, who no doubt was trying to 
establish himself in Rome: being highly controversial in 
the east because of his law-free gentile mission, Paul could 
point out that these outstanding Jewish-Christian apostles 
were close to him. 
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ANEM (PLACE) [Heb ‘aném]. A town in the inheritance 
of Issachar assigned to the Gershomite clan of the Levites 
as a levitical city (1 Chr 6:58—Eng 6:73). Another list of 
levitical cities is preserved in Joshua 21, where in v 29 
Anem is replaced by En-gannim. 

Most researchers have concluded that the two OT lists of 
levitical cities were derived from a single original. As a 
result, a nutnber of attempts have been made to equate 
Anem and En-gannim. Albright argued (1926: 231), using 
evidence from the LXX, that both Anem and En-gannim 
obscured an original Heb form of ‘n‘nm, which he located 
at Olam (M.R. 197230). While a number of scholars have 
accepted Albright’s identification, Kallai (HGB, 425) has 
noted that Albright’s argument requires a series of scribal 
errors to be correct, and has rejected it. 

Kallai has suggested that the consonantal ‘nm is either 
an abbreviation or merely a shortened form of the topo- 
nym En-gannim, ‘ngnm. If this theory is correct, Anem/ 
En-gannim should be located at Jenin (M.R. 178207). See 
also EN-GANNIM (PLACE). 

It remains a possibility that Anem is a distinct location, 
unrelated to En-gannim. Abel (GP, 244) has suggested 
Khirbet Anim (M.R. 202231) as a likely location for an 
independent Anem. 
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ANER (PERSON) [Heb ‘anér]. A brother of Mamre and 
of Eshkol (Gen 14:13), all three of whom are described as 
Abram’s allies (Gen 13:24). The latter verse belongs to the 
passage vv 17, 21-24 about the contest in generosity be- 
tween the king of Sodom and Abram, which contradicts v 
10 (that the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah had perished 
in asphalt pits) and vv 14-15 (that Abram routed the army 
of the four eastern kings with just his own 318 house-born 
men), and is obviously an interpolation. From there. the 
names of Aner and Eshkol were added by an editor to v 
13 along with the ethnic “Amorite” for Mamre. Elsewhere 
in the OT, Eshcol and Mamre are names of places near 
Hebron and not persons; it is therefore probable that Aner 
was Originally also a toponym in the same area. (‘nr in the 
list of levitical cities in the territory of Manasseh, 1 Chr 
6:55, is a miscopy of éSnk “Taanach” in Josh 21:25.) The 
divergent forms of the name in LXX, Samuel, and QL 
raise a doubr about the correctness of its writing in the 
MT, but its original form and etymology cannot be recon- 
structed. 
MICHAEL C. AsTrouR 


ANER (PLACE) [Heb ‘Sénér]. A town of the tribe of 
Manasseh assigned as a levitical city to the Kohathites of 
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the tribe of Levi (1 Chr 6:55—Eng 6:70). In a second list 
of levitical cities (Josh 21:25), Aner is replaced by Taanach. 
Most scholars have concluded that both OT lists reflect a 
single original, so attempts have been made to equate the 
two toponyms. 

The generally accepted solution has been the proposal 
that Aner was derived from Taanach (Heb ta‘nak) because 
of two simple scribal errors. ‘The initial taw of Taanach was 
lost to the preceding word, while the final kap was changed 
to a res (the form of both letters being similar in antiquity). 
If this hypothesis is correct (HGB, 470), then Aner should 
be equated with Taanach (M.R. 171214). 

If Aner is an independent town, unconnected with 
Taanach, then its location is not known. 

MELVIN HunT 


ANGELS. In modern usage the term “angels” refers to 
heavenly beings whose function it is to serve God and to 
execute God’s will. 


OLD TESTAMENT 


A. General Matters 
1. Terminology 
2. Historical Developmenit 
B. Preexilic Concepts 
4. The Divine Council 
2. The Heavenly Army 
3. Agents and Messengers 
C. Exilic and Early Postexilic Developments 
1. Ezekiel 
2. Zechariah 
3. The Satan 
4, Other 
D. one Temple Period 
. Functions and Appearance of Angels 
. The Heavenly Court/Temple 
. The Angelic Hierarchy 
. War in Heaven 
. Angelic Dualism 
. Communion with the Angels 


OM Oe COND = 


A. General Matters 

1. Terminology. Although no single term correspond- 
ing precisely to the English word “angels” occurs in the 
Hebrew Bible, there is a rich vocabulary for such beings. 
Some of the expressions either denote their divine status 
(e.g., béné (ha) éléhim, lit., “sous of God” [such grammatical 
constructions identify generic categories (divine beings), 
not genealogical relationships], Gen 6:2, 4; Job 1:6; 2:1; 
38:7; béné ?élim, “sons of gcds, divine beings,” Ps 29:1; 
89:7—Eng 89:6; élohim, “gods,” Ps 82:1) or denote their 
special sanctity (qédostm, “holy ones,” Ps 89:6, 8—Eng 89:5, 
7). Other terms refer to their functions (mé4arétim, “minis- 
ters,” Ps 103:21; sar, “commander,” Josh 5:14; séb@ét 
“hosts, army,” Ps 89:9—Eng 89:8; 103:21). The most 
common of these functional terms if mal?ak, “messenger, 
envoy.” It is from the translation of mal?dk in the LXX (Gk 
aggelos) that the English word “angel” derives. As terms 
denoting functions, both aggelos and mal?ak can refer 
equally to human or angelic beings. Consequently, there 
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are occasionally passages in which it remains disputed 
whether the reference is to a heavenly being or a human 
one (see Judg 2:1; Mal 3:1). It was only with the Vulgate 
that a systematic distinction was made between angelic 
emissaries (Lat angelus) and human ones (Lat nuntius). 
Nevertheless, there are indications that already in the LXX 
aggelos was beginning to take on the quasi-technical mean- 
ing of heavenly being. In several instances aggelos is used 
for terms such as béné (hd) éldhim (Gen 6:2; Deut 32:8; Job 
1:6; 2:1; 38:7), ?élohim (Ps 8:6; 97:7; 138:1), and sar (Dan 
10:21; 12:1), and in one case mal>ak is translated as theos 
(Qoh 5:55—Eng 5:6). There is even one instance in the 
Hebrew Bible (Judg 13:6) in which a character implies a 
distinction between a “man of God” (i >éléhim) and a 
“messenger/angel of Yahweh” (mal?ak yhwh). 

Extrabiblical literature from the late Second Temple 
period (3d century B.c.E.—Ist century C.£.) reflects many 
additional terms for angels. These include “watchers” 
(Aram “irin, Dan 4:10, 14, 20; Jub. 4:15, 22; 1 En. 1:5); 
“spirits” (Heb rihét, 1QH 1:11; 1QM 12:9; Jub. 15:31; 
I En. 15:4; cf. 1 Kgs 22:21); “glorious ones” (Heb nikbédim, 
1QH 10:8; 2 En. 21:1, 3; “thrones” (Gk thronot, T. Levi 3:8; 
2 En. 20:1); “authorities” (Gk exoustai, 1 En. 61:10; T. Levi 
3:8); “powers” (Gk dynameis, 2 En. 20:1); and many other 
descriptive and functional terms. 

2. Historical Development. Any survey of the concept 
of angels has to take account of the growth and develop- 
ment of the idea over the centuries, the different literary 
genres in which references occur, and the different social 
contexts from which the ideas emerge. Although refer- 
ences to angels occur in the oldest strata of the OT (in 
pentateuchal narratives and in early poetry), there is a 
clear increase in speculation about the heavenly world in 
prophetic writings from the exilic and early postexilic 
periods. It is in the late Second Temple period, however, 
that the most developed speculations occur. Why there 
should have been such a development in lore about heav- 
enly beings is not fully understood. Increasing contact 
with Babylonian and Persian religious traditions may be 
one element (Russell 1964: 257-62), though most of the 
features of the developed angelology have clear antece- 
dents in preexilic Israelite tradition. Perhaps much of the 
speculation on the heavenly world was not really new but 
represents old Israelite popular religion which only finds 
its way into literary sources in the postexilic writings (Col- 
lins 1977: 101-4). Be that as it may, the increase in 
discourse about angels in the later sources indicates that 
those authors found the speculation on the heavenly world 
a useful way to explore serious religious and theological 
issues—the weakness of Israel in a world of empires, the 
difficulty of understanding cosmos and history, the exis- 
tence of evil, the failure of human religious institutions, 
the hope and experience of transformation, and so on. 


B. Preexilic Concepts 

1. The Divine Council. In Israel, as in the ANE in 
general, the underlying conception of the heavenly world 
was that of a royal court. Yahweh was envisioned as a king, 
and at his service were divine beings who served as coun- 
selors, political subordinates, warriors, and general agents. 
These divine beings were often referred to as a collective 
group (Gen 28:12; 33:1-2; Pss 29:1; 89:6—9) and were 
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understood to constitute a council (“the council of El,” 
“ddat él, Ps 82:1; “the conclave of Yahweh/Eloah,” séd yhwh, 
Jer 23:18; séd *éléah, Job 15:8), “the conclave/assembly of 
the holy ones” (séd/qahal qédosim, Ps 89:6, 9). Similar ex- 
pressions occur in ANE sources (Phoen: mphrt °1l gbl qdim; 
Ug: phr ilm, phr bn ?ilm, dr 7il, etc.; Akk: puhur ildni; see 
Mullen 1980). The most extensive description of the coun- 
cil and its tasks in the OT is found in 1 Kgs 22:19-22. 
There, the prophet Micaiah ben Imlah sees the enthroned 
Yahweh with “all the host of heaven standing about him on 
his right and on his left.” When Yahweh poses a question 
to the council, there is general discussion (“and one said 
one thing and another said another”), until a specific 
proposal emerges (“then a spirit came forth and stood 
before Yahweh and said . . .”). Prophets might stand in the 
council of Yahweh to receive a word (Jer 23:18, 22; Isaiah 
6). The council was also a place of accusation and judg- 
ment (Psalm 82). Perhaps because of their privileged place 
in the divine council, angels were considered to be para- 
gons of knowledge and discernment (2 Sam 14:17, 29; 
19:28). 

According to Deut 32:8 (LXX and 4QDeut), when God 
organized the political structure of the world, each of the 
nations was assigned to one of the angels/minor deities, 
with Israel reserved for Yahweh’s own possession. Psalm 
82 assumes a similar setup but describes the revocation of 
the arrangement. In that text God brings accusation be- 
fore the divine council concerning the failure of these 
minor deities to ensure justice, for which they are to be 
ousted and killed. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY. 

2. The Heavenly Army. In Deut 33:2, Yahweh is said to 
be accompanied by ten thousand holy ones as he advances 
from the southland (cf. the reference in Ps 68:18 to the 
many thousands of chariots with Yahweh at Sinai). These 
are undoubtedly the angelic armies that are referred to in 
the common divine title Yahweh of Hosts. In one of the 
rare instances in which an individual angelic being with a 
clearly defined office is mentioned, Joshua encounters a 
mysterious figure with a drawn sword who identifies him- 
self as “the commander of the army of Yahweh” (sar saba? 
yhwh, Josh 5:14). When the prophet Elisha was besieged, 
he was given protection by “horses and chariotry of fire,” 
invisible to all whose eyes were not opened by Yahweh (2 
Kgs 6:17). 

3. Agents and Messengers. a. Role and Significance. 
In addition to the various roles that the angelic beings play 
as a group, there are many texts which describe the actions 
of a single angelic figure. Almost always in these instances 
the term mal?ak (“messenger”) or mal?ak yhwh/(ha) ?élohim 
(“messenger of Yahweh/God”) is used. The term “messen- 
ger” should not be construed too narrowly, however, for 
these divine beings carry out a variety of tasks. They do 
announce births (of Ishmael, Gen 16:11—12; Isaac, Gen 
18:9-15; Samson, Judg 13:3—5), give reassurances (to Ja- 
cob, Gen 31:11—13), commission persons to tasks (Moses, 
Exod 3:2; Gideon, Judg 6:11—24), and communicate God’s 
word to prophets (Elijah, 2 Kgs 1:3, 15; a man of God, 1 
Kgs 13:18; cf. 1 Kgs 22:19-22; Isaiah 6; Jer 23:18, 23). 
But the angel may also intervene at crucial moments to 
change or guide a person’s actions (Hagar, Gen 16:9; 
Abraham, Gen 22:11-12; Balaam, Num 22:31-35; the 
people of Israel, Judg 2:1-5) and may communicate divine 
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promises or reveal the future in the course of such inter- 
vention. In acdition angels may be the agents of protection 
for individuals or for Israel as a whole (Gen 24:7, 40; 
48:16; Exod 14:19-20; 23:20, 23; 32:34; Num 20:16; 1] 
Kgs 19:5-8; 2 Kgs 19:35 = Isa 37:36; Pss 34:8—Eng 34:7; 
91:11). But they may also be Yahweh’s agents for punish- 
ment (Genesis 19; Num 22:33; 2 Samuel 24= 1 Chronicles 
21; Pss 35:5—6; 78:49). 

In contrast to later writings, these texts exhibit almost 
no interest ir. the heavenly messengers themselves. They 
are not individuated in any way. They do not have personal 
names or definite offices (though see Josh 5:14). It is 
generally argued that the term mal?ak yhwh should not be 
translated “the messenger of Yahweh,” as though referring 
to a particulzr divine being, but simply “a messenger of 
Yahweh” (Hirth 1975: 25-31). Either translation is gram- 
matically possible. The messengers are not described (see 
Judg 13:6 for a partial exception) and are often not even 
recognized. When human beings do realize the identity of 
the one who speaks with them, the reaction varies. In some 
narratives no reaction at all is described (e.g., Genesis 19), 
while in others the reaction is reverence (Josh 5:14—15) or 
fear (Judg 13 21). In short, these texts show no speculative 
interest in the divine messenger whatever. The messenger 
is of significarice solely for the sake of the message (Wester- 
mann 1985: 244). 

b. Relationship to Yahweh. Many of these narratives 
about the mal?ak yhwh pose a long-standing problem of 
interpretation: what is the relationship between the mes- 
senger/angel of Yahweh and Yahweh? In many of the 
narratives the mal?ak initially appears to be a distinct 
figure. But at some point in the account it appears as 
though Yahweh were personally present instead of the 
mal?ak yhwh. [n Gen 16:7, for example, when Hagar has 
run away fror) Sarai’s cruel treatment, the text says that “a 
maPak yhwh found her by a well in the wilderness.” The 
two converse and the narrator again identifies the one who 
speaks with Hagar as a “mal?dk yhwh” in vv 9, 10, and 11. 
But the words. which the mal?ak yhwh speaks in v 10 (“I will 
multiply your descendants . . .”) appear rather to be the 
first-person speech of Yahweh himself. In the following 
verse, however, the mal?ak yhwh again speaks of Yahweh in 
the third person. Yet v 13 begins, “Hagar called the name 
of Yahweh who spoke with her, ‘You are a God of 
seeing.’ .. .” The end of the verse is textually corrupt but 
is probably to be translated “I have indeed seen God after 
He saw me.” The apparent interchangeability of the 
maPak yhwh aad Yahweh cannot be resolved by assuming a 
clumsy merging of two traditional stories. The same am- 
biguity occurs in many narratives (e.g., Gen 21:15--21; 
22:11-12; 31 11-13; Exod 3:2-6; Judg 6:11-24). Numer- 
ous suggestions have been put forward to account for this 
peculiar feature (e.g., that the mal?ék yhwh is a sort of 
hypostasis of the deity; that a functional identity exists 
between messenger and sender; that the phrase mal?ak 
yhwh is a late, pious interpolation; that the alternation 
between Yahweh and mal?ak yhwh has to do with point of 
view; etc. See the review in Hirth 1975: 13-23). But the 
explanation that seems most likely is that the interchange 
between Yahweh and mal?dk yhwh in various texts is the 
expression of a tension or paradox: Yahweh’s authority 
and presence in these encounters is to be affirmed, but yet 
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it is not possible for human beings to have an unmediated 
encounter with God (cf. TWAT 4: 901; Hirth 1975: 83- 
84). Hagar is correct—she has seen God. But the narrator 
is also correct that the one who appeared to her was a 
mabak yhwh. The unresolved ambiguity in the narrative 
allows the reader to experience the paradox. It would be 
misleading, however, to suggest that this perspective was a 
dogmatic belief of ancient Israelite religion. There are 
other narratives in which Goci appears and converses with 
human beings, with no reference to a mal?ak yhwh (e.g., 
Genesis 15), and yet others in which the mal?ak yhwh is 
consistently distinguished from Yahweh (e.g., 1 Kings 19). 
Religious beliefs and forms of expression were probably 
no more uniform in ancient Israel than in any other age. 

The quality of ambiguity which attaches to the mal°ak 
yhwh allows it to be used to stvess either God’s presence or 
distance, as in the various traditions that a mal?ak accom- 
panied the Israelites on the exodus from Egypt (Exod 
14:9; 20:20-—23; 32:34; Num 20:16). In Exod 14:9 the 
maak is associated with the pillar of cloud and, like it, 
functions as a manifestation of the presence of Yahweh 
with the people. There is a degree of theological specula- 
tion in Exod 23:20—23 in the subtle way in which the 
presence of Yahweh is understood to be manifest. Yahweh 
speaks of sending the malak before the people to protect 
and guide them and warns the people to obey the mal?ak, 
“because my name is in him.” Deuteronomistic theology 
uses the same concept of the name of God to describe the 
way in which Yahweh is present in the Jerusalem temple (1 
Kgs 8:16, 29; 9:3; cf. Jer 7:12). By contrast, Exod 33:2-3 
uses the image of the mal°ak to describe Yahweh’s absence. 
The passage follows the account of the apostasy with the 
golden calf. “I will send a ma/?ak before you . . . for I will 
not go up in your midst, because you are such an obstinate 
people that I might consume you on the way.” 

c. Relations between Angels and Humans. Although 
speculation about the angelic world or the relation between 
divine and human beings does not seem to have attracted 
much attention in preexilic writings, there is one brief text 
which raises such questions, (sen 6:1—4. There the inter- 
breeding between divine beings (béné ha ?éléhim) and hu- 
man women is described. Although the passage is obscure 
in many respects, the offspring of the union become the 
ancient warriors of reknown |LXX, giganies, “giants”). Al- 
though not presented as a rebellion in heaven or as a “fall” 
of divine beings, the results of the mating are troubling to 
Yahweh, who decrees a limit to the human life span as a 
consequence. It has recently keen argued that this passage 
preserves an old alternate introduction to the flood story, 
in which the flood was sent to eliminate these half-human/ 
half-divine beings who threatened the order of creation 
(Hendel 1987: 13-26). Whatever role the tradition may 
have played in ancient Israel, it became the source of 
intense speculative development in later centuries. 


C. Exilic and Early Postexilic Developments 

It is probably not accidental that the 6th century saw a 
considerable increase in speculation about the heavenly 
world and its angelic inhabitants, especially in the pro- 
phetic literature. The problern of the destruction and the 
reconstitution of Judah’s national institutions required a 
mode of thinking that coulc| encompass the disaster in 
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some coherent and meaningful structure and provide 
confidence in the possibility of reconstruction. 

1. Ezekiel. Ezekiel’s vision of the coming destruction of 
Jerusalem (Ezekiel 8-11) begins with the appearance of an 
angelic being who is described in terms derived from the 
account of the glory of Yahweh (kébéd yhwh) in 1:27. The 
destruction of Jerusalem is carried out at Yahweh’s com- 
mand by other angelic figures described only as six armed 
men (9:2). An angelic scribe (“a man clothed in linen who 
had a writing case at his side,” 9:3) marks those who are to 
be spared. Ezekiel’s vision of the angelic destroyers pro- 
vides a graphic reassurance that the destruction, terrible 
as it is, remains under the direct control of the God of 
Israel and does not simply represent the triumph of the 
Babylonians (cf. 2 Baruch 6—8, written after the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple by the Romans). Corresponding 
to Ezekiel’s vision of the destruction of Jerusalem is his 
vision of the temple as it is to be rebuilt (Ezekiel 40—48). 
Ezekiel is guided through the structure by an angel (“a 
man whose appearance was like that of bronze,” 40:3) who 
measures the various structures for Ezekiel and explains 
the purposes of some of them (e.g., 42:13—14). 

The cherubim or living creatures (kériibim; hayyét) de- 
scribed in Ezekiel 1 and 10 are not, properly speaking, 
angels. The description in Ezekiel and the graphic depic- 
tions of similar figures from the ANE indicate that they 
were winged creatures combining human and animal fea- 
tures. Indeed, they may be described as the animals of the 
heavenly world. Unlike the “messengers” or the “sons of 
God,” cherubim have only limited functions. They serve as 
watchdog-like guardians (Gen 3:24; Ezek 28:14), as 
winged mounts (2 Sam 22:1; Ps 18:11—Eng 18:10), and 
as bearers of the throne chariot (Pss 80:1; 99:1; Isa 37:16; 
Ezekiel 1; 10). Perhaps because of their protective role, 
they were frequently used as decorative motifs in temples 
and on cultic furnishings (Exod 25:18—20; 26:31; 1 Sam 
4:4; 1 Kgs 6:23—36). Similarly, the seraphim of Isaiah 6 
are not angels but winged serpentine figures associated 
with the iconography of the Yahwistic cult (Isa 14:29; 30:6; 
cf. Num 21:6—-9; 2 Kgs 18:4). Isaiah has partially assimi- 
lated them to the role of members of the divine council. 
Later tradition interpreted both seraphim and cherubim 
as Classes of angels. 

2. Zechariah. Faced with serious issues of social restruc- 
turing and institutional restoration, Zechariah, one of the 
early postexilic prophets, articulated his message largely 
in terms of angelic visions. According to Petersen (Haggai 
and Zechariah 1-8 OTL, 115-16), “rather than proposing, 
as had Haggai, that the temple needed to be rebuilt, or 
that Zerubbabel was to be anointed as king, Zechariah 
experienced Yahweh’s angelic agents and discerned how 
the new religious and social order was to be initiated. What 
Zechariah reports in these visions is initial restoration 
within the cosmic order. . . . Yahweh’s steeds and angelic 
host are busy with the work of creating a new social and 
religious structure that will affect the entire world, not just 
Judah.” Zechariah’s message is made particularly authori- 
tative through his claim that he is not only announcing 
what should be done on earth but what is already being 
done in heaven and will soon become evident on earth. 

Zechariah concretizes the ancient notion of the army of 
Yahweh by describing the horses, riders, and chariots 
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which roam the earth, returning to report to the angel of 
Yahweh and to present themselves before Yahweh (Zech 
1:7-17; 6:1-8). The chariots are identified with the four 
winds (Zech 6:5; cf. Ps 104:4). It appears that in Zecha- 
riah’s visions the figure identified as the mal°ak yhwh has 
become a distinct and powerful figure in the heavenly 
world. He has several functions in the visions: guide and 
interpreter for Zechariah (Zechariah 1—6 passim); interces- 
sor for Israel, who receives words of consolation that he 
commands Zechariah to proclaim (1:12-17; cf. Isa 40:1- 
9); presider and judge in the divine council (Zechariah 3); 
and commander of the angelic patrols (Zech 1:11; 6:7). 

3. The Satan. The angelic figure of the satan in Zech 
3:1—2 is not to be understood as the cosmic enemy of God 
of later angelology. The word is a common noun (“oppo- 
nent, accuser”) and is related to the verb s4tan, “to accuse.” 
Both noun and verb can be used of human beings as well 
as of angelic ones (Num 22:22; 1 Sam 29:4; Zech 3:1; Ps 
109:4). Here one should translate, “He showed me Joshua 
the high priest standing before the mal?ak yhwh, and the 
accuser was standing at his right hand to accuse him.” The 
accuser is simply a member of the divine council who has 
brought to judgment a high priest who is cultically impure. 
The picture is very close to that of Job 1-2. “At the time 
when the sons of God came to present themselves before 
Yahweh, the satan also came among them” (1:6; see also 
2:1). There, too, the satan raises questions about a person 
whom he suspects of self-interested piety. The only other 
contemporary text which mentions this figure is 1 Chr 
21:1. A comparison with the parallel text, 2 Sam 24:1, 
shows that “the anger of Yahweh” in 2 Samuel has been 
concretized by the Chronicler as the action of a member 
of the divine council. While the sétdn is not depicted as an 
enemy of God in any of these texts, the fact that in 
Zechariah and Job his view is repudiated by God and 
mal?dk yhwh indicates the beginning of the development of 
the sdtan as a sinister figure (see Petersen (Hagai and 
Zechariah 1-8 OTL, 189-90). The notion of an angel who 
has particular responsibility for an individual, guiding and 
interceding on behalf of that person, is developed in Job 
33:23-26 (cf. 5:1; 16:19). A close parallel to this concep- 
tion is the “personal god” of Mesopotamian religion (Ja- 
cobsen 1976: 147-64). 

4. Other. In general, 1-2 Chronicles tends to be some- 
what more vivid in its description of angelic figures than 
parallel texts in Samuel-Kings (compare 2 Sam 24:16-17 
with 1 Chr 21:15-30). The idea of heavenly beings as a 
chorus of praise, reflected already in Psalm 29, is associ- 
ated with God’s act of creation in Job 38:7 (see also 11 QPs? 
Creat 26:13; Neh 9:6). In Ps. 148:2 the angelic chorus 
(maPakim//séba6t) is the first in a chain of praise embracing 
all creation (cf. Ps 103:20-22). 


D. Second Temple Period 

It is in the late Second Temple period that speculation 
about the heavenly world and its inhabitants becomes fully 
developed. There are some new developments in angelol- 
ogy, the most significant being the dualistic notion of evil 
angels opposed to God, but most of the beliefs about 
angels are essentially expansions and concretizings of 
older notions. Numerous references to angels can be 
found in many genres of literature produced in different 
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social settings, suggesting that a general body of lore 
concerning angels was common to the popular religion of 
the era. But the concentration of extensive angelological 
speculation in certain genres of literature (esp. apoca- 
lypses) and in the literature of certain communities (e.g., 
Qumran) reminds one that the religious and intellectual 
significance of angelology differed among various Jewish 
groups. 

1. Functions and Appearance of Angels. The general 
function of -he angel as the agent of God’s will is widely 
attested. Retellings of OT narratives (especially Jubilees and 
Pseudo-Philo) tend to introduce angels where they did not 
occur in the OT, oftentimes as performing some act which 
the OT attrisutes directly to God (e.g., Jub. 38:10; 10:22- 
23; 14:20; 19:3; 32:21; 41:24; 48:2; Ps-Philo 11:5; 15:5; 
19:12, 16; 61:5). In the book of Tobit the belief in a 
protecting angel (cf. Gen 24:7) is dramatized with all the 
ironic and humorous potential of the situation richly real- 
ized (HBD, '791-803). Angels help and protect the pious 
and bring their prayers before God (Dan 3:25, 28; J En. 
100:5; 1QM 13:10; T. Jud. 3:10; T: Dan. 6:5; T: Naph. 8:4; 
T. Jos. 6:7; T Benj. 6:1; Ps-Philo 38:3; 59:4; 3 Macc. 6:18- 
19; Vita 21). Angels also decree and execute punishment 
in accordance with God’s will (Dan 4:13—26; T: Naph. 8:6; 
1 Enoch 56). An angelic scribe keeps records which are 
opened at the time of judgment (Dan 7:10; J En. 89:61— 
77; 90:14—20; 2 En. 19:5; Ap. Zeph. 3; 7). 

The ange. as teacher and mediator of revelation is a 
well-attested motif, even in nonapocalyptic texts (Joseph and 
Asenath 14-15; Jub. 1:27-29; 10:10-14 [cf. J Enoch 3); T. 
Reu. 5:3; T. Levi 9:6; T. Iss. 2:1; T. Jos. 6:6). In apocalvptic 
writings, the angelic revealer, heavenly guide, and inter- 
preter of mysteries and visions becomes a standard feature 
(e.g., Daniel 7-12; 1 Enoch 17-36; Apocalypse of Abraham 
10-18; 4 Ezra 3-14). The appearance of the angel often 
evokes an acute emotional reaction from the person who 
sees it (Dan (0:7—9; 2 En. 1:3—8; Ap. Ab. 11:2-6). 

Certain angels are identified by personal names, the 
most frequeatly named being Michael, Gabriel, Raphael, 
and Uriel (Dan 9:21; 10:13; Tob 12:15; J En. 9:1; 21:10; 
4 Ezra 4:1; Sib. Or. 2:215; 1QM 9:15-16). For various lists 
of other angels, see J En. 8; 20; 82:13-20. Frequently, the 
angel’s appearance is described in terms of light, fire, 
shining metals, or precious stones, a tradition based on 
Ezekiel’s description of the glory of God (Dan 10:5--6; 2 
Macc 3:25—26; Jos. As. 14:9; 2 En. 1:3-5; Ap. Ab. 11:1-3; 
Ap. Zeph. 6:11-15). Their garments are white linen or 
white with golden sashes (Dan 10:5; 12:6; 2 Macc 3:26; 
11:8; T: Levi 8:2; but see Ap. Ab. 11:2). Angels are assumed 
to be spirituz.| creatures whose physical manifestations and 
apparent eating and drinking are shams (Tob 12:19; Ap. 
Ab. 13:4; T. Ab. 4:9-10; Philo, Quest. Gen. 4:9; Jos. Ant. 
1.11.2 §197). There was even speculation on special angelic 
food and its qualities (Jos. As. 16:12—16; Wis 16:20; Vita 
4:2; cf. Ps 7&:23-25). Although angels are spirits and may 
be called “gods” (élim, ?éléhim), they are created beings ( 
Jub. 2:2). There is some evidence that certain Jewish 
groups believed the angels to have assisted God in the 
creation of the world (Fossum 1985: 192—213). Rabbinic 
Judaism found the notion theologically dangerous and 
vigorously rebutted it (Segal 1977). In Jubilees, even though 
angels are created on the first day, they have no role in the 
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creation of the world except to praise the work of God 
(Jub. 2:3; cf. 11QPs4 Creat 26:13; Job 38:7). 

2. The Heavenly Court/Temple. The old notion of the 
divine council continued to be central for the image of the 
angelic world. In QL in particular the language of council 
(“édah), assembly (qahal), and conclave (séd) is prominent 
(esp. in Hodayot; SirSabb). Graphic depictions of the heav- 
enly court are frequent in apocalypses, though the empha- 
ses differ from those of OT sources. The splendor and 
magnitude of the scene are stressed, but the deliberative 
role of the council is all but eliminated (Dan 7:9-10; J En. 
14:19-23; 40:1-7; 2 Enoch 20; 4 Ezra 8:21—22). Rather, it 
is a place of judgment (Dan 7:10-14; J En. 60:2-6), of 
revelatory pronouncements (Dan 7:13-14; 1 Enoch 15- 
16), and of praise (1 En. 61:9-13; 2 En. 20:4—21:1; Ap. Ab. 
10:9; 18:11-14; Ps.-Philo 18:6). According to some 
sources, the praise is sung in a special angelic dialect (7. 
Job 48-50; cf. Ap. Zeph. 8:4). 

Not only royal court but also temple imagery informs 
the picture of the heavenly world (J Enoch 14). Conse- 
quently, the angels may be described as priests who serve 
in the heavenly temple (Jub. 30:18; 31:14; T. Levi 3:5-6; 
1QSb 4:24—26; SirSabb, passin). In Jubilees the angels of the 
presence and the angels of holiness observe the Sabbath 
and the Feast of Weeks and are said to have been created 
circumcised (Jub. 2:17-18; 6:18; 15:27). Later rabbinic 
tradition rejected the notion that the Torah is observed by 
the angels (see Schafer 1975: 111-59, 229). 

3. The Angelic Hierarchy. The angels are organized in 
a hierarchical manner. There may be a single superior 
angel and/or a small group of archangels (usually four or 
seven), sometimes designated as the angel(s) of the pres- 
ence (Tob 12:15; T. Levi 82; Jub. 1:27, 29; 2:1-2, 18; 
15:27; I En. 9:1; 20:1-7; 40:1-10; 71:9-13; 90:21; 1QM 
9:15-16; 1QSb 4:25; 1QH 5:13; cf. Isa 63:9). Where a 
single angel heads the hierarchy, he is sometimes identi- 
fied as Michael, the angel who has particular responsibility 
for the people of Israel (Dan 12:1; Vita 13-15). The figure 
known as the Angel of Truth (7QS 3:24) or the Prince of 
Light (CD 5:18; 1QS 3:20; 1QM 13:10) in Qumran litera- 
ture is in all probability to be identified with Michael 
(compare 1QM 13:10 with 17:6-8), as is Melchizedek in 
11QMelch. Many sources also identify various groups and 
classes of angels (Jub. 2:2, the angels of the presence and 
the angels of holiness; SirSabb4 [4Q403 1 i 1-29] and 
SirSabbf [4Q405 13 4-7], seven chief and deputy princes; 
1 En. 61:10, cherubim, seraphim, ophanim, angels of 
power, angels of the principalities; 2 Enoch 20, ten classes 
of angels in the seventh heaven; 7: Levi 3:5—8, archangels, 
messengers, thrones, authorities; etc.). In some texts the 
classes of angels are assigned to different heavens (e.g., T. 
Levi 3; 2 Enoch 3-20). There also developed the notion 
that all the physical processes of the cosmos (e.g., the 
movement of sun, moon, and stars; the phenomena of 
fire, wind, rain; the growth cof plants and animals; etc.) are 
all under the control of particular angels or groups of 
angels (Jub. 2:2; 1 En. 60:16—-22; 82:9-20; 2 Enoch 19; 
1QH 1:10-11). 

For apocalyptic literature, the detailed speculation about 
the heavenly world, its angelic beings, and their functions 
is not mere window dressing for the historical and escha- 
tological message which the seer often receives. Rather, 
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such knowledge in itself serves the purpose of theodicy, 
inasmuch as it provides insight into a system of order and 
purposive power. 

4. War in Heaven. The angels are also closely related to 
the historical process and its outcome. Just as there are 
angels over the natural workings of the cosmos, so there 
are angelic leaders of the nations. Their actions are some- 
times directed by God, but on occasion they exceed their 
orders (J En. 89:59-—64) or act to oppose the angels God 
has assigned to help Israel (Dan 10:13, 20; 12:1). The 
notion that Israel was aided in times of crisis by angelic 
warriors was widely shared (2 Macc 3:25—26; 11:8; 15:22- 
23; cf. Jos. JW 6.5.3 §298), but received a distinctive devel- 
opment in apocalyptic and related literature. While older 
Israelite tradition had described the conflict between Yah- 
weh and the kings of nations opposed to Israel, apoca- 
lypses imagine a two-tiered, mirror-image conflict. The 
conflict on earth between Israel and its enemies is the 
counterpart of the conflict in heaven between angelic ar- 
mies. Victory will mean the establishment of the kingdom 
of Michael among the angels and of Israel among the 
nations (1QM 17:6—8; As. Mos. 10:1—10; cf. Dan 7:13-14, 
26-27). Although references to angelic armies are very 
frequent in the apocalypses, the most detailed account of 
the eschatological battle and the role of the angels is to be 
found in the Qumran War Scroll (QM). 

5. Angelic Dualism. The development of the old no- 
tions of the angels of the nations and of God’s angelic 
army is probably one source of the dualistic thinking 
characteristic of much of the angelology of this period. 
The influence of Iranian religion is also usually assumed, 
though it is difficult to demonstrate in detail. In some texts 
the opposition between an angelic ruler of the forces of 
light and an angelic ruler of the forces of darkness is made 
explicit (4¢Q‘Amram; 1QS 3:13-4:14). Various names attach 
to the leader of the evil angels: Melchiresha (¢Q‘Amram> 2 
3'; 4QTeharot4 [4Q280] 2 2); Belial (QM 1:1; 13:11; 7QS 
2:4—5; CD 5:17-19); Beliar (Jub. 1:20; T: Reu. 2:2; T. Jud. 
25:3); Mastema (Jub. 10:8; 1QM 13:11); Satan (/QH fr. 4, 
line 6; Vita 9-16). In retellings of biblical narrative he is 
depicted as the enemy of Israel’s ancestors (CD 5:17-19; 
Jub. 17:15—-18; 48:2, 9, 17). 

The speculative reinterpretation of Gen 6:1—4 was an- 
other important aspect of dualistic theology. In the Enoch 
literature the angels who mate with women corrupt the 
earth and its inhabitants, prompting the intercession of 
the archangels. Although the immediate consequences of 
the breach are resolved, the mating produces a race of evil 
spirits subject to Mastema (J Enoch 6-16; Jub. 10:1—14; cf. 
Genesis Apocryphon 2). Only in the eschatological victory 
and final judgment would the rebellious angels, the evil 
spirits, and their human allies be completely destroyed (/ 
En. 90:17-27; As. Mos. 10:1-10; T: Sim. 6:3-6). 

6. Communion with the Angels. While the angelic ar- 
mies figure prominently in eschatological visions of salva- 
tion, access to the heavenly world and the company of 
angels during one’s lifetime or at death was also desired as 
a form of deliverance. Enoch’s sojourn with the angels was 
a special case (Jub. 4:21-26:; 2 En. 1:8—10). But the tradi- 
tion that Enoch and other seers were clothed with heavenly 
garments and became like the angels may describe a kind 
of transformation which was sought by apocalyptic com- 
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munities (2 Enoch 22; Ap. Zeph. 8:3; cf. 1QS 4:6—8). Accord- 
ing to some sources, the righteous dead will dwell with the 
angels (1 En. 39:4-8; cf. Rev 6:9-11). The literature of 
the Qumran community, however, speaks of enjoying pres- 
ent communion with the angels as part of the blessedness 
of membership in the community of the new covenant 
(1QS 11:7-8; 1QSa 3:3-11; 1QH 3:21-22; 6:12-13; 11:10- 
14). 
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NEW TESTAMENT 


The NT conception of angels (Gk aggeloi) is derived 
from that of the OT and Judaism and does not make any 
important modifications or innovations of its own (see 
above). The NT does not provide a systematic discussion 
of angels. Rather, angels are incidental characters in the 
story of redemption. Consequently references to them are 
concentrated in the accounts of Jesus’ birth and resurrec- 
tion in the Synoptic Gospels, the account of the founding 
of the Church in Acts, and the account of the final consum- 
mation in Revelation. 


A. Their Nature 

Angels are supernatural heavenly beings created by God 
(Col 1:16). They are described as spirits (Heb 1:7, 14) and 
as holy (Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26; Acts 10:22; Rev 14:10). 
They are presented as robed in white garments (Matt 
28:3 = Mark 16:5; John 20:12; Acts 1:10; Rev 19:14) and 
radiating great light (Matt 28:3; Luke 24:4; Acts 10:30; 
Rev 10:1; 15:6; 18:1). By their very nature they also radiate 
the glory of God (Luke 2:9; 9:26; Acts 12:7; 2 Pet 2:10; 
Jude 8; cf. Acts 6:15) and praise him (Luke 2:13-14; Rev 
5:8-14; 7:11-12; 19:1-8). 

In form they are akin to humankind and are often 
referred to as men (Mark 16:5; Luke 24:4; Acts 12:15; 
Heb 13:2), but are different enough to evoke fear in (Matt 
28:1—8; Mark 16:5—8; Luke 1:11—12; 2:9-10; 24:5; Acts 
10:4) and worship from (Rev 19:10; 22:8—9) human be- 
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favor this position, and his presentation involves a compre- 
hensive emendation of the Manassite genealogy in 1 
Chronicles 7 on the basis of Num 26:28—34. 

M. PaTRick GRAHAM 


ANIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘aéném]. A town situated in the SW 
hill country of Judah (Josh 15:50), within the same district 
as Debir. The only OT reference to this settlement, whose 
name means “springs,” occurs in the list of towns within 
the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21-62). The theory 
that this list is derived from an administrative roster com- 
piled under the Judean monarchy (Alt 1925) has been 
widely accepted, although controversy continues over the 
precise make 1p of the districts, the proper context of the 
town lists of Benjamin and Dan, and the period of the 
monarchy to which the original roster belongs (Boling and 
Wright Joshua AB, 64-72). Anim may be the same place as 
Hawini of the Amarna Letters (Boling and Wright Joshua 
AB, 388). Eusebius (Onomast. 26.9) associates Anim with 
the Christian town of Anaia, situated nine Roman miles S 
of Hebron. Anim is most probably to be identified with 
Khirbet Ghuwein et-Tahta (Aharoni LBHG 300; M.R. 
156084), located approximately 20 km S of Hebron and 4 
km S of es-Samu (ancient Eshtemoh?). Khirbet Ghuwein 
et-Foqa, just to the northeast, may be the location of 
Christian Anaia (Gold IDB 1: 300). 
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ANIMAL. See ZOOLOGY. 


ANKLETS [Heb ‘ckasim]. The word ‘ekes, found only in 
the plural in the Hebrew Bible, indicates a piece of jewelry 
worn around the ankle, as are bracelets worn encircling 
the wrist. The only biblical text mentioning anklets is Isa 
3:18, in which the decadent garb of self-indulgent Israel- 
ites is listed in considerable quantity. Twenty-one items are 
presented, and anklets head the list. Perhaps their position 
at the top of the list, where they are followed by “head- 
bands,” is meant to indicate that the items that follow are 
those that adorn the entire body, from foot to head. 
Anklets were usually made of metal, although some glass 
examples have been found. Of the metal ones, bronze 
examples are most common, but the existence of gold, 
silver, and iron specimens can be established either 
through the ciscovery of actual examples or through anal- 
ogy with the more commonly found bracelets or rings. All 
of these circular metal items of adornment were made by 
bending straight wires or bands into a rounded shape. 
Sometimes the ends were left open; on some examples 
they have been welded or twisted together. Metal anklets 
were usually sndecorated except for the occasional club- 
bing or flattening of the free ends in unclosed examples. 
Although bracelets, armlets, necklaces, and rings were 
apparently worn by both men and women, it is difficult to 
determine whether the same can be said for anklets. In 
graphic art from the ancient Semitic world, depictions of 


254 ° I 


256 + I 


human figures tend to be those of upper-class individuals, 
clad in ceremonial garb. This means that long cloaks or 
outer garments cover the lower legs and obscure the areas 
in which anklets would be worn. However, certain render- 
ings of deities, especially those depicted nude or semi- 
nude, are instructive. Although such figures are often very 
simple and stylized, the use of jewelry as adornment stands 
out in the absence of items of clothing. A comparison of 
female and male Canaanite zods rendered in metal (see 
Negbi 1976) shows a number of examples of female figures 
with anklets but only one or two possible males so adorned. 
The graphic information is valuable in showing the way 
the anklets were worn. Several examples of single anklets, 
that is, one on each ankle, can be seen. But in the prepon- 
derance of instances, anklets were worn in sets of three 
and four, and probably also in sets of five and maybe even 
six (Seibert 1974: pls. 41, 54, 56, 59, 63). The fact that 
anklets were worn in groups informs the meaning of Isa 
3:16, in which the prophet mocks the haughty daughters 
of Zion, who strut about wantonly, “tinkling with their 
feet.” The verb in this passage is derived from the word 
for anklet and indicates the jingling noise produced by the 
movement of the feet of a person wearing anklets. 
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ANNA (PERSON) [Gk Hanna; Anna]. 1. The wife of 
Tobit and mother of Tobias. Anna serves three roles in the 
story of Tobit. First, she is the object of piety for Tobit and 
Tobias. Tobit marries Anna, who is a member of his pater- 
nal clan, and thereby provides a good example for Tobias 
and other Jews in the Diaspora (1:9). Tobit instructs Tobias 
to honor his mother after Tobit’s death and to bury her in 
Tobit’s grave (4:3—4), which Tobias does (14:10). 

Second, she is the ideal wife. When Tobit no longer 
hides from Sennacherib, he returns to Anna and Tobias 
(1:20). Later, when Tobit is blinded by the sparrow drop- 
pings, Anna takes up “women’s work,” which the Vg ex- 
plains as weaving cloth (2:11 LXX—2:19 Vg). Thus she 
exemplifies the ideal wife of Prov 31:10-—31. She values 
Tobias more than any riches he can bring back from his 
dangerous journey (5:18-23), and she watches the road 
for his return (11:5—6, 9). 

Her third role is to be a foil to Tobit’s piety. When her 
employers give her a kid as a bonus, Tobit accuses her of 
theft. Her retort in LXX questions the value of his piety if 
it makes him such a blind know-it-all (2:14). In Vg, which 
explicitly compares Tobit to Job (2:15 Vg), Anna says his 
piety is vain (2:22 Vg), making her more like Job’s wife. 
Whereas Tobit trusts that God’s angel will take care of 
Tobias (10:1—3), Anna rejects his belief and despairs of 
Tobias’ life with fasting and lament (10:4—7). Yet it is Anna 
who watches for Tobias daily (11:5—6, 9) and who sees him 
first, so even her despair was not without hope. 
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2. An elderly and especially devout Jewish widow por- 
trayed in Luke 2:36-38 who should not be confused with 
the Anna of Tobit, a deuterocanonical book. Strikingly, 
Anna is the only woman in NT called a prophetess (using 
the Greek noun form of the word). Thus, she is to be 
understood in the light of such OT figures as Deborah 
and Huldah. Comparisons should also be made with the 
intertestamental figure of Judith who, like Anna, was de- 
vout, lived to about the same age (105), and did not 
remarry after her husband died (Judith 16:23). The Lukan 
material raises the question of whether or not there was 
some sort of Jewish order of widows who had specific 
functions in the temple, for example, to pray (Withering- 
ton 1988: 140-41). This might explain her apparently 
constant presence in the temple. It should also be noted 
that, according to Luke’s portrait of Anna, she, unlike 
Simeon, goes forth to proclaim the good news about the 
Messiah (Plummer Luke ICC, 71). This foreshadows one of 
the roles assumed by female believers in Luke’s 2-vol. work 
(cf. Priscilla in Acts 18). It is also possible that Luke intends 
for the reader to see parallels between Luke 1—2 and Acts 
1-2, in which case Anna anticipates what will happen when 
the spirit is poured out on all flesh, and both sons and 
daughters prophesy (Stahlin TDNT 9: 451). There may 
also be some truth in the suggestion that Anna is portrayed 
by Luke as one of the ?anawim, i.e., the pious Jewish poor 
(Brown 1977: 446). Luke does seem to have a special 
interest in such people, and in view of his theme of reversal 
of fortunes (cf. Luke 4:17-19), he seems to promote 
women like Anna as examples of how the gospel affects 
human lives. Anna may also be seen as a model of faith in 
action, one who responds positively and properly to the 
coming of the Messiah. 
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ANNAN (PERSON) [Gk Annan]. See HARIM. 


ANNAS (PERSON) [Gk Hannas]. High priest in Jerusa- 
lem between ca. A.D. 6, when he was appointed by Quiri- 
nius, and a.p. 15, when he was removed by Valerius Gratus 
(Ant 18.2.1, 2 §§ 26-35; Luke 3:2). Annas’ later promi- 
nence, long after his deposition, and the success of his 
family in high priestly office, make it seem unlikely that 
he was deposed as a result of official displeasure; he served 
the accommodation with Rome very well (Smallwood 1976: 
155-56, 159). Although, as we shall see, there are refer- 
ences in the gospels to his being high priest during the 
capital proceedings against Jesus, that claim is incorrect: 
Caiaphas was high priest at the time, and—in chronologi- 
cal terms—he was the most successful high priest of the 
period (see CAIAPHAS). But the influence of Annas sur- 
vived his personal high priesthood. Five of his sons— 
Eleazar, Jonathan, Theophilus, Matthias, and the younger 
Annas—all held that office (Ant 20.9.1 §198; Enelow JEnc 
1: 610), and the claim is made in John 18:13 that Caiaphas 
was actually his son-in-law. 
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The continuing influence of Annas makes certain mis- 
statements in the NT explicable. The odd reference to the 
joint high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, in Luke 3:2, 
and the unqualified reference to him alone as high priest 
in Acts 4:6, are perhaps the most obvious instances. But 
the latter case might give us pause, before we dismiss it as 
a simple error. The scene in Acts 4 represents an inquisi- 
tion of Peter and John by the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, 
following their healing of a lame man at the Beautiful 
Gate of the temple (Acts 3:1-26). The mention of Annas 
occurs within a description of the assemblage of the coun- 
cil (4:5f), which is specifically said to include, not only 
priests, but “rulers, and elders, and scribes” (v 5). After 
referring to Annas as high priest, v 6 mentions “Caiaphas, 
and John, and Alexander, and as many as were from high 
priestly stock.” It seems quite clear that Acts refers to 
Annas’ position of leadership within a vital faction of the 
Sanhedrin, to his driving force behind the inquisition. The 
primary opposition to Jesus is priestly (cf. vv 1-3), and 
Annas appears to be leading the opposition. The usage of 
the term “high priest” is therefore loose (and technically 
incorrect), but scarcely incomprehensible. 

The family of Annas appears in consistent, sometimes 
deadly, opposition to Jesus’ movement during its early 
years. Aside from Annas’ personal involvement in the 
condemnation of Jesus, to which we shall turn below, we 
see in Acts 4 a formality of opposition, which hardens 
Jesus’ movement in its tendency toward a formal break 
with Judaism. Peter boldly proclaims, “Let it be known to 
you, and all Israel, that by the name of Messiah Jesus of 
Nazareth—whom you crucified, but whom God raised 
from the dead—this man stands before you whole” (4:10); 
that amounts to a stinging, personal statement of judg- 
ment against Annas, Caiaphas, and anyone else who had 
anything to do with Jesus’ execution. The presentation of 
Acts therefore uses Annas as emblematic of the distinction 
between the rulers who crucified Jesus and those Jews who 
decided to follow him (cf. v 4 and see GAMALIEL). The 
“John” mentioned in v 6 may be Annas’ son, a future high 
priest (cf. the full spelling, “Jonathan,” in representatives 
of the so-called Western text; Lake and Cadbury 1933: 42; 
and Jeremias 1969: 197 n. 161). In ca. a.p. 62, Annas’ son 
and namesake took the opportunity of a hiatus in Roman 
rule to arrange the death of James, the brother of Jesus 
(Ant 20.9.1 §§ 197-203; Smallwood 1976: 279-80). That 
the very name “Annas” should have become something of 
an inverted icon within the NT; a symbol of hierarchical 
opposition to Christianity, is therefore quite understanda- 
ble. 

It is nonetheless surprising to find the uniquely Johan- 
nine scene of the session at Annas’ house (18:12—24). 
Annas is insistently called “high priest” (vv 15, 16, 19, 22) 
despite the fact that Caiaphas is as well (cf., above all, the 
confusion caused by the usage in v 24); indeed, Jesus is 
struck for answering Annas as high priest sharply (v 22). 
Annas’ very residence is said to be high priestly (v 15), and 
Jesus is brought there by a contingent of Roman and 
Jewish forces (v 12). Moreover, the Johnannine scene poses 
the gravamen against Jesus in terms quite different from 
the Synoptics’: Annas is concerned about Jesus’ disciples 
and teaching, while Caiaphas’ focus in the Synoptics is the 
temple and christology. It seems obvious that Annas fea- 
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tures in John, at least to some extent, as typological of 
Jewish enmity toward Jesus and his movement. 

Behind the text of John, however, there may be an 
important trace of historical reminiscence. The issue 
which mortally opposed Caiaphas to Jesus had been Jesus’ 
inflammatory action of occupying the temple. The imme- 
diate occasion of Jesus’ act was his opposition to the place- 
ment of vendors of sacrificial animals in the precincts of 
the temple. Given that such an arrangement was unusual, 
and could have caused opposition, the question arises, why 
would Caiaphas have permitted it? It has become conven- 
tional, among Christian scholars of the NT, to claim that 
references in rabbinica to “the sons of Hanan,” merchants 
of such aninials, should be identified with Annas’ family 
(cf. Jeremias 1969: 20, 49; Edwards ISBE 1: 128). 

A full acceptance of the suggested identification would 
provide a picture in which Annas opposed Jesus for eco- 
nomic, not simply theological, reasons. A: certain amount 
of evidence might be said indirectly to support it. The 
family of Hanan is decried for its conniving practices in 
Talmud (Pesch. 57a), and problems of extortionate pricing 
by merchants of sacrificial animals are addressed in Mish- 
nah (Ker. 1.7). But to make of Annas a Ist-century equiva- 
lent to Shylock on the basis of such evidence is more to 
indulge the rhetorical reference to Annas in the NT than 
to describe ix. The fact is that Hanan is a common name 
in rabbinica; indeed, the name is used to refer to a real or 
fictitious scoundrel on some occasions (cf. B.Qam. 37a, 
115a). To ascribe the sitting of the merchants, the resulting 
occupation of the temple by Jesus, and the complicated 
proceedings against him all to Annas’ venal motives, and 
simply because he bore a common name which was also 
associated with vendors, appears tendentious in the ex- 
treme. The very prominence of Annas and his family 
during the period, and his possible relationship to Caia- 
phas, suggest that the sitting of the merchants (and their 
subsequent removal) occurred with his approval. But to 
speculate on his character—and especially to suggest that 
his motivatioa was economic—is to proceed far beyond the 
evidence and to desert exegesis in favor of a long-discred- 
ited, apologetic stance. 
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ANNIAS (PERSON) [Gk Annias]. Ancestor of a family 
who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 
5:16). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 
compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not 
appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:17; 
Neh 7:23). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 
1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 
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Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and 
persons described in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the 
historicity of the text. 

MIcHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


ANNIUTH (PERSON) [Gk Anniouth]. See BANI. 


ANNUNUS (PERSON) [Gk Announos]. One of the 
priests or Levites recruited upon Ezra’s request to return 
with him to Jerusalem and serve in the temple (1 Esdr 
8:47—Eng 8:48; not included in the parallel list in Ezra 
8:19). 

There is a discrepancy between Ezra 8 and | Esdras 8. 
Ezra 8 says that Ezra assembled only Levites missing from 
the first group to return to Jerusalem (8: 17—19). Ezra 
takes measures to secure the “ministers” (msrtym), appar- 
ently for menial work. In | Esdras, both priests and Levites 
are absent, and Ezra sends for priests (tous hierateusonias; | 
Esdr 8:45—Eng 8:46). 

The list of the priests and the temple servants in | Esdr 
8:47-49—Eng vv 46-48 seems to be excerpted from a 
complete list. In Codex Alexandrinus, Annunus is identi- 
fied as the brother of Jeshaiah, another priest in the same 
list. Codex Vaticanus omits the first half of 1 Esdr 8:47— 
Eng v 48, where both Annunus and Jeshaiah (his brother) 
are mentioned. 

The absence of the name in Ezra 8:19 leads C. T. Fritsch 
(IDB 1: 138) to suspect that a corruption of wéitté, “and 
with him,” in Ezra 8:19 gave rise to the name Annunus. 

Jin HEE Han 


ANOINTED, THE. See CHRIST; MESSIAH. 
ANT. See ZOOLOGY. 
ANTELOPE. See ZOOLOGY. 


ANTHOTHIJAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘antotiyah]. One of 
the sons of Shashak, according to the longer genealogy of 
Benjamin given by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:24). 

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE OT. As an aca- 
demic discipline, anthropology is organized differently in 
different countries. In North America the subject is often 
called cultural anthropology. It is interested in the com- 
parative study of societies and cultures, seeking to formu- 
late general theories about how culture changes in re- 
sponse to such things as alterations in the environment, 
population increase and control, and the introduction of 
new technologies. In Britain it is usually called social an- 
thropology, focusing on the study of single societies. The 
aim is not to produce general theories of culture, but to 
show how in each given case a society’s beliefs, kinship 
system, exercise of power, ctc., form a coherent set of 
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symbols which reflect and constitute that society’s under- 
standing of the world. 


A. The Interface with OT Study 

The way in which anthropology is organized in different 
parts of the world has affected the way in which it has been 
used in OT studies. Thus, recent attempts in North Amer- 
ica to reconstruct the origin of the Israelite tribes and the 
emergence of the Israelite state have depended on general 
theories of culture change. In Britain attention has been 
focused upon OT sacrifice and ritual as part of a set of 
coherent symbols. The continent of Europe has been more 
influenced by the British than by the North American 
approach; indeed, the French sociologist E. Durkheim 
exerted considerable influence upon the development of 
British social anthropology in the present century. 

Twenty years ago there was broad agreement in OT 
study on a number of issues that overlapped with anthro- 
pology. With regard to Israel’s origins, it was believed that 
the Israelites were seminomads who had entered Canaan 
either forcefully or peacefully, and had then settled down 
(sedentarized). The intellectual life of the ancient Israelites 
was thought in many ways to resemble that of “primitives”: 
they could not distinguish easily between the individual 
and the group, and the personality of one person could 
merge into that of another so that, for example, a messen- 
ger was simply an extension of the personality of whoever 
had given him the message. It was held that in matters of 
worship the Israelites used sacred drama which differed 
little from magical beliefs, and that, by enacting the humil- 
iation of the king and his restoration, the Israelites sought 
to influence the agricultural cycle for the coming year. It 
was also believed that the Israelites had little idea of 
scientific causation and therefore readily regarded as mi- 
raculous what modern observers would explain in natural 
terms. 

In the past twenty years the picture has changed consid- 
erably. The view that the Israelites were sedentarizing 
seminomads has been strongly challenged by an alterna- 
tive theory: that they were peasants who had rebelled 
against their Canaanite overlords and had established an 
alternative, egalitarian society. The previous view of the 
intellectual life of the Israelites has been shown to rest 
upon ideas about primitives that hardly apply to the Isra- 
elites, who, culturally, were far more advanced. 

In Britain the impetus for a new evaluation came from 
anthropologists themselves. E. R. Leach applied to the 
opening chapters of Genesis the interpretation of myths 
then being pioneered by the French sociologist C. Lévi- 
Strauss, and he followed this up with a paper entitled “The 
Legitimacy of Solomon” (1969). However, Leach believed 
that OT narratives had no historical value whatsoever, and 
that they were texts which sought to resolve the paradox 
that Israel was a separate people yet in full contact with 
other peoples. At the same time, by inviting refutation, 
Leach’s articles forced British OT scholars to become fa- 
miliar with the type of anthropology to which Leach was 
indebted. Probably the most influential work at this time 
was that of anthropologist Mary Douglas, which was both 
an attack on the idea of “primitive mentality” and an 
attempt to show that the animals listed in Leviticus 1] were 
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prohibited because they were anomalies with respect to the 
classification of the world implied in Genesis | (see below). 
In North America the impetus came not from anthro- 
pologists but from OT scholars, arising from their 
strengths in archaeology and in the study of the ANE in 
general. The mention of nomads in the Mari correspon- 
dence, of Sasu and sutu nomads in Egyptian and Akkadian 
texts respectively, not to mention the Aabiru of the Amarna 
and other texts, made it necessary to turn to anthropology 
to try to discover the precise nature of these groups. G. E. 
Mendenhall was the first scholar to question the semino- 
mad “sedentarization” hypothesis on the basis of studies 
derived from anthropology (1962), although his contribu- 
tion was overlooked until it was restated in his Tenth Gener- 
ation (1973). Since then, especially in North America, there 
has been an explosion of interest in anthropology among 
OT scholars, although most of the attention has focused 
on Israel’s origins and the nature of Israelite prophecy. 


B. Israel’s Self-awareness 

As noted above, Mary Douglas’ essay “The Abomina- 
tions of Leviticus” (1966: 41-58) argued that certain crea- 
tures are prohibited in the OT because they are anoma- 
lous. According to Genesis 1, the world is divided into 
heavens, earth, and seas; and the creatures appropriate to 
these areas are, respectively, those with wings and two legs, 
those with two legs who walk or four legs who go on all 
fours, and those with fins. Other creatures, such as those 
with wings and four legs, or land creatures with no legs at 
all, do not fit the classification and are therefore prohib- 
ited. Although Dougias’ explanation can be faulted at a 
number of points, her intention was to see these prohibi- 
tions as something essentially logical, given the Israelite 
world view. The prohibitions were part of a complex set of 
social mechanisms that ordered the world and marked off 
the sacred from the secular. 

This sort of approach was taken further by Douglas 
Davies (1977) and applied to Israelite sacrifice. The com- 
plicated ritual for the rehabilitation of the “leper” in 
Leviticus 14 shows how the Israelites divided the world 
into sectors with strong barriers, that needed powerful 
social rituals to enable them to be crossed. The restored 
leper, for example, after shaving off all his hair, washing 
all his clothes, and bathing, had to spend seven days in a 
sort of social limbo, inside the camp but outside his own 
tent. On the eighth day he again shaved, washed his 
clothes, and bathed, so that the final offerings for his full 
restoration to society could be made. In the Day of Atone- 
ment ceremony, there are very powerful rituals used to 
counterbalance the social effects of individual and corpo- 
rate wrongdoing during the previous year. The entire 
sanctuary is cleansed by means of blood sprinkling, and a 
goat over whom all the sins of the people have been 
confessed is led across boundaries, from the sanctuary 
through the camp and out into the wilderness, symbolizing 
and effecting the removal of what is socially disruptive 
from the ordered relationships of the camp. 

It becomes clear that, if Israelite self-awareness begins to 
be approached in this sort of manner, a quite different 
picture emerges from that of the “primitive” living in a 
mystical sort of communion with nature and fellow Israel- 
ites. Reality for the Israelite, in fact, was carefully ordered 
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and structured; therefore, the task of future research 
should be directed toward elucidating this order more 
thoroughly. There remains, however, a different problem. 
When was Israelite self-awareness ordered in this manner? 
Was this self-awareness held by all the people, or just some 
of them? Leach was able to avoid this problem by suppos- 
ing that OT narratives were devoid of historical (dia- 
chronic) value, resembling the (synchronic) data collected 
by a field anthropologist. Douglas Davies qualified his 
study by saying that views he described were those of the 
Israelite leaders after the Exile. It is obvious from the OT 
itself, however, that diverse self-conceptions existed in Is- 
rael: the common people and their rulers often refused to 
accept the prophetic interpretation of Israel’s religion, and 
many Israelites found the fertility religion of Canaan more 
attractive than the ethical monotheism of the prophets. 
Thus, for all its value, study of the mental life of the 
Israelites in terms of a single coherent system of symbols 
cannot deal with the diverse religious conflicts recorded in 
the OT. 


C. Israelite Prophecy 

Recent work on Israelite prophecy from an anthropo- 
logical perspective has been able to make a start on this 
matter of religious conflict. Whereas older scholarship 
dealing with prophecy was interested in the mental states 
of the prophets (esp. the role of “ecstasy”), the anthropo- 
logical approach has sought to identify the part played by 
society in the processes by which people become prophets 
and act out «heir prophetic roles. Petersen (1981) divides 
Israelite proohecy into two main types: peripheral posses- 
sion prophecy and central morality prophecy. The former 
is common among groups who are at the margins of 
society, their leaders have support groups, and their god 
is sometimes amoral. Central morality prophets are active 
in times of national difficulty, often lack support groups, 
and affirm the standard morality of the state. This tvpol- 
ogy certainly makes sense of some OT material. The 
prophetic groups led by Elijah and Elisha resemble pe- 
ripheral possession prophets, while Isaiah and Jeremiah 
resemble central morality prophets. Undoubtedly there is 
more to the matter than this, but the anthropological 
approach immediately sets up a typology unavailable to 
approaches simply asking questions that ignore social di- 
mensions. Long (1981) has investigated the matter of 
conflict between prophets and regards such conflict as 
common, if not normal. In the case of such prophetic 
conflict, Wilson (1980) suggests that the outcome is often 
determined by the relative strengths of the prophets’ sup- 
port groups. This is an area where much remains to be 
done. 


D. Israel’s Origins and Early Social Organization 
Work on Israel’s origins has engendered keen debate 
and posed fundamental questions of method. Mendenhall 
(1962; 1973) and Norman Gottwald (1979), whose some- 
what similar but different accounts of Israel’s origins in 
terms of a peasants’ revolt have challenged the seminomad 
immigration :-heory, are dependent upon a type of Amer- 
ican cultural anthropology which assigns an important role 
to factors such as technological innovation and population 
growth and response in the development of societies. ‘Fhis 
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is one reason why both have eschewed the idea of Israel’s 
origins in terms of the immizration implied in the book of 
Joshua in favor of an explanation in terms of developments 
within Canaanite society itself. On the other hand, Niels 
Peter Lemche (1985), in what is the most comprehensive 
discussion in this area so far, has insisted that OT scholars 
must be as widely read as possible in the anthropological 
literature, and must be aware of the differing schools in 
anthropology and their assumptions. He maintains that 
the aim of such reading must be to circumscribe the use of 
common sense by indicating how societies actually function 
and what manifestations are likely and unlikely. 

Lemche shows that nomadism is a very complex phe- 
nomenon encompassing peoples without leaders as well as 
peoples with princely families that traditionally offer lead- 
ership. Nomads may well be related to settled peoples in 
nearby villages. Some may become day laborers out of 
necessity and be forced to settle down. Others may settle 
down because they become rich, investing their surplus in 
land. There is no particular type of land especially suited 
to nomadism, and sedentarization is not something partic- 
ularly desired by nomads. Settling down involves losing 
freedom to move around, aid it may bring the likelihood 
of having to pay taxes. Nomadism is a multi-resource 
phenomenon which adapts <o the prevailing political cir- 
cumstances. 

Lemche rejects the idea that farmers and cities are often 
in conflict, a view central -o Gottwald’s work. He cites 
examples of farmers living in close harmony with cities. 
Indeed, cities may be best defined as geographical collec- 
tions of disparate units. Or) segmentary and egalitarian 
societies, Lemche shows that segmentary societies are not 
necessarily egalitarian, and that societies that have an egal- 
itarian ideology do not necessarily have egalitarian praxis. 
He rejects on anthropologicil grounds the views of Men- 
denhall and Gottwald, and although he does not himself 
subscribe to an immigration type view of Israelite origins, 
he indicates that it cannot be ruled out on anthropological 
grounds. 

Lemche also devotes a section to an analysis of early 
Israelite social structure. In the late 1970s a consensus 
seems to have emerged according to which Israelite society 
consisted of three major elements: family, clan, and tribe, 
indicated by the Hebrew terms bét ?ab, mispahd and Sebet. 
Tribes were geographical associations of groups. Lemche 
convincingly challenges this consensus and establishes an 
alternative. He argues that the term bét °ab designates both 
the family and the lineage, the difference between the two 
being that a family is a residential group while the lineage 
is a descent group that links families. He also argues that 
mispahé overlaps with bét ?ab in designating a lineage, and 
that it probably also designates a maximal lineage, that is, 
a reckoning of descent from. a family to a founder of a 
tribe or major group. Lemche notes that mispahd is much 
less frequent in the OT than 6é °ab, and that no leader 
comes from a mispahd. On the evidence available to us from 
the book of Judges, Israelite tribes were not segmentary 
egalitarian societies. They were territorial groups with 
potential for united action under single leaders. Even the 
so-called “minor judges” of Judges 10:1-5 and 12:8-15 
seem to have been wealthy and powerful individuals, with 
large families. In the case of three of them, it is noteworthy 
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that a tribal area is called a land (Heb ’eres; cf. Judg 10:4; 
12:11, 15). 

On the matter of the origin of the tribes, anthropology 
does not give much assistance. It seems likely that Gott- 
wald’s view cannot be established on anthropological 
grounds, namely, that Israelite tribes were not “true” 
tribes, but were secondary formations in response to the 
oppressive policy of Canaanite cities. Although some of 
the tribal names, e.g., Judah and Ephraim, may be geo- 
graphical designations taken over by groups living in those 
areas, this is not true for all tribal names, some of which 
are clearly personal names. Some sort of nomadic origin 
cannot be ruled out in these cases, although it is difficult 
to say when and under what circumstances these groups 
became sedentary. Another difficult question is that of the 
origin of the twelve-tribe system. Granted the now wide- 
spread rejection of Noth’s theory that Israel was a twelve- 
tribe amphictyony in the period of the judges, it may be 
necessary to look for the origin of the twelve-tribe system 
in the united monarchy of David and Solomon, intended 
to be a legitimation of the rule of Judah over a group of 
tribes that had not previously been united, unless they had 
united under Saul in the face of the Philistine threat. It is 
clear from texts such as Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 32 
that tribal fortunes varied and that some tribes, for exam- 
ple Simeon, were absorbed into other tribes. It is usually 
held that these adjustments must have taken place before 
the monarchy; but this assumes that we know more about 
Israelite tribes than we actually do. If tribal adjustments 
involved shifts in inner loyalties that posed no threat to the 
state and its administration, then adjustments could have 
taken place during the monarchy, and may have been 
reflected in texts such as Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 33. 

In fact, the way in which anthropology is used in connec- 
tion with Israel’s origins will depend on the view that 
individual scholars take of the date and manner of com- 
position of the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomic History. 
If the trend toward dating the “Yahwist” source to the 
postexilic period becomes anything like a consensus, this 
will have important consequences for the use of anthro- 
pology in determining Israel’s origins. In short, anthro- 
pology can indicate what is likely and what is not likely in 
the structure and function of societies, but it cannot be a 
substitute for historical critical study of the OT text. 


E. Emics and Etics in OT Study 

A fundamental difference between Mendenhall and 
Gottwald concerns the place of Israel’s religious ideology 
in the formation of the Israelite people. For Mendenhall, 
the revolt that brought Israel into being was inspired by 
the ideology of the God who had redeemed a group of 
slaves from Egypt and had made a covenant with them. 
For Gottwald, religious ideology was the product of eco- 
nomic and social circumstances, not the cause; therefore, 
Israel’s religious ideology resulted from the formation of 
an egalitarian society in the period 1250-1050 s.c. In 
taking this view, Gottwald has put the issue of “emics” and 
“etics” on the agenda of OT study. 

One of the main sources for this part of Gottwald’s 
approach is the American anthropologist Marvin Harris, 
who has provided a persuasive presentation of what is 
known as cultural materialism (1979). Following Marx, 


ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE OT 


Harris maintains that the mode of production in the 
material life of a society determines the general character 
of its social, political, and spiritual processes. If society is 
divided into infrastructure, structure, and superstructure 
(with the first term designating mode of production, popu- 
lation size, patterns of work, etc.; the second term desig- 
nating kinship systems and political life, etc.; and the third 
term designating myths, symbols, magic, and religion), 
then changes in the infrastructure will affect the structure 
and superstructure, but not vice versa. (For example, if an 
animal is hunted to near extinction, it will be necessary for 
a society to hunt a different animal. This may entail 
changes in social organization and may also result in myths 
that explain why the near extinct animal is “taboo.”) Har- 
ris’ approach is etic, that is, he wishes anthropology to 
make quasi-scientific generalizations about societies that 
can be verified or falsified. Emic explanations, on the other 
hand, which Harris eschews, are explanations of societies 
in terms of what their members think about themselves. 
As such, emic explanations are not open to verification or 
falsification. 

The difference between etic and emic explanations is 
well illustrated by Harris’ disagreement with Mary Douglas 
about why pigs are unclean animals in the OT. Douglas’ 
explanation is emic, that is, in terms of the world view of 
the OT itself. Pigs do not fit the classification system in 
which four-legged animals must chew the cud and part 
the hoof. Harris’ explanation is etic, that is, in terms of a 
general theory of culture. According to him, the pig is 
prohibited because its natural habitat—forests and the 
edge of swamps—was not readily available in Israel and in 
other parts of the NE, whereas it was available, for exam- 
ple, in Europe (where there was no such prohibition). 
Harris therefore makes a good case for etic explanations 
and attacks the sort of British social anthropology de- 
scribed above (see B). While taking Harris’ point, however, 
it is difficult to see how Israelite sacrifice could be ex- 
plained in purely etic terms. There are parts of human 
life, such as uncertainty, illness, and death, that are essen- 
tially questions of human existence, and which demand 
answers that belong to the realm of religion and symbol- 
ism. 

Gottwald identifies himself as a cultural materialist 
(1979: sec. 50-51) and at the end of his book he makes a 
plea for a biblical sociology. This would investigate the 
infrastructure of ancient Israel at every stage of its devel- 
opment, with a view toward establishing how changes in 
the infrastructure led to changes in social organization 
and religious belief. There is also a hermeneutical dimen- 
sion to this. Biblical sociology would investigate the for- 
tunes of what Gottwald holds to be the pristine manifesta- 
tion of Yahwism, namely, the establishment of a liberated 
egalitarian society, which was eventually eclipsed when 
power was centralized under the monarchy. The OT ap- 
proached in this way becomes a challenge to establish today 
a liberated egalitarian society appropriate to our world. 

Etic studies are already beginning to become a feature 
of OT scholarship, especially with the investigation of Iron 
Age agriculture in Israel. In the matter of the formation 
of the Israelite state, it is recognized that environmental 
factors played a part which, compounded with the Philis- 
tine threat, brought about the need for a new type of social 
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organization (see Frick 1985). Yet etic approaches must be 
combined with the fact, attested in the anthropological 
literature, that individuals such as Saul and David played a 
part in facing crises, and can substantially affect their 
outcome. 

Serious anthropological study of the OT is only just 
beginning; but, compared with the situation twenty years 
ago, OT scholars now have available to them resources that 
should enable considerable progress to be made. 
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J. W. RoGeRSon 


ANTHROPOMORPHISM. See YAHWIST (“J”) 
SOURCE. 


ANTILEBANON (PLACE) [Gk Antilibanos]. Geo- 
graphical region NE of Galilee situated between Lebanon 
and Damascus, the major feature of which is a range of 
mountains -unning SW to NE (Jdt 1:7). The region of 
Antilebanor: is separated from Lebanon by the Al-Biqa‘ 
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Valley (known as Coele-Syria in antiquity), the N extension 
of the Rift Valley. Mt. Herrnon (2750 m), known as Sirion 
to the Sidonians and Senir to the Amorites (Deut 3:9), 
dominates the S part of the Antilebanon region and the 
range of mountains which also has this designation. 

The Antilebanon region receives mention in the biblical 
tradition only in Jdt 1:7 within a list of regional names 
which includes Cilicia, Lebanon, and Damascus. The Vul- 
gate translation, which generally is shorter than the Greek 
text, omits any reference to it. In the story of Judith the 
“Assyrian” king, Nebuchacinezzar, seeks assistance from 
the W part of his empire in a war against King Arphaxad. 
Antilebanon, part of Nebuchadnezzar’s empire, refuses 
along with many other W regions to send him assistance. 
Because of this challenge to his authority Nebuchadnezzar 
initiates a military campaign to enforce his rule, and this 
sets the scene for the story of Judith’s heroic feat. 

Although Antilebanon is not mentioned by name in the 
OT, presumably reference is made to this region or por- 
tions of it under other names such as Lebanon and Mt. 
Hermon. 

L. J. PERKINS 


ANTI-MARCIONITE (GOSPEL) PRO- 
LOGUES. Short prefixes to the gospels of Mark, Luke, 
and John (if one existed for Matthew, it has been lost) 
which at one time were widely believed to have an anti- 
Marcion bias. The anti-Marcionite Prologues were found 
together for the first time in the 8th century Latin ms T 
(Toletanus) and later in the mss FNS. They were desig- 
nated “anti-Marcionite Prologues” by Donatien de Bruyne 
(1928), who argued that these prefixes formed a single 
literary unit, were anti-Marcion in sentiment, and were 
written in the last half of the 2d century (ca. 160—180). He 
also claimed that Irenaeus. ca. 180 c.£., was acquainted 
with them and that the Monarchian Prologues, ca. 4th cen- 
tury, depended on their Latin translations. It is generally 
agreed, as De Bruyne claimed, that all of these prologues 
were originally written in Greek even though the only 
surviving Greek ms is of the Lukan prologue (Athens 91 or 
=A). The Mark and John prologues are only found in 
Latin. 

Although many leading scholars after De Bruyne (e.g., 
Julicher, Lietzmann, and especially Harnack) agreed with 
his conclusions, more recently scholars have moved away 
from those views, contending that, with the exception of 
the prologue to John, the prologues are neither anti- 
Marcion in sentiment nor is there a common literary 
thread which links them together. Further, some scholars 
argue that they may have originated sometime after the 
mid-4th century and perhaps followed the Monarchian 
Prologues, though others continue to believe that the Mar- 
kan and Lukan prologues stem from a time before Ire- 
naeus. The evidence is inconclusive. What is more certain 
is that the Lukan prologue circulated at first indepen- 
dently of other prologues as is obvious from its inclusion 
of other writings (the Apocalypse and the gospel of John), 
its manifestly different style, and its considerably longer 
length than the prologues to Mark and John. 

The prologue to John continues to be the most disputed 
of the prologues because of its claims that John the apostle 
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dictated his gospel to Papias and that he (John) both 
opposed and condemned Marcion. Most scholars today 
agree that this prologue is both anachronistic and histori- 
cally false. It appears that its author based some of his 
comments on a faulty reading of Tertullian’s Adv. Marc. 
4.5,3. The current lack of confidence in the prologue to 
John, however, does not carry over to those of Mark and 
Luke, whose importance for critical studies should be 
examined separately. 

The prologues support the widespread traditions of the 
Church regarding the authorship of the canonical gospels 
and they also suggest the importance of these gospels in 
the life and worship of the Christian churches at least by 
the end of the 4th century. Their value for canonical 
questions is, however, limited because of the difficulty of 
dating them with precision. 
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LeE MarTIN McDonaLD 


ANTINOMIANISM. The conviction that believers 
are freed from the demands of God’s law by depending 
upon God’s grace for their salvation (thus anti “against” + 
nomos “law”). Although the word “antinomian” is not 
found in Scripture, Scripture’s own history tells of the 
struggle to maintain balance between law and grace— 
between an appreciation of God’s merciful and uncondi- 
tional response toward God’s people on the one hand, and 
their obliged and obedient response to God’s law on the 
other. Believers, who emphasize the unconditional prom- 
ises that God makes when covenanting with His people, 
but then downplay what God expects of His people, tend 
toward an antinomistic faith; the opposite emphasis leads 
to legalistic faith. 

The OT does not speak of an antinomistic threat to 
Israel’s covenant with God. It does, however, speak of two 
different covenant traditions, sometimes placing them in 
tension (Hillers 1969; Brueggemann 1979): the Davidic 
tradition which emphasizes God’s unconditional commit- 
ment to Israel, and the Mosaic which emphasizes Israel’s 
obligations to its God. When Israel understood itself pri- 
marily in Davidic terms, as God’s prophets were inclined 
to point out, it was inclined to depreciate God’s Torah both 
as gospel and as demand. 

Earliest Christianity’s antinomistic struggles are clearly 
envisioned by the NT (Wall 1987). Paul battled legalistic 
religion by emphasizing the importance of what God does 
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through Christ to fulfill the promise of salvation. Accord- 
ing to Paul’s “theo-logic,” moral righteousness is the anitc- 
tpated outcome of God’s justification of those who depend 
upon Christ’s death and resurrection rather than works in 
keeping with the Law (Torah). Such faith places the re- 
deemed community “in Christ’—a place where God's 
spirit can now lead God’s people to ethical fruit (Gal 5:16— 
25), and where the “righteousness of God” has now re- 
leased them from the obligation to obey Torah as a condi- 
tion of covenant blessings (Rom 7:1-8:17; cf. 2 Cor 5:21). 
This moral calculus, which clearly subordinates ethical 
concerns to theological convictions, led some of his con- 
verts to lawlessness (1 Corinthians) and his opponents to 
accuse him of a disregard for ethical conduct (Rom 3:1— 
8). 

In response, Paul clarified that God’s grace brings liberty 
from sin and not liberty to sin (Rom 6:11 1). However, the 
antinomian trajectory, first sounded within some gnostic 
communions of the lst and 2d centuries (e.g., Valentini- 
ans) with continuing echoes in some charismatic commun- 
ions today, finds most of its biblical warrants from Paul 
(and to a lesser extent from John, who always refers to 
nomos in a pejorative way). Thus, one must look to the non- 
Pauline corpus for Scripture’s own built-in corrective. The 
writer of Hebrews reminds the reader that salvation itself 
is jeopardized if the demand of the gospel is forsaken 
(5:11—-6:8). James speaks of the eschatological banishment 
(2:12-13) of the “worthless religion” (1:26) which con- 
fesses right faith but fails to obey God’s law of mercy 
(2:14—26); eschatological Israel is justified by works, not by 
sola fide (2:24). 2 Peter condemns a Pauline group for 
promising moral freedom (2:19) when virtue is what saves 
(1:5-11). Finally, 1 John was no doubt written against 
gnosticizing Christian teachers who claimed to have a 
sinless nature (1:10) and so lived without sin (1:8). Accord- 
ing to 1 John, to act upon their moral claims would yield a 
life of “lawlessness’—an indifference to Christ’s death 
(2:1—2) and to sin, and thus to God’s law of love (3:4—15). 

While the synoptic evangelists depict Jesus as a Torah- 
observant Jew (Moo 1984), Luke’s emphasis is on the risen 
Jesus, who viewed the Law primarily as God’s promise, not 
His demand (Wilson 1983)—an antinomistic disposition. 
Matthew’s emphasis, on the other hand, is on a scribal 
Jesus who viewed obedience to his rigorist interpretation 
of Torah as necessary for salvation (5:17—20). Further, the 
evangelist’s use of the word group anomia/anomos polemi- 
cizes against antinomians in his own church (Barth 1963). 

Thus, these self-correcting, canonical “conversations” 
call the Church from the margins of the gospel to its 
center, where both God’s grace and God’s demand are 
found. 
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ANTIOCH (PLACE) {Gk Antiocheia}. A number of cities 
built by various Seleucid kings bore the name “Antioch.” 
The two that had the most important impact on the 
peoples of the Bible were the Antioch in Pisidia (south 
central Turkey) and the Antioch on the Orontes River in 
Turkey near the modern border with Syria. 


ANTIOCH OF PISIDIA 


Pisidian Antioch was a city in south central Turkey 
founded in the 3d century B.c. by one of the Seleucid 
kings, probably Antiochus I or Antiochus II, and initially 
occupied by settlers from Magnesia on the Maeander in 
lonia. The city has been identified with ruins just east of 
the modern town of Yalvac (38°17'N; 31°H1'E). Around 
the middle of the 2d century B.c. a fine Ionic temple was 
built at the extramural sanctuary of Mén Askaénos, an 
Anatolian deity and the most important god of the city 
(Mitchell anc. Waelkens fc., chaps. 2-3). Little else is known 
of Antioch’s aistory in the Hellenistic period, but it became 
prominent in 25 B.c. when the Roman emperor Augustus 
annexed the central Anatolian province of Galatia, to 
which it belonged, and refounded the city as a Roman 
colony populated by veterans from the Roman legions V 
and VII (Levick 1967: 29-41). It swiftly became an impor- 
tant and successful commmunity. Between 15 B.c. and A.D. 
35 three members of the imperial household—Drusus, 
brother of the future emperor Tiberius; C. Domitius 
Ahenobarbus, the father of the emperor Nero; and L. 
Cornelius Sulla Felix, son-in-law of Germanicus—as well as 
two Augustan generals, P. Sulpicius Quirinius and M. Ser- 
vilius, held honorary magistracies in the colony. At the 
same time the city center was adorned with a magnificent 
series of buildings connected with the imperial cult: a 
Roman-style podium temple set in front of a semicircular 
portico at the head of a large colonnaded square, a colon- 
naded street named after the emperor Tiberius, a triple 
arched gateway, which was completed in a.p. 50, and a 
staircase linking the street with the imperial sanctuary 
(Robinson 1926; Mitchell and Waelkens fc., chap. 4). Also 
during this period members of Antioch’s leading families 
began to hold important positions in the Roman military 
and administrative hierarchy, and the elite of the colony 
were among the first easterners to enter the Senate at 
Rome (Levick 1967: 103-20; Halfmann 1979). The colony 
continued to prosper through the 2d and 3d centuries and 
under Diocletian became the metropolis of the newly con- 
stituted province of Pisidia. An early 4th-century gover- 
nor, Valerius Diogenes, was responsible for an important 
building program and was also active in the persecution of 
Christians (MAMA 1 no. 170; Calder 1920), but by the end 
of the century Antioch had an orthodox bishop in corre- 
spondence with St. Basil, and had witnessed the construc- 
tion of several major churches (Mitchell and Waelkens fc., 
chap. 2 and appendix 1; Kitzinger 1974). 

The time of Antioch’s greatest prosperity came during 
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the Ist century after its refoundation by Augustus, and it 
is against this background that the most famous episode in 
its Christian history, St. Paul’s mission, should be viewed. 
Paul visited Antioch three times (Acts 13:13-52; 16:1-6; 
18:23—on the last two occasions Antioch is not named but 
a visit may be presumed). On his first missionary journey 
Antioch was his first stopping point in Asia Minor, and the 
first place where he proselytized among both gentiles and 
Jews (Acts 13:42—49). This visit, perhaps in a.p. 47, oc- 
curred precisely as the great building program for the city 
center was nearing completion. The choice of Antioch 
reveals much about the character and strategy of Paul’s 
mission. He had come from Perga in Pamphylia, on Tur- 
key’s south coast, where he had not stopped to preach, 
and before that from Paphos on Cyprus, where he had 
won over, at least temporurily, his most distinguished 
convert, the governor Sergius Paulus (Acts 13:5—12). We 
now know that Sergius Paullus (as his name should be 
written) himself came from Pisidian Antioch: members of 
his family received honors there and intermarried with 
another prominent local family, the Caristanii. They also 
acquired large estates in central Anatolia (Halfmann 1979; 
Mitchell, ANRW 2/72: 1073--4; Mitchell 1981). It is over- 
whelmingly likely that Pauli, who had almost certainly 
adopted the Latin name in place of the Hebrew Saul in 
recognition of the meeting with Sergius Paullus (Dessau 
1910), was directed to Antioch by his recent convert. 
There were other reasons why Antioch should have been 
an attractive destination. The clear purpose of Paul’s jour- 
neys was to visit major cities in the eastern parts of the 
Roman Empire: colonies such as Alexandria Troas, Phi- 
lippi, and Corinth; or leading provincial cities like Thes- 
salonica, Beroea, Athens, and Ephesus. The ultimate goal, 
demonstrated not only by events but by the early Epistle 
to the Romans, was Rome itself. Although in the event 
most of Paul’s known converts came from lower-class back- 
grounds (Meeks 1982), he clearly had ambitions to win 
over the leaders of society in the cities. Pisidian Antioch 
was a natural target for his activities. It not only contained 
a large population of Roman citizens, but was even divided, 
following Roman practice, into wards (vici) which were 
named after prominent landmarks or institutions of the 
city of Rome itself (Levick 1967: 76-78). The splendid 
buildings associated with the imperial cult were on a scale 
that could hardly be paralleled in the Greek part of the 
empire and emphatically underlined these associations. 
Antioch would have appeared to Paul as a model of the 
capital itself. 

Paul’s first addresses in Antioch and nearby Iconium 
were in the synagogues, which may have had their origins 
in the Hellenistic period when the Seleucid Antiochus II 
is known to have settled Babylonian Jews in Phrygia (Jose- 
phus Ant 12 § 147). He reminded them of the tradition to 
which they belonged and identified Jesus as the savior 
descended from David whose coming had been prophe- 
sied to the Jews. The address contains one of Paul’s most 
explicit descriptions of the crucifixion and resurrection as 
proof of the fulfillment of those prophecies. According to 
Acts, the mission attracted so much attention that on the 
Sabbath following the first address almost the whole city, 
Jew and gentile alike, turned out to hear Paul, causing the 
leaders of the Jewish community to turn against him. They 
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looked for support from leading persons in the city and 
from highborn women who were “god-fearers” (sebomenat). 
This expression distinguishes the group from the loudaioi, 
Jews in the full sense, and it is illuminated by other 
passages in Acts which separate Jewish sympathizers from 
Jews, and by inscriptions from Asia Minor which make 
clear that these divisions were characteristic of most of the 
communities of the Diaspora (Millar and Vermes 1986: 
150-77). Since the leading women of Antioch were cer- 
tainly members of the Roman colonial families settled by 
Augustus, it is clear that, as in contemporary Rome, Juda- 
ism was winning converts among the aristocracy of the 
period. 

Some twenty years after Paul’s visit to Antioch, the 
Phrygian city of Acmonia, which also had a prominent 
Roman community, had a synagogue built with funds 
provided by a highborn woman of Galatian descent, lulia 
Severa. She had close associations with the locally estab- 
lished Roman family of the Turronii, one of whom was the 
leading member of the synagogue, another a high priest 
of the Roman imperial cult (MAMA 6 nos. 264-65). This 
cultural milieu is strikingly similar to that implied by the 
account in Acts of Paul’s experience in Antioch. 

In the longer term the mission failed. Apart from the 
information that can be extracted from the apocryphal 
2d-century Acts of Paul and Thecla, relating the martyrdom 
of one of Paul’s notable converts, there is virtually no trace 
of Christianity in Pisidian Antioch before the peace of the 
Church in the 4th century a.p. 
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STEPHEN MITCHELL 


ANTIOCH OF SYRIA 


Antioch of Syria was built on the Orontes River 
(36°14'N; 36°07'E; now in modern Turkey) about 300 
B.c.E. by Seleucus I. It continued to grow in size and 
influence during the Hellenistic period. Legends and some 
archaeological remains suggest that pioneering Greeks 
had settled in the area before the city was founded. Its 
lush river valley and the plain to the north—which in- 
cluded a lake—normally provided ample supplies of grain, 
olives, grapes, and fish. From springs to the south in 
Daphne, the favored summer home of the wealthy, fresh 
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water reached the city via two aqueducts. Antioch flour- 
ished, despite its vulnerable military position between the 
mountains north of it and the broad valley around it. 
Seleucia Pieria, its port, lay less than a day’s walk from 
Antioch. The two cities were connected by the Orontes, 
which usually carried cargo from the port to the metrop- 
olis. A break in the Lebanese mountains fostered trade 
with the East. Chinese porcelain was discovered in the 
excavations and a silk industry still exists in the village of 
Samandagi, not far from the site of Seleucia. Antioch also 
became an important military center after it was incorpo- 
rated into the Roman Empire in 64 B.c.£. and served as a 
staging area for wars between Rome and its eastern adver- 
saries. 

When Seleucia Ctesiphon was destroyed in 165 C.E., 
Syrian Antioch ranked as the third largest city of the 
Roman world next to Rome and Alexandria. Ancient and 
modern estimates of its size vary. Ancient sources range 
from 600,000 (Pliny HN 6.122 for Seleucia Ctesiphon’s 
population) to 200,000 (Chrysostom Pan. Ign. 4). Modern 
historians suggest about 100,000 in the Ist century c.£., 
but if the metropolitan region as well as slaves are in- 
cluded, the number well may exceed this conservative 
estimate. 

The site is still breathtaking. On a clear day one can see 
from Mt. Casius southwest of Antioch all the way to Cy- 
prus. Temperatures are moderate and rainfall is usually 
sufficient. But frequent earthquakes and the shifting trade 
routes led to rapid decline after the Arab invasions. Mod- 
ern Antakya is a bustling small city that occupies much of 
the ancient site. Ruins of the walls, the hippodrome, a 
large structure that might be the foundation of Diocle- 
tian’s palace, masonry works to control flooding, and por- 
tions of the aqueducts can still be seen. The most impor- 
tant artifacts, however, are the magnificent mosaics found 
during the 1932-39 excavations (Princeton University and 
the Sorbonne). Most of them are displayed in the Antakya 
museum (others at Princeton and the Louvre). They form 
perhaps the best single collection in the world. 

Seleucus I built Antioch on the SE side of the Orontes, 
setting up the streets in a normal grid pattern, except for 
the main one. This thoroughfare, complete with temples 
and shops, baths and beggars, ran NNE from the S gate 
to a central point within the city and then NE to the E 
gate. It was finished in the Roman period when Herod the 
Great paved it with marble, and Tiberius later built the 
colonnades. Thus, in the Ist century c.z. Antioch was a 
beautiful, important center of commerce, culture, and 
political power. 


A. Judaism 

No specific piece of literature about Jews in Antioch was 
written in the city or addressed to the Jewish community 
there. But a number of sources important for the history 
of the city, including not only the Talmud and Josephus, 
but also the Chronographia of Malalas, contain information 
about Antiochene Jewry. 

The earliest settlers of Seleucus’ city—aside from the 
native Syrians and perhaps Greek pioneers—were his own 
soldiers, which included Cretans, Cypriots, and Jews. Jose- 
phus claims that the Jews were granted rites as a politeuma, 
a “political state,” by Seleucus, but corroborating evidence 
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for such early status is lacking (AgAp 2 §39, Ant 12 § 119, 
JW 7 § 43). The situation of the Jewish community in 
Antioch during the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes (175- 
163 B.C.E.) was apparently quite difficult. Epiphanes’ suc- 
cessors returned brass votive offerings, previously sent by 
Antiochene Jews to Jerusalem and confiscated there, but 
large-scale repression of Jews at Antioch is unknown. 2 
Macc 4:33—58 speaks of a former Jewish high priest, Onias 
II, who lived in greater Antioch, most likely at Daphne. 
He came to the metropolis after Jason had assumed the 
high priesthood. When Antiochus Epiphanes marched 
away from Antioch, he left a man named Andronicus in 
charge. Onias discovered that a certain Menelaus had 
stolen vessel; of gold from the Jerusalem temple and sold 
them. Overwhelmed with anger, Onias made the deed 
public but, fearing for his life, he fled to a place of refuge 
in Daphne, possibly the temple of Apollo. Antiochus’ 
deputy Andronicus agreed to give him protection but then 
killed him when he left the sanctuary. Andronicus’ reason 
was simple: he had in his possession some of the golden 
pieces Menelaus stole. 

Even thou zh its size warranted respect, the Jewish com- 
munity often did not fare well with the general populace 
of Antioch. A rebellion under Demetrius II (145-139 
B.C.E.) was put down not only by the ruler’s Cypriot mer- 
cenaries, but also by troops he requested from Jonathan 
of Israel. Thus Jewish soldiers were among those who 
ravaged the city and killed a number of its Jewish citizens. 
Alexander Jannaeus of Israel later refused to recruit Syr- 
ian troops for his army, perhaps because of their hatred 
for Jews (Josephus Ant 13 §137; 1 Macc 11:45—47). 

After the coming of the Romans, Jews at Antioch showed 
their continued importance, a power that both exalted 
their position and made them objects of envy. Between 30 
and 20 B.c.e Herod the Great used his enormous wealth 
to demonstrz:te his allegiance to Rome by paving the main 
street of Antioch with marble (Josephus JW 1} $425; Ant 16 
§148). In 9-6 B.c.E. a Jewish emir, a “military com- 
mander,” from Babylon named Zamaris was allowed to 
take up residence in greater Antioch. Because he brought 
100 relatives and 500 mounted bowmen, he was settled 
north of the walled city in the plain. That decision implies 
that some Jews were already living there, perhaps as farm- 
ers (Josephus Ant 17 §23-—27). 

When Caligula decided to have a statue of himself as 
Zeus made and set up within the Jerusalem temple, he 
ordered the governor of Syria, Petronius, to carry out his 
will. The statue was constructed at Sidon. Either there or 
at Ptolemais Jews offered their first protests. But a strange 
account of an Antiochene circus riot between Blues and 
Greens during the governorship of Petronius (39-41 ¢.£.), 
may be related to Caligula’s plan. Petronius supported the 
Greens and so did the Jews. The Blues were angered by 
the games, became violent, eventually burned at least one 
synagogue, and killed a number of Jews. Perhaps the 
Jewish community wanted to influence Petronius quietly 
through the available city institutions by supporting his 
party. Whatever their intention, they became the target of 
the riot (Malalas 244.15-245.}). 

In the sixties, Antiochus, the son of a Jewish leader, 
rushed into a crowded theater and shouted that the Jews 
were plotting to burn the city. He led the angered crowd 
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in making various Jews sacrifice to pagan gods or die, and 
was given command of troops who forced his people to 
break the Sabbath by working as they did on other days. A 
few years later, when fire broke out in the business and 
administrative center of the city and Antiochus repeated 
his charges, only the intervention of C. Pompeius Collega, 
the governor of Syria, prevented a pogrom (Josephus JW 
7 §46-62). 

The Roman general and future emperor Titus received 
much political attention with his triumphal entry into 
Antioch after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 c.zc. A mass of 
Antiochene citizens pleaded with him to destroy their 
Jewish community, but he refused to annihilate the Jews, 
to expel them, or to withdraw their rights as a politeuma. 
Yet to please the citizens he took some of the booty from 
Jerusalem, bronze cherubim from the temple, and placed 
them at the Daphne Gate. At a higher place on the gate 
itself he put up statuary that probably depicted Aeternitas 
and thus reminded everyone of Rome’s victory in Jerusa- 
lem. Since most of Antioch's Jews lived in the southern 
quarter around the Daphne Gate, they were continually 
humiliated by these strong symbols of their defeat (Jose- 
phus JW 7 §96—111; Ant 12 $121-124; Malalas 281.4—5). 

Both the influence and tie financial position of Jews 
within the city waned even into the early part of the second 
century. When Rabbis Akiba, Eliezar, and Jehoshua came 
to collect support for Jewish scholars, the assembled funds 
were meager, nothing like the gold sent to Jerusalem in 
the earlier periods (j. Hor. 3. 48a). But by the end of the 
century, there is some evidence that the Jewish community 
was recovering. The Jew Asalbinos was an owner of impor- 
tant property and a member of the city Senate (Malalas 
290.14-20). 


B. Christianity 

No biblical literature explicitly claims that it was com- 
posed in Antioch; neither is any Scripture specifically 
addressed to Christianity in the city. Many NT scholars 
suppose that Matthew was written in Antioch. Meier, fol- 
lowing Streeter (1924), has argued that Matthew origi- 
nated in the city but, like Streeter, he offers only conjec- 
tural argument (Brown and Meier 1983). The claims rest 
on Streeter’s contention that no gospel could have gained 
wide acceptance had it not come from a major center. 
Matthew was used by Syrian writers such as Ignatius of 
Antioch, but no point in the text of the gospel demands 
that it was written in Antioch. Kingsbury (1977) claims on 
the basis of internal evidence that Matthew must have come 
from a wealthy urban church, and thus from Antioch, the 
great Syrian center. History does not require that wealth, 
culture, and influence exist only in great urban centers. 
But, given those strictures, A.ntioch is the best candidate 
for the place where Matthew was composed. 

Shepherd (1956) argued that the letter of James was 
written in Syria, but he did not claim it came from Antioch. 
Following patristic citations, Fitzmyer supports Antioch as 
the city in which Luke wrote his gospel (Fitzmyer Luke 
1-9 AB). No clear detail in the gospel or Acts demands 
that they were composed in Antioch. Harnack (1908) pro- 
posed a written Antiochene source for the book of Acts. 
Jeremias (1966) and Bultmann (1967) basically agreed, but 
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Dupont (1960) and Haenchen (1968) have disputed that 
suggestion. 

The only firsthand report of events in Antiochene Chris- 
tianity comes from Paul (Gal 2:11-14). The conflict be- 
tween Peter and Paul focused on gentile and Jewish Chris- 
tians eating together, perhaps celebrating agape feasts. 
They ignored either the strict laws about food or those 
concerning table fellowship, rules important to both con- 
servative Judaism and conservative Jewish Christianity. Ac- 
cording to Paul’s account, Peter agreed to these meals and 
participated in them until men “sent by James” from 
Jerusalem challenged his position. Although Gal 2:11-14 
provides the basis of this report, the entire letter forms 
Paul’s defense of Christian freedom against the demands 
of Judaizers. 

Peter’s position deserves closer attention. Paul claims 
that “the rest of the Jews [i.e., Jewish Christians] and 
Barnabas” accepted Peter’s decision. This acceptance evi- 
dently was based on the concern Jewish Christians had for 
their counterparts in Palestine. With Judaism still well 
established in that region, there would be difficulty recruit- 
ing new members were the initiates called upon to break 
the established customs. Peter’s reversal may have been 
affected by his concern for evangelism in Palestine and 
unity in the whole Church. 

If that description of the conflict between Peter and Paul 
is correct, then perhaps the following relationship between 
Galatians 1-2 and Acts 15 makes sense. The conference in 
Jerusalem debated the validity of gentile mission and prob- 
ably occurred before Paul’s confrontation with Peter. It 
decided that missions to Jews and to gentiles were appro- 
priate. But the leaders did not foresee that areas of over- 
whelming gentile populations might lead to congregations 
including both Jewish and gentile Christians. In that at- 
mosphere, all the food laws and the rules for table fellow- 
ship would come under pressure. 

The relationship between Galatians and Acts 15 remains 
confused. The reported letter from the Jerusalem confer- 
ence indicates that Jewish Christians compromised but did 
not sacrifice what was in their view necessary for Jewish 
mission and Christian unity. If Paul accepted such a deci- 
sion, which is itself uncertain, he did not allow it to dictate 
his sense of growing gentile mission or his understanding 
of practice within Jewish-gentile congregations. 

The background for this interpretation is provided by 
Acts 11:19-20. Haenchen (1968) and others find these 
comments to be editorial transitions of questionable histor- 
ical value. But if a group of Jewish Christians fled the 
persecution in Jerusalem and preached in Antioch only to 
Jews, then an audience ready to hear Peter’s position and 
that of James’ representatives was in place. Paul was pre- 
pared to do almost anything consistent with the gospel to 
win followers to Christ (Philippians and Romans), but some 
Jewish Christians in Antioch originally were willing only to 
continue the tradition they knew. For them, Jesus was the 
Messiah of Jews. Yet others rejected such restrictions; they 
preached also to Greeks. The stage was set for conflicts 
not debated at the Jerusalem council. 

Perhaps the early problems in Jerusalem concerning 
Jewish and Hellenistic widows had demanded discussions 
about the nature of the community in the midst of such 
cultural variations (Acts 6). Judaism had partially solved 
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the problems by organizing itself into various synagogues; 
at least, we know that in Jerusalem there were synagogues 
of Cypriots and Hellenists. The earliest Christians, how- 
ever, found such separations difficult. They apparently 
appointed functionaries to deal with the problems, one of 
whom, Nicolaus, had come from Antioch. But the details 
are slight, and the accounts questioned by many careful 
scholars. 

Acts 11:26 indicates that the term “Christians” was first 
used in Antioch. No evidence suggests that it arose else- 
where. Tacitus, Suetonius, Pliny, and other non-Christians 
found some form of the word to be descriptive. Among 
the so-called Apostolic Fathers it occurs only in Ignatius’ 
letters, and appears again in Theophilus’ apology. The 
verb form in Acts 11:26 does not specify whether the 
Antiochene Christians gave themselves that name or it was 
given to them by outsiders. Malalas (252.8—13) reports that 
Evodius, the bishop who followed Peter, created the term, 
but his account primarily indicates that later Christians 
found it important to claim they chose the name for 
themselves. Bikerman (1949) has argued persuasively for 
the name being the Christians’ choice, yet Downey (1961), 
who brilliantly connected the incident with the circus con- 
flict during the reign of Caligula, saw the term as a Roman 
creation. If this word arose in a time when Jews were 
suffering a pogrom, the Christians’ need to distinguish 
themselves from Jews and the authorities’ need to identify 
them as non-Jews well may have coincided. 

The reference to a large famine under Claudius (Acts 
11:27-30) forms the context of yet another story about 
Antiochene Christianity. Some historians take the refer- 
ence seriously as an attempt by Luke to tie his account to 
important events. Within the NT, the visit of Paul and 
Barnabas to Jerusalem with relief creates problems of 
chronology. Textual variants for Acts 12:25 demonstrate 
the difficulties early Christians had with this sequence. In 
various manuscripts Paul and Barnabas return “to Jerusa- 
lem,” “from Jerusalem,” or “to Antioch.” Paul specifically 
claims in Gal 1:18 and 2:1 that he did not go to Jerusalem 
until 14 years after his conversion. That amount of time 
does not appear to elapse between Acts 11:29-30 and 
14:25-15:35. Although it is plausible that Antiochene 
Christians aided Jerusalem Christians during a famine, the 
chronology is indecipherable. 

In Acts 13:1 the mention of prophets and teachers as 
leaders suggests the earliest organizational pattern for the 
Christian community in Antioch. It is they who send Paul 
and Barnabas on a mission to the wider world. Those 
named are of interest. Symeon and Manaen bear Semitic 
names while Symeon’s name Niger is ambiguous. Although 
it might refer to his skin coloring, in ancient literature it 
can also refer to temperament or some important event in 
the bearer’s life. 

Manaen, the suntrophos of Herod the Tetrarch, most 
probably was a man of position, who worked within the 
inner circle of Herod Antipas’ court. The word suntrophos 
could mean only that he was the child of a wet nurse or a 
household servant, one who was a companion of the king 
during his youth. But it is unlikely that Luke would have 
emphasized that connection. Herod the Great had paved 
the central street of Antioch and doubtless had an embassy 
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in the city :o oversee the project. Perhaps his son also 
placed prominent people in the metropolis. 

Lucius of Cyrene indicates another interesting relation- 
ship. The North African city of Cyrene had a large Jewish 
colony. Perhaps Lucius came directly from that city. He 
might have heard the gospel there or he might have 
become a Christian as a result of evangelization of a 
synagogue hke that of the Cyrenes in Jerusalem or some 
other city. We cannot tell. At best we know that Lucius 
considered Cyrene to be his home and that he was a 
Christian leader in Antioch. His Latin praenomen, Lucius, 
perhaps like that of Paul, suggests important Roman con- 
nections. 

Acts does not speak of the confrontation between Paul 
and Peter at Antioch. But if Barnabas remained convinced 
of Peter’s position as Paul describes it in Gal 2:15, his 
disagreement with Paul about John Mark in Acts 15:36—41 
may have involved another issue. Barnabas and John Mark 
might represent a team that intended to preach more to 
Jews than to gentiles, or at least a twosome that was willing 
to leave the decisions of the Jerusalem council intact, and 
thus avoid the problems Antiochene Christianity pre- 
sented for Jerusalem Christians. 

Such an explanation strengthens the interpretation that 
Antioch developed into a center of Jewish Christianity led 
by people who did not agree with Paul’s position. Some 
have found Acts 18:22-23 to imply that Paul returned, 
argued his case once more, and was again rejected. Yet 
that well mzy be a misinterpretation. According to Acts 
15:40, when Paul and Silas left Antioch on the so-called 
second miss:onary journey, the church at Antioch sup- 
ported their mission. 

In Gal 2:13 Paul did not say that gentile Christians in 
Antioch had disagreed with his views. Furthermore Paul 
praises Barnabas in | Cor 9:6. The event described in that 
passage occurred after the disagreement in Antioch. Per- 
haps Paul and Barnabas were eventually reconciled. At 
least no one should claim that Pauline Christianity defi- 
nitely lost its place in Antioch during the apostle’s lifetime. 

Ignatius, who flourished in Trajan’s reign, turned cer- 
tain Pauline positions upside down; others he kept funda- 
mentally intact. He argued for monepiscopacy and his own 
personal authority, but fought both docetic and Judaizing 
treatments of christology. During the last half of the 2d 
century, various gnostics taught in the metropolis. Menan- 
der, Saturninus, Cerdon, Tatian, and Axionicus have all 
been associated with Antioch (Just. Apol. 1.26; Iren. Haer. 
1.22; Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.10-5.2; Epiph. Anac. 46.1; Tert. 
Adv. Valent. 4.3). 

The Jewish Christian character of Antiochene Christi- 
anity is apparent. About 180 c.z. Theophilus, the bishop 
of Antioch, wrote a Christian apology so marked by Hel- 
lenistic Jewish arguments that it might almost pass for 
Jewish literature. And Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.22, 36) em- 
ployed lists cf bishops for the metropolis that begin with 
Peter and fail to mention Paul. Even the later history of 
Antiochene Christianity often indicates the strength of 
gentile appeal, rooted in an appreciation for and appro- 
priation of Jewish tradition and hermeneutic. 

The metropolis served as a crucible in which more than 
one understanding of Christianity took shape. There 
Christianity became a world religion. It supported a mis- 
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sion to gentiles, insisted upon close connections to Juda- 
ism, and formed a Jewish-gentile Christian community. 


C. Other Religions 

In the process of founding Antioch, Seleucus I appar- 
ently offered sacrifices to Zeus Kasios in Seleucia Pieria, to 
Zeus Keraunios in Iopolis, and to Zeus Battiaios on the site 
(Malalas 198.23—201.3). The importance of Zeus is indi- 
cated by the various names under which he was repre- 
sented in the city: Epikarpies, Nemean, Nikephoros, Phi- 
lios, Soter, as well as the Olympian Zeus (Lib. Ep. 11.51; 
Just. Epit. 39.2.5-6; Julian Mis. 346B—D; Malalas 275.10; 
283.4—9 [Jeffreys et al. 1986]). Only the Tyche of Antioch 
has a similar significance in the fragmentary remains from 
the metropolis. Her statue was created early and domi- 
nated Antiochene life (Malalas 201.1-2; 276.6—9). Stat- 
uettes and coins depict her presence. Apollo was wor- 
shipped at Daphne in a marvelous temple that burned in 
the 4th century c.£. (Lib. Ep. 11.94—99; Sozom. Hist. Eccl. 
5.19). A beautiful statue of Artemis graced the city from 
Hellenistic times (Lib. Ep. 11.59-65). 

The metropolis had an Isis cult; lamps, statuary, inscrip- 
tions, and mosaics, as well as the ruins of a temple, evi- 
dence its presence. The Romans built temples to their 
pantheon and set up statues to honor their former rulers. 
By the time of Augustus, deified emperors were well rep- 
resented in the city. In 7/6 B.c. he appears on coins issued 
in Antioch as the high priest of his own cult. About 117 
c.E., Hadrian built a small but lovely shrine to the deified 
Trajan and constructed a temple to the nymphs that in- 
cluded a statue of himself represented as Zeus (Suda s.v. 
Iobianos). 

Julian (Mis. 346B—D), Libanius (Ep. 11.16-27), Livy 
(41.20.9), and Malalas (29.15-16; 30.2-3; 235.6-7; 
246.10-19; 263.11-17; 283.4-9; 302.6-9; 307.5—-20) also 
speak of temples or shrines built to honor Aphrodite, 
Ares, Asclepius, Athena, Calliope, Demeter, Dionysus, 
Hecate, Herakles, Hermes, Io, Jupiter Capitolinus, Kronos, 
Minos, the Muses, and Nemesis as well as statuary honor- 
ing many other gods. Most of these worship centers were 
active during the Roman period. 

The famous Antiochene Clympic games always involved 
Greek and Roman gods. A Syrian Maiuma festival was 
incorporated into the celebrations for Dionysus and Aph- 
rodite (Malalas 284.21—285.11). Mosaics and the visit of 
Apollonius of Tyana indicate the influence of magic within 
the city in the Ist century c.r. (Philostr. VA 6.38). Euphra- 
tes of Tyre, a popular Stoic preacher, may also have been 
in the metropolis during tha! period (Pliny Ep. 1.10). 

Many of these religions had declined by the 4th century 
c.E., as Libanius and Julian indicate, but they continued to 
be influential. In the 6th century two Antiochenes were 
prosecuted in Constantinople for pagan practices (Michael 
the Syrian 2:271). Thus Syrian Antioch was a center of 
many Greco-Roman religioris well beyond the period of 
interest to biblical students. 
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ANTIOCHIANS [Gk Antiocheis]. Hellenized Jews liv- 
ing in Jerusalem enrolled as privileged citizens of Antioch 
(2 Macc 4:9, 19; see 1 Macc 1:13—14). “Antiochians” is the 
rendering of 2 Macc 4:9, 19 in the NAB. The term is 
variously rendered in other versions: “citizens of Antioch” 
or “Antiochian citizens” (RSV, GNB), “Antiochenes” 
(NEB), and “Antochists” (JB, NJB). When Jason bought 
the high priesthood from Antiochus IV, his deal included 
the Hellenization of Jewish citizens through institution of 
the gymnasium, citizenship training, and enrollment as 
Antiochian citizens. 

These Hellenized Jews did not form a united party in 
Jerusalem. In 175 some supported Jason, an Oniad, while 
by 172 another group supported Menelaus, a Tobiad 
whom Antiochus appointed high priest in Jason’s place for 
a bribe (2 Macc 4:23—50). In 169, Jason and his supporters 
tried to retake Jerusalem upon hearing the false rumor 
that Antiochus IV had died in Egypt. Jason took the city, 
forcing the supporters of Menelaus to flee to the citadel 
for their lives. However, Antiochus’ return forced Jason to 
flee. This power play among the Antiochian Jews incited 
Antiochus’ violence against Jerusalem and his despoiling 
of the temple treasury, with Menelaus’ help (2 Macc 5:1— 
16). In 167, Antiochus built a fortress and a mercenary 
garrison in Jerusalem to protect the Antiochians (2 Macc 
5:22-26; | Macc 1:29-33). The Antiochian citizens be- 
came irrelevant after the success of the Maccabean revolt. 

Three theories try to explain the nature of the Anti- 
ochian citizenship. First, Antiochus gave privileges to cities 
of his empire by making them into “Antiochs” and their 
citizens into “Antiochians” (Bevan 1966; Tcherikover 
1959). Second, the Antiochians were a group of Hellenized 
citizens who gathered around the gymnasium as a surro- 
gate for a true polis until a polis could be established 
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(Bickermann 1979). Third, Antiochus, formerly a hostage 
in Rome, tried to imitate Roman extension of citizenship 
to people in cities of his empire in order to insure their 
loyalty (Goldstein Maccabees AB). 
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ANTIOCHIS (PERSON) (Gk Antiochis]. Concubine of 
Antiochus Epiphanes IV (2 Macc 4:30). Antiochus IV’s 
official queen was Laodice, who may have been his sister. 
According to oriental custom, Antiochus IV assigned the 
maintenance of Tarsus and Mallus, two Cicilian towns, to 
Antiochis’ care. The Seleucid kings ruled by right of 
conquest and had sovereign authority over their con- 
quered domain to dispose of their lands as they wished. 
The revenues of the two cities were assigned to Antiochis 
for her maintenance, and she was probably given authority 
to intervene in official affairs of state, perhaps affronting 
the Cicilians’ pride. The citizens of the two cities revolted 
in a.p. 170, demanding the immediate attention of Antio- 
chus IV. 

The coins of Tarsus indicate that Antiochus conferred 
the privileges of an Antiochene city upon Tarsus. An 
inscription from a.p. 166 indicates that Tarsus continued 
to enjoy the privileges of Antiochene citizenship after the 
revolt against Antiochis. Nothing is known of Antiochis or 
this rebellion apart from the reference in 2 Maccabees. 

Scotr T. CARROLL 


ANTIOCHUS (PERSON). A Macedonian name (“op- 
poser”) borne by the father of Seleucus I, founder of the 
Seleucid dynasty of Syria, hence favored by the following 
kings of the dynasty. 

1. Antiochus I Soter (“savior”) (281—261 B.c.). Born 324 
B.c., the son of Seleucus I and the Bactrian princess 
Apama, he was coregent before becoming king after his 
father was assassinated in 281 s.c. Having consolidated 
control over Syria, Antiochus renounced the Macedonian 
ambitions of Seleucus (a treaty made with Antigonus Gon- 
atas, 278 B.c.) and concentrated upon expanding Seleucid 
power into Asia Minor. This brought him into conflict in 
280/279 B.c. with Ptolemy II of Egypt, and later with the 
Gauls (Galatians), who had crossed the Hellespont in 278/ 
277 B.c. after devastating Greece and Macedonia. The 
exact outcome of the First Syrian War (274-271 8.c.) with 
Ptolemy II is unclear, except that Coele-Syria continued 
under Egyptian control. It was Antiochus’ victory over the 
Gauls in the so-called elephant battle of 275 (or 270) B.c. 
which gained him his title Soter, but he was defeated at 
Sardis in 262 B.c. by the Galatian mercenaries of Eumenes 
of Pergamum (paid for by Ptolemy). Like his father, Anti- 
ochus keenly promoted Hellenism through colonization, 
founding many cities particularly in Iran, and it was he 
who established the Seleucid ruler cult. 

2. Antiochus II Theos (“god”) (261-246 B.c.). Coregent 
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(from 268 B.c.) before succeeding his father, Antiochus I. 
His control of Asia Minor was soon challenged by Ptolemy 
If (Second Svrian War, 260—253[?] B.c.). Antiochus seems 
to have emerged the overall victor, but by offering a huge 
dowry Ptolemy prevailed upon him to make a dynastic 
marriage with his daughter Berenice. His repudiated wife, 
Laodice (Antiochus’ half-sister), set up a rival court at 
Ephesus, which Antiochus had recently liberated (259/258 
B.C.) from the tyrant Timarchus (it was this action which 
gained Antiochus his title Theos). Strife between the two 
queens was to culminate after Antiochus’ death (246 b.c.) 
in the murder of Berenice and her son by Antiochus, and 
the Third Syrian (or Laodicean) War (246-241 B.c.) be- 
tween Ptolemy III, Berenice’s brother, and Seleucus II, 
Antiochus’ son by Laodice. The events of his reign are 
alluded to in Dan 11:6—-9. 

3. Antiochus III the Great (223-187 8.c.). Born 24] 
B.c., the younger son of Seleucus II Callinicus, he suc- 
ceeded his brother Seleucus III Soter in 223 s.c. In the 
Fourth Syrian War against Egypt (221-217 B.c., but inter- 
rupted in 220 B.c. by the revolt of Molon in Media) he 
reached Ptolemais in Phoenicia in winter 218/217 B.c. 
before being defeated by Ptolemy IV Philopator at Raphia 
in Gaza on 22 June 217 B.c. (Polybius 5.51—87). Ptolemy 
thus regainec. control of Coele-Syria and Antiochus turned 
his attention eastward against Parthia, Armenia, and Bac- 
tria; it was his conquests there (212-205 B.c.) which gained 
him the title of the Great. On the accession of the young 
Ptolemy V Epiphanes (204 B.c.), he formed a secret alli- 
ance with Philip of Macedon to conquer and partition 
Egypt (Livy 21.14), and the Fifth Syrian War (202~200[?] 
B.C.) saw him extend Seleucid domination to the Sinai. An 
invasion of his kingdom from Pergamum, engineered by 
the Romans, who were becoming alarmed by Antiochus’ 
energy and ambition, allowed the Egyptian general Scopas 
to recover the lost ground temporarily but Antiochus 
finally defeated the Egyptians at the Battle of Panium (200 
B.c.). He thus gained control of all of Palestine. Military 
governors and a system of tax farming were introduced 
throughout Judea but the high temple of Jerusalem was 
guaranteed inviolate and granted subsidies (Josephus, Ant 
12.3.3-4 §§129-53). Under the peace settlement of 195 
B.c., Antiochus gave Ptolemy his daughter Cleopatra I 
with the revenues of Coele-Syria and Palestine as dowry 
but kept control of those areas himself. He now turned 
toward Asia Minor, settling 2000 Jewish families from 
Mesopotamia in Lydia and Phrygia as part of his pacifica- 
tion effort. His invasion of Thrace (194 B.c.) finally wore 
out Roman patience and a lengthy war ensued, which 
ended in his defeat at Magnesia in 190 B.c. The treaty of 
Apamea (188 B.c.) compelled him to send twenty hostages, 
including his son Antiochus IV, to Rome and to yield any 
claim to Asia Minor W of the Taurus. Warlike to the last, 
Antiochus was killed in 187 B.c., plundering the temple of 
Baal in Susa. The major events of his reign are alluded to 
in Dan 11:10--19. 

4, Antiochus IV Epiphanes (“manifest” [as a god]) (175—- 
164 B.c.). Younger son of Antiochus III, he returned from 
Rome when his brother Seleucus [V Philopator sent his 
own son Demetrius as hostage in his stead, and usurped 
the throne after Seleucus was assassinated. His unpredict- 
able character—at one time generous to a fault, at another 
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fiercely tyrannical—is described by Polybius, who gave him 
the nickname Epimanes (“uiterly mad”) (26.1a.1), and by 
Diodorus (29.32) and Livy (41.20). It was his instability, 
verging upon insanity, which was to lead to the excessively 
harsh treatment meted out ¢o the Jews by this otherwise 
energetic and capable ruler. 

Antiochus’ ambition was to use the common culture of 
Hellenism to unify the diversity of the Seleucid empire. 
Accordingly, he was easily won over by promise of payment 
from Jason, leader of the pro-Greek faction in Jerusalem, 
to make him high priest in place of his brother Onias III, 
and willingly allowed him to Hellenize the city by establish- 
ing a gymnasium and an ephebic class and by inscribing 
its citizens as Antiochenes (i.e., Jason may have wished to 
reorganize Jerusalem as a Greek polis called Antioch, 
although the exact interpretation is disputed). 

This state of affairs, described in 2 Macc 4:7-22, lasted 
from ca. 174 B.c. to ca. 171 B.c. until Menelaus, another 
pro-Hellenist whose conduct was to be even more offensive 
to the orthodox, supplanted Jason by offering Antiochus 
even more for the high priesthood. Jason, however, reas- 
serted his claim, apparently believing Antiochus had died 
while on his second campaign against Egypt (170/169 B.c.). 
He seized Jerusalem and besieged Menelaus in the citadel 
(2 Macc 5:5). Antiochus construed this as rebellion and, 
returning with his army tc Syria in late 169 B.c., he 
savagely attacked the city, butchering its inhabitants and 
looting the high temple (2 Macc 5:11—23; Josephus, Ant 
12.5.3 §§246-47). 

Worse followed. Invading Egypt again the next year, 
Antiochus was met outside Alexandria by a Roman dele- 
gation led by C. Popilius Laenas and given an ultimatum 
to desist at once from all hostilities against Egypt or her 
territories. With his stick Popilius drew a circle in the sand 
around Antiochus, who had asked for time for consulta- 
tion, and insisted that he decide before stepping out of it 
(Polybius 29.27; a famous incident retold by many other 
sources). Antiochus had no choice but to withdraw his 
forces. According to Dan 11:30, it was outrage at this 
affront that decided Antiochus to enforce his Helleniza- 
tion policy upon the Jews, even to the extent of completely 
exterminating them and their religion. 

In 167 B.c., Apollonius, his chief tax collector, was 
dispatched with 22,000 men and attacked Jerusalem on 
the Sabbath. Most of the male population was killed and 
the women and children enslaved; those few who could 
left the city. The city walls were demolished and the old 
city of David refortified (the Akra) and furnished with a 
military garrison (I Macc |:29-36; 2 Macc 5:24—-26). 
There followed the prohibition of all Jewish rites and the 
rededication of the high temple to Olympian Zeus. A 
monthly check was made, and anyone found with a copy 
of the Book of the Law or a child who had been circum- 
cised was put to death (1 Macc 1:54-64; Ant 12.5.4~5 
§§248-64). In December 167 B.c. (on 25 Kislev) the first 
pagan sacrifice was performed on the altar to Zeus which 
had been erected over the altar of burnt offering in the 
temple: this is “the abomination of desolation” alluded to in 
Dan 11:31 and 12:11 (cf. 1 Macc 1:54; Mark 13:14 ina Gk 
version). 

Antiochus’ decree, promoted vigorously throughout all 
his domains (2 Macc 6:8—9). was met at first only with 
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passive resistance from the Jews, although of the most 
heroic kind (2 Macc 6:10—7:42; further elborated in 4 
Maccabees). Open defiance, however, soon followed, first at 
Modein, a village NW of Jerusalem, where the priest 
Mattathias refused to obey the local Syrian commissioner 
and sacrifice to the heathen gods. He killed the commis- 
sioner, overturned the altar, and fled with his sons to the 
hills (1 Macc 2:1—-28; Ant 12.6.1—-2 §§265—72). They were 
joined by others but many were massacred in a Syrian 
attack when they refused to defend themselves on a Sab- 
bath (1 Macc 2:32-38; Ant 12.6.2 §§272-78). Mattathias 
persuaded the survivors that the right of self-defense had 
to take precedence and he was now joined by many of the 
Hasidim. His guerrilla bands traveled Judea, defying the 
prohibitions and harassing the Syrians (1 Macc 2:42—48). 

When Mattathias died (166/165 B.c.), the leadership was 
taken over by one of his five sons, Judas Maccabeus, ad- 
vised by his brother Simon. As the Jewish forces grew 
more confident, Judas continued his father’s successes. 
These culminated in the rout of one Syrian force under 
Apollonius, whom Judas himself killed, and then another 
larger army under Seron, the local commander-in-chief (1 
Macc 3:10-24; Ant 12.7.1 §§287—92). 

News of the widespread revolt in Judea reached Antio- 
chus when he was about to embark on a campaign in the 
E (165 s.c.). Lysias, left as vice-regent and guardian of 
Antiochus V, was ordered to depopulate the country. His 
generals Ptolemy, Nicanor, and Gorgias arrived in Judea 
with a large force, so confident that they had with them 
slave traders ready to purchase the Jewish prisoners (1 
Macc 3:38—41; 2 Macc 8:8—11; Ant 12.7.3 §§298—99). That 
confidence, though, was misplaced. The Jewish forces un- 
der Judas, now organized into a regular army, evaded a 
large search party under Gorgias and fell upon the main 
force in camp at Emmaus, completely routing it. Finding 
their camp ablaze when they returned and the Jews ready 
to offer battle, Gorgias and his troops fled the country (1 
Macc 4:1—25; 2 Macc 8:12—36; Ant 12.7.4 §§305-12). 

The campaign was resumed (probably in fall or winter 
165/164 B.c.) by Lysias himself with a larger army (1 Macc 
4:28-35; Ant 12.7.5 §§313—15; although the historicity of 
this campaign is disputed). Judas met him near Beth-zur 
and once again won the day. The subsequent peace nego- 
tiations, which resulted in an amnesty for the Jews and an 
end to their active persecution, are probably reflected in 
the letters quoted in 2 Macc 11:16—21, 27-33, and 34-38. 

Judas was now established in control of all Judea, except 
for the Akra (occupied by Syrian troops until their final 
expulsion by Simon in 142/141 B.c.), and could attend to 
purifying and restoring the temple. The new altar of burnt 
offering was dedicated in December 164, three years to 
the day (25 Kislev) after it had first been profaned (1 Macc 
4:52-59; Megillath Taanith [ed. Lichtenstein] §23). 

Antiochus meanwhile, after quelling the revolt of Artax- 
ias of Armenia (165 B.c.), had invaded Elymais (Elam), 
where he was foiled in an attempt to sack the temple of 
Artemis (Aphrodite in some accounts). He withdrew to 
Tabae in Persia and died there in late 164 B.c. of consump- 
tion (according to Appian, Syr. 66), although several lurid 
accounts of his death through divine retribution are given 
by 1 Macc 6:1-17 (cf. Ant 12.9.1 §§354-59) and 2 Macc 
1:13-17 and 9:1-29. 
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5. Antiochus V Eupator (“born of a noble father’) (164— 
162 B.c.), second son of Antiochus IV. Left under the 
guardianship of Epiphanes’ foster brother Philip, he was 
only nine years old when he became king in 164 B.c. and 
was seized by the army commander Lysias, who made 
himself guardian and regent. After the Maccabean recov- 
ery of the high temple (December 164 B.c.; the letter in 2 
Macc 11:22-26, purporting to be from Antiochus to Lys- 
ias, which guarantees Jewish religious rights, may come 
here rather than be part of the settlement of 162 B.c.), 
Judas laid siege to the Syrian garrison in the citadel (163/ 
162 B.c.). Antiochus and Lysias responded by invading 
Judea and besieging Beth-zur (1 Macc 6:18-31). After 
defeating Judas’ army at Beth-zachariah (1 Macc 6:32—46; 
misrepresented as a Jewish victory by 2 Macc 13:15—17), 
they took Beth-zur and put Mt. Zion under siege. But news 
that Philip was advancing on Antioch compelled them to 
lift the siege and grant lenient terms. The Jewish fortifica- 
tions were destroyed and the Jews again made subject to 
Syria but they had kept their religious freedom intact. 
Antiochus and Lysias soon defeated Philip but shortly 
afterward they were betrayed to a new pretender, Deme- 
trius I Soter (162-150 B.c.) and were murdered (1 Macc 
7:1—4; 2 Macc 14:1—2; Ant 12.10.1 §§389-90). 

6. Antiochus VI Epiphanes Dionysus (“the manifest Di- 
onysus”) (145-142 B.c.), son of Alexander Balas and Cleo- 
patra Thea. He was still a child when Alexander’s general 
Diodotus Tryphon promoted him as a claimant to the 
Seleucid throne, then occupied by Demetrius II Nicator 
(145-140/139 B.c.). Jonathan, who had initially helped 
Demetrius quell a revolt in Antioch by sending 3000 armed 
men (1 Macc 11:38—53), took their side when Demetrius 
broke his promise to withdraw from the fortresses of 
Judea. After Antiochus was set up as king, Jonathan and 
Simon were made his generals (1 Macc 11:54—59) but their 
subsequent successes alarmed Tryphon. He captured Jon- 
athan by trickery and eventually killed him in 143/142 B.c. 
(1 Macc 12:39-53; 13:23-4) before having Antiochus 
murdered (by corrupt surgeons, according to some 
sources) and assuming the throne himself (1 Macc 13:31- 
32; Ant 13.7.1 §§218—20). 

7. Antiochus VII Sidetes (“man of Side”) (138-129 B.c.), 
so called because his youth was spent at Side in Pamphylia. 
Younger brother of Demetrius II Nicator, he successfully 
contested the throne after the latter’s capture by the Par- 
thians, defeating the usurper Tryphon (Ant 13.7.1—-2 
§§221-24; Strabo 14.5.2 §668). To ensure Jewish support, 
he granted Simon the right to mint coinage as well as 
confirming all earlier privileges (1 Macc 15:1-—9), but after 
his success he reneged and demanded the surrender of 
Joppa, Gazara, and the citadel of Jerusalem and the arrears 
of their tribute (1 Macc 15:26—36). Refusal led to war and 
the rout of his general Cendebeus by Simon’s sons (1 Macc 
15:38-41; 16:1-10; Ané 13.7.3 §§225-27). Later Antio- 
chus himself invaded Judea and besieged John Hyrcanus 
in Jerusalem (135/134 B.c.). After a lengthy siege the city 
was surrendered on terms and its walls demolished (Ant 
13.8.2-3 §§236—48; the exact dates of the siege remain 
uncertain). Antiochus was killed in 129 B.c. while cam- 
paigning against the Parthians, leaving the way clear for 
Hyrcanus to continue the expansionist policies of Jonathan 
and Simon. 
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8. Antiochus VIII Grypus (“hook-nosed”) (125-96 B.c.). 
Born 141 s.c, the second son of Demetrius II Nicator and 
Cleopatra Thea. He reigned jointly with her from 125 to 
121 B.c. In 114/113 B.c. he was deposed by his half-brother 
Antiochus IX Cyzicenus but returned in 111 B.c. and 
regained most of Syria, Cyzicenus retaining only Coele- 
Syria (Porphyry, Eusebius Chron. I. col. 260). The continu- 
ing conflict ketween them meant that Judea under John 
Hyrcanus was once more completely independent of Syria 
(Ant 13.10.1 §§273-74). 

9. Antiochus X Eusebes (“pious”) (95-83 B.c.). Son of 
Antiochus IX Cyzicenus, he spent most of his reign in 
dynastic struggles with the five sons of Antiochus Grypus 
(Seleucus VI, deposed in 95 B.c.; Antiochus XI Philadel- 
phus, defeated and killed after a brief time in power [94 
B.c.]; Philip I Philadelphus [94-83 8.c.]; Demetrius III 
Philopator [95—88, B.c.J; and Antiochus XII Dionysus 
[87-84 B.c.], killed in battle against the Nabateans). These 
years, described in detail by Josephus (Ant 13.13.4 §8365— 
71; 14.3-15.1 §§384-91), represent the death throes of 
the Seleucid dynasty. In 83 B.c., Tigranes, king of Arme- 
nia, seized Syria and ruled it for fourteen years via a 
viceroy until his own defeat by the Romans (69 B.c.). 

10. Antiochus XIII Asiaticus (69—64 B.c.), son of An- 
tiochus X Eusebes. Set up as a client king by Lucullus after 
the defeat of Tigranes, Antiochus was challenged and 
deposed by Philip I], grandson of Antiochus Grypus, in 
65/64 B.c. The Seleucids’ rule over Syria was finally ended 
by Pompey in 64 B.c. and Syria was made a Roman prov- 
ince (63 B.c.). 

11. Unrelated to the Seleucid dynasty is Antiochus, fa- 
ther of the Numenius who was one of the envoys sent by 
Jonathan Maccabeus in 144/143 B.c. to negotiate friendly 
relations with Sparta and to renew the treaty made by 
Judas Maccabeus with the Romans (1 Macc 12:16; 14:22; 
Ant 13.5.8 §§ 163-70). 
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ANTIPAS (PERSON) [Gk Antipas]. An abbreviated form 
of the name Antipatros (Antipater). 

1. A martyr of the Church in Pergamum, described as 
Christ’s faithful witness (Rev 2:13); the same description is 
given to Christ himself (Rev 1:5). Legend among later 
hagiographers (e.g., Simon Metaphrastes and the Bolland- 
ists) has it that Antipas was slowly roasted to death in a 
brass bull duzing the reign of Domitian (Mounce, Revela- 
tion NICNT, 7). 

2. Father cf Antipater (see no. 3, below). According to 
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Josephus, King Alexander and his wife made Antipas 
“general of all Idumea” (Ant (4.1.3). 

3. Father of Herod the Great, also known as Antipater. 
Josephus described him as ar Idumean who was procura- 
tor of Judea (Ant 14.1.3). See HEROD THE GREAT. 

4. Son of Herod the Great and Malthrace who was 
appointed tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea (Hoehner 1980; 
HJP? 1: 340~53). In the NT he is always referred to as 
Herod and is mentioned in the gospels as the king who 
had John the Baptist arrested and executed (Matt 14:3-12 
= Mark 6:17-29; Ant 18.5.2) and subsequently interro- 
gated Jesus during his trial in Jerusalem (Luke 23:6—12). 
See also HEROD ANTIPAS; HERODIAS. 
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ANTIPATER (PERSON) [Gk Antipatros]. Son of Jason 
(1 Macc 12:16; 14:22). He is mentioned twice as an envoy 
sent by Jonathan with Numenius, son of Antiochus, to 
Rome and Sparta. Their purpose was to seek the renewal 
of friendship and alliance with Rome and Sparta (1 Macc 
12:1—23). The successful completion of their mission to 
Sparta is recorded in a letter from Sparta (1 Macc 14:20- 
23) which mentions the hono-able reception of the envoys. 
If, as scholars suggest, 1 Macc 15:15—24 is dislocated in 
the present text and should be relocated after 14:24, then 
the Roman response would be seen in the letter from the 
consul Lucius. In this case Antipater would still be in the 
company of Numenius (1 Macc 15:15), who would have 
been directed back to Rome after Jonathan’s death on 
behalf of Simon (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 492-500). 
Antipater was chosen as envoy because of his father Jason, 
son of Eleazar, who undertook a similar mission under 
Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 8:1'7--32). 
RussELt D. NELSON 


ANTIPATRIS (PLACE) [Gk antipatris]. The city to 
which Paul was taken on his way from Jerusalem to Caesa- 
rea (Acts 23:31). Also, at Matt 13:54 Codex Sinaiticus 
originally had Jesus “coming to Antipatris,” but the anti- 
was subsequently crossed out so that it read (correctly) 
“home country” (Gk paris). Antipatris has been identified 
with Tell Ras el-‘Ain (M.R. 143168) on the source of the 
Yarkon River 26 miles S of Caesarea. One of the five 
biblical towns named “Aphek/Aphekah” occupied this site 
in pre-Hellenistic times. See APHEK, no. 4. Extensive 
archaeological excavations (see bibliography) and the 
abundance of written documents mentioning this city 
make it possible to reconstruct the long history of the site. 


A. Bronze Age 

The earliest occupation at Ras el-‘Ain dates to the Chal- 
colithic period (4th millennium B.c.), but the first walled 
city was erected there only in the EB Age (ca. 3200 B.c.). 
The site was therefore one of the earliest walled cities in 
Palestine, comprising more than 30 acres at the time. Fine 
earthenware bowls produced in this EB city were appreci- 
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ated by many of the inhabitants of the cities in the central 
hill country and Negeb. This town was probably the central 
city of the Sharon plain during most of the 3d millennium 
B.C. 

After the collapse of the EB civilization the site was 
deserted for a time (2300-2000 B.c.), but a new town was 
built there at the advent of the MB Age (2000-1550 B.c.). 
The archaeological finds and the historical sources dem- 
onstrate that during the MB Age this city—Aphek—was 
once again the most prominent city of the Sharon plain. 
In the Egyptian Execration Texts of the 19th—18th centu- 
Ties B.C. it was listed as the town of “Apiqum,” ruled by 
“Yanakilu,” a prince with an Amorite name. Its importance 
at that time is probably reflected in the appelation “Aphek 
of the Sharon” in the LXX (Josh 12:18). Six archaeological 
stages have been distinguished at MB Aphek: (1) resettle- 
ment of the site; (2) building of the city walls and of Palace 
I; (3) building of Palace II and restoration of the city walls; 
(4) Palace II abandoned; (5) building of Palace I11; and (6) 
restoration of Palace III. There was violent destruction of 
the site by the mid-16th century B.c. 

Under the Egyptian empire (LB Age), the city of Aphek 
was reduced to a strategic stronghold on the Via Maris. It 
appears among the cities on the coastal road in Thutmose 
III’s topographical lists and as a town in the S Sharon in 
the annals of Amenhotep II (ANET, 246). Palaces IV and 
V (of the 15th—14th centuries B.c.) were built on the 
acropolis on a smaller scale but with the same orientation 
as the MB palaces. Palace VI of the 13th century, however, 
was just a small fortified residency built for the Egyptian 
governor who now ruled Aphek in place of a local prince. 
This reverse in government probably occurred when Ram- 
eses II took measures to strengthen his military bases in 
Canaan before marching into battle against the Hittite 
forces in Syria. Two similar lime-coated winepresses were 
found near this Palace VI residency, containing Canaanite 
wine jars of the same type as those from the residency’s 
storerooms. Egyptian pottery bowls and other Egyptian 
artifacts were found in the debris, fallen from the residen- 
cy’s upper story. 

The Palace VI residency appears to have been attacked, 
conquered, and put to fire during the last third of the 
13th century. Egyptian artifacts and various inscriptions 
were found in the debris of its upper floor; however, two 
cuneiform tablets warrant special mention. One is a trilin- 
gual lexicon (the first and only of its kind) that has, in 
addition to Akkadian and Sumerian, Canaanite written in 
its third column. The other is a letter sent from the 
governor of Ugarit to the Egyptian high commissioner of 
Canaan. Written in Akkadian, it deals with the transactions 
of wheat between Canaan and Ugarit, taking place in the 
harbor cities of Jaffa and Acco. The letter has been dated 
to ca. 1230 B.c. on prosopographic grounds (see Owen et 
al. 1987), and this must have also been the date of the final 
destruction of Canaanite Aphek. In the OT, Aphek is 
mentioned for the first time in the roster of Canaanite 
cities conquered by Joshua (Josh 12:18). 


B. Iron Age 

Aphek was resettled during the 12th century B.c. by a 
people of unknown origin. The architecture of their 
houses is paralleled only at Tell Abu Huwam in Haifa Bay. 
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Fishing was essential in their subsistence economy. Typical 
Philistine artifacts, including several female deity figurines 
(“Ashdodah”), attest to the presence of the Philistines at 
Aphek during the 11th century B.c. A clay tablet from this 
level, bearing an undeciphered inscription, may be a clue 
to the yet unknown Philistine script. This Aphek is men- 
tioned several times in the Bible as a Philistine base. It was 
there that the Philistines had gathered their armies before 
the Battle of Ebenezer (1 Sam 4:1) and from there David 
was sent back to Ziklag when the Philistines summoned 
their armies before the Battle of Gilboa (1 Samuel 29). 
>Izbet Sartah, an early Israelite settlement located 2 miles 
E of Aphek, has been suggested as the possible site of 
Ebenezer. 

Israelite Aphek was rebuilt during the period of the 
united monarchy, but was devastated by an enemy around 
900 B.c. and never totally recovered. Because of its strate- 
gic location the site was mentioned in several documents 
of the time. The OT states that Hazael took from the 
hands of Jehoahaz king of Israel the seacoast as far as 
Aphek (2 Kgs 13:22b). Esarhaddon, king of Assyria, men- 
tioned “Apiqu, which is on the border of Samaria,” as a 
station on his march toward Egypt. In an Aramaic letter of 
about 600 B.c., written to the pharaoh probably by the 
king of Ekron, Aphek is mentioned as the place at which 
the marauding Babylonians were last intercepted. 


C. Hellenistic and Roman 

The town prospered again in the Hellenistic period 
under the name of Pegai, and it was renamed “Antipatris” 
by Herod the Great, in honor of his father Antipater (Ant 
16.5.2; JW 1.21.9). Its importance during the Roman pe- 
riod was mainly as a crossroad town, halfway between 
Jerusalem and Caesarea. Paul stayed there overnight on 
his two-day journey from Jerusalem to Caesarea (Acts 
23:31). The town was destroyed by Vespasian during the 
Jewish War (JW 4.8.1), was rebuilt again on a larger scale, 
and was totally decimated by the earthquake of a.p. 363, 
never to be restored. 

Archaeological rescue excavations were carried out at 
Ras al-SAin (or Tel Aphek) by the Palestine Department of 
Antiquities and by the Israel Department of Antiquities. 
Major excavations were carried out at the site by Tel Aviv 
University Institute of Archaeology from 1972 to 1985. 
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ANTIPHRASIS. Saying the opposite of what is mear t, 
as for example when Job’s wife urges Job to “bless” (rk; 
i.e., curse) God and die (Job 2:9). See BIBLE, EUPHE- 
MISM AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE. 


ANTONIA, TOWER OF (PLACE) [Gk to anastéma 
tés Antonias; Lat turris Antonia]. Primary military fortifica- 
tion of Jerusalem adjoining Herod’s temple under both 
Herodian and Roman rule and called the Antonian For- 
tress (JW 5.5.8 §240). 

Specific reference to the fortress does not occur in the 
NT, but rather in the pages of historians, particularly 
Josephus. The latter describes the structure in meticulous 
detail, providing information that it was located where the 
N and W ang!es of the temple conjoined, built upon a rock 
50 cubits high and from there rising an additional! 40 
cubits. At each corner of its rectangular walls the fortress 
was surmounted by turrets that reached the height of 50 
cubits in all but its SE corner. There, in a commanding 
position, a great turret of 70 cubits overlooked the temple 
and its courtyards. Inside, the fortress was furnished as 
lavishly as a dalace with baths, courtyards, and quarters 
for a large number of troops (JW 5.5.8 §§238—45). Clearly 
the fortress was strategically located to accomplish Herod’s 
purpose of clominating the temple through a garrison 
which could readily allay any disturbance that might arise 
in the temple precincts (JW 1.21.1 §401). 

The fortress was not actually a new construction by 
Herod, but rather a major renovation and expansion of an 
existing fortification known as the Baris {Heb diva fortress]. 
According to Josephus (Ant 15.11.4 §403), this structure 
dated from the time of Hyrcanus I (135-105 B.c.) and 
occupied the site of an even earlier fortification, the Tower 
of the Hundred in Nehemiah’s wall (Neh. 3:1). The Baris 
was much used and “formed a safe and convenient resi- 
dence for the Hasmonean princes at the times when they 
were obliged to perform high priestly duties in the temple” 
(Paton 1977: 131). The exact ground on which the Anton- 
ian tower was constructed has yet to be determined. The 
fortress itself was destroyed during Titus’ siege of Jerusa- 
lem in 70 A.D when it was invested and later razed by the 
V and XII Roman legions (JW 5.11.4 §467; 6.2.1 §93). 
The site of the tower, along with the whole temple area, 
comprised the location of one of two fora in Hadrian’s 
Aelia Capitolina, built over the ruins of Jerusalem a cen- 
tury after its destruction. Foundation stones often attrib- 
uted to Herocl’s fortress complex seem rather to belong to 
Hadrian’s forum, and archaeological efforts to locate the 
fortress precisely remain inconclusive (Benoit 1976: 87— 
89; Benoit 1952: 545-50; Peters 1985: 76). 


Herod narred his fortress in honor of his friend, the 
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Roman triumvir Marcus Antonius (Tac. Hist. 5.11; JW 
1.21.1 §401; Ant 15.11.4 §409). It was to Mark Antony that 
Herod owed his rule over Judea. When the Hasmonean 
Antigonus, with the aid of Parthian intervention, wrested 
back control from Herod’s father, the Roman procurator 
Antipater, Herod fled to Rome and, with Antony’s support 
and a compliment of 11 legions under the command of 
Antony’s lieutenant Sosius, reasserted his authority in Ju- 
dea. At Antony’s urging, the Roman Senate created Herod 
king of Judea (Tac. Hist. 5.9, App. BCiv. 5.75; Dio Cass. 
49.22; JW 1.14.3 §280-18.3 3357; Ant 14.14.3 §377-16.4 
§491; Huzar 1978: 160-66). The strategic position of the 
Antonian fortress on a height commanding both city and 
temple did not escape the notice of the Romans, who after 
Herod also garrisoned the tower (Tac. Hist. 5.11—12; Peters 
1985: 75-76). Whether the tower served as the praetorium, 
or administrative headquarters of the Roman procurator, 
is questionable. Herod’s palace was more likely used in this 
capacity and as residence of the governor (Benoit 1952: 
531-45). 
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Joun F. HALi 
ANTONY, MARK. See MARK ANTONY. 


ANUB (PERSON) [Heb ‘aniib]. A son of Koz recorded in 
a preexilic list from the genealogy of Judah (1 Chr 4:8). 
The name has been identified with ANAB in Josh 11:21 
and 15:50. Grammatically, ‘Anub is a passive participle 
ostensibly from the root ‘nb, the nominal form of which 
means “grape.” The meaning of the name itself is not clear 
and has been variously defined as “bound, tied” or “mod- 
est.” 
James M. KENNEDY 


APAME (PERSON) [Gk Apamé]. A concubine of Darius I 
(521-486 B.c.) who wielded much power over her king, 
according to 1 Esdr 4:29-22. The apocryphal author 
informs us that it was not one of Darius’ wives, i.e., Atossa, 
Artystone, Parmys, and the daughter of Otanes, but 
Apame, daughter of Bartacus the Illustrious (or Thaumas- 
tos Bartacus), who “dominated” the king. Apame’s histor- 
ical significance is preserved solely through an illustration 
of women’s power given at “The Banquet of Darius” (1 
Esdr 3:1—4:63). Darius probably captured Apame during 
his conquest of the Greeks (Herodotus 3-6). 

Concubines were commonplace at the Persian court. 
Darius’ father, Artaxerxes, had 360 concubines, seeing 
one per day. Persian soldiers had permission to take con- 
cubines on military excursions. However, Apame’s ac- 
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tions—teasing and mocking the king—are inconsistent 
with the contemporary mores and gender roles. Even the 
queens survived under the mercy of the king (Esth 1:15— 
20; and the role of Darius’ queen Atossa in Aeschylus’ 
Pers.). The context of the Apame story obviously stands in 
stark contrast to the biblical account (Ezra 1-8). Three 
major differences between the accounts are (1) the king 
under whom Zerubbabel returned—Cyrus (Ezra 2:2) or 
Darius (1 Esdr 4:13); (2) the nature of Zerubbabel’s au- 
thority—God of Israel and King Cyrus (Ezra 4:3) or King 
Darius (1 Esdr 4:47—-58); and (3) Zerubbabel’s reason for 
involvement—heritage and the law of Moses (Ezra 3:2) or 
cleverness and application of the Apame story (1 Esdr 3:1— 
4:63). 

Numerous cognates of Apame and references to Persian 
concubines are known: wives of Seleucus I Nicator, Magas, 
and Prusias were all named Apama. And at least six 
ancient sites were named Apamea. 

JERRY A. PATTENGALE 


APELLES (PERSON) [Gk Apellés]. A Roman Christian 
who received greetings from Paul in Rom 16:10. Paul 
called him “approved in Christ.” Within the literary 
sources and in more than 37,000 Roman inscriptions, 
Apelles’ name occurs only twenty-seven times (Lampe 
StadtrChr, 138-42, 149, 153). Since the name was not 
common there, it probably indicates that Apelles had 
immigrated to Rome from the east of the Roman Empire. 

Sinaiticus and some minuscules read apellés instead of 
apollés in Acts 18:24 and 19:1. These writers probably 
identified the Christian Alexandrian scholar of Acts 
18:24-28 with the Roman Christian of Rom 16:10, and 
suggested that the latter was “approved” because “through 
grace he greatly helped [the Christians in Greece] . . . 
showing by the scriptures that the Christ was Jesus” (Acts 
18:27-28). Indeed, in the 2d century c.£. a (gnostic-Mar- 
cionite) scholar named Apelles had studied in Alexandria 
and afterward taught in Rome (see Lampe StadtrChr, 350— 
51). With this in mind and by confusing the Ist and 2d 
centuries, Sinaiticus may have merged the two NT persons. 
All other important manuscripts correctly read apollds in 
Acts 18-19 (cf. also 19:1 with 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4—15). 

PETER LAMPE 


APHAIREMA (PLACE) [Gk Aphairema]. Samarian dis- 
trict that became part of Judea during the early Hasmo- 
nean era (1 Macc 11:34). The unprincipled Demetrius II 
Nicator (“the conqueror”; 145-141 B.c.) promised Aphai- 
rema (“separation”) to Judea’s high priest/governor in ex- 
change for loyalty (1 Macc 11:34). The Seleucid king also 
promised the Samaritan districts of Lydda (Lod) and Ra- 
mathaim (Arimathea). But Judea did not realize the actual 
confirmation of these transfers until the reign of Antio- 
chus VI—who was still preoccupied with the Seleucid- 
Ptolemaic power struggle. Aphairema consisted of the SE 
region of Samaria, which was predominantly mountainous 
(Ezra 2:33; Neh. 7:37). Later, as the NE region of Judea, 
Herod the Great (d. 4 B.c.) renamed Aphairema as the 
Thamniticam toparchy, after its new capital Thamna—W 
of the town Ahairema. During Rome's municipal territory 
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system, the town Ahairema (et Taiyibe, Eusebius’ Ephraim, 
On. 24.3) was in the Aelia Capitolina territory and just S of 
the Neapolis boundary. The Romans most likely routed 
the Jerusalem—Gophna road through Aphairema during 
the Bar Kokhba revolt (Avi-Yonah 1976: 185). 
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APHEK (PLACE) [Heb ?apeq; ?apéqa; >apiq). Var. APHIK; 
APHEKAH. The place name Aphek appears eight times 
in the MT as >dpéq or dpéqd (Josh 12:18; 13:4; 19:30; 1 
Sam 4:1; 29:1; 1 Kgs 20:26, 30; 2 Kgs 13:17). A ninth 
reference to °épéqé (Josh 15:53) is translated “Aphekah” in 
the RSV (see APHEKAH; and no. 5 below). The form 
-apiq (RSV “Aphik”) occurs in Judg 1:31. The Lucianic 
version of the LXX provides a final scriptural reference to 
Aphek in a verse appearing after 2 Kgs 13:22 (see no. 4 
below). 

To the earliest scholars it was already clear that these 
referred to several places. Eusebius, for example, already 
distinguished four places of this name (Klosterman 1904: 
22, line 21; 26, line 15; 30, line 16; 34, line 11). However, 
the exact number and their geographical locations remain 
a matter of controversy. The name also appears in other 
ancient written sources. Some of these references—such 
as those appearing in the topographical list of Thutmose 
III, in the description of the military campaign of Amen- 
hotep II, and the reference to “the tower of Aphek” by 
Josephus (JW 11.19.1)—«can each be related to one of the 
biblical Apheks (see no. 4 below). Other references, such 
as that in the Execration Texts (Posener 1940: 69, E9), lack 
additional geographical information and are therefore 
difficult to relate to one specific Aphek. 

Albright’s (1922) suggestion that there were five biblical 
Apheks is accepted here. Albright also suggested, however, 
that the name Aphek is connected with the Assyrian ap- 
équ—“be strong, firm, solid”—and means a fortress. Other 
scholars relate the name to the Hebrew ’apig—valley bed/ 
river torrent (Alt 1925: 52-53, 53 n.1). Since some of the 
sites proposed for these various Apheks are situated along- 
side rivers or near springs of water, the latter explanation 
seems preferable. 

1. Aphek of Asher. A town in the tribal territory of 
Asher listed in the group of cities at the end of the 
description of the territory of Asher (Josh 19:29—30) and 
again (as Aphik) in the list of cities that the tribe of Asher 
did not inherit (Judg 1:31). These two lists were almost 
certainly derived from a common source. Some have iden- 
tified this Aphek with Tel Kurdana (M.R. 160250) at the 
sources of the Na’aman River 9 km SE of Acco (Alt 1928: 
58-59; Mazar 1939), and consequently the kibbutz 
founded nearby has been named Aphek. Alternatively, 
others (Saarisalo 1929: 32, no. 1) have associated it with 
Tel Kabri (M.R. 164268), a large site of 32 hectares, 4 km 
E of Nahariya. There are four large springs in its vicinity, 
the richest in the center of the site. The name Tel Kabri is 
a modern one, the site encompassing the ruins of the 
villages et-Tell, en-Nahr, and the N area, Dhahrat et- Tell. 
The site is presently being excavated (Kempinski and Mi- 
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ron 1987; Kempinski 1987; 1988). The cities not inherited 
by Asher were more probably in the northerly parts of the 
coastal plain, and therefore the identification with Tel 
Kabri is preferable. Both Tel Kurdana and Tel Kabri 
contain considerable MB remains, allowing for the identi- 
fication of the Aphek of the Execration Texts at either site. 

2. Aphek of Aram. A town in or near the territory of 
Aram (Syria) from which Ben-hadad, king of Damascus, 
departed fo: battle against Ahab, and to which he re- 
treated after being defeated (1 Kgs 20:26—30). The refer- 
ence to the God of Israel being a God of the mountains (1 
Kgs 20:23, 28) implies that the battle took place in the 
plain. Elishas prophecy (2 Kgs 13:17) presumably refers 
to the same Aphek. Thus, Aphek is to be sought in 
Aramean territory but near or in the plain and on the 
route to Israel. 

Eusebius (Klosterman 1904: 22, lines 19-22) refers to “a 
large village called Apheka of the town Hippos” in the 
Golan area; however, there he located the Aphek (Heb 
apéqd) of Josh 13:4 (see no. 3 below), not the one men- 
tioned in 1-2 Kings. The Apheka of Eusebius is to be 
identified with modern Fiq (M.R. 216242), 4 km E of Qalat 
al Hisn (Hippos-Suseita). Early finds have not been re- 
ported from this site, and Aharoni (LBHG, 304, n.60) 
suggested placing the biblical Aphek instead at Kh. 
el’Asheq (‘Ein Gev) on the shore of Lake Kinnereth (M.R. 
210243). Recently, however, D. Ben Ami has discovered a 
tell by the name of Tel Soreq (M.R. 215242) in the valley 
to the NW of Fiq and suggested that it is the biblical 
Aphek. In excavations carried out at this site Iron Age 
fortifications of the 8th and 9th centuries have been uncov- 
ered, as have finds from the EB IV, MB II, and LB II 
periods (Beck and Kochavi 1987-88). The site is very 
small, however, so that identification with Aphek remains 
in doubt. 

3. Aphek in Lebanon. A town defining a portion of the 
border of “the land that yet remains (to be possessed),” 
mentioned alongside references to Sidonian and Amorite 
territories (Josh 13:4). Eusebius, who understood “the bor- 
ders of the Amorites” to refer to Transjordan (Exodus 21; 
Numbers 21, 32, etc.), located this Aphek in the Golan 
(Klosterman 1904: 22, lines 19-22). However, although 
the text is corrupt and attempts at complete restoration 
remain conjectural, vv 4-6 almost certainly demarcate a 
region the N border of which is the border of the land of 
Canaan (Nurn 34:7—9), while its S border constitutes the N 
limit of the tribal territories as described in Joshua (Ahar- 
oni LBHG, 215-17; Na’aman 1986: 39-73). Noth (1938: 
48-49) understood Aphek to mark the S border of “the 
land that reraains” and suggested that it was probably the 
Aphek of Asher (see no. | above) or even that in Sharon 
(see no. 4 below). The other portions of the description 
are from S to N, however, and the identification of Aphek 
with Afga (M.R. 231382) on the sources of Nahr Ibrahim 
in Lebanon NE of Beirut seems likely (Dussaud 1927:14). 
This reinforces the identification of Lebo Hamat (“the 
entrance to Hamath,” Num 34:8) with Lebwe to the E of 
Afqa (Elliger 1936: 44), thus placing Aphek on the N 
border of Canaan. 

4. Aphek in Sharon. A town in the Sharon plain area 
whose king was listed as being defeated by the Israelites at 
the time of Joshua (Josh 12:18). The text is problematic, 
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however. The MT reads, “the king of Aphek, one; the king 
of Lasharon, one,” while the LXX seems to presuppose 
“the king of Aphek of Sharon, one.” Its relative proximity 
to Philistine territory is confirmed by | Sam 4:1 and 29:1, 
as well as by the Lucianic version of the LXX, in which the 
note that “Hazael took from [Jehoahaz’] hands all Philistia 
from the Western Sea to Aphek” appears after 2 Kgs 13:22 
(=4 Kgdms 13:22). This Aphek on the coastal plain is 
referred to in a number of other ancient sources, most 
notably Thutmose III’s toposraphical list (No. 66) (Simons 
1937: 117), Amenhotep II’s second Asiatic campaign (Edel 
1953; ANET, 246), Esarhaddon’s campaign to Egypt 
(ANET, 292), an Aramaic papyrus mentioning the king of 
Babylon at Aphek (Porten 1981: 36), and the tower of 
Aphek in or near Antipatris (JW 2.19.1). 

Early scholars did not icentify a town by the name 
Aphek in the Sharon; without exception they followed 
Eusebius in placing the Aphek of 1 Sam 29:1 in the Jezreel 
Valley (Klosterman 1904: 30. line 16). The current identi- 
fication of this Aphek with the tell of Ras el-“Ain (M.R. 
143168) at the sources of the Yarkon River was the result 
of the work of a series of scholars over a period of several 
decades. Wellhausen (1889: :?54) was the first to show that 
the Philistines mustered their forces at Aphek before going 
up to Jezreel, demonstrating that the events took place in 
the following order: (1) 1 Sam 28:1-2; (2) 1 Samuel 29; 
and (3) 1 Sam 28:3-25. He also suggested that at the Battle 
of Ebenezer (1 Sam 4:1) the Philistines mustered their 
forces at this same Aphek, and that the later battles against 
Aram (see no. 2 above) were fought at the same Aphek 
somewhere in the N Sharon. Smith (1895), however, was 
the first to utilize Egyptian documents to show that Aphek 
was in the S Sharon. Guthe (1911) showed that Josephus’ 
reference to the tower of Aphek connected Aphek to 
Antipatris, which was already known to be on Tel Ras el- 
‘Ain. Alt was the first to suggest that Aphek was actually 
on the tell, but it was Albright (1923a; 1923b) who pub- 
lished his views first, Alt only publishing his later (Alt 
1925: 50-53). See also ANTIPATRIS. 

5. Aphekah in Judah. One of the nine towns listed in 
the sixth district of Judah, the capital of which is presumed 
to have been Hebron; the RSV renders the name as 
APHEKAH (Josh 15:33). Alt (1932: 16-17) identified this 
town with Kh. el Hadab (M.R. 155098) 7 km SW of 
Hebron, while Abel (GP, 2: 247) identified it with Kh. 
Kan’an (M.R. 157102) 3 km SW of Hebron. Kochavi’s 
recent survey, however, confirms the identification of this 
Aphekah with Kh. el Hadat:, a site 4.5 acres in size with 
remains of fortifications and large quantities of Iron Age 
sherds. Below the site are two large springs, ‘Ein el Dibleh 
and ‘Ein Fawar (Kochavi 1972: Site 176, 22, 29, 62, 68). 
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RAFAEL FRANKEL 


APHEKAH (PLACE) [Heb >apéq4]. A town situated in 
the central hill country of Judah (Josh 15:53), within the 
same district as Hebron. The only OT reference to this 
settlement, whose name perhaps means “enclosure” or 
“fortress” (from the root pq, “hold,” “be strong”), occurs 
in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah 
(Josh 15:21-62). The theory that this list is derived from 
an administrative roster compiled under the Judean mon- 
archy (Alt 1925) has been widely accepted, although con- 
troversy continues over the precise makeup of the districts, 
the proper context of the town lists of Benjamin and Dan, 
and the period of the monarchy to which the original 
roster belongs (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 64-72). The 
location of Aphekah is not well known, although it most 
probably lay SW of Hebron. Suggested identifications in- 
clude Khirbet Kana’an (GP, 247; M.R. 157102), Khirbet 
el-Hadab (Alt 1925; M.R. 155098), and Khirbet Marajim 
(Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 389; M.R. 152099). Only 
the latter identification is supported by evidence of occu- 
pation during the Iron Age (Kochavi 1974: 3 n.2). 
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APHERRA (PERSON) {Gk Apherra]. A servant of Solo- 
mon whose descendants returned from exile in Babylon 
with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:34). Although 1 Esdras is often 
assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, 
this family does not appear among their lists of returning 
exiles (cf. Ezra 2:57; Neh 7:59). Omissions such as this also 
raise questions about | Esdras being used as a source by 
Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with 
dating events and persons described in | Esdras have cast 
doubt on the historicity of the text. Heltzer (1977: 66) 
suggests that Apherra is a Gk rendering of the Heb ’prh. 
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APHIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?épiah]}. The ancestor of Saul 
ben Kish, the first King of Israel (1 Sam 9:1). The name 
may mean “sooty” (McCarter J Samuel AB, 168) or, alter- 
natively, “large foreheaded” (JPN, 227). LXXA offers the 
variant form Aphech, which presumes a final gop instead 
of a final het. 

The genealogy for Saul in | Sam 9:1 probably repre- 
sents a use of the motif of the seven-generation pedigree 
as a literary device to emphasize Saul’s destiny to greatness 
from birth (Sasson 1978: 185). Apparently only six gener- 
ations of names from Saul’s family were known, forcing 
the author to include an unnamed “Yimnite man” as 
Aphiah’s father and the founding generation to enable 
him to employ the literary device. The MT and LXX8 
both describe Aphiah as “the son of a Yim(i)nite man.” 
The LXX offers a variant reading, “a Yim(i)nite man,” 
which would appear to indicate Aphiah’s own clan affilia- 
tion instead of that of his father, and which loses the 
seventh generation from the genealogy. Since the opening 
phrase in the verse describes Kish as a Benjaminite, there 
is no need to repeat the Benjaminite affiliation of the 
founding ancestor, and the Hebrew text does not read 
“Benjaminite” for Aphiah’s father, but merely “Yiminite.” 

It appears that the founder of the Saulide family is not 
to be associated with the tribe of Benjamin, which is the 
common presumption (i.e., Hertzberg J and 2 Samuel OTL, 
75; McCarter | Samuel AB, 164, 167), but rather with the 
neighboring Asherite clan of Yimnah (1 Chr 7:35), prob- 
ably located in southeastern Mt. Ephraim in the vicinity of 
Bethel (Edelman 1988: 44—58). The same clan is found 
subsequently in the story in v 4 as the third territory within 
Mt. Ephraim that Saul traversed in search of his father’s 
lost asses. The author of the story appears to have delib- 
erately introduced word play between Benjaminite (bny- 
myny) and Yimnite (ym(y)ny) and to have used it to fore- 
shadow Saul’s kingship over the portion of Mt. Ephraim 
that was toured in quest of the asses, the symbol of royalty 
par excellence in Israel and other Semitic ANE societies. 
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He was implying that Saul had a legitimate claim to domin- 
ion in the avea because of his ancestral roots in Yimnah. 
Later editors apparently misunderstood the original au- 
thor’s intention and presumed that “Yimnite” was a short- 
ened or defective reference to “Benjaminite,” leading one 
to introduce the medial yod into both occurrences of the 
name in | Samuel. A similar misunderstanding probably 
produced “Yiminite” from an original reading “Yimnite” 
in 2 Sam 20:1 and Esth 2:5. The Syr and Targum readings 
reflect the same presumption that the phrase designates 
Benjamin. 

It is possible to suggest that the MT and LXXB text 
preserves 2 conflated reading of the two variants 
“Yim(i)nite man” and “Benjaminite” (i.e., Hertzberg 1 and 
2 Samuel OTL, 75; McCarter J Samuel AB, 168). However, 
four factors indicate that the MT and LXXB reading is 
correct as it stands: the genealogical context of the list, 
which would favor the retention of the term “son” to 
express the filial relationship between Aphiah and the 
following person; the existence of the seven-generation 
motif as a documented ancient literary device; the intro- 
ductory idertification of Kish as a Benjaminite that would 
render a su2sequent mention of Benjamin superfluous; 
and the identification of Aphiah’s father as a Yim(i)nite 
rather than a Benjaminite. The LXX! would appear to 
reflect a loss or dropping of the word “son” by a scribe 
who did not understand the force of the phrase. 

Aphiah’s zbsence from the Saulide genealogy in 1 Chr 
8:33-40 and | Chr 9:39—44 is probably due to the Chron- 
icler’s artificial grafting of the Saulide family tree onto the 
postexilic genealogy of the clans inhabiting Gibeon, which 
resulted in the deletion of the names of four known 
Saulide ancestors (for details and alternate suggestions, 
see NER anc ABIEL). 
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APHID. See ZOOLOGY. 
SAPIRU. See HABIRU, HAPIRU. 


APIS (DEITY). The sacred bull-god of Egypt, whose 
sudden departure is ridiculed by the prophet Jeremiah as 
a signal of the catastrophe that is about to befall Egypt (Jer 
46:13-15). The biblical passage is problematic. The MT 
suggests that v 15 is a bicolon: maddia‘ nishap >abbireyka / 
le “amad ki yiwh hadapé (“Why was your majesty [?] swept 
away? / It could not stand because Yahweh expelled it”}— 
although some Heb mss read a singular ?byrk, “your bull.” 
The LXX translates the verb nishap (‘it was swept away”) as 
ephygen ho Apis (“Apis has run away”), suggesting a Heb 
Vorlage of *nds hap (“Apis has fled”)—hap being the Heb 
form for the name of this bull-god (cf. Eg hpw). Thus, v 15 
would be rendered as a tricolon that makes explicit refer- 


278 «+ I 


ence to this well-known Egyptian deity: “Why has Apis 
fled? / Your bull not stand? / Surely Yahweh has expelled 
him!” 

Festivals associated with Apis began very early in Egyp- 
tian history and are recorded on Ist Dynasty inscriptions 
as well as on the Palermo stone (recto iii:12; see also Ael. 
NA 11.10). Although he was a fertility deity associated with 
procreation as well as agricultural bounty, Apis also en- 
joyed celestial associations. During the New Kingdom pe- 
riod he came into close association with Ptah, the principal 
deity of Memphis, and was invoked as the “manifestation” 
and “hypostasis” of Ptah (Sandman 1946: 196—98). While 
this might suggest that Apis was simply the visible form of 
Ptah (Hornung 1982: 136), the two were nevertheless 
distinct deities and were never confused. 

When an Apis bull died. his successor was diligently 
sought throughout Egypt and could be identified by col- 
oration and distinctive markings: black coat with a white 
triangle on the forehead, a white vulture on its back, and 
a “scarab” beneath its tongue (Herodotus 3.28). The tem- 
ple to which he was immediately taken stood S of the Ptah 
temple in Memphis, and comprised inter alia a colonnaded 
court where the bull could be viewed (Herodotus 2.153; 
Stabo 17.807) as well as an embalming chamber. Classical 
sources which mention the ritual drowning of an aged bull 
(Griffiths 1970: 511) are not confirmed by native Egyptian 
texts, and during the Ist millennium B.c. the average life 
span of a bull was 16—19 years (Kitchen 1982: 62). 

The obsequies attendant upon the death of an Apis 
entailed lavish expense and involved the entire kingdom. 
Until the Ramesside age the bulls were buried above 
ground in the Saqqara necropolis; but during the reign of 
Rameses II a special hypogeum with galleries and cham- 
bers was carved out in the same area (Lauer 1976: 11ff., 
217ff.). An adjacent gallery was devoted to the burials of 
the “Mothers of Apis.” At each interment, numerous com- 
memorative steles were deposited by the priests and work- 
men who had officiated at the ceremony, and these me- 
morials (especially those dating from the 8th century B.c. 
through Ptolemaic times) often contain important genea- 
logical and chronological information (Malinine et al. 
1968). 

During the late period, as Memphis became a key polit- 
ical center where accreditation had to be secured by those 
who aspired to rule Egypt (see MEMPHIS), the worship of 
Apis took on the form of a national cult. In this connec- 
tion, Jeremiah’s ridicule of the fleeing Apis (44:15) can be 
seen as a metaphorical reference to the dissolution of the 
Egyptian kingdom. Libyan, Kushite, Saite, and Ptolemaic 
kings all carefully honored the bull cult (Crawford 1980; 
Redford 1986: 276ff.); and Apis, when identified with 
Osiris, became a major ingredient of the Greco-Roman 
deity “Serapis” (Stambaugh 1972). Roman emperors, while 
generally acting against the interests of its priests, were 
nevertheless careful not to offend Apis (Redford 1986: 
301f.), and the cult survivec. probably until the late 4th 
century A.D. 
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APOCALYPSE, LITTLE. See GOSPELS, LITTLE 
APOCALYPSES IN THE. 


APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM. 
This entry consists of five separate articles. The first two 
discuss the genre of “apocalypse” and provide an introduc- 
tory overview to the subject. The third covers “apocalyptic” 
literature in Mesopotamia and the question of its connec- 
tion to biblical apocalyptic writings. The fourth and fifth 
articles respectively provide more in-depth discussions of 
early Jewish and early Christian “apocalyptic” writings. 


THE GENRE 


A. Definition 

In recent attempts to add precision to the terminology 
used in discussing the phenomenon loosely called apoca- 
lyptic, “apocalypse” has come to designate a literary genre 
in contrast to the related concepts “apocalyptic eschatol- 
ogy” and “apocalypticism” (see also the heading “Early 
Jewish Apocalypticism” later in this article). This triad and 
the specific definitions given to each of its members are of 
considerable heuristic value in the scholarly attempt to 
clarify a complex ancient phenomenon (Koch 1972: 23- 
28; Hanson [DBSup, 27~28). Heuristic devices must not be 
regarded as more than they are, however, namely, tools 
useful to the extent that they shed light on the ancient 
materials themselves. In using such tools, one does well to 
remember that the ancient apocalyptic writers did not 
distinguish rigidly between genre, perspective, and ideol- 
ogy, and from this it follows that such categories should be 
used only with great sensitivity to the integrity and com- 
plexity of the compositions themselves. 

In using the term “apocalypse” to designate a genre, we 
are utilizing a derivative of the Greek noun apokalypsis 
(“revelation, disclosure”). The first attested use of the term 
to refer to a literary work is in the opening line of the 
book of Revelation, “The apokalypsis of Jesus Christ.” This 
bears both historical and formal significance: historical 
inasmuch as the book of Revelation has exercised consid- 
erable influence on the Western understanding of the 
genre; formal inasmuch as the book exhibits nearly all of 
the principal characteristics of this genre (pseudonymity 
being one notable exception). 

The first two verses of the book of Revelation contain in 
nuce the narrative structure of the genre: a revelation is 
given by God through an otherworldly mediator to a human 
seer disclosing future events. V 3 contains an added feature 
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commonly found (or implied) in apocalypses, namely, an 
admonition. Beyond these three verses the book of Revela- 
tion as a whole casts further light on this genre. It offers 
descriptions of the seer’s response to awesome revelatory 
experiences that resemble those recurring in other apoca- 
lypses. True to the structural complexity of many apoca- 
lypses, the book of Revelation embraces a series of vision 
accounts, interspersed with smaller genres like the epistle, 
the doxology, the victory song, and the blessing. And while 
the emphasis is on the visionary experience of the seer as 
the mode of revelation, in chap. 4 the seer, following a 
heavenly summons to “come up hither,” finds himself in 
the heavenly throne room, thus providing an example of 
the “heavenly journey” found, often in vastly elaborated 
form, in other apocalypses. 

A group headed by J. J. Collins expanded on earlier 
studies of the genre apocalypse by analyzing all of the 
texts classifiable as apocalypses from the period 250 B.c.£. 
to 250 c.x. and concluded with this definition: “ ‘Apoca- 
lypse’ is a genre of revelatory literature with a narrative 
framework, in which a revelation is mediated by an other- 
worldly being to a human recipient, disclosing a transcen- 
dent reality which is both temporal, insofar as it envisages 
eschatological salvation, and spatial, insofar as it involves 
another, supernatural world” (Collins 1979: 9). The dis- 
tinction between a temporal and a spatial axis in the mode 
of revelation found in this definition reflects the fact that, 
while the eschatological perspective stemming from 
prophecy is of central importance in early Jewish and 
Christian apocalypses, descriptions of otherworldly jour- 
neys, lists of natural phenomena, and diverse kinds of 
cosmic and celestial speculations also are found in some of 
those apocalypses. When consideration is given to the 
perennial tension between temporal and spatial definitions 
of salvation (e.g., mythic versus epic views of reality in 
antiquity and historical versus existential views today), the 
juxtaposition of temporal and spatial axes within ancient 
apocalypses seems conceptually fitting. 


B. Antecedents 

While fully developed apocalypses first appear in the 3d 
and 2d centuries B.c.£., two biblical books from the 6th 
century B.c.E. adumbrate many of the formal features of 
the genre and can be viewed as important sources. In the 
opening verse of the book of Ezekiel the prophet reports 
that “the heavens were opened and I saw visions of God.” 
In its present form the book of Ezekiel is constructed 
around five visions, revealing both future judgment and 
future salvation. In a series of eight visions in Zechariah 
1-6 the prophet views supernatural phenomena which are 
then explained by an interpreting angel as bearing on 
future events. It seems plausible to assume that later vision- 
aries considered themselves to stand in the tradition of 
such worthy predecessors. 


C. Important Apocalypses 

Smaller units embedded in the gospels and epistles of 
the NT aside, chaps. 7-12 of the book of Daniel share 
with the book of Revelation the distinction of alone repre- . 
senting the genre of the apocalypse in the Bible. Like the 
book of Revelation, Daniel 7—12 contains a series of visions 
(7, 8, and 10-12). In all three cases the seer receives the 


APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM 


vision through an angelic mediator and the content has 
bearing on future judgment and salvation. 

1 Enoch, which is actually an anthology of apocalyptic 
writings ascribed to the antediluvian figure Enoch and 
arising over a period of at least two centuries, is preserved 
in an Ethiopic translation of a Greek version (partially 
preserved) of Aramaic originals (fragments discovered 
among the Dead Sea Scrolls). The earliest of the Enochic 
apocalypses originated at least a half century before Daniel 
7-12. Notable among these earliest materials are chaps. 6- 
11, which trace the rise of evil in the world to the rebellion 
in heaven alluded to in Gen. 6:1—4, and chaps. 17--36, 
which describe the heavenly journeys of Enoch. Clearly 
datable to the period of the Maccabean revolt is the alle- 
gorical history of the world in chaps. 89-90 referred to as 
the “Animal Apocalypse,” and the “Apocalypse of Weeks” 
in I En. 93 and 91:12-17. These apocalypses from I Enoch 
illustrate the eclectic nature of the genre as it took shape 
in the Hellenistic period, for we find eschatological visions 
in continuity with earlier prophecy combined with sapien- 
tial and speculative materials reflecting other influences. 
Nevertheless, the dominant emphasis of these apocalypses 
and those discussed below is harmonious with the themes 
of earlier Israelite religion, for they reveal a time/place 
beyond the fallen present in which God’s sovereignty will 
be restored and the righteous will be vindicated. 

4 Ezra and 2 Baruch. These two works are closely tied 
together by common themes and a shared setting in the 
aftermath of :he Roman destruction of Jerusalem and the 
temple. In 4 Ezra three dialogues between seer and an 
angel are followed by three visions which, in an allegorical 
fashion recall. ng Daniel and the Maccabean period apoca- 
lypses of J Enoch, desribe the movement of history through 
the ages down to the concluding divine denouement. 2 
Baruch similarly combines dialogue and visions into a tap- 
estry of apocalypses and other genres subservient to the 
eschatological theme of the fulfillment of human history 
in final judgment and salvation. 


D. Setting and Function 

Though the degree to which the above-mentioned apoc- 
alypses preserve traces of their historical setting varies, it 
is evident in general terms that they all reflect a situation 
of crisis and aim at offering assurance of salvation to those 
alienated from the power structures of this world and 
suffering for their religious convictions. Daniel envisions 
the imminent destruction of Antiochus IV and the confer- 
ral of the kingdom on the “saints of the Most High.” In 4 
Ezra the angel explains that the vision of the transforma- 
tion of the woman from mourning and weeping to glory 
signifies the «ransformation that is about to happen to 
Zion. In the book of Revelation, visions of the downfall of 
the beast and the victory of the lamb gave assurance of the 
final vindication of those suffering under Roman perse- 
cution. Though more difficult to integrate into the theme 
of assurance in time of crisis, even those sections revealing 
the mysteries of the heavens and the secrets of the vast 
cosmos contriloute to the effort to establish a basis for hope 
transcending the ever changing experiences of this world. 
The setting and function that can be glimpsed behind the 
Jewish and Christian apocalypses thus indicate that, while 
those communities and movements that we can character- 
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ize under the rubric of “apocalypticism” expressed them- 
selves in genres ranging all the way from the testament to 
the song of victory, the genre of the apocalypse is more 
intimately related to the pheromenon of apocalyptic than 
any other literary form. 
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INTRODUCTORY OVERVIEW 


The word “apocalyptic,” though properly an adjective, 
in common parlance has come to designate the phenome- 
non of the disclosure of heavenly secrets in visionary form 
to a seer for the benefit of a religious community experi- 
encing suffering or perceiving itself victimized by some 
form of deprivation. The book of Daniel is the foremost 
literary example of this phenomenon in the world of 
Jewish antiquity, though Jewish apocalyptic writings range 
far beyond the Bible and betray connections with related 
phenomena in other cultures. 

The problem with the proper usage is that it leaves 
unclear what qualities determine whether a given experi- 
ence or written account fits the category apocalyptic: 
whether literary characteristics, a particular world view or 
pattern of ideas, or a certain type of social setting. This 
unclarity has led scholars to prefer a triad of definitions, 
differentiating between “apocalypse” as a literary genre, 
“apocalyptic eschatology” as a religious perspective, and 
“apocalypticism” as a community or movement enbodying 
an apocalyptic perspective as its ideology (Koch 1972; P. 
Hanson /BDSup, pp. 28-34; Collins 1984). 


A. Apocalypse 

Though the phenomenon designated “Jewish apocalyp- 
tic’ comes to expression in more than one genre, the 
specific genre “apocalypse” occupied a privileged position. 
First used explicitly as the designation of a writing in 
antiquity in Rev. I:1, the structure of the apocalypse re- 
flects more closely than any other genre the essential 
characteristics of the apocalyptic phenomenon, and its 
history is more closely intertwined with the history of 
Jewish apocalyptic than is the history of any other genre. 


B. Apocalyptic Eschatology 

The ideas and concepts that come to expression in 
apocalyptic writings range broadly from ancient mythic 
motifs to biblical themes to speculation reflecting a Helle- 
nistic milieu. Nevertheless, as the genre “apocalypse” en- 
joys pride of place on the literary plane, a world view we 
can designate “apocalyptic eschatology” more frequently 
than any other perspective provides the conceptual frame- 
work within which the diverse materials encompassed by 
the apocalyptic writings are interpreted. 

Eschatology, as the study of “end-time” events, devel- 


I+ 281 


oped earlier in biblical prophecy. The perspective of apoc- 
alyptic eschatology can best be understood as an outgrowth 
from prophetic eschatology. Common to both is the belief 
that, in accordance with divine plan, the adverse condi- 
tions of the present world would end in judgment of the 
wicked and vindication of the righteous, thereby ushering 
in a new era of prosperity and peace. In an early postexilic 
prophetic oracle, Yahweh announces: 


For the former troubles will be forgotten, 
They will be hidden from my eyes; 

For now I create new heavens 

and a new earth (Isa 65:16b—17a). 


Prophetic eschatology and apocalyptic eschatology are 
best viewed as two sides of a continuum. The development 
from the one to the other is not ineluctably chronological, 
however, but is intertwined with changes in social and 
political conditions. Periods and conditions permitting 
members of the protagonist community to sense that hu- 
man effort would be repaid by improved fortune tended 
to foster prophetic eschatology, that is, the view that God’s 
new order would unfold within the realities of this world. 
Periods of extreme suffering, whether at the hands of 
opponents within the community or those of foreign ad- 
versaries, tended to cast doubts on the effectiveness of 
human reform and thus to abet apocalyptic eschatology, 
with its more rigidly dualistic view of divine deliverance, 
entailing destruction of this world and resurrection of the 
faithful to a blessed heavenly existence. 


C. Apocalypticism 

The social and political setting within which most of the 
Jewish apocalyptic writings arose is a matter of scholarly 
conjecture. A noteworthy exception is the corpus of sectar- 
ian writings found at Qumran. Though actual examples 
of the genre of the apocalypse at Qumran are rare and 
fragmentary in form, the sectarian writings are permeated 
with the perspective designated above as “apocalyptic es- 
chatology.” Within the community at Qumran, the per- 
spective of apocalyptic eschatology had been elevated to 
the status of an ideology, functioning to inform its inter- 
pretation of Scripture, to provide the basis for its under- 
standing of Jewish and gentile adversaries, and to supply a 
historiographic point of view from which to develop a 
detailed scenario of final conflict and divine vindication of 
the elect. 

Apocalypses and other writings sharing the perspective 
of apocalyptic eschatology originating outside of the Qum- 
ran community were copied and studied within that com- 
munity (e.g., the writings within the Ethiopic corpus des- 
ignated / Enoch, minus the parables, and Jubilees). Though 
these writings differ at important points from the Qumran 
writings, shared views on calendar, angelology, demonol- 
ogy, cosmology, and eschatology suggest that different 
communities embodying the perspective of apocalyptic 
eschatology maintained contact with one another, possibly 
with the consciousness of being united under the umbrella 
of a wider Essene movement. 

Hopefully future archaeological findings coupled with 
intensified study of existing written and archaeological 
material will shed further light on Jewish apocalypticism. 
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In such scholarship the temptation to try to homogenize 
all apocalyptic writings into one broad movement must be 
eshewed. 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, bearing affinities as they do 
with Pharisaic teachings, illustrate that not all apocalyses 
come from the Essenes. Apocalyptic themes in later rab- 
binic writings indicate that an apocalyptic motif in a liter- 
ary composition does not constitute proof of origin in an 
apocalyptic movement (Block 1952). Apocalypticism, as a 
designation for a movement that has adopted the perspec- 
tive of apocalyptic eschatology as its ideology, must accord- 
ingly be used with great caution and only in cases where 
sufficient evidence accumulates to point to a community 
that has constructed its identity upon the world view of 
apocalyptic eschatology. 


D. Sources of Jewish Apocalyptic 

What were the influences that fostered the development 
of Jewish apocalyptic? Scholars were once confident that 
the source could be traced to a form of Persian dualism 
with which Judaism came into contact in the Second Tem- 
ple period. Support for this view has evaporated as the 
result of studies indicating that the Persian sources upon 
which the hypothesis rested were written over a half mil- 
lennium after the period of alleged influence. 

Gerhard von Rad, reviving an idea advanced in the 19th 
century, argued that the Wisdom tradition was the source 
of Jewish apocalyptic (Von Rad 1972). This he did by 
identifying the heart of apocalyptic not in eschatology but 
in a deterministic interpretation of history. Von Rad’s 
hypothesis has found few followers and many critics, 
largely due to the fact that apocalyptic eschatology—while 
not excluding other patterns of thought—frequently pro- 
vides the conceptual framework into which other materials 
are integrated and on the basis of which they are inter- 
preted (Von der Osten-Sachen 1969). 

The source that continues to emerge from the debate 
concerning origins with the highest degree of credibility is 
biblical prophecy. Here the key lies within a group of 
writings that can either be designated “late prophecy” or 
“early apocalyptic” (e.g., Isaiah 24-27; Isaiah 56—66; 
Zechariah 9-14), insofar as they occupy a transitional 
position between the more historically oriented perspective 
of classical prophecy and the more transcendent view of 
salvation characteristic of the apocalyptic writings. Chal- 
lenges to the prophetic source theory, however, have also 
made a contribution: they have indicated that Jewish apoc- 
alyptic becomes increasingly complex over the course of 
the centuries and especially as it enters the Hellenistic era, 
at which point it draws freely upon rather refined sciences 
such as learned speculation on celestial and terrestrial 
phenomena and sapiential reflection betraying stronger 
connections with Mesopotamian mantic traditions than 
with Egyptian or Israelite wisdom (Collins 1977; Stone 
1976). 


E. Theological Meaning 

As the writer of the book of Daniel drew upon the words 
of the prophet Jeremiah to explain his troubled times, and 
as the teachers of Qumran expounded on the books of 
Habakkuk and Nahum to reveal the eschatological signifi- 
cance of current events, so too Herbert Armstrong and 
Hal Lindsay command the attention of millions with their 
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biblically based predictions of apocalyptic denouement. 
Diligent historical-critical study, combined with herme- 
neutical thecry that pays attention to the multivalence of 
symbols and the complexities involved in the transfer of 
meaning from ancient settings to a world far removed in 
time, can restrain reckless readings of Jewish apocalyptic 
writings that abet international tension and can serve in- 
stead as a guide to a more accurate understanding of these 
mysterious compositions and to a more fitting appreciation 
of the abiding significance of the messages addressed by 
ancient apocalyptic seers to those engulfed by suffering 
and overwhelmed by dread (Hanson 1987). 
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Paut D. HANSON 


AKKADIAN “APOCALYPTIC” LITERATURE 


Research in Akkadian literature over the last decade or 
so has led to the suggestion that the origins of apocalyptic 
literature may be found there. The particular type of 
Akkadian literature in question is the so-called “Akkadian 
prophecies.” This article will first describe briefly the Ak- 
kadian prophecies and their purpose, then go on to discuss 
the question of whether or not these are eschatological in 
nature and what possible relationship they may have to 
Jewish apocalyptic literature. 

Akkadian prophecies are actually pseudoprophecies, for 
they consist in the main of predictions after the event 
(vaticinia ex eventu). The predictions are presented as a 
chronological sequence of reigns and are often introduced 
by some such phrase as “a prince will arise.” It is a feature 
of Akkadiar. prophecies that the rules are never men- 
tioned by name but it is often possible to identify them 
since various details such as the length of their reigns are 
often given. ‘The reigns themselves are described as “good” 
or “bad” and the vocabulary and literary style of these 
prophecies generally is that of Akkadian omen literature. 

Akkadian prophecies are a purely literary phenomenon 
and there is no evidence for any oral background. This is 
in contrast tc Akkadian oracles which, as the name implies, 
were oral pronouncements to the king by ecstatics and are 
not relevant to our discussion of apocalyptic literature. 
The number of Akkadian prophecies so far recovered is 
quite small; in fact only five main compositions are as yet 
known. Of these five only two are directly relevant to the 
present topic: the Dynastic Prophecy and the Uruk Prophecy. 

Scholars generally agree that the writer of an Akkadian 
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prophecy wished to justify or advocate an idea, institution, 
or development in his own time by means of a long 
preamble in which he pretends to have predicted other 
ideas, events, and institutions of previous times. He then 
concludes this series of pseuclopredictions with a prophecy 
that the particular idea or institution which he wished to 
justify or advocate would be established by the gods. Now 
the peculiarity of the two prophecies just mentioned, the 
Dynastic Prophecy and the Uruk Prophecy, is that each seems 
to conclude with a real prophecy; that is, something that 
the writer himself only wished would come about but had 
not actually done so in his lifetime. Thus the Dynastic 
Prophecy seems (the text is unfortunately badly broken) to 
conclude with a prediction that the Seleucid Empire in 
Babylonia will fall. In other words, it is the product of anti- 
Macedonian feeling in Babylonia. The conclusion of the 
Uruk Prophecy is even more significant. After prophesying 
various good and bad reigns for the city of Uruk, the 
writer ends with a prediction that a king will arise in Uruk 
and rule the four quarters: that is, the world. The last two 
sentences read, “His reign will be established forever. The 
kings of Uruk will exercise dominion like the gods.” There 
is no doubt that this is a real prediction since in fact such 
an event never happened. There is more significance, 
however, than that to these sentences; they are clearly 
eschatological in nature. 

The evidence for eschatology in the Akkadian prophe- 
cies immediately provides a major link with apocalyptic 
literature. The idea that wor!d history will end in a millen- 
nium, when all wrongs will be righted and all just people 
rewarded, is a major feature of Jewish apocalyptic litera- 
ture, such as the book of Daniel and, by extension, the 
Christian book of Revelation, and of the apocalyptic tradi- 
tion which developed in medieval times. We cannot give 
any specific date to the Uruk Prophecy in Mesopotamia but 
it is well established that the genre called Akkadian proph- 
ecy was present before 100) B.c. It cannot yet be shown 
that the earlier Akkadian prophecies had eschatological 
ideas in them; indeed this has been debated in scholarly 
circles. Nevertheless, the presence of eschatology in the 
later prophecies seems to fit well in the context of this 
genre and probably is an indigenous development. Thus 
there is good reason to suggest, even though it cannot be 
proven, that apocalyptic literature has its origin in the 
Mesopotamian literary genre called Akkadian prophecies. 


Bibliography 

Biggs, R. 1967. More Babylonian Prophecies. rag 29: 117-32. 

. 1987. Babylonian Prophecies, Astrology, and a New Source 
for “Prophecy Text B.” Pp 1-14 in Language, Literature and 
History, ed. F. Rochberg-Halton. AOS 67. New Haven. 

Grayson, A. K. 1975. Babylonian Historical Literary Texts. Toronto 
Semitic Texts and Studies 3. Toronto. 

Grayson, A. K., and Lambert, W. G. 1964. Akkadian Prophecies. 
JCS 18: 12-16, 

Hallo, W. 1966. Akkadian Apocalypses. JEJ 16: 231-42. 

Hunger, H., and Kaufman, S. (975. A New Akkadian Prophecy 
Text. JAOS 95: 371-75. 


A. Kirk GRAYSON 


EARLY JEWISH APOCALYPTICISM 


The term “apocalypticism” is derived from the Greek 
word apokalypsts, “revelation.” which is used to designate 
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the book of Revelation in the NT (Rev 1:1). The term is 
variously used to refer to a social movement or movements, 
a system of thought, or, more vaguely, a spiritual move- 
ment. The starting point, however, for any use of “apoca- 
lyptic,” “apocalypticism,” and related terms is a distinctive 
body of literature from ancient Judaism and early Christi- 
anity. 


. Literary Genre 

From Apocalypse to Apocalypticism 

. Israelite Background 

. Foreign Influences 

Earliest Jewish Movements 

Qumran 

. Other Jewish Apocalyptic Movements 
. Function of Apocalypticism 
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A. Literary Genre 

Historically this corpus has been recognized because of 
its resemblance to the canonical Apocalypse of John, or 
book of Revelation. “Apocalypse” was a well-known genre 
label in Christian antiquity, beginning from the end of the 
Ist century c.E., when it appears as the introductory des- 
ignation in Rev 1:1 (Smith 1983: 18-19). Thereafter apoc- 
alypses are attributed to both NT (Peter, Paul) and OT 
figures (e.g., the gnostic Apocalypse of Adam, the Cologne 
Mani Codex speaks of apocalypses of Adam, Sethel, Enosh, 
Shem, and Enoch). Prior to the late Ist century c.£. the 
title is not used. (Its occurrence in the manuscripts of 2 
and 3 Baruch may be secondary.) It is possible, nonetheless, 
to identify a corpus of Jewish writings from this earlier 
period which fit a common definition (Collins 1979: 21- 
59). This definition is first of all formal: an apocalypse is a 
genre of revelatory literature with a narrative framework, in 
which a revelation 1s mediated by an otherworldly being to a 
human recipient. It also recognizes a common core of con- 
tent: an apocalypse envisages eschatological salvation and 
mvolves a supernatural world. Finally, there is, on a rather 
general level, a common function: an apocalypse is intended 
to interpret present, earthly circumstances in light of the supernat- 
ural world and of the future, and to influence both the under- 
standing and the behavior of the audience by means of divine 
authority (Yarbro Collins 1986: 7). This definition fits all 
the Jewish writings which are generally classified as apoca- 
lypses: Daniel, 1 Enoch, 2 Enoch, 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch, 4 Ezra, 
Apoc. Abraham, and a few works of mixed genre (Jubilees, T. 
Abraham). Note also T. Levi 2-5 which is part of a larger 
work, and Apoc. Zephaniah, which is problematic because 
of its fragmentary character. It also fits an extensive corpus 
of Christian writings, beginning with Revelation, Hermas, 
and Apoc. Peter. Examples can also be found, with some 
distinctive variations, in Gnosticism (Apoc. Adam, 2 Apoc. 
James), among the later Jewish mystical texts (e.g., 3 Enoch), 
and also in Greek, Latin, and Persian literature (see the 
various essays in Collins 1979). 

The definition of apocalypse given above fits an exten- 
sive body of literature, which was produced over several 
hundred years. It is not suggested that the genre remained 
static or was consistently uniform. In fact, the definition 
serves only to delimit the corpus, and allows for consider- 
able variation and development within it. To begin with, it 
is possible to distinguish two broad types of apocalypses: 
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the historical type (e.g., Daniel) in which revelation is most 
often conveyed in symbolic visions and presents an over- 
view of history culminating in a crisis, and the otherworldly 
journeys (of which the earliest example is found in the 
Book of the Watchers, 1 Enoch 1-36), which are more mystical 
in orientation. It is also possible to distinguish various 
historical clusters of apocalypses which have their own 
distinctive emphases and concerns—e.g., within the Jewish 
corpus one might distinguish the early Enoch literature, 
the apocalypses of the Diaspora, or those composed after 
the fall of Jerusalem, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch (see Collins 
1984). Moreover, there is always some overlap between the 
apocalypses and other genres, e.g., the historical reviews 
which are characteristic of the historical apocalypses are 
also typical of the Szbylline Oracles and of the testamentary 
literature. While the apocalypses constitute a distinct 
genre, they cannot be understood in isolation from the 
various types of related literature. 


B. From Apocalypse to Apocalypticism 

We have seen that the genre apocalypse is characterized 
in part by core elements of content, specifically a lively 
belief in the supernatural world and the expectation of 
eschatological salvation. 

Belief in a supernatural world is, of course, characteris- 
tic of religion in general. Against the background of the 
Hebrew Bible, however, the apocalyptic literature shows a 
heightened interest both in otherworldly regions and in 
supernatural beings. So Enoch describes the abodes of the 
dead and the places of judgment, and ascribes the origin 
of evil to the sin of the Watchers, or fallen angels. This 
aspect of apocalypticism has often been overlooked be- 
cause of a preoccupation with eschatology, but it has been 
repeatedly emphasized in recent years (e.g., Gruenwald 
1980; Rowland 1982). It is an important feature of all the 
apocalypses, not only of the heavenly journeys. 

Eschatology, too, was characteristic of much of the pro- 
phetic tradition. In the apocalyptic literature, however, it 
takes on a new character. The distinctive novelty here was 
the belief in the judgment of the dead. An apocalypse like 
Daniel might still proclaim an eschatological kingdom of 
Israel, but it also promised that the faithful would rise in 
glory, and thereby offered a perspective on life which was 
very different from that of the Hebrew prophets. 

Taken together, these core elements of content consti- 
tute a world view, which was new and distinctive in Judaism 
when it first emerged in the Hellenistic period, although it 
subsequently came to be widely accepted. The belief in a 
judgment beyond death and in the influence of angels and 
demons on human life created a framework for human 
decisions and actions. This world view or “symbolic universe” 
which is extrapolated from the apocalypses is what we call “apoc- 
alypticism.” It can also be expressed in other literary forms. 
The Discourse on the Two Spirits and the War Scroll from 
Qumran are not presented as revelations mediated by an 
angel, but they are generally and rightly recognized as 
apocalyptic in the broader sense that they exhibit the 
apocalyptic world view. Apocalypticism, then, is a broader 
phenomenon than the literary genre. From the historical 
point of view, the world view is prior to the production of 
apocalypses (i.e., people who believe in angels and demons 
and in an eschatological judgment are likely to write apoc- 
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alypses, although they may also express themselves in 
other genres). From the viewpoint of the modern scholar, 
however, the literary genre is prior (i.e., the world view is 
recognized by analogy with the apocalypses). 

In his inflential article in /DBSup, Paul Hanson defined 
apocalypticism not only as a “symbolic universe” but as 
“the symbolic universe in which an apocalyptic movement 
codifies its identity and interpretation of reality” ((DBSup, 
30). One of the strengths of Hanson’s article lay in his 
realization that one cannot speak simply of the apocalyptic 
movement: there is no demonstrable historical link be- 
tween the people who produced the early Enoch literature 
and those who wrote 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, or the other 
distinct clusters of apocalyptic texts. He was also right in 
recognizing that apocalypticism can serve as the “symbolic 
universe” of a movement. Nonetheless, there is no auto- 
matic connection between apocalypticism and social move- 
ments. In many cases we know very little of the social 
matrix in which apocalyptic literature was produced. A 
work like 4 i'zra may have been the product of a relatively 
isolated individual, who was not part of a movement in 
any meaningful sense of the word. We should beware of 
inferring social movements too readily from literary evi- 
dence. 


C. Israelite Background 

Jewish apocalypticism first emerges clearly in the Helle- 
nistic age, but it is in many respects a development of old 
strands in the religion of Israel (see Collins 1987: 548—- 
50). There is obvious continuity between the apocalvptic 
expectation of a final judgment and the prophetic “day of 
the Lord.” The idea of a cosmic day of judgment is widely 
attested in the prophets and the psalms (e.g., Pss 96, 98; 
Isa 2:4). The apocalyptic interest in the heavenly world is 
a development of older ideas of the heavenly council (e.g., 
Ps 82:1) which can be traced back to Canaan and Mesopo- 
tamia in the 2d millennium (Mullen 1980). The degree of 
continuity between the apocalyptic world view and the 
older religion of Israel is hard to assess, because the 
mythological elements in Israelite religion are not well 
represented in the Hebrew Bible. We read in Isa 24:21—23 
that “on that day the Lord will punish the host of heaven, 
in heaven, and the kings of the earth, on the earth... . 
They will be shut up in a prison, and after many days they 
will be punished.” This passage evidently presupposes a 
fuller narrative than is now extant. In J Enoch 18, Enoch is 
shown the prison of the host of heaven. We cannot infer 
that all the transcendent world toured by Enoch was pre- 
supposed in Isaiah 24, but we must recognize that the 
apocalyptic writers had at their disposal a much fuller 
mythology than is now extant in the Hebrew Bible. Light 
has been shed on some apocalyptic passages, notably Dan- 
iel 7, by the Ugaritic myths, which were written down over 
a millennium earlier (Collins 1977: 96-103). Because of 
the high degree of selectivity in the editing of the Hebrew 
Bible, the lines by which this material was transmitted 
down to the Hellenistic age are no longer in evidence. 

Paul Hanson claims to find the perspective of apocalyptic 
eschatology «already in the late 6th century B.c.E., especially 
in the oracles of Isaiah 56—66 (Hanson 1975). On Hanson’s 
reconstruction, the authors of these oracles belonged to a 
disenfranchised group, which was excluded from power in 
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the restored Jerusalem temple. As they despaired of recti- 
fying this situation by human means, they called on their 
God to “rend the heavens and come down” (Isa 64:1) and 
envisaged “a new heaven and a new earth” (Isa 65:17). 
Hanson traces a movement which persisted from the time 
of the Exile to the end of the 5th century and is attested 
in Zechariah 9-14, Isaiah 24-27, Malachi, and possibly 
Joel. Perhaps the most radical vision is found in Isaiah 24— 
27, where we are told that God “will swallow up death 
forever” (Isa 25:8). 

This bold reconstruction of a social movement is quite 
hypothetical, but its historical plausibility does not concern 
us here. For our purposes, the essential point is that the 
world view of these postexilic writings is significantly dif- 
ferent from what we will later find in J Enoch and Daniel. 
The crucial difference can be seen in the nature of the 
eschatology. In Isaiah 65 the new creation is one where 
“the child shall die a hundred years old, and the sinner a 
hundred years old shall be accursed,” but they will die 
nonetheless. There is no question of personal immortality. 
Even Isaiah 24-27, which speaks of the destruction of 
death and says that God’s dead shall live (Isa 26:19), most 
probably only envisages the resurrection of the Israelite 
people, in the manner of Ezekiel 37. There is still no 
suggestion that a human being can pass over to the world 
of the angels or become a companion to the host of heaven. 
Consequently these oracles retain the this-worldly empha- 
sis traditional in biblical prophecy. In view of this, the 
oracles of Isaiah 56-66 and other postexilic prophecies 
are best regarded as examples of late prophecy, even 
though some of their themes are later taken up in a new 
context in the apocalypses. ‘Chis is also true of the visions 
of Zechariah 1—6, which are closer formally to the apoca- 
lyptic visions than any material in the Hebrew Bible before 
the book of Daniel, and which are more obviously suppor- 
tive of the cultic institutiors than Isaiah 56--66. There 
again, the goal envisaged is the restoration of Israel so that 
everyone would invite his neighbor under his vine and 
under his fig tree (Zech 3:10). 


D. Foreign Influences 

The development of apocalypticism in the Hellenistic 
period cannot be understood exclusively against the back- 
ground of older Israelite religion. Judaism was exposed to 
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concerned with the movements of the stars, a topic which 
enjoyed much greater prominence in Babylonian tradition 
than in Israel. The book of Daniel is set in the Babylonian 
Exile, and Daniel is portrayed as a professional sage, 
skilled in the interpretation of dreams like his Chaldean 
colleagues. There is, then, reason to suspect that the 
earliest stages of Jewish apocalypticism developed in the 
eastern Diaspora, though conclusive evidence is lacking. 

It is not surprising, then, that some scholars have sought 
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the background of Jewish apocalypticism in Mesopotamian 
traditions (Lambert 1978; VanderKam 1984; Kvanvig 
1987). There is no evidence that the Babylonians ever 
developed an apocalyptic tradition, but some aspects of 
Babylonian thought may have had an influence on the 
development in Judaism. Many scholars have observed the 
affinities between apocalyptic revelation and the “mantic 
wisdom” of the Chaldeans (Miller 1972). Both involve the 
interpretation of mysterious signs and symbols and both 
carry overtones of determinism. The omen collections, 
which are the primary literature of Babylonian divination, 
are very different from the Jewish apocalypses. There are, 
however, two Mesopotamian genres which are significant 
for the background of Jewish apocalypticism. One is the 
dream vision, whose influence is undeniable in the case of 
Daniel, but is also in evidence in the Enochic Book of Dreams 
(1 Enoch 83-90). The most interesting example is the 7th- 
century Assyrian Vision of the Netherworld, in which a prince, 
in his dream, is taken before the king of the netherworld, 
issued a warning, and allowed to return to life. The at- 
tempt to demonstrate direct influence of this composition 
on the apocalypses of Enoch and Daniel has not been 
convincing (Kvanvig 1987), but it is potentially important 
for the development of the subgenre of otherworldly jour- 
neys. Unfortunately we have as yet few examples of such 
visions of the netherworld (see also the death dream of 
Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh). The second Mesopota- 
mian genre which is relevant here is more closely related 
to the historical apocalypses and has only come to light in 
recent years. This is the genre of Akkadian prophecy, 
defined as “a prose composition consisting in the main of 
a number of ‘predictions’ of past events. It then concludes 
either with a ‘prediction’ of phenomena in the writer’s day 
or with a genuine attempt to forecast future events” (Gray- 
son 1975: 6). In at least some cases they are pseudonymous 
(Marduk, Shulgi; the attribution of other oracles is uncer- 
tain because of fragmentary preservation). Examples 
range in date from the 12th century to the Seleucid era. 
Such vaticinia ex eventu figure prominently in the historical 
apocalypses (e.g., Dan 8:23-25, Daniel 11. See Lambert 
1978). These Babylonian prophecies do not end with the 
transcendent, cosmic eschatology which characterizes 
apocalypticism, and are not properly called “apocalyptic,” 
but they provide one of the building blocks for one type 
of apocalypse. 

Unlike the Babylonians, the Persians had a well-devel- 
oped apocalyptic tradition, which has often been assumed 
to be the source of Jewish apocalypticism (e.g., Bousset 
1966: 478-83). In recent years scholars have become reti- 
cent about positing Persian influence, because of the no- 
torious difficulties of dating. Most of the relevant Persian 
material is extant in Pahlavi works, which are as late as the 
9th century c.£. The traditions involved are certainly much 
older than this but are difficult to date with any confi- 
dence. One of the primary texts in dispute is the Bahman 
Yasht, or Zand-i Vohuman Yasn, a full-blown apocalypse of 
the historical type, which includes a vision of a tree with 
four metal branches symbolizing kingdoms (cf. the statue 
in Daniel 2). This composition has been widely thought to 
be based on a lost Zand of the Avesta, which was widely 
influential in the Hellenistic age (Eddy 1961: 17-20; Wi- 
dengren 1983: 105-27). Recently, however, the existence 
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of this Avestan Zand has been questioned, and the possibil- 
ity of Jewish influence on Persian apocalypticism has been 
raised (Gignoux 1987: 355). Another major witness to pre- 
Christian Persian apocalypticism is the Oracle of Hystaspes, 
which is not extant and must be reconstructed from the 
writings of Lactantius. This work has sometimes been 
regarded as a Jewish pseudepigraph (so Flusser 1982) and, 
while most scholars accept it as Persian, the uncertainty of 
provenance is symptomatic of the problems of Persian 
apocalypticism. 

Despite the problems, the possible influence of Persian 
apocalypticism of Judaism cannot be discounted. A brief 
(and problematic) account of Persian religion attributed to 
Theopompus (about 300 B.c.£.) attests a belief in an on- 
going dualistic struggle between light and darkness, the 
activity of angelic and demonic beings, and the division of 
history into periods (Plut. De ls. et Os. 47). Belief in resur- 
rection is undisputedly old in Persian religion (Widengren 
1983: 81), as is the motif of the heavenly journey (Gignoux 
1987: 364). Persian influence on the dualism of the Dead 
Sea Scrolls is widely admitted. The full relationship be- 
tween Persian and Jewish apocalypticism, and the degree 
of influence of the one on the other, remains one of the 
major unresolved problems in the study of apocalypticism. 

Many of the features of apocalypticism which are paral- 
leled in Babylonian and Persian material are also paral- 
leled more widely in the Hellenistic world. There was a 
long-standing tradition of political prophecy in Egypt, 
which was adapted in the Hellenistic period in the Potter’s 
Oracle (Griffiths 1983: 283-93). The Sibylline Oracles, 
adapted in Judaism and Christianity, were in origin a 
Greek genre. The motif of the otherworldly journey was 
widespread in the Hellenistic-Roman world, as were vari- 
ous forms of belief in immortality. The currency of these 
ideas in the general environment may have stimulated 
their acceptance in Judaism. This is not to detract from 
the thoroughly Jewish character of apocalypticism as it 
developed in J Enoch and Daniel, but to recognize that 
Hellenistic Judaism was a product of its age and should be 
studied in its cultural context. 


E. Earliest Jewish Movements 

The earliest Jewish apocalyptic movement is that associ- 
ated with the figure of Enoch. In this case we have a cluster 
of apocalypses (the Book of the Watchers, the Astronomical 
Book, the Book of Dreams, the Apocalypse of Weeks, all now 
gathered in J Enoch) which are in demonstrable continuity 
with one another. All are ascribed pseudonymously to the 
antediluvian figure of Enoch. The Aramaic fragments 
from Qumran require a 3d-century date for the earliest 
stages of this movement (Milik 1976; Stone 1980: 27—35). 
The earliest documents of this corpus (the Astronomical 
Book and the Book of the Watchers) are largely concerned 
with cosmological lore. In both cases, however, the order 
of the cosmos has been disrupted: in the Astronomical Book 
by “many heads of the stars” who go astray (1 Enoch 80) 
and in the Book of the Watchers by the fallen angels. It is 
disputed whether the Book of the Watchers is a reflection on 
the problem of evil in general (Sacchi 1982) or a more 
specific reaction to the cultural changes of the Hellenistic 
age (Nickelsburg 1977). Neither of these early apocalypses 
shows the expectation of imminent divine intervention 
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which is of:en taken to be constitutive of apocalypticism 
(cf. Daniel and Revelation), but they do affirm an ultimate 
divine judgment. The Mesopotamian parallels to the fig- 
ure of Enoch and the interest in the astral world in the 
Astronomical Book suggest that the earliest stages of this 
tradition were formed in the eastern Diaspora, although 
the evidence is not conclusive (VanderKam 1984). The 
Enoch tradition undergoes some development in the Apoc- 
alypse of Weeks and the Book of Dreams. These documents 
were produced closer to the time of the Maccabean revolt 
and were certainly written in Palestine. Both apocalypses 
contain lengthy reviews of history in the guise of prophecy 
and culminate with divine intervention and a final judg- 
ment. Both also give clear indications of the formation of 
a distinct group, called “small lambs” in J Enoch 90:6 and 
“the chosen righteous from the eternal plant of righteous- 
ness” in I Enoch 93:10. We know nothing of the organiza- 
tion of this group. They endorsed the military action of 
Judas Maccabee and the use of the sword against sinners 
(91:11), anc claimed to have a sevenfold teaching (93:10) 
of which the writings attributed to Enoch are presumably 
representative. It is possible that they are identical with the 
Hasidim who are mentioned as supporters of Judas Mac- 
cabee in 2 Macc 14:6 (cf. 1 Macc 2:42; 7:12-13) but the 
Hasidim are not otherwise known to have had the range 
of cosmological interests attested in the books of Enoch. 

A contemporary but distinct apocalyptic movement is 
attested in the book of Daniel. In Daniel 11—12 we read of 
wise teachers (maskilim) who instruct the many in a time of 
persecution and some of whom are martyred. Unlike the 
militant “lambs” of Enoch, these people appear to be 
quietists, wt.o look to their heavenly patron Michael for 
victory. Some of their traditions are related to those of the 
Enoch literature (compare the visions of the divine throne 
in Daniel 7 and J Enoch 14) but the two groups cannot be 
simply identified. 

The book of Daniel has its own tradition history, which 
is reflected in the tales in Daniel 1—6. Here again there is 
reason to suspect that the early stages of the tradition were 
formed in the eastern Diaspora, although the apocalyptic 
visions of chaps. 7-12 were certainly composed in Pales- 
tine. 


F. Qumran 

The Qumran community presents a special set of prob- 
lems for the study of Jewish apocalypticism. The Qumran 
library included multiple copies of the apocalypses of 
Daniel and Enoch. It also included some fragmentary 
works which are possibly apocalypses (4Q*Amram, The New 
Jerusalem) and some eschatological revelations related to 
Daniel, whicn contain the four-kingdom motif (4QPsDan 
ar, and an uripublished vision of four talking trees, Garcia- 
Martinez 1987: 206-7). On the other hand, none of the 
major works of the sect is in the form of an apocalypse, 
and it is not clear that any apocalypse was composed at 
Qumran (Stegemann 1983: 495-530). Nonetheless, Qum- 
ran has often been described as an apocalyptic community, 
and with justification (Collins 1990). The Community Rule 
(1QS), the most authoritative description of the commu- 
nity we have, contains a treatise on the two spirits, which is 
thoroughly zpocalyptic in its world view: human life is 
ruled by the warring spirits of light and darkness, but in 
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the end God will intervene and reward the children of 
light with life without end (1QS 3-4). The Damascus Docu- 
ment (CD), which legislates for a wider community, alludes 
to this cosmic dualism (Cl) 5:18) although it does not 
expound it in the manner of 1QS, and it anticipates the 
destruction of the wicked >y the hand of the angels of 
destruction (CD 2:6). The War Scroll (1QM) provides the 
rule for the eschatological war of the sons of light against 
the sons of darkness, in which the heavenly host mingles 
with the human combatants, and Michael is finally exalted 
over Belial. The sectarians believed they were living in the 
age of wrath, the last age, when the final battle was immi- 
nent (CD 1:5; 1QH 3:28). Other documents reflect the 
community’s interest in the heavenly world. The Hédayét 
express the belief that the members of the community 
were already in fellowship with the angelic council (1QH 
3:19-22), and the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice describe the 
divine praises uttered by the various classes of angels. The 
fact that the community did not produce apocalypses may 
be due to the belief that the Teacher of Righteousness had 
become the medium of revelation for the community 
(1QpHab 7:4-5). 

There is no doubt that the Qumran community was 
influenced by the world view expounded in the apoca- 
lypses of Daniel and Enoch. The precise relation of the 
community to those apocalyptic movements is unclear, 
however. CD | describes the emergence of “a plant root” 
in the “age of wrath.” Miiny scholars have noted the 
similarity to the “chosen righteous from the eternal plant 
of righteousness” in the Aporalypse of Weeks (1 Enoch 93:10) 
and assumed that the Enoch movement was simply the 
early stage of the Essene sect, before the arrival of the 
Teacher of Righteousness or the settlement at Qumran, or 
that both texts refer to the formation of the Hasidim, who 
are then taken to be the percursors of the Essenes (see 
Nickelsburg 1983: 641-54). The Qumran sect shared with 
the Enoch group the 364-day calendar, and we know that 
a dispute over the calendar was an important factor in the 
formation of the sect. Nonetheless it is too simple to 
identify either the early Essenes or their precursors with 
the Enoch movement. We have seen reason to believe that 
the book of Daniel was the product of a different group 
than the Enoch literature. Yet it was no less influential at 
Qumran. Moreover, the halachic (legal and ritual) con- 
cerns which are so importan: at Qumran are not reflected 
at all in either 1 Enoch or Daniel. We must resist the 
temptation to conflate all apocalyptic groups of the early 
2d century into one moven-ent. The Dead Sea sect was 
certainly influenced by the apocalypses, but it is best con- 
sidered as a distinct movement. 

The Qumran community provides the only instance in 
which we have substantial evidence about the social orga- 
nization of an apocalyptic movement. In many respects it 
runs counter to the stereotypical ideas of such movements. 
It is rigidly hierarchical, legalistic, and preoccupied with 
questions of purity. We should not infer that all apocalyptic 
movements were organized in this way. The character of 
the Qumran community was shaped to a great degree by 
the priestly traditions of its members. An apocalyptic 
world view does not in itself imply a particular form of 
social organization. 
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G. Other Jewish Apocalyptic Movements 

We are very poorly informed about Jewish apocalyptic 
movements apart from the Dead Sea sect, but it is salutary 
to remember that even the Qumran community was un- 
known half a century ago. The Similitudes of Enoch speak 
of “the community of the righteous” (J Enoch 38:1) but 
tells us nothing about how that community was organized. 
We know of various movements in the Ist century C.E. 
which may have had an apocalyptic character. The preach- 
ing of John the Baptist evidently concerned “the wrath to 
come” but our information about his world view is very 
sketchy. Josephus writes of “deceivers and impostors, who 
under the pretense of divine inspiration fostering revolu- 
tionary changes, persuaded the multitude to act like mad- 
men” (JW 2.13.4 § 258-60). Again, we do not know 
enough about these people to say whether their world view 
can properly be described as apocalyptic. At the end of the 
Ist century, 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch witness to a debate going 
on in some circles about the justice of God, which was 
conducted within an apocalyptic world view. Whether this 
debate implies any significant social movement, however, is 
an open question. In the Diaspora, the Sibylline Oracles 
attest a tradition which extended over more than 200 
years. That tradition, in its earlier phase (Book 3), was 
closer to the this-worldly eschatology of the prophets than 
to apocalypticism but it developed strongly apocalyptic 
features in later books (especially Books 1-2 and 4, see 
SIBYLLINE ORACLES). 


H. Function of Apocalypticism 

It is apparent from this brief sketch that our knowledge 
of the social settings of Jewish apocalypticism is quite 
limited. This limitation cannot be overcome by adopting 
ideal models from cultural anthropology and deducing 
social settings from them, but only by the discovery of new 
information about the actual historical circumstances of 
ancient Judaism. It should be apparent, however, that those 
settings are diverse. 

It has been generally assumed that apocalypticism arises 
from the experience of alienation, or in times of crisis 
(e.g., Hanson 1987: 75). This assumption is defensible if 
we grant that alienation, and crises, may be of many kinds. 
Apocalypticism can provide support in the face of perse- 
cution (Daniel), reassurance in the face of culture shock 
(the Book of the Watchers) or social powerlessness (the Simili- 
tudes of Enoch), reorientation in the face of national trauma 
(2 Baruch, 3 Baruch), consolation for the fate of humanity 
(4 Ezra). What is constant is not the kind of problem 
addressed but the manner in which it is addressed. In each 
case the apocalyptic revelation diverts the attention from 
the distressful present to the heavenly world and the 
eschatological future. This diversion should not be seen as 
a flight from reality. Rather it is a way of coping with 
reality by providing a meaningful framework within which 
human beings can make decisions and take action (com- 
pare the maskilim in Dan 11: 32-34). 

Finally we should note that, just as apocalypticism cannot 
be identified with a single social movement, so it cannot be 
identified with a single strand of theology. To be sure, it 
involves some consistent assumptions about the way the 
world works, e.g., the inevitability of a final judgment. 
Within the framework provided by these assumptions, 
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however, there is room for diversity of theological tradi- 
tions. There is a great difference between the priestly 
legalism of Qumran and the sapiential traditions which 
inform 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch, which are closer to the mind- 
set of the rabbinical schools. It could also be adapted to a 
radical departure from traditional Judaism in the rise of 
Christianity. 
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A. The Milieu of Jesus 

As is now generally accepted, Judaism in the time of 
Jesus was diverse (Nickelsburg and Stone 1983: 1). Al- 
though Jesus lived between the two main periods during 
which most of the Palestinian Jewish apocalypses were 
composed (the 3d—2d centuries B.c.£. and the late Ist 
century C.E.), there is evidence that the apocalyptic world 
view was widespread in Palestine during his time and that 
this world view was frequently linked to political issues. As 
was noted above, the community at Qumran had copies of 
Daniel and apocalypses attributed to Enoch. Even if they 
did not compose apocalypses themselves, their major 
works expressed an apocalyptic world view. Their expec- 
tations of the future included an eschatological battle in 
which foreign rulers (the Romans in the later documents) 
and their Jewish collaborators would be defeated. There is 
no evidence that Jesus had direct contact with the com- 
munity at Quinran. Nevertheless, the fact that Philo and 
Josephus wrote descriptions of their way of life and beliefs 
shows that these were not unknown, even outside Palestine, 
assuming that the members of the community were 
ESSENES; (fo- the texts from Philo and Josephus in En- 
glish translation, see Dupont-Sommer 1973: 21-36). The 
fact that at least some of the manuscripts of the War Scroll 
are in Herodian script shows that this document was very 
important from about 30 B.c.£. to about 70 c.£. (Cross 
1961: 118, 120 n.20). 

The Assumption or Testament of Moses is not an apocalypse 
but is closely related to the genre. This work was composed 
in the 2d century B.c.£. but was updated after the death of 
Herod in 4 B.c.£. (Collins 1979: 45). This work is especially 
important for the context of Jesus’ teaching because it 
refers to God’s kingdom in an apocalyptic context (Testa- 
ment of Moses 1)). That context includes vengeance on the 
enemies of Israel (vv 2, 7, 10). In the revised form of the 
work, the enemies were understood to be the Romans 
(Yarbro Collins 1976: 186). 

It is likely that the occasion for the revision of the 
Testament of Moses was the unrest that followed the death of 
Herod the Great in 4 B.c.£. (Jos. Ané 17.9.1 § 206-17.12.2 
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§ 338). This unrest included the activities of three messi- 
anic pretenders, Judas the Galilean, Simon, and Athronges 
(9.5 § 271-9.8 § 285). The Teitament of Moses, however, has 
greater affinity with the earlier nonviolent protest of Judas 
and Matthias, the interpreters of the law, than with the 
activist royal pretenders (Yarbro Collins 1976: 186; see 
Horsley and Hanson 1985: 110-17). 

When Archelaus was deposed and exiled, Judea, Sa- 
maria, and Idumea were annexed to the Roman province 
of Syria. Unrest broke out again in 6 c.z. when Quirinius, 
Octavian’s legate, took a census of the property of the 
Jews. Judas the Galilean led the revolt (Jos. Ant 18.1.1 § 1- 
18.2.1 § 26; see Fitzmyer Luke 1-9 AB, 393, 401-2). 
Besides this violent uprising, two further incidents of 
nonviolent resistance occurred. The first, in 26 C.£., in- 
volved opposition to Pilate’s bringing Roman standards 
into Jerusalem, because of the images of the emperor 
(presumably Tiberius) on them (Jos. Ant 18.3.1 § 55-59; 
JW 2.9.2 § 169-2.9.3 § 174). The other centered on Gaius’ 
command, in about 40 c.£., that his legate to Syria, Petro- 
nius, erect his statue in the temple (Ant 18.8.2 § 261—18.8.9 
§ 309; JW 2.10.1 § 184-2.10.5 § 203). 

At some point during the reign of Tiberius, and proba- 
bly during the time of Pontius Pilate was prefect of Judea, 
John the Baptist preached a message and performed a 
baptism of repentance (in addition to the gospels of the 
NT, see Jos. Ané 18.5.2 § 116-19). Josephus’ account of 
John’s message is very uneschatological, whereas the ac- 
counts of the gospels are thoroughly eschatological. The 
lack of eschatology in Josephus’ picture is probably due to 
his well-known bias in that regard. It is likely that John 
announced the “wrath to come” (see the saying from Q, 
the Synoptic Sayings Source, preserved in Matt 3:7-10 = 
Luke 3:7—9). This “wrath to come” was probably an ele- 
ment of the apocalyptic eschatology shared by John and 
the fourth book of the Sibylline Oracles (see especially lines 
152-74). 

Besides the evidence for the prevalence of apocalyptic 
eschatology during the time of Jesus, it is probable that at 
least one apocalypse was written around that time in Pal- 
estine. The Similitudes of Enoci, preserved in 1 Enoch 37- 
71, was apparently not part of the collection of Enoch 
books at Qumran. This lack allowed J. T. Milik to argue 
that the Stmilitudes is a Christian work of the 3d century 
(1976: 89-98). His argument has not won support, how- 
ever, and most specialists date the work between the reign 
of Herod the Great and the destruction of the temple in 
70 c.£. (Yarbro Collins 1987: 404—5). Since the latest 
historical allusions relate to the Parthian invasion of Pales- 
tine in 40 B.c.£. and Herod’s treatment in the warm springs 
of Callirrhoe, the usual methods of dating lead to a date 
around the turn of the era (Collins: 1979: 39; cf. 1984: 
143). 

The apocalyptic texts mentioned in this section, espe- 
cially Daniel, had an influence on the people living in 
Jesus’ time and no doubt on Jesus himself. The political 
unrest following Herod’s death was still vivid for those who 
had experienced it, and they probably spoke of it now and 
then to their children. The tensions that gave rise to that 
unrest were not far beneath the surface and, at least in 
some circles, were linked to apocalyptic eschatology. 
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B. Jesus 

During most of the 19th century, Jesus was viewed 
primarily as a teacher and social reformer (Schweitzer 
1968). In 1892, Johannes Weiss published a study that led 
to the rediscovery of the apocalyptic aspect of the teaching 
of Jesus. Much of the work of biblical scholars and theolo- 
gians in the first half of the 20th century centered on the 
task of assimilating this discovery and its consequences. A 
certain shift occurred in 1960 when Ernst Kasemann de- 
clared that, although Jesus made the apocalyptically deter- 
mined message of John his point of departure, his own 
preaching was not fundamentally apocalyptic but pro- 
claimed God as near at hand. Kasemann was “convinced 
that no one who took this step can have been prepared to 
wait for the coming Son of Man, the restoration of the 
Twelve Tribes in the Messianic kingdom and the dawning 
of the Parousia . . .” (1969: 101). The positions of Philip 
Vielhauer (1965: 87-91) and Norman Perrin (1967: 154— 
206) are similar. 

In recent work on the historical Jesus, his life and 
teaching have been placed in the context of Jewish resto- 
ration eschatology (Sanders 1985). Events of Jesus’ life that 
make this reconstruction credible are his baptism by John; 
his choosing twelve disciples to have a special role, presum- 
ably a role symbolic of the renewal of the twelve tribes of 
Israel; his carrying out a prophetic symbolic action in the 
temple that probably foretold its destruction and renewal; 
and his execution by the Romans for sedition. Jesus’ proc- 
lamation of the kingdom of God and the miracles attrib- 
uted to him can and ought to be interpreted in the context 
suggested by the major features of his life, namely Jewish 
restoration eschatology. 

If Jesus’ teaching about the eschatological restoration 
included the activity of the heavenly “son of man” foretold 
in Daniel 7, it would be appropriate to speak of his teach- 
ing as apocalyptic. Scholars are divided on this issue. Some 
argue that the Son of Man sayings were composed by Jesus’ 
followers after the appearances to them of Jesus as the 
risen Lord (e.g., Vielhauer 1965; Perrin 1974: 10-93). 
Others argue that Jesus spoke of a heavenly Son of Man 
but did not identify himself with that figure (e.g., Bult- 
mann 1968: 112, 122, 128, 151-52; Yarbro Collins 1987). 
Others argue that Jesus not only spoke of a Son of Man 
but identified himself with that heavenly being (e.g., Cara- 
gounis 1986: 174-75). 

An argument in favor of Jesus’ having an apocalyptic 
orientation is that the movement with which he associated 
himself (that of John the Baptist) seems to have been 
apocalyptic and the movement that commenced among his 
followers very shortly after his death, the earliest Christian 
community in Jerusalem, also seems to have been apoca- 
lyptic (Perrin and Duling 1982: 71-79; Kasemann 1969: 
102). It is more credible historically that Jesus’ life and 
teaching stood in continuity with these movements rather 
than in discontinuity. 


C. The Synoptic Tradition 

The synoptic tradition is a diverse body of oral and 
written materials centering on the life and teaching of 
Jesus that circulated in Christian circles in the first two 
centuries c.£E. It is known primarily from the Synoptic 
Gospels, Mark, Matthew, and Luke, but also from several 
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early apocryphal gospels (Koester 1980: 112). As indicated 
above, there is a widespread consensus that the earliest 
Christian community was an apocalyptic community (see 
also BINT 1: 37-42; Allison 1985; Sanders 1985: 91—95). 

1. The Sayings Source. According to the explanation of 
synoptic relationships called the Two Source Theory, the 
authors of Matthew and Luke used two written sources, 
the gospel of Mark and the Synoptic Sayings source, often 
referred to as “Q” (from the German Quelle, meaning 
“source”). The latter does not survive independently but 
must be reconstructed by synoptic comparison. The 
soundest method of reconstruction is to include material 
found in Matthew and Luke but not in Mark, or in all 
three but in two forms in either Matthew or Luke (a 
Markan form and a Q form). Such a reconstruction sug- 
gests that Q contained a variety of smaller literary forms, 
including brief narratives, such as the story of Satan’s 
testing Jesus, wisdom sayings, pronouncement stories, and 
prophetic and apocalyptic sayings. It is likely that Q con- 
cluded with an apocalyptic or eschatological discourse 
(Kimmel 1975: 66, Perrin and Duling 1982: 102). 

As reconstructed from Matthew and Luke, the Sayings 
Source is heavily influenced by apocalyptic eschatology. 
Most often its apocalyptic hope is expressed in sayings 
about the return of Jesus from heaven as the Son of Man, 
e.g., Luke 12:40 = Matt 24:44. His coming was expected 
to be like lightning or the primordial food (Luke 17:24 = 
Matt 24:27; Luke 17:26 = Matt 24:37). The social setting 
of this apocalyptic material was an environment of perse- 
cution by “this generation,” leaders in Jerusalem, and 
Pharisaic leaders (Perrin and Duling 1982: 103—7). 

Recently, John Kloppenborg has argued that the apoca- 
lyptic form of Q is secondary and that, in its original form, 
the Sayings Source was a nonapocalyptic wisdom docu- 
ment, belonging to the genre “instruction” (Kloppenborg 
1987a). Kloppenborg has certainly advanced the discus- 
sion of the genre of Q, but his argument regarding an 
early nonapocalyptic form is problematic because of its 
differentiation of source and redaction along “pure” for- 
mal lines (Yarbro Collins, forthcoming a and b). Kioppen- 
borg has also argued that the Sayings Source, even in its 
latest recoverable form, is not apocalyptic because “it does 
not fully share the situation of anomie which impels apoc- 
alypticism towards its vision of a transformed future” 
(1987b). This argument is not compelling because it uses 
a single hypothetical characteristic of apocalypticism to 
determine whether a work is apocalyptic or not. 

2. Mark. With Mark the gospel tradition reaches its 
apocalyptic peak. Its genre has been seen as parabolic 
(Kelber 1983: 117-29). Joel Marcus has pointed out the 
apocalyptic character of the parables in Mark (1986: 62- 
65, 229-33). According to Norman Perrin, the gospel of 
Mark presents “an apocalyptic drama” in three acts, involv- 
ing the work of John the Baptist, the work of Jesus, and 
finally the mission of the disciples into the world (Perrin 
and Duling 1982: 238). Although in some ways the gospel 
of Mark resembles ancient biographies (Aune 1987: 46; 
Talbert 1988), its genre is better described as historiogra- 
phy in the apocalyptic mode (Yarbro Collins 1990: 148). 

Mark begins with the words, “The beginning of the good 
news of Jesus the Messiah.” The “good news” (gospel) here 
refers to the entire work and teaching of Jesus. Mark’s 
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account of this good news begins with a prophecy attrib- 
uted to Isaiah (1:2—3) and the indication that this proph- 
ecy was fulfilled in the activity of John the Baptist (1:4). 
John himself then prophesies the coming of one mightier 
than he (1:7--8). This prophecy is fulfilled in the narrated 
arrival of Jesus to be baptized (1:9-11). Jesus later proph- 
esies his own death and resurrection (8:31; 9:31; 10:32- 
34). The reader is led to understand the narration of the 
fulfillment of this prophecy as an apocalyptic-eschatologi- 
cal event in light of the two major discourses of Jesus, both 
of which are apocalyptic in character (chaps. 4 and 13; see 
Marcus 1986. Brandenburger 1984; Allison 1985: 26--39). 
The ending of Mark is open-ended (Kelber 1983: 129). It 
does not signify closure at the point of the failure of the 
male disciples of Jesus to stand by him at the cross or of 
the female disciples to announce the resurrection. Rather, 
it demands that the readers bring to mind the unnarrated 
portion of the story (Magness 1986: 114-17). The rest of 
the story includes the apocalyptic-eschatological events of 
the proclamation of the good news to all nations (13:10) 
and the revelation of the Son of Man (13:24—27). 

3. Matthew and Luke. Besides preserving the apocalyp- 
tic material cf Mark and adding that of Q, the gospel of 
Matthew has modified, in an apocalyptic direction, certain 
passages taken from Mark. For example, Matthew’s para- 
ble chapter has become even more apocalyptic than Mark’s 
with the adclition of the parable of the weeds and its 
interpretation (13:24—-30, 36-43). To Mark’s account of 
the transfiguration, Matthew has added elements typical 
of apocalypt:c visions (17: 2, 6~7). To the apocalvptic 
discourse, Matthew has added phrases like “the close of 
the age” (24:3), “the sign (of the Son of Man)” (v 30), and 
the reference to a loud trumpet call that will accompany 
the sending out of the angels to gather the elect (v 31). 
Likewise, the death and resurrection of Jesus are accom- 
panied by apocalyptic signs not mentioned by Mark 
(27:51b—53; 28:2—4). The emphasis in Matthew is more on 
the aspect of fulfillment than on expectation of the conclu- 
sion of the apocalyptic scenario. This impression is given 
primarily by the theme of the presence of the risen Lord 
with the community (18:20; 28:20). 

It is now generally agreed that Conzelmann overstated 
the degree to which the author of Luke-Acts departed 
from the world view of apocalyptic eschatology (see, e.g., 
Fitzmyer, Lure AB, 18-23, commenting on Conzelmann 
1960 et al.). Nevertheless, a shift is evident from the 
expectation of an imminent revelation of the Son of Man 
to the concerns of the daily life as a Christian. This shift is 
evident in the use of apocalyptic traditions in ethical ex- 
hortation (Tannehill 1986: 243, 246-51). 


D. Paul 

It is widely agreed that Paul’s world view was apocalyptic 
(Kasemann 1980; Beker 1980). Paul viewed the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus as the beginning of the apocalyptic event of 
the general resurrection (1 Cor 15:12~—20; cf. Dan 12:2- 
3). In his earliest letter, the focus is on the imminent 
return of the risen Lord and the union of Christians in 
fellowship with him, both the few Christians who have died 
and the majority expected to survive (1 Thess 4:13—18; cf. 
1 Cor 15:51--52). In his later letters, Paul accepts the 
possibility that he will die before the return of Christ (Phil 
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1:19-26; cf. 2 Cor 5:1—10). Since the literary genre apoc- 
alypse and related texts expressing apocalyptic eschatology 
are not always characterized by imminent expectation, this 
shift in Paul’s thought may not be used to argue that his 
later letters are not apocalyptic. The understanding of 
history expressed in Rom 8:1/8-—25, for example, is apoca- 
lyptic. The primordial past is portrayed indirectly as a lost 
age of glory and freedom from decay (note the allusion to 
Gen 3:17 in v 20). The sufferings of the present time are 
the eschatological woes that precede the new age of glory 
and freedom that will begin with the general resurrection, 
the “redemption of our bodies” (v 23; cf. 1 Cor 15:20—28). 

Besides the temporal apocalyptic dimension, Paul re- 
flects interest in the spatial dimension of apocalyptic reve- 
lation (Segal 1986). His conversion or call is described as 
“a revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gat 1:12). In 2 Cor 12:1, he 
speaks of “visions and revelations of the Lord.” By way of 
example, he speaks of a man who was caught up to the 
third heaven, to paradise, where he received secret revela- 
tions (vv 2—4). His remark that “a thorn was given me in 
the flesh” to keep him from being too elated by the 
abundance of revelations (v 7) implies that the “man” taken 
up to the third heaven was Paul himself. In 1 Corinthians 
2, Paul speaks of “a secret und hidden wisdom of God, 
which God decreed before the ages for our glorification” 
(v 7). This combination of heavenly and eschatological 
revelation in Paul is comparable to what we find in the 
book of Daniel. 


E. The Book of Revelation 

The book of Revelation is the only apocalypse in the NT, 
and even it is a mixed genre, since the account of the 
revelation received by John is embedded in an epistolary 
framework (1:4—6; 22:21). Like the book of Daniel, Reve- 
lation brings heavenly mysteries to bear on a social crisis. 
In this case, the crisis is the tension between Roman ideol- 
ogy and Christian messianism (Yarbro Collins 1984; cf. 
Schiissler Fiorenza 1985). For a discussion of this work, see 
the article on REVELATION. BOOK OF. 


F. The Apostolic Literature 

Among the works conventionally called the “apostolic 
fathers” by modern scholars is one apocalypse, the Shep- 
herd of Hermas. Internal evidence suggests that this work 
was composed by a Jewish Christian freedman in Rome. It 
was written, perhaps in stages, between about 90 and 150 
c.£. (Osiek forthcoming in N TApocr 3). The work consists 
of three parts: visions, mandates, and similitudes. At least 
the part containing the visioris is an apocalypse (Hellholm 
1980), but it is appropriate to speak of the entire work as 
an apocalypse (Osiek 1986). 

Heavenly revelation plays « major role in the work. In 
Visions I-II, a heavenly figure, an elderly lady, allows 
Hermas to copy the content of a heavenly book so that he 
can communicate it to the faithful. The mandates or 
commandments and the similitudes or parables, that con- 
stitute the bulk of the work, are presented as the revelation 
given to Hermas by a heavenly being in the dress of a 
shepherd (Visions V.1—5). The work also has a strong 
eschatological interest. The term thlipsis is used both for 
persecution and for the impending eschatological crisis 
(Vis ILii.7—-8, iii.4; EL].vi.5; IV.i.1, 11.5, iii.6; cf. Sim 
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VIIL.ii.6—7). Apparently the apocalyptic eschatology of 
this work included the transformation of the faithful to an 
angelic state after death (Vis II.ii.7). 

Although the Didache is a church order in terms of 
genre, it expresses apocalyptic eschatology. This is espe- 
cially apparent in the concluding chapter (16), a short 
apocalyptic discourse. This discourse is related to Mark 13 
and parallels, especially to Matthew 24. Didache 16, how- 
ever, does not follow that text closely, but seems to be 
largely independent, perhaps drawing on oral tradition. It 
shares with Matthew 24 the notion of a “sign” linked to the 
appearance of the Lord (Son of Man) on the clouds and 
the motif of a trumpet call. Its distinctive elements, relative 
to the synoptic apocalyptic discourse, are the fiery trial 
and the deceiver of the world. The latter is presented in 
terms reminiscent of the lawless one in 2 Thessalonians 2 
(cf. Holland 1988). 


G. The Gnostic Apocalypses 

There is an emerging consensus that the religious phi- 
losophy called “Gnosis” (or Gnosticism, especially in its 
more developed forms) originated in the diverse matrix of 
Judaism in the late Hellenistic period (Rudolph 1983: 277). 
Thus, Gnosticism should no longer be described as a 
Christian heresy. In spite of the essential independence of 
Gnosticism from Christianity, the two movements came 
into contact early, perhaps already in Paul’s time (Rudolph 
1983: 300-2) and a gnostic form of Christianity emerged 
in the 2d century (Layton 1987: 20-21). 

The literature produced by Christian gnostics included 
a number of apocalypses (Fallon 1979: 124). An early and 
classic example is the Apocryphon or Secret Book of John 
(Fallon 1979: 130-31; Layton 1987: 23-51). This work 
was composed in Greek (although it survives only in Cop- 
tic), probably in the 2d century c.£. The narrative frame- 
work involves Jesus’ appearance after his resurrection to 
John the son of Zebedee on the Mount of Olives. In a 
dialogue between the two, the Savior reveals the nature of 
God as the source of all being, the structure of the divine 
world (pleroma) before creation, the story of creation (Gen- 
esis 1-4 retold from a gnostic perspective), and the secrets 
of salvation. John is commissioned to relate these mysteries 
to those who are like him in spirit. In the concluding 
narrative framework he communicates the revelation to his 
fellow disciples. 

Several gnostic apocalypses include a heavenly journey 
(Fallon 1979: 136-39). One of these is the Apocalypse of 
Paul (preserved in Coptic and not to be confused with the 
Christian aprocyphal Apocalypse of Paul preserved primar- 
ily in Latin). The narrative framework involves an appear- 
ance of the Holy Spirit as a little child to Paul on a 
mountain near Jerusalem. The Spirit then takes Paul on a 
journey through the ten heavens (the longer, later version 
of 2 Enoch also has a journey through ten heavens). In the 
seventh heaven is an “old man,” probably the God of the 
Jewish Bible, who tries to prevent Paul from going beyond 
that heaven. Paul, however, with the help of the Spirit and 
a special sign, is able to ascend further. In the tenth heaven 
Paul meets his fellow spirits. The descent of Paul is not 
narrated and there is no concluding narrative framework. 


APOCALYPSES AND APOCALYPTICISM 


H. The Christian Apocrypha 

The Apocalypse of Peter (preserved in Greek fragments 
and in Ethiopic) is one of the oldest Christian apocryphal 
apocalypses. It was probably composed around 135 c.£., 
since the activity of the Jewish messianic claimant, Bar 
Kokhba is indirectly portrayed as the eschatological crisis. 
Like many of the gnostic apocalypses, its narrative setting 
seems to be after the resurrection of Jesus (Yarbro Collins 
1979: 72-73). Jesus is the mediator of heavenly revelation, 
in this case, of the signs and events of the end and visions 
of the places of reward and punishment (Himmelfarb 
1983: 8-11). Other Christian apocryphal apocalypses in 
which revelation is mediated through epiphanies, visions, 
and auditions include Jacob’s Ladder, the Book of Elchasai, 
the Apocalypse of St. John the Theologian (modeled on the 
canonical book of Revelation), the Questions of Bartholomew, 
the Book of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ by Bartholomew the 
Apostle, and parts of other works (Yarbro Collins 1979). 

The oldest Christian apocryphal apocalypse of the heav- 
enly journey type is the Ascension of Isaiah. This work is 
probably a composite made up of two originally indepen- 
dent works, a Martyrdom of Isaiah and a Vision or Ascent 
of Isaiah. The latter is the apocalypse and is contained in 
chaps. 6-11 (Yarbro Collins 1979: 84). Isaiah’s journey is 
through the seven heavens and involves revelation of the 
different kinds of angels inhabiting each. The climax is a 
“prophecy” of the descent of “the Beloved” (Christ) 
through the seven heavens, his mission on earth, and his 
ascent back into the seventh heaven. In the present time it 
is the wicked angel Sammael and the angels of the firma- 
ment who determine events on earth. The strife on earth 
reflects the strife among the angels. Other Christian apoc- 
ryphai apocalypses of the journey type include the Latin 
Apocalypse of Paul, the Greek Apocalypse of Ezra, the Ethiopic 
Apocalypse of the Virgin Mary, the Story of Zosimus, the Greek 
Apocalypse of the Holy Mother of God, a Coptic Apocalypse of 
james unrelated to the two discovered at Nag Hammadi, a 
Coptic work entitled The Mysteries of St. John the Apostle and 
Holy Virgin, the Greek Apocalypse of Sedrach, and parts of 
other works (Yarbro Collins 1979). Many of these works 
are concerned with punishments (Himmelfarb 1983) and 
rewards after death. They are important for many rea- 
sons, one of which is that they formed the raw material for 
Dante’s Divine Comedy. On apocalypticism in the Middle 
Ages, see McGinn (1979). 
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ADELA YARBRO COLLINS 


APOCRYPHA. The Greek noun apokrypha means 
“hidden.” It is used to dencte writings on the fringes of 
the canon of the OT and NT. See also the CANON articles. 


OLD TESTAMENT APOCRYPHA 


The term “Old Testament Apocrypha” signifies numer- 
ous Jewish religious writings that date from approximately 
300 B.c.£. to 70 C.E. 

Today “apocrypha” does not refer to “hidden” secrets, 
as in Dan 12:9-10 and 4 Ezra 14:44—48. According to a 
wide consensus, and to the definition of PPEUDEPIGRA- 
PHA as an open literary category, the OT Apocrypha 
should be defined as a closec. and focused collection. This 
ancient literary collection, therefore, contains 13 works 
found in the old Greek codices of the OT—namely Codex 
Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus, and Codex Alexandrinus— 
but not in the Biblia Hebraica or OT. 

All were written in a Semitic language and in Palestine, 
except for the Wisdom of Solomon and 2 Maccabees, 
which were composed in Greek, probably in Alexandria. 
All are preserved in Greek, in one or more of the Greek 
uncials already mentioned, and sometimes also in other 
languages. 

Many Jews by the 2d century B.c.£. contended that 
prophecy lasted only from Moses to Ezra (see Josephus, 
AgAp 1; 4 Ezra 14; B. Bat. 14b—-15c). The Apocrypha were 
composed long after Ezra and were thus attributed to 
biblical heroes, like Jeremiah, Baruch, and Solomon, who 
antedated Ezra, were internal expansions to Esther or 
Daniel, or were “histories” of the successes or excesses of 
the Maccabees. 

These Jewish documents were considered authoritative 
and inspired by many early Jews. They were not used, 
however, by Alexandrian Jews to fill out the canon in 
contrast to a Palestinian canon. While different Jewish 
groups, especially the Essenes and the Samaritans, had 
expanded or contracted collections of sacred writings, 
there were not two Jewish canons in prerabbinic Judaism. 
Philo of Alexandria did not use the Apocrypha as author- 
itative scripture. He quoted especially the Torah. Today 
Jews do not consider the Apocrypha canonical; their canon 
is the Biblia Hebraica, which is completed by the Mishna, 
Tosephta, and the two Talmuds. 

The early Greek codices of the Bible are Christian 
collections; they contain not only the OT but also the NT, 
the Apocrypha, sometimes ore or more of the Pseudepig- 
rapha, and even additional Christian compositions. Hence, 
the inclusion of the Apocrypha into a canon may well be a 
Christian innovation. 

In the 4th century c.£. Jerome was dissatisfied with the 
Old Latin version of the OT. He translated the canonical 
books from Hebrew into Latin, and produced the Vulgate, 
which is still authoritative in Roman Catholicism. Since he 
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worked from the Hebrew and not the Greek version of the 
OT, he limited his Vulgate to the Hebrew canon. He 
considered the additional documents in the Greek canon 
of scripture to be “apocryphal.” Later the Western church 
added to the Vulgate the Apocrypha, probably using the 
Old Latin version. In reaction to the Protestant Reforma- 
tion and Luther’s relegation of the Apocrypha, the Roman 
Catholic Church, on April 8, 1546, at the Council of Trent, 
declared the Apocrypha to be part of the Christian canon. 
Hence, today Roman Catholics contend these works are 
“Deuterocanonical” and inspired. 

In the 16th century, Luther and the early Protestants 
rejected as canonical the additional books in the canon. 
They were antipathetic to apocalyptic thought, and had a 
distorted view of 2 Maccabees, because 12:43—45 had been 
used to support the Roman Catholic idea of purgatory, 
and of Tobit and other works in the Apocrypha, because 
they had been used to prove the doctrine of works righ- 
teousness. Luther placed the apocryphal works at the end 
of his translation of the OT and labeled them “Apocry- 
pha.” Protestants today do not consider the Apocrypha 
canonical, even though some books, especially Ben Sira, 
are often considered authoritative and even inspired. 

The Epistle of Jeremiah was written well before 100 B.c.£. 
Confirmation of this date is now evident, because a Greek 
fragment was found in Qumran Cave VII that dates from 
circa 100 B.c.z. The original was composed sometime 
around 300 s.c.z. Containing only 72 or 73 verses, the 
work, influenced by Jeremiah 10:1—16, is an exhortation 
not to fear or worship idols. 

Tobit was probably composed around 180 B.c.£. It is a 
romantic story instructing, among other values, that God 
does indeed help those faithful to his laws. The dramatis 
personae are Tobit, a righteous exile in Nineveh; Anna, his 
wife; Tobias, his son; Sarah, a bride who loses seven bride- 
grooms in succession; Asmodeus, a demon who succes- 
sively slays Sarah’s bridegrooms on their wedding nights; 
and Raphael, the angel who defeats the demon. 

Judith, composed around 150 B.c.£., is a story about how 
the heroine Judith defeats and beheads Holofernes, the 
Assyrian general, and delivers her nation. The author 
intended to exhort Jews to reject evil, especially when it is 
represented by an invading enemy, and to be obedient to 
Torah. One of the most startling features of Judith is that 
the author had Judith pray to God to help her to lie. 

3 Ezra (also named | Esdras and even III Esdras), was 
written sometime between 150 and 100 B.c.e. It is a con- 
serted attempt to rewrite 2 Chr 35:1—36:23, Ezra, and 
Nehemiah 7:38-8:12. 3 Ezra 3:1—5:6 is independent of 
the OT. Tendencies in the book are the elevation of Ezra 
as “high priest,” the celebration of the Temple, and the 
preoccupation with Zerubabel. 

Additions to Esther are six expansions to Esther in its 
Greek form: Mordecai’s dream, Artaxerxes’ letter which 
orders the Jews to be exterminated, prayers by Mordecai 
and Esther, Esther’s successful audience before King Ar- 
taxerxes, the king’s second letter which praises the Jews, 
and the interpretation of Mordecai’s dream. The date for 
these additions is clearly pre-70 c.£., but they may have 
been added to Esther in different years from 167 to 114 
B.C.E., Or sometime in the Ist century B.c.E. The authors 
of these additions added color to the story, provided an 
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apology for Judaism, and—most importantly—supplied 
God’s name, the theological words, and ideas conspicu- 
ously absent in Esther. For example, salvation now comes 
not as a result of Esther’s courage but because of her piety. 

The Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Young Men, 
Susanna, and Bel and the Dragon are three documents 
added to Daniel and date between 165 and ca. 100 B.c.E. 
The Prayer of Azariah turns the reader’s attention to the 
Jews facing martyrdom and away from the wicked king. It 
stresses that there is only one God and that he is just. 

Susanna is an attractive tale about a desirable and virtu- 
ous woman who is charged by two elders because she 
refuses to have sex with them. She is rescued by Daniel, 
who cross-examines them and reveals that they are lying. 

Bel and the Dragon preserves two stories. One describes 
how Daniel proves that the priests, not the idol Bel, eat the 
food presented to it. The other tells how Daniel destroys 
an idol but is saved by Habakkuk, who is aided by angels. 

1 Baruch dates from the Ist or 2d centuries B.c.£., and is 
composite. It opens with an acknowledgment that Jerusa- 
lem was destroyed because of Israel’s sins and with a plea 
for God’s forgiveness. It then moves through a poetic 
celebration of wisdom, to a description of how the lament 
from Jerusalem was heard. 

Ben Sira (Sirach or Ecclesiasticus) was probably com- 
posed around 180 3B.c.£. by a conservative teacher in 
Jerusalem. It is an apology for Judaism and a critique of 
Greek culture. Typical themes are the reverence for the 
Temple, the Torah, and the belief in one God who is just 
and merciful. A Heb mss of Ben Sira was found at Masada. 

The Wisdom of Solomon, perhaps written in the Ist cen- 
tury B.C.E., is a blend of Jewish wisdom traditions with 
Greek and Egyptian ideas. Wisdom is clearly personified. 

1 Maccabees, composed near the end of the 2d century 
B.C.E., celebrates the military exploits of the Maccabees up 
to the rule of John Hyrcanus. The author is pro-Hasmo- 
nean, but does not articulate the importance or value of 
martyrdom. This document is a major source for studying 
the history of 2d-century Palestine. 

2 Maccabees, written in the latter part of the 2d century 
or the early decades of the Ist century B.c.£., isan epitome 
of the lost five-volume history by Jason of Cyrene. Much 
more theologically oriented than 1 Maccabees, 2 Macca- 
bees stresses the resurrection of the body, the efficacious- 
ness of martyrdom, and the revelatory dimension of mir- 
acles. It is anti-Hasmonean. Two letters introduce the 
Epitome. The first is probably authentic, was composed 
around 124 B.c.£. in a Semitic language, and is an appeal 
to celebrate Hanukkah. The second letter is probably 
inauthentic, dates between 103 and 60 B.c.£., and may have 
been composed in Greek. 

Formerly 4 Ezra (also called I] Esdras and even the 
Apocalypse of Ezra) and the Prayer of Manasseh were con- 
sidered a part of the OT Apocrypha. However, they are 
not found in the oldest Greek codices of the LXX, are 
pseudepigraphical, are not found in many collections of 
the Apocrypha, and are now frequently and rightly consid- 
ered among the books in the OT Pseudepigrapha. 

For additional information, consult the entries on each 
of the documents mentioned above. For texts, see APOT 
and APAT. See also JSHRZ and HJP? 3/2. 
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NEW TESTAMENT APOCRYPHA 


Although there are problems with the definition (see 
below), the term “New Testament Apocrypha” has gener- 
ally come to refer to various early Christian writings that 
are not included in the canonical NT. 


. The Problem of Definition 
. The Range of NT Apocryphal Literature 
. The Value of NT Apocrypha 

. Sources 
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. The Problem of Definition 

In general, the term “New Testament Apocrypha” has 
come to refer to that corpus of early Christian literature 
that shares with the writings of the NT proper—with 
respect either to form and content, or to similar claims to 
apostolic derivation—a common self-consciousness in lay- 
ing claim to the authority that derives from the age of 
Christian origins. Like the books of the NT, the apocryphal 
NT writings derive from various early Christian commu- 
nities and from various time periods. But unlike the books 
that have come down to us as the “canonical NT,” the 
apocryphal writings generally did not achieve the level of 
widespread ecclesiastical use that would have prompted 
their inclusion in most of the early Christian canonical 
lists. 

When one attempts to go beyond a definition of this 
general sort. one inevitably encounters difficulty. For ex- 
ample, if one follows the natural inclination to develop a 
definition of “apocrypha” based upon the use of its cog- 
nate Greek znd Latin terms by early Christian authorities, 
the inconsistency with which the word is applied to various 
works inevitably poses a problem. The dilemma is illus- 
trated by the disparate uses of the term in the latter part 
of the 2d century and the beginning of the 3d. On one 
hand, Clement of Alexandria can use “apocryphal” in 
quite a literal sense to refer to certain “secret” books said 
to be in the possession of followers of the heretic Prodicus 
(Strom. 1.15.69.9). The books in question, incidentally, 
have little to do with the NT at all but are of Persian origin, 
and thus fall outside of what most scholars today would 
choose to treat as NT Apocrypha. On the other hand, 
Tertullian seems to use the term without regard for its 
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literal meaning “secret.” For him it has become simply a 
term of disparagement, sinc: he uses it in tandem with the 
adjective falsa to indicate his low opinion of the Shepherd of 
Hermas (De pud. 10.6). And again, it is instructive to note 
that the term is applied to a book which few today would 
treat under the rubric of NT Apocrypha, assigning it 
instead to that special (though similarly ill-defined) cate- 
gory of early Christian literature known as the “Apostolic 
Fathers.” Finally, one finds the term employed by Irenaeus 
to refer to certain writings of the Marcosians, who have as 
their intent, as he puts it, the “perversion” of scripture 
(Adv. haer., 1.20 [xiii], 1), as though the books in question 
were simply heretical adaptations of writings Irenaeus 
regards as having scriptural authority. Though the Secret 
Gospel of Mark provides at least one example where this 
was in fact the case (Koester 1980a), Irenaeus’ use of the 
term here would not apply to most of the books modern 
students would consider to fall within the category “NT 
Apocrypha.” 

Scholars have not shown any greater degree of unanim- 
ity in defining just what is meant by the term “NT Apoc- 
rypha.” The use of “apocrypha” generally to denote early 
Christian works not found in the canonical NT occurs 
already in the title of Michael Neander’s 16th century 
collection of apocryphal NT writings: Apocrypha: hoc est, 
narrationes de Christo, Mari, Joseph, cognatione et familia 
Christi, extra Biblia. It is doubtful that this usage bears any 
direct relationship to ancient uses of the word “apocry- 
pha,” but derives instead analogically from the Protestant 
reformers’ use of “Apocrypha” to refer to those OT writ- 
ings accepted as canonical by the Council of Trent, but 
rejected by Luther as “not held equal to the sacred scrip- 
tures,” and thus relegated tc an appendix in his landmark 
German translation of the Bible. 

But in this century, prominent scholars have pressed for 
a definition of NT Apocrypha which goes beyond the 
simple meaning “extrabiblical,” or “noncanonical.” In his 
learned volume on the Apocryphal New Testament, M. R. 
James used the term “apocryphal” primarily in its com- 
mon, or popular, sense of connoting “false or spurious” 
(p. xiv), thus implying that the chief characteristic separat- 
ing this material from the NT proper is the fact that it, 
unlike the canonical writings, does not derive from the 
apostolic hands to which i lays claim. However, today, 
when most critical NT scholarship entertains similar 
doubts about roughly two thirds of the canonical NT itself, 
such a definition clearly will not suffice. Wilhelm Schnee- 
melcher also sought a definition in history, calling apocry- 
phal those books which “from the point of view of Form 
Criticism further develop and mould the kinds of style 
created and received in the New Testament... , which are 
distinguished by the fact not merely that they did not 
come into the New Testament but also that they were 
intended to take the place of the four Gospels of the canon 
(this holds good for the earlier texts) or to stand as en- 
largement of them side by side with them.” (NTApoer 1:27— 
28). But as Koester (1980a) has pointed out, this sort of 
stratifying approach, which regards the corpus of canoni- 
cal writings as necessarily early, and all of the apocryphal 
literature as part of a late, secondary effort to continue 
that which the NT had already started, is not supported 
by the MSS evidence, and may reflect more our own 
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canonical predispositions than the literary histories of the 
books themselves. At the very least, such a definition could 
only be applied with great difficulty to a work such as the 
Gospel of Thomas, which is certainly not modeled upon any 
NT writing (and possibly predates many of them), a prob- 
lem Schneemelcher himself could already foresee 
(NTApocr 1:60-64). 


B. The Range of NT Apocryphal Literature 

Most recent collections have chosen to organize and 
present the corpus of NT apocryphal literature in terms 
of the four genres represented in the NT itself: gospels, 
acts, letters, and apocalypses. This, of course, presupposes 
the sort of definition proffered by Schneemelcher, in 
which apocryphal works are regarded primarily as second- 
ary attempts to supplant various NT writings. If one can 
no longer accept this view of apocryphal literature, it 
serves no useful purpose to retain these categories, espe- 
cially since the parameters suggested by them, if taken 
seriously, would exclude from consideration many impor- 
tant early Christian apocryphal works. Schneemelcher 
himself was already testing the limits of these parameters 
by including in his collection such works as the Books of Jeu 
or Thomas the Contender under the rubric of “gospels.” 
These two works are but a few droplets of the great flood 
of new material that has recently come onto the field owing 
largely to the discovery in 1945 of a hoard of Coptic 
gnostic texts at Nag Hammadi in upper Egypt. As the 
publication and study of these new documents proceeds, 
the range of types and genres of literature to be consid- 
ered under the heading of NT Apocrypha will have to be 
expanded greatly. It clearly will no longer suffice to orga- 
nize all of NT apocryphal literature into the four tradi- 
tional categories represented in the canonical NT. The 
categories of material indicated in the following list of 
apocryphal works is suggestive of the great variety of NT 
apocryphal literature written and used by early Christians 
(see also related entries in the ABD). 


New Testament Apocrypha 


1. Gospels and Related Forms 
a. Narrative Gospels 
© The Gospel of the E bionites 
The Gospel of the Hebrews 
The Gospel of the Nazoreans 
The Gospel of Nicodemus (The Acts of Pilate) 
The Gospel of Peter 
The Infancy Gospel of Thomas 
P. Egerton 2 (a fragment of an unknown narrative 
gospel) 
P. Oxy. 840 (a fragment of an unknown narrative 
gospel) 
¢ The Protevangelium of James 
b. Revelation Dialogues and Discourses 
© The (First) Apocalypse of James (NHC V) 
¢ The (Second) Apocalypse of James (NHC V) 
¢ The Apocryphon of James (NHC J) (a revelation dis- 
course cast in an epistolary framework) 
* The Apocryphon of John (NHC_II, III, IV, and BG 
8502) 
° The Book of Thomas the Contender (NHC II) 
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The Dialogue of the Savior (NHC III) 
The Epistula Apostolorum (a revelation discourse 
cast in an epistolary framework) 
The Gospel of the Egyptians (distinct from the Coptic 
Gospel of the Egyptians—cf. below under Trea- 
tises) 
The Gospel of Mary (BG 8502) 
The Gospel of Philip (NHC I) 
The Letter of Peter to Philip (NHC VIII) (a revelation 
discourse cast in an epistolary framework) 
Pistis Sophia 
The Questions of Mary 
The Questions of Bartholomew 
The Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC VII) 
The Sophia of Jesus Christ (NHC III and BG 8502) 
The Two Books of Jeu 
Bodlian Copt. MS d54 (a fragmentary dialogue 
between Jesus and John) 
c. Sayings Gospels and Collections 
¢ The Gospel of Thomas (NHC I) 
¢ The Synoptic Sayings Source (Q) 
© The Teachings of Silvanus (NHC VII) 
2. Treatises 
¢ On the Origin of the World (NHC II) 
¢ The (Coptic) Gospel of the Egyptians (NHC III and 
IV) 
The Gospel of Truth (NHC I and XII) 
The Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC II) 
The Treatise on Resurrection (NHC I) (a treatise cast 
in epistolary form) 
¢ The Tripartite Tractate (NHC I) 
3. ppocaly Pees 
¢ The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Elijah 
The (Arabic) Apocalypse of Peter 
The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Peter (NHC VII) 
The (Greek/Ethtopic) Apocalypse of Peter 
The (Coptic) Apocalypse of Paul (NHC V) 
The (Latin) Apocalypse of Paul 
The Apocalypse of Sophonias 
The Apocalypse of Thomas 
The Ascension of Isaiah (chap. 6-11) 
The Christian Stbyllines 
The Concept of Our Great Power (NHC VI) 
The Book of Elchasat 
V and VI Ezra 
Melchizidek (NHC IX) 
The Mysteries of St. John the Apostle and the Holy Virgin 
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The Acts of Andrew 
The Acts of Andrew and Matthias 
The Acts of John 
The Acts of Paul (and Thecla) 
The (Coptic) Act of Peter (BG 8502) 
The (Greek) Acts of Peter 
The Acts of Peter and the Twelve (NHC V1) 
The Acts of Philip 
The Acts of Thomas 
The Kerygmata Petrou 
5. Letters 
¢ The Abgar Legend 
¢ The Correspondence between Paul and Seneca 
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* The Epistle of Pseudo-Titus 
* Paul's Letter to the Laodiceans 
6. Liturgical Materials 
a. Homilie 
© The Interpretation of Knowledge (NHC X1) 
¢ The Kerygma of Peter 
¢ The Testimony of Truth (NHC IX) 
¢ A Valentinian Exposition (NHC XI) 
b. Psalms 
© The Cdes of Solomon 
c. Prayers 
* On the Annointing (NHC XI) 
¢ On Baptism A (NHC XI) 
* On Baptism B (NHC XI) 
¢ On the Eucharist A (NHC XI) 
¢ On the Eucharist B (NHC XI) 
¢ A Prayer of the Apostle Paul (NHC I) 


Though this list is relatively inclusive, it is not exhaustive 
of all the works that might come under consideration as 
NT Apocrypha. For example, in the early editions of his 
Neutestamentliche Apokryphen, Edgar Hennecke included the 
Didache, the letters of Clement of Rome, and other works 
normally asseciated with the corpus “Apostolic Fathers,” 
which some today would still insist on including in any 
complete listing of the NT Apocrypha. There is also the 
question of how far to extend the chronological limits of 
the designation NT Apocrypha. For example, should one 
consider the later apocryphal acts, such as the Acts of 
Xanthippe and Polexena or the Martyrdom of Peter, as also 
belonging to this corpus? The current trend seems to be 
toward inclusivity rather than limitation, since such a des- 
ignation as NT Apocrypha, as abstract as it may be, does 
tend to be suggestive of a “canon” of texts worthy of 
scholarly attention. Over the last two decades, a group of 
Swiss scholars forming /’Association pour l'étude de la littera- 
ture apocryphe chrétienne has been attempting to rectify the 
years of scholarly neglect under which many such later 
apocryphal works have suffered by publishing new critical 
editions and French translations of (eventually) all the 
Christian apocrypha (including OT Apocrypha) in the 
Series Apocryphorum of Corpus Christianorum. 


C. The Value of NT Apocrypha 

It has been customary to speak of the NT Apocrypha in 
terms of thet value in bearing witness to the history of 
early Christianity only as it developed in the 2d and 3d 
centuries or later. More recent investigations of particular 
apocryphal works, however, have called into question this 
scholarly convention by dating certain books, or the tradi- 
tions of which they have made use, to the Ist century. For 
example, Helmut Koester and James M. Robinson have 
argued for a view of Christianity in the Ist century that 
takes account of the traditions and _tradition-historical 
tendencies at work in the Gospel of Thomas, which many 
today have come to view as a Ist-century Christian text 
(Robinson and Koester 1971: 71-113, 114-57, 158-204). 
In a separate article Koester (1980b) has suggested that in 
addition to the Gospel of Thomas, the Dialogue of the Savior 
may also bear witness to the development of the early 
Christian sayings tradition in the Ist century. Following 
upon an earlier suggestion of Koester (1980a: 126-30), 
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John Dominic Crossan has argued in a recent monograph 
(1988) that the Gospel of Peter can be used to reconstruct a 
version of the passion narrative that predates both the 
synoptic version and that of John. Finally, Charles Hedrick 
(1988) has edited a collection of essays by various scholars 
exploring the value of apocryphal gospel traditions for 
addressing the question of the historical Jesus. All of these 
efforts reflect a current trend, especially among American 
scholars, to reexamine old historical assumptions about 
apocryphal literature in general, and to view apocryphal 
literature as the product, not of various attempts to rewrite 
or supplement the canonical texts, but of the great diver- 
sity of belief and practice thai existed in early Christianity 
almost from its inception. 


D. Sources 

English translations or summaries of most of the works 
listed above may be found in M. R. James, The Apocryphal 
New Testament, or Edgar Hennecke and Wilhelm Schnee- 
melcher, New Testament Apocrypha (NTApocr), an English 
translation of the 4th edition (1959) of their German 
collection, Neutestamentliche Ajocryphen. The latter has re- 
cently appeared in a new German edition (1987), and a 
new edition of James’ collection is currently being pre- 
pared by J. Keith Elliott. A new four-volume collection of 
apocryphal texts sponsored by Polebridge Press is also 
currently in production. For the Nag Hammadi texts, and 
those found in BG 8502, English transiations are to be 
found in James M. Robinson, General Editor, The Nag 
Hammadi Library. 

Critical editions of most of these texts are also available. 
Greek texts of many of the apocryphal gospels are to be 
found in Tischendorf, Evangelia apocrypha, published orig- 
inally in 1853, and reissued in 1966. The standard text for 
the apocryphal acts is that of Lipsius and Bonnet, Acta 
apostolorum apocrypha (1959), also an update of an earlier 
volume assembled by Tischendorf (1851). Members of 
l'Association pour Vétude de la jitterature apocryphe chrétienne 
have begun issuing new editicns of the apocryphal acts in 
the Series Apocryphorum of Corpus Christianorum, in- 
cluding Eric Junod and Jean-Daniel Kaesteli, Acta lohannis 
(1983), and Louis Leloir, Acta Apostolorum Armenaica 
(1986). Critical editions of the Nag Hammadi texts have 
appeared in the series Nag Hammadi Studies, including 
Codex I (H. W. Attridge, ed.), Codices III,2 and IV,2: The 
Gospel of the Egyptians (A. Bohlig, F. Wisse, P. Labib, eds.), 
Codex III,5: The Dialogue of the Savior (S. Emmel, ed.), 
Codices V,2—5 and VI with P. Berol. 8502, 1 and 4 (D. M. 
Parrott, ed.), Codices IX and X (B. A. Pearson, ed.). Critical 
editions of all of the Nag Hammadi Codices are currently 
in production or imminently forthcoming in this series. 
Carl Schmidt’s text of the Pastis Sophia has been published 
in the same series (Nag Hammadi Studies 9, R. McL. 
Wilson, ed.), as well as his text of the Books of Jeu from the 
Bruce Codex (Nag Hammadi Studies 13, R. McL. Wilson, 
ed.). The entire text of BG 8502 was published originally 
by Walter Till in 1955, and reissued in a revised edition by 
Hans-Martin Schenke in 1972. The Syriac text of the Odes 
of Solomon is published with an English translation by 
James H. Charlesworth in the SBLTT series. The texts 
pertinent to the reconstruction of the Synoptic Sayings 
Source (Q) have been published by John Kloppenborg. A 
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new fragment of P. Egerton 2 has just been published by 
Michael Gronewald, and should thus be added to the 
fragment originally published by Bell and Skeat. For criti- 
cal texts of other NT apocryphal works and fragments, 
one should consult the appropriate sections of Hennecke- 
Schneemelcher, NTApocr. 
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notes by V. MacDermot. NHS 9. Leiden. 
STEPHEN J. PATTERSON 


APOLLO (DEITY). After Zeus, the most important 
deity in the Greek pantheon, and the most Greek of all 
the gods. His cult was prominent throughout the Mediter- 
ranean world. As a vegetation deity, he guards against 
plagues of mice, grasshoppers, and plant diseases, and as 
a god of herds, he offers protection, especially against 
wolves. Very early he has a reputation for healing powers, 
but in time his son Asclepius takes over this function. 
Warding off evil usually implies power to effect its oppo- 
site, and as the god of purity, Apollo sends in retribution 
destructive plagues or sickness. Hence purification and 
expiation rites were a strong feature in his cult. 

In the Greco-Roman world, prophetic powers were as- 
sociated especially with Apollo, whose principal oracle was 
located at Delphi. Strabo (9.3.12) reports that Apollo slew 
the Python, a serpent or dragon that guarded this oracle. 
The Greek term python came to be used in reference to the 
Python’s spirit of divination that inspired the deity’s me- 
dium at the shrine in Delphi (Plut. De def. or. 414e). Acts 
16:16 uses the term in apposition to pneuma (spirit) in a 
description of a woman similarly possessed. 

That Paul sets high value on prophecy is apparent from 
1 Cor 14:1—5. Since women were used as oracular media 
for Apollo at some oracles in Greece, it is not surprising 
that prophecy is associated also with female members of 
the Corinthian church (1 Corinthians 11). But Apollo is a 
deity of order, and Paul, for whatever other reasons, 
relates to this cultural feature with his insistence that 
female prophets wear appropriate head covering (vv 11— 
16). 

The Greek instinct for moderation found in Apollo the 
balance to Dionysos, who was especially associated with 
ecstatic worship and had found an early welcome at Del- 
phi. Since Apollo sponsors reasoned discourse, his priest 
at Delphi interpreted the Pythia’s responses. A related 
concern for harmony is evident in Paul’s instruction con- 
cerning prophecy and the interpreter’s role in connection 
with ecstatic speech (“tongues” 1 Cor 14:22-25). He also 
teaches that the “spirits of prophets are subject to proph- 
ets, for God does not encourage disorder (akatastasia) but 
harmony (eiréne)” (vv 32-33). Paul’s declaration that he 
would rather speak five intelligible words than tens of 
thousands in ecstatic utterance (v 19) would be well under- 
stood in Hellas. 

The broad range of talent exhibited at Corinth (1 Cor 
14:26) parallels the beneficent civilizing influence that was 
traditionally associated with Apollo. At the same time it 
attests the depth of Paul’s awareness of basic Hellenic 
values (Rom 1:14; 1 Cor 9:19—23), the cultivation of which 
contributed to a pervasive symmetry that was so highly 
prized among Greeks and expressed in maxims that were 
inscribed at Delphi: gnéthi sauton (know yourself), méden 
agan (nothing too much). These maxims attest the reputa- 
tion that Delphi had for a civilizing influence. 

Apollo’s oracle at Delphi became world-renowned for 
the counsel it gave in ordering the lives of those who 
sought advice on commercial ventures, political issues, and 
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a variety of personal problems, but in St. Paul’s time its 
influence had declined. Yet Apollo’s reputation for moral 
earnestness was so well established that if Christianity was 
to prevail in Greece, it was imperative that spirit-filled 
leaders in Christian communities be able to assist people 
in need of counsel. Paul met the need by including in his 
Corinthian correspondence a number of answers to per- 
plexing problems. Of special interest is the fact that his 
letters to Corinth contain the highest concentration of his 
own claim to be spirit-inspired. 

Numerous stories illustrate that Apollo’s advice was not 
to be taken lightly, for sacrilegiousness paid an especially 
dreadful fee (Parke and Wormell 1956:1. 378-92). In like 
manner, Christian rites are to be approached with due 
reverence and concern for their moral implications (1 Cor 
5). As at Delphi, trivializing of rites can be disastrous. 
Unworthy perticipation in the Eucharist accounts for an 
unusual inciclence of sickness and death (11:30). 

In one most vital respect there was an unbridgeable gulf 
between Apcllo and Jesus Christ. Apollo in all his purity 
remains at a distance from humanity. No devotee of his 
would ever have said, “I live in Apollo and Apollo lives in 
me.” Apollo had no defense against Paul’s oracle in Gal 
2:20 and one in 2 Cor 13:4: “Jesus was crucified in weak- 
ness, but lives by the power of God. For we are weak in 
him, but in dealing with you we shall live with him by the 
power of Gocl.” 
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FREDERICK W. DANKER 


APOLLONIA (M.R. 131178). A Persian to Byzantine 
site located on a sandstone cliff on the shore of the S 
Sharon Plain, 17 km N of Jaffa, and 34 km S of Caesarea. 
The site in Arabic is called 7Arsuf. The shoreline includes 
a small natural haven, still used by local fishermen. 


A. Research and Excavations 

The site was first identified with Apollonia by Reland 
(1714: 570). Its main remains aboveground, which include 
the Early Arabic city wall and the Crusader castle, have 
been described by Guérin (1875: 375-82) and by Conder 
(1882: 137-40). Rescue excavations were conducted in 
1950 (Ben-Dor and Kahane 1951: 41—43), and in 1962 
and 1976 (Israel Dept. Ant. 1962: 11; 1976: 63; see Ova- 
diah and Birnbaum 1989). Excavations on a larger scale 
were undertaxen in 1977 in the commercial quarter in the 
city’s center (areas A—D), and in 1980-81 on both sides of 
the S city wall (area E), as well as in the donjon of the 
Crusader castle (area F); Roll and Ayalon 1989: 23-117). 
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Since 1982, excavations have been carried out by I. Roll in 
the W of the city (area H) and in the castle’s chapel (area 
Fy). 


B. Early Remains 

Scattered surface finds of Neolithic flint tools and some 
sherds from EB I indicate sporadic occupation of the site 
in those early periods. A few sherds from Iron Age IIA 
(9th century B.c.) found at the bottom of area H, and an 
Ushebti statuette of the 26th Dyn.’ (late 7th—-early 6th 
centuries B.c.) from the surface (Giveon 1970: 347-8), 
indicate occasional occupation also in OT times. There- 
fore, there are no grounds fcr identifying the site with the 
biblical “town of Resheph” supposedly mentioned in 1 Chr 
7:25 (Clermont-Ganneau 1896b: 259-60; see Kallai 1986: 
155 n. 121), nor with one of the cities named in the 
campaign lists of Tiglath-pileser III (Forrer 1920: 61; see 
Tadmor 1985: 180-82). 


C. The Persian Period 

Architectural remains frorm two consecutive phases, un- 
covered in area H on the virgin soil, indicate that the 
earliest permanent settlemert on the site belongs to that 
period. Infant burials in jars found in the NE and a large 
rubbish pit uncovered in area D show that this settlkement 
was confined to the cliff’s W edge. The finds include: (1) 
local pottery—mainly storage jars typical to the inland; (2) 
imported pottery—mainly Black Glazed Ware from 
Greece; (3) a great number of Murex brandaris shells, from 
which royal purple has been extracted; (4) a lot of twenty 
coins—all, except one, minted in Sidon; (5) an ostracon 
that mentions Eshmun, the chief god of Sidon. Clermont- 
Ganneau (1876: 374-75) was the first to point out that the 
Arabic toponym ?Arsif derives from the name of the 
Phoenician god Resheph; hence it has been suggested that 
the original name of the site was (A)rs6p (Albright 1931- 
32: 167 n. 20) or rather (A)rs4f (Yzreel 1989). That makes 
one more link with the kingdom of Sidon, which was also 
known as “the Land of the Reshephs” (KAI 15; see Fulco 
1976: 47). This data indicates that the earliest settlement 
at Apollonia was Sidonian, that it served as a trading center 
which had commercial ties with inland Palestine on one 
hand and with the Greek world on the other, and that it 
possessed a purple dye industry. The beginnings seem to 
date to the early 5th century 8.c., when the Sidonian king 
Eshmunazar II was rewarded by the Persians with “Dor 
and Jaffa [and] the rich corn /ands in the Plain of Sharon,” 
as attested in the inscription on his sarcophagus (KAI 
14.1.19), in return for the ernploy of his fleet against the 
Greeks (Kelly 1987: 39-56). 


D. The Hellenistic Period 

This period is represented mainly by assemblages of 
pottery uncovered in areas D and H and in two more spots 
along the cliff’s W end, whic’ indicate that the inhabited 
area was more or less the same as previously. The pottery 
includes local types, as well as imported wares from the 
main Hellenistic centers of the E Mediterranean. Large 
numbers of unbroken Murex brandaris shells have been 
found, and some Murex trurculus shells with their back 
knocked off; these seem to indicate that not only Royal 
purple ?argdémaén) was produced in Hellenistic times, but 
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also the much appreciated Hyacinthine purple (¢ékélet) 
(Ziderman 1987: 15-33; see, however, McGovern et al. 
1988: 81-90). Josephus, who provides the earliest histori- 
cal records on the site, mentions Apollonia as a town that 
belonged to the Jews under Alexander Jannaeus (Ant 
13.15.4 §395), then as a city restored by Gabinius (JW 1.8.4 
§166). The name “Apollonia” derives from that of the 
Greek god Apollo, who was identified with the Phoenician 
god Resheph already in the early 4th century B.c. (KAI 39, 
41; see Clermont-Ganneau 1876: 374-75; 1896b: 260; 
Fulco 1976: 50-52). Hence, there is no reason to think 
that the town was founded by Seleucus I (Hdélscher 1903: 
60), or by Apollonius, the Seleucid general under Deme- 
trius I] (Conder 1882: 137; Tcherikover 1970: 93). 


E. The Roman Period 

To the Roman period belongs an architectural complex 
with underground storage rooms, from the 2d (phase I) 
and early 3d (phase II) centuries a.p., uncovered in area E 
close to the main descent to the haven. The pottery in- 
cludes large numbers of rough local storage jars, as well as 
finer pieces of Eastern Sigillata ware and African Red Slip 
ware. The latter indicate commercial ties with the main 
centers of pottery making along the Syro-Phoenician coast 
and in N Africa. Finds from the surface include: the 
sculpture of an eagle with a monogram of Emperor Julian 
and two inscribed stelae (Clermont-Ganneau 1882: 96, 
134; Vincent 1909: 445-46), an ostracon with a love for- 
mula and a ring with a wish for good health (SEG 1957: 
846; 1964: 466), all in Greek. That reflects a typical Greco- 
Roman city of the Mediterranean Orient and Apollonia is 
indeed recorded as such, between Caesarea and Jaffa 
(Shirrer 1979: 114-15), by Pliny (HN 5.13.69), by Ptolemy 
(Geog. 5.15.2), and on the Tabula Peutingeriana. Apollonia is 
not mentioned in the Rabbinic literature nor in the NT. 
However, one may consider the possibility that the men 
sent by the centurion Cornelius from Caesarea to Jaffa to 
bring Peter (Acts 10:1—9) did spend the night at Apollonia, 
which is at the distance of one day’s travel from Caesarea. 


F. The Byzantine Period 

This is the period when the city reached its largest 
expansion, up to 130 acres according to the pottery spread 
over the surface. It included a commercial area in the 
center, a large church in the SE, an industrial area in the 
N where oil, wine, and glass have been produced, and an 
anchorage along the shore. More manufacturing installa- 
tions were found in the S and in the W. Byzantine Apol- 
lonia emerged as a main commercial, industrial, and mar- 
itime center, which served not only the whole of S Sharon, 
but also much of W Samaria. Various finds indicate that 
the city’s prosperity was due mainly to its growing and 
lucrative Samaritan community (Sussman 1983: 71-96). 
There are no grounds for thinking that the name of the 
city was changed to Sozousa and to Aphthoria—a theory 
suggested by Clermont-Ganneau (1896a: 337-39; 1897: 
18-20) and widely accepted ever since. Stephanus of By- 
zantium (ed. Meineke 1849: 106, 596) mentions both, 
Apollonia (no. 13, “near Jaffa”) and Sozousa (“in Phoeni- 
cia”), as two different cities. Aphthoria is described by 
Petrus the Iberian (ed. Raabe 1895: 112) as a village 
located only 12 miles S of Caesarea. 
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APOLLONIUS 
APOLLONIUS (PERSON) [Gk Apollénios]. The name 


of five men mentioned in their several capacities in 1 and 
2 Maccabee3. 

1. The Son of Thraseas or (with a slight emendation) a 
son or native of Tarsus (2 Macc 3:5), and governor of 
Colesyria under Seleucus IV Philopater (the brother of 
Antiochus Epiphanes). Polybius (31.13.2—3) tells of a man 
named Apollonius who was removed from office after the 
murder of Seleucus by his minister Heliodorus in 175 B.c. 
(cf. Hengel 1974: 2.11, 272) and retired to Miletus. Polyb- 
ius’ Apollonius could be the son of Thraseas, but certainty 
is impossible. During the reign of Seleucus IV (187-175 
B.c.), a Benjaminite (or a man from the clan of Bilgah) 
named Simon opposed the high priest Onias III, and 
turned to Apollonius for help. To entice Apollonius to act, 
Simon told him about money deposited at the Temple. 
Apollonius, in turn, informed Seleucus, who dispatched 
Heliodorus to Jerusalem to investigate (2 Macc 3:4—-8). 
When Helicdorus attempted to confiscate Temple funds, 
he was struck by a heavenly apparition and nearly died 
(3:22-25). (In the account of this same event in 4 Mace. 
4:1-14, Apollonius himself, rather than Heliodorus, at- 
tempted the confiscation with similar results.) 

The identity of the next-mentioned Apollonius (2 Macc 
4:4) is debated, because the text is obscure. If one accepts 
the reading Apollénion Menestheds (Apollonius, son of Men- 
estheos), he is the same person who appears in 4:21. 
Goldstein argues (2 Maccabees AB, 222) that he is different 
from the Apollonius in 3:5 or 5:24. Bartlett (Maccabees 
CBC, 236) also accepts the reading, but identifies him with 
the native of Tarsus (as opposed to the son of Thraseas) in 
3:5. The defective text, however, gives reason for suspect- 
ing the name Menestheds, which could have been supplied 
from 4:21. On the whole, in fact, it appears that the 
Apollonius of 4:4 was the same as Apollonius, the son of 
Thraseas/Tarsus (3:5, 7) since both passages describe an 
Apollonius who (1) was governor of Colesyria and Phoe- 
nicia during the life of Seleucus and (2) supported Simon 
against Onias III. The author mentions the death of 
Seleucus in 4:7, so if the son of Thraseas was the same as 
the Apollon:us mentioned by Polybius, he left office for 
Miletus. 

2. The Son of Menestheus, sent by Antiochus IV Epiph- 
anes (ruled 175-163 B.c.) to Egypt for the coronation of 
Philometer <a. 172 B.c. (2 Macc 4:21). Scholars often 
assume that this Apollonius was also the unnamed collec- 
tor of tribute sent by Antiochus IV with 22,000 soldiers to 
Jerusalem in 167 B.c. (1 Mace 1:29-30). The same event is 
retold in 2 Macc 5:24—26, in which the official, Apollonius, 
was called a “captain of the Mysians,” who were mercenar- 
ies from Mysia in NW Asia Minor (Goldstein 1 Maccabees 
AB, 211). As mentioned above, it is possible that this 
Apollonius was the same as the native of Tarsus or even 
the governor of Samaria (see below; cf. Dickson HDB 1: 
123-24). Also, one cannot exclude the possibility that the 
son of Menestheus and the captain of the Mysians are 
different people. On the whole, however, it seems best to 
see 2 Macc 4:21, 5:24—-26 and I Macc 1:29-30 as referring 
to the same person, the son of Menestheus, who seemed 
not to have been a governor but to have been a trusted 
emissary of Antiochus. 

3. The Governor of Samaria, killed in battle by Judas 
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Maccabeus (who captured and used the sword of Apollo- 
nius the rest of his life [1 Macc 3:12]). This Apollonius 
appears suddenly in 1 Macc 3:10, with no introduction 
and no further designation. Josephus, however, identifies 
him as the governor of Samaria (Ant. 12.7.1 §287). Gold- 
stein accepts that identification and argues that his army 
would have included surrounding gentiles (Arabs, Idu- 
means) and Greeks from Samaria itself, but no Samarians 
(1 Maccabees AB, 245-46). 

4. The Son of Gennaeus, one of five regional rulers 
under Antiochus V Eupater (ruled 164-162) who perse- 
cuted Jews (2 Macc 12:2). 

5. The Governor of Colesyria and Phoenicia under 
Alexander Balas (see Joseph. Ant 13.4.3 §88, who calls him 
Apollonius Daus) and Demetrius II Nicator. He is some- 
times considered to be the son of Apollonius, son of 
Thraseas/Tarsus. Polybius mentions (31.19.6 and 21.2) an 
Apollonius who was the foster brother and confidant of 
Demetrius I Soter, and who helped him escape from 
Rome, where he was held hostage. Demetrius landed in 
Tripolis and ousted Antiochus V Eupater (1 Macc 7:1; 
2 Macc 14:1). If the Apollonius in Polybius is the same as 
the Apollonius in 1 Macc 10:69, his close relationship to 
Demetrius II Nicator (ruled 145-139 and 129-125) would 
be explained on the basis of his previous relationship to 
the father Demetrius I. At any rate, in 147 8.c. Demetrius 
HI sailed to Cilicia from Crete with a large mercenary 
army, intending to unseat Alexander Balas. As governor 
of Colesyria he named Apollonius, who apparently already 
held that position under Alexander Balas (Jos. Ant 13.4.3 
§88), if not Demetrius I. Apollonius gathered a large army 
and besieged Jamnia. Meanwhile, he threatened Jonathan, 
the high priest, in Jerusalem, who attacked Joppa with an 
army of ten thousand men. Apollonius appeared to retreat 
from Joppa toward Azotus, taking 3,000 cavalry with him, 
but leaving 1,000 in hiding to surround Jonathan when he 
followed. The ambush failed; Jonathan attacked, and at 
the height of the battle Simon and his forces joined Jona- 
than. The Seleucids were routed, Azotus and the Temple 
of Dagan burned (1 Macc 1€:67-85). 
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APOLLOPHANES (PERSON) [Gk Apollophanés]. A 
Syrian whom the army of Judah the Maccabee slew at the 
fortress of Gazara (2 Macc 10:37). The Maccabean forces 
had pursued Timotheus, the defeated commander of an 
invading Syrian army, to the fortress at Gazara, in the low 
hills of W Judaea. Jason of Cvrene, the author of 2 Macca- 
bees, should have written Jazer, a town in Moab where this 
action probably took place (see 1 Macc 5:6—8; and Ant 
12.8.1). The Maccabean soldiers killed Timotheus and his 
brother, Chaireas, the only other inhabitants of the town 
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menuoned by name along with Apollophanes. Nothing is 
known about Apollophanes’ position in the city. (See Gold- 
stein 2 Maccabees AB.) 

MITCHELL C. Pacwa 


APOLLOS (PERSON) [Gk Apollés]. A charismatic young 
convert in the early Christian community, described as “a 
man of learning, powerful in the scriptures” (Acts 18:24, 
NEB) who eventually had some impact on the churches of 
Achaia, notably Corinth (Acts 18:27; cf. 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4— 
6; etc.). As a native of Alexandria, Apollos (or Apollonios, 
according to Codex D) grew up in the leading center of 
Hellenistic and Platonic thinking E of Greece. We can only 
speculate about his intellectual links there, and a number 
of scholars have suggested he had direct acquaintance with 
Philo or the Therapeutae. He is presented in Acts as an 
eloquent speaker with more than a little skill at debating, 
although it is possible (if not probable) that Luke has 
exaggerated Apollos’ abilities; regardless, there is no 
doubt that in general his credentials, at least within the 
context of the synagogue, were impressive. 

The note that he was “instructed in his own country 
(Codex D) in the word of the Lord” (Acts 18:25), if genuine 
(as claimed by Foakes- Jackson, Acts MNTC), does not prove 
that Christianity had reached Alexandria by a.p. 50. The 
phrase “word of the Lord” probably refers to the LXX, 
not the Christian gospel. The possibility that he had con- 
tact with John the Baptist is also tenuous, even though 
according to Luke “he knew only the baptism of John” 
(Acts 18:25). It is most likely that this knowledge came 
either from contact with some of John’s disciples or from 
a fragmentary report of the events in Palestine between 
A.D. 25-30. Apollos is also said to have “taught accurately 
the things concerning Jesus” (Acts 18:25), which for Luke 
apparently meant an accurate acquaintance with the facts 
of Jesus’ life (cf. the “orderly account” of Luke 1:3), 
probably including the account of the resurrection. Yet it 
seems not to have included any knowledge about what 
took place immediately after Jesus’ ascension; i.e., the 
coming of the Holy Spirit. Thus, the note in Acts 18:25 
that Apollos was zeén t6 pneumati (“fervent in spirit,” RSV) 
cannot refer to the Holy Spirit, since this would be incon- 
sistent with his subsequent experience with Aquila and 
Priscilla (v 26) and with Paul’s subsequent experience 
preaching in Apollos’ wake (Acts 19:1—7). 

Apollos’ fervor appears to have impelled him to become 
an itinerant Jewish preacher, whose travels eventually 
brought him to Ephesus. There he began “to speak boldly 
in the synagogue” (Acts 18:26), an activity made possible 
by the customary invitation to visitors to make any com- 
ments they wished. At that time, Priscilla and Aquila— 
already introduced in Acts 18:2 as residents of Corinth 
who had earlier been victims of Claudius’ general expul- 
sion of all Jews from Rome (a.p. 49)—were present in the 
synagogue at Ephesus. They appear to have found his 
message deficient, and “they took him and expounded to 
him the way of God more accurately” (18:26). This would 
appear to have been more than just a casual exchange, and 
may have involved taking Apollos to their home for an 
indefinite stay. The “way” they expounded was probably 
stamped with Paul’s distinctive influence, since the couple 
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appear to have been Paul’s friends and colleagues from 
their earlier days together in Corinth. 

From Ephesus, Apollos wished to take his freshly sup- 
plemented message to Achaia (i.e., Greece), and he re- 
ceived the enthusiastic support of the Ephesian Christians 
in this endeavor (18:27). According to Codex D, Apollos’ 
trip was urged by some Corinthian Christians currently 
living at Ephesus (Aquila and Priscilla might possibly fit 
into such a category). At Corinth, Apollos “greatly helped 
those who through grace had believed” (18:27), apparently 
a reference to catechetical instruction of new converts, and 
he “powerfully confuted the Jews in public, showing by the 
scriptures that the Christ was Jesus” (18:28). It is not clear 
what kind of scriptural exegesis is intended by this phrase, 
although it may be safe to infer that it was stamped by 
Paul’s own christological exegesis of the OT (cf., e.g., Rom 
10:6ff.; 1 Cor 10:1ff.; Gal 4:22ff.). That it was “allegorical” 
in the tradition of Philo’s exegesis is purely a guess drawn 
from Apollos’ Alexandrian background. 

The church at Corinth apparently lionized Apollos to 
the point of making him the object of partisan loyalty, a 
point that is readily apparent in Paul’s first epistle to that 
church (1 Cor 1:12). In that letter, Paul met the challenge 
not by directly confronting Apollos, but by attacking the 
Corinthian tendency toward factiousness (1 Cor 4:6). In- 
deed, Paul lists Apollos as among those who were with him 
at Ephesus when he composed 1 Corinthians (15:12). 
Some in the Corinthian church apparently wanted Apollos 
to return to minister to them, but Apollos refused, pre- 
sumably out of concern for (and disapproval of) their 
factiousness. The only other NT reference to Apollos 
occurs in Titus 3:13, where Titus is asked “to speed Zenas 
the lawyer and Apollos on their way.” The apparent mean- 
ing of these words is that the two had been commissioned 
by Paul to take the letter to Titus, but that they should not 
tarry long at Crete after delivering it. 

The figure of Apollos has become symbolic of both 
eloquence and knowledge of scripture. Certainly the pic- 
ture of him that emerges from the NT is of one who was a 
firm supporter of Paul, and of one who was, despite his 
natural abilities, in no way interested in competing with or 
subverting Paul’s influence and authority. He seems to 
have preferred taking the subsidiary role of helping to 
strengthen churches which had already been established. 

Luther suggested that Apollos was the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, a suggestion which has received 
renewed popularity in recent years because of the implied 
connection with Alexandrian exegesis (cf. Heb 11:8—16 
with Philo Abr) and to the suggestion that there is a 
complex interplay between Hebrews and Paul’s Corinthian 
correspondence (Montefiore Hebrews BHNTC). But since 
we have no sample of writing from Apollos with which to 
compare Hebrews, the suggestion appears to be extremely 
tenuous (Hurst 1985). 
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APOLLYON [Gk Apollyén]. The Greek name, meaning 
“Destroyer,” given in Rev 9:11 for “the angel of the bot- 
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tomless pit” (in Hebrew called ABADDON), also identified 
as the king of the demonic “locusts” described in Rev 9:3— 
10. These “locusts” rise out of the bottomless pit (see 
ABYSS) and for five months torture “those of mankind 
who have not the seal of God upon their foreheads.” 

In one manuscript (syrP), instead of Apollyon the text 
reads “Apollo,” the Greek god of death and pestilence as 
well as of the sun, music, poetry, crops and herds. and 
medicine. Apollyon is no doubt the correct reading. But 
the name Apollo (Gk Apollén) was often linked in ancient 
Greek writings with the verb apollymi or apollyd, “destroy” 
(cf. Aesch. Ag. 1080-82). From this time of Grotius, “Apol- 
lyon” has often been taken here to be a play on the name 
Apollo (TDNT 1: 397). The locust was an emblem of this 
god, who poisoned his victims, and the name “Apollyon” 
may be used allusively in Revelation to attack the pagan 
god (Ford Revelation AB, 152) and so indirectly the Roman 
emperor Domitian, who liked to be regarded as Apollo 
incarnate (Caird Revelation BHNTC, 120). See also DEAD, 
ABODE OF THE. 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


APOLOGETICS, NT. Apologetics in the NT com- 
prises a study of the “art of persuasion” employed by the 
early Christians. Such persuasion evolved in a context of 
Jewish and Hellenistic thought and laid a foundation for 
the 2d century apologists. 


. Introduction 

Judaism 

. Paganism 

. Roman Empire 

. Other Forms of Christianity 
Conclusion 
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A. Introduction 

Much of early Christian literature, including the NT, 
was written to promote and defend the Christian move- 
ment. As the early Christians attempted to appeal to the 
inhabitants of the Greco-Roman world at large, use was 
made of the strategies and methods of Hellenistic religious 
propaganda. The appropriation of such apologetic-prop- 
agandistic forms was essential if Christianity was to succeed 
in the face of competition from other religions (Fiorenza 
1976: 1-25; cf. Georgi 1971: 124-31). 

The study of early Christian apologetics typically begins 
with the writings of the Greek apologists of the 2d century: 
Quadratus and Aristides, but especially Justin, Tatian, Ath- 
enagoras, Melito, and Theophilus. It would be incorrect, 
however, to presume that these were the first Christian 
apologists. As early as the Ist century, Christians were 
compelled to defend their religious convictions against a 
variety of opponents, both within and without, and their 
apologetic arguments can be discerned in the NT itself. 
Indeed, many of these arguments were subsequently 
picked up and developed by the apologists of the 2d 
century (Droge 1988). 

Apologetics as the “art of persuasion” is a function of 
rhetoric, specifically the rhetoric of the law courts (Betz 
1976: 100). An “apology” (apologia) is, sensu strictu, a speech 
of defense in reply to a speech of the prosecution. The 
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earliest Christian preaching is reported to have occurred 
in a context of this sort (Acts 2:14—35; cf. 22:1; 24:10; 
25:8, 16; 26:1, 24; Phil 1:7, 16; 2 Tim 4:16). According to 
Luke, Jesus himself predicted that his disciples would be 
required to make an apology (apologeomai) before the legal 
authorities of their day (Luke 12:11). More generally, the 
author of | Peter exhorts his readers to “be prepared to 
make a defense (apologia) to anyone who calls you to 
account for the hope that is within you” (3:15). Yet, exam- 
ples of apologetic arguments can also be found in the NT 
where the terms apologia/apologeomai are not explicitly 
used. For convenience these may be arranged into four 
broad categories: defense against (1) Judaism, (2) pagan- 
ism, (3) the Roman Empire, and (4) other forms of Chris- 
tianity. The impression should not be left, however, that 
these categories are mutually exclusive. In some instances, 
apologetic arguments have two or more opponents in view 
at one time. 


B. Judaism 

Apologetics in the NT takes as its starting point the 
crucifixion of Jesus, because the idea that the messiah was 
to suffer and die completely contradicted Jewish expecta- 
tion. The historically undeniable fact of the crucifixion 
therefore required a defense of Jesus’ messianic status 
against the Jewish objection that “a hanged man is accursed 
by God” (Deut 21:23; cf. Gal 3:13—14). The Christian 
response came most often in the form of an appeal to the 
Jewish scriptures themselves, for it was believed that these 
ancient oracles had predicted that the messiah would suf- 
fer, die, and be raised from the dead: ‘‘Was it not necessary 
that the Christ should suffer these things and enter into 
his glory? And beginning with Moses and all the prophets, 
he [sc. Jesus] interpreted tc them in all the scriptures the 
things concerning himself” (Luke 24:26-—27; cf. Acts 3:18— 
25; 8:30-35; 26:22-23; 1 Cor 15:3-8). The OT passages 
which figure prominently in this “passion apologetic” in- 
clude Isaiah 42—44; 49-51: 52-53; 61; Psalms 22; 31; 34; 
41; 42-43; 69; 109; 118; and Zechariah 9-14. The argu- 
ment from prophecy (in reality an act of historical imperi- 
alism) became the hallmark of Christian apologetic toward 
Judaism, not only in the NT but also in Christian apologet- 
ics of the 2d century (e.g., the Preaching of Peter; Aristo’s 
Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus; and Justin’s Dialogue with 
Trypho). However, it was not without its appeal to Greeks 
(cf. Acts 10:43; Justin, 7 Apol 33.5; 34.1—-11; 48.1-6). 

Matthew carries this hermeneutical principle one step 
further, for he is concerned to demonstrate that not only 
Jesus’ passion but his entire life and teaching were in 
agreement with the Jewish scriptures. For example, he 
expands upon sayings of Jesus by adding quotations from 
the OT (9:13; 12:5-8, 40; 21:16), and he repeatedly 
emphasizes that the events of Jesus’ life fulfilled divine 
prophecy: “This took place to fulfill (hina plérothe) what 
the Lord had spoken by the prophet . . .” (1:22; 2:15, 17, 
23; 4:14-16; 8:17; 12:17-21; 13:14-15, 35; 21:4—5). Mat- 
thew also enters into controversy with Judaism in the 
Sermon on the Mount by criticizing popular Jewish piety 
(6:2, 5, 16; 7:5) and preseriting Jesus as the legislator of a 
righteousness superior to that of the scribes and Pharisees 
(5:20). 

Mark takes a somewhat clifferent approach. In addition 
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to the argument from prophecy, he places the necessity 
for Jesus’ suffering and death on the lips of Jesus himself 
in the form of “passion predictions” (8:31; 9:30—31; 
10:32-34, 45). Like the other evangelists, Mark is also 
anxious to respond to Jewish accusations that Jesus was 
demon-possessed (3:19b—30 par.), that he did not fast 
(2:18-22 par.), keep the sabbath (2:23—3:6 par.), or ob- 
serve laws of ritual purity (7:1-23 par.), and that he 
associated with sinners (2:15-17 par.) and claimed author- 
ity to forgive sins (2:1—12 par.). 

Obviously, the resurrection itself was used by Christians 
as an important argument for the messianic status of Jesus, 
predictions of it being found, for example, in Psalms 16; 
110; and Jonah 1. Apparently, however, allegations were 
made that the disciples of Jesus had stolen his body and 
thus faked the resurrection. The apologetic story of the 
setting of the guard at the tomb of Jesus is clearly an 
attempt to refute this accusation (Matt 27:62—66; 28:4, 
11-15; cf. Craig 1984: 273-81). 

The argument from prophecy gave rise to another prob- 
lem. If Jesus had indeed been the promised messiah, why 
did the Jews for the most part reject him? The answer 
comes again in the form of OT citations about the failure 
of Israel to recognize the messiah (Ps 118:22; Isa 6:9-10; 
8:14; 28:16; 29:10). Paradoxically, the unbelief of the Jews 
becomes a proof for Jesus having been the messiah! In the 
gospels, Jesus repeatedly draws attention to the failure of 
the Jews to believe in him, just as their ancestors had 
refused to believe the prophets (Matt 13:10—-15 par.; 
21:33-45 par.; cf. Acts 4:11; 28:26—27; 1 Pet 2:7—8). Paul 
expresses a similar view in Rom 9:30—33 and 11:7—-10. The 
author of the Fourth Gospel also shares this perspective 
(12:37-41), but he carries it to a sinister extreme by 
demonizing the Jews (8:43-47). The problem of Jewish 
unbelief is one of the themes of Stephen’s speech in Acts 
(7:51-53), but the speech goes considerably beyond this to 
argue that Christianity has superseded Judaism as a world 
religion. In particular, Stephen is sharply critical of the 
Jewish law and temple cult (Acts 6:11, 13), as Jesus himself 
seems to have been (Mark 7:18—-19; 14:58; John 2:19). 

In Gal 3:1—29 Paul engages in a critique of Judaism and 
presents a theoretical justification for his rejection of the 
Jewish law. A striking feature of Paul’s argument is that 
the lateness of the law proves its lack of validity (Grant 
1952: 223-24). On the other hand, God’s covenant with 
Abraham (who is a type of the pagan convert) has both 
chronological and theological priority. According to Paul, 
the law of Moses represents a decline from an originally 
superior state of affairs. Indeed, the law brings with it a 
“curse” (Gal 3:10, 19-25; cf. Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 
144-46). A similar view was expressed before Paul’s time 
by the influential polymath Posidonius of Apamea in his 
studies of primitive religion (Grant 1952: 224). His ac- 
count of the origin of Judaism (preserved by Strabo 
16.2.35-39; Nock 1959: 8, however, posits a Jewish source 
for Strabo) describes how the pure religion which Moses 
established in Jerusalem was later corrupted by “supersti- 
tious and tyrannical men” who instituted dietary regula- 
tions, ritual observances, and circumcision. Something like 
this informs Paul’s rejection of the law in Galatians. He 
radicalizes it, however, by placing the point of decline 
earlier: the corruption of Moses’ successors has become 
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the corruption of Moses himself, or of the (fallen?) angels 
who gave him the law (Gal 3:19; cf. Grant 1952: 224). Paul 
takes a similar position with respect to Judaism in Rom 
2:1—4:25, though his tone is far more conciliatory. 

The appeal to the Jewish scriptures also had a positive 
apologetic value. In addition to vindicating the “crucified 
messiah,” the appeal had the effect of providing Christi- 
anity with a past history, indeed, an ancient and venerable 
one. In the Greco-Roman period, it was axiomatic that 
nothing could be both new and true (cf. Celsus, according 
to Origen, Cels 4.14). The attempt to anchor Christianity 
backward in the ancient writings of Moses and the proph- 
ets gave the impression at least that Christianity had an- 
tiquity on its side. Thus, Christianity becomes the “true 
Israel,” and Christians the true descendants of Abraham 
(Gal 3:7, 9, 14, 29; 6:16; Rom 9:6—8). It was the task of the 
apologists of the 2d century to draw out the implications 
of this (see especially Justin, J Apol 23.1; 31.8; 44.8—10; 
Tatian, Orat 31.1; Theophilus, Autol 3.16—30; Tertullian, 
Apol 19.1). 


C. Paganism 

If the idea of a crucified messiah was scandalous to Jews, 
it also offended Greek sensibilities (Celsus, according to 
Origen, Cels 1:54: “Celsus . . . reproaches the savior for his 
passion, saying that he was not helped by his father, nor 
was he able to help himself”; cf. 1.66, 69; 2.16, 36, 55, 63, 
67-70). In the NT almost no attempt is made to alleviate 
the offense of the cross. Paul, for example, admits that the 
doctrine of “Christ crucified” (Christos estauromenos) is fool- 
ishness, at least according to recognized standards of wis- 
dom; but he insists nevertheless that through the crucified 
(and resurrected) Christ, God has accomplished what hu- 
man wisdom and philosophy could not: the redemption of 
mankind from the demonic powers of the cosmos (1 Cor 
1:18-2:16; cf. 2 Cor 13:4; Gal 6:14). It is really only the 
author of the Fourth Gospel who, in gnosticizing fashion, 
reinterprets the crucifixion and thereby reduces its impor- 
tance as a vicarious sacrifice. 

One way the NT attempts to establish the divinity of 
Jesus is through the miracles he is said to have performed. 
The gospels of Mark and John, for example, portray Jesus 
as a wandering miracle worker who demonstrated his 
divine power by his deeds (Mark 4:35-5:43; 7:24-8:9; 
John 2:1—11; 4:46—5:9; 6:1-14; 9:1-7; 11:1—44). There is, 
however, an inherent weakness in the “argument from 
miracle,” because opponents of Christianity could use the 
miracles as evidence that Jesus was a magician, not the son 
of God (so Celsus, according to Origen, Cels 1.68; 2.48— 
53). The 2d-century apologists are acutely aware of this. 
There is relatively little appeal in Justin to the miracles as 
evidence of Jesus’ divinity. Justin recognizes that miracles 
only carry conviction to those who are actual eyewitnesses, 
and evoke no wonder in those who are dependent on 
secondhand testimony (Dial. Trypho 69.6). 

In its attitude toward Greek religion the NT adopts a 
tradition going back to Hellenistic Judaism (Wisdom of 
Solomon 13-15). This tradition finds its clearest expres- 
sion in Rom 1:18—32, where Paul criticizes pagan religion 
(Castellino 1963: 255-63). According to him, the history 
of Greek religion is one of degradation and corruption 
spurred on by men who have suppressed the truth. It 
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therefore stands under divine wrath (1:18). This was not 
always the case, however, for originally mankind had a 
better, albeit approximate, conception of deity. These 
initial religious beliefs arose from man’s intellectual con- 
templation of God’s invisible nature insofar as it could be 
discerned in the creation (1:20; cf. Wis 13:1, 5; Philo, 
Praem 43). Paul characterizes this primordial religion sim- 
ply as the knowledge of God (1:21). At some point, how- 
ever, a process of corruption began. Instead of rendering 
proper worship to God, men “directed their thoughts to 
worthless things” and began to worship the images of men 
and animals (1:21—23; cf. Wis 13:10, 13-14; 14:17; 15:18). 
Thus, “they exchanged the truth for a lie and worshipped 
the creation instead of the creator” (1:25). The corruption 
of religion consequently brought about the perversion of 
morality, for having abandoned a proper understanding 
of God, mer. fell prey to their passions and engaged in 
unnatural sexual practices and assorted crimes (1:26--28). 
Indeed, according to Paul, it is the invention of idolatry 
which is the origin and cause of all the vices which destroy 
society (1:29--31; cf. Wis 14:12, 17). In this way the curse 
of God’s wrath accomplishes its purpose. Paul’s concern 
here is to demonstrate on the basis of a theologia naturalis 
that the Greeks are “without excuse” (anapologétoi, 1:20; 
2:1), for there is a sufficient knowledge of God available to 
all men to ensure their responsibility (Ferguson 1962: 
193). 

Elsewhere Paul exhorts Christians to “shun the worship 
of idols,” for whoever participates in pagan religious cere- 
monies is in reality worshipping demons, not God (1 Cor 
10:14, 20-21; cf. 1 Thess 1:9-10; 2 Cor 6:15—-16; 1 John 
5:21; Rev 9:20). The belief that the tradit.onal gods of 
Greek religion and myth were actually demons derives 
from Jewish tradition (1 En. 19:1; 99:7; Jub. 1:11; 22:17), 
but it is also found in the Academic critique of popular 
religion (Plu. De def. or. 417 CE; De Is. et Os. 360F; 361B; 
cf. Decharme 1904: 220-32, 454-64). The apologists of 
the 2d century employ both traditions to support their 
criticism of Greco-Roman religion (Justin, J Apol 5.2--6.1; 
2 Apol 5.2-5; Athenagoras, leg. 24.3-27.2). The fact that 
many Christ.ans refused to participate in pagan worship 
led directly to the charge that they were “atheists.” 

There are two passages in Acts in which Luke brings 
Christianity into direct confrontation with paganism (Acts 
14:8-18; 17:16—34; cf. Grant 1986: 25-26, 49-51). In the 
first episode, Paul and Barnabas visit the Roman colony at 
Lystra, where Paul heals a man who had been crippled 
from birth. The Lystrans are so awed by the miracle that 
they suppose “the gods have come down . . . in the likeness 
of men” (14:11). Indeed, Barnabas and Paul are called 
Zeus and Hermes, and sacrifices are prepared for them. 
Paul, however, delivers a brief speech to dissuade the 
Lystrans (14:15-17). This is the first instance in Acts where 
Paul preaches to pagans without any link to the synagogue 
or Judaism (Haenchen The Acts of the Apostles MeyerK, +31). 
Paul urges the Lystrans to turn from “vain idols” (ta mataia; 
cf. LXX Jer 2:5) to a living God who created the world 
(14:15, citing Exod 20:11; cf. } Thess 1:9-10). Although 
in past generations God has allowed the pagans (ta ethné) 
“to walk in their own ways” (Acts 17:30), he can still be 
perceived in the natural order of the cosmos: “For he did 
good and gave you from heaven rains and fruitful seasons, 
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satisfying your hearts with food and gladness” (14:16-—17; 
cf. Rom 1:20). It is interesting that in this non-Jewish 
context Paul’s preaching is based on a kind of natural 
theology instead of the argumient from prophecy. The fact 
that the name of Jesus is never used (not even in the 
miracle) is striking. 

The apologetic theme of Paul’s speech at Lystra is more 
fully developed in his speech at Athens (Acts 17:16—34). 
Once again Paul condemns idolatry, but this time the 
debate is with Epicurean ancl Stoic philosophers as well as 
with the officials of the Areopagus (on the historical prob- 
lems, see Haenchen Acts MeverK, 527-29). Furthermore, 
Paul’s preaching at Athens contains an explicit reference 
to “Jesus and the resurrection.” The Epicureans dismiss 
Paul as a “babbler” (spermologos), while the Stoics regard 
him as a “preacher of foreign divinities” (kataggeleus xenon 
daimonién), presumably Jesus and his consort “Anastasis” 
(17:18). The educated reader of Acts could scarcely over- 
look the similarity to the charge against Socrates (kaina 
daimonia eispherén, Xenophon, Mem 1.1.1; cf. Haenchen, 
Acts MeyerK, 527). Consequently Paul is brought before 
the court of the Areopagus in order to determine what his 
“new teaching” is (17:20). Paul begins his defense by call- 
ing the Athenians “very religious” (detstdatmonesterot, 17:22; 
cf. 25:19), for while wandering through the city he discov- 
ered an altar dedicated “To an unknown god” (agnost6 thed, 
17:23). Paul concludes from this that the Athenians, or 
pagans generally, stand in a positive and negative relation 
to the one, true God: they worship him (along with many 
other gods!), yet they do not know him (Haenchen, Acts 
MeyerK, 521). Hence, Paul proclaims him. Alluding to Isa 
42:5, he argues that the creator and lord of the cosmos 
does not live in man-made temples, nor is he in need of 
sacrifices from men. On the contrary, he is the one who 
“gives to all men life and breath and everything” (17:24—- 
25; cf. 14:17). It is man’s obligation therefore to seek God, 
for “he is not far from each one of us” (17:27). As proof 
of this, Paul quotes a line from the Stoic Aratus’ poem 
Phainomena (5), a widely reacl and valued text: “For we are 
indeed his [according to Aratus, Zeus’) offspring” (17:28; 
cf. Cadbury 1955: 46-49). Faul goes on to point out that 
since we are God’s offspring, we should not imagine that 
the deity is like an idol (17:29). The Hellenistic- Jewish 
philosopher Aristobulus (2d century B.c.) had cited this 
passage from Aratus to make a similar point (according to 
Eus. Praep. Evang. 13.12.3—7). Paul’s polemic is directed 
not so much at the religion of the philosophers as it is 
aimed at Greek popular religion (Haenchen, Acts Meyer K, 
525). At this point the speech takes a different turn. In the 
past, God has overlooked “the times of ignorance” (i.e., he 
had not punished the Greeks as they deserved; cf. 14:16; 
contra Rom 1:18—32); but now a decisive change has oc- 
curred: all men must repent because God is going to judge 
the world by “a man” (Jesus, ‘hough he is not named). The 
proof of this is that God has raised Jesus from the dead 
(17:30-31). With this, God ceases to be unknown 
(Haenchen, Acts MeyerK, 525). Once again the proclama- 
tion of the resurrection is incomprehensible to Paul’s hear- 
ers: the Epicureans openly raock it, while the Stoics post- 
pone a decision. “Some,” however, are converted (17:32— 
34). 

Both the Areopagus speech and Paul’s address at Lystra 
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anticipate some of the main lines of 2d-century Christian 
apologetics (Geffcken 1907: xxxii-xxxiii). 


D. Roman Empire 

Examples of political apologetic abound in the NT, 
especially in the Lukan writings. It is Luke alone, for 
example, who connects the birth of Jesus with the census 
decree of Augustus (2:1-7; similarly, 3:1-2), implying 
thereby that Christianity rightfully belongs to the general 
course of world history (cf. Acts 26:26, “for this was not 
done in a corner”). The 2d-century apologist Melito of 
Sardis delights in pointing out that the birth of Christ 
coincided with the establishment of the Roman Empire by 
Augustus (according to Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.26.7—8). Like 
the other evangelists, Luke is concerned to prove that Jesus 
was devoid of revolutionary intentions. In response to the 
provocative question about the payment of taxes to the 
emperor, Jesus insists that they should be paid (20:20-26 
par.). Paul makes much the same point in Rom 13:1-7, as 
does the author of 1 Pet 2:13-17. In the Fourth Gospel an 
attempt is made to clear Jesus of the charge of being a 
political revolutionary by having him refuse to become 
king by popular acclamation (6:15; cf. 18:36). Luke is also 
anxious to demonstrate that Jesus was innocent of the 
charge of sedition. According to Luke, Pilate does not 
condemn Jesus (23:25; contra Mark 15:15; Matt 27:26); 
instead he pronounces him innocent on three occasions 
(23:4, 14, 22; cf. John 18:38; 19:4, 6). Furthermore, Luke 
exonerates the Romans of all culpability in the execution 
of Jesus: the Jewish authorities are the ones who willfully 
conspire to have Jesus condemned as a political revolution- 
ary (20:20; 23:2, 5, 18-19, 23; cf. Matt 27:24—25). This in 
turn prepares the way for the defense of Christianity 
against the charge of sedition in Acts (Légasse 1981: 249— 
55). Once again it is the Jews who make the accusation: 
“They are all acting against the decrees of Caesar, saying 
that there is another king, Jesus” (Acts 17:7; cf. 24:5). 
Paul’s response is typical: “Neither against the law of the 
Jews, nor against the temple, nor against Caesar have I 
offended at all” (25:8). Throughout Acts, Luke introduces 
an impressive array of Roman officials who display benev- 
olence toward Christian missionaries (especially Paul) and 
who repeatedly attest that the charges brought against 
them have no factual basis (Acts 13:7, 12; 16:37-39; 
18:12-16; 19:35—40; 23:26—-30; 25:24-27; 26:30—32). In- 
deed, Paul is permitted to carry on his missionary work 
“openly and unhindered” even while being detained under 
military surveillance in Rome (28:30—31). Luke’s political 
apologetic is intended to emphasize that there is nothing 
seditious about Christianity; on the contrary, Christians 
are law-abiding subjects of the Roman Empire. The apol- 
ogists of the 2d century make the same claim (Justin J Apol 
17.1-3; Tertullian, Apol 21-24; 30—4; 32.1—3; 39.2). 

An altogether negative evaluation of the Roman Empire 
is found in the Apocalypse of John, the result perhaps of 
active persecution of Christians by the state. The Pauline 
and Lukan view of the Empire as, on the whole, just and 
beneficent is here replaced by one which sees the Empire 
as energized by demonic forces bent on destroying the 
churches of God. This hostility is expressed through two 
principal agents: the “beasts” of Revelation 13. The first of 
these, the beast from the sea, is the Roman Empire itself 
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(13:1-10); the second, the beast from the earth (or the 
false prophet), is the imperial cult (13:11-18). In the face 
of this onslaught, the apocalyptic writer advocates martyr- 
dom, not violent resistance, for he is convinced that God 
and Christ will eventually triumph over the forces of evil 
in a great cosmic battle. The importance of Revelation 
should not be underestimated even though it is scarcely at 
the center of the NT. 


E. Other Forms of Christianity 

In the Ist century, Christianity lacked a uniform church 
structure and theology. Instead Christian communities 
tended to be shaped theologically and organizationally by 
their respective founders. Relations among these groups 
often ranged from close cooperation to competition and 
outright hostility. Nowhere is this clearer than in the Gala- 
tian churches established by Paul. His letter to these 
churches presents the first systematic apology for Christi- 
anity, not to outsiders but to Christians themselves (Betz 
1976: 99-114). In Galatians, Paul defends what he calls 
“the truth of the gospel” (2:5, 14), that is, his gospel, “the 
gospel of the uncircumcision” (2:7; cf. 1:6—7; 5:6; 6:15). 

Sometime after Paul’s departure from Galatia, Jewish- 
Christian missionaries arrived from Jerusalem and at- 
tempted to persuade the Galatians that they were obligated 
to observe the law of Moses and receive circumcision if 
they hoped to achieve salvation (2:15-21; 3:2-5; 4:21; 
5:2-12; 6:12-17). Paul's defense takes the form of an 
“apologetic letter” (Betz, Galatians Hermeneia, 14-15, 24, 
28, 30). He begins by placing his opponents in historical 
perspective, identifying as their predecessors the dissent- 
ing faction at the Jerusalem council: the “false brethren” 
(2:45), the “men from James” (2:12), and the “circumci- 
sion faction” (2:12), as well as the Cephas group at Antioch 
(2:11—14). Furthermore, Paul contends that his “law-free” 
gospel was officially recognized by the “pillar apostles” of 
the Jerusalem church (2:1—-10). Next, Paul appeals to scrip- 
ture to prove that his gospel to the Gentiles represents the 
fulfillment of God’s covenant with Abraham (3:1-29). 
Since Paul’s opponents had success in winning the Gala- 
tians over to their side (i.e., to a form of Christian Juda- 
ism), Paul is compelled to define and defend his theology 
over against Judaism (see above, section B). Finally, in the 
allegory of Hagar and Sarah (4:21-31), Paul argues that 
only those who rely on faith and not the law are the true 
children of Abraham. 

In its polemic against the doctrine of justification by 
faith, the letter of James provides evidence for the theol- 
ogy and continued existence of Paul’s Jewish-Christian 
opponents (Jas 2:14—26; cf. Luedemann 1983: 194-205). 

Galatians was not the only letter in which Paul had to 
defend himself against rival missionaries. In the letter 
fragment preserved in Phil 3:2—4:3 we learn that, like the 
opponents in Galatia, the adversaries encountered in Phi- 
lippi also advocated a form of Christianity which included 
observance of the Jewish law and circumcision. Paul angrily 
refers to these opponents as “dogs” (3:2), turning on them 
the common term of abuse used by Jews of pagans (cf. 
Mark 7:27). In hyperbolic fashion Paul redefines circum- 
cision as a form of ritual mutilation (3:2; cf. Gal 5:12) and 
argues that righteousness cannot be obtained through the 
law but only through faith in Christ (3:9; cf. Gal 2:16). 
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Paul also encountered Jewish-Christian missionaries in 
Corinth who boasted that they were “Hebrews, Israelites, 
and descer:dants of Abraham” as well as “servants of 
Christ” (2 Cor 11:22-23; cf. Georgi 1964: 31-82, 219--46). 
These “super-apostles” (11:5; 12:11) arrived in Corinth 
carrying letters of recommendation (3:1, from Jerusalem?) 
and claiming that they had performed miracles (12:11- 
12) and received mystical experiences (12:1—9). Since, 
however, they do not mention the law or circumcision, they 
appear not to have been the same opponents Paul encoun- 
tered in Galatia and Philippi. These missionaries criticized 
Paul, saying that “his letters are weighty and strong, but 
his bodily presence is weak, and his speech of no account” 
(10:10—12). Furthermore, they argued that Paul’s refusal 
to accept money from the Corinthians was either because 
he had no apostolic authority (12:11-18; cf. 11:7-9) or 
because he planned to steal from the collection (12:17). 
Paul first responded to these opponents in the letter frag- 
ment of 2 Cor 2:14-6:13 and 7:2—4. This letter appears 
to have beer. unsuccessful, however, for after a personal 
visit to Corinth, Paul was again compelled to defend him- 
self in a letter partially preserved in 2 Corinthians 10-13, 
the so-called “letter of tears” mentioned in 2:4. This letter 
is a defense ‘cf. apologeomai in 12:19) of Paul’s apostleship 
and ministry and displays a considerable amount of liter- 
ary and rhetorical sophistication (Betz 1972: 13-42). Al- 
though Paul asks the Corinthians not to evaluate him by 
his opponen:s’ criteria (10:1-18), he finally does so himself 
in the “fool’s speech” of 11:16-12:13. Paul contends that 
he fully measures up to his opponents in terms of pedigree 
and spirituality (11:22-23; 12:1-16). Paradoxically, how- 
ever, he insists that his superiority consists of the dangers, 
insults, and misfortunes that have plagued his career as an 
apostle: “If I must boast, I will boast of the things that 
show my weakness” (11:23—33; cf. 12:7—10, the “thorn in 
the flesh”). In this way, Paul makes clear that the Corinthi- 
ans should not judge him in comparison with his oppo- 
nents. Instead they must examine themselves to see 
whether they are holding the faith and whether Christ is 
present amcng them (13:5). If this is the case, then Paul 
has stood the test (Koester 1982: 2.130). 

A completely different situation is presupposed by 
Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians. Here Paul is not 
contending with outside rivals (but note the references to 
Apollos, 1:12; 3:4—6, 22; 4:6; 16:12). His polemic is ad- 
dressed instead to the Corinthians themselves. In fact, the 
problems wi:h which Paul deals seem to have resulted from 
a misunderstanding of what he himself had preached. 
Since he does not accuse the Corinthians of believing a 
“different gospel,” 1 Corinthians is not an apologetic letter 
like Galatians or 2 Corinthians 10-13 (Koester 1982: 
9.121). 

In Colossians, Paul (or a Paulinist) is once again arguing 
with Jewish-Christian opponents who advocate circumci- 
sion (2:11) and the observance of dietary regulations and 
festivals like new moon and sabbath (2:16, 21). This is 
reminiscent of the situation in Galatians and Philippians, 
but in Colossians there is a gnostic dimension to the 
opponents’ theology (philosophia, 2:8; cf. Koester 1982: 
2.264-—65). The opponents regard Christ as the head of a 
hierarchy of cosmic powers (1:16; 2:10). Union with Christ 
therefore could only be achieved through the mediation 
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of angelic powers, probably in the context of a mystery- 
like initiation (2:18). In responding to this form of Chris- 
tianity, the author of Colossians admits that Christ is the 
chief of the cosmic powers (1:15—20; 2:10; cf. Eph 1:21- 
22); but he maintains that through Christ’s death these 
cosmic powers have been coriquered and disarmed (2:15). 
At the same time the author contends that the Jewish law 
has also been canceled through Christ’s death (2:14). 

The precise identity of the opponents attacked by the 
author of the Pastoral Letters is difficult to determine. 
There are references which seem to fit both Jewish-Chris- 
tians (1 Tim 1:7; 4:3; Titus 1:10, 14) and “gnostics” (1 
Tim 6:20; 2 Tim 2:18), as well as false teachers generally 
(1 Tim 6:5, 10; 2 Tim 3:6--7; Titus 1:11). Only rarely, 
however, does the author enter into theological debate 
with his opponents (1 Tim 4:1-5). Instead, he prefers 
name-calling (Karris 1973: 549-64). The Pastorals seem 
therefore to have been designed as a manual or handbook 
to enable church leaders to identify and reject “heretical” 
brands of Christianity (Koester 1982: 2.304). 

The author of the document known as 2 Peter warns his 
readers about those who distort the scriptures, including 
Paul’s writings (3:16), with “cleverly designed myths” 
(1:16; cf. 2:1-22). In particular, these opponents reject 
the doctrine of Christ’s parousia: “Where is the promise 
of his coming? For ever since the fathers fell asleep, all 
things have continued as they were from the beginning of 
creation” (3:4). The author of 2 Peter does not defend the 
traditional understanding o! the parousia, but presents a 
general eschatological view of the dissolution of the cos- 
mos, similar to the Stoic doctrine of “conflagration,” ekpy- 
rosis (3:5-13; cf. Kasemann 1964: 169—95), with criticisms 
by Neyrey 1980: 407—31). 

The author of | John argues against a “gnostic” inter- 
pretation of the Gospel of John. He identifies his oppo- 
nents as those who deny that Jesus “came in the flesh” 
(4:2) and who refuse to identify the heavenly Christ with 
the earthly Jesus (2:22). In response, the author of 1 John 
insists on their identity (5:6--8) and maintains that such a 
view is in full accord with the intentions of the gospel (1:1- 
4). The author of 3 John is critical of a certain Diotrephes, 
who “does not acknowledge my authority” (9-10). The 
problem, however, seems to be more one of ecclesiastical 
politics than of theological controversy. 


F. Conclusion 

On the basis of this general survey of apologetics in the 
NT, the following conclusions may be drawn: (1) The 
appeal to the Jewish scriptures lies at the heart of the 
apologetic enterprise, both with respect to Judaism and 
the wider Greco-Roman world. It is on this basis that Jesus’ 
messianic status is said to be proven and that Christianity’s 
claim to be a world religion is established. In some in- 
stances even intramural controversies are resolved by an 
appeal to the OT. (2) The NT response to Greek religion 
is decidedly negative. Greek religion is rejected as idola- 
trous and the gods of the Greeks are exposed as demons 
who have deceived and enslaved mankind. Here the NT 
adopts the perspective of Hellenistic Judaism and, indeed, 
of Greek philosophy itself. Nevertheless, on the basis of an 
appeal to natural theology, pagans are held accountable, 
for there is sufficient knowledge of God available to them 
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to ensure their responsibility. (3) With one exception, the 
NT uniformly views the Roman Empire as just and benef- 
icent. Likewise, Christians are portrayed as loyal, law- 
abiding subjects of the Empire. (4) Many of the apologetic 
arguments found in the NT anticipate the main outlines 
of 2d-century apologetics. (See Bardy RAC 1: 533-43; 
Kamlah RGG? 1: 477-500.) 
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A. J. DROGE 


APOPHTHEGM. New Testament interpreters have 
used five different terms to refer to brief narratives that 
culminate in a saying of Jesus: (1) apophthegm; (2) para- 
digm; (3) pronouncement story; (4) chreia; and (5) anec- 
dote. R. Bultmann, who used the term apophthegm, de- 
fined the form as “sayings of Jesus set in a brief context” 
(1963: 11). M. Dibelius, who used the term “paradigm,” 
defined the form as an example narrative, “a record of a 
particular situation in a form which is as far as possible 
free of tendency and therefore of individuality and color” 
(1934: 37). He added that “many a Paradigm reaches its 
point in, and at the same time concludes with, a word of 
Jesus” (1934: 56). V. Taylor, using the term “pronounce- 
ment story,” defined the form as stories that “quickly reach 
their climax in a saying of Jesus which was of interest to 
the first Christians because it bore directly upon questions 
of faith and practice” (1949: 23). R. Tannehill, using at 
one time the term “apophthegm” (ANRW 2/25/2: 1792— 
1829) and at another time “pronouncement story” (198 la, 
1981b), expanded the definition to: a brief narrative in 
which the climactic (and often final) element is a pro- 
nouncement which is presented as a particular person’s 
response to something said or observed on a particular 
occasion of the past. There are two main parts of a pro- 
nouncement story: the pronouncement and its setting, i.e., 
the response and the situation provoking the response. 
The movement from the one to the other is the main 
development in these brief stories (Tannehill 1981a: 1; cf. 
ANRW 2/25/2: 1792-93). 

In recent years, as rhetorical analysis of the New Testa- 
ment has come under the influence of the study of ancient 
rhetoric, a growing number of interpreters have started to 
use the term “chreia” for these units. According to our 
earliest extant definition, a chreia is a concise statement or 
action attributed with aptness to some specified character 
or to something analogous to a character (Butts 1987: 187; 
cf. Hock and O’Neil 1986: 83). This definition calls atten- 
tion to action as well as speech, but even more important 
is the rhetorical framework in which the definition occurs. 
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Ancient rhetoricians manipulated the chreia by adding 
comments a: the beginning and end, by expanding situa- 
tions, questions and answers, and by elaborating the chreia 
into an argumentative sequence of units or into an essay. 
This means that a concise statement or action attributed to 
a specific person was a primary means for exploring, 
transmitting, and clarifying information about life in the 
world. The form, therefore, was not closed and unchange- 
able, but open and fluid. Since most of the features of the 
chreia discussed by the rhetoricians appear in the NT (see 
Robbins 1988a), interpreters have begun to analyze brief, 
medium, and longer units as instances of abbreviated, 
expanded, and elaborated chretai (Mack 1988; Mack and 
Robbins 1988). 

With the use of the term “chreia,” interpreters have 
broadened <he understanding of the relation of early 
Christian stcries to stories in Hellenistic and Roman litera- 
ture and society. Many more instances of chreiai exist in 
contemporary Greek and Roman literature than in con- 
temporary Jewish literature. In the context of this obser- 
vation, K. Berger, B. Mack, and V. K. Robbins have used 
the more general term “anecdote” as well as chreia, pro- 
nouncement story, and apophthegm to refer to the units 
(Berger ANEW 2/25/2: 1034-1432; 1984; Mack 1987; Rob- 
bins 1988b). This terminology reflects an awareness of 
fluidity within the form and of widespread existence of 
the form in Hellenistic and Roman culture. 

No matter which of the five terms interpreters have used, 
all of them consider eleven well-known stories to represent 
the form: Eating with Tax Collectors and Sinners (Mark 
2:15-17); the Question about Fasting (Mark 2:18-22); 
Plucking Grain on the Sabbath (Mark 2:23-—28); True Rela- 
tives of Jesus (Mark 3:31—34); Blessing the Children (Mark 
10:13-16); ‘The Rich Young Man (Mark 10:17~-22); The 
Sons of Zebedee (Mark 10:35—40); Paying Taxes to Caesar 
(Mark 12:13-17); On the Resurrection (Mark 12:18-—27); 
The Anointing at Bethany (Mark 14:3—9); and Healing of 
the Man with Dropsy (Luke 14:1-6). 

Dibelius, using the term “paradigm,” discussed seven 
stories beyond this common group. One of them, Prophet 
without Honor (Mark 6:1—6), has been included by most 
interpreters except Taylor, who called it a “story about 
Jesus” rather than a “pronouncement story” (1949: 75). 
Cleansing the Temple (Mark 11:15-17) often is not in- 
cluded since the saying of Jesus derives from scripture. A 
third story, -he Inhospitable Samaritans (Luke 9:51—55), 
often is not included since most early manuscripts do not 
contain the response, “and he [Jesus] said, ‘You do not 
know what manner of spirit you are of; for the Son of Man 
came not to destroy men’s lives but to save them.’ ” Dibelius 
also included four healing stories in addition to Luke 
14:1-6: The Demoniac in the Synagogue (Mark 1:23--28); 
The Paralytic (Mark 2:1—12); The Man with the Withered 
Hand (Mark 3:1—6); and Blind Bartimaeus (Mark 10:46-— 
52). Many interpreters today include the first three, be- 
cause of the decisive speech and action of Jesus, but only a 
few include the healing of blind Bartimaeus. 

Bultmann discussed forty-seven stories in the section on 
apophthegms in the Synoptic Gospels. During the 1980s 
this list expanded dramatically. In 1984, Berger presented 
a list of sixty-seven units (1984: 80-82) and Tannehill 
discussed approximately eighty-five units (ANRW 2/25/2: 
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1792-1829). In addition tc the eleven units universally 
accepted and Prophet without Honor (Mark 6:1-6), Ber- 
ger and Tannehill discussed twenty-two units Bultmann 
had discussed in his investigation of apophthegms: Beel- 
zebul Controversy (Mark 3:22[23]}-30); Defilement (Mark 
7:1-15); Dispute about Greatness (Mark 9:33-37); Strange 
Exorcist (Mark 9:38-40); Who Can Be Saved? (Mark 
10:23[26]-27); Already Left Family (Mark 10:28—31); 
Question of Authority (Mark 11:27—33); Greatest Com- 
mandment (Mark 12:28—34); Widow’s Penny (Mark 
12:41—44); Temple Destruction (Mark 13:1—2); Following 
(Matt 8:19-22; Luke 9:57-62); Baptist’s Question (Matt 
11:2-6; Luke 7:18-23); Praise of Children (Matt 21:14- 
16); Shekel in Fish’s Mouth (Matt 17:24-27); Mary and 
Martha (Luke 10:38[40]-42); Woman Blesses Jesus’ 
Mother (Luke 11:27-28); Parable of Rich Fool (Luke 
12:13-21); Repentance or Destruction (Luke 13:1—5[9]); 
Prophet Perish in Jerusalem (Luke 13:31-33); Kingdom 
of God in You (Luke 17:20-21); Zaccheus (Luke 19:1—10); 
and Disciples Praise Mighty Works (Luke 19:37—40). In 
addition, Berger and Tannehill included ten units not 
included by Bultmann among apophthegms: Sign Request 
(Mark 8:11—12); Question about David’s Son (Mark 12:35— 
37); Temptation of Jesus (Matt 4:1-11; Luke 4:1-13); 
Forgiveness (Matt 18:21—35); Inquiries to the Baptist 
(Luke 3:10-15); Return of ihe Seventy (Luke 10:17—20); 
Continuation of the Greatest Commandment (Luke 
10:29-37); Narrow Door ‘Luke 13:22—30); Lovers of 
Money (Luke 16:14—15[31]); and Faith and Worthy Ser- 
vant (Luke 17:5-6[10]). Beyond this, Tannehill (1981b) 
includes approximately thirty-five Synoptic Gospel units 
that Berger (1984) does not include. In turn, Berger 
introduces ten units from the Gospel of John and two from 
Acts: Why Do You Baptize? (John 1:24—-27); Temple 
Cleansing (John 13:22); Question to John about Jesus 
(John 3:25-36); Jesus’ Food (John 4:31—34); Work of God 
Is to Believe (John 6:28-29); Request for Sign (John 6:30— 
34); Refusal to Go to Jerusalem Openly (John 7:1-—9); 
Adulterous Woman (John 8:1-11); Going to Jerusalem 
Again? (John 11:8-10); Mary Anoints Jesus (John 12:1-8); 
What Should We Do? (Acts “:37-39); What Should I Do? 
(Acts 16:30-31). 

When the lists of Berger and Tannehill are combined, 
approximately one hundred units in the Gospels and Acts 
now are being discussed as apophthegms or pronounce- 
ment stories. Along with this expansion of the list has 
come significantly new systerns for classifying the units. A 
classification system among the forms began with Bult- 
mann, who distinguished bicgraphical apophthegms from 
controversy and didactic apophthegms. Tannehill grouped 
the synoptic units under five categories: (1) correction 
stories; (2) commendation stories; (3) quest stories; (4) 
objection stories; and (5) inquiry stories (198la; 1981b; 
ANRW 2/25/2: 1792-1829). Berger and Robbins have in- 
troduced the categories of cleliberative, judicial, and epi- 
deictic rhetoric in their classifications of stories (Berger 
1984: 91-92; Robbins 1984). In addition, Robbins has 
grouped more than 1700 stories from antiquity according 
to the life cycle of a person and the major groups of 
people with whom the person interacts during the adult 
stage (1988b). The life-cycle categories are: (1) conception 
and birth; (2) childhood through beginning of adult ca- 
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reer; (3) adult career; (4) old age; and (5) death. During 
the adult stage, the main character interacts with eight 
different kinds of people or groups: (1) associate or friend 
(individual); (2) associates or friends (group); (3) family; 
(4) feminine person(s); (5) general person or audience; (6) 
leader or representative (of a group or type); (7) specified 
group; (8) young person(s). This classification shows that 
these brief stories, each attributed to a specific person, are 
natural constituents in a biography of a person’s life (cf. 
Berger 1984: 82). 
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VERNON K. ROBBINS 


APOSTASY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES. 


APOSTLE. An apostle in the NT is an envoy, an 
ambassador, or a missionary. In the NT the term “apostle” 
is applied to one who carries the message of the gospel. 


. Definition and Origin 
Apostles as Missionaries 

Jesus’ Disciples as Apostles 

. Paul as Apostle of the Gentiles 
False Apostles 

Christ as Apostle 
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A. Definition and Origin 

The early Christian title of apostle, although well at- 
tested in the NT and other early Christian sources, pre- 
sents a number of still unresolved problems. The noun 
“apostle” (apostolos) is originally an adjective derived from 
the verb apostellé (“send”), found in the NT with a consid- 
erable range of meanings. The basic concept is that of the 
sending of messengers or envoys; an apostle can also be 


APOSTLE 


called angelos (“‘messenger,” e.g., Luke 7:24; 9:52) or kérux 
(“‘herald,” e.g., 1 Tim 2:7, 2 Tim 1:11; cf. Mark 1:45; 2 
Cor 5:20). Apostles can be human or divine, sent by 
human or divine authorities. 

The original adjective apostolos is attested only infre- 
quently in Greek literature, referring to an envoy or a 
bearer of a message in a general sense (e.g., Herodotus 
1.21; Plato, Ep. 7.346a). This technical meaning conforms 
to the Aramaic seliah (Ezra 7:14; Dan 5:24; cf. 2 Chr 17:7- 
9; for references and bibliography, see Spicq, 1982). In 
the Hellenistic era, the concept of the divine envoy was 
applied by Epictetus to the ideal cynic (Diss. 3.22.3; 4.8.31), 
but the term apostolos does not occur. Christianity, there- 
fore, appears to have picked a secular term and made it 
into a specific office and title. 

In addition to evidencing a bewildering range of appli- 
cations of the title of apostle, the NT and the early patristic 
literature also attempt to define it. Since scholarship is still 
divided on many of the questions, the following definitions 
must be seen as part of the argument and not as final 
answers. 

The basic definition given by Origen (Jo. 32.17, ed. 
Preuschen 1903: 453, line 17) is simple: “Everyone who is 
sent by someone is an apostle of the one who sent him.” 
The concept involves legal and administrative aspects and 
is basic to all types of representatives, envoys, and ambas- 
sadors. In the area of Christian religion, the term “apostle” 
can refer to a messenger, human or divine, sent by God or 
Christ to reveal messages or to reveal the message of the 
gospel. Origen’s definition, although later, is grounded in 
the NT itself; e.g., John 13:16: “Truly, truly I say to you, a 
servant is not greater than his master; nor is he who is sent 
greater than the one who sent him” (cf. also Matt 10:40—- 
42; Gal 4:14). More specific is the definition given in Acts 
1:21—22, according to which an apostle must be “one of 
the men who have accompanied us during all the time that 
the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from 
the baptism of John until the day when he was taken up 
from us... .” Paul mentions (2 Cor 12:12; cf. Rom 15:19; 
Acts 5:12) the practice of the apostle legitimating himself 
by “the signs of the apostle” (ta sémeia tou apostolou): 1.e., 
“by signs and miracles and wondrous deeds.” In the Pe- 
trine traditions, the task of the apostle is seen as transmit- 
ting the words of the prophets and of Jesus to the church 
(2 Pet 3:2; cf. the prophetic function of the apostles in 
Jude 17). Paul did not conform to any of these definitions, 
a fact that explains his position as an outsider and the 
difficulties he had obtaining recognition. 


B. Apostles as Missionaries 

Chronologically, in the earliest use of the term in the 
NT, apostolos is an administrative designation for envoys, 
delegates, and representatives. Their title and function are 
given in 2 Cor 8:23 (cf. Phil 2:25) as “envoys of the 
churches” (apostolot ekklésion), that is, envoys appointed and 
sent out by the churches to represent them (see Betz 
2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 73, 81, 86). In other 
places, the term “apostle” is understood in a more religious 
sense as a missionary and preacher of the gospel. Acts 
1:21—26 and 13:1—3, passages describing the appointment 
of different types of “apostles,” show that such appoint- 
ments did not exclude divine intervention and authoriza- 
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tion. The tasks of these apostles could vary but they seem 
to be centered in the proclamation of the gospel and the 
founding and administering of new churches (see 1 Cor 
9:5, 12:28; Eph 2:20; 3:5; 4:11; Rev 18:20; Did. 11:3-6). 
Rom 16:3—16 includes a long list of greetings, among them 
the two apostles Andronicus and Junias (Rom 16:7). Per- 
haps the narie “Junias” was corrected by scribes to replace 
Junia, a female name; such a correction would indicate 
that a woman (here possibly a married couple like Prisca 
and Aquila in 16:3, and Philologus and Julia in 16:15, 
although none of them is called apostle) could serve as a 
missionary apostle (see BAGD: 380, s.v. lounias; Schtissler- 
Fiorenza 1983: 160—204). 


C. Jesus’ Disciples as Apostles 

A different concept of apostle is presupposed when the 
title is attributed to former disciples (mathétai) of Jesus who 
had been wi:nesses of his resurrection (Matt 10:2, 2&:16— 
20; Mark 16:14—18; Luke 24:47—49; John 20:19-23; cf. 1 
Cor 9:1). There are, however, complications. The decisive 
passage, 1 Cor 15:3—7, cites a composite formula combin- 
ing different terminological usages (see Conzelmann / 
Corinthians Hermeneta, 251—60): v 5 names Cephas, Peter 
and the Twelve, v 7 includes James, the brother of Jesus 
(not called apostle in Gal 1:19; 1 Cor 9:5; see Betz Galatans 
Hermeneia, 78), and “all the apostles” without clarifying 
how they are related to the “500 brothers” (v 6) not called 
apostles. At a later stage, the gospel writers, especially 
Luke, identily the disciples of Jesus during his life on earth 
with the apcstles and the Twelve, creating the concept of 
the Twelve Apostles (see Matt 10:1-2; Mark 3:14 with 
variant readings; Luke 6:13; Acts 1:23-26; Klein 1961). 
Originally, either in the earliest church or in Jesus’ life- 
time, the Twelve (ho: dédeka) were a separate institution (see 
1 Cor 15:5; Acts 6:2) representing the twelve tribes of 
Israel (Matt (9:28; see Sanders 1985: 98-106). While their 
number was fixed, the names in the lists of the apostles 
vary to some extent (see Mark 3:16—19; Matt 10:2-4; Luke 
6:14-16; Acts 1:13, 23, 26; for later lists, see NTApocr, 35— 
79; cf. also Mark 14:10, 43 and parallels; John 6:71, 12:4, 
20:24; Acts 6:2). Luke’s concept of the Twelve Apostles in 
effect limits the number to the disciples of the historical 
Jesus and denies the title of apostle to Paul (except Acts 
14:4, 14, where Barnabas and Paul, owing to a pre-Lukan 
source, are called apostles). For Luke, the Twelve Apostles 
are the leaders of the Jerusalem church (see especially Acts 
4:35-37; 5:2, 27-32; 6:6; 8:1, 14, 18; 9:27; 11:1; 15: 1-6, 
22-23; 16:4 ‘the last time apostles are mentioned in Acts}). 
Consequently, Luke does not call the missionaries apostles. 


D. Paul as Apostle of the Gentiles 

The origins of Paul’s concept of apostleship are still 
shrouded in mystery. In early Christianity the term was 
controversial, as can be seen from the NT. Paul’s letters 
reveal some developments. In accordance with an earlier 
stage of the tradition, Barnabas and Paul served as mis- 
sionary “apostles” (cf. Rom 16:7; Acts 13:2—4; 14:4, 14; 1 
Thess 2:1-7). Paul’s bold attempt to rank himself along- 
side Cephas and the Twelve (1 Cor 15:3—10), however. met 
resistance, especially in the churches not founded by Paul, 
causing fierce debates about what constitutes apostleship. 
These debates reflect the fact that Paul’s own interpreta- 
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tion of the title and office rested on rather different 
theological presuppositions by which he gave apostleship a 
completely new interpretation. This can have occurred 
only at a somewhat later time, not at the beginning of 
Paul’s ministry. At the conference in Jerusalem (Gal 2:8; 
see Betz Galatians, 98—99; Liidemann 1984: 76-77; 1980— 
83, 2: 62-63), and even in the prescript of the early letter 
of 1 Thessalonians (cf. also Phil 1:1; 2:25; Phlm 1), he did 
not call himself apostle (cf. its ambiguous usage in | Thess 
2:7). The title appears as Paul’s self-description in an 
epistolary prescript first in Gal 1:1, perhaps as a result of 
the conflict in Antioch (2:11-14), and then becomes stan- 
dard (1 Cor: 2:7; 2 Cor 1:1: Rom 1:1; then Col 1:1; Eph 
1:1; 1 Tim 1:1; 2 Tim 1:1, 11; Tit 1:1; differently 2 Thess 
E:1). 

Paul’s reinterpretation of the concept questioned fun- 
damental assumptions held by the church before Paul. He 
rejected the idea that having known the historical Jesus 
personally was a valid criterion (2 Cor 5:16). Indeed, the 
gospels point out that those who knew Jesus best during 
his life on earth—his disciples and his family—came to 
understand his message only after the resurrection. On 
the other hand, if witnessing the resurrection was the 
criterion, Paul qualified as an apostle, since he too had a 
vision of the risen Lord (Gal 1:16; 1 Cor 9:1—5; 15:1—10). 
If founding churches was the criterion, Paul had worked 
more in this task than everyone else (1 Cor 15:10). Looking 
back at his mission, he calls himself the “apostle of the 
Gentiles” (Rom 11:13; cf. 1:5—-7, 13-15). When Christ 
appeared to him and called him to preach the gospel to 
the Gentiles (Gal 1:15-—16), Paul took this call to mean that 
he was given a unique role in salvation history. In Rom 
1:1; 1 Cor 1:1, Paul claims :o be a “called apostle” (klétos 
apostolos), analogous to the former disciples of Jesus (cf. 
Mark 1:16—20 and parallels; 6:7; Matt 10:1, etc.). Not 
appointed by human authorities (Gal 1:1, 12) but by the 
risen Christ himself, he came to regard himself as the 
personal representative (mimétés) of Christ on earth (1 
Thess 1:6; 11:1; Phil 3:17; see Betz 1967). This fact 
implied that Paul’s entire physical and spiritual existence 
was to be understood as an epiphany of the crucified and 
resurrected redeemer (Gal 6:14, 17; 2 Cor 2:14-5:21; 
6:4—10; 12:7-10; 13:3-4; Phil 3:10). His missionary cam- 
paigns were to be regarded as a decisive phase prior to the 
parousia, in which the gospel had to be preached “from 
Jerusalem in a wide curve as far as Illyricum” (Rom 15:19) 
and indeed as far as Spain (Rom 15:24). This mission, 
when completed, would be regarded as the “offering of 
the gentiles” in which he officiated as the chief “celebrant” 
(Rom 15:16). In the Last Judgment, Paul expected to 
present his gentile churches unblemished and pure to 
Christ (1 Thess 2:10—12; 5:23; 1 Cor 1:8; 2 Cor 1:14; 
11:2; Phil 2:15; furthermore Col 1:22; Eph 5:27). 

Paul’s concept of apostleship, while not conforming to 
the common criteria as exemplified by Luke-Acts, effec- 
tively changed these criteria, a process reflected in the NT. 
In this reinterpretation, other influences came into play. 
Widengren (1950; for bibliography, see Betz Galatians, 75) 
pointed to notions in Syriac Gnosticism that may have 
contributed to Paul’s concept of apostleship. Betz (1972) 
showed that Paul was influenced by the Socratic tradition 
in which Socrates was seen as a messenger sent by the 
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deity. Whatever influences there may have been, however, 
Paul, through his debates and struggles, and through his 
own suffering and death (cf. Col 1:24), defined the con- 
cept of apostleship in a radically new way that also deter- 
mined its understanding and application in the post-NT 
era. 


E. False Apostles 

Paul’s claim to apostleship reflects a more general con- 
fusion about the question of who was truly an apostle. Was 
James, “the brother of the Lord,” an apostle (see Gal 1:19; 
1 Cor 9:5; see Betz Galatians, 78)? The evidence is ambig- 
uous. Contrary to Acts 14:4, 14, Paul himself evidently 
avoided attributing the title to Barnabas (cf. Gal 2:1—10, 
13; 1 Cor 9:6). Paul sometimes mentions other missionary 
apostles whom he apparently considers to be inferior in 
status when compared to himself (see B, above). When he 
ridicules his opponents as “false apostles” (pseudapostolot, 2 
Cor 11:13) or “superapostles” (hyperlian apostolot, 2 Cor 
11:5; 12:11), he unfortunately does not reveal their names. 
That these opponents had even less respectful titles for 
him is suggested by the term “miscarriage” (ektréma, 1 Cor 
15:8). The struggle over the definition and criteria of true 
and false apostleship (see also Rev 2:2), in analogy to that 
over true and false prophecy, raged well into later church 
history as part of the battles against heresy (see NTApocr, 
35-74; furthermore HERESY AND ORTHODOXY IN 
THE NT). 


F. Christ as Apostle 

Peculiar is the fact that only Heb 3:1 calls Christ an 
apostle: “Jesus, the apostle and high priest of our confes- 
sion” (see Braun An die Hebréer HNT, 71-74, 78). This, 
however, appears to be a late application of the term which 
may have older roots (cf. Matt 15:24; Luke 4:18, 43). The 
Fourth Gospel still contains what seem to be traces of an 
older usage. We find here not only the definitive statement 
of 13:16 (cited above, A) but also, through the terminology 
of sending (apostellé), the description of Christ’s entire 
mission. Jesus Christ, the Logos and Son of God, was sent 
by God into this world (3:16-17, 34; 5:36-38; 6:29, 57; 
7:29; 10:36; 11:42; 17:3, 8, 18, 21, 23, 25; 20:21; cf. 1 
John 4:9, 10, 14). In turn, jesus sends out his disciples 
(4:38; 17:18; 20:21). They are called the Twelve, not apos- 
tles (6:67, 70~—71; 20:24). It seems that the Fourth Gospel, 
without offering reasons, studiously avoids the title of 
apostle, while presuming the concept and terminology of 
sending. Perhaps the matter is related to the general 
similarity between Johannine christology and Pauline apos- 
teship, a similarity which may reflect the still unexplained 
relationship between Johannine and Pauline Christianity. 
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Hans Drerer BErz 


APOSTLES, EPISTLE OF. The Epistle of the Apostles 
(or Epistula Apostolorum) is an early apocryphal Christian 
work of unknown authorship. Originally written in Greek, 
the Ep. Apos. survives only in Ethiopic (complete text), 
Coptic (approx. two thirds), and Latin (fragments). The 
title has been inferred from the opening sentence, “What 
Jesus Christ revealed to his disciples as a letter . . .” (1.1; 
Duensing 1963: 191); but this translation of Ethiopic mas- 
haf (“book,” “writing”) has been questioned (Vanovermeire 
1962: 112; Hills 1989: 2). The date and place of writing 
are disputed. Schmidt (1919) argued for 170-180 c.£. and 
Asia Minor; more recently Hornschuh (1965) has made a 
strong case for Egyptian provenance and a date ca. 120 
C.E.; late 2d-century Syria has also been suggested (De 
Zwaan 1933). 

What is clear is the Ep. Apos.’s genre. Chaps. 1-12 and 
51 frame the body of the work (chaps. 13-50), which is a 
post-Easter dialogue between Jesus and the apostles. The 
former speaks as the risen Revealer, the latter as united 
witnesses to the Revealer’s words and deeds (see esp. 29.5). 
The speeches’ stereotyped introductions (e.g., “He [+ 
answered and] said to us”; “We said to him”) and rhetorical 
expressions (e.g., “Until what day do you ask?” [22.2]; 
“What you wish, say to me, and I will tell you without 
grudging” (24.5]) are conventional in contemporary liter- 
ary dialogues (e.g., in Shep. Herm. and the Nag Hammadi 
tractates Ap. Jas. [NHC 1,2}, Thom. Cont. [NHC II,7], and 
Dial. Sav. [NHC III,5)). 

The principal topics of the dialogue are the Lord’s 
heavenly descent and incarnation (chaps. 13-14); the re- 
membrance of his death and his second coming (15-18); 
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resurrection and judgment (19-29; 38-39); the mission of 
Paul (31-33); the signs of the end (34-37, adapted from 
an apocalypse; cf. the 5th-century Testament of the Lord 
1—11, where the same apocalypse has been used); the 
commission of the disciples to preach, teach, and baptize 
(40-42); and orthodoxy and discipline (43-50). These 
diverse topics are unified by the author’s concern to define 
the community in terms of keeping the Lord’s command- 
ments, to summarize the “faith” of the apostles (see esp. 
5.2122), and to offer a “revelation” that has present and 
ethical, as well as future and heavenly, content. 

Of special interest is the use of gospel traditions, both in 
the dialogue (chaps. 13—50) and in its preface (1-12). For 
example, in Ep. Apos. 4—5 a list of miracles is expanded to 
include dialogue; this list is in turn appended to the 
hymnic or poetic chap. 3. Chaps. 3-5 thus constitute a 
christological aretalogy, whose function is to affirm the 
authority of the apostles and the traditions they reveal. In 
chaps. 41—42 a dominical saying prohibiting titles (cf. Matt 
23:8—9) is reformulated to suit the author’s situation. In 
Ep. Apos. 43--45 the parable of the Wise and Foolish 
Maidens, familiar from Matt 25:1—13, is narrated and 
explained through dialogue. In each of these sections 
some knowledge of the NT Gospels is probable. But there 
are no certain quotations from any NT writing, and the 
author appears to write without any awareness of a 
“canon” of NT scriptures. Indeed, among the proof texts 
quoted in the Ep. Apos. are several sayings not found in 
extant Jewish and Christian literature (see esp. 11.8). 

Most commentators have seen as the work’s primary 
purpose an orthodox defense against gnostic Christianity, 
since the author warns against “Simon and Cerinthus” in 
chaps. 1 and 7; these two are commonly identified as first 
among heretics by other 2d- and 3d-century writers. But 
this judgment must be treated with caution. First, the 
position of the “opponents” is never spelled out, nor is it 
explicitly con:radicted. Second, the Ep. Apos. itself falls 
short of later 2d-century definitions of orthodoxy (e.g., in 
Irenaeus). Third, the author appears as much concerned 
with catechism and church order as with theological de- 
bate; the condemnation of heresy is standard in later 
church orders (e.g., Hippolytus Apostolic Tradition [ca. 215 
c.E.] and the several church orders deriving from it; cf. 
also the Catechetical Lectures of Cyril of Jerusalem [d. 386 
C.E.]). 

More conspicuous is the author’s emphasis on the disci- 
ples, as successors to the risen Lord and as “founders” of 
the Church (see esp. Ep. Apos. 33.2). The importance of 
baptism is stressed (e.g., in 5.21, where the best mss read 
“great Christians,” an Ethiopic idiom for “the baptized”; 
27.2; 42.3, 7), as is the eucharist (or “agape,” in chap. 15) 
and the idea of a universal mission (e.g., in 30.1). This 
suggests that the Ep. Apos. is witness to the flowering of an 
ecclesiastical self-consciousness in an environment of com- 
peting Christian groups, but before the emergence of the 
“Great [or Catholic] Church.” 
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APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS AND CAN- 
ONS. An early church manual of liturgical and ecclesias- 
tical regulations that usually is dated to the end of the 4th 
century (ca. C.E. 380) and is ascribed to the region of Syria. 
The text is divided into 8 books, each of which incorpo- 
rates several more ancient writings. Ancient Syriac texts, 
and subsequently Ethiopic and Arabic translations, indi- 
cate a knowledge of only the first 6 books, which suggests 
that these books formed the original core of the work to 
which Books 7—8 were added later. The complete corpus 
of materials has been preserved in Greek, Latin, and 
Coptic editions. 

With the addition of occasional editorial alterations, 
Books 1-6 are formulated around the Didascalia Apostolo- 
rum (3d century). Book 7 utilizes much of the Didache (2d 
century) and the Kadusha prayer of early Jewish liturgy. 
The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus serves as a foundation 
for the 85 legislative canons that appear in Book 8, where 
a familiarity with the Clementine Liturgy also is evident. 

The author of Apos. Con. has not been identified with 
certainty. The complete form of the title (Constitutions of 
the Holy Apostles) suggests that the Ist-century apostles have 
authored these materials, but this undoubtedly 1s a pseud- 
epigraphical feature. So, toc, the attestation within the 
text that these instructions originally were transmitted 
through the agency of “Clement” (6.18.11; presumably 
Clement I of Rome) should be rejected. It is much more 
likely that a later compiler, perhaps the Pseudo-Ignatius, 
who is responsible for the “longer recension” of the epis- 
tles of Ignatius, should be considered as the appropriate 
compiler of the text. The consistency in style and editorial 
technique further support the argument that a single 
editor is responsible for the final form of the text. 

The contents of Apos. Con., which include numerous 
moral exhortations and the outline of specific religious 
obligations, have been carefully arranged to meet the 
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needs of early Christian believers. Throughout the text 
there is a strict dependence upon the authority of the OT 
and the NT, in addition to a rigid, legalistic interpretation 
of both. Book | is directed toward the circumstances of 
the laity, who are encouraged to follow a strictly ethical 
code of daily existence. Book 2 focuses upon the qualifi- 
cations and obligations of the clerical orders. The offices 
of deacon and widow are addressed in Book 3, as are 
instructions for the correct observation of baptism ritual. 
Specific issues with regard to charity are discussed in Book 
4. The fate and situation of those who are persecuted and 
martyred for the Christian faith are summarized in Book 
5, followed by a review of heresies and schisms in Book 6. 
The “Two Ways” motif of early Jewish-Christian literature 
serves as the background of Book 7, where numerous 
ancient exhortations and liturgical traditions have been 
preserved. Book 8 concludes the text with a review of 
spiritual gifts and numerous points of worship and eccle- 
siastical order for the clergy. 

Several special features characterize the corpus. The text 
recognizes a well-developed series of ecclesiastical offices, 
which includes the positions of bishop, presbyter, deacon, 
widow, sub-deacon, door keeper, and others. The role of 
the bishop in this structure is exalted greatly. At the 
conclusion of Apos. Con., a list of canonized texts is offered 
which omits Revelation, but which includes 3 Maccabees, 1 
and 2 Clement, and Apos. Con. itself. While the text incor- 
porates a significant number of prayers that reveal dis- 
tinctly Jewish origins (see Books 7-8; Goodenough 1935: 
306-58), it bears a distinct antipathy toward Jewish cus- 
toms as they were practiced among early Christians. 

The authenticity of Apos. Con. ultimately was rejected by 
the Council of Trullo in 692, an act which served to 
diminish its influence within later ecclesiastical tradition. 
The entire corpus of the Canons was accepted as genuine 
by John of Constantinople, however, and subsequently it 
gained authority throughout the Eastern Church, where it 
still is used today. 
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See JERUSALEM, 


APOSTOLIC FATHERS 
APOSTOLIC FATHERS. A oollection of early 


Christian writings traditionally regarded as having been 
set down by people directly or indirectly associated with 
the apostles. A complete modern edition will include the 
following (the order varies considerably): 1 Clement, 2 
Clement, Ignatius, Polycarp, Didache, Barnabas, Papias, Hermas, 
Martyrdom of Polycarp, Diognetus, and Quadratus (cf. Bihl- 
meyer, Fischer). Separate discussions of each of these 
writings is provided in this dictionary. The purpose of the 
present article is to discuss the history of the collection as 
a whole and to indicate the bearing that the study of the 
Apostolic Fathers (AF) has on the study of the NT and 
early Christianity. 

A line of distinguished editions of the AF leads back to 
a work published by the French scholar, J.-B. Cotelier, in 
Paris in 1672. The attention given to this body of material 
in the 17th century was prompted as much by the concern 
of humanism to return to the authentic sources of Western 
civilization as by the theological polemics of the reforma- 
tion and counterreformation. The use of the expression 
“Apostolical Fathers” can be traced back at least as far as 
William Wake, who in 1693 published a translation of / 
Clement, Polycarp, Ignatius, Martyrdom of Ignatius, Martyrdom 
of Polycarp, Barnabas, Hermas, and 2 Clement (de Jonge). The 
subtitle of the work spoke of. these writings as “being 
together with the Holy Scriptures of the NT, a complete 
collection of the most primitive antiquity for about CL 
years after Christ.” And in the introduction to the third 
edition (1719), we are told that these works were “truly 
written by those whose names they bear, and that those 
writers lived so near the apostolical times, that it cannot be 
doubted, but that they do indeed represent to us the 
doctrine, government, and discipline of the church, as 
they received it from the apostles; the apostles from Christ, 
and that blessed Spirit, who directed them both in what 
they taught, and in what they ordain’d.” Wake (now Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury) also noted that all this “is so exactly 
agreeable to the present doctrine, government, and disci- 
pline of the church of England by law establish’d; that no 
one who allows of the one can reasonably make any excep- 
tions against the other.” The expression “Apostolic Fa- 
thers” was also soon employed by the Lutheran theologian 
and scholar Thomas Ittig in his edition of 1699 (with 
reference only to materials associated with the names of 
Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp) and by the Reformed 
(Armenian) biblical scholar and theologian Joh. Clericus 
(Jean Le Clerc) in his reedition of Cotelier in 1698 (with 
reference to materials associated with the names of Bar- 
nabas, Hermas, Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp). 

The previous work of two other English scholars—Pat- 
rick Young and James Ussher—is important in accounting 
for the emergence of the special attention given to the AF 
in this period. As early as 1633, Young in his capacity as 
Royal Librarian published / Clement from Codex Alexan- 
drinus, the celebrated 5th-century biblical manuscript pre- 
sented in 1628 to Charles I by Cyril Lucar, patriarch of 
Constantinople. Young refers to the author as being “of 
almost the same time as the apostles, the disciple of Paul, 
and the successor of Peter,” and to the writing as “this 
divine and clearly apostolic epistle.” He also expresses the 
wish that the English king may be granted in his own realm 
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the peace and harmony urged by Clement on the dissent- 
ers in Corinth long ago. 

Even more important from the point of view of the 
impetus given to the scholarly investigation of the AF and 
the early church was the brilliant discovery by Archbishop 
Ussher of the shorter form of the letters of Ignatius (1644), 
which is generally accepted as genuine today. The discov- 
ery also had the effect of upholding the episcopal system 
as a feature of the earliest period. This was one reason 
that not long afterward the Reformed theologian and 
scholar, Jean )aillé, published an important study of Dio- 
nysius the Areopagite and the (shorter form of the) letters 
of Ignatius (1666) in which he attempted to prove the 
inauthenticity of both bodies of writings (Harrison 1936: 
135). Posteritv has accepted his judgment about the Are- 
opagite but not (for the most part) about Ignatius. John 
Pearson, bishop of Chester, wrote an especially influential 
book defending the authenticity of the shorter form of the 
letters of Ignatius (1672). In the long run, however, Daillé’s 
general insistence that the fathers of the church possess 
no special theological authority and must be approached 
historically was prophetic of the spirit that was to dominate 
the study of the early church in Western Christianity. 

Additions to the roster of AF were subsequently made 
by Andreas Gallandi (a forerunner of Migne), who in- 
cluded also the letter to Diognetus, the fragments of 
Papias, and the fragment of Quadratus (1765). And finally, 
the startling ciscovery of the Didache by Bryennios (pub- 
lished in 1882) led to the inclusion of that document also 
among the AF. 

The Bryennios manuscript (an A.D. 1056 codex of the 
Greek patriarchate in Jerusalem, formerly in the library of 
the Hospice of the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in 
Constantinople) represents a convenient point from which 
to look back to the role of the AF before modern times. 
The first writing in the codex is a brief “Synopsis (Survey) 
of the Old and New Testament” attributed (wrongly) to 
John Chrysostom. This is followed by Barnabas, 1 Clement, 
2 Clement, the Didache, and the long recension of the letters 
of Ignatius (Flarnack 1893: 11-12). The manuscript sug- 
gests an interest in the AF comparable in some ways to 
that of the later and more critical age already discussed. 
This is all the more surprising since the collection was put 
together at a time when (from the end of the 7th century 
on) little had seen heard of the AF (other than Ignatius), 
and people’s conception of the early period had been 
shaped primzrily by forgeries long associated with the 
names not only of Ignatius but also of Clement of Rome, 
Dionysius the Areopagite, and Justin Martyr (Grant 1962: 
428--29). 

More real knowledge of the AF was available to the 
contestants in the Christological debates of the 5th and 
6th centuries. Here interest in the AF centered primarily 
on Ignatius, who was appealed to by all sides. What stands 
out in this connection is that ultimately the short (and 
presumably authentic) recension of the letters of Ignatius 
proved most congenial to the monophysite cause (Grant 
1962: 426-27). Much less significant use was made of 
Polycarp, 1 Clement, 2 Clement, and Hermas in this period; 
and appeals tc Papias were even more isolated (Grant 1967: 
24—32). Moreover, authentic early materials had to com- 
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pete with the whole range of pseudepigraphical writings 
already noted. 

Clearer conceptions of who and what the AF repre- 
sented can be found in the 2d, 3d, and 4th centuries. 
Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Eusebius 
shed particularly important light on their reception (Grant 
1962: 421-26). In these writers most of the AF were 
provided with rather direct links to the apostolic age; but 
forgeries were only beginning to cloud the horizon, and in 
some quarters problems of authenticity were discussed. 
Thus Eusebius set Hermas, Barnabas, and the Didache 
among the “spurious” items that make up the second 
component of the writings “not universally accepted” as 
scriptural (antilegomena); he noted that J Clement was still 
read in many churches; he observed that 2 Clement was not 
used by the ancients; he declared the romances written in 
the names of Clement of Rome forgeries; he suggested (in 
line with Alexandrian tradition) that Hermas was useful for 
elementary instruction; and he expressed his doubts about 
the intelligence of Papias. A wide range of concerns affect- 
ing theology, spirituality, ethics, and church order were 
involved in the appeal to these writings in this period. 
Although they rarely dominate any discussion, their im- 
portance should not be underrated. It may be noted (for 
example) that Irenaeus’ millemnialism owed a good deal to 
what he knew of Papias; that striking passages such as the 
lines from Hermas on the oneness of God who contains all 
but is himself contained by nothing, or the verses from 
Ignatius on the hidden entrance of Christ into the world, 
set the tone in a variety of contexts; and that the reworking 
of the material of the Didache in later church orders (the 
Didascalia and the Apostolic Constitutions) attests to its pres- 
lige. 

It follows from what has been said that attention to the 
AF in the early church often :ook the form of a consider- 
ation of their possible canonicity (Ruwet 1942; 1948; 1952; 
Andry 1951; Grant 1964: 13-33; Kiimmel 1966: 344-51). 
For the presumed association of their authors with the 
apostles gave them credentiais as strong as some of the 
writings ultimately accepted into the NT. The most impor- 
tant points are these (though some are matters of dispute): 
Irenaeus came close to treating 1 Clement and Hermas as 
scripture (but seems not actually to have done so). Tertul- 
lian dealt with Hermas as scripture in his pre-Montanist 
period. Clement of Alexandria regarded I Clement, Her- 
mas, Barnabas, and the Didache as inspired writings. Origen 
dealt with Hermas, Barnabas, and the Didache similarly, but 
at the same time seems not to have regarded them as 
canonical. Eusebius, as we have seen, is less receptive to 
these three books and regards them as spurious. Finally, 
Athanasius (in his famous festal letter on the topic) clearly 
sets the Didache and Hermas outside of the canon, but does 
so in such a way as stili to reflect the high evaluation of 
these writings in the Alexandrian tradition. It should also 
be noted that Codex Sinaiticus (4th century) included 
Barnabas and Hermas; that Codex Alexandrinus (5th cen- 
tury) contained J Clement and 2 Clement; and that a catalog 
found in Codex Claromantanus (6th century) lists among 
the books of the NT (in adclition to two other unusual 
works) Barnabas and Hermas (though all four items are set 
off by a dash). 

Clearly the criterion that obtained most widely in think- 
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ing about the AF and drawing them together as a group 
in ancient and modern times was their presumed connec- 
tion with the apostles or at least their presumed antiquity 
relative to (most) other noncanonical writings of the early 
church. In other respects they are very diverse indeed, 
and the difficulties inherent in defining the collection have 
grown rather than lessened over time (Jouassard 1957). As 
regards form, most of the AF in the modern collections 
are letters. But whereas 1 Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp 
are true letters, Barnabas (a theological tract), the Martyr- 
dom of Polycarp (a martyrology), and Diognetus (an apology) 
are letters only in an external sense. The other writings of 
the AF represent a homily (2 Clement), a church order 
(Didache), and a kind of apocalypse (Hermas). Papias’ dis- 
cussion of the words and deeds of Jesus is known to us 
only in a series of fragments, and we have but one tiny 
quotation from the apologist Quadratus. 

The status of the authors of these writings is also di- 
verse: Ignatius, Polycarp, and (probably) Clement had 
some kind of official standing in their churches; the author 
of the Martyrdom of Polycarp recedes behind the authority 
of the church for which he writes; the individual who 
wrote to Diognetus is unknown; Barnabas, 2 Clement and 
the Didache are pseudonymous; Hermas was written by a 
man who sets himself apart from the clergy. 

Moreover, rather different forms of the early Christian 
experience are represented by these writings. Aspects of 
the literary and theological world of Paul are reflected in 
some of the letters. But whereas Polycarp breathes the spirit 
of the Pastorals, and J Clement's Christianity is almost 
equally unadventuresome, Ignatius infuses his Paulinism 
with qualities reminiscent of John and other mystical (per- 
haps even quasignostic) strands of thought. Yet both Clem- 
ent with his idea of succession and Ignatius with his em- 
phasis on monepiscopacy set the stage for the further 
development of a catholic conception of ministerial au- 
thority. And this in turn may well be connected with the 
greater openness of 1 Clement and Ignatius to elements 
derived from the popular culture of the Greco-Roman 
world. Indeed, the remarkable fact about most of the other 
Apostolic Fathers is the extent to which they remain in- 
debted to various forms of Judaism. Thus the Didache not 
only looks like an extension of the concerns of Matthew’s 
gospel, but also falls back on Jewish and Jewish-Christian 
materials in the realm of ethics and ritual that are not 
derived from the NT. Barnabas is reminiscent especially of 
Hebrews, but is even more clearly indebted to Jewish lore 
and at the same time more negatively disposed to Judaism 
as a historical and social fact. 2 Clement represents (in the 
words of Hans Windisch) “a Synoptic-Gospels Christianity 
reformulated and domesticated in the light of late Juda- 
ism” (cf. Bihlmeyer 1956: xxix). And Papzas’ millennialism 
shows that themes from fully developed forms of apocalyp- 
tic thought were still alive in some circles. Similarly, Hermas 
registers the impact of a wide range of Jewish theological, 
angeological, and ethical ideas within the framework of an 
apocalyptic outlook (though elements from popular 
Greco-Roman culture also play an interesting role in his 
thought). Different again is the Martyrdom of Polycarp, 
which represents a complex weaving together of Jewish, 
Christian, and more popular elements that gave rise to the 
church’s version of the holy man. And finally, the apolo- 
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getic strategies of Diognetus (and Quadratus) belong to an- 
other whole order of theological and literary activity. 

Modern views about the authenticity, dating, and histor- 
ical setting of the AF have robbed even the criterion of 
antiquity of much of its significance. Most of the AF are, 
to be sure, relatively early. But no significant link between 
any of them and the apostles now seems particularly likely. 
Indeed, the Didache, Barnabas, and 2 Clemeni all seem to be 
pseudonymous. And the reason for including Diognetus in 
the collection is undercut by the recognition that its last 
two chapters, which include the ambiguous reference to 
the author as “a disciple of apostles” (11.1), do not belong 
to the writing. A glance at the articles on the separate 
writings will also show that there is much dispute about 
the dating of most of these books and that at least some of 
them probably fall outside the period in question. Con- 
versely, there are other early Christian works, both canon- 
ical and noncanonical, that seem to fall into this period. 
Above all, we are much more acutely aware today of the 
striking differences between the forms of Christianity re- 
flected in the AF whatever their date may be. The conclu- 
sion seems inescapable that as a collection they represent 
nothing very definite in either theological or historical 
terms. NT scholarship, then, is moving even more con- 
sciously (in spite of the many difficulties involved) toward 
an integration of the AF with the later materials of the NT 
and with early noncanonical literature not included in the 
AF (cf. Koester 1982, 2: 147-347). 

The very diversity of the AF has meant, however, that 
studies that have focused on this collection as a whole 
(usually with the exception of the apologetic materials) 
have worked with a sample of early Christian literature 
sufficiently broad to guarantee interesting results. Of par- 
ticular importance here for NT scholarship have been the 
efforts to read the AF for the light they can shed on the 
reception of the various books of the NT. The report of 
the committee of the Oxford Society on this problem 
(1905) is still fundamental. But commentaries on the bib- 
lical books and studies of the individual writings of the AF 
have introduced many refinements. Nothing like an ade- 
quate summary of these discussions is possible here (for a 
survey of the findings, see Kiimmel 1966: 337-40). It may 
be noted, however, that especially interesting investigations 
have been undertaken regarding the use of the Synoptic 
Gospels and of synoptic tradition in the AF. The debate is 
dominated by two books: Massaux (1950) and Koester 
(1957). The full range of possibilities are taken into ac- 
count in these works: quotation of (or allusion to) one or 
the other of the Synoptic Gospels, reliance on some kind 
of harmonization of the written Gospels, knowledge of 
oral tradition, independent access to tradition peculiar to 
one of the Gospels, and so forth. In general, it may be said 
that Massaux (who worked with the whole range of Chris- 
tian literature to the time of Irenaeus) emphasized the 
importance of Matthew to the church from the earliest 
times and the reliance by the majority of authors on 
Matthew in a written form. Koester, on the other hand, 
emphasized the extent to which the AF were indebted to 
oral tradition. Many of Koester’s conclusions have been 
questioned by Grant (1964: 35-86), and the whole issue 
has been thoroughly reviewed by Kéhler (1987), who finds 
himself closer to the position of Massaux than of Koester. 
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It is clear, however, that the work of Koester has contrib- 
uted to a considerably more flexible notion of the possibil- 
ities in the reception of the Synoptic Gospels and of syn- 
optic tradition in the early church. 

Other studies devoted to the AF as a whole also retain 
their value in characterizing the Christianity of the period. 
Thus Torrance’s classic treatment of grace in the AF (1948) 
is still useful even though he measured them too exclu- 
sively against Paul, took a Barthian approach to Paul too 
much for granted in so doing, and failed to note the 
elements in the AF that represent to some extent func- 
tional equivalents of the category of grace. Klevinghaus’ 
demonstration of the eclipse of the significance of Israel 
as a historical reality in the AF (1948) remains generally 
convincing. More recently, Eijk’s careful analysis of the 
doctrine of the resurrection in the AF (1974) is distin- 
guished by special sensitivity to the differences between 
the individual writings. Other more or less useful studies 
on the AF as a whole are to be found on such topics as the 
connection between ethics and dogma (Hérmann 1952), 
the terminology for evil spirits (Gokey 1961), views of 
material re-creation (O'Hagan 1968), and moral teachings 
(Liébaert 1970). Naturally attention to the AF (sometimes 
as a distinct group) will also be found in histories of 
Christian thought, the ministry, the liturgy, spirituality, 
and so forth. Although peculiarities of one kind or the 
other are associated with each of the AF, it is perhaps 
Ignatius who strikes commentators most as rising above 
expectations in literary and theological terms. 

It should be noted in conclusion that the basic tools for 
the study of the NT—Bauer’s lexicon, Kittel’s theological 
wordbook, and the grammar of Blass and Debrunner— 
give significant attention also to the AF. An excellent 
concordance to these writings was published by Heinrich 
Kraft in 1963. 
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WILLIAM R. SCHOEDEL 


APPAIM (PERSON) [Heb >ppayim]. One of the two sons 
of Nadab (1 Chr 2:30). Since his brother died childless, 
Appaim’s descendants are an important part of the family 
of Jerahmeel, the firstborn son of Hezron, grandson of 
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Judah. The MT uses the plural “The sons of” in recording 
Appaim’s issue (1 Chr 2:31); however, the single son, Ishi, 
may be understood here as the progenitor of a clan or 
family bearing his name. Appaim is a dual form meaning 
“nostrils” but may also mean “nose,” “anger,” or “temper” 
and is derived from the verb meaning “to be angry.” 

W. P. STEEGER 


APPEAL TO CAESAR. Under the Empire, all hold- 
ers of Roman citizenship possessed among their citizen 
rights the tus appellationis ad Caesarem, or right of appeal to 
Caesar. According to the great 3d-century jurist, Ulpian, 
the right of appeal was guaranteed to all Roman citizens, 
whether residents of Italy or the provinces under the 
provisions of a lex Iulia de vi publica, ennacted at the 
beginning of the Empire by Augustus, who thereby in- 
structed Roman magistrates and officials that citizens 
should not only have the right of appeal from local judicial 
authority to Rome, but should also not be inflicted with 
death, scourging, prolonged imprisonment, or torture 
without full due process of law, including the right of 
appellatio (Dig. 48.6.7). There is some question as to when 
Augustus’ law came to be extended to the provinces (Millar 
1977: 508-9; Jones 1960: 54-55), but “late in the reign of 
Augustus there is a clear instance, in the second edict of 
Augustus from Cyrene, . . . that by that date the lex Iulia 
was being applied to actions in the provinces” (Sherwin- 
White 1963: 60). This process, along with other aspects of 
the emperor’s judicial role, seems to have been regularized 
under successive emperors (Millar 1977: 509-14) so that 
by the early 3d century Severus Alexander was quick to 
warn provincial officials of any obstruction or abuse 
against those who made appeals. (Dig. 49.1.25 = POnxy. 
2104). 

The right of appellatio in the Empire replaced an earlier 
basic citizen right of the Roman Republic, the ius provoca- 
tionis ad populum, or right of calling (provocare) on the entire 
body of citizens in assembly to overturn the judicial deci- 
sions of magistrates. Extended to all Roman citizens by the 
terms of a lex Valeria of 300 B.c., the exercise of provocatio 
was guaranteed in all capital cases, and could be exercised 
as well in other criminal cases, but apparently not in civil 
cases (OCD 892-93). Before 300 B.c. provocatio may have 
been utilized, but without assurance of receiving hearing 
before the populus assembled in the Comitia Tributa, or 
Tribal Assembly. The tribune of the plebs (tribunus plebis) 
was the presiding officer of this assembly and may have 
referred appeals to the body as a function of his ius auxiliz, 
the right of rendering aid to any citizen whom he judged 
the victim of unjust magisterial authority (coercitio). The 
tribune could take action himself, or through the assem- 
bly, to overturn magisterial decisions either upon appeal 
or on his own initiative (Kunkel 1966: 54, 72; OCD 892— 
93). It is likely that the appellatio ad Caesarem derived 
directly from this tribunician ius auxilii. Cassius Dio 
(51.19.6—7) reports that in 30 B.c. Octavian Caesar was 
granted the tribunician authority of ius auxilit for life. The 
remaining powers of the tribune (irbunicia potestas) were 
granted to Octavian after his accession as Augustus, and it 
was from this tribunician power that Augustus and all 
subsequent emperors exercised judicial authority as the 
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special protector of the Roman citizen body, a role which 
under the Republic had belonged to the plebeian tribune 
(Millar 1977: 509; Jones 1960: 54; Crook 1967: 70-71). 
The exercise of appellatio was common among provincial 
Christians with Roman citizen status who had been accused 
of wrongdoing. The most familiar instance of appeal to 
Caesar is, of course, that of Paul. When about to be 
subjected to scourging under the direction of Felix, Proc- 
urator of Judaea (OCD 434), Paul “lays claim to the protec- 
tion afforded by his Roman citizenship” (Millar 1977: 511), 
under the provisions of the lex Julia, demanding that as a 
Roman he not be beaten uncondemned of any crime and 
protected from the same at the hands of the Jews (Acts 
22:25-30; 23:27). It was when Paul was about to be tried 
before the tribunal of Porcius Festus, the successor of Felix 
as Judean procurator, that he proclaimed his appeal to 
Caesar (Acts 24:27-25:22). There is some difficulty, how- 
ever, in understanding the precise nature of Paul’s appel- 
latio, since “it has the character of a rejection of one court 
in favor of another one rather than of an appeal from a 
verdict” (Millar 1977: 511). It has been suggested that the 
lex Iuka entailed not only appeal to the emperor after 
verdicts were rendered, but also the right to challenge the 
jurisdiction of a particular court by requesting a change of 
venue to Rome, a process that may more properly be 
referred to as provocatio than appellatio (Sherwin-White 
1963: 115-16). Apparently provincial governors were not 
strictly bound to refer criminal cases to Rome. The well- 
known correspondence between Pliny and Trajan concern- 
ing the procedure for trying Christians with Roman citi- 
zenship indicates some confusion in the matter of jurisdic- 
tion (Pliny, Ep. 10.96.4). Certainly there is ample 
attestation of governors both trying and executing citizens 
in the provinces, suggesting that as a matter of practicality 
jurisdiction was retained by local magisterial authority 
unless there was by the defendant formal recourse to 
provocatio or to appellatio (Sherwin-White 1963: 58-63). 
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Joun F. Hatt 


APPHIA (PERSON) [Gk ?Apphia]. A Christian greeted 
in the salutation of the letter to Philemon (Phlm 2). While 
some have proposed that this woman’s name was spelled 
incorrectly in the aspirated form “Apphia” in Philemon, 
rather than the more familiar unaspirated Roman name 
“Appia,” copious documentation exists for the aspirated 
form from Phrygian inscriptions, where the name appears 
to be of native origin (Lightfoot 1879: 306—8). A Phrygian 
provenance for Apphia’s name also accords with the 
widely held opinion that Philemon was addressed to Chris- 
tians living in Phrygia, most probably in the small town of 
Colossae. 
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Why Apphia, along with PHILEMON and ARCHIPPUS, 
was singled out for special greetings in Philemon 1-2 has 
occasioned much speculation. A common assumption has 
been that she was Philemon’s wife (or daughter) and 
Archippus was their son (or her brother). This is related 
to the suppcsition, based on the phrase “your house” 
(Philemon 2). that all three lived in the same household. 
However, the possessive in this instance is singular in the 
Greek, leaving open the possibility that the house referred 
to was the domicile of Archippus, although many com- 
mentators nevertheless read the “you” as referring back to 
Philemon. Tne latter tend to see Apphia as having a 
leadership roie in the house church owing to the presence 
of that group in the home where she and her husband (or 
her father) lived. That may be a correct analysis, but it 
remains possible that, if the house was rather that of 
Archippus, then Apphia’s mention by Paul, with her obvi- 
ous importance among the Colossian Christians, must rest 
on different grounds. 

In this connection, it is noteworthy that Paul addresses 
Apphia as “sister” in the same context in which he calls 
Timothy “brother,” Philemon “beloved fellow-worker,” 
and Archippus “fellow-soldier.” While the RSV prefaces 
each of these appellatives with “our,” the Greek refers to 
Timothy as “the brother” (ho adelphos) and Apphia as “the 
sister” (t@ adelphé). Paul thus appears to distinguish between 
titles with which he uses the definite article and those with 
the possessive pronoun (cf. Phil 2:25 where the Gk identi- 
fies Epaphroclitus as “the brother and my fellow worker and 
fellow soldier’). 

It has been argued that in using the definite article 
rather than the possessive pronoun, Paul focuses on the 
social positions of brother and sister, not on the individ- 
ual’s relationship with him. Further, whenever Paul uses 
the definite article with “brother(s)” or “sister(s),” the 
general sense conveyed is that one is a believer. This leads 
N. Petersen, for example, to conclude that “the brother or 
sister is thus an egalitarian identification applicable to all 
members of the church, whereas the use of the possessive 
pronoun has _ ..a hierarchical connotation because it links 
those of whorn it is used to Paul’s position” e.g. as his fellow- 
worker or his <ellow-soldier (1985: 172; his italics in quote). 

These observations suggest that in Paul’s greeting of 
Apphia, her role as a believer and community member was 
foremost in his mind. Thus, he probably did not single 
her out because of her relationship to Philemon or Archip- 
pus, nor to himself, but because she was an outstanding, 
faithful member and leader of the Colossian community 
whom he happened to know. 
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FLORENCE MorGAN GILLMAN 


APPHUS (PERSON) [Gk Apphous]. Nickname of Matta- 
thias’ youngest son Jonathan (1 Macc 2:5), the successor of 
Judas Maccabeus. Two Hebrew roots may be conjectured 
for the nickname: hAps, “to seek, search,” or hps, “to desire.” 
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The second one may best suit a child’s nickname—“de- 
sired, favorite.” For the nicknames of Mattathias’ sons, see 
GADDI. See also JONATHAN. 

URIEL RAPPAPORT 


APPIAN WAY (PLACE). Roman road connecting 
Rome, Capua on the Bay of Naples, and Brundisium on 
the Adriatic. It was constructed under the Roman censor 
Appius Claudius Caecus in 312 B.c. 

Until the harbor of Ostia was developed by the emperors 
Claudius and Trajan, Puteoli, on the Bay of Naples, served 
as the major seaport for Rome. From the 2d century B.c. 
until the Ist century A.p., the normal route in approaching 
Rome by sea was to sail to Puteoli, as Paul did (Acts 28:15- 
15). The traveler then used the suburban roadways to 
reach Capua, from which the journey to Rome, 132 Roman 
miles, normally took five or six days. Landmarks of the 
journey were the rich fields of Campania, the shore of the 
Gulf of Gaeta, the plain of Fundi, and the seaside bluff at 
Tarracina. Here the wetlands of the Pomptine Marshes 
permitted a canal to be built, 19 Roman miles long. Canal 
boats allowed the traveler to continue the journey during 
the night somewhat more comfortably than on the road: 
the poet Horace (Sat. 1.5) includes an account of this boat 
in his colorful, detailed description of a trip on the Appian 
Way from Rome to Brundisium. At Forum Appi, the canal 
ended and the road continued in a straight line past Tres 
Tabernae and the hill towns of Lanuvium and Aricia to 
the Porta Capena in Rome, located at the end of the Circus 
Maximus. 

The roadway, 14 Roman feet wide, was covered with 
gravel, and flanked by wide pedestrian walkways of 
pounded earth. Travelers used horses, carriages, or their 
feet, and could stay overnight at inns or the villas of 
acquaintances. All along the road were tombs, houses, 
shrines, and commemorative monuments. Towns and vil- 
lages like Forum Appii and Tres Tabernae (“Three ‘Tav- 
erns”) offered lodging, stables, and food. Under Domitian 
(a.D. 95) a shortcut, the Via Domitiana, bypassed Capua 
and went directly along the coastline from Sinuessa to the 
harbor at Puteoli—its construction is the subject of Statius, 
Silv. 4.3: 40-55. 
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APPIUS, FORUM OF. See FORUM OF APPIUS. 
APPLE. See FLORA, BIBLICAL. 


APRON. Translates a word in Gen 3:7 that is rendered 
“girdle” in other passages in which it is used and repre- 
sents an item of clothing. The Hebrew word has its root in 
a verb, hgr, which has a primary meaning of “gird.” Thus 
it refers to a garment that is wrapped around the body. 
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Its basic usage in the Bible is to indicate an undergar- 
ment of some sort, that is, a garment that covers the upper 
part of the lower body. For men, at least, such a garment 
would have been one that covered the genital organs. 
Apparently, in ancient Semitic custom, young children ran 
about with a loose shirt or cloak. As they reached sexual 
maturity, they began to wear an “apron” or loincloth. This 
custom seems to underlie a passage in 2 Kgs 3:21, which 
describes a comprehensive military muster involving all 
who were able to bear arms, from youngest to oldest. The 
youngest in this instance were those who had begun to 
wear the apron or girdle; wearing that item of clothing 
represented adulthood with respect to military service. In 
this sense, it might also be linked with military garb, since 
a warrior would be stripped down to this minimal garment 
when going into battle. 

The appearance of “apron” in the Eden story in Genesis 
also points to its meaning as a fundamental item of cloth- 
ing, one that would cover the sexual organs of females as 
well as males. The woman and man in the garden, after 
eating of the forbidden fruit, gain human cognition. This 
involves realization that they are naked, a condition to 
which they respond with the human characteristic of mak- 
ing clothing—aprons of fig leaves—for themselves. 

Although the apron is a basic item of clothing, listed 
along with “sandals” in 1 Kgs 2:5 to represent the garb of 
aman, David, upon whom innocent blood had been spilled 
in peace time, it evidently also came to mean a decorative 
piece of clothing, such as a belt or sash. Such accessory 
items could be extravagantly made, either of costly fabrics 
or perhaps even studded with precious gems. The prophet 
Isaiah contrasts the ostentatious apparel of wealthy women 
with what they will wear in the day of God’s judgment. 
Among the radical changes in their garb will be the use of 
a rope in place of a “girdle” (Isa 3:24). Similarly, the value 
of the apron or girdle appears in 2 Sam 18:11, where Joab 
says he would have given a lot—“ten pieces of silver and a 
girdle’—if only the man who brought him news of Absa- 
lom’s hanging had cut the body down from the tree. 

CaROL MEYERS 


AQIBA (PERSON). See AKIBA, RABBI. 


AQUILA (PERSON) [Gk Afylas]. Aquila, an important 
Christian missionary in the mid-Ist century C.£., is men- 
tioned in 1 Cor 16:19, Rom 16:3-—5, Acts 18:2—3 (histori- 
cally reliable traditions; Lidemann 1987: 206, 209-10); 
18:18, 26; and 2 Tim 4:19. 


A. Pontus and the First Stay in Rome 

Aquila was probably freeborn; the epigraphical material 
indicates that ordinarily the name “Aquila” was not a slave 
name (see Lampe StadirChr, 142, 151-52). A Jew from 
Pontus (Acts 18:2), Aquila was among the first Christians 
in Rome who still belonged to the synagogues of the city. 
Together with his wife, Prisca, and others, he propagated 
Christianity in at least one of the Roman synagogues. This 
Christian proclamation led to tumultuous controversies 
among the Roman Jews, so that the administration of the 
emperor Claudius expelled the main quarrelers, including 
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Aquila and Prisca, from the city in 49 c.£. (Acts 18:2, Suet. 
Claud. 25.4: “Iudaeos impulsore Chresto [sic] assidue tumul- 
tuantes Roma expulit,” Oros. 7.6.15—16, cf. Cass. Dio 60.6.6— 
7). Alternative interpretations would be that the commo- 
tion was caused not by Christians but by a Roman Jew, 
Chrestus (e.g., Solin ANRW 2/29/2: 659, 690), and that 
Aquila was not converted before he arrived at Corinth 
(e.g., Liidemann 1987: 209). This is not probable for 
several reasons (for detailed discussion see Lampe 
StadtrChr, 4-7): (1) The Roman inscriptions never show 
the name “Chrestus” as a Jewish name; (2) it would have 
been a strange coincidence if, as a Jew in Rome, Aquila 
had been involved in a commotion caused by a certain Jew 
“Chrestus” and later, as a Christian, had worked as a 
missionary of “Christus;” (3) since Lat Christus/Gk christos 
was unusual for pagan ears and Chrestus a common pagan 
name (see Lampe StadtrChr, 6), both could easily be con- 
fused by pagan writers like Suetonius. The Christians were 
indeed often called Chrestianoi by pagan people (see Tac. 
Ann. 15.44; Tert. Apol. 3; Ad Nat. 1.3; Lactant. Div. Inst. 
4.7). (4) Aquila was already a Christian before Paul settled 
in Corinth: Paul lived in Aquila’s dwelling in Corinth (Acts 
18:3), but his first christening in the city was Stephanas, 
not Aquila. In addition, Paul baptized no one else in 
Corinth except Crispus, Gaius, and Stephanas’ household 
(1 Cor 1:14-16; 16:15). If Aquila had been christened by 
somebody other than Paul in Corinth, e.g., by Silas or 
Timotheus, Luke would have liked to report such success 
(cf. e.g., Acts 18:8). (5) It is not likely that the unbaptized 
Jew Aquila housed the Christian missionary Paul in Cor- 
inth and even gave him a job to support him (Acts 18:2— 
3), especially if the Jew Aquila had acted on the Jewish side 
of the controversies in Rome, fighting Christian preaching 
about Christ. Finally, (6) Gk Joudaios in Acts 18:2 can be 
easily understood as Jewish-Christian (see Acts 16:1,20; 
21:39; 22:3,12; cf. 9:10; Gal 2:13). 


B. Corinth Profession and Social Status 

From Rome the couple moved on to Corinth, where Paul 
first met and lodged with them and worked in Aquila’s 
workshop (Acts 18:2—3). Their craft was tent making (Acts 
18:3). Contrary to the traditional view that both were 
leather workers selling primarily to the military, they more 
likely sewed linen tents for private customers for use as 
tents on the beach, sunshades in the atrium, or market 
stalls (see Lampe 1987; leather tents for the military were 
sewn mainly by imperial slaves and freedmen or by the 
soldiers themselves, many of whom were craftsmen, as 
attested in Vegetius de re militar: 2.11 and inscriptions at 
Hadrian’s Wall). 

Aquila has often been described as a wealthy man who 
owned one or more houses and ran a rather large business 
which employed several workers (e.g., Hengel 1973: 46; 
Liidemann 1987: 209; Ollrog 1979: 26-27; Wilckens Ro- 
mans EKKNT, 134) but evidence points in a different 
direction (Lampe StadtrChr, 158-64). Like most indepen- 
dent craftsmen, Aquila belonged to the poor strata of 
society; only a few craftsmen—mostly producers of luxury 
articles such as goldsmiths and jewelers—were wealthier. 
Paul “was in want” while he made his living by working in 
Aquila’s shop (2 Cor 11:9). He himself considered his 
choice of work as a tentmaker as humiliating (2 Cor 11:7; 
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cf. 1 Cor 4:11-13; 1 Thess 2:9). In Corinth, he did not 
preach in Aquila’s dwelling, although he lodged there. 
Also, Aquila’s. dwelling in Ephesus did not seem to have 
enough space for Paul’s audience, although a subgroup of 
the Ephesian Christians met there as a house church (Acts 
18:7, 2; 19:9; on these as historically reliable traditions, 
see Lidemann 1987: 209-11, 222). Aquila’s ability to 
travel (Liidemann 1987: 209) is not an indication of con- 
siderable financial means (Lampe, StadtrChr, 162-64). 


C, Ephesus 

After more than one and a half years (Acts 18:11, 2; cf. 
Liidemann 1987: 207), Aquila and Prisca moved from 
Corinth to Ephesus, where they were again active as mis- 
sionary co-workers of Paul and formed a church in their 
home (1 Cor 16:19; cf. 2 Tim 4:19; Acts 18:18). The 
couple “risked their necks” for Paul’s life (Rom 16:4) 
probably during their stay in Ephesus, where Paul was 
exposed to serious dangers (1 Cor 15:32; 2 Cor 1:8--9). 
The historicity of the Ephesian episode about Apollos told 
in Acts 18:26 is very doubtful (Lidemann 1987: 215-16); 
parrésiazesthai is a Lukan word, and there is a tension 
between v 25 and v 26: Apollos already taught “accurately” 
about Jesus (v 25) before he was instructed “more accu- 
rately” by Prisca and Aquila (v 26). Luke, the advocate of 
the apostle Paul, suggests in v 26 that Prisca and Aquila 
turned Apollos into a staunch supporter of Pauline Chris- 
tianity. The pre-Lukan tradition (cf. vv 24-25), however, 
only knew that Apollos once worked in Ephesus at the 
same time Paul, Prisca, and Aquila did (cf. also 1 Cor 
16:12, 19), and that Apollos was a Christian pneumatic (cf. 
also the Apcllos party in Corinth [1 Cor 1:12} in the 
context of the Corinthian pneumatics and enthusiasts, e.g., 
1 Corinthians 12-14). As such, Apollos was more likely a 
competitor of Paul (1 Cor 1:12; cf. 3:10b, 12-15) on whom 
the apostle could not impose his plans while he stayed in 
Ephesus (1 Cor 16:12). We do not know whether Prisca 
and Aquila at least housed Apollos in Ephesus (Acts 18:26; 
Weiser 1985: 508). 


D. Second Stay in Rome. 

Around 55-56 c.r. (after Claudius’ death in 54 c.£. and 
between the writing of 1 Corinthians and Romans), the 
couple returned to Rome (majority opinion now holds that 
Rom 16:3—5 is part of the original letter to the Romans, 
Lampe StadirChr, 124-35). This last move may have been 
strategically motivated: Aquila and Prisca were possibly 
sent as Paul’s vanguard to Rome, where he wanted to get a 
firm footing with his gospel before continuing to Spain. In 
Rome, Aquila and Prisca again hosted a house church 
(Cranfield Romans ICC, 786). They were the first to receive 
greeting frora Paul in Romans 16, where Paul praised 
them. Their prominence as Paul’s co-workers was remem- 
bered by the later church: 2 Timothy used their names for 
the epistle’s fictitious historical frame, at the beginning of 
a list of greeting (4:19). Church tradition of the 6th cen- 
tury claimed that the house church of Aquila and Prisca 
was the basis of the later Roman “title” church, “Prisca” on 
the Aventine. There is no proof for this connection 
(Lampe StadtrChr, 11). 
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PETER LAMPE 


AQUILA’S VERSION. Aquila was a Jewish translator 
active in the first quarter of the 2d century c.r. His Greek 
version of the OT was preserved by Origen in the third 
column of his Hexapla (compiled during the second quar- 
ter of the 3d century). According to tradition, Aquila, born 
a pagan, converted to Christianity and thence to Judaism. 
He studied with a number ot rabbis, of whom Akiba was 
one. His version of the biblical text is marked by extreme 
literalism, in which he sought to reproduce closely not 
only the meaning, but also the form of his Hebrew Vorlage. 
In so doing, he does not seer to have been influenced by 
the exegetical emphases of Akiba or of any other particu- 
lar rabbinic tradition (cf. Barthélemy 1963). Although it 
has been suggested that Aquila and Ongelos (to whom a 
Targum on the Pentateuch is attributed) are one and the 
same, the evidence for such an identification is not con- 
vincing. 

As argued persuasively by Barthélemy (1963), Aquila 
should be seen as the culmination of at least a century's 
worth of translational activity within the Jewish commu- 
nity. Most of his techniques find their antecedents in an 
earlier recension designated by Barthélemy as kaige (see 
THEODOTION). In fact, it is likely that Aquila’s version 
was a revision of this kaige Greek text and that he had no 
independent knowledge of the Old Greek (or original 
Greek translation) for most books of the OT. It is difficult 
to imagine that a reader with no knowledge of Hebrew 
could have easily followed Aquila’s text, so completely did 
he shape his Greek into the Semitic mold. It would, how- 
ever, be useful as a textbook and as a source for quotations 
on the Jewish side of the continuing polemics with Chris- 
tians. 

Because of its many literaiistic tendencies and its fre- 
quent recourse to stereotyped or etymological renderings 
for Hebrew words and phrases, Aquila’s version is also 
valuable for modern textual critics and exegetes. Up until 
the beginning of this century, his work was known mainly 
through brief citations in rabbinic and patristic sources 
and from textual notes in the margins or body of a few 
manuscripts. (It is also suggested that the “Septuagint” text 
of Qoheleth was produced by Aquila.) Today we have, in 
addition, some continuous text (for details, see Jellicoe 
1968). Although for some this material simply confirms a 
negative assessment of Aquila’s efforts, a fairer assessment 
of it serves to remind contemporary scholars that his 
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approach was not nearly so heavy-handed and mechanistic 
as it is often portrayed. Moreover, the literalism Aquila 
exemplified was undoubtedly compatible with the exegeti- 
cal concerns of his own day, and for this he was praised 
even by Christians like Origen and Jerome. 
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LEONARD J. GREENSPOON 


AR (PLACE) [Heb ‘ar]. A Moabite toponym used as the 
name of a town, a region, or both. As the name of a town, 
Ar could refer to a particular site (i.e., the proper name of 
a town), or it could be used as a general term for “city.” 
(Moabite ‘dr is the equivalent of Hebrew ‘ir, “city.”) Be- 
cause of the diverse usage of the term, the exact location 
of Ar cannot be determined with certainty on the basis of 
the OT, though the historical and geographical data in the 
Bible provide tantalizing clues for this task. 

In the biblical tradition, the designation Ar is found 
almost exclusively in Numbers and Deuteronomy, in pas- 
sages dealing with the Israelites’ passage through and 
around Moabite territory. Most of these verses bear di- 
rectly upon the subject of Moab’s northern border at the 
time of the Hebrew migration, with all data supporting the 
view that Ar—as the name of a town or a region—was 
located near this northern boundary, the Arnon. In Num 
21:14—15, the “seat of Ar” (i.e., “dwelling of Ar”) is men- 
tioned in connection with “the valleys of the Arnon,” “the 
slope of the valleys,” and “the border of Moab.” Deut 2:18 
refers to Ar’s proximity to “the boundary of Moab” and, 
like the forementioned text, probably refers to the name 
of a prominent town on or near the Arnon (cf. Num 21:28, 
though some read “as far as” or “cities of” in place of the 
proper noun “Ar” in this verse). It is possible that “‘the city 
of Moab” (‘ir moab), mentioned in Num 22:36, and “the 
city that is in the valley” (Deut 2:36; Josh 13:9, 16; 2 Sam 
24:5) allude to Ar, but this is quite uncertain. 

In contrast to the passages that use the designation Ar 
with reference to a city, specifically or generally, are verses 
that seem to use Ar as the name of a region, as a synonym 
for Moab (Deut 2:9, 29). The appearance of Ar in Isa 15:1 
may be still another way in which this term was used in the 
OT. In this verse, the only occurrence of Ar in a poetic 
text, the prophet refers to a successful campaign against 
the Moabites. Ar and Kir are named in parallel lines, and 
it is difficult, if not impossible, to decide which of the 
following interpretations is correct: (1) Ar and Kir were 
the two principal towns of Moab (perhaps capitals in differ- 
ent periods), south of the Arnon, and Isaiah narrates the 
spread of news about the attack from city to city; (2) these 
terms refer to the towns of Moab in general (“ar = Moabite 
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for “city” and gir = Heb for “wall” or “walled city”); or (3) 
Ar and Kir are identical, with the poetic parallelism re- 
quiring two different designations for the same place (cf. 
Schottroff 1966: 179-81; Weippert 1979: 17-18). 

Among the sites that have been identified as Ar of Moab 
are Kerak (probably ancient Kir/Kir-hareseth), Rabbah 
(ancient Areopolis/Rabbath Moab), Khirbet el-Misna‘ 
(M.R. 223767), Khirbet el-Medeineh (M.R. 330768), and 
Khirbet el-Bali‘ (M.R. 244855). Although it is impossible, 
at present, to state with certainty that any of these sites was 
ancient Ar, it is fair to say that the available geographical, 
historical, and archaeological evidence seem to favor Khir- 
bet el-Bala‘ (Miller 1989). 
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GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


ARA (PERSON) [Heb éra?]. One of the descendants of 
Asher listed in the select genealogy in 1 Chr 7:30—40. Ara, 
whose name, perhaps, means “lion,” is described as one of 
the “heads of fathers’ houses, approved, mighty warriors, 
chief of the princes,” in Asher’s genealogy. Perhaps since 
Asher was a lesser tribe, originating from the Jacob-Zilpah 
union (cf. Gen 46:17-18), little emphasis is placed on his 
lineage. One third of the names listed in this genealogy in 
1 Chronicles 7 are found only here in Scripture. Indeed, 
the name “Ara” appears nowhere else. 
J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


ARAB (PLACE) [Heb ?drab}. A town situated in the 
central hill country of Judah (Josh 15:52), within the same 
district as Hebron. This settlement, whose name perhaps 
means “hiding place” (from Heb rb “to lie in ambush”), is 
listed among the towns within the tribal allotment of Judah 
(Josh 15:21-62; see also BETH-DAGON). Arab may also 
have been the home of PAARAI the Arbite (Heb ha?arbi), 
one of David’s champions (2 Sam 23:35). The ancient 
name is clearly reflected at modern Khirbet er-Rabiyeh 
(LBHG 372; M.R. 153093), which lies approximately 13 
km SW of Hebron. Although the location is quite accepta- 
ble, it is not yet known whether Khirbet er-Rabiyeh was 
occupied during OT times. 
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ARABAH (PLACE) [Heb ‘érabé]. A biblical term vari- 
ously used referring to all or portions of the Great Rift 
valley in Palestine, running from the Sea of Chinnereth 
(Galilee) in the N, through the Jordan Valley to the Dead 
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Sea, and from there to the Gulf of Aqaba in the S. Along 
with the coastal plains, the Shephelah, the Negev, and the 
mountains, it is one of the principal geographical regions 
in Palestine (Josh 11:16). This region is a depression in 
the earth, for the most part below sea level, which provided 
a natural barrier and a border between Israel and her 
neighbors Ammon, Moab, and Edom to the E. 


A. Description 
B. Terminology and Occurrences 
C. History 


A. Description 

Arabah refers to the section in Palestine of the Syrian- 
East African Rift—the Great Rift—which runs from ‘Tur- 
key to Mozambique. It can be divided into three distinct 
areas: the Jordan Valley, extending from the Sea of Chin- 
nereth, including both sides of the Jordan river, to the 
Dead Sea; the region of the Dead Sea itself, including the 
desert wasteland on either side; and the modern Wadi el- 
‘Arabah, which designates the region running from the 
southern end of the Dead Sea, slightly W and S to the Gulf 
of Aqaba. While the biblical term was used in reference to 
the whole or parts of this entire area, in modern usage the 
designation “Arabah” refers specifically to the wilderness 
area in the S portion, the Wadi el-‘Arabah, from the S end 
of the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba. 

The Jordan Valley extends from the S end of the Sea of 
Chinnereth to the Dead Sea and is divided between the 
Galilee-Beth-she’an Basin in the N and the Ghér in the S 
by a narrowing referred to as the “Jordan waist.” The 
Jordan winds its way from the Sea of Chinnereth 65 mi 
(105 km) before entering the Dead Sea (all statistics from 
Orni and Efrat 1980), and the valley ranges in width from 
15 mi to 4 ri and dropping from about 700 ft (213 m) 
below sea level at the Sea of Chinnereth to 1300 ft (396 m) 
below sea level at the Dead Sea. See also JORDAN RIVER. 
The N half of the valley is well watered and relatively 
fertile while the S portion is drier and less cultivated. In 
the lower Ghor is found the site of the ford of Adam (Josh 
3:16) and farther S a rugged territory called in the Bible 
the “jungle of the Jordan” (Jer 12:5; 49:19; 50:44; Zech 
11:3), a wilderness area known for its lions. From the E 
the Jordan River is joined by the rivers Yarmugq, ‘Arab, 
Taiyebeh, Ziqlab, Yabis (perhaps biblical “brook Cherith” | 
Kgs 17:3), Jabbok, and Fari‘a. On the E bank of the 
southernmost portion of the Jordan River is the area called 
the well-watered “plains of Moab” (“arébét-mé@ab), the site 
of biblical Abel-shittim (Num 33:49; Josh 2:1, 3:1; Mic 
6:5), while the W bank is the area of the “plains of Jericho” 
(Sarébét-yér’iho). 

The Dead Sea, sometimes referred to as the “Sea of the 
Arabah” (yam ha‘draba), extends 50 mi (80 km) S from the 
mouth of the Jordan, and at its widest point is 11 mi (18 
km) wide. The level of the water has fluctuated throughout 
history but presently is about 1300 ft (396 m) below sea 
level. The Rif: Valley extends beneath the level of the water 
another 1300 ft (396 m) to 2625 ft (800 m) below sea level, 
making it the deepest continental depression in the world. 
The sea is surrounded by a narrow shore on either side at 
the foot of the mountains—the highlands of Judah to the 
W and the plateau of Moab on the E. Besides the Jordan 
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River, the Dead Sea is fed by the rivers Zerqa, Ma‘in, 
Arnon, and Kerak from the E, while on the W are found 
the springs of ‘Ain Feshka (rear Qumran), En-gedi, and 
En Bokek. In biblical times the cities of Sodom and Go- 
morrah were located along with the cities of the plain 
somewhere in the S part of this region which, according to 
the Bible, was consideraly more fertile than it is today (Gen 
13:10). Today this whole region is largely desolate, the S 
portion containing a salt plair. and mountain, Har Sdom. 

The southernmost section of the Arabah or Great Rift 
in Palestine extends from the S end of the Dead Sea 103 
mi (165 km) to the S and slightly W to the Gulf of Aqaba. 
It varies in width from 20 mi (32 km) in the central sections 
to only 3 mi (5 km) in the S section near Elat. It rises 
abruptly in altitude going S from about 1300 ft (396 m) 
below sea level at the Dead Sea to 690 ft (210 m) in only a 
couple of miles and then ascends gradually to sea level at 
Elat in the area of ancient Ezion-geber. This area is cov- 
ered with alluvial sand and gravel, and because of the lack 
of precipitation, the vegetation consists of sagebrush, 
camel thorns, and acacia. This area was of particular 
significance throughout history because it contained the 
only deposits of iron and copper in ancient Israel (Deut 
8:9) which have been mined and smelted since Chalcolithic 
times. This area and the copper industry have been docu- 
mented by Glueck (1970: 59-103) and Rothenberg (1962; 
1972). See TIMNA. In addition, the port of Ezion-geber 
and/or Elat was the gateway for trade with Egypt, Africa, 
and Arabia and hence was <he beginning of important 
trade routes that led N connecting with Gaza and the Via 
Maris to the W and through Edom, to the King’s Highway 
in the E. 

The route leading from the Gulf of Aqaba to Syria 
through the Great Rift is cailed by some the Rift Valley 
Road. It diverged into two roads from the Gulf of Aqaba 
to Syria interrupted by the cliffs of the Dead Sea and a 
basalt dam N of the Sea of Chinnereth. The W branch ran 
from Elat through Oboth to En-gedi and the E branch 
from Elat to Punon and the Wadi Kerak. From the Dead 
Sea N, both roads conunued to Galilee but continuing 
from there to the N there was only one road (Baly, GB, 
98). 


B. Terminology and Occurrences 

In the past some have argued the root of the word 
“Arabah” (Heb ‘-r-6) originaily meant “arid” or “sterile” 
(BDB, 787). In recent times this view has been seen as 
tenuous. The term “arabah” does often occur in contexts 
suggesting a general reference to “desert” or “wilderness” 
without a specific geographical point of reference. In most 
of these cases the term occurs without the definite article. 
It is possible the word developed the general sense of 
“wilderness” or “desert” simply from the fact that much of 
the area within the Arabah, especially in the S section of 
the Arabah, is in fact arid and desolate. This general usage 
is primarily found in poetry, especially in the prophets, 
and RSV usually translates “desert.” See, for example, 
“Sharon is like a desert” (Isa 33:9); “a wolf from the desert” 
(Jer 5:6). The word is rendered as “plain” in “the whole 
land shall be turned into a plain” (Zech 14:10). Often the 
term “arabah” occurs in conjunction with other words 
meaning “wilderness” or “dry land.” It is found as a 
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parallel term to midbdr, RSV “wilderness,” in several pas- 
sages: “waters shall break forth in the wilderness (bammid- 
bar) and streams in the desert (bd‘drabd)” (Isa 35:6). See 
also Isa 33:9; 40:3; 41:19; 51:3; Jer 17:6; Job 24:5. In 
addition, it is found in conjunction with other terms mean- 
ing “wilderness” or “dry land”: “the wilderness (midbar) 
and dry land (styyé) shall be glad, the desert (‘drdbd) shall 
rejoice and blossom like a crocus” (Isa 35:1). See also Jer 
2:6; 50:12; 51:43, where it occurs with styyé and midbar 
and with “salt land” (mlhh) in Job 39:6. Even where such a 
general sense is intended, it is possible that some of these 
contexts are a reference to the Arabah proper. 

When “arabah” occurs with the definite article 
(ha‘drabd), it is rendered by RSV as “Arabah,” and in most 
cases designates a specific geographical place or area 
within the Rift Valley. Josh 11:16 lists this region as one of 
the major geographical areas in the Promised Land: 
“Joshua took all the land, the hill country, and all the 
Negeb, and all the land of Goshen, and the lowland, and 
the Arabah and the hill country of Israel” (Josh 11:16). 
There is a reference to the Arabah as the region on both 
banks of the Jordan Valley crossed by Abner on his way 
from Gibeon to Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:29). Several refer- 
ences are made to the Arabah as the E bank of the Jordan 
Valley from the Sea of Chinnereth to the Dead Sea (Deut 
3:17; 4:49; Josh 12:1, 3), and there are references to the 
W bank of the Jordan Valley where Gilgal is located (Deut 
11:30) and where the men of Ai went out to meet Israel in 
battle (Josh 8:14). The “plains of Jericho,” where the 
fleeing King Zedekiah was apprehended by the Babyloni- 
ans (2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 52:7), are also referred to as the 
Arabah. The region to the W of the Dead Sea is referred 
to in | Sam 23:24: “David and his men in the wilderness 
of Maon, in the Arabah to the south of Jeshimon.” Ezek 
47:8 (“the water flows towards the eastern region and goes 
down into the Arabah”) refers to the region of the Dead 
Sea and perhaps by extension to the whole of the S 
Arabah. The only explicit reference to the S portion of 
the Arabah, present-day Wadi el-‘Arabah, is found in Deut 
2:8, where the children of Israel moved S from Kadesh 
“from the Arabah road from Elat and Ezion-geber.” 

The term “arabah” is occasionally used as a designation 
of a road or route, and Heb derek hd‘drabé is variously 
translated: “Arabah road” (Deut 2:8), the road in the 
vicinity of Elat and Ezion-geber; “way of the Arabah” (2 
Sam 4:7), the route from Mahanaim to Hebron; and “di- 
rection of the Arabah” designating a route from Jerusalem 
to the area of Jericho (2 Kgs 25:4; Jer 39:4; 52:7). The 
plural form (‘érabét) occurs in two expressions where it is 
translated as “plains”: Sarébdt-mé ?ab “plains of Moab” (Num 
22:1; 26:3, 63; 31:12; 33:48-50; 35:1; 36:13; Deut 34:1, 
8) and Sarébét-yér'thd “plains of Jericho” (Josh 4:13; 5:10; 2 
Kgs 25:5; Jer 39:5; 52:8). 

Several times the Dead Sea is referred to as the “Sea of 
the Arabah” (yam hd‘drabd), often qualified as the Salt Sea. 
This term is found referring to the Dead Sea as a land- 
mark delineating the boundaries of the tribes of Israel 
across the Jordan (Deut 3:17; 4:49; Josh 12:3), as well as in 
the description of the Jordan “flowing down toward the 
sea of the Arabah, the Salt Sea” (Josh 3:16). It is also found 
as the border of the N kingdom when Jeroboam II “re- 
stored the border of Israel from the entrance of Hamath 
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as far as the Sea of the Arabah” (2 Kgs 14:25). In Amos 
6:14 there is mention of the “brook of the Arabah” (nahal 
ha‘Grab4) also in the context of the borders of Israel “from 
the entrance of Hamath to the Brook of the Arabah” in a 
passage that suggests Amos might be parodying Jero- 
boam’s achievement mentioned in 2 Kgs 14:25. It is not 
certain if Amos intends a specific brook of water in the 
region such as the Wadi Qelt or the brook Zered (called in 
Isa 15:7 nahal ha‘drabim “brook of the willows”) as the S 
border. Some have suggested that Amos may intend the 
Wadi el-‘Arabah, and Arabic term, referring to the whole 
area from the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Aqaba. 

In addition there is a reference to the “plains of the 
wilderness” (‘rbwt hmdbr; Qere in 2 Sam 15:28 and 17:16), 
which in its context suggests that part of the Arabah on 
the borders of the Judean wilderness, probably the Jordan 
Valley N of the Dead Sea. RSV, however, follows the Kethib 
reading “fords of the wilderness” (‘abérét hammidbar), re- 
ferring to the crossing point of the Jordan in this area. 


C. History 

While not specifically mentioned, the area of the Arabah 
played a significant part in the patriarchal narratives. 
When there was conflict between the servants of Abraham 
and Lot over the shortage of pastureland, they divided the 
land between them. Lot chose the Jordan Valley because it 
was well watered, and he settled in the area around Sodom 
(Gen 13:2-13). The wealth and prosperity of the cities of 
the plain attracted the kings from the E, who sacked the 
cities of Sodom and Gomorrah and were pursued and 
caught by Abraham (Genesis 14). Later the cities of Sodom 
and Gomorrah were totally destroyed by “brimstone and 
fire from the Lord out of heaven” (Gen 19:24). 

In the 14th-12th centuries B.c. mines in the S Arabah 
were heavily worked by the Egyptians, but later in Iron 
Age I-II production was left again to the local tribes of 
Midianites and Kenites. As prophesied by Moses, it was the 
site where iron and copper could be found in the Promised 
Land (Deut 8:9). 

The children of Israel passed through the Arabah on 
their journey from Kadesh-barnea to Ezion-geber (Deut 
2:8) before turning N and E to avoid the borders of Edom 
and Moab. The Amorites under Sihon had seized the 
Moabite portion of the Arabah, which was in turn captured 
and populated by the Israelites (Num 21:21—30; Deut 
2:24-37). This area was the scene of the apostasy at Abel- 
shittim (Numbers 25). The plains of Moab (‘arébét-mé?ab) 
on the E bank of the Jordan N of the Dead Sea was the 
site of the Israelite camp that witnessed the final acts and 
received the final words of Moses (Numbers 32-36; Deut 
1:1, 7). It is the area where the Israelites camped before 
they crossed to Jericho (Num 22:1; 3:48—50; 35:1; 36:13); 
where the census of Israel was taken before the entry into 
the Promised Land (Num 26:3, 63); where the booty was 
taken after the defeat of the Midianites (Num 31:12); the 
place from whence Moses ascended to Mt. Nebo in order 
to view the Promised Land (Deut 34:1, 8); and a landmark 
in the designation of the inheritance allotted to the tribes 
on the other side of the Jordan (Deut 3:17; 4:49; Josh 
12:1, 3). Israel witnessed the miraculous parting of the 
Jordan (Josh 3:14—17) and crossed the Jordan under the 
direction of Joshua to the “plains of Jericho” (‘arébét- 
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yér’thé), camping at Gilgal, which became the headquarters 
for the first phase of the Conquest. On the plains of 
Jericho, Isrzel prepared for the capture of Jericho (Josh 
4:13), here is where they renewed the covenant through 
circumcisior., celebrated Passover, and where the manna 
stopped (Josh 5:1—10). 

The N portion of the Arabah is the scene of the incident 
of Abner fleeing after his defeat at Gibeon (2 Sam 2:29), 
and the area which the assassins of Ishbosheth crossed 
from Mahanaim to bring the head of their king to David 
at Hebron (2 Sam 4:7). Throughout the history of Israel 
the S Arabah was a strategic area, both because of the 
copper industry as well as the seaport. It is recorded that 
Solomon “built a fleet of ships at Ezion-geber” (1 Kgs 
9:26-28; 10:11; 2 Chr 8:17—18; 9:10—11), which pursued 
trade with Arabia and Africa. After Solomon’s death, the 
area reverted to the Edomites, only to be reconquered by 
Jehoshaphat of Judah, who also built a fleet of ships (1 Kgs 
22:48; 2 Chr 20:36). The dispute with Edom continued as 
Elath was recaptured by Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:22) or Uzziah 
(2 Chr 26:2), finally falling to the Edomites (2 Kgs 16:6). 
When Zedekiah fled Jerusalem toward the wilderness, he 
was captured by the Babylonians in the plains of Jericho in 
the Arabah, near Jericho (2 Kgs 25:5; Jer 39:5; 52:8). 

The S section of the biblical Arabah was inhabited by 
the Nabateans in the 3d century B.c., and the Romans 
reopened copper mining in this area in the ]st—3d centu- 
ries A.D. 
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Davin R. SEELY 


ARABAH, BROOK OF THE (PLACE) [Heb nahal 
ha‘draba). A place mentioned in Amos’s pronouncement 
of doom against Israel (Amos 6:14). Together with the 
“entrance of Hamath,” the Brook of the Arabah is used to 
delineate the geographical extent of Yahweh’s punish- 
ment: since the former (Heb /ébo? hadmat) seems to desig- 
nate the N border of the promised land (Num 34:79; 
Josh 13:5; Ezek 47:15-16), the latter presumably desig- 
nates the S border. However, elsewhere the S border is 
characteristically referred to as the “Brook of Egypt” (Josh 
15:4; Ezek 47:19) or as “the Shihor, which is east of Egypt” 
(Josh 13:3). On the one hand, it is possible that the Brook 
of the Arabah is one of these, and therefore provides a 
coastal referent for the S boundary of Yahweh’s punish- 
ment. The Brook of Egypt is usually identified with Wadi 
el-‘Arish, which drains the central Sinai N into the Medi- 
terranean, while Shihor (Eg § hor) may be the easternmost 
branch of the Nile delta (IDB 4: 328; ISBE 1:549). On the 
other hand, it is possible that the Brook of the Arabah 
provides an inland referent for the S boundary. It may be 
equivalent to the Brook of Zered SE of the Dead Sea, a 
suggestion supported by the fact that the word “Arabah” 


324 °I 


is usually used to designate the Dead Sea basin and the 
area directly S of it to Aqaba. See also ARABAH; EGYPT, 
BROOK OF; SHIHOR. 

Gary A. HERION 


ARABAH, SEA OF. See SALT SEA. 


ARABIA (PLACE) [Heb ‘irab]. ARABIAN. The OT has 
no true geographical place name “Arabia,” the collective 
noun ‘drab (“Arabs”) being used to designate the region; 
the geographical term “Arabia” appears only in Greek 
texts. Arabs are also sometimes referred to in the OT as 
béné qedem “people [literally “sons”] of the East” (e.g., Judg 
6:3, 1 Kgs 4:30) and their region as ?eres gedem, “land of 
the East,” or simply gedem, “East” (so Gen 25:6, Isa 2:6). 


A. History and Geography 

The origin of the Arabs is debated; the conventional 
view is that they originated in the central or S part of the 
Arabian peninsula (e.g., Montgomery 1934, Hitti 1970). 
The inclusion of the S part of the peninsula in the desig- 
nation “Arabia” is not, however, attested until Roman 
times, nor do people identified as “Arabs” appear in an- 
cient texts as inhabitants of! the S region until the same 
period (Eph‘al 1982:8); pricr to that time the S region was 
known by the names of the various kingdoms that inhab- 
ited it, such as Saba, Qataban, and Hadhramaut. Consid- 
erable evidence favors the theory that the Arabs first 
appeared on the N, W, and E edges of the Syrian desert, 
with an extension into the Negev, the Sinai peninsula, and 
the N part of the Hejaz (the NW coast and mountain range 
of the Arabian peninsula). 

Egyptian texts as early as the 3d millennium B.c. refer 
to inhabitants of the S Levant as “sand-dwellers,” a term 
that originally must have alluded to nomads, although 
even at that early date it also applied to sedentary Levan- 
tine peoples. The homeland of these Asiatics was some- 
times designated, as in the Egyptian story of Sinuhe which 
originated in the 20th century B.c., by the Semitic word 
gedem. Archaeological investigations have shown that no- 
mads were much in evidence in Syro-Palestinian life during 
the period 2200-1900 B.c., following the collapse of the 
EB cultures, but partially withdrew to the S and E desert 
regions during the subsequent centuries of ascendancy of 
the Canaanite city-states. The tendency of nomads to press 
into Palestine and W Transjordan as the Canaanite culture 
began to disintegrate during the latter part of the Ist 
millennium B.c. was impeded by the establishment of 
Edom, Moab, Israel, and other fledgling kingdoms. Dur- 
ing much of the Ist millennium sB.c. Arabs moved about 
on the fringes of the settled regions, not only providing 
the sedentary peoples with sheep, goats, camels, asses, and 
animal by-products such as skins and wool, but also serving 
as itinerant merchants trading in spices, dates, embroi- 
dery, incense, iron, copper, gold, precious stones, pearls, 
and other commodities, some of which originated in dis- 
tant places (see Gen 2:11, 1 Kgs 10:2, Ezek 27:21—22). 

Arabs were also active in the extreme S part of Palestine 
and Transjordan during the OT period. Nomadic groups, 
often called by tribal names rather than the generic term 
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“Arab,” had long moved about in the W part of the Negeb 
between Judah and the “Brook of Egypt” (Wadi el-‘Arish, 
the traditional border between Palestine and Egypt) and in 
the rugged terrain E toward Edom and Midian. The 
Midianites, who were related to, if not identical with, the 
biblical Ishmaelites, were of Arab stock, and engaged in 
caravaneering. The biblical story of Joseph describes a 
Midianite caravan on its way from Gilead in the Transjor- 
danian highlands to Egypt, passing through the vicinity of 
Dothan in N Palestine (Gen 37:25—28). The traders carried 
with them stock items of resin, balm, and myrrh, and also 
trafficked in slaves. Some Arab tribes probably made their 
living, as they did at later times in history, by preying upon 
such caravans, or by raiding villages or the encampments 
of other Arabs. 

The earliest known appearance of the word “Arab” in 
extrabiblical texts is in an Assyrian record from the time 
of Shalmaneser III which states that an Arab leader named 
Gindibu’, who probably had his home on the SW edge of 
the Syrian desert, went with troops and 1000 camels to 
participate in a military coalition against the Assyrians that 
culminated in the battle of Qargar in 853 B.c. Arabs 
appear frequently in the records of a number of later 
Assyrian monarchs, from Tiglath-pileser III through 
Ashurbanipal (745~—627 B.c.), sometimes as allies and 
sometimes as the vanquished. Tiglath-pileser’s annals 
identify various Arab tribes or leaders that were nominally 
integrated into the Assyrian empire. Under Sargon II, 
some Arabs were resettled in Palestine and elsewhere, 
either voluntarily or otherwise (see Eph‘al 1982: 105-8). 
Arabs also appear sporadically in the records of the sub- 
sequent Neo-Babylonian and Persian empires. None of the 
Near Eastern empires could, however, effectively control 
these nomads or their territories permanently; at most 
they could make incursions into the inhospitable desert 
regions, and usually had to content themselves with strik- 
ing bargains with the Bedouin leaders to achieve their 
main goal, that of keeping commercial routes open. See 
BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES. 

During the Greco-Roman period, the Arabs became 
much better known than previously. Geographers began 
to make rudimentary distinctions among the regions in- 
habited by Arabs, referring to the North Arabian region 
as “Arabia Deserta” and the SW coast of the Arabian 
peninsula as “Arabia Felix.” Damascus was generally re- 
garded as standing at the NW corner of Arabia Deserta 
(cf. Jdt 2:25). A third region, Arabia Petraea, emerged in 
Edom as one group of Arabs, the Nabataeans, rose to 
prominence during the 3d—Ist centuries B.c. Transform- 
ing tribal leadership into kingship and their nomadic way 
of life into a sedentary existence, the Nabataeans gradually 
increased their cultural sphere N and W during this time, 
becoming prosperous through trade. They vigorously and 
creatively adapted Hellenistic-Roman culture to their in- 
digenous traditions, particularly in their capital city of 
Petra. By the early Ist century a.p., at its zenith, the 
kingdom of Nabatea dominated a large part of Transjor- 
dan and the Negev (see Glueck 1959 and 1970, Bowersock 
1983, and Negev 1986). See also NABATEANS. 

The Romans, who had actively entered the governance 
of the Levant with Pompey’s conquest of Syria and Pales- 
tine in 64-63 B.c., maintained the Nabataeans as a client 
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state within the larger geographical region they called 
“Arabia” (comprising portions of Transjordan, S Syria, the 
Negev, and the NW Arabian peninsula) for well over a 
century, but in A.p. 106 annexed a large part of the 
Nabatean kingdom as a Roman province. Subsequently, 
attempting to prevent the still populous non-Nabatean 
Arab groups situated farther to the E and S from en- 
croaching upon the boundaries of the empire, the Romans 
established a series of military posts in Transjordan (see 
Bowersock 1983 and Parker 1986), but these only partially 
achieved their purpose and after several centuries were 
abandoned; ultimately the Romans proved to have little 
more success than previous empires in controlling the 
Arabs. During the 4th—6th centuries a.p. the Arabs had 
considerable contact with the Byzantine world, but it was 
only when Islam emerged in the 7th century a.p. that they 
moved to the forefront of Near Eastern history. 


B. In the OT and Intertestamental Literature 

Eph‘al (1982: 60-63) points out that in the earlier 
historical texts in the OT bedouin peoples are referred to 
by various tribal names (chiefly Amalekites, Midianites, 
and Ishmaelites) or simply as people of the East; in later 
passages they still sometimes appear as people of the East, 
but are also designated by the generic term “Arab” or by 
names representing kingdoms, oasis cities, or other previ- 
ously unknown groups. Eph‘al suggests that the change of 
terminology occurred in the mid-10th century B.c., at the 
end of the reign of King David. While such may have been 
the case, the biblical evidence for the change in terminol- 
ogy is scanty and somewhat questionable prior to the 7th 
century B.c. The first mention of Arabs in the records of 
the Hebrew monarchy appears in 1 Kgs 10:15 (=2 Chr 
9:14), where the somewhat uncertain Hebrew text can be 
read as stating that Solomon received gold from “all the 
kings of the Arabs [or Arabia].” Inasmuch as Solomon is 
reported to have fostered commerce via the Red Sea, the 
passage may attest to gifts proffered by rulers of the 
kingdoms of the SW Arabian peninsula; the LXX, how- 
ever, does not mention Arabs or Arabia but states that 
Solomon received tribute from “all the kings of the 
coast”—by which is perhaps meant the N Hejaz, where 
Tema, Dedan, and other caravan centers were located. 
Similarly the account of the visit of the Queen of Sheba to 
Solomon’s court (1 Kgs 10:1-13) may have concerned the 
ruler of a N branch of the Sabaeans, located in the Hejaz 
and conducting operations both S along the Red Sea and 
N into the Negev. A case can, however, be made for the 
traditional interpretation of the story, which identifies 
Sheba with the Sabaean kingdom of the SW Arabian pen- 
insula (see Eph‘al 1982: 63-64, 88-89, 227-29). Vv 11- 
12 of the account, which mention wood and precious 
stones that Solomon is said to have brought from Ophir, 
concern trade with more distant places than the Hejaz, but 
this information is an addition to the story. 

Arabs are referred to several times in the Chronicler’s 
history of the Northern and Southern Kingdoms. 2 Chr 
17:11 states that Arabs gave large gifts of sheep and goats 
to Jehoshaphat, king of Judah (873-849 B.c.), who had 
attempted to reactivate Solomonic trade routes through 
the Red Sea (1 Kgs 22:47-49). 2 Chr 21:16 (cf. 22:1) 
alludes to a brief but destructive invasion carried out 
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against Judah by the Philistines and “the Arabs who are 
near the Ethiopians” during the reign of Jehoram (859- 
853 B.c.). The Chronicler also mentions several times an 
Arab tribe known as the Meunites (2 Chr 20:1, 26:7; Ezra 
2:50 = Neh 7:52), who are also attested in Assyrian 
records. That same work speaks of the Philistines, the 
Meunites, and “the Arabs that dwelt in Gurbaal” (26:7; cf. 
14:12-14) as groups attacked by King Uzziah of Judah 
(783-750 B.c.); such a war, if historical, probably was 
waged out 0! concern not to acquire more territory but to 
control lucrative trade routes through the S end of the 
Levant. Precisely how historical these various states are is 
difficult to determine, since Chronicles is a relatively late 
postexilic werk, and references in it to Arabs may reflect, 
in part, contemporaneous circumstances (cf. Eph‘al 1982: 
65-71). The corresponding narratives in 2 Kings do not 
mention Arabs, and the LXX versions of the passages in 2 
Chronicles often differ slightly from the Hebrew text, 
either omitting reference to Arabs or apparently attempt- 
ing some clarification (e.g., “the Arabs and those who 
bordered or. the Ethiopians” in 2 Chr 21:16 and “those 
that dwelt or the rock” in 2 Chron 26:7, the latter perhaps 
alluding to the Edomite stronghold at Petra or its vicinity). 

In the prophetic tradition of the late 8th-early 6th 
centuries B.c. North Arabia continues sometimes to be 
alluded to as the East (e.g., Isa 11:14, Jer 49:28), and older 
tribal terminology occasionally appears, but the newer 
names of Arab groups such as Dedan, Tema, and Kedar 
(Qedar) are also frequent. The latter, all located in the 
NW corner of the Arabian peninsula, are often linked in 
prophetic poetry. Isa 21:11—17, which includes an oracle 
“concerning Arabia,” uses all three names; the fact, how- 
ever, that this oracle is lacking in the LXX raises some 
doubt as to its date. Jer 25:23-24 (LXX 32:23-24) refers 
to Dedan, Tema, Buz, and the Arabs who “cut the corners 
of their hair [i.e., have a distinctive tonsure]; all the kings 
of Arabia ard all the kings of the mixed tribes that dwell 
in the desert.” Montgomery (1934: 29-30) has pointed out 
that this may be the earliest unquestionable OT reference 
to “Arabs” dating from the latter part of the 7th or the 
early 6th century B.c. Ezekiel’s list of nations that traded 
with the city of Tyre names not only Dedan and Kedar but 
also Sheba and Ramah as well, and gives important details 
regarding their commerce (Ezek. 27:20—22). 

Some of the wisdom literature of the OT and the inter- 
testamental period indicates that Arabia had a reputation 
for fostering men of wisdom, an idea that is also found 
occasionally in prophetic literature (e.g., Obad 8, Jer 49:7). 
The conventional presupposition about Arab wisdom is 
found in 1 Kgs 4:29-31, where Solomon’s wisdom is said 
to have surpassed even that of the “people of the East.” 
Epigrams and other wise sayings were sometimes believed 
to have an Arab origin (1 Sam 24:13 and perhaps Prov 
30:1, 31:1). The postexilic wisdom book of Job refers to its 
protagonist as the greatest of the people of the East (Job 
1:3), and makes allusions to persons and places in North 
Arabia, such as the Sabaeans (Job 1:15), the oasis of Tema 
(Job 6:19), and the land of Uz (Job 1:3; see also Lam 4:21, 
where Edom and Uz were paired); it has been thought by 
some scholars that the book had its origins in that region 
(but compare Montgomery 1934: 172-73). 

The scanty references to the Arabs in the postexilic 
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historical accounts in the OT, which should probably in- 
clude at least some of the passages in Chronicles, show 
that the Arabs continued to ke a force in the Levant during 
the 5th—3d centuries B.c. During the rebuilding of the 
walls of Jerusalem around 445 B.c. Nehemiah’s efforts on 
behalf of the Jews were opposed by a coalition of several 
groups, the leaders of which were Sanballat the Horonite, 
Tobiah the Ammonite, and (seshem the Arab (Neh. 2:19; 
cf. 4:1—Eng 4:7, 6:1). The question of the identification 
of this personage is discussed in Eph‘al (1982: 197, 210— 
14), who suggests that Geshem probably ruled a group of 
Arabs that lived in the desert to the south of Judah. 
Extrabiblical sources attest to a king of Kedar named 
Gashmu, who was contemporary with the biblical Geshem, 
if not identical with him. 

Jewish concern with Arabs in the 2d—Ist centuries B.c. 
and the early Ist century 4.p. tended to focus on the 
bedouin of Transjordan and the Negev; those in other 
regions are rarely mentioned. Zabdiel the Arab, who fig- 
ures briefly in 1 Macc 11:16, and the Arabs called Zaba- 
deans, who appear in 1 Macc 12:31, may have inhabited a 
part of the Negev. The word “Arab” sometimes was used 
with its old connotation of “nomad” (e.g., 2 Macc 12:10- 
12, where it is asserted that 5000 Arabs with 500 horsemen 
attacked Judas Maccabeus and were defeated, after which 
they “departed to their tents”); other references, however, 
show that the term could be used as a virtual equivalent of 
“Nabatean” (1 Macc 5:25, 39, 9:35, and 2 Macc 5:8). 


C. In the NT 

“Arabians” (1.e., inhabitants of Arabia, not necessarily 
entirely synonymous with “Arabs”) are mentioned only 
once, as such, in the NT, as one of many kinds of foreign- 
ers living in Jerusalem who participated in the outpouring 
of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost (Acts 2:11). Paul mentions 
Arabia in his brief allusion to his conversion and subse- 
quent departure “into Arabia,” followed by his return to 
Damascus (Gal 1:17). This Arabian sojourn, of unspecified 
duration, took place somewhere on the edge of the Syrian 
desert or in Transjordan. Paul’s famous escape from Da- 
mascus (2 Cor 11:32—33) took place under the kingship of 
Aretas IV, during a period of domination of the city by 
the Nabataeans. 


D. In Biblical Theology and Imagery 

Arab influence on the Bible was most intensively exam- 
ined during a half-century period, from around 1885 to 
1935. Julius Wellhausen wrote the first extensive modern 
treatise on the subject with his Reste arabischen Heidentums, 
published in 1887. His pioneering work was followed by 
others, among which were W. Robertson Smith’s The Reli- 
gion of the Semites (1894), G. Jacob’s Altarabische Parallelen 
zum Alten Testament (1897), M.-J. Lagrange’s Etudes sur les 
religions sémitiques (1905), D. S. Margoliouth’s The Relations 
between Arabs and Israelites prior to the Rise of Islam (1924), 
Albrecht Alt’s Der Gott der Vater (1929), and James Mont- 
gomery’s comprehensive (and still highly useful) Arabia 
and the Bible in 1934. The historical and ethnographic work 
that was done decades ago has shown that the impact of 
Arabia and the Arab culture on the Bible was far greater 
than the occurrences of the words “Arabs” and “Arabia” 
in the Bible might suggest, « fact that is being reinforced 
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by more recent research. The Arabs constituted a signifi- 
cant factor in the formation of the Israelite thought, not 
simply as an environmental presence but as a wellspring 
of influential cultural and religious concepts, only a few 
aspects of which can be touched upon here. 

The OT recognition of the closeness of Arab and He- 
brew cultures is reflected in the lineages incorporated in 
Genesis. Although lacking in ethnographic sophistication, 
these priestly genealogical constructions acknowledge no- 
madic groups as near relatives of the Hebrews. Unfortu- 
nately the dating of information in the lists is very uncer- 
tain and interpretation is replete with difficulties (see 
Eph‘al 1982: 231—40). Some Arab tribes, including ones 
found in the Hejaz, are said to be descended from Abra- 
ham’s son Ishmael by his less-favored wife, Hagar (Gen 
25:12-18), while others, which were geographically closer 
to Palestine, such as Midian, are alleged to be Abraham’s 
sons by his wife Keturah (Gen 25:1—6). The Joktanite 
tribes, whose separation from the Hebrews is ascribed to 
an era before Abraham (Gen 10:26—29), include some of 
the peoples of South Arabia who may have had ancient 
non-Arab origins. The descent of “those who dwell in tents 
and have herds” (Gen 4:20) from Jubal represents yet 
another genealogical tradition incorporated into Genesis, 
as does the lineage of the Edomites from Esau (Genesis 
36). 

Although the OT distinguishes between Hebrews and 
Arabs, numerous passages indicate that there was wide- 
spread recognition of the concept that Israel’s physical 
and spiritual origins lay in the desert. The story of Cain 
and Abel in the JE epic tradition suggests a divine prefer- 
ence for Abel the shepherd rather than Cain the agricul- 
turist (Gen 4:2—5; but see ABEL). Many aspects of patri- 
archal traditions are clarified by Arab concepts and 
practices, such as the welcome which Abraham gives to his 
angelic visitors (Gen 18:1—8) and the practice of a leader’s 
returning to his tribe to obtain a wife for his son (Genesis 
24). Arab customs that illuminate early biblical traditions 
are discussed in detail by Montgomery (1934) and others. 
(Since, however, Arab customs persisted throughout the 
biblical period, these affinities cannot be used as evidence 
for the historicity or antiquity of any particular sources or 
passages.) More normative yet for Hebrew theology is the 
account of the Hebrew exodus from Egypt, which has a 
subtle, multifaceted relationship to Bedouin culture, trac- 
ing Israel’s fundamental encounter with God and his law 
to an experience in the wilderness of Sinai at a time when 
the Israelites were living in a manner much like that of the 
Arabs. The tradition has overtones of the rejection of both 
agricultural and urbanized life in favor of the more rigor- 
ous but purer life of the nomad. Furthermore, Moses is 
said to have gained knowledge about Yahweh, the Hebrew 
God, from his father-in-law, Jethro, a Midianite Arab. 

By virtue of this communal memory of desert origins, 
biblical writers cherished the concept of the wilderness as 
the home to which Israel must return, if only figuratively, 
for spiritual sustenance. When the Northern Kingdom 
seceded from the Davidic monarchy, the poetic cry was 
“every man to his tents, O Israel” (2 Sam 20:1). The 
traditions about Elijah, and to a lesser extent Elisha, em- 
phasize the prophets’ orientation toward the wilderness. 
The theme appears in later prophets, among them Jer 
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(2:2) and Hos (2:14). Arabia continued to exert a powerful 
influence in the thought of earliest Christianity. The Gos- 
pels emphasize the wilderness tradition when presenting 
Jesus as the successor to John the Baptist, an Elijah-like 
figure whose life and message echo the sternness and 
spiritual integrity of the Hebrew experience of the exodus 
(Mark 1:4—9 and par). When on the verge of his public 
ministry, Jesus goes into the wilderness, where he contem- 
plates, and rejects, the temptations of materialism and 
urban culture (Mark 1:14-13 and par). The concept again 
reappears in the apostle Paul’s withdrawal to Arabia follow- 
ing his conversion (Gal 1:17). 
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ARABIA, LANGUAGES OF (SOUTH). See 
LANGUAGES (INTRODUCTORY SURVEY) and (PRE- 
ISLAMIC SOUTH ARABIA). 


ARABIA, PREHISTORY OF. Some 80 years have 
elapsed between Hogarth’s seminal work, The Penetration of 
Arabia (1904), and the first synthesis of recent archaeolog- 
ical work on the peninsula by Tosi (1986). While much of 
the Near East and particularly the “Holy Land” had been 
increasingly scrutinized by archaeologists since Hogarth’s 
work, investigation into the Arabian past lagged behind. 
The Danish expeditions to the Arab Gulf countries begin- 
ning in the 1950s were the first to open up the potential 
not only for archaeology but for biblical readers as well. 
Defining “Arabia” remains a complex and difficult task. 
Workable definitions depend on historical perspective, ge- 
omorphology (including flora/fauna, climatology), and the 
definition of archaeological assemblages and political con- 
siderations. If we were to strictly apply the concept of 
“Arabian peninsula” as defined by the Persian Gulf and 
Red Sea, following the 30° lat. we would place the upper 
boundary of Arabia just north of the Nafud desert at Jauf. 
However, much of the desert/steppe north of the Nafud 
has historically been defined as Arabia Deserta, so perhaps 
a better criterion for defining the northern limit of Arabia 
would be the 250 mm isohyet. This rainfall line divides the 
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Fertile Crescent from the steppe/desert. Using this crite- 
rion, we can briefly suggest 10 major divisions: (1) the 
North Arabian Desert, encompassing southern Syria, west- 
ern Iraq, eastern Jordan, and northern Saudi Arabia ex- 
tending to the Nafud desert, (2) the Nafud Desert and the 
eastern arm--the Dahna, (3) Eastern Arabia, stretching 
from Kuwait to the United Arab Emirates, (4) Oman 
including Dhofar, (5) the Najd, covering the center of the 
Arabian peninsula, bounded on the north and south by 
the Nafud and the Rub al-Khali and on the east by Eastern 
Arabia respectively, (6) the Hejaz, located along the north- 
ern Red Sea and including Midian, (7) the Asir/Yemen, 
defining the western highlands of the peninsula, (8) the 
Tihama, which is the Red Sea coast along the southern 
portion of the peninsula, (9) the Rub al-Khali sand desert, 
and (10) the Hadhramaut, stretching along the Arabian 
Sea. 

The question of “prehistory” involves chronological con- 
siderations. Strictly speaking, our discussion ends when 
formal writing systems are developed in the peninsula. 
These are generally regarded as offshoots of the Proto- 
Sinaitic alphabet system (Gelb 1963: 122-27; Albright 
1969; Millard 1986: 392-95) and do not antedate the early 
ist millennium B.c. Thus, properly speaking, the prehis- 
tory of the Arabian peninsula begins with the appearance 
of hominids in the early Pleistocene and ends with the 
advent of early Iron Age oases’ states ca. 1000 B.c. How- 
ever, “history” as an expression of written records im- 
pinges on the Arabian experience almost from the begin- 
ning of writing. Thus, Dilmun (Eastern Arabia) seems to 
occur in Uruk period IV texts ca. 3000 B.c. (Nissen 1985: 
229-30, 1986; Englund 1983) and continues to be men- 
tioned along with later Magan (Oman) well through the 
Ist millennium B.c. (Potts 1978, 1983, fc.a, fc.b). Amorites 
(MAR.TU) as early pastoral nomads inhabiting the North 
Arabian desert are known from both the Ebla and Meso- 
potamian texts (ca. 2500 B.c.) (Archi 1985; POTT, 103). 
Equally early may be the Tihama of the southern Red Sea 
mentioned as part of Punt in the 5th Egyptian Dynasty 
(ca. 2400 B.c.) (CAH 1/2/14: 183). Finally, Midian occurs 
in Middle Kiagdom Egyptian Execration Texts datable to 
ca. 1800 B.c. (Posener 1940: 88-90; CAH 1/2/21: 554-55). 

Biblical references to the Arabian peninsula begin at a 
very early date and can be divided into two groups: (1) 
semihistorica| attributions datable to a pre-Israel state pe- 
riod (Joseph account, Gen 37:25—28; Moses and the Exo- 
dus, Exod 2:15ff.; Gideon and the Midianites, Judg 
6:11 ff.) and (2) historical descriptions of Iron Age Arabia 
contemporary to the OT state of Israel (e.g. “Kings of 
Arabia” in 1 Kgs 10:15; Ophir and Tarshish in 1 Kgs 
10:11ff.; Durnah in Gen 25:14, Josh 15:52; Dedan in Gen 
10:7, Jer 25:23; Teima in Gen 25:15, Job 6:19; Qedar in 1 
Chr 1:29, Ps 120:5 and “Arabs” in Neh 4:7, 6:1ff.). The 
latter also clearly help define the terminus for our brief 
introduction to Arabian prehistory and the former can be 
perhaps integrated in brief summaries of the relevant 
regions of Arabian prehistory. 

Keeping in mind the strictures concerning the nature of 
the peninsula, we can summarize its prehistory in roughly 
four major blocks: (1) the Paleolithic, (2) the Neolithic, 
(3) the Chalcolithic/Early Bronze Age, and (4) the 2d 
millennium 8.c. (Middle-Late Bronze Ages). The Paleo- 
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lithic at this point has little relevance for Biblical studies 
although the evidence to date suggests that the Pliocene— 
Pleistocene epochs had a profound impact on the human 
and natural landscape of both Arabia and the Levant 
(Sayari and Zotl eds. 1978; Jado and Zotl eds. 1984; Mc- 
Clure 1984). North and West Arabia, in many respects, 
mirror the archaeological record generated along the Lev- 
antine coast and Syria. Already by the Oldowan period (ca. 
1.5 million B.P.), sites have been recorded both in the Dead 
Sea rift valley (Ubeidiyah), the Negev and the Orontes 
River Valley, as well as the North Arabian desert in the 
vicinity of Jauf (Parr et al. 1978: 34; Whalen personal 
com.). The Acheulean is well represented in the Arabian 
peninsula, particularly by the sites of the Mindel-Riss 
interglacial (ca. 300,000 B.p.) (Zarins et al. 1980: 12-15; 
Zarins et al. 1981: 14-16; Whalen et al. 1981: 46—47). 
Work in the central Najd at such sites as Dawadmi (Whalen 
et al. 1983: 9-21; Whalen et al. 1984: 9-24) and at 
embayments along the southern Red Sea (Zarins et al. 
1982: 35-36) has been particularly illuminating in recon- 
structing the distant human past. The Mousterian Middle 
Paleolithic (ca. 50,000 B.P.) can be found at virtually every 
Paleolithic site (see the above Acheulean references). In 
this regard, the evidence again parallels finds from the 
Levantine coast. The Upper and Epi-Paleolithic periods 
(40,000-10,000 B.P.) are seemingly absent from the pen- 
insula, except along the northern fringes in the Northern 
Arabian desert (Copeland and Hours 1971; Garrard et al. 
1986; Fujimoto 1978). In suin, the Paleolithic of the pen- 
insula can be found along the northern and western por- 
tions of the peninsula swinging south along an arc through 
the Najd into the Hadhramaut. The entire Eastern Prov- 
ince and Oman seems devoid of this extremely long period 
in human development. By 10,000 B.p., most of the pen- 
insula may have been abandoned as well. In addition, with 
the advent of the Holocene, ihe established climatological 
patterns of the previous epochs also disappeared, creating 
new hydrological, climatological, and landform expres- 
sions (Whitney 1983; Potts 1985: 677-80). 

The Neolithic period saw the beginning of the “Agricul- 
tural Revolution” along the “Fertile Crescent” (Mellaart 
1975; Bar-Yosef 1980; Moore 1982) and the re-establish- 
ment of people throughout the peninsula. The Neolithic 
experience in Arabia expressed itself in three different 
ways. First, the idea of pastoral nomadism began in the 
Northern Arabian desert (Zarins fc.a). This began around 
6000 B.c. in conjunction with animal domestication in the 
Fertile Crescent (Zarins 198%a). Its earliest archaeological 
manifestation consisted of rock art, structural remains 
(habitation sites, kites, tumuli, pillars) and material culture 
(Tosi 1986: 473-74). Initial dependence was on both 
sheep/goats and cattle. By 5000 B.c. the phenomenon was 
widespread throughout the Northern Arabian Desert, the 
Najd, the Asir, and the Hejaz/Midian (Zarins 1979; Zarins 
et al. 1980: 17-20; Zarins et al. 1981: 19-23; Zarins et al. 
1982: 30-32). Second, slightly after 5500 B.c. Eastern 
Arabia and Oman experienced the direct effects of Meso- 
potamian and Iranian contacts, and sedentary village life 
became characteristic of the region. The Ubaid Tradition 
of southern Mesopotamia has been found in Kuwait, Saudi 
Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, and the U.A.E. (Masry 1974; Potts 
1978; fc.b; 1985: 681-82; Cates 1978; 1986; Tosi 1986: 
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468). Subsequent developments in the region demon- 
strated a well-knit international network tying together the 
eastern part of the Arabian peninsula with the Indian 
subcontinent, Mesopotamia, and eastern Africa (Tosi 1986: 
476). The Neolithic of Highland Yemen and the Asir took 
the form of a hybrid (DiMario fc.; Fedele 1985; fc.a; fc.b; 
Zarins et al. 1981: 21). Sedentary influences from Eastern 
Arabia via the Hadhramaut were integrated into a local 
culture influenced by the pastoral nomadism of the Najd 
and the Rub al-Khali “Neolithic” (Edens 1982, fc.). The 
third manifestation of the Neolithic period may have be- 
gun much earlier, but our recoverable record only begins 
with 7000 B.c. Here we are dealing with the shell middens 
of the Tihama, Oman, and the southern Arabian Ocean 
littoral. A series of site successions demonstrate close ties 
with East Africa, Eastern Arabia, Irtan, and India (Biagi 
et al. 1984; Zarins and Zahrani 1985; Zarins and Badr 
1986; Tosi 1985: 363-69; 1986: 472; personal com.). 

The subsequent period, 4000-2000 B.c., we have labeled 
Chalcolithic/EB, following the Levantine terminology. The 
trends established for the previous period in the peninsula 
continued to develop. People continued to herd goats/ 
sheep and cattle. Donkeys and horses were introduced, 
which increased the population’s mobility and range. Pas- 
toral nomadism in its early form reached a climax but 
began a precipitous decline by 2000 B.c. (Zarins fc.a). Sites 
from the period are widespread in Northern Arabia, the 
Najd, Hejaz, and Asir/Yemen. The sedentary settlements 
of the Eastern Province continued to expand with such 
sites as the Qalat on Bahrain (Bibby 1969; Hoejlund 1986) 
and Hili 8 (Cleuziou 1981; 1982; 1986) providing long- 
term sequences. Tumuli fields in the U.A.E./Oman (Frifelt 
1975; Vogt 1985; DeCardi 1978), Bahrain (Ibrahim 1982; 
Mughal 1983), Qatar (Tixier et al. 1980), and Eastern 
Saudi Arabia (Zarins ed. 1984; Adams et al. 1977; Potts et 
al. 1978) also provided additional data for reconstructing 
past cultural manifestations (Larsen 1983; Potts 1985: 
683-94; Tosi 1986: 469). The latest work in Yemen has 
also provided data on the stage prior to the development 
of South Arabic civilization (De Maigret 1981, 1982, 1983, 
1984). Midden coastal sites along the Red Sea and the 
Indian Ocean continued to enjoy relative prosperity. (See 
relevant citations in Neolithic section.) 

The last period under review here, 2000-1000 s.c. 
(MB-LB), represents enigmatic developments on all fronts 
in Arabia. For pastoral nomadism, the emphasis on herd- 
ing sheep/goats, cattle, and equids began to change radi- 
cally during this period and camel domestication became 
preeminent (Bulliet 1975; Zarins 1989b). Concomitantly, 
structural remains became more ephemeral as greater 
mobility was demanded. Climatic and ecological change 
may have been tied to altered monsoonal rain patterns. 
Historical development during this period saw the change 
from Amorites to Shosu/Arameans and later Arabs. Site 
remains which definitely can be attributed to this period 
are so far rare (Zarins et al. 1981: 28-31 and pl. 11). The 
settled sites of the period along Eastern Arabia also be- 
came rare (Edens 1986; Bibby 1969) and the oasis concept 
which began to unite with the incipient rise of the South 
Arabian states can be attributed to this period (Parr and 
Gazdar 1980). The Midianite entity (Sawyer and Clines 
eds. 1983; Mendenhall 1984) also arose at this time in the 
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Hejaz/Midian, and sites when adequately surveyed (Ingra- 
ham et al. 1981: 71-75) and excavated (Rothenberg 1972) 
may go a long way in shedding light on the related biblical 
accounts of Joseph, Moses, and Gideon. The key to our 
understanding of the Midianites and their biblical associa- 
tions may lie in the future excavations at Qurayya. Midden 
sites on the Red Sea coast and the Arabian Sea have also 
been located and show promise in linking the Red Sea with 
Egyptian expansion during the Middle and New King- 
doms (Zarins fc.b.). 
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Juris ZARINS 


ARABIA, RELIGION OF (SOUTH). See 
SOUTH ARABIA, RELIGION OF. 


ARABIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (INTRO- 
DUCTORY SURVEY). 


ARAD (PERSON) [Heb ‘arad]. One of the six sons of 
Beriah, according to the longer genealogy of Benjamin 
given by the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:15). The Greek (LXX) 
reads 6rér and ddéd instead of ‘arad and ‘Sader, evidencing 
confusion between the Hebrew letters rey and dalet. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


ARAD (PLACE) [Heb ‘érad]. A town in the S Negeb of 
Judah, mentioned four times in the Bible, mainly in con- 
nection with the Canaanite king of Arad who defeated the 
Israelites when they first attempted a S entrance into 
Canaan (Num 21:1; 33:40). Later, the king of Arad is 
listed among the conquered kings of Canaan (Josh 12:14). 
The area was subsequently allotted to the Kenites who 
were descendants of Hobab, Moses’ father-in-law (Judg 
1:16). A fifth reference to Arad may be found in Josh 
15:21, where the MT ‘eder may reflect a transposition of 
the res and dalet (LXX® reads Ara). 


A. Identification and History of Excavations 
B. Results of Excavations 

1. Early Bronze Age 

2. Iron Age (Strata XII-VI) 

3. Later Periods (Strata V—II) 
C. Controversies 


A. Identification and History of Excavations 

The site of Arad (“Greater Arad”?) can be identified by 
a perfect preservation of the name in the Arabic form of 
Tell ‘Arad. The site (M.R. 162076) stands on a prominent 
mound in the NE section of the Beer Sheva‘ Valley, exactly 
where Eusebius (Onomast. 14.1-3) located it—4 miles from 
Malaatha (Tell Milh) and 20 miles from Hebron. The 
identification of the site with ancient Arad is further 
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strengthened by the discovery of inscriptions from the site 
which also preserve the name (see Herzog et al. 1987: 22 
[photograph]). 

R. Amiran and Y. Aharoni began excavations at Arad in 


1962, and because of the unique nature of each of the 


areas of investigation, it proved advantageous to separate 
the projects into two distinctive efforts. Amiran’s work 
concentrated on the huge EB town on the lower tell. Her 
work has provided valuable information about 4th—3d 
millennium B.c. town planning, trade connections, cultic 
paraphernalia, and ceramic collections. Aharoni directed 
five seasons (1962-67) on the upper tell, mainly on the 
Iron Age fortress. In 1976, Z. Herzog directed an addi- 
tional season which focused specifically on the E gates of 
the fortress and was done in conjunction with reconstruc- 
tion work being carried out by J. Campbell. 

After his survey of the Beer Sheva‘ basin in the late 
1950s, Aharoni sought to implement a regional excavation 
study which began with his project at Arad. Following the 
work at Arad, seven seasons of study focused on BEER- 
SHEBA, while other expeditions studied Tell el-Milh (Tel 
Malhata) and Kh. el-Meshash (Tel Masos). See MALHATA, 
TEL, and MESHASH, KHIRBET EI-. Other projects have 
since worked at sites such as Kh. Gharrah and Kh. Ghaz- 
zah. See IRA, TEL and UZA, HORVAT respectively. In 
this comprehensive effort, Aharoni had sought to apply 
A. Alt’s (1925) territorial history model to field explora- 
tion. The goal has been to coordinate and compare the 
material and epigraphic remains from the field research 
with information obtained from biblical and other histori- 
cal sources in order to arrive at a more comprehensive 
understanding of the political history of the E Negeb. 

Among other innovative techniques, the Arad expedi- 
tion initiated the practice of carefully dipping all sherds in 
water to expose any evidence of ink-written inscriptions. 
Fortunately, the dry climate helped to preserve many 
inscriptions that became visible in the dipping process. 
This has allowed over 100 Iron Age Hebrew inscriptions 
to be identified, as well as several dozen additional inscrip- 
tions written in Aramaic from the late Persian period. A 
few others were found written in Greek and Arabic. 

A significant consequence of this large inscriptional rep- 
ertoire is that the alphabet has now been paleographically 
documented through several Iron Age strata. See ARAD 
OSTRACA. The later strata particularly have yielded a 
sufficiently large corpus to provide a fairly broad base for 
analyzing the Hebrew script and orthography. The stra- 
tum VI archive pertaining to Eliashib (see B.2.f below) 
attests to the daily operation of an administrative supply 
center which served the needs of local patrols and proba- 
bly catered in part to the trade caravans passing through 
the area. The language of these inscriptions ts standard 
late biblical Hebrew exhibiting linguistic and syntactical 
parallels with the Bible. The few historical details that are 
referred to are tantalizing, but are seldom explicit enough 
for adequate reconstruction (see Yadin 1976; however cf. 
Aharoni 1981: 104 n. 2 [remark by A. Rainey}). 


B. Results of Excavations 

1. Early Bronze Age. The lower city, which is fortified 
with a stone wall and projecting towers, encloses ca. 22 
acres (90 dunams) and has four strata of settlement from 
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the EB (evidence of an earlier Chalcolithic occupation, 
stratum V, was also discovered). Stratum IV was an unfor- 
tified village of the late EB I. The EB II strata (III and ID 
were the principal fortified urban phases. For a site plan, 
see Fig. CIT:02. With its blocks of private residences, its 
cultic and public buildings, and an efficient water collec- 
tion and storage system (especially important since no 
wadis, spring's, or wells exist in the immediate vicinity), the 
EB town had. many of the basic features of a typical urban 
center. The semicircular towers of the city wall correspond 
to the stylized Egyptian representation of a Canaanite city 
(cf. the Narmer palette; ANEP, fig. 297). EB Arad appar- 
ently had fairly extensive trade connections with Egypt, as 
inferred from the presence of Egyptian ceramic pieces in 
every stratuin (as well as other small finds), and inferred 
especially from the discovery of a serekh of Narmer of 
Egypt (Amiran 1974). Stratum I was a squatters’ village in 
the late EB II, resting on the ruins of the earlier strata. 
The site was essentially deserted by the beginning of EB 
III. For further discussion of the EB city, see Amiran 
1965, 1970, 1972; Amiran et al. 1978; Amiran, Goethert, 
and Han 1987; and Dever 1982. 

2. Iron Age (Strata XII-VI). The excavators of the 
upper tell of Arad have identified seven strata spanning 
the Iron Age. Their hope was to use the data gathered 
from the excavation—the stratigraphic profile of Arad, the 
extensive ceramic collection (which spans the Iron Age), 
and the relatively large number of epigraphic finds (mostly 
ostraca from the upper strata)—in conjunction with infor- 
mation found in historical sources, and to synthesize these 
into a comprehensive political history of the region. 

Almost from the beginning, the excavations at Arad 
have generated controversy (e.g., Yadin 1965), much of 
which centers around fundamental stratigraphic questions 
and their implications for chronological reconstruction. 
Consequently there are competing and often irreconcila- 
ble syntheses about the “history” attested by the ruins. The 
presentation here generally follows the major summary of 
the excavation team, but strives to point out along the way 
some of the questions and issues that have been raised by 
others (see especially C below). 

a. The Unfortified Site (Stratum XII). The first Iron 
Age establishment was an unwalled village with evidence 
of a low wall at some points along the perimeter, and with 
remains of dwellings found on the W side. In the center 
of the settlement was a courtyard in which stood a circular 
brick-filled platform (ca. 6 m diameter) and a smaller 
rectangular stone platform (an altar?), which may indicate 
some priestly connections (see Fig. ARA.O1). This sugges- 
tion is corroborated by the reference in Judg 1:16 which 
mentions that “descendants of the Kenite, Moses’ father- 
in-law” (LXX. reads: “sons of Hobab the Kenite”) settled 
near this area (Herzog et al. 1984: 2-6). The E Negeb was 
later referred to as “the Negeb of the Kenites” (1 Sam 
27:10). 

b. The 10th Century (Stratum XI). A square fortress 
(ca. 50 by 50 m) was built on the ruins of Stratum XIL. Its 
fortifications used the common casemate construction, 
consisting of two parallel walls divided into chambers by 
cross walls. Large rooms lined the E wail, and the gate, 
which faced E, stood in the NE corner. 

A temple (or shrine) stood in the NW quadrant of the 
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ARA.01. Isometric view of village at Arad—Stratum X!|. (Redrawn from Herzog 
et al. 1984: fig. 4.) 


fortress. This entire religious complex was aligned along 
an E-W axis, and consisted of an outer courtyard on the E 
end, and a sanctuary with a raised cubicle (ca. 1.2 by 1.2 
m) in its back wall on the W end. In the W cubicle (.e., the 
Holy of Holies) were found flint stelae still bearing traces 
of red pigment. Two small stone incense altars (made 
without horns), which probally originated in this stratum, 
were found lying on the second of three steps which led 
into the W cubicle (these altars still bore on their upper 
surfaces traces of burnt material which has been analyzed 
as animal fat; Aharoni 1967: 247 n. 29). In the courtyard 
apparently stood a sacrificial altar of which only the foun- 
dation stones remain (these became the foundation and 
step of the altar in the later strata; see below). 

The details of the building plans of the cultic installation 
at Arad and the description of the Temple are remarkably 
similar—only the “Holy Place” is significantly different. 
While the Tabernacle and the Temple are both described 
as having a long room as the ‘Holy Place” (cf. Exod 26:15— 
25; 1 Kgs 6:2), the building at Arad instead has a broad 
room (its opening in one of the long wails). 

The rear wall of the temple was built solidly against the 
inner casemate wall of stratum XI; this has contributed to 
the conclusion that the shrine was contemporary with the 
fortification wall (Aharoni 1971: 36). However, from the 
reports published thus far, i is unclear whether the back 
wall of the shrine (i.e., the Holy of Holies) was actually 
bonded into the casemate wall or simply abutted it (see 
further, C below). However. the temple seems to have 
remained in use through the next three strata (X—VIII). 
Its association with Yahweh is inferred from the discovery 
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of letter 18, which mentions the “House of YHWH” (Heb 
bét YHWH; Aharoni 1981: 35-38). 

Stratum XI was destroyed by fire (Herzog et al. 1984: 8). 
It is possible that this destruction can be correlated with 
Shishak’s 925 B.c. campaign into Israel (1 Kgs 14:25-26; 
2 Chr 12:2—9) when he conquered, among other sites, two 
fortresses in S Israel which he recorded on the Karnak 
inscription (nos. 107-112): hgrm Srd rbt ‘rd n-bt Yrhm (i.e., 
“the citadels of Greater Arad and Arad of the house of 
Jeruham”; LBHG, 215-16). Thus, stratum XI was a royal 
outpost probably founded during the United Monarchy, 
and its pottery may be a standard example of 10th-century 
Israelite wares (Herzog et al. 1984: 8—9); however, some 
have suggested that the fortress may have been founded in 
the 9th century instead (e.g., Mazar and Netzer 1986: 89— 
90; Mazar 1990: 439). 

c. 9th Century (Stratum X). In the next stratum, the 
fortress wall was significantly modified (see Fig. ARA.02). 
The surviving casemate rooms were filled with stone and 
earth to form a solid wall, but a new wall was constructed 
on the W side. The renovation involved constructing a 
“sawtooth” semibuttressing pattern on the outside of the 
fortification walls; the purpose of this semibuttressing 
pattern is unclear. The NE corner, where the original gate 
had been, became the site of a storehouse, and the gate 
was relocated to the center of the E wall. 

Because of the sanctity of the temple’s site, the area was 
thoroughly cleaned and the temple repaired, with a north- 
ward extension added to the Holy Place. Aharoni (1971: 
39—40) argues that the reconstructed shrine adopted a 
new “royal cubit” standard of measurement equivalent to 
52.5 cm whereas the earlier standard for the cubit had 
been 45 cm. 

In contrast to the expansion of the temple buildings, 
part of the area of the courtyard was lost with the addition 


ARA.O2. Plan of the fortress at Arad—Stratum X. 7, storehouse, 2, temple; 
3, temple courtyard with altar; 4, underground cisterns; 5, water channel; 6, area 
of later Hellenistic tower. (Redrawn from Herzog et al. 1984: fig. 10.) 
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of a N side chamber. A water channel to the cisterns below 
the temple passed through a tunnel under the solid W 
exterior wall. These underground cisterns may have been 
used during the earlier stratum, and may have been natu- 
ral caves predating the construction of the fort (although 
the contemporaneity of this water system with stratum X 
has been questioned; see C below). 

The sacrificial altar in the courtyard was rebuilt using as 
its foundation the altar remains from stratum XI. Part of 
the old altar became the step for the new one. The new 
altar measured 5 by 5 cubits and 3 cubits high—according 
to the description of the tabernacle altar (Exod 27:1). It 
was constructed of unworked field stones with a clay and 
mud core. The top of the altar was a slab of flint sur- 
rounded by a plaster channel to drain fluids. Since the 
four corners of the altar were broken off, it remains 
unclear whether this altar originally had horns like that at 
Beer-sheba. 

Two small bowls (nos. 102 and 103), each inscribed with 
(the same) two signs, were discovered on the step of the 
altar. Some controversy has surrounded how the signs 
(esp. the “three-pronged” second sign) are to be read, as 
well as the implications these readings have for the dating 
of stratum X. The excavation team reads the signs as the 
two Hebrew letters gop-kap (abbreviation for qddes kéhanim, 
“sacred to the priests”), insisting that the script—particu- 
larly the round-bottomed kap on bowl 103—is archaic, 
suggesting that the bowls may have been preserved from 
an even earlier period (Herzog et al. 1984: 32). Cross 
(1979), however, contends that the letters are Phoenician 
gop-sin (abbreviation for qd¥, “sacred”), and that the round- 
bottomed “kap” on bow! 103 is actually a “perfectly nor- 
mal” three-pronged stn paleographically dating to the late 
7th-early 6th century B.c. (p. 75). He also notes that the 
“kap” on bow! 102 has a variant trident form also found in 
late 7th—early 6th century Phoenician sins, and that the gop 
on both bowls has the shape of “a type which flourished in 
the 7th century” (p. 76). In response, the Arad team 
focused on Cross’ trident-shaped “sin” (bowl 102) and 
argued that it is actually a vertical stroke that “can only 
belong to a [Hebrew] kap” (Herzog et al. 1984: 32). There 
seems to be no easy resolution to this kap-sin dispute, and 
a great deal obviously hinges on the handwriting standards 
of the ancient inscriber as well as on contemporary judg- 
ments about whether the vertical stroke on bow! 102 is an 
extension of the right-hand “prong” (suggesting a kap) or 
an extension of the middle “prong” (suggesting a 52n). If it 
is the former, the balance is tipped toward a 9th-century 
date for stratum X; if it is the latter, the balance is tipped 
toward a 7th-century date. Furthermore, the ceramic ty- 
pology of these two bowls has been attributed by some to a 
date “considerably later” than the 9th century (cf. Dever 
1970: 173-74 and n. 76). The excavators point out, how- 
ever, that the bowls were sealed below floor levels of strata 
VIII, VII, and VI, and on one of these later floors was 
found smashed 7th-century pottery (Herzog et al. 1984: 
12). Since the earliest attributed stratum beneath which 
the bowls were sealed was VIII, one wonders if the bowls 
then should be associated with stratum IX instead of X. 
Indeed, the excavators have expressed varied opinions of 
the stratigraphic provenance of these bowls. Aharoni’s 
report in 1964 states that the bowls were found “on a step 
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in front of an earlier (stratum IX fsic!]) altar structure” 
(Aharoni anc. Amiran 1964: 282), but he later revised his 
conclusion and attributed them to stratum X (Aharoni 
1968: 20). If the first assignment is valid, then the bowls 
would have to be associated with stratum VIII remains at 
the earliest! 

Stratum X may have been constructed either by Asa (ca. 
910-870 B.c.; 2 Chr 14:4—6; 1 Kgs 15:23), or Jehoshaphat 
(870-848 B.c.; 2 Chr 17:1—2, 12-13; 21:3), the two strong- 
est kings of Judah in the 9th century. Their purpose was 
probably to control the route to Elath (1 Kgs 22:47—48; 2 
Chr 17:10—12). As noted above, the date of the destruction 
of the stratum is even less certain. It may have been 
destroyed during the reign of Jehoram (848-841 B.c.), 
either when Edom revolted against Judah (2 Chr 21:8, 10) 
or when the Philistines and Arabs invaded Judah and 
sacked the palace (2 Chr 21:16—-17). An alternative date 
could be during the reign of Joash, when Hazael invaded 
Judah (ca. 815 B.c.; 2 Kgs 12:18-19 [—Eng 12:17—18]; 2 
Chr 24:23—24), but it is unclear if Hazael’s invasion af- 
fected the S districts of Judah. Because of its similarity 
with the ceramic repertoire of strata IX and VIII, Y. 
Aharoni dated the end of stratum X to ca. 800 B.c. (see 
statement in Herzog et al. 1984: 12). M. Aharoni (1985) 
attributes the destruction to the first quarter of the 8th 
century, which essentially agrees with Mazar and Netzer’s 
(1986: 89-90) and Ussishkin’s (1988) 8th-century assign- 
ment of the stratum (see C below). 

d. The 8th Century (Strata IX—VIII). With only minor 
modifications, the plan of the fortress in stratum IX re- 
mained essentially unchanged from that of stratum X. 
The area adjacent to and inside the S wall served as living 
quarters, and included seven dwelling units. The reorgan- 
ized temple compound accommodated the addition of a 
new compartment to the E, its entrance was moved to the 
SE corner, ard a stone-lined pit was dug next to the altar. 

The stratum IX renovation probably occurred during 
the reign of Uzziah (ca. 767 B.c.; 2 Kgs 14:22; 2 Chr 26:2, 
7-8), when he regained control over the Negeb and the 
caravan routes which passed from Arabia to the Mediter- 
ranean coast. It was probably destroyed during the Syro- 
Ephraimite war against Ahaz (734 8.c.) when the Philis- 
tines and Edomites to the W and S also conspired against 
Judah (2 Kgs 16:6; 2 Chr 28:17-18). 

Stratum V:II represents the newly rebuilt fortress. The 
outer wall was reused, but the temple underwent radical 
changes. The main hall and the “Holy of Holies” remained 
essentially unchanged. However, the excavators report that 
a 1 m deep fill in the courtyard “completely covered” the 
sacrificial altar at this time (Herzog et al. 1984: 19). Pre- 
sumably it was at this time that the two inscribed bowls 
(mentioned above) were buried at the foot of the aban- 
doned altar (see above). 

Not only was the level of the courtyard raised at this 
time, but also its area was diminished by the construction 
of a multiroom structure in the NE corner. In one of its 
rooms was found inscription 49 (notations written on the 
outside of a deep bowl), which refers to the “Sons of 
Korah” and the “Sons of Bezalfel].” Another room, S of 
the Holy of Holies, yielded inscriptions 50—52, which con- 
tain typical Levitical names. This suggests that the staff of 
the Arad temple either included guilds of cultic personnel 
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similar to those in Jerusalem, or that these cultic officials 
were present (late 8th century B.c.) to supervise Hezekiah’s 
reforms (which included the elimination of places of sac- 
rifice outside of Jerusalem; cf. 2 Kgs 18:4; 2 Chr 31:1). 

Two features of stratum VIII seem to imply an associa- 
tion with Hezekiah: the abandonment of the altar, and the 
ceramic repertoire (which is identical to that of Lachish 
stratum III). Hezekiah attempted to unite the remaining 
N tribes with Judah (2 Chr 30:6), and to make Jerusalem 
the exclusive site for worship around 715 B.c. To facilitate 
his plan, he eliminated the local shrines and destroyed 
their altars (2 Kgs 18:22; Isa 56:7; 2 Chr 31:1; 32:12). The 
fortification of Arad stratum VIII, however, probably was 
part of Hezekiah’s futile defensive measures against the 
military threat of Assyria (2 Chr 32:27-29; also 2 Kgs 
18:8). The destruction of this stratum likely occurred 
when Sennacherib invaded Judah in 701 B.c. 

e. Late 7th Century (Stratum VII). At this time the 
temple itself was abandoned. and the incense altars were 
buried at the entrance to the Holy of Holies when the 
ruins of the temple were covered over. The solid wall of 
stratum VIII had been badly damaged on its S side, and 
the initial strategy to secure the fortress involved building 
a new wall 2 m inside the older line; an outer wall was then 
built on the foundations of the older one, making a case- 
mate system. Apparently the other three walls were rebuilt 
as solid walls (cf. Herzog et al. 1984: 22). One of the S 
rooms yielded three seals which had belonged to “Eliashib 
son of Oshiahu,” along with several ostraca listing com- 
modities in Egyptian hieratic symbols (Israelite scribes had 
earlier adopted hieratic symbols for numbers, measures, 
and commodities). 

It is unclear when this consiruction occurred—Manasseh 
probably could not have refortified Arad until after the 
death of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria (648 B.c.), and after 
he was freed from personal exile (2 Chr 33:11-17). Per- 
haps Manasseh (who died ca. 642 B.c.) or his grandson, 
Josiah (reigned 641—609 B.«:.), built Arad stratum VII. 
Josiah began his reforms in his 12th year (ca. 629 B.c.), 
shortly after Assurbanipal had stepped down from the 
throne of Assyria. Stratum VII was probably destroyed 
during one of Nebuchadnezzar’s campaigns into Judah 
(597 B.c.; cf. 2 Kgs 24:2; Jer 13:18—-19). 

f. Early 6th Century (Stratum VI). Very shortly after 
the destruction of Arad VII, a new casemate wall was 
constructed over the ruins of the former solid wall. This 
new defensive system was fortified with projecting towers 
on the W corners and along the W wall, while another 
small tower stood along the S wall. The foundation trench 
of the inner wall of the casemate system penetrated into 
the old sanctuary buried below. The gate, a simple passage 
through the casemate system with no defensive towers 
flanking it, was moved from the E to the N side. 

The interior of the fortress appears to have been a large 
open area. The date of this stratum is inferred from the 
late Iron Age pottery founcl in situ on the floors which 
were laid against the walls of the stratum VI buildings. 
The excavators contend that the comb-tooth patterns on 
some of the stones in this stratum (which some would 
attribute to the Hellenistic period; see C below) were al- 
ready in secondary use and therefore originated even 
earlier than stratum VI (Herzog et al. 1984: 26-277). 
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The occupants of the site, however, appear still to have 
been Judeans, as inferred from the archive of ostraca 
found in a room on the S side. Most of these were ad- 
dressed to Eliashib (see above), indicating that he had 
returned as a commander (or at least as custodian of 
supplies). The paleographic similarity with the Lachish 
Letters (i.e., Lachish II) imply a date at the end of the 
Judean monarchy. Stratum VI may have been built after 
Zedekiah was called to Babylon (ca. 594 B.c.) to explain his 
participation in earlier anti-Babylonian activities (Jer 
51:59; cf. 27:2~28:17). The site probably was destroyed by 
the Edomites during Nebuchadnezzar’s campaign against 
Judah in 587 s.c. (Obad 10-14; Ps 137:7). Strengthening 
this historical reconstruction was the discovery of inscrip- 
tion 24 (found in the ruins outside the fort), which or- 
dered Eliashib to dispatch reinforcements to the nearby 
town of Ramoth-negeb, “lest the Edomite should come 
there.” 

3. Later Periods (Strata V—II). In the Persian period, 
the Arabian king of Kedar, who had helped Cambyses 
invade Egypt, controlled the caravan routes. He also con- 
trolled Gaza and the N Sinai coast as far as Ienysos (el- 
Arish?; Hdt. 3.4—5). Thus, Arad was within his area of 
control. Somewhat typical of the Persian period in Pales- 
tine, no architectural remains were preserved in Arad V— 
only ash pits, in which were discovered 85 Aramaic ostraca 
dating from the mid-4th century B.c. The inscriptional 
data indicate that Arad served as a supply station along 
the caravan routes; the pits were used to store goods for 
the animals and personnel. 

During the Hellenistic period (stratum IV), a massive 
rectangular tower (ca. 20 by 20 m) was built in the SE 
corner of the mound (see Fig. ARA.02). It was founded 
on bedrock, which meant that in removing the earlier 
remains, the builders disrupted the stratigraphy of the site 
in that quadrant. A courtyard, in which were various 
rooms, joined the N and W sides of the tower. The Helle- 
nistic installation reused portions of the earlier stratum VI 
fortification walls as portions of the enclosure walls for this 
tower complex. It is unknown who built the tower, but it is 
possible that John Hyrcanus, who recaptured control of 
Idumea (including the Negeb) in 125 B.c. (Ant 5.1.22 §82; 
cf. 13.9.1 §257-58; JW 1.2.6 §63), may have built it as part 
of his defensive line. 

Probably in the latter part of the Ist century B.c., and as 
a means of protecting the S frontier of his kingdom, 
Herod authorized construction of a small rectangular fort 
(ca. 31 by 37 m) on the SW corner of the Arad mound. 
The few small finds (including two Greek ostraca) date to 
the Ist century a.D. When the Romans conquered the 
Nabateans in a.p. 106, the frontier advanced farther S, 
rendering the forts in the Negeb generally obsolete. After 
an occupational gap of some 500 years, a caravanserai was 
built on the ruins of the earlier remains. 


C. Controversies 

While there are many questions regarding the interpre- 
tation of Arad (too many to detail in this article), the most 
recent work which brings much of the material together is 
by D. Ussishkin (1988). Among other problems, he ques- 
tions the contemporaneity of the water channel and cistern 
with the shrine in stratum X (see Fig. ARA.02), and 
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furthermore he insists that the shrine did not even exist 
earlier in stratum XI of the fortress. This conclusion is 
partially based upon the fact that the shrine lacks any 
evidence of fire destruction. Since the excavators attrib- 
uted the destruction of stratum XI to fire during the 
campaign of Shishak (Aharoni 1968: 6; Herzog et al. 1984: 
8), it seems peculiar that, if the shrine had existed in that 
stratum, no scars of such a conflagration would be present, 
even after a thorough cleaning. Furthermore, Ussishkin 
points out that an insufficient amount of stratum XI 
ceramic evidence was discovered with the shrine (which 
one might attribute to the cleaning operation) to necessi- 
tate the shrine’s attribution to that stratum. The main 
argument then for its stratum XI attribution seems to be 
the fact that the rear wall of the Holy of Holies was built 
up against the inner casemate wall of stratum XI (but see 
B.2.b above). 

Along with other archaeologists (e.g., Zimhoni 1985: 
85-86; Mazar and Netzer 1986), Ussishkin furthermore 
argues that the ceramic repertoire of strata X-VIII shows 
such a significant degree of homogeneity that all of these 
strata might be compressed into the 8th century (cf. the 
implication of M. Aharoni 1985). He then places the 
founding of the shrine not in stratum XI of the fortress 
(10th century), but in stratum VII (i.e., either the late 8th 
or early 7th century; this stratigraphic reassignment of the 
shrine would then agree with Cross’ [1979] paleographic 
analysis of the inscribed bowls found near the altar [al- 
though see Herzog et al. 1984: 12]). 

Ussishkin, with others (e.g., Yadin 1965; Nylander 1967), 
challenges the overall stratigraphic assignments by sug- 
gesting that the stratum VI casemate wall should not be 
dated to the early 6th century B.c. but was actually contem- 
poraneous with the stratum IV Hellenistic tower. There- 
fore he dates the wall to the Hellenistic/Roman period, 
basing this conclusion largely on the presence of character- 
istic tooth-combed Hellenistic style ashlars in the casemate 
wall, and on the stratigraphic relationship of that casemate 
wall to the Hellenistic tower (however, see B.2.f above). 

Obviously much uncertainy exists, and the implications 
of these problems on the intended historical/archaeologi- 
cal construct (e.g., Arad’s association with Asa, Jehosha- 
phat, Hezekiah, etc.) are great and may demand significant 
revision. 

The chronological reassignments by Ussishkin and oth- 
ers of the strata at Arad, however, have difficulties when 
studied in conjunction with the paleographic analyses of 
the ostraca, which have been used to further our under- 
standing of paleographic evolution. See ARAD OS- 
TRACA. According to the excavators, the ostraca were 
found in various strata and in various areas, and given the 
arguments of Ussishkin and others, severe disruptions 
ensue if the ostraca are chronologically reassigned. At least 
four options exist to explain these tensions: (1) the paleo- 
graphic analysis by Aharoni and company is essentially 
correct, and assuming the excavators attributed the ostraca 
to the correct strata, Ussishkin’s arguments will need to be 
revised significantly or rejected; (2) if Ussishkin and others 
have provided workable stratigraphic interpretations, then 
the ostraca may have been mistakenly assigned to the 
wrong strata (cf. Zimhoni 1985: 84-85; Ussishkin 1988: 
153); (3) if Ussishkin and others have provided correct 
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analysis of the stratigraphy of the shrine, and if the ostraca 
are then reassigned correspondingly, the contribution that 
these ostraca rnake in comparative paleographic study will 
need to be reevaluated; or (4) a proper understanding of 
the materials has not been determined. 

It remains unclear whether any of these matters can 
ever be resolved. Most of the site has already been exca- 
vated, providing limited opportunities for excavators to go 
back to the site to reinvestigate particular aspects of the 
stratigraphy. Hopefully, the final excavation reports will 
clarify these issues. 
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ARAD OSTRACA. Eighty-eight Hebrew, eighty-five 
Aramaic, five Arabic, and two Greek ostraca were discov- 
ered during excavations at Tell Arad, in the eastern Negeb, 
from 1962-1967 (with the exception of Hebrew ostracon 
88, found in 1974). Three more Hebrew ostraca were 
found in 1976. As indicated by paleography and archaeo- 
logical context, the Hebrew ostraca come from the 10th— 
6th centuries, the Aramaic from the 5th—4th centuries, 
the Greek from the Ist—2d centuries c.z., and the Arabic 
from the 7th—9th centuries c.e. Many of these texts, how- 
ever, are fragmentary. Among the Hebrew ostraca, for 
example, only 15 are whole, and 7 of these include only 1 
name. Twenty preserve only single letters. Most of the 
Aramaic ostraca are poorly preserved, with only a few 
entirely legible. The 5 Arabic sherds are also fragmentary, 
and the 2 Greek inscriptions are too incomplete to under- 
stand. 

The Hebrew ostraca have attracted the most attention. 
They come from strata XI through VI, that is from the 
10th to the 6th century B.c.E. The original excavators are 
certain about the dates of the earliest and latest Hebrew 
strata, on the basis of archaeclogical, historical, and pale- 
ographic considerations. Thev feel fairly confident about 
their dating of the intermediate strata. However, on con- 
troversies surrounding the stratigraphic dates, see ARAD 
(PLACE). Among preexilic Hebrew inscriptions, only the 
Lachish ostraca are comparable in number and signifi- 
cance. That so fragmentary «. collection is considered so 
significant testifies, though, more to the relative paucity of 
inscriptional material from ancient Israel than to its intrin- 
sic importance. In most disciplines such material would 
hardly win a nod, much less a covert glance. 


A. Orthography and Syntax 

The Hebrew ostraca from Arad tell us a number of 
things. In general they confirm our understanding of the 
orthography and syntax of preexilic Hebrew. The princi- 
ples of Hebrew orthography developed by Cross and 
Freedman (1952) hold, except that the existence of inter- 
nal matres lectzonis, only suspected previously, has now been 
proven (yod for medial 7 is regular at Arad, and waw for 
medial @ is almost universal). Other medial long vowels are 
consistently unmarked. As for final vowels, Aharoni (1975; 
1981), who published the first complete edition of the 
Arad material, believed that final -@ on qtl 2d masculine 
singular forms is represented by the mater lectionis h in 
wktbth (7.6) and yd‘th (40.9). While possible, this explana- 
tion is not the most probable one. Given the clues of the 
Masoretic text (the short form of the gil 2nd masculine 
singular preserved in the orthography, apparently reflect- 
ing the popular speech we would also expect in the nonlit- 
erary Arad texts) and the evidence of other inscriptions, it 
is better to take the A in these cases as a mater for the 3rd 
masculine singular pronominal suffix 6. 

The ostraca add to the evidence for a Judahite dialect 
which, before the exile, generally did not contract diph- 
thongs. The consistent use of the theophoric element yahi 
(as opposed to yaw or yé) in personal names at Arad may 
be further evidence for such a dialect (approximately 30 
of roughly 85 different personal names are formed with 
this element). In short, the Arad ostraca expand rather 
than alter our knowledge of Hebrew orthography. The 
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same is true with regard to syntax. One small point should 
be noted in passing. In 3.2-3 and 16.4 Aharoni read waw 
with perfect forms as conjunctive. P. Miller has observed 
that “while there appear to be such forms in late preexilic 
prose of the Bible, one should not assume too easily that 
the waw with perfect is conjunctive. Both . .. may be cases 
of perfect consecutives” (1985: 504). These perfects are 
simply examples of a use of the perfect long known from 
Old Testament prose (see Gesenius-Kautzsch-Cowley, 
106 i; Jotion, Grammaire de lhébrew biblique 112f.). If one 
wants to give them a name, the linguistic category “perfor- 
matives” should be used (the word itself accomplishes 
something: e.g. “I decree/order/command”) and they 
should be designated “performative perfects.” Here and 
elsewhere the ostraca merely follow what had already been 
known about preexilic prose. 


B. Content 

Aharoni summarized the content of these inscriptions 
as “epistles to commanders of Arad with military and 
administrative information; instructions for the supply of 
wine and bread to military units and other people; instruc- 
tions for the sending of consignments of oil and food to 
various fortresses; taxes from various places; lists of peo- 
ple, some with the addition of numbers; lists of the appor- 
tionment of wheat and other commodities; inventory lists 
of the storehouses, one of them in hieratic; registration of 
dates; offerings and donations to the sanctuary; and vari- 
ous other partial lists” (1981: 141). Given the fragmentary 
character of these inscriptions, one suspects that far too 
much has been deduced from such a limited base of 
evidence. 

Unquestionably, a certain “Eliashib” is either addressed 
or referred to in many of the inscriptions. It is not clear 
what his position was, nor is the extent of his authority 
evident. A number of the ostraca contain intriguing refer- 
ences. Ostracon 24 (found outside the fortress on the W 
slope and dated on basis of orthography), for example, 
indicates fear of an Edomite advance against Ramat- 
negeb. Both Aharoni (1981: 149) and Lindsay (1976: 25) 
have tried to sketch the historical circumstances surround- 
ing this reference; but paleography does not yet enable us 
to date inscriptions as precisely as their reconstructions 
demand, nor is our knowledge of this time period very 
full. Aharoni likewise tries to elaborate the Edomite back- 
ground to Ostracon 40, but here the reconstruction is even 
more tenuous than with 24 since the inscription is so 
poorly preserved. 

Aharoni concludes his discussion of the historical infor- 
mation gathered from these ostraca by stating: “We could 
not have expected a more surprising confirmation to our 
historical hypotheses than the epistle of Jehoahaz (Inscrip- 
tion 88), in which he announces his crowning, insists on 
energetic military preparations, and mentions the king of 
Egypt. This is full confirmation of the destruction of 
Stratum VIII in the year 609 B.c.£., and an additional 
proof of the high position of Eliashib, who received his 
instructions directly from the king” (1981: 150). The text 
which bears such weight simply reads as follows: 

(1) ?ny mlkty bk{1] .. . (1) L have come to reign in 

all... 
(2) Take strength and... 
(3) King of Egypt to... 


(2) *mszrw ... 
(3) mlk msrynl... 
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It is impossible here to catalog all that has been derived 
from these texts, but historical statements based on the 
Arad ostraca should always be compared against the actual 
inscriptions themselves. 
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ARADUS (PLACE) [Gk Arados]. An island and a city 3 
km off the Phoenician (modern Lebanese) coast, 3 miles 
N of Beirut (1 Macc 15:23). Strabo (16.2.13—17) records 
that the inhabitants were descendants of exiles from Sidon, 
which would agree with the biblical references to the 
corresponding Hebrew eponym ARVAD (Gen 10:18; 1 Chr 
1:16). Aradus was prominent enough to receive a letter 
from Lucius, consul of the Romans, in 139 B.c. (1 Macc 
15:23). Being a well-protected island producing warriors 
and seamen famous in their service to Tyre (Ezek 27:8, 
11), Aradus was always commercially productive and re- 
mained independent until the time of Nebuchadnezzar, 
ca. 627 B.c, Although its commercial productivity declined 
somewhat, the prominence of Aradus rose again under 
the rule of the Persians and Seleucids (Rostovtzeff 1967: 
846; Seyrig 1950: 17-20; Elai, 1987). Specifically through 
an alliance with Seleucus Callinicus of the Seleucids, Ara- 
dians exerted their influence extensively on the mainland. 
In general, Strabo describes the Aradians as a prudent 
and industrious people with respect to their maritime 
affairs. Along with their good fortunes (for example, 
Seleucus Callinicus’ granting of the right of asylia) they 
prospered. 
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ARAH (PERSON) [Heb ?4rah]. 1. Head of a family of 
Babylonian exiles who are listed as returnees under the 
leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:5 = Neh 7:10 
= ] Esdr 5:10). Later in the postexilic period Tobiah, the 
adversary of Nehemiah, married a woman from the family 
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of Arah (Neh 6:18). For further discussion and bibliogra- 
phy, see AKKUB. 

2. A son of Ulla listed in the preexilic genealogy of the 
tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:39). Because Ulla is not mentioned 
earlier in the list, some emend the name to coincide with a 
previous one; but Braun (1986: 118-19) argues against 
such emendation. 
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ARAM (PERSON) [Heb ?dram]. 1. The fifth son of Shem 
in the genealogical list of Genesis 10, which is known as 
the Table of Nations (Gen 10:22). Aram is the eponymous 
ancestor of the ARAMEANS, an important West Semitic 
people. The section of the Table of Nations in which Aram 
appears is usually attributed to the Priestly source of the 
Pentateuch. P has placed Aram in the same generation as 
the eponymous ancestors of Elam and Assyria (Ashur), 
two generations earlier than the eponymous ancestor of 
the Hebrews (Eber—Gen 10:24). The position of Aram as 
a son of Shem reflects the importance of the Aramean 
tribes during the Ist millennium B.c.£. Four sons of Aram 
are listed in v 23. These apparently represent certain 
Aramean tribal groups, although little is known concern- 
ing any of the four. These sons are listed as brothers of 
Aram in the genealogical list of Chronicles (1:17), but this 
is probably due to a haplography of the phrase “The sons 
of Aram” frora the text of Chronicles. 

2. Son of Kemuel, grandson of Abraham’s brother, 
Nahor (Gen 22:21). The genealogy of Nahor (22: 20-24) 
reflects a different (and probably earlier) tradition about 
the ancestry of the Arameans from the one found in 
Genesis 10 (see above). The twelve sons of Nahor, includ- 
ing Aram’s father, Kemuel, appear to be eponymous an- 
cestors of various Aramean tribes. Aram himself (here 
perhaps to be understood as the ancestor of the state of 
Aram-Damascus) is placed in the same generation as Jacob/ 
Israel. This genealogical tradition stresses the idea of the 
close relationship between Israel and the Arameans, which 
pervades the book of Genesis (cf. Deut 26:5). 

3. A son of Shemer in the genealogy of Asher in | Chr 
7:34, 

4. The Greek rendering of the name RAM in the ge- 
nealogy of Jesus, Matt 1:3. The KJV has “Aram” here, 
while modern translations tend to replace it with “Ram” 
(cf. 1 Chr 2:9--10]}. The name “Aram” also appears in the 
genealogy of ‘esus in Luke 3:33 in the KJV. Later transla- 
tions substitute the name ARNI, following the text of the 
most ancient rnanuscripts, where “Aram” was found in the 
Textus Receptus. 
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ARAM (PLACE) [Heb ?arém|. The name of an important 
Aramean nation, located in southern Syria, which flour- 
ished between the 11th and 8th centuries 8.c.£. Its capital 
was Damascus, currently the capital of the modern state of 
Syria. In many English translations, the name “Aram,” 
when referring to this state, is translated (inaccurately) as 
Syria. 


A. The Name 
B. History of Aram 
1. Early Relations with Israel 
2. Mid-9th Century B.c.£. 
3. The Aramean Empire 
4. Radyan’s Coalition and the End of Aram 


A. The Name 

The use of the name “Aram” as a political or ethnic 
designation is not restricted, however, to this particular . 
state. It occurs many times in compound names of states 
largely populated by Arameans, who were one of the most 
important ethnic groups in the Near East during the late 
2d and the Ist millennia B.c.r.. Thus there are references 
to Aram-Beth-Rehob, Aram-Damascus, Aram-Maacah, 
Aram-Naharaim, Aram-Zobah, and Paddan-Aram. In a 
few cases the name “Aram” alone is used to designate 
Aram-Naharaim (Num 23:7; Judg 3:10; Hosea 12:13) or 
Aram-Zobah (2 Sam 10 = | Chr 19; see ARAM-NAHAR- 
AIM; ZOBAH; DAMASCUS; PADDAN-ARAM; etc.). In 
some other occurrences, “Aram” is used more generally to 
refer to the Aramean kingdoms or people as a whole (1 
Kgs 10:29 = 2 Chr 1:17; Judg 10:6; Amos 9:7). From 6th- 
century sources which deal with the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem (2 Kgs 24:2 and Jer 35:11), the name refers to Ara- 
mean tribes that lived in Mesopotamia, and from which 
Nebuchadnezzar had assembled his army. 

But by far the most common usage of the term “Aram” 
in the Bible is as the name of the state centered around 
Damascus. This is the virtually exclusive use of the name 
in the books of Kings, Chronicles, and Isaiah, where the 
majority of the attestations occur. 


B. History of Aram 

Our knowledge of the history of Aram-Damascus is 
unfortunately limited. No written documents directly from 
the kingdom itself have been discovered to date, so that 
the only sources of information available are writings from 
neighboring states (mainly Israelite [i.e., biblical] and As- 
syrian texts). These, quite naturally, do not give a full 
picture of Aram, since they deal only with their own state’s 
relations with that kingdom. Because of this, our knowl- 
edge centers upon Aram’s role in the realm of interna- 
tional politics, while details of its internal life and culture 
remain obscure. 

1. Early Relations with Israel. The kingdom of Aram- 
Damascus makes its first appearance in historical docu- 
ments in 2 Sam 8:5—6. During a decisive conflict between 
Israel and Zobah, the two major powers of Syria-Palestine 
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during the late 11th and early 10th centuries B.c.£., the 
army of Aram-Damascus is reported to have taken to the 
field in support of Zobah and its king Hadadezer (Ara- 
maic, Hadad-“dr). David, the king of Israel, defeated the 
army and took control of Damascus, placing garrison 
troops there. Aram.Damascus thus became part of the 
empire of David, apparently as an occupied territory 
rather than as a vassal state. 

Nothing else is known about Aram until the time of 
Solomon (mid-10th century). | Kgs 11:23-24 states that 
during Solomon’s reign, a certain Rezon, son of Eliada, 
who had been a servant of the king of Zobah whom David 
had defeated, gathered together a group of malcontents, 
seized Damascus, and there proclaimed himself king. Re- 
zon went on to remove Damascus from Israelite control. 
There is no indication that Israel was able to significantly 
oppose this action, and 11:25 suggests that Damascus 
remained outside Israel’s control for a substantial part of 
Solomon’s reign. 

With the division of Solomon’s kingdom into two smaller 
states ca. 932, and the resultant collapse of Israelite he- 
gemony in the region, a period ensued when there was no 
dominant political power in Syria-Palestine. But by the 
beginning of the 9th century, Aram, with its capital at 
Damascus, had become a significant influence in the re- 
gion. Little is known about Aram between the time of 
Rezon (about the middle of the 10th century) and the 
reign of Bir-Hadad I (biblical Ben-Hadad), who is men- 
tioned in 1 Kgs 15:16—-22 (= 2 Chr 16:1—6) in connection 
with a boundary war between Baasha of Israel and Asa of 
Judah (early 9th century). However, Bir-Hadad’s patro- 
nymic in 15:18, “Ben-Hadad, the son of Tab-Rimmon, the 
son of Hezion,” apparently furnishes the names of Bir- 
Hadad’s two predecessors on the throne. There is also a 
reference in v 19 to a treaty that had been made between 
Bir-Hadad’s father and Asa’s father, although the details 
of this treaty are not known. But it is clear that Aram had 
become a state of comparable stature to Israel and Judah 
during the decades following the death of Solomon. 

When Bir-Hadad I became involved in this boundary 
dispute between Israel and Judah, he sided with Judah 
(after a substantial bribe was sent to him by Asa) and 
attacked Israel from the north while Baasha’s forces were 
concentrated in the south against Judah. He attacked and 
destroyed a number of major towns in Israel’s territory to 
the north of the Sea of Galilee (1 Kgs 15:20). Baasha was 
forced to withdraw his army from the border with Judah 
and come to terms with Bir-Hadad, although no informa- 
tion is given concerning what these terms were. 

2. Mid-9th Century B.c.E. a. Hadad-‘idr and Assyria. 
By the fifth decade of the 9th century B.c.£., Aram had 
become one of the most powerful states in Syria-Palestine, 
if not actually the most powerful. This coincided with the 
first Assyrian attempts to extend their domination into 
central and southern Syria. In 853, Shalmaneser III of 
Assyria marched into the territory of the kingdom of 
Hamath, where his forces were met by a coalition of Syro- 
Palestinian states near the town of Qarqar. The coalition is 
described in an inscription of Shalmaneser III (known as 
the Monolith Inscription; ANET, 278-79) as having been 
made up of twelve states. The leader of the coalition is 
named as Adad-idri of Aram (Aramaic Hadad-‘“idr, the 
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namesake of the king of Zobah defeated by David; see 
above), and he is said to have brought with him 1200 
chariots, 1200 horsemen, and 20,000 footsoldiers. This is 
the largest contingent of horsemen and footsoldiers and 
the second largest group of chariots contributed by a 
member of the coalition. He was joined by two other major 
powers in the region, Irhulena of Hamath and Ahab of 
Israel, who contributed the majority of the rest of the 
army (the other nine members of the coalition were more 
modestly represented). The coalition appears to have been 
successful at stopping Shalmaneser’s advance. Although 
Shalmaneser claims to have won, it is clear from the in- 
scription that he was obliged to return immediately to his 
homeland, without making further moves against any 
members of the coalition. Nor did he return to Syria for 
another four years. 

The leadership of this coalition continued to rest in 
Hadad-‘idr’s hands for several years. Shalmaneser re- 
turned to Syria in his tenth, eleventh, and fourteenth years 
(849, 848, and 845 respectively), each time battling with 
the coalition, always headed by Hadad-‘idr. At no time was 
Shaimaneser able to decisively defeat the coalition. Hadad- 
Sidr’s continued leadership role in this alliance indicates 
the prestige which Aram enjoyed in relation to the other 
states of central and southern Syria and Palestine during 
these years. 

b. “Ben-Hadad” and Ahab, There has been considera- 
ble scholarly discussion concerning the relationship be- 
tween Hadad-‘idr of the Assyrian inscriptions and the king 
of Aram called Ben-Hadad in 1 Kings 20 and 22. These 
two chapters describe three battles between Israel and 
Aram, which are said to have taken place during the final 
five years of the reign of Ahab of Israel. If these chapters 
are reliable, then the king called Ben-Hadad in | Kings 20 
(or “Ben-Hadad II,” according to many scholars) should 
probably be identified with Hadad-‘idr of the Assyrian 
inscriptions. 

However, there are a number of elements in these two 
chapters which have led several scholars (including Jepsen 
1941-45: 154-59; Miller 1966; and Pitard 1987: 115-25) 
to propose that the accounts of the war between Israel and 
Aram here do not belong originally to the period of Ahab, 
but rather to the time of Joash (or Joahaz, according to 
Miller 1966: 442-43) some fifty years later. A number of 
arguments have been put forward to substantiate this 
proposal. For example, literary analysis indicates that the 
accounts of the two battles in 1 Kings 20 did not originally 
provide the name of the king of Israel. Furthermore, the 
description of Israel’s political situation in this chapter is 
seriously at odds with what is known of the reigns of both 
Omri and Ahab from other biblical passages (cf. 1 Kgs 
16:27; 22:39), as well as extrabiblical texts. For example, 
Shalmaneser’s Monolith Inscription reports that Ahab fur- 
nished 2000 chariots (the largest contingent of chariots 
from any member of the coalition) and 10,000 footsoldiers 
to the battle of Qarqar. Also, the Stela of Mesha, the king 
of Moab (ANET, 320-21), describes the domination of 
Moab by Omri and Ahab. Finally, archaeological evidence 
demonstrates that Israel was economically prosperous and 
able to support significant civilian and military building 
projects during this time. All of these suggest quite clearly 
that Ahab and Omri were very powerful kings (see AHAB), 
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in contrast to the king of Israel in 1 Kings 20, who is 
portrayed as a weak vassal of Ben-Hadad of Aram (cf. 
1 Kgs 20:19. esp. v 9) and his father, who is also described 
as having been dominated by Aram (20:34). 

While such a portrayal does not fit well with the times of 
Omri and Ahab (i.e. ca. 886-853), it does match excel- 
lently with the reigns of Joahaz and Joash (ca. 814-782), 
when Israel was dominated by Hazael and his son Bir- 
Hadad (Heb Ben-Hadad; see 2 Kgs 13:22-25). It was 
during the reign of this Bir-Hadad that Joash was able to 
rebel successfully against Aram and defeat Bir-Hadad’s 
army in a decisive battle near Aphek (2 Kgs 13:17). It 
should be noted that the decisive battle in 1 Kings 20 is 
also fought at Aphek. With regard to the account of 
Ahab’s death in battle against Aram at Ramoth-Gilead (1 
Kgs 22:1—36), scholars have suggested that this account 
has developed from the story of the wounding of Ahab’s 
son, Joram, in battle at Ramoth-Gilead during the time of 
Hazael (2 Kgs 9:14—15; see Miller 1966: 444-46). Thus, it 
appears unlikely that there was a major war between Aram 
and Israel during the reign of Ahab. The stories in 1 
Kings 20 rather illuminate events that took place some 
fifty to sixty years after the death of Ahab. The king of 
Aram called Ben-Hadad in these stories, as well as in the 
stories of Elisha and the Aramaeans in 2 Kings 5—7 (inso- 
far as they may be regarded as historical), should be 
identified with Bir-Hadad, the son of Hazael (often re- 
ferred to as “Ben-Hadad III” by many scholars; see B.3.b 
below). The only exception to this is the story in 2 Kgs 
8:7-15. 

Major changes occurred in Aram between 845 and 842, 
although the exact details are not known. 2 Kgs 8:7-15 
gives an account of how a usurper named Hazael assassi- 
nated the king of Aram and seized the throne. The name 
of the king of Aram in this passage is Ben-Hadad. It is 
possible that the incorporation of the Ben-Hadad stories 
into the account of the period of Ahab has led to the use 
of his name in this story as well, and that the correct name 
of the king assassinated by Hazael was actually Hadad-‘idr. 
But it is also possible that Hadad-‘idr died sometime be- 
tween 845 and 842 and was succeeded by a Bir-Hadad, 
who in turn was assassinated by Hazael. Unfortunately 
there is not enough evidence to determine the actual 
course of events. 

3. The Aramean Empire. a. The Reign of Hazael. Af- 
ter Hazael seized the throne, ca. 842, the anti-Assyrian 
coalition that had been headed by Hadad-‘idr collapsed 
and war broke out between Aram and Israel. A battle took 
place between Hazael’s troops and the army of Joram of 
Israel near Ramoth-Gilead, a border town in the northern 
part of Israel’s Transjordanian territory (2 Kgs 8:28-29; 
9:14—15a). During this battle, Joram was wounded and was 
forced to retire from the area. It was at Ramoth-Gilead 
during this period of tension that Jehu began the revolu- 
tion that would result in the assassination of Joram and 
Jehu’s seizure of power in Israel (ca. 842/41, 2 Kgs 9). 
Relations between the two states did not improve after 
Jehu’s rebellion, but Hazael had to turn his attention 
elsewhere in 841, when Shalmaneser III returned to Syria. 
With the coalition in shambles, most of the Syro-Palestinian 
states, including Hamath and Israel, submitted to the 
Assyrian king. But Hazael did not. Aram’s army was de- 
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feated by Shalmaneser near Mt. Senir (the Mt. Hermon 
area), and the Assyrian army «emporarily beseiged Damas- 
cus. But the city was not captured, and Shalmaneser 
marched on to the coast, where he received the submission 
of several kings, including Jehu of Israel (ANET, 280). 

Hazael had to fight the Assyrians alone two more times 
(apparently Shalmaneser’s 2lst and 22d years, 838 and 
837) as well. We know virtually nothing of the circum- 
stances of these campaigns. But afterward, Shalmaneser’s 
attention turned to lands in the north, and thirty years 
would elapse before the Assyrians would again march into 
southern Syria. 

Once the pressure from the Assyrians subsided, Hazael 
returned to his policy agains: Israel. Jehu’s bloody purge 
of supporters of the overthrown Omride dynasty had 
weakened Israel to the point that Hazael was able to annex 
Israel’s Transjordanian territeries (2 Kgs 10:32—33). By the 
reign of Jehu’s son, Joahaz, Israel was virtually, if not 
actually, a vassal to Aram-Damascus. According to the 
Lucianic mss of the LXX (following 2 Kgs 13:22), Hazael 
also invaded and conquered Philistia. He then turned 
eastward and attacked Judah. Jehoash, the king of Judah, 
sent Hazael an extensive tribute, thereby presumably be- 
coming a vassal, and Hazael then withdrew from Jerusalem 
(2 Kgs 12:17-18). 

Thus during the reign of Hazael, Aram developed into 
a significant empire which covered much, if not all, of 
southern Syria and Palestine. Some scholars have proposed 
that Hazael also dominated northern Syria (Mazar 1962: 
114; Jepsen 1941-45: 168), but none of the evidence 
adduced for this proposal is compelling. As far as can be 
determined from current evidence, Hazael’s empire ex- 
tended only as far north as Hamath’s southern boundary. 
But even if he did not control northern Syria, Hazael had 
made Aram into one of the most significant states in the 
Levant. Hazael’s reign, while beginning so poorly, appears 
to have become the period of Aram’s greatest strength. 

b. Bir-Hadad and the Collapse of the Empire. Hazael 
was succeeded, probably ca. 800 B.c.E£., by his son Bir- 
Hadad (traditionally known in most scholarship as Ben- 
Hadad III, since Hadad-‘idr was normally identified with 
the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20 and thus designated Bir- 
Hadad II). Bir-Hadad is known from the Bible (2 Kgs 
13:3-7, 22-25; and probably, 1 Kings 20; 2 Kgs 6:24— 
7:20), from a stone inscription of Zakkur (formerly vocal- 
ized as “Zakir”), king of Hamath and Luash (ANFT, 655- 
56), and from Assyrian inscriptions of Adad-nirari III. All 
of these sources of information indicate that Bir-Hadad 
was unable to hold on to the political power established by 
his father. The Assyrian king Adad-nirari III besieged 
Damascus, probably in 796 8.c.£., and received a substan- 
tial tribute from the king of Aram, who is called Mar’i in 
the Assyrian inscriptions. Mar’i, which in Aramaic means 
“my lord,” is almost certainly a title of Bir-Hadad. The 
inscription of Zakkur describes an attack on his capital city 
in Luash by a coalition of kings that was led by Bir-Hadad. 
In this campaign, Bir-Hadad was unsuccessful, being 
forced to lift the siege around the city before a surrender. 
He also suffered serious losses to Israel, which regained its 
independence at this time (see particularly 2 Kgs 13:22- 
25). As suggested above (B.2.b), it is probable that the 
accounts of two battles between Israel and Aram in | Kings 
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20 should be attributed to the time of Bir-Hadad, the son 
of Hazael, and Joash of Israel. We do not know in which 
chronological order all of these political reverses took 
place, but it is clear that by the end of Bir-Hadad’s reign, 
Aram had lost much of its political power. 

It is not known how long Bir-Hadad ruled, but it does 
appear that Aram’s fortunes continued to decline during 
the first half of the 8th century. Only a few facts are known 
from this period, but they reveal the situation fairly well. 
In 773, the Assyrians, under Shalmaneser IV, once again 
attacked Aram, and a recently discovered (but as yet un- 
published) stela describes the tribute given to Shalmaneser 
by the king of Aram, named Hadianu. During the same 
period, Israel experienced its last major revival under 
Jeroboam II (ca. 782-748). 2 Kgs 14:25, 28 suggest that 
Jeroboam was able to dominate Aram during his reign. 

4. Radyan’s Coalition and the End of Aram. Aram’s 
last period of political influence and independence began 
about the middle of the 8th century with the reign of 
Aram’s last king, called Rezin in the Bible (Aram, Radyan). 
Radyan was on the throne by 738, when his name appears 
on a list of vassals who brought tribute to Tiglath-Pileser 
Ill of Assyria that year. During the years 737-735, Tig- 
lath-Pileser was involved in a series of campaigns to the 
north and east of Assyria. Radyan at this time formed a 
new coalition of Syro-Palestinian states (including Tyre 
and Israel) which rebelled against Assyria. 

The coalition included Tyre and Israel, and apparently 
in an attempt to force Judah to join the coalition, Radyan 
and Pekah of Israel attacked Judah and besieged Jerusalem 
(see 2 Kgs 15:37; 16:5-9). Their plan was to replace the 
young king Ahaz of Judah with an anti-Assyrian puppet 
ruler, named Tabeel in Isa 7:6. Ahaz, against the advice of 
Isaiah (cf. Isaiah 7), sent a large gift to Tiglath-Pileser, 
asking for help against Aram and Israel. Tiglath-Pileser 
marched into Syria in 734, apparently capturing Tyre and 
the Philistine coast that year. Over the next two years, 
Tiglath-Pileser turned his attention directly toward Aram 
and Israel. During the campaign of 732, Aram was finally 
and fully defeated by the Assyrians. Accounts of the fall of 
Aram are found both in 2 Kgs 16:9 and in the inscriptions 
of Tiglath-Pileser. The Assyrian king claims to have de- 
stroyed 591 towns in the sixteen districts of Aram during 
the course of the campaign. In the end, Damascus was 
captured, and Radyan was killed. The Assyrians annexed 
the land of Aram into the empire, and the land was 
divided up into provinces. This was the end of the inde- 
pendent state of Aram. (For more details of the coalition 
formed by Radyan, see SYRO-EPHRAIMITE WAR; see 
also POTT pp. 134-55.) 


Bibliography 

Dupont-Sommer, A. 1949. Les Araméens. Paris. 

Jepsen, A. 1941-45. Israel und Damaskus. AfO 14: 153-72. 

Mazar, B. 1962. The Aramean Empire and Its Relations with Israel. 
BA 25: 98-120. 

Miller, J. M. 1964. The Omride Dynasty in the Light of Recent Literary 
and Archaeological Research. Diss. Emory University. 

. 1966. The Elisha Cycle and the Accounts of the Omride 

Wars. JBL 85: 441-54. 


ARAM-NAHARAIM 


Pitard, W. T. 1987. Ancient Damascus. Winona Lake, IN. 
Unger, M. 1957. Israel and the Aramaeans of Damascus. Grand Rap- 
ids. 
Wayne T. PITARD 


ARAM-MAACAH (PLACE) [Heb dram ma‘akd]. See 
MAACAH (PLACE). 


ARAM-NAHARAIM (PLACE) [Heb ?dram_nahdr- 
ayim]. Geographical name of an area in upper Mesopota- 
mia, located around the great bend of the Euphrates River 
in N Syria. The name occurs five times in the Bible, and is 
often translated “Mesopotamia” in English versions, fol- 
lowing the LXX rendering. It appears as the name of the 
ancestral home of Abraham’s family in Gen 24:10 (the 
same area seems to be designated Paddan-Aram in the 
Priestly Pentateuchal source). It is also named as the home- 
land of Balaam, the son of Beor (Deut 23:5), and the 
country of Cushan-Rishathaim, the first of the oppressors 
of Israel in the book of Judges (Judg 3:8). David is said to 
have fought with troops from this area, during his war 
with Ammon and its Aramaean allies (1 Chr 19:6, cf. Ps 
60, superscription [v 2 in Hebrew]). There are also two, 
possibly three, cases in which this area is simply designated 
by the term “Aram” (Judg 3:10; Hosea 12:13; and Num 
23:7[?}). Various commentaries discuss the problems of the 
homelands of both Balaam and Cushan-Rishathaim. 

A number of extrabiblical sources make reference to 
this land during the last half of the 2d millennium B.c.£. 
Several Egyptian pharaohs of the New Kingdom had deal- 
ings with or attempted to conquer this area, which they 
called Naharin(a). Attestations of this name are found in 
texts from the time of Thutmosis I (late 16th century) to 
the reign of Rameses III (early 12th century). The region 
is also known from the Amarna Letters (14th century) in 
the forms na-ah-ri-ma and na-ri-ma. Only in the Bible does 
the name occur prefixed with “Aram.” In those instances 
where the term appears in connection with the patriarchs 
(and probably the other attestations as well), it is being 
used anachronistically, since the area probably was not 
under Aramaean control prior to the Ist millennium. 
From the Ist millennium B.c.£., there are no extrabiblical 
references to this area either as Naharaim or Aram-Nahar- 
aim. 

Precise boundaries of the land of Naharaim cannot be 
determined from the preserved texts, but the towns said 
to be located in the land include Harran, Nahor, Pethor, 
and Tunip. These indicate that the designation covered 
areas on both the west and east sides of the Euphrates, as 
well as the Balikh River valley and perhaps part of the 
Habur River triangle (Finkelstein 1962: 84-86). See also 
ARAM (PLACE); MESOPOTAMIA; and POTT pp. 134- 
55. 
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ARAMAIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (ARA- 
MAIC). 


ARAMAIC LETTERS. See LETTERS (ARAMAIC). 


ARAMAIC “MESSIANIC” TEXT (4QMess ar). 
The siglum “4QMess ar” refers to ten little fragments in 
Aramaic found in cave 4 at Qumran. The fragments are 
written on soft leather, and the maximum dimensions of 
the whole are 20 X 38 cm. The script dates between 30 
B.c. and a.p. 20. Their first editor, Jean Starcky (1964), 
labeled them an “Aramaic messianic text”; indeed he be- 
lieved that they constituted an astrological text about the 
Messiah, since: the child described in the fragments is said 
to be the Elect of God (bahir ?elaha). The main assertions 
about the child are that “in his youth he will become like a 
man who does not know anything, until the time when he 
shall become skilled in the three books. Then he will 
become wise and will be endowed with discretion. . . . His 
calculations [will succeed] because he is the Elect of God” 
(Fitzmyer 1974: 142-43). In the second column, which is 
badly fragmented, it is stated that “waters will cease” and 
a Holy One and Watcher (more correctly, a Wakeful, 
Vigilant, Watchful, or Alert One) is mentioned. 

Shortly after its first publication and the publication of 
the related horoscope (Allegro 1964), Fitzmyer published 
a radically different interpretation: the text is not a horo- 
scope (because there are no stars or signs of the Zodiac) 
and is not messianic (because “Elect of God” is not always 
a messianic title), but is part of the physical description of 
the forefather Noah (1974). J. C. Greenfield (1973: xx— 
xxi) preferred an identification with Melchizedek, but the 
Noachic identification has prevailed in later studies. P. 
Grelot (1975) then proceeded to identify the three books 
mentioned in the fragments with the three books of Enoch 
mentioned in Jubilees 4:16—26. These three books are 
probably found in 1 Enoch: the Astronomical Book, the 
Book of Dreams, and the Book of the Wakeful. (Other 
books were subsequently added to these three in 1 Enoch.) 
In Jub. 7:38, Noah is said to receive the complete tradition 
of Enoch, his great-grandfather. The Noachic identifica- 
tion rests on the link between the three books mentioned 
in our text and Enoch the ancestor of Noah, on the phrase 
“waters will cease” (taken as a reference to the Deluge), on 
the mention of Holy One and Wakeful both here and in 
col. 2 of 1Qap:Gen which deals with the birth of Noah, and 
on the fascination with the birth of Noah in intertestamen- 
tal literature ‘J Enoch 106-8; Jubilees 4-10) and in as yet 
unpublished Qumran fragments from caves 4 and 11. 

The thorough study by Florentino Garcia-Martinez 
(1981) concludes that our fragments form part of a lost 
book of Noah mentioned in Jub. 10:13 and 21:10 and in 
patristic references. These suggest that the book of Noah 
was among other things an herbalary or medical guide to 
healing plants that also provided halachic prescriptions for 
food and blood. Parts of this lost book may have been 
incorporated in J Enoch and Jubilees. 

4QMess ar provides a parallel to Simeon’s declaration 
on the destiny of the child Jesus in Luke 2:34—35. The 
term “elect” is used 24 times in the NT, 20 times in the 
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plural referring to the predestined saints, and 4 times in 
the singular with reference 10 the messiah (Luke 23:35; 
John 1:34 variant reading; | Pet 2:4, 6). Thus by the time 
of the NT, the term “elect of God” in the singular as found 
in our text had taken on a messianic significance in certain 
circles. In the OT the term “my Chosen One” or “my 
Elect” is used of David (Ps 89:4), the Servant of Yahweh 
(Isa 42:1), and Moses (Ps 106:23). Our text helps to fill out 
the intertestamental picture. 
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ARAMAIC SCRIPT. About 1100 s.c. the Aramaeans 
adopted the alphabetic script which was employed at that 
time by the Canaanites and Phoenicians. They wrote in 
this same script until the mid-8th century B.c. Moreover, 
at the beginning they may even have written in the Phoe- 
nician language as well, because by the end of the 9th 
century B.c. the stele of Kilamu, king of Yadi (Sam/al, 
where an Aramaic dialect was spoken), was inscribed in 
the Phoenician language. However, two later texts from 
Samal, the so-called Hadad inscription and the Panammu 
inscription, were written in the local Aramaic (Sam/alian) 
dialect. Only at the end of the 8th century B.c., Bar-Rekub, 
king of Sam/al, wrote his ste.e in the Aramaic language, 
which does not differ from that of Bar-Hadad king of 
Damascus, Zakkur king of Hamath, and the Old Aramaic 
inscription from Sefire. 

In the scripts of all the inscriptions mentioned above 
and of other Aramaic monumental inscriptions, no clear 
Aramaic features are discernible; except for the two-bar 
het in the inscription of Bar-Rekub, the scripts are gener- 
ally Phoenician in character. The first distinctively Ara- 
maic features appear in the mid-8th century B.c. cursive 
scripts, e.g., on the inscribed bricks from Hammat, where 
there is a one-bar het (see also the inscribed lion weights 
from Nineveh, from the last quarter of the 8th century 
B.C.). 

In 1979, reports of the discovery of the life-size statue 
of a man with a bilingual Assyrian-Aramaic inscription 
from Tell Fekheriye, near Gozan, aroused some doubts 
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concerning the formerly held theory of the early develop- 
ment of the Aramaic script and its branching off from the 
Phoenician ca. 750 B.c. (which was described above). It is 
almost generally accepted that this statue with its inscrip- 
tion was erected in the 9th century B.c. However, the script 
of the Aramaic version of the inscription does not resem- 
ble the scripts of the contemporary Aramaic and Phoeni- 
cian (or Moabite) inscriptions, but rather the 1 1th-century 
B.c. Proto-Canaanite script. If the Aramaic version on the 
Fekheriye statue was indeed written in the 9th century 
B.c., and not—as the paleographic criterion would indi- 
cate—in the 1)th century sB.c., then we may assume that 
this is a deliberate archaization, i.e., a successful imitation 
of a set of letters which was used 200 years earlier. Other- 
wise we should have to conclude that people speaking 
Aramaic in the region of Gozan managed to preserve for 
two centuries an archaic script which was not influenced 
by the development that took place elsewhere. 

The impact of the Phoenician script on people who 
wrote in Aramaic was so strong that they took over the set 
of 22 letters employed by the Phoenicians without adding 
to it a single character, even though the phonetic system 
of the Aramaic language was much richer than that of the 
Phoenician. In Aramaic there were e.g., d and z; but they 
wrote in the Phoenician way only z (zy, znh, zhb); there were 
t and 5, but both consonants were represented only by § 
(sls, Sql). Only in the 5th-century B.c. Aramaic inscriptions 
and documents we find “gold” written dhb and “to weigh” 
written as ¢gl. Even in the Tell Fekheriye inscription, only 
22 letters were used; the only exception there is that ¢ was 
expressed by s and not by the usual §. 

At the beginning of the Ist millennium B.c. the Aramaic 
script and language were employed only—or mainly—by 
the inhabitants of the Aramean kingdoms, but from the 
8th century B.c., after the Assyrians conquered these states 
and realized that the Aramaic script was much more con- 
venient than their cuneiform writing, they granted the 
Aramaic language and script a special status. Aramaic 
became an official means of communication in the western 
provinces of the Assyrian empire. Very soon it turned into 
an international language in diplomacy and trade. Not 
only did the ministers of Hezekiah ask Rab-shakeh to 
speak to them in Aramaic “for we understand it” (2 Kgs 
18:26), but 100 years later, at the end of the 7th century 
B.c. Adon the king of a certain Philistine (or Phoenician) 
city wrote to Pharaoh king of Egypt an Aramaic letter in 
which he asked for military aid against the advancing 
Babylonian troops that had already conquered Aphek 
(KAI 266). The diffusion of the Aramaic language and 
script increased in the Babylonian and Persian kingdoms. 

After 732 B.c., the year of the Assyrian conquest of 
Damascus (the southernmost Aramaic city-state), the Ara- 
maic script ceased to be a national script, and people of 
various national or ethnic origins began writing in it. 
Therefore the Aramaic script, not being restricted by the 
conservativeness which characterizes national writing tra- 
ditions, was used for purely practical purposes. This phe- 
nomenon enabled the evolution of a cursive script which 
did not preserve the older letter forms, and any unneces- 
sary strokes were dropped from the letters. As early as the 
end of the 7th century B.c., the Aramaic script looked like 
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shorthand in comparison with the Phoenician and, partic- 
ularly, with the Hebrew script. 

Aramaic script was widely used in all the provinces of 
the Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian empires. In a vast 
area extending from Asia Minor and Afghanistan to Egypt 
and North Arabia, the type of Aramaic script encountered 
was uniform, and no regional variations evolved even in 
the remotest provinces. The standards were fixed by the 
royal scribes, who wrote in a conservative formal cursive 
style. Everybody who learned to write was taught to follow 
the standard calligraphy of the formal cursive script but 
practically only the scribes adhered to the scribal rules. 
Other educated persons allowed themselves to write faster 
and thus to introduce innovations in the forms of the 
letters. This kind of writing—i.e., the free cursive style— 
caused the changes which eventually led to the develop- 
ment of the script. Those who learned reading and writing 
and had only a limited use for this knowledge tried imitat- 
ing the formal style, but wrote clumsily in the vulgar 
cursive style. Besides the cursive style (with its three sub- 
styles: formal, free, and vulgar) the Aramaic script also 
had a lapidary style, which was practiced mainly for en- 
graving on hard material, but even on stone the cursive 
(mainly the formal cursive) style very often prevailed. 

The scripts of the 9th- and 8th-century Aramaic monu- 
mental inscriptions, which resemble those of the contem- 
porary Phoenician ones, can be defined as lapidary. The 
influence of the Aramaic cursive can be seen only in the 
late 8th-century lapidary writing (e.g., the two-bar het in 
the Bar-Rekub inscription). However, soon the Aramaic 
cursive became dominant, and even on stelae and seals 
cursive letters were engraved. The lapidary style, of course, 
was known everywhere, its most famous representatives 
from the Persian period being the inscriptions from Asia 
Minor, Tema in North Arabia as well as the “Yehud” and 
“Mozah” jar stamps stemming from various Judaean sites. 
With the fall of the Persian empire, the lapidary Aramaic 
style fell into disuse. However, its cursive counterpart sur- 
vived, and its descendants exist even today. 

The Aramaic inscriptions and manuscripts from the 8th 
to the 3rd century B.C. were written in the uniform Ara- 
maic script. The number of these texts is quite large, 
including graffiti, dedicatory inscriptions, stelae, burial 
inscriptions, boundary inscriptions, seals, coin legends, 
clay tablets, ostraca (among them dozens from Elephan- 
tine, Arad, and Beer-Sheba), and manuscripts written on 
parchment and papyrus. The majority of the papyri be- 
long to the 5th century B.c. and stem from the Jewish 
military colony in Elephantine in Upper Egypt, but papyri 
have also been found in Hermopolis, Saqqarah, and Edfu 
in Egypt (the Edfu papyri are generally from the 3d 
century B.c.), as well as in Wadi Daliyeh, E of Samaria in 
Palestine (from the 4th century B.c.). 

The ca. 100 papyri from Elephantine include name lists, 
private and official letters, legal documents, and three 
literary texts—an Aramaic version of the Behistun inscrip- 
tion, the Proverbs of Ahigar, and a fragmentary narrative 
text of Bar-Punesh (CAP 71). The Elephantine papyri and 
ostraca are very important for the study of the Aramaic 
script in the 5th century B.c.: the legal documents bear 
exact dates and mention the names of the scribes who 
were either professionals, writing in a semiformal hand, 
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or chance scribes, writing in a free cursive hand. In addi- 
tion to the possibility of examining the handwriting of the 
various Elephantine scribes at fixed dates, the autograph 
signatures display the writing of the witnesses with various 
degrees of penmanship. Thus in these signatures the 
vulgar cursive style, the writing of the unskilled writer, is 
also represented. 

There is a clear distinction between the writing of the 
professional scribes from Elephantine and that of the 
scribes of Arsham, the Persian governor in Egypt. ‘The 
latter wrote in a very formal cursive hand, whereas the 
former wrote in the less conservative, semiformal style, 
more influenced by the free cursive. However, the profes- 
sional scribes of the Elephantine documents and those of 
the Arsham letters wrote in shaded scripts, i.e., they distin- 
guished between the horizontal thick strokes and the thin- 
ner vertical strokes, while the chance scribes and the writ- 
ers of the private letters wrote more carelessly without 
shading and generally in more developed handwritings. 
Thus in the Elephantine documents the three substyles of 
the cursive (free, formal, and vulgar) can be seen. This 
indicates that in the 5th century B.c. a large number of the 
inhabitants of Elephantine knew how to read and write, a 
fact which is evidence of a literate society, not only there 
but most probably in various areas in the Persian period 
and presumably even earlier (the Hebrew epigraphic ma- 
terial from the 7th-century B.c. Judah provides similar 
evidence). 

Whereas ir: the Hebrew and Phoenician scripts the right- 
ward diagonal downstrokes were shaded, in the Aramaic 
script the horizontal bars were thickened. This phenome- 
non can be followed from the 8th-century B.c. ink-written 
texts onward. This kind of shading is characteristic of all 
the scripts which evolved from the uniform Aramaic script. 
The modern descendants, like Jewish (square Hebrew), 
Arabic, and Syriac, follow this tradition. It is difficult to 
explain why the Aramaic script deviated from the system 
of shading that was employed by the Phoenicians, but 
possibly the reason may be found in the method of writing 
used by the Aramaic scribes in the Assyrian and Babylo- 
nian empires. It seems likely that most of these scribes, 
who were probably not of Aramaean origin, were bilingual 
and thus were used to writing in the cuneiform script with 
a stylus on soft clay. Actually there are dozens of clay 
tablets written in the cuneiform writing that bear Aramaic 
endorsements, and there are other clay tablets bearing 
only Aramaic texts. The way of holding the stylus for 
writing the cuneiform wedge-shaped marks has not been 
studied thoroughly, but perhaps the scribes who wrote in 
Aramaic were influenced by the cuneiform scribes, and 
this may account for the horizontal shading in the Aramaic 
script and its descendants. 

It seems likely that the eastern neighbors of the Israel- 
ites, i.e., the Ammonites, Moabites, and Edomites, who 
spoke in dialects akin to Hebrew, learned the alphabet 
only in the ©th century B.c. Mesha, king of Moab, wrote 
his stele in the Moabite language but employed the Hebrew 
script, as it was used at that time by the inhabitants of 
Israel and Judah. Although no contemporary Edomite 
inscription is known at present, there is enough evidence 
to suppose that in the 9th century B.c. the Edomites also 
wrote in the Hebrew script. The Ammonites, however, 
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adopted the Aramaic script from their northern neighbors 
Aram-Damascus (for an example of this, see the Amman 
Citadel Inscription). See EPIGRAPHY, TRANSJORDA- 
NIAN. 

After the fall of Damascus in 732 B.c. and with the 
beginning of the Assyrian control of the King’s Highway 
in Ammon, Moab, and Edom, the political and cultural 
influence of Israel and Judah on Moab and Edom came to 
an end. Because Aramaic was the official script in the 
western provinces of the Assyrian empire, Aramaic ele- 
ments began to intrude into the scripts of Moab and Edom. 
Thus, while in the 7th-ceniury B.c. inscriptions of the 
Moabites and Edomites there are Hebrew, Aramaic, and 
some peculiar local letter forms, in the 6th century B.c. 
the Aramaic forms prevail, and eventually the Hebrew 
elements disappear altogether. In the late 6th and 5th 
centuries no letter forms specifically Ammonite, Moabite, 
or Edomite are discernible, and the inscriptions were writ- 
ten solely in the Aramaic script, even those written in the 
Canaanite dialects. 

After the conquest of Alexander the Great and the fall 
of the Persian empire, Greek replaced Aramaic as the 
official language and script .f the government. However, 
Aramaic was already so deep!y implanted that it continued 
to be spoken and written by all the nations who had 
formerly been under the Persian rule. The uniform Ara- 
maic script continued to exist almost for 100 years; only in 
the middle of the 3rd centurv 8.c. the various descendants 
began to crystalize. 

Among the Eastern offshcots of the Aramaic script the 
following branches are discernible: 

1. The Syriac-Palmyrene branch. As the Syriac and Palmy- 
rene scripts have many common characteristics, the con- 
clusion that they had a common ancestor is almost inevita- 
ble. It seems likely that both the Syriac and the Palmyrene 
scripts developed from the Aramaic chancellery script 
which was used in the 3d and 2d centuries B.c. in the 
Seleucid royal court in addition to the official script. In 
time, Syriac became the language and script of the Chris- 
tian community whose center was in Edessa, but it was also 
adopted by the Palestinian Christians. The Palmyrene 
script was used mainly by the inhabitants of Palmyra and 
by Palmyrene emigrants all over the Roman empire; it was 
also accepted in Babylonia (where magic bowls were in- 
scribed in it), as well as by =he Manichaeans, who wrote 
sectarian texts in an Iranian dialect. 

2. The North Mesopotamian. branch is primarily known 
from the inscriptions discovered in Hatra, an oasis between 
the Tigris and the Euphrates, where a small kingdom 
flourished under Parthian suzerainty. This script was also 
accepted in Assur and Dura-Europus and even extended 
to Armenia and Georgia. The Armenians and Georgians 
did not speak Aramaic but wrote in this script, probably 
using the Aramaic words as ideograms. 

3. The South Mesopotamian branch is best known from the 
script which was used from antiquity until modern times 
by the Mandaeans, a gnostic sect in Khuzistan and in the 
neighboring regions in Iran and Iraq. The earliest Man- 
daic texts probably stem from the 4th century, but the 
largest number come from the 6th century a.p. The Man- 
daic script developed from the Aramaic offshoot which 
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was used in Elymais, where another petty kingdom under 
Parthian suzerainty existed. 

4. The Iranian branch. The Parthians, the Persians, and 
the Sogdians wrote in scripts that evolved from the uni- 
form Aramaic script during the Achaemenid period. They 
generally used Aramaic ideograms, but in time the pho- 
netic writing prevailed. 

In the West, two scripts developed from the uniform 
Aramaic script: 

5. The Jewish script is the ancestor of the medieval and 
modern (square) Hebrew script. F. M. Cross distinguished 
in its early evolutions three phases: Archaic or Proto- 
Jewish (ca. 250-150 B.c.), Hasmonaean (ca. 150-30 B.c.), 
and Herodian (ca. 30 B.c.-a.p. 70). This classification is 
mainly based on the variety of manuscripts found in Qum- 
ran, known as the Dead Sea Scrolls (Cross 1961: 174). The 
Jews, preferring this script, neglected their old Hebrew 
script, which was the national script of the inhabitants of 
Israel and Judah in the First Temple period. However, the 
original Palaeo-Hebrew script continued to be used in the 
Second Temple period by narrow circles. Its connotation 
was mainly nationalistic (coins) or religious (Pentateuch 
scrolls and the Tetragrammaton in texts written in the 
Jewish script), but it was also occasionally used in daily life. 

Not only was the Palaeo-Hebrew script abandoned by 
the Jews (and preserved only by the Samaritans), but also 
the Jewish cursive (see the papyri from Wadi Murabba‘at 
and Nahal Hever) ceased to exist after the defeat of Bar- 
Kokhba in 135 a.p. 

6. The Nabatean script is well known from the monumen- 
tal inscriptions which have survived in Nabatean cities, and 
from the graffiti found in the Sinai. Some Nabatean deeds 
were found in Nahal Hever which have been dated to the 
beginning of the 2d century a.p. The (formal and free) 
cursive style employed in these deeds clearly shows that 
the Nabatean script is the ancestor of the (classical) Arabic 
script. 
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ARAMEAN CONCUBINE. See ASRIEL; MA- 
CHIR; MANASSEH (PERSON). 


ARAMEANS. Assyrian and biblical texts reveal the 
presence of people called Arameans living in most parts 
of Syria from the end of the 2d millennium B.c. 


A. History of the Arameans 
1. 11th to 9th Centuries B.c. 
2. 8th Century B.c. 
3. Later Times 

B. Prehistory of the Arameans 
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C. Aramean Society 

D. Aramean Culture and Religion 
1. Art of the Arameans 
2. Aramean Religion 


A. History of the Arameans 

1. 11th to 9th Centuries B.c. a. Assyrian Sources. 
Tiglath-pileser I (ca. 1114-1076) campaigned from As- 
syria westward against an enemy named ahlamé armaya 
early in his reign, crossing the Euphrates in doing so. A 
badly broken Assyrian Chronicle may imply that Arame- 
ans pressed into Assyria itself later in his reign (TCS 5: 
189). His son A&8ur-bel-kala (ca. 1073-1056) followed his 
father’s steps, but his inscriptions are less extensive and 
less explicit; they simply refer to mat arime, “the land of 
Aram.” Both kings relate where they encountered these 
people: along the Euphrates from the Babylonian frontier 
at Rapiqu to Carchemish, in Mount Bishri, Tadmor (Pal- 
myra) in Amurru, as far as the foot of the Lebanon 
mountains. ASsur-bel-kala met them in the mountains to 
the north, around the sources of the river Habur, an area 
where his father had fought the Mushki (often identified 
with the Phrygians). However, this was not the Arameans’ 
most easterly penetration. They moved near to the heart 
of Assyria, settled E of the Tigris, and brought about a 
“dark age” from about 1050 to 930. When Assyrian royal 
reports resume under ASSur-dan IIE (ca. 934-912), the 
king relates his conquest of areas near the capital city of 
Assur, and of Arameans who were evidently also not too 
distant. Adad-nirari II (ca. 911-891) continued his father’s 
expansive policies, conquering Aramean sheikhs living in 
the Zagros foothills, an Aramean tribe called Teman near 
Nisibin, and reestablished Assyrian control over upper 
Mesopotamia as far W as the Habur River. Here the 
Assyrians faced the Aramean state of Bit-Bahyan, ruled by 
Abi-Salam at Guzan (biblical Gozan, now Tell Halaf), and 
took tribute. Campaign reports by Assurnasirpal II and 
Shalmaneser III (ca. 883-859 and 858-824) disclose the 
presence of other Aramean states as far W as the river 
Euphrates, the major ones being Bit-Adini, Bit-Bahyan, 
Bit-Khalupe, and Bit-Zaman. References in various Assyr- 
ian inscriptions mention Aramean tribes taking control of 
these areas at the end of the 11th century, and the Assyr- 
ian kings plainly felt they had a right to rule there as their 
forebears had done in the 13th century. Other Aramean 
groups settled along the lower course of the Euphrates 
and farther EF, all the way into Babylonia. 

These Assyrian kings subjected the rulers they con- 
quered, but allowed them, or chosen replacements, to 
continue to rule, requiring only loyalty and regular tribute. 
This was the case, it seems, at Guzan, where local princes 
ruled their people with the title “king” (mk), but in their 
own Assyrian text they were called “governor” (Saknu; 
Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil and Millard 1982). Refusal of some 
to remain submissive or joining alliances with still indepen- 
dent states brought Assyrian troops back in punitive cam- 
paigns which occasionally led to the installation of Assyrian 
governors and officials in place of the local rulers. The 
career of Akhuni of Bit-Adini exemplifies the process. 
Having submitted to Assyria in 876 B.c., he was hostile to 
the next Assyrian king, Shalmaneser III, who eventually 
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disposed of him and made his major town, Til-Barsip, an 
Assyrian stronghold (855 B.c.). 

Under the leadership of Adad-idri (Hadadezer) of Da- 
mascus, an alliance of kings opposed the Assyrians. 
Among them were Urhilina of Hamath (whose name is 
neo-Hittite) and Ahab of Israel. The battle of Qarqar in 
853 was followed by Assyrian attacks in 849, 848, and 845 
until the coalition broke down. Two Assyrian campaigns 
against Damascus (841, 838) brought home booty, includ- 
ing a bead from a temple in a city of Hazael, king of 
Damascus (A/VET, 281), but Damascus itself was not taken. 
Shalmaneser fought in Cilicia as well, defeating the Ara- 
mean king of Sam?al, Khayan, in 858. Khayan, together 
with Arame of Agu’ (Arpad), paid tribute to him in 853 
B.C. 

The years of unrest and relative weakness of Assyria 
which followed allowed some of the Syrian states to 
strengthen themselves. A revolt in Gozan (Tell Halaf), 
suppressed in 808 B.c., was perhaps the outburst of nation- 
alism by King Kapara, whose sculptures the German ex- 
cavators found (see C, below). However, since he and his 
father, Khayan, remain unattested in other texts, the date 
cannot be set and some would place him almost a century 
earlier (Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard 1982: 100-1; 
Sader 1987: £0—44). 

b. Hebrew Sources. In the SW, Aramean expansion met 
another recently established people, Israel. Apart from 
the obscure Cushan-rishathaim of Aram-naharaim who 
oppressed Israel early in the settlement period (Judg 3:8— 
10), the first Aramean groups encountered by Israe! are 
the states of Zobah and Beth-Rehob in the days of Saul 
and David (1 Sam 14:47; 2 Sam 8:3, 5; 10:6-19; 13:37- 
39). These lav in the Lebanon Valley with Zobah extending 
to the N. The king of Zobah whom David fought was 
Hadadezer of Beth-rehob, his name being the same as that 
of the 9th-century king of Damascus who faced Shalma- 
neser II] (in Assyrian texts Hadad-idri). Hadadezer had 
made himsel!’ overlord of all Syria, and David’s final con- 
quest of him “when he went to restore his control along 
the Euphrates River,” and of the forces that came to his 
aid, gave Israel suzerainty over the whole of that territory 
at one blow (2 Sam 8:3-8, an event which apparently 
followed the campaigns in Transjordan, 2 Sam 10-12). A 
later Assyrian report of Aram capturing Pethor and Mut- 
kinu on the Euphrates at about 1000 may refer to Hada- 
dezer’s rule (LAR 1.603). Hadadezer’s intervention in 
Transjordan is the first sign of a long-continuing Syrian 
interest in that area (2 Samuel 10). Hadadezer did not rule 
in Damascus but during Solomon’s reign one Rezin set 
himself up as king there. At the end of the 10th century, 
Asa of Judah (ca. 911-870) hired “Ben-Hadad son of Tab- 
rimmon, the son of Hezion, king of Aram, who was ruling 
in Damascus” against Israel, asking him to break his pact 
with Baasha of Israel and institute treaty relations such as 
had existed between their fathers (1 Kgs 15:18, 19). Some 
scholars suggest the ancestor Hezion was identical with 
Rezin, the names being linguistically equivalent (see POTT, 
n.23). The description “king of Aram, who was ruling in 
Damascus” may imply that the title “king of Aram” was 
not yet as tightly bound to that city as it became in Israelite 
perspective (cf. 1 Kgs 20:1). That the Ben-Hadad of Asa’s 
time was the same as the Ben-Hadad of Ahab’s is disputed 
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(see BEN-HADAD). The namie is possibly a dynastic one, 
and the Ben-Hadad who fought Ahab (1 Kings 20) and 
whom Hazael murdered (2 Kzs 8:7—15) could be a succes- 
sor, the Adad-idri of the Qerqar alliance (see a. above). 
There is no support for W. F. Albright’s contention that 
the Melqart Stele (ANET, 501; ANEP, 499), found near 
Aleppo, was erected by Ben-Hadad, son of Tab-rimmon 
(Pitard 1987: 138-44; note that the reading proposed 
there is as speculative as all cthers because the surface of 
the stone is too abraded to permit any certain reading of 
line 2). Ben-Hadad enjoyed both success and failure in his 
attempts to dominate Israel (1 Kings 20, 22). Some coer- 
cion may have brought Ahab of Israel to his side at Qarqar 
(853), the battle which resulted in Ahab’s death and also 
demonstrated that there was no deep bond between the 
two kings (ca. 852; 1 Kings 22), despite occasional trade 
agreements (1 Kgs 20:34). Hazael, whose accession is set 
about 843 by Assyrian texts. continued to harass Israel 
(2 Kgs 8-12; 13:3, 7). During its period of power, Damas- 
cus absorbed the kingdoms of Zobah, Geshur, and Maa- 
cah, and overran Israelite tervitory in the NE (1 Chr 2:23; 
Mazar 1986: 121-22). 

c. Aramean Sources. No A.ramean chronicles or annals 
survive. From the 9th century B.c. there are a very few 
royal inscriptions and no other Aramaic texts. Of primary 
importance is the statue of « ruler from Tell Fekheriyeh 
(ancient Sikan, next to Tell Halaf, ancient Gozan), which 
reveals that the local king anc. his father doubled as Assyr- 
ian prefects for the region about 870-825 (Abou-Assaf, 
Bordreuil, and Millard 1982. a later date is canvassed by 
H. Sader [1987: 26, 27], but on the less than compelling 
grounds of artistic style). A king of Aram named Bar- 
Hadad dedicated a stele to Melqart (of Tyre), but the 
location of his realm is uncertain (see above). From the 
same date are two ivory plaques inscribed “for our lord 
Hazael” which had been taken as booty to Assyrian palaces 
at Arslan-Tash (ancient Hadatu) and Nimrud (ancient 
Kalhu); neither yield much information. 

From these varied sources the following very incomplete 
outline of the Arameans im the 9th century emerges. 
Independent tribal states had grown up around various 
old urban centers where Arameans had overcome the local 
populace and replaced or dorninated them. However, some 
towns of the earlier dynasties, survivors from the Hittite 
Empire, continued to maintain themselves. 

2. 8th Century B.c. Com)ining sources gives a more 
coherent picture (for greater detail, see CAH 3/1:372- 
441). About the year 800 B.c. Hazael apparently still ruled 
a powerful Damascus, giving way ca. 797-796 to his son 
Ben-Hadad III, who was still able to dominate Israel. In 
the north of Syria, Arpad, overcome by Shalmaneser III, 
was now resurgent under Atar-Sumki, son of Adramu. He 
led a group of eight princes who suffered renewed Assyr- 
ian attacks in 805 and 804, then submitted to Adad-nirari 
III without losing independence. All the Aramean regions 
to the east were now under Assyrian control, their gover- 
nors in some cases still beinz local dignitaries (e.g., Bur- 
Sagale of Gozan, Millard 1972: Oded 1979), although 
there were rebellions from time to time (Gozan in 759-— 
758). Adad-nirari III and his three sons who succeeded 
him were either content to, or not able to do more than, 
hold formal suzerainty over the states of west Syria, not 
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interfering unless they acted against Assyrian interests. 
The apparent weakness of Assyria between 800 and 745 is 
partially belied by the campaigns against Aramean states 
on several separate occasions, and by Assyria’s role in 
determining the boundary between two of them. 

The kingdom of Hamath (modern Hama) separated 
Arpad from Damascus. In the 10th century, Hamath and 
Damascus had been hostile toward each other (2 Sam 8:9), 
but in the 9th century they joined forces against Shalma- 
neser III. At that time the rulers of Hamath bore “neo- 
Hittite” names (cf. “the kings of the Hittites” 2 Kgs 7:6), 
but early in the 8th century one with a West Semitic name, 
Zakkur, seized the throne. A usurper, perhaps from Ana 
on the mid-Euphrates (Millard fc.), he incurred the enmity 
of his neighbors. Ben-Hadad (Bar-Hadad) of Damascus 
led a coalition against him including kings of Arpad, Que, 
the Amq, Gurgum, Sam/al, and Melid (ANET, 655). They 
besieged Zakkur in Hazrak, north of Hamath, capital of 
the Lu’ash region, but divine intervention saved Zakkur, 
whose stele commemorates it. This event is plausibly asso- 
ciated with an Assyrian campaign “against Mansuate” in 
796. Mansuate was evidently NW of Damascus, and part 
of its territory, so the same campaign is identified with the 
one in which Adad-nirari III took heavy tribute from 
“Mar?” king of Damascus (Mari’?, Aramaic for “my lord,” 
being a title of the king). The death of Hazael may have 
given the Assyrians the opportunity they needed to reas- 
sert control over S Syria and to support a pro-Assyrian 
king in Hamath. The Assyrian king then drew the border 
between Arpad and Hamath. All Syria’s main states were 
subject to him. No Assyrian armies invaded for twenty 
years afterward, according to the available records. 

Ben-Hadad III began his rule continuing Hazael’s dom- 
ination of Israel, but “the Lord provided a deliverer” 
(2 Kgs 13:3-—5). This unidentified deliverer may be seen as 
the Assyrian king Adad-nirari III or his commander-in- 
chief, Sami-ilu, in the expedition of 796 (Millard 1973: 
162). Whoever the deliverer was, Damascus became 
weaker, so that Jehoash of Israel defeated Ben-Hadad 
three times, recovering territory lost to Hazael (2 Kgs 
13:25). The next king of Israel, Jeroboam II (ca. 793-753) 
created a realm that encompassed Damascus, reaching the 
border of the Hamathite kingdom, if not claiming author- 
ity over it (2 Kgs 14:25, 28). Jeroboam’s ascendancy may 
have followed Assyrian campaigns against Damascus in 773 
and Hazrak in 772. With his death that power was lost 
because an isolated Assyrian document mentions that 
Khayan ruled Damascus about 773. Whether this was the 
personal name of Ben-hadad III or a successor is un- 
known. Sometime after 750, Rezin occupied the throne of 
Damascus. Tiglath-pileser I] names him among his tribu- 
taries from 738 B.c. onward. With Tyre and Israel, Rezin 
tried to force Judah to join a league against Assyria, but 
Ahaz secured his position by submitting to Tiglath-pileser 
(2 Kgs 15:5--9). Damascus fell and Rezin was executed in 
Assyrian campaigns of 733 and 732 and the region became 
an Assyrian province. 

In the north, Mati‘-’el followed his father Atar-Sumki on 
the throne of Arpad. In 754 AS8ur-nirari V of Assyria 
imposed a vassal treaty on him (ANET, 532-33). Mati‘~el 
also entered another pact with a suzerain called Bar- 
gayah, king of a country whose name is written ktk, whose 
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identity is a riddle still awaiting a convincing solution (for 
an impressive attempt see Lemaire and Durand 1984). 
The Aramaic stelae presenting the terms of the treaty, 
although incomplete, are the longest specimens of Old 
Aramaic. This agreement may have been the cause of 
Ashur-nirari V’s attack or, if Arpad joined with Bar-ga’yah 
afterward, the cause of further Assyrian campaigns 
against Arpad in 743-740. 

Accidental preservation of a series of stone monuments 
at Zinjirli (ancient Samal) reveals the history of this small 
state between ca. 800 and 725. King Panammu, son of 
QRL (reading unknown), perhaps a son of Kilamuwa, 
boasts of his prosperity on a statue erected to honor the 
god Hadad. Family quarrels led to the death of Bar-Sur, 
probably a son of Panammu, and seventy royal sons (cf. 2 
Kgs 10:1—11). Eventually the Assyrian Tiglath-pileser I 
set Panammu II, son of Bar-Sur, on the throne. His son, 
Bar-Rakkab, inscribed a statue in memory of his father, 
who died fighting with the Assyrians at Damascus, ca. 732. 
Bar-Rakkab’s own inscriptions record his loyalty to Tig- 
lath-pileser III, who died in 727. Sometime thereafter 
Sam?’al was annexed by the Assyrians and Fsarhaddon 
erected a stele there (see CAH 3/1:372—441; Sader 1987: 
153-84; TSSI 2: 60-93). 

Sargon II of Assyria crushed a revolt in Hamath led by 
Yau-bidi (720) and with that blow extinguished any flick- 
ering hopes of Aramean nationalism. All the former Ara- 
mean territories had already become provinces of the 
Assyrian empire. Arameans continued to live in them, but 
their identity was diluted by the Assyrian deportations 
(Oded 1979). The tribes in Babylonia maintained a quasi- 
independent status, joining Chaldeans and Elamites in 
anti-Assyrian uprisings, but their identity, too, became 
blurred during the Neo-Babylonian empire. 

3. Later Times. The adjective “Aramean” continued in 
use as-a description of individuals after all the Aramean 
states had disappeared. Sennacherib’s counselor Ahiqar 
was so titled in the 5th-century B.c. papyrus copy of his 
story, and Jews living in Egypt were sometimes called 
Arameans at Elephantine at the same time (CAP, 15-16; 
Kraeling 1969: 47). The term probably came to denote 
one whose native language was Aramaic, and it was 
through their language and script that the Arameans left 
their mark on world history, and in the New Testament. 


B. Prehistory of the Arameans 

The scribes of Tiglath-pileser I qualified the Arameans 
as ahlamu (see as above). None of the various explanations 
proposed for ahlamu have proved satisfactory, and it may 
be a proper name (see Moscati 1959). After the texts of 
Tiglath-pileser I and AsSur-bel-kala, the word almost dis- 
appears from cuneiform records, except in one aspect of 
scribal tradition. Babylonian academics included some for- 
eign words in the lexical texts they compiled, and among 
them are a few plant names which are labeled “Ahlamite,” 
and in certain Persian and Seleucid period texts Ahlamite 
clearly means Aramaic or Aramean (Brinkman 1968: n. 
1799). Thus this name was well rooted in Babylonian. 
Persons described as Ahlamite appear sporadically in doc- 
uments of the latter half of the 2d millennium B.c., and as 
far back as the reign of Ammisaduqa of Babylon (ca. 
1646-1626 b.c.) a tribe of Ahlamites was living near Sip- 
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par (RGTC 5:5; RGTC 3:5; van Lerberghe 1982). Although 
the relationship of Ahlamu to Arameans is unclear, the 
Assyrians saw it as very close, so a scribe of the 9th century 
might have termed “Aramean” the people whom his pred- 
ecessor in the 13th century B.c. would have termed “Ah- 
lamite.” The situation can be understood if the Ahlamites 
were the section or group of the Arameans whom the 
Babylonians first encountered. (A similar situation led 
Europeans to give the name “Chinese” to all the Han 
peoples because the rulers of the Ch’in state controlled the 
regions to the west; see Bishop: 1938.) 

Besides the cuneiform references to Ahlamu before 
1100 B.c., various occurrences of Aram have been cited as 
evidence that this name was current in earlier periods to 
denote the Aramean people (Dupont-Sommer 1953). Fur- 
ther investigation has shown that none of these can be 
definitely linked with Aram, and all are personal or place 
names, never gentilics (Kupper 1957: 112-14). Exceptions 
to this verdict are two examples of Aram in Egyptian texts. 
A list of place names from the reign of Amenophis II] (ca. 
1390-1352) mentions “the one of Aram” (Eg p3-jrm), and 
a report from an officer on the eastern frontier of the 
Delta about 1210 tells of a colleague arriving from a town 
“in the district of Aram” (Edel 1966: 28; ANET, 258-59). 
When only the second text was available, scholars emended 
Aram to Amor, but the discovery of the earlier text makes 
that unlikely). At Ugarit a king gave away land including 
“fields of Arami” which might, in the light of the Egyptian 
evidence, be the same name. These are the earliest occur- 
rences of Aram which could be identified with the Ara- 
means and their territory, outside the Old Testament text. 

The Patriarchal Narratives of Genesis claim the presence 
of Arameans in upper Mesopotamia early in the 2d millen- 
nium B.c. (for the date, see ABRAHAM). It was to Aram- 
naharaim that Abraham’s servant went to find a wife for 
Isaac, and her relatives are titled “Arameans” (Gen 24:10; 
25:20, cf. 28:5; 31:20, 24). Commentators usually call 
these references anachronistic, assuming that they are 
additions to old stories, or that they came naturally to 
writers of the late Monarchy, the exilic, or postexilic peri- 
ods, who were rewriting traditional tales, or inventing the 
stories. If that were the case, their portrayal of a specific 
region “Aram” in upper Mesopotamia at a time when all 
independent states had been absorbed into provinces of 
the Assyrian, Babylonian, or Persian empires reflects 
knowledge of either an older position, or an ethnic or 
geographic rather than political terminology, otherwise 
unknown to us. After the mainly hostile relations between 
the national states of Israel, Judah, and the Arameans of 
Damascus during the Monarchy, it would be startling to 
find Israel asserting her ancestors were Arameans without 
any qualification, so claiming kinship with a different 
people, and jeopardizing their national distinctiveness. If, 
on the other hand, the Genesis and related references to 
Aram are accepted as coming from the early 2d millen- 
nium B.c. with the narratives in which they stand, they tell 
of Aramean people living in upper Mesopotamia at least 6 
centuries before other sources mention such a people 
there. Before discounting this as incredible, it is necessary 
to ask if it is possible. Studies of ANE cultures show that it 
is. Documentation is sporadic even for major centers like 
Nineveh and Babylon; knowledge of upper Mesopotamia 
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depends largely upon what was recorded in other places 
(e.g., Mari, ASSur, Nineveh, HattuSas), only a few texts have 
been found in that area itseif. One town, Sikan, is known 
to have existed in the 9th century because both Assyrian 
texts and the inscription of a local king attest it (Abou- 
Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard 1982), but it is also men- 
tioned in a text written at the end of the 3d millennium 
B.c. (Salvini 1982: 18; RGTC 2: 164). Unless the town was 
known by the slightly different name Wassukanni in the 2d 
miilennium B.c., there is a large gap in its history, and 
from the Ist millennium sources alone it might have been 
considered a place first built by the Arameans. (For other 
examples of words and types of objects “hibernating” in 
this way, see Millard 1984 and 1986). That the Pentateuch 
preserves very ancient information about the Arameans in 
a comparable way should not, therefore, be totally re- 
jected; to do so is to risk deforming the evidence. 

Of course, the Patriarchal Narratives reached their pres- 
ent form long after the events they describe; Laban the 
Aramean probably did not speak what is now recognized 
as Aramaic, any more than Abraham spoke biblical He- 
brew. A picture of the Arameans originating as a tribe in 
Upper Mesopotamia about 2000, remaining there for sev- 
eral centuries, gradually growing, until increased num- 
bers, drought, famine, and other agents forced them to 
spread E and W seems plausible. The eruption of the 
Aramean tribes into upper Mesopotamia and their expan- 
sion into Babylonia is comparable with the spread of the 
Amorites along the same routes a millennium earlier. 
Kinship of Arameans and Amorites is possible, but the 
attempt by M. Noth (1961) to prove the Arameans origi- 
nated from the Amorites was disproved by D. O. Edzard 
(1964). Certainly there are a few similarities, such as names 
beginning with ya or ending with -an, and although when 
the only distinctive Aramean feature, the language, can be 
analyzed—and none survives from before ca. 850 B.c.—it 
has some markedly different characteristics (see the ARA- 
MAIC articles), no more can be said at present than that 
both stem from a common NW Semitic ancestor. The 
declaration of Deut 26:5, “My father was a wandering 
Aramean,” which asserts a shift to a higher status, reflects 
the same traditions, and can be understood well in the 
light of 2d millennium B.c. society (Millard 1980). 

The prehistory of the Arameans remains to be eluci- 
dated through future discoveries of texts from the region 
which seems to have been their home, the “land between 
the two rivers,” sometimes specified as “Aram between the 
rivers” (Aram-naharaim). It is noteworthy that the earliest 
occurrences of the name “Naharaim,” outside the Bible, 
are in Egyptian texts which present it in the form nhrn 
with a shift of final m to n, a feature later found in Aramaic 
(NBD, 67). The construction Aram plus qualifier recurs in 
the expressions Aram-Beth-Rehob, Aram-Damascus, 
Aram-Maacah, and Aram-Zcbah in the OT, and is reminis- 
cent of the reverse forms such as Sippar-Amnanum and 
Sippar-Yahrurum of the OB period (Kupper 1957: 51-52; 
75-76). The former define the segment of the tribe by its 
settlement, the latter define the segment of the settlement 
by the resident tribe. For a people to be called after the 
region they inhabited early in their history is a normal 
occurrence. Aram, therefore, may have been a region in 
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upper Mesopotamia from which the Arameans took their 
name. 

Relationships between the people and the men named 
Aram in Genesis are not clear. Aram, son of Shem, Asshur, 
and Elam (Gen 10:22, 23) appear to be intended as na- 
tional ancestors of their respective nations. The Aram son 
of Kemuel, son of Nahor, and Chesed son of Nahor (Gen 
22:21) may be coincidental rather than ancestors of the 
Arameans and Chaldeans. 


C. Aramean Society 

The Mesopotamian cuneiform texts provide valuable 
information about the Arameans. There were numerous 
tribes or clans; the names of over forty are listed for 
Babylonia. The meager evidence about them shows they 
retained some measure of identity until the rise of the 
Neo-Babylonian state late in the 7th century B.c. and that 
they were scattered in many small villages rather than 
occupying large towns (Brinkman 1984: 12-15). When the 
Arameans set up recognizable states in N Mesopotamia 
and Syria, these were mostly distinguished by tribal names. 
Some were descriptive, like Teman, “southerner,” others 
perhaps derived from eponymous ancestors, such as Bit- 
Agu, for which an ancestor named GuS or Agu’ seems to 
be attested. The tribes clustered around tribal centers 
which sometimes gave their names to the kingdoms that 
developed, such as Damascus. Each tribe was ruled by its 
own chieftains or sheikhs, whom Assyrian texts perhaps 
entitled nasiku (Heb nasik Josh 13:21). Adad-nirari II of 
Assyria faced three different rulers of the Teman tribe 
(GARI 2: 424-30), and there were a number governing the 
Lagé tribes on the mid-Euphrates at the same time. Ac- 
cording to 1 Kgs 20:1—-34, when Ben-Hadad I of Damas- 
cus failed to capture Samaria with thirty-two kings in his 
alliance, he replaced them with governors. 

During the 9th century B.c. most of the Aramean states 
developed into monarchies, their kings vying with one 
another for power and greater realms. There was probably 
never an Aramean empire (contra Mazar 1986), rather an 
ever-changing pattern of alliances dominated by the 
strongest king of the moment, which was often the king of 
Damascus (as Bar-Hadad II at the Battle of Qarqar, Bar- 
Hadad III against Zakkur of Hamath). 

The Arameans were seminomadic pastoralists, based in 
villages set in the countryside near good sources of water. 
Some of the populace remained in the villages throughout 
the year, while others took the flocks to find pasture. In 
this they followed the style attested for the Amorites a 
millennium before, for Laban and his family (Genesis 29— 
30), and for others since. The term kaprum, “village,” 
known in the Mari tablets, continued as a designation for 
Aramean settlements (Aram képar). The Aramean lifestyle 
affected the Assyrian language, which took over their 
terms for steppe and hill country (mudabiru, cf. Heb midbar, 
and gab‘ani, cf. Heb gib“é). 

Assyrian lists of booty taken from Aramean towns in- 
clude grain, cattle, and sheep, and about 700 B.c. the area 
around Harran was occupied by small farmers raising 
livestock, grain, and vines, according to the “Harran Cen- 
sus” (Fales 1973). Unfortunately, lacking Aramaic docu- 
ments, legal deeds, and any literature, it is impossible to 
describe their social customs in any detail. 
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D. Aramean Culture and Religion 

The Aramean states were centered around existing cities 
and absorbed the remnants of LB populations. Although 
many cities in the W suffered in the upheavals of the 12th 
century, knowledge and skills survived. Aramean tribes- 
men assimilated much of the material culture of their 
predecessors and the continuing traditions of the Hittites. 
Of prime importance was the adoption of the Phoenician 
alphabet for writing the Aramaic dialects even though the 
phonemes did not correspond exactly. This script spread 
with the Arameans all over the Near East and, with the 
Persians, into India. The simplicity of the alphabet enabled 
it to supplant cuneiform, a process already beginning in 
Mesopotamia under the Assyrians (Millard 1983). 

1. Art of the Arameans. Palaces of Aramean kings 
unearthed at Tell Halaf and Zinjirli display the plan iden- 
tified by scholars as the bit hilani which Assyrian kings 
admired and copied as a “Hittite” (i.e. western) style. A 
wide portico led to a long reception or throne room with 
a latrine and stairwell at one end and sometimes smaller 
rooms behind. The stairs probably rose to an upper story 
containing a major room above the portico lit by a series 
of recessed windows. 

These and other important buildings were adorned with 
sculptures. Usually they were carved in low relief on slabs 
up to three feet high. Doorways were guarded by lions, 
bulls, or mythical beasts, and at Tell Halaf the pillars of 
the portico were divine or human figures carved in basalt. 
(Other palaces may have had carved wooden pillars which 
do not survive.) These carvings follow Hittite styles and 
were presumably made by artists trained in a few central 
schools. It is almost impossible to distinguish sculptures 
made for neo-Hittite rulers at Malatya (ancient Melid), 
Carchemish, or Hamath from those made for Aramean 
kings at Zinjirli or Tell Halaf (CAH 3: Plates, 65-91). 
Assyrian influences do appear in some cases, however, as 
in the Tell Fekheriye statue of Hadda-yish4i, king of Gozan 
(Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard 1982). The Melgart 
Stele of an unidentified Bar-Hadad and a slab carved with 
a sphinx found in Damascus have Phoenician models (see 
ANEP, 494). Thus no truly Aramean sculptural style can 
be identified. 

Aramean seals are equally without distinguishing fea- 
tures. Both stamp and cylinder seals carry common Phoe- 
nician, Assyrian, Babylonian, or Persian motifs; only the 
correlation of script and name forms allow them to be 
identified as Aramean (Bordreuil 1986: 75-107 shows 
good examples). 

Carved ivory panels decorating wooden furniture found 
at Assyrian and Syrian sites (Nimrud, Tell Halaf, Tell 
Ta‘yinat, Hamath) share a somewhat heavy style which is 
comparable with the neo-Hittite stone carving and may 
indicate a school of craftsmen at home in N Syria, perhaps 
at Hamath. In contrast, plaques of finer, more elegant 
appearance, with evident Egyptian models, may stem from 
a workshop in Damascus (Winter 1976; 1981). Both styles 
are local adaptations of motifs current elsewhere. 

No specifically Aramean metalwork or jewelry can be 
isolated, although some bronze bowls found at Nimrud 
show similar artistic forms to the S Syrian ivories and have 
been claimed as “Aramean Art” (Barnett 1967). In pottery 
the red burnish known in early Iron Age Palestine is 
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widespread among Aramean settlements, but its origin is 
not yet known. 

2. Aramean Religion. Scattered Aramean inscriptions, 
rare references in the OT and cuneiform texts, later 
recollections. and the evidence of personal names are the 
only sources for knowledge of Aramean religion during 
the time of the native kingdoms. More extensive informa- 
tion from the Persian and Hellenistic eras (notably from 
the Elephantine papyri and the Palmyrene inscriptions) 
may echo earlier phases, but only very careful investigation 
can separate the concepts of different periods. 

Each city had its own pantheon and patron deity, some- 
times tied tc the ruling family (as Rakkab-el at Zinjirli). 
However, Hadad or Hadda was the most prominent deity 
and patron of the kings of Damascus who called them- 
selves Bar-Hadad, “Son of Hadad.” He had a temple in 
Damascus—probably where the Umayyad Mosque 
stands—where he was also known as Ramman, “the Thun- 
derer” (Greenfield 1987). Whether he or El, the supreme 
god, was known as Be‘el-Samem (“lord of heaven”) is 
unclear. Be‘el-Samem was the one who gave victory to 
Zakkur of Hamath, advising him through prophets and 
oracles, yet Zakkur erected his stele of thanksgiving to E]l- 
wer, his patron, a form of the god Hadad. In the N the 
moon god was prominent, Harran being his ancient seat. 
He was known either by his West Semitic name Sahr, or by 
the Aramaic form of the Babylonian moon god Sin, S?. 
Other gods named include Seme§, the sun; ReSep, god of 
plague; Ba‘alat; ‘Atar (earlier Athtar); and ‘Atta (earlier 
‘Anat). All of these divinities were indigenous; the Ara- 
means only adopted them and made certain culture-spe- 
cific changes. Others were adopted from Assyrian and 
Babylonian: Nabu, NaSuh (Nusku), (N)Inurta, and Nergal. 
In the Sefire treaty the divinities invoked include several 
pairs, El and ‘Elyon, Heaven and Earth, Day and Night. 
These pairs which are apparently sometimes hypostatiza- 
tions, but nct necessarily in male and female oppositions 
(ANET, 659). Personal names often reveal the traditional 
or popular attitudes to the gods (see Fowler 1988). 

Temples and shrines certainly existed, but so far, exca- 
vations reveal little concerning them. The small temple 
beside the palace at Tell Ta‘yinat, although built in a neo- 
Hittite town, may indicate that the simple plan of entry, 
main hall, and shrine, inherited from the 2d millennium, 
was normal. There is no doubt that hilltops and springs 
must have been sites for pilgrimage and worship. Prayers 
and vows, festivals with communal meals, and celebrations 
of the dead are known from various Aramaic texts. 
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A. R. MILLARD 


ARAN (PERSON) [Heb ?aran]. A clan name associated 
with tribal groups living in the region of Edom and men- 
tioned in the genealogy of Seir the Horite. These peoples, 


I+ 351 


not to be confused with Hurrians, inhabited that area prior 
to the coming of the Esau clans, a more aggressive people 
who subsequently dispossessed them (Deut 2:12—22). 
Their designation as “cave dwellers” may be a reflection of 
their true condition, or it may be a disparaging remark by 
their conquerors. Aran is listed as the second of the two 
sons of Dishan, and he is thus the grandson of Seir. The 
name appears in this form in both Gen 36:28 and in the 
matching genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:42. Aran may be 
a variant of the name OREN, a man (clan name) men- 
tioned in the genealogy of the tribe of Judah in 1 Chr 2:25 
as the son of Jerameel. 
Victor H. MATTHEWS 


ARARAT (PLACE) [Heb ?ararat]. A country located in 
eastern Asia Minor which flourished from the 9th to the 
6th centuries B.c.E. Its center was near Lake Van and its 
boundaries (uncertain at times and places) extended into 
modern Iran, Iraq, Russia, and Turkey. A conservative 
estimate of its area is roughly that of the state of Kansas 
(ca. 82,000 sq. mi.) and the maximum estimate is about 
200,000 sq. mi. It was within the “mountains of Ararat” 
that, according to the biblical account (Gen 8:4), Noah’s 
ark came to rest. A specific peak is not mentioned, and the 
modern designation “Mt. Ararat” does not occur in Scrip- 
ture. (See ARK, NOAH’S.) 

Jeremiah uses the term to designate a large geographical 
area when he speaks of “kingdoms” being summoned by 
the deity: Ararat, Minni, and Ashkenaz (51:27). Similarly, 
the author of 2 Kgs refers to assassins fleeing to “the land 
of Ararat” (19:37; cf. Isa 37:38). Assyrian records often 
refer to the same area as a country called Urartu. 


A. The History of Ararat/Urartu 

The term, of Assyrian origin, seems to be geographically 
descriptive (“mountainous country”?) rather than ethnic, 
and first occurs in the records of King Shalmaneser I 
(early 13th century, B.c.E.). He used it to refer to a collec- 
tion of eight political entities situated southeast of Lake 
Van, against whom he mounted a successful military cam- 
paign. His son (Tukulti-Ninurta) refers to the same area as 
“the lands of Nairi” and mentions forty-three local rulers 
whom he defeated there. For a while, the terms “Urartu” 
and “Nairi” are used concurrently, but finally the more 
comprehensive geographical term (Urartu) predominates. 
Natives of the area, however, prefer the designation “the 
land of Biainili,” and only one known inscription refers to 
it as “Urartu.” 

By the late 9th century, a unified Urartian state emerged 
under the rule of King Sarduri I, whose dynasty was to 
continue for the next two centuries. Mutual defense 
against Assyrian incursion may have contributed to the 
process of unification (Zimansky 1985: chap. 4). Since the 
country was situated at the junction of major mountain 
ranges (Pontic, Zagros, and Caucasus), multiple access was 
available to the potential invader through valleys. At the 
same time, the partitions of the area, created by high 
ridges, insulated it from sustained foreign control. 

Expansion, especially to the SW in order to control trade 
routes and to gain access to the Mediterranean, brought 
resistance from Assyria, beginning with Sarduri’s prede- 
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cessor, Aramu. Shalmaneser III was forced to campaign 
against him, and then depicted his activities on the huge 
bronze gates of the city Imgur-Enlil (modern Balawat), SE 
of Nineveh. This outstanding example of Assyrian art 
shows, in successive registers, not only the victorious activ- 
ities of Shalmaneser’s army, but also the nature of Urartian 
dress, weapons, and valuables which were seized. 

At the zenith of their country’s power, Urartian mon- 
archs pursued a vigorous program of building which in- 
cluded towns, temples, massive citadels, and irrigation 
projects (including an aqueduct fifty mi. in length). Finan- 
cial support came from the natural resources of the area 
(metals, salt, agricultural products, and horses). Objects of 
Urartian origin have been found as far afield as Greece 
and Italy. Manpower for the construction projects was 
provided by thousands of prisoners who had been cap- 
tured through the conquest of surrounding territory. 

The native hieroglyphic script was inadequate for the 
needs of a rising bureaucracy and of international diplo- 
macy, and Assyrian cuneiform script was adopted for such 
purposes. Similar borrowing is evident in Urartian literary 
style, in the design of military equipment, and in the arts. 

An Assyrian revival, under the energetic Tiglath-pileser 
III (744-727 sB.c.£.), included the recovery of territory 
that had been lost to the Urartians in Syria. Sarduri II lost 
a major battle (743) but was not pursued into the home- 
land. In 735, however, the Assyrian king laid seige to the 
Urartian capitol, Tushpa, on Lake Van. The fortress 
proved impregnable, but the devastation of the surround- 
ing territory weakened Urartian power and led to the loss 
of surrounding vassal states. Only with difficulty did the 
next ruler, Rusa I, succeed in restoring the state, even as 
the Assyrians were preoccupied with interna! problems. 

Another Assyrian resurgence began with Sargon II 
(721-705 B.c.x£.), who, in 714, regained territory all along 
the S and W border of Urartu and even invaded the SE 
part of the homeland. He reports that he laid waste pas- 
tures, agricultural land, and irrigation projects, as well as 
capturing the sacred city of Musasir and carrying off the 
statue of the national deity, Haldi. He lists plunder in the 
amount of a ton of gold, 10 tons of silver, 109 tons of 
bronze, and more than 300,000 other items (Piotrovsky 
1969: 112). Sargon also depicted aspects of his campaign, 
in massive relief, on the walls of his palace at Dur-Sarrukin 
(Khorsabad). King Rusa of Urartu, overcome with re- 
morse, committed suicide. Nonetheless, the Urartian state 
remained intact, even if severely chastened. Restoration 
began immediately under King Argi8ti I] and his son Rusa 
II. This included (usually) friendly relations with a massive 
influx of nomadic tribes from across the Caucasus Range, 
initially the Cimmerians [Heb gémer] and then the Scythi- 
ans, much to the consternation of the Assyrians. (Eventu- 
ally, the Cimmerians skirted Urartu to the NW and settled 
in central Asia Minor.) 

The building of new towns and massive fortifications 
characterized Urartian royal activity during much of the 
7th century, and in this they were so successful that the 
Assyrians (with troubles of their own) did not desire to 
renew hostilities. 

The end of the Urartian state came swiftly, and from an 
unexpected source. The Medes, residents of what is now 
NW Iran, had joined with the Babylonians in bringing the 
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RULERS OF URARTU 
Assyrian King Synchronism Urartian King 
Salmaneser Ill |- - - ------— 858 acE-~----—--—-—- Aramu 
(858-824 p.ce)J—--------- 856- ----------- 
meee eee 831-~-------—-—--.- Sarduril 
(son of Lutipri) 
SamSi-Adad V- - — - - -----— ca.818 ~+-------—-. (Spuini 
(823-811) (son of Sarduri |) 
Adad-nirari III Menua 
(810-783) (son of ISpuini) 
Salmaneser IV 
(782-773) 
A&Sur-dan Ill 
(772-755) 
AS$ur-nirari V - —- —--------— 2 eee eee eee ArgiSti | 
(754-745) (son of Menua) 
Tiglath-pileser Ili-~ —- - ~~ —---—-—-— 743 ------------ Sarduri I 
(744-727) (son of ArgiSti |) 
Salmaneser V 
(726-722) 
Sargon Il [- ---------- 714 ------+~-~------ Rusa | 
{721-705) {son of Sarduri il) 
----------- 708 ---—-—-—-—--—--———~—. ArgiStill 
(son of Rusa |) 
Sennacherib 
(704-681) 
Esarhaddon- —- ---------— 673?--~—-—------xs- Rusa II 
(680-669) -c -? (son of ArgiSti 11) 
“7 ~ 
al a. SS 
A&Surbanipal - - - - - ~---- 655-~ either yA . or 
(668-627) —---------- 639 — -?— - Sarduri Ill eine Erimena 
male (son of a Rusa) ~s 4 
ASSur-etel-ilani * Sarduri IV ~ Rusa Ill 


(son of Erimena) 


Sarduri tt 
(son of a Rusa) 


Sarduri IV 
(son 2f Sarduri Ili) 


(626-6237) (son of Sarduri !Ii) 
Sin-Sumu-liSir Erimena 
(623?) 
Sin-Sar-iSkun Rusa tlt 
(623-6127) (son of Erimena} 
ASSur-ubaltit tl 
(611-609) 


Falt of Urartu (ca. 585) 


ARA.03. Rulers o1 Uratu and Assyria—885—585 8.c.e. The sequence of Urartian kings becomes unclear after Rusa l!. The jength of individual reigns cannot be 


precisely determined. (Adapted from the chronological chart in Zimansky 1985: 99.). 


Assyrian Empire to an end. They destroyed the old capital 
at Ashur in 614 B.c.£. and the new capital at Nineveh in 
612. (It is slightly later, in 594, when Jeremiah attests to 
the existence of the Urartian state, as cited above.) The 
Medes, assisted by Scythians, then mounted a massive 
campaign about 585 B.c.E., sweeping over the Urartians 
and Cimmerians, on their way to battle the king of Lydia, 
in W Asia Minor. Shortly thereafter, the area was incor- 
porated into the empire of the Persians. 

A population element from the SW (mentioned as early 
as the 7th century by King Sarduri II as “Arme”) moved 
into the former boundaries of Urartu, mingling with the 
local population. Thus Darius the Persian, reporting his 


conquest of the area (ca. 520 B.c.£.), refers to it as “Arme- 
nia,” a designation that endures to the present day. How- 
ever, the older designation (Urartu/“Ararat”) was retained 
for one of the NE subdivisions. Thus, St. Jerome (4th 
century, C.E.) can remark that “Ararat is a region in 
Armenia on the Araxis [River].” This shift in terminology 
has produced a modern confusion about the location of 
the biblical “mountains of Ararat” (Gen 8:4) and the land- 
ing place of Noah’s ark. 


B. “Mount Ararat” and Noah’s Ark 
Within the Araratic subdivision of Armenia (39°42'N; 
44°18'E) is a spectacular and isolated mountain, nearly 
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17,000 feet in elevation, which the Armenian population 
called Masis. It is now known by the Turks as Biiyiik 
(“mount”) Agri Dag. Around the 11th—12th centuries 
(c.£.), the tradition developed that it was the landing place 
of Noah’s vessel, and thus modern “ark searchers” have 
come to call it “Mount Ararat.” Claims have been made, 
without foundation, that remnants of the biblical craft are 
still to be found there. (See NOAH AND THE ARK.) 

Since the ancient kingdom of “Ararat” was much more 
extensive than the Armenian subdivision, early Jews, 
Christians, and Muslims sought the ark’s landing place on 
the southern border where the mountains first arise from 
the Mesopotamian plain. The area of choice was called 
Qardu(n), and hence the Aramaic and Syriac versions of 
the Bible render Gen 8:4 as “the mountains of Qardu.” 
Greek and Latin writers refer to the area as that of the 
Karduchi-people or as Gordyaea (the consonants g, k, and 
q easily interchange in these languages). In Turkish, the 
specific peak is known as Cudi Dag, and atop its peak 
Nestorian Christians had erected several monasteries, in- 
cluding one at the summit known as the Cloister of the 
Ark. Later, the Muslim conquerors erected a mosque at 
the site and claimed to have removed enough wood of the 
ark to construct another mosque at the base of the moun- 
tain. To them, the mountain was known as Jabal (“mount”) 
Judi, a designation in the Quran for the landing place 
(11:44). Even in recent times, persons of various faiths 
gathered annually atop this peak to commemorate Noah’s 
first sacrifice after leaving the Ark (Bell 1911: 38). 
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ARATUS (PERSON). A Stoic poet of Soli in Cilicia (315- 
240 B.c.E.). A portion of the opening invocation to Zeus 
from his astronomical poem Phaenomena is quoted in the 
speech of Paul at the Areopagus (Acts 17:28): “For we are 
indeed his [God’s] offspring.” Phaenomena, Aratus’ only 
completely extant poem, was widely known and liked in 
the Roman world; it was translated into Latin by Cicero, 
Caesar Germanicus, and Avienus. The latter two of these 
translations survive, along with fragments of Cicero’s. 
HERBERT G. GRETHER 


ARAUNAH (PERSON) [Heb ?drawné] Var. ORNAN. A 
Jebusite (non-Israelite native of Jerusalem) who sold David 
a threshing floor on which the king erected an altar (2 
Sam 24:16-25 = 1 Chr 21:15-27). This story established 
the sanctity of what would become the site of Solomon’s 
temple (1 Chr 22:1, 2 Chr 3:1) by asserting that it was the 
place where the angel of pestilence had stopped to spare 
Jerusalem and that David’s sacrifice there had averted the 
epidemic (2 Sam 24:16, 25). The narrative also served to 
legitimate the temple’s location on Jebusite soil by empha- 
sizing that David had purchased the threshing floor in 
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proper legal form and that he had done so at the com- 
mand of God’s prophet, Gad. If historical information can 
be derived from this sanctuary legend, a possibility denied 
by Fuss (1962: 164), it may reflect David’s tolerant assimi- 
lation of the Jebusite elements within his new capital and 
respect for their property rights outside the walls of the 
city. It might also indicate that David made some sort of 
provision for the temple his son would build. 

Both Araunah and his threshing floor have been the 
focus of intense scholarly interest. His puzzling name 
occurs in several different variants: as Awarnah and Aran- 
yah as well as Araunah in the MT tradition of 2 Samuel 
24, as Ornan in Chronicles, and as Orna in the LXX and 
4QSam?. The name has been explained as the Hittite word 
for “aristocrat” and more believably as the Hurrian term 
for “lord.” Such suggestions indicate that Araunah was a 
title rather than a personal name. This observation, cou- 
pled with the apparent designation of Araunah as “king” 
in the MT of 2 Sam 24:23, have led to the opinion, at least 
as old as Luther, that Araunah was the last Jebusite king 
of Jerusalem. One scholar has even identified him with 
Uriah the Hittite (Wyatt 1985: 41-49). It has also been 
suggested that his “threshing floor” was already a Jebusite 
holy place and that David took it over for the worship of 
Yahweh. According to this hypothesis, elements of a pre- 
Israelite sanctuary legend featuring Araunah as the cult 
founder can be traced within the present narrative (Rup- 
precht 1976: 5-17). The disturbed state of the text of 2 
Samuel 24 makes it difficult to assess these theories. 

The version of this story in | Chronicles describes Ar- 
aunah (Ornan) as a further witness to the angel’s appear- 
ance along with four of his sons. 
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ARBA (PERSON) [Heb ?arba‘]. Presented alternately as 
the greatest of the Anakim (Josh 14:15) and as the father 
of Anak (Josh 15:13; 21:11). It is unlikely, however, that 
Arba, which means four, is a personal name. The LXX 
treats Arba as the name of the principal city of the Anakim 
and not as the name of its most renowned citizen. Various 
suggestions for the meaning of Kiriath-arba, the ancient 
name of the city of Hebron, have been proposed: “city of 
four clans,” “city of four districts,” “city of four famous 
persons.” (See Soggin Joshua OTL; Miller and Tucker 
Joshua CBC; Noth Joshua HAT.) 
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ARBATHITE [Heb ‘arbati]. A gentilic noun, possibly 
derived from the place name “Arabah” (Heb ‘drabah) (2 
Sam 23:3] and 1 Chr 11:32). This place name may be 
associated with the Arabah (Heb ‘drabah), that is, the Rift 
(or Jordan) Valley. Applied to one Abi-albon/Abiel in the 
list of DAVID’S CHAMPIONS, the term “Arbathite” would 
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designate this warrior as an inhabitant of the Arabah. 
Another, perhaps better, possibility is that Arbathite refers 
to an inhabitant of Beth-Arabah (M.R. 197139) (Heb bé- 
“arabah), a village on the border of Judah with Benjamin 
(cf. Josh 15:5, 61; 18:22; also, LXX Josh 18:18: Baitharaba). 
D. G. ScHLEY 


ARBATTA (PLACE) [Gk Arbatia]. Arbatta’s only histor- 
ical mentior. is in connection with the successful attacks by 
Simon Maccabaeus against the heathens (1 Macc 5:23). 
This passage reveals only three certain identifications: 
Arbatta was N of Jerusalem, S of Ptolemais, and contained 
a Jewish coristituency—perhaps a strong minority. Simon 
Maccabaeus, the Hasmonaean leader, assisted the “Jews of 
Galilee and Arbetta” in their S journey to Judea. Sugges- 
tions for Arbatta’s location include: El-Bateiha, the plain 
N of the Sea of Galilee, the Arabah, and the toparchy of 
Akrabattis. ‘The latter is an erroneous association (1 Macc 
5:3) and the first two are within the boundaries of Has- 
monaean Galilee—an inconsistency with the text. “From 
Arbatta” may likely be a scribal mistranslation of “from 
Narbatta.” Narbatta, a Jewish enclave in Hasmonaean Caes- 
area, fits the context of the apocryphal account. The 
district was inland and on the logical route of Simon, i.e. 
from Ptolemais, around Mt. Carmel, through the W edge 
of Galilee, proceeding along the coastal route and then 
ascending to Jerusalem (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 300, 
533). 
JERRY A. PATTENGALE 


ARBELA (PLACE) [Gk Arbela}. A city in Galilee cap- 
tured from Judah in 160 B.c. Demetrius I Soter (Seleucid 
ruler 162-150 B.c.) sent Bacchides and Alcimus to Judah 
to battle Judias, eventuating in his death (1 Macc 9:22). The 
Syrian army departed from Antioch (Josephus, Ant. 
12.11.1 §42 .) and came to Arbela in Galilee. 1 Mace 9:2, 
however, says they traveled “by the road which leads to 
Gilgal.” Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 372) follows Josephus 
and reads “salgala” as “Galilee,” instead of “Gilgal.” This 
reading is appropriate since Greek scribes wrote “ga/gala” 
for “Galilee” at Josh 22:10 and “Gilgal” for “Galilee” at 
Josh 12:23 (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 372). 

Arbela (M.R. 195246), probably the same place as Beth- 
Arbel in Hos 10:14, has long been identified with the 
unexcavated ruins at the modern village of Irbid, which 
sits on the SE side of the Wadi Hamam, with a row of caves 
on the opposite face of the ravine (Grove SDB, 148). 
Josephus says that Bacchides besieged and captured Jews 
who had fled (presumably from Arbela) into nearby caves 
(Ant. 12.11.1 §421). The full designation of the place of 
battle in 1 Macc 9:2 is “Messaloth in Arbella.” The Heb 
word mésillét refers to a raised way, often a highway (but 
never a city street) or stairs. It is assumed that the “Messal- 
oth” of 9:2 was the name for the caves in the vicinity of 
Arbela. Josephus mentions the caves again as the hideout 
of robbers (Ant. 14.15.4 §415; 14.15.5 §422-28), who were 
extracted from the caves with hooks when Herod had his 
men lowered over the face of the cliffs. Josephus also 
reports that he fortified Arbela (Life 37 §188) and held a 
conference of Jews at the village (Life 60 §34). 
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ARBITE [Heb ?ar#i]. A gentilic noun designating Paarai, 
one of David’s champions (2 Sam 23:35). Arbite is probably 
derived from the place ?éra4, in the hill country of Judah 
(Josh 15:52). 

D. G. SCHLEY 


ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-PALESTINIAN 
AND BIBLICAL. Syro- Palestinian, as well as “biblical” 
archaeology, have been peviodically surveyed by several 
specialists, including W. F. Albright (1938, 1951, 1969), G. 
E. Wright (1947, 1958, 1969%a, 1969b), P. W. Lapp (1969), 
A. E. Glock (1985, 1986), W. G. Dever (1974, 1976, 1981, 
1985, 1988, fc.b.), Toombs (1987), and P. R. S. Moorey 
(1981). The present essay will attempt to update the dis- 
cussion by describing the current “state of the art” with 
special reference to: (1) the development of this branch of 
archaeology as a discipline; (2) the elaboration of its theo- 
retical position since ca. 1970; and (3) the distinctive ap- 
proach of the American “school.” Since the purpose of 
this article 1s general orientation, the reader will more 
easily find the results of recent archaeology under other 
entries on specific sites, periods, and topics. Nor will we 
treat in much detail recent advances in archaeological field 
method (which in most discussions has meant simply exca- 
vation technique), since that has been adequately done 
elsewhere, and indeed a consensus has now been reached 
on what constitutes good field archaeology (see Dever and 
Lance 1978; Dever 1980b. 1985; Lance 1981; but cf. 
Harris 1979, Chapman fc. for still newer techniques). 

A few words of explanation may be in order regarding 
what could seem a narrow and overly speculative ap- 
proach. 

1. The overriding emphasis here on theoretical trends 
is deliberate and programmatic. Even though it has infre- 
quently been attempted, it is only by placing Syro-Palesti- 
nian and biblical archaeology in their changing conceptual 
framework that we can really appreciate what is happening 
today. Archaeology is not merely an antiquarian pursuit, 
the discovery of fascinating relics; it is an intellectual 
inquiry, one that seeks to penetrate and illumine human 
experience in the past. Thus theory—by which we mean 
not “speculation,” but the basic way in which the discipline 
of archaeology sees itself—is clearly fundamental. 

2. No apology is made, either, for emphasizing the 
American intellectual horizon. This is not to assert that 
American contributions have been pivotal (although they 
have), but simply to acknowledge that this article is primar- 
ily directed to an audience that is largely American. Fur- 
thermore, there really is no such thing as Syro-Palestinian 
or “biblical” archaeology per se. Each of the various 
“schools” that obviously exist, whether American, Euro- 
pean, or Middle Eastern, is the product of a distinctive 
cultural and social environment, in some ways unique, 
each constantly changing. We shall therefore seek to ex- 
plain why archaeology has taken the particular form that it 
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has in recent developments in America, as well as predict 
where the discipline may be headed. (Hereafter we shall 
use the term “Syro-Palestinian archaeology” for the overall 
discipline, relating it, of course, to biblical studies where 
pertinent.) 


A. The Maturation of the “New Archaeology” 
1. A Multidisciplinary Approach 
2. An Ecological Orientation 
3. Systems Theory 
B. Toward an Independent Discipline? 
1. The Collapse of the “Biblical Archaeology” Move- 
ment 
2. Syro-Palestinian Archaeology as a Putative Disci- 
pline 
3. Possibilities for a Dialogue between Disciplines 
C. The Shape of the Future 
1. Fieldwork Abroad 
2. The Discipline at Home 
3. Toward a New “Biblical Archaeology” as “Dialogue” 
D. Conclusion 


A. The Maturation of the “New Archaeology” 

The first trend we wish to highlight has, according to 
some scholars, virtually revolutionized our field. In the 
past decade or so, several treatments have analyzed the 
somewhat belated impact of the “New Archaeology” of the 
1960s in Americanist circles on our branch of archaeology 
(see most explicitly Dever 1976, 1981, 1985, 1988; Glock 
1985; Toombs 1987). Since trends in that direction are by 
now well established (indeed they are dominant), it will be 
sufficient to summarize them here. Beginning on Ameri- 
can digs of the late 1960s, various of the following theoret- 
ical and methodological tenets, mostly pioneered by New 
World archaeologists in America, had come to influence 
research design, fieldwork, and (to a lesser degree) analysis 
and publication of material. Let us look at them in turn, 
assessing in each case how far we have come. 

1, A Multidisciplinary Approach. This grew out of the 
attempt to retrieve more than simply architectural and 
ceramic phases, which had been the conventional foci. We 
began to pay attention to floral and faunal remains, traces 
of past subsistence systems, evidence for environmental 
change, and indeed ail data on material culture that by 
chance had been preserved in the archaeological record. 
That meant that alongside traditional stratigraphers and 
ceramic experts (and of course, biblical historians), expe- 
dition dig staffs included colleagues from many branches 
of both the social and the natural sciences. Typically one 
might find geographers, geomorphologists, climatologists, 
paleobotanists and paleozoologists, physical and cultural 
anthropologists, historians of technology, computer pro- 
grammers, and still other specialists in fields formerly 
thought quite remote from archaeology. 

The first multidisciplinary approaches at Gezer and 
elsewhere were, of course, purely pragmatic, rather than 
representing any far-reaching theoretical reformulation. 
The new look remained tentative and frankly experimen- 
tal for many years, and demonstrably superior results are 
stil! not available in fully digested and integrated final 
reports. Nevertheless, the impact of the multidisciplinary 
approach is probably stronger than that of any other 
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aspect of the “new archaeology,” and the commitment to 
it greater. This is seen particularly in vastly more sophisti- 
cated research design. The proposals from Syro-Palesti- 
nian (and NE) archaeologists that come up for review in 
committees of the American Schools of Oriental Research, 
the National Endowment for the Humanities, or the Na- 
tional Geographic Society are now routinely multidiscipli- 
nary (and, of course, would not be funded otherwise). The 
best of these proposals measure up to the theoretical 
standards of modern archaeology anywhere. This is all the 
more impressive, since only 15 years ago our branch of 
archaeology was often dismissed by other archaeologists as 
hopelessly parochial, naive, and amateurish. (One recalls 
Sir Mortimer Wheeler's famous comment: “Palestine, that 
perennial example of bad field archaeology.”) It is a sign 
of our coming of age that we are finally able to compete 
successfully for both approval and financial support, even 
from secular circles. It is probably the adoption of a 
multidisciplinary approach, more than any other single 
change, that has helped to bring Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology into the mainstream. 

The new field methods that the multidisciplinary ap- 
proach brought into vogue were often essentially simple, 
but their results were revolutionary. They included prin- 
cipally fine-sieving, froth flotation, and palynology (the 
analysis of pollen grains) for the identification of plant 
and animal remains, and thus of ancient climate, subsis- 
tence, diet, and the like (for other tools, see A.3). Among 
American multidisciplinary projects of high caliber in the 
1970s—1980s, we might single out, in Israel, the Central 
Negev Highlands Project of W. G. Dever and R. Cohen; 
the Shema-Meiron-Nabratein project of E. M. Meyers, C. 
Meyers, and J. F. Strange; the Lahav excavations of J. D. 
Seger; the Shiqmim excavations of T. E. Levy; and the 
joint project of S. Gitin (with T. Dothan) at Tel Miqne. In 
Jordan, we would note the Bab edh-Dhra‘ excavation of 
R. T. Schaub and W. E. Rast; the Madeba Plains project of 
L. T: Geraty and others; the ‘Ain Ghazzal excavations of 
G. Rollefson; the Khirbet Iskander excavations of S. Rich- 
ard and R. Boraas; and the Tell el-Hayyat excavations of S. 
Falconer and B. Magness-Gardiner. 

2. An Ecological Orientation. The employment of mul- 
tidisciplinary staffs inevitably broadened the scope of Syro- 
Palestinian archaeology. At first, this was largely to accom- 
modate the diverse theoretical interests of staff specialists, 
but gradually larger questions were asked of the archaeo- 
logical enterprise itself. Many of these, and especially those 
that appeared most amenable to archaeological investiga- 
tion, centered around the fundamental question of the 
site’s (and therefore, the culture’s) relation to the environ- 
ment. Previously, individual archaeological sites had been 
excavated as phenomena in themselves, with little regard 
for their relationship either to each other or to their 
settings. (Some Palestinian sites might as well have been in 
Nebraska, the way they were dug and published.) Most 
excavators seemed to assume that intersite and environ- 
mental relationships were self-evident, others that they 
were unworthy of consideration. But the failure was prob- 
ably due more to Syro-Palestinian archaeology’s traditional 
historical (i.e., biblical) orientation, so that explanations of | 
cultural change had been sought in ideological, rather 
than in material factors. Soon, however, borrowing the 
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“new archacology’s” dominantly anthropological and eco- 
logical orientation brought about the recognition that any 
culture’s distinctive form may be largely (although, of 
course, not exclusively) due to economic factors, and these 
in turn are heavily conditioned by the natural environ- 
ment. In the newer view, culture is an adaptation to such 
factors as geographical situation, climate, proximity to 
natural resources and trade routes, and the availability of 
raw materials. Thus, while rightly eschewing either histor- 
ical or economic determinism, Syro-Palestinian archaeolo- 
gists in the 1970s began to study sites in their larger 
setting, both cultural/historical and natural. 

The major research strategies that evolved entailed more 
surveys and excavations carried out on a regional scale; 
the comparative study of changing settlement types and 
patterns of distribution, often using tools developed by 
economic geographers (such as rank-size hierarchies, Cen- 
tral Place Theory, or other forms of locational analysis); 
attempts to reconstruct ancient climate and subsistence 
systems, inc:uding technological adaptation; and the first 
serious demographic projections yet done in our field. All 
of these questions were not pursued with equal urgency 
on all projects or for all periods. But the general orienta- 
tion has proven so pervasive and so salutary that one can 
scarcely imagine the field before its introduction. The 
environmental data now being accumulated, when fully 
processed and published, will open up vistas undreamed 
of a generation ago and will allow the first comprehensive 
grasp of many periods and problems. All of the excavation 
projects mentioned above in Israel and Jordan, as well as 
surface surveys too numerous to mention, would be ex- 
amples of the newer ecological orientation in fieldwork. In 
interpretation, a series of articles by both Israeli and 
American archaeologists has dealt with demographic is- 
sues in periods from the Early Bronze Age through the 
Roman period. 

3. Systems Theory. Closely related to both the multidis- 
ciplinary and ecological approaches is the employment of 
some of the basic principles and categories of several 
disciplines commonly grouped under the rubric of Gen- 
eral Systems Theory. The fundamental postulate is that 
the “organized state” consists of a number of adaptive 
subsystems, the whole being greater than the sum of its 
parts. These subsystems are all organically interrelated in 
a delicate but dynamic and constantly changing equilib- 
rium, so that a change in any part of the system will have 
an effect on the rest of the system. Depending upon the 
balance of inputs and outputs of information and energy, 
as well as the action of “feedback loops” and “deviation 
amplifying” or “reducing” mechanisms, systems may suc- 
ceed in maintaining “homeostasis,” evolve to higher levels 
of integration, or collapse altogether (cf. orientation in 
Dever 1989). 

While originally applied to the investigation of biological 
phenomena, systems theory has increasingly been adapted 
to many aspects of humanistic studies, including econom- 
ics, data management, social planning, and the like. A 
recent citations analysis (Schiffer 1978) has shown systems 
theory now to be the dominant theoretical approach in 
Americanist archaeology. As applied to archaeology, the 
systemic paradigm might operate on the following as- 
sumptions: (1) culture is a uniquely human adaptive re- 


356 - I 


sponse to the natural environment; (2) culture is specific 
to particular conditions in time and space, collective, pat- 
terned, cumulative, transmittable; (3) culture is thus “sys- 
temic,” i.e., it is the total adaptive system, comprising the 
interaction of a number of subsystems, such as settlement 
location in relation to natural habitat, technology, eco- 
nomic strategies, kinship and social structure, political 
organization—as well as ideology (including art, philoso- 
phy, and religion). Obviously, the operations of all these 
subsystems do not leave equal traces in the archaeological 
record (thus the difficulty of reconstructing philosophy 
and religion in the absence cf texts). Yet insofar as material 
remains are not mere chance, but reflect patterned human 
thought and action, the archaeological record contains the 
“material correlates of behavior.” Therefore archaeolo- 
gists should seek to discern the nature, effect, and inter- 
action of all the various subsystems that may leave identifi- 
able physical remains. Fortunately, the multidisciplinary 
and ecological approaches noted above provide us with 
the necessary tools to exploit the archaeological record 
better. In summary, if the evolution of culture (not to 
mention the elucidation of the cultural process) is a major 
goal of archaeology, and not merely the writing of a 
narrow sort of “political history,” then archaeologists must 
be systemic in their approach. 

Thus far the theory and rationale may appear to be 
impeccable. The implementation, however, is another mat- 
ter, and one that may confront seemingly insurmountable 
barriers. Among the difficulties are the incomplete nature 
of the archaeological record as preserved in a typical 
Middle Eastern mound; the daunting prospect of infer- 
ring cultural patterns from “mute” artifacts; and the sheer 
intractability of human social systems, past or present. 
Nevertheless, the systemic approach has sufficient practical 
and heuristic advantages that it is likely here to stay. If 
nothing else, paying attention to the subsystems noted 
above is a more efficient approach, in that it allows us to 
organize our research better, according to more conve- 
nient categories; to collect more varied data; and to under- 
take analysis more systematically, so as to answer specific 
questions regarding society and economy. At the present 
stage of research, we have been most successful in recov- 
ering settlement patterns ard subsistence systems for an- 
cient Palestine, with growing potential for demographic 
studies. The reconstruction of social organization is still in 
the beginning stages, although some useful evidence is 
now at hand. Ideology and religion have been neglected 
and are admittedly the most formidable subsystems to 
fathom, especially for the preliterate periods. But even 
here progress is being made, especially in illuminating the 
popular cult. (On the latter, see C.3 below.) One barrier is 
that the enormous quantity of data now being generated by 
the multidisciplinary and systemic approaches simply can- 
not be managed, much less published, with existing sys- 
tems. Computerization of archaeology will obviously be 
necessary, both in basic recording of information and in 
multivariate statistical analysis, yet predictions made some 
years ago as to a “computer revolution” in our branch of 
archaeology (as Dever 1976) have not yet materialized. 

The remaining trends that characterized American 
“new archaeology” in the 1960s and 1970s were: (4) the use 
of “ethnoarchaeology,” or analogies drawn from still-surviv- 
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ing primitive cultures in order to explicate archaeological 
remains from the remote past; (5) dependence upon evolu- 
tionary models, drawn from parallels in biological evolution, 
to explain cultural change, with emphasis, however, on a 
multilinear trajectory, on the distinctive nature of human 
behavior, and on human evolution; (6) insisting on exploiting 
archaeology’s full potential for explaining human behavior, as 
well as elucidating the (presumably) universal character of 
the cultural process, as discerned through comparative 
and cross-cultural analyses; and (7) the preference, in some 
circles, for an “explicitly scientific,” or “nomothetic” approach, 
which attempts to apply the methods of the natural sci- 
ences (especially as seen in the philosopher of science, Carl 
Hempel), with the major goal presumed to be the formu- 
lation and testing of universal “laws” of the cultural pro- 
cess. 

These latter four trends, while exerting some influence 
upon Syro-Palestinian archaeology, have not been nearly 
as determinative as the first three. Ethnoarchaeology, for 
instance, despite its obvious potential and its common 
sense application on a small scale from the very beginning, 
has had little sustained attraction. This may be partly 
explained by the lack of anthropological and ethnographic 
training on the part of practitioners in our field, partly by 
a colonialist (and later a local nationalist) disdain for “na- 
tive customs” that appeared too primitive to shed light on 
ancient high civilizations. Or again, “evolution” in any 
form was anathema to most archaeologists in our field, 
given their frequent biblical background (although the bias 
was more a matter of instinct, or even ignorance, than of 
conscious rejection). 

The behavioralist-processualist and nomothetic schools 
were simply too esoteric to win many followers. Many 
might have objected (had they paid any attention at all) 
that the realm of human nature, unlike the biological 
realm, does not easily conform to any “laws,” certainly not 
to those subject to verification by predictability. There is 
also the problem of whether culture, i.e., in the sense of a 
universal phenomenon, can be adequately described, 
much less “explained.” Above all, there is room for doubt 
as to whether the archaeological record preserves enough 
evidence, even when fully exploited, to enlighten us suffi- 
ciently on the past cultural process, much less the present. 
For many, the basic question would have been whether 
archaeology can aspire to true “scientific method.” (The 
question should have been which scientific method; see C.2 
below.) Meanwhile, the current discussion in archaeology 
has been deflected somewhat away from the behavioralist 
and nomothetic schools by the trenchant critique of Ian 
Hodder (1986) and his call for a “post-processualist” ap- 
proach that may be more closely aligned again with histor- 
ical archaeology. Even more radical is the recent Neo- 
Marxist work of Shanks and Tilley (1987), arguing for a 
“post-modern,” socially aware archaeology—a view so rev- 
olutionary that reviewers have described the impact of the 
work as “the loss of innocence.” Thus the “new archae- 
ology” of the 1970s—1980s is becoming passé before we 
have even caught up with it. 

Underlying much of the skepticism in our own field, one 
suspects, was the assumption (albeit unspoken, or even 
unconscious) that ancient Palestine, especially Israel in the 
biblical period, was unique—somehow “superhistorical,” 
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not governed by the normal principles of cultural evolu- 
tion. In its cruder form, this is simply religious fundamen- 
talism, a rejection of “secular” history. But even in more 
sophisticated versions, it cannot escape the charge of spe- 
cial pleading. In any case, the real (and quite plausible) 
reasons for misgivings regarding these latter aspects of the 
“new archaeology” were ignored in favor of particularist 
or “historical” explanations, in an apparently unques- 
tioned belief that the latter were sufficient. 

Each of the above tenets of New World archaeology had 
varying influence in our field. Furthermore, they were 
often borrowed rather naively, with little appreciation for 
the difficulty of applying them to the mounds of the ANE, 
with their long history and exceedingly complex stratifica- 
tion. Nevertheless, there is little doubt that it was precisely 
the major trends of American “new archaeology” in the 
1960s that provided the theoretical framework, such as it 
was, for Syro-Palestinian archaeology as it developed in the 
1970s, and even more in the 1980s (see further Dever 
1981, 1985; Glock 1985). It would be gratifying to think 
that the “revolution” was born of inner intellectual fer- 
ment, as our disciple matured, but that was not the case 
(see C.2 below). 


B. Toward an Independent Discipline? 

The several trends that we have just discussed suggested 
to some that by the early 1970s American Syro-Palestinian 
archaeology was moving out from under the domination 
of biblical studies that had characterized the Albright- 
Wright era, toward status as an independent discipline. It 
was Clear that the domination of the classic “biblical archae- 
ology” movement was threatened not only by external 
developments, in the form of the challenge of the “new 
archaeology,” but also by internal weaknesses, both histor- 
ical and theological. In particular, the goal of utilizing 
archaeology to provide historical validation for such epi- 
sodes in the biblical tradition as the patriarchal and con- 
quest eras was not met. As D. N. Freedman—one of 
Albright’s most prominent disciples, and an eloquent ad- 
vocate of “biblical archaeology’—recently admitted with 
admirable candor (1985: 6): 


Albright’s great plan and expectation to set the Bible 
firmly on the foundation of archaeology buttressed by 
verifiable data seems to have foundered or at least floun- 
dered. After all the digging, done and being done and 
yet to be done, how much has been accomplished? The 
fierce debates and arguments about the relevance of 
archaeology to the Bible and vice versa indicate that 
many issues remain unresolved. Can anyone say any- 
thing with confidence about the patriarchs or the patri- 
archal age? The fact that skeptical voices now dominate 
the scene indicates that Albrightian synthesis has be- 
come unglued and we are further from a solution than 
we ever were. Archaeology has not proved decisive or 
even greatly helpful in answering the questions most 
often asked and has failed to prove the historicity of 
Biblical persons and events, especially in the early peri- 
ods. 


1. The Collapse of the “Biblical Archaeology” Move- 
ment. In retrospect, it is clear that the “archaeological 
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revolution” envisioned by Albright and his followers simply 
never materialized. After a generation or so, mainstream 
American biblical scholarship moved away from reaction- 
ary and positivist positions such as Albright’s, more in the 
direction of Continental scholarship—particularly of the 
German schcol, which had remained suspicious of Ameri- 
can-style “biblical archaeology” all along. It could be ar- 
gued that in America, “biblical archaeology’s” demise in 
the 1960s coincided with the much-discussed “death of 
biblical theology.” In any event, there were soon calls for 
“biblical archaeology’s” replacement by a more specialized, 
professional secular discipline termed “Syro-Palestinian ar- 
chaeology” (reviving Albright’s 1938 alternate term; on 
the above, see Dever 1974 and many subsequent treat- 
ments, especially 1980a, 1985). There was heated opposi- 
tion at first, much of it the result of semantic confusion or 
emotional overreaction from biblical scholars and threat- 
ened amateurs (cf. Dever 1982; Lance 1982; Glock 1986). 
Nearly all archaeologists, however, especially the younger 
generation, but also including most former “biblical ar- 
chaeologists,’ embraced the “new archaeology” (above) 
with enthusiasm. The relatively easy transition may seem 
surprising, but it was probably due to the fact that little 
intellectual or theoretical revolution was involved; the “new 
archaeology” was exhilarating simply because it promised 
freer inquiry and more exciting results (cf. Wright 1974). 
American Syro-Palestinian archaeology, always pragmatic, 
remained so, and in this lay much of its stability in a period 
of crisis and change. 

It is beyond dispute that in the struggle of the “two 
archaeologies” (the term of Glock 1985) in the 1970s and 
1980s, Syro-Palestinian has triumphed. The new look is 
evident everywhere: in typical proposals and in nearly all 
projects in the Middle East; in papers in the leading 
journals and at the national professional meetings; and 
particularly in the several graduate programs (see C.2), 
where the cutting edge of research is visible. There may 
be a good deal of nostalgia for the older style of “biblical 
archaeology” (along with legitimate concerns for preserv- 
ing the biblical connection), but virtually no one in Amer- 
ica does such archaeology anymore, not even fundamental- 
ists. (In Europe and the Middle East, few ever did, so these 
developments may be construed largely as a chapter in 
American intellectual and religious history; cf. Dever 1985; 
fc.a.). What has happened can perhaps best be summa- 
rized by noting that in the past decade or so Syro-Palesti- 
nian archaeology has “come of age,” although still con- 
scious of its parentage. Emerging to dominate the field, it 
may be characterized as: (1) specialized, (2) professional, 
and (3) secular. 

2. Syro-Palestinian Archaeology as a Putative Disci- 
pline. Thus the debate about “biblical archaeology” now 
seems over, in both biblical and archaeological circles. But 
can that be taken as evidence that Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology has become an “independent, autonomous disci- 
pline,’ as some had advocated and others now simply 
assume? In crder to answer that question, we may suggest 
the following criteria by which disciplines may normally be 
distinguishec!. A field of inquiry may be said to constitute 
a “discipline” when it possesses: (1) a class of distinct 
phenomena to be investigated, and data that are pertinent 
to the task; (2) a coherent body of appropriate theory, 
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from which specific methods and standards are derived; 
(3) a group of practitioners who have the minimum pro- 
fessional and academic positions needed to survive; 
(4) educational and training programs sufficient to replace 
personnel; (5) the necessary financial resources to under- 
write basic, continuing research; (6) professional organi- 
zations that foster a sense of corporate identity, facilitate 
collaborative projects, guarantee standards, and promote 
the discipline’s interests; (7) adequate organs for dissemi- 
nation and publication of results; (8) self-conscious, well- 
worked-out relationships with other allied disciplines; and 
(9) adequate public suppor: to enable the discipline to 
compete in the marketplace of ideas and institutions. 

Without going into docurmentary detail, it may be as- 
serted that Syro-Palestinian archaeology at its present stage 
of progress does meet all these criteria, at least in modest 
measure. In fact, some of these tests were met long ago, 
even by “biblical archaeology,” and others have now been 
met by the earnest and deliberate efforts of the current 
generation to create a discipline. Thus Syro-Palestinian 
archaeology exists as at least a fledgling professional and 
academic discipline—one, however, which remains pathet- 
ically small (despite a large popular following) and one 
whose future is by no means secure (see C.2 below). 
Meanwhile, “biblical archaeclogy” also survives, although 
not as an academic discipline per se (which it never actually 
became). In our view, the latter is better conceived as an 
interdisciplinary pursuit, popular or serious, i.e., a dzalogue 
between several disciplines (including, of course, Syro-Pales- 
tinian archaeology; Dever 1974, 1976, 1980a, 1981, 1985; 
and C.3 below). The debate over the “disciplinary” ques- 
tion, however, is not fully resolved. A few scholars think 
that Syro-Palestinian archaeclogy should remain a branch 
of biblical studies (Wright 1969a), or even specifically of 
“biblical archaeology” (Cross 1973). Others hold that both 
types of archaeology have attained or can attain full disci- 
plinary status (Lance 1982; Toombs 1982; Glock 1986). 

3. Possibilities for a Dialogue between Disciplines. 
The fundamental question, often overlooked in the recent 
debate, is not whether Syro- Palestinian archaeology is, or 
should be, a separate discipline (it is in any case); or 
whether it can still be related to its parent-disciplines, ANE 
and biblical studies (it must be, however that relationship 
is construed). Such questions reveal a serious misunder- 
standing of archaeology today, and they only perpetuate 
sterile controversies. The misconceptions may take several 
forms. The most naive is that the rationale and purpose of 
“biblical archaeology” (and, by extrapolation, Syro-Palesti- 
nian archaeology) is simply to elucidate the Bible, or the 
lands of the Bible. Scarcely rnore enlightened, however, is 
the contention of some scholars that archaeology is only 
the “handmaiden of history”; that archaeologists, by mas- 
tering the tools of their trade, become “mere technicians,” 
isolated from humanistic studies; or that “professionalism” 
is to be decried in a discipline (that is, in other than one’s 
own). It is worth noting that these supposedly serious 
objections to archaeology as a discipline come almost ex- 
clusively from biblical historians, Northwest Semitic/He- 
brew epigraphers, Assyriologists, and other students of 
texts, who although highly specialized themselves, value 
archaeology mainly for producing literary remains (thus 
Cross 1973; but cf. Dever 1982, Lance 1982). These schol- 
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ars seem oblivious to the equally valid historical data to be 
derived solely from the analysis of material culture remains. 
That is where archaeology today can make a valuable, 
indeed unique, contribution to humanistic studies. 

Virtually all these and other objections to archaeology 
as a discipline may be removed simply by recalling what 
the original thrust of the “new archaeology” in the early 
1970s was. It was not to make Syro-Palestinian archaeology 
“autonomous” in the sense of isolating it from other disci- 
plines, but only to free it from its exclusive dependence 
upon ANE and biblical studies, so that it could develop 
according to its own inner dynamics, as a branch of general 
archaeology. From the beginning, the stress was upon the 
interdisciplinary character of all archaeology today, and 
thus upon the need for dialogue with many disciplines (see 
Dever 1974 and all subsequent treatments). The partners 
in this dialogue would still include, of course, the parent 
disciplines of ANE and biblical studies; but they would 
also include many of the other social sciences, especially 
anthropology, and increasingly the natural sciences. The 
intent was not to narrow the discipline, but to broaden it; 
not to cut off dialogue with biblical studies, but to promote 
it, this time on a new and sounder basis, with archaeology 
now an equal partner. Unfortunately, as we shall see, while 
the “declaration of independence,” as well as the fresh 
perspective and degree of specialization that distance al- 
lowed, took place in archaeology in the past decade or so, 
the renewed dialogue has scarcely begun. 

It may be pertinent at this point to look at the way other 
disciplines develop, that is, how they reshape themselves 
and form new alignments with allied disciplines. Here 
Thomas J. Kuhn’s classic work The Structure of Sctentific 
Revolution (rev. ed., Chicago, 1970) is most instructive. 
Kuhn’s point of reference is, of course, the natural sci- 
ences, but his arguments are quite plausible when applied 
to the social sciences as well. Kuhn shows that periodic 
“revolutions” typically take place in a discipline not as a 
result of the overturning of the basic theoretical orientation 
owing either to external or internal changes, but rather as 
the result of largely pragmatic considerations. After a 
period of “normal science,” during which the majority of 
younger practitioners happen upon a better way of doing 
science, there subsequently ensues a struggle between 
competing paradigms, in the course of which the estab- 
lished view is challenged but never entirely displaced. 
When a new majority consensus is reached, however, a new 
phase of “normal science” may be said to have been 
achieved—after which, in due time, the process will repeat 
itself. 

On Kuhn’s analogy, we may argue that the period from 
ca. 1970-1985 witnessed a true “revolution” in “biblical” 
and Syro-Palestinian archaeology. There was not then, nor 
has there been since, an integrated plan of action, much 
less the laying of a comprehensive intellectual groundwork 
(i.e., theory). Nor is there yet much published evidence to 
justify the claims often made for superior results. Finally, 
the “new archaeology” has not discovered for the first time 
the “right” way of doing archaeology, or the final truth 
about any archaeological interpretations. What has hap- 
pened is precisely Kuhn’s “paradigm shift,” followed by a 
generational struggle. Elsewhere it has been argued (Dever 
1988) that this development constitutes Syro-Palestinian 
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archaeology’s “fourth revolution,” following the strati- 
graphic revolution of the 1950s-1960s. If so, then we are 
now entering a period of “normal science” when we can 
expect less controversy and more productivity as new data 
are generated by new research procedures. Furthermore, 
since theoretical formulations usually follow revolutions, it 
is also a time for reflection and critical assessment, such as 
we are attempting here. 

We may now return to the unresolved issue above, con- 
cerning the relationship of the “post-revolutionary” disci- 
pline of archaeology .to other disciplines. The issue was 
often posed in this manner: Is Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology still to remain a branch of ANE and biblical history, 
or of anthropology (Cross 1973)? This, however, is a false 
dichotomy. Archaeology today is not a “branch” of any 
discipline; it is a discipline itself (above), not “ancillary” to 
any (i.e. subservient; cf. Lat. ancillarius, “relating to maid- 
servants”). As for choosing between the two supposed 
alternative target disciplines, it is true that Syro-Palestinian 
archaeology has recently moved somewhat closer to the 
discipline of anthropology. This is regarded by many as 
salutary, since it has often been observed than on the 
academic scene “American archaeology is anthropology, 
or it is nothing.” Nevertheless, archaeology today is, as we 
have noted, inéterdisciplinary in character, and it should 
draw its strength and vitality from that fact. As for the best 
“home” for the discipline, this has more to do with matters 
of academic convenience than with intellectual issues. One 
of Syro-Palestinian archaeology’s most impressive and ben- 
eficial recent achievements is that today the discipline 
could be readily housed in a Near or Middle Eastern, 
religious studies, history, classics, or anthropology depart- 
ment; and certainly in one of the few archaeology depart- 
ments in North America. The latter development—the 
establishment of nonareal, all-embracing departments of 
archaeology, independent of anthropology, Near Eastern, 
or classical departments—is perhaps the clearest indication 
that archaeology is a viable academic discipline today (see 
Wiseman 1980). Syro-Palestinian archaeology still draws 
upon ANE and biblical studies for much of its areal 
content, i.e., its subject matter. But increasingly it looks to 
the natural sciences for its analytical procedures, and to 
anthropology and the other social sciences for its theoreti- 
cal orientation. Rather than seeking to confine archae- 
ology within such labels as “history,” “anthropology,” or 
“science,” we should celebrate its multifaceted variety (cf. 
also Schiffer 1988). Archaeology (like anthropology) ben- 
efits from and contributes to many other disciplines. (For 
the question of whether archaeology possesses a unique 
epistemology or methodology of its own, see C.2 below.) 


C. The Shape of the Future 

To use an analogy we have already implied, Syro-Palesti- 
nian archaeology is a child of venerable parents, recently 
“come of age.” But does the young adult have a future? 
We may suppose so. In attempting to answer that question 
fully, however, we need to catalog several desiderata, all of 
which must be achieved in some measure if our discipline 
is to survive and prosper in America. Let us look first at 
external circumstances, i.e., the situation in the Middle 
East. 

1. Fieldwork Abroad. It is obvious that American Syro- 
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Palestinian archaeology—as a serious scholarly enterprise, 
devoted to original research and to innovative teaching— 
is dependent upon fieldwork possibilities in the Middle 
East. It is equally obvious that there are, however, many 
conditions that threaten our future, conditions over which 
we often have no control. 

While Ame~ican archaeologists (along with Europeans) 
pioneered nearly all the formative developments in archae- 
ology in the Middle East over the past century, today they 
are restricted, and even excluded, in many countries. Thus 
there is little current American fieldwork in Turkey, Syria, 
Iraq, or Egypt; none in Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, the Gulf 
States, or Iran. Only Israel, Jordan, and Cyprus actively 
facilitate American excavation and research. Even in the 
latter three countries, however, the American role is inevi- 
tably diminishing as the national schools come to dominate 
the scene. These national schools enjoy formidable advan- 
tages: continual access to and choice of all the sites; the 
freedom to work out priorities on a national scale; logisti- 
cal support of national institutions such as government 
departments, universities and museums, and various re- 
search facilities; a vast, largely unpublished database to 
which they have constant and expert recourse; hundreds 
of secure professional positions; and an increasingly en- 
lightened public that at its best generates a large-scale, 
national consciousness of and identification with the ar- 
chaeology of the region (especially in Israel) that not even 
“biblical archz.eology” in its heyday could match. (On the 
Israeli school. see further Dever 1973, 1980b; Ussishkin 
1982; Bar-Yosef and Mazar 1982; Stern 1987; A. Mazar 
1988; and further on the Israeli and other national 
schools, see also Dever 1985.) 

As the national schools mature rapidly, continually 
adopting the best of foreign methods to add to their own, 
they seem to lack only adequate funds and workforce. 
Much of the slack has been taken up, of course, by foreign 
and “joint projects.” In Israel, for instance, most of the 
budget on many so-called “joint projects” is American, and 
nearly all the laborers are American student volunteers. 
But such arrangements will probably be counterproductive 
for us in the long run. They may provide many amateurs 
with the adventure of archaeology, but they are unlikely 
to train or help to place the necessary number of profes- 
sionals needed to sustain American archaeology as an 
independent school. In this post-Colonial era the reduced 
role of foreigm excavators is probably appropriate, but 
nevertheless i: could bode ill for the future of our disci- 
pline. Some fear that we may end up spectators at a game 
we invented! More serious is the possibility that we shall 
eventually lose the capability of doing original (i.e., field) 
research, withiout which archaeology has neither control 
of the basic data nor the critical stance necessary for 
sustained scholarship. Furthermore, at the risk of sound- 
ing chauvinistic, we must insist that there are unique and 
legitimate American interests in the archaeology of the 
Middle East. Our intellectual and spiritual roots are there, 
too, and it is not unreasonable to suppose that American 
scholarship can serve our own interests best. 

It is not primarily the growing competition with the 
national schools that is worrisome, however. After all, we 
should applaud the progress of archaeology anywhere and 
relish the competition. Of much greater concern are sev- 
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eral conditions created by the fact that the Middle East is 
a developing area. The first is the rapid modernization 
and escalation of the economy throughout the area. This 
not only destroys thousands cf archaeological sites before 
they are even mapped, but also makes the costs of doing 
both salvage and excavation work almost astronomical. 
The local schools can barely manage to keep up; but if 
archaeology has become an expensive necessity for them, 
it may soon be an impossible luxury for us. The second is 
the rising tide of nationalism and extremism in the area, 
often coupled with religious fanaticism, as well as violently 
anti-American sentiments. This obviously creates political 
instability, which may render local archaeology tenuous 
but threatens foreign archaeology with extinction. One 
disturbing side development of nationalism that affects 
archaeology, even where it is still able to plan and carry 
out long-term projects, is the unfortunate creation of an 
atmosphere where archaeologry can easily be perverted to 
foster ethnic rivalry, or simply to serve the ends of national 
policy. (This trend, albeit minor, may already be perceived 
in a heightened interest in “pan-Islamic” archaeology in 
the Arab world; or in increased focus on ancient Israelite 
settlements in modern Israeli-occupied territories such as 
the West Bank, or “Judea” and “Samaria,” as they are now 
being called.) Still more ominous is the outright opposition 
of some extreme elements to archaeology per se. Both the 
Muslim Brotherhood in several Arab countries and the 
ultra-Orthodox in Israel hav: harassed archaeologists in 
the field, vandalized monuments, and lobbied to outlaw 
excavations. If local archaeologists incur such wrath by 
offending traditional and religious sensitivities, we can 
easily imagine that foreign archaeologists may be placed in 
an absolutely impossible situation. Of course, one hopes 
that saner, more civil heads will prevail, but it is not easy 
to be sanguine about the Middle East today. Whatever 
transpires in the near future, it appears that archaeology 
in the Middle East will become more politicized, not less 
so. 

The picture is not, however, entirely bleak for American 
archaeology in the Middle East. For one thing, we are 
obviously still needed and welcomed in several countries. 
Israel, Jordan, and Cyprus all encourage and support an 
astonishing number and variety of international projects, 
as well as many foreign archaeological institutes. The 
American Schools of Oriental Research, for instance, 
maintains flourishing and inceed expanding archaeologi- 
cal institutes in all three countries, as well as coordinating 
more than forty current American field projects. In these 
countries we may also take cornfort in the existence of fully 
competent and enlightened Departments of Antiquities 
that are vigorously opposing all the threatening develop- 
ments that we have noted above. But we must ask: what 
should the American role be in the future? 

There remain a number of things that we can and 
should do, even if the initiative has now passed from us to 
the indigenous national schocls. First, American archaeol- 
ogists must vigilantly maintain our oft-asserted position of 
strict political neutrality—even at the risk of disappointing 
our beleaguered local friends on both side, who might 
welcome a warmer personal identification or emotional 
commitment. We must remain “disinterested scholars” in 
the best sense. The recent emergence of a more secular 
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school of American archaeology should help us to avoid 
certain sentimental or pious motivations that have always 
been dangerous in archaeology, now more so. (Certainly, 
the typical Protestant theological mentality of many earlier 
archaeologists is hardly an asset in Israel today, nor is the 
Bible in any form in the Arab countries; cf. Dever fc.a.) 

Second, the keyword should not be “competition,” but 
“cooperation.” Rather than duplicating the efforts of the 
national schools, we should be developing complementary 
projects—especially those that focus on neglected or little- 
known sites, periods, or problems. This will probably mean 
fewer large, long-term excavations of major tells, and more 
work with experimental methods, regional surveys, small 
one-period sites, and in general more of the specific “prob- 
lem-solving” archaeology that is now in vogue. Not only 
are the expenses and logistics of such projects more man- 
ageable for foreign excavators, but the returns on the 
investment may be vastly superior in terms of readily 
published results, pertinent to the ongoing archaeological 
discussion. A final strategy may be to attempt fewer unilat- 
eral projects and to participate more in the cooperative or 
“joint” projects now being seen in Israel and Jordan. These 
projects pose many organizational difficulties, of course, 
and they sometimes offer limited opportunities for the 
development of the American partners, but they may be 
attractive, even necessary, in the future. Whatever hap- 
pens, American Syro-Palestinian archaeology must remain 
in the field, but in the future it will need to concentrate a 
relatively greater proportion of its resources on scholarship. 
This will entail theoretical reformulations; creative synthe- 
sis and integration of the data; publication of past and 
continuing fieldwork; and above all, increasing attention 
to promoting the health of the discipline in America, both 
in terms of academic and popular support (see C.2 below). 

2. The Discipline at Home. The internal factors that 
affect the future of American Syro-Palestinian archaeology 
may seem less intractable, but they are, if anything, even 
more formidable. Let us look initially at the practical, then 
the theoretical aspects (on the following, see further Dever 
1982, 1985). 

a. Some Practical Considerations. First and foremost, 
it is obvious that we must guarantee the survival of the 
field, which has managed rather remarkably in the past 
two decades or so to establish itself as a fledgling discipline. 
That is, in addition to winning over and maintaining the 
considerable popular support that “biblical archaeology” 
has always enjoyed in America, Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology must successfully make the final transition to profes- 
sional and academic status. If it cannot do so, the entire 
enterprise may collapse, because archaeology has now be- 
come too complex, sophisticated, and expensive to survive 
solely on an amateur basis. Such support is vital (after all, 
“amateurs” are the truest “lovers” of all), but full-time 
specialists in fieldwork, research, and teaching are also 
essential. (Where would American archaeology be if its 
only clientele consisted of fascinated lay people, collectors, 
and a few pot hunters, i.e., it if could not support excava- 
tions, museums, and university departments of anthropol- 
ogy?) 

Providing jobs will require retaining many essentially 
part-time positions in small church-related schools, in col- 
lege departments of religion, or in seminaries. But it also 
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means creating new positions, whether in university de- 
partments of Near Eastern studies, anthropology, or else- 
where, in order to supplement the few that we already 
have. Already relatively small but thriving graduate pro- 
grams specializing in Syro-Palestinian archaeology (sic) ex- 
ist at Toronto, Chicago, Harvard, Pennsylvania, Duke, and 
the University of Arizona. (Only the chair at Harvard is 
endowed, however.) At least forty Ph.D. students, of very 
high caliber and with considerable field experience, are in 
training in these programs, but it remains to be seen how 
(or whether) they can be placed. Clearly, the future of the 
discipline depends largely upon the fortunes of this up- 
coming generation, who embody all the ideals of the 
“revolution” we have sketched above, but whose careers 
are in jeopardy. 

In addition to employment, it is clear that we also need 
funds for fieldwork and publications, our basic forms of 
research. To its credit, the “newer archaeology” has re- 
cently won substantial grants from secular sources such as 
the National Endowment for the Humanities, as well as 
several other public and private foundations. It is abso- 
lutely essential to retain and increase such funding as 
archaeology becomes less directly related to religious and 
theological concerns, and at the same time enormously 
more expensive. 

Related to funding, but also to other basic problems, is 
the necessity for publishing prompt preliminary field re- 
ports: full-scale, integrative final reports; synthetic over- 
views of various periods and problems; and especially 
interpretive treatments relating recent discoveries to bibli- 
cal studies, ANE studies, general archaeology and anthro- 
pology, and other disciplines. Here we have been so negli- 
gent and undisciplined that specialists in other fields can 
scarcely be faulted for not keeping up with progress in 
our branch of archaeology or making use of the data that 
we regard as crucial (unpublished “data” cannot be said to 
be “given,” or made public, in any significant sense; see 
further below). The complexity and expense of modern 
archaeology have, of course, made publication immeasur- 
ably more difficult (cf. Dever 1982, 1985), but more urgent 
than ever, especially if Syro-Palestinian archaeology aspires 
to be a truly scholarly discipline. 

A final desideratum may be fundamental to all our 
needs, the strengthening of learned societies and profes- 
sional organizations. In our case, this is primarily the 
American Schools of Oriental Research (ASOR), which 
since 1900 has effectively served the interests of both lay 
people and academicians in the fields of ANE languages, 
history, and archaeology, as well as many aspects of biblical 
studies (King 1983). ASOR’s in-country institutes and 
many field projects in the Middle East have already been 
mentioned. Here we should emphasize that ASOR, despite 
its traditional character and the formidable obstacles to 
the full development of archaeology, has been able not 
only to accommodate the thrust of the newer archaeology 
but to facilitate it. Indeed, ASOR today has become the 
principal institutional spokesman for the emerging disci- 
pline of Syro-Palestinian archaeology, while still retaining 
its venerable biblical connection (a considerable achieve- 
ment). It sponsors the majority of American field projects 
in the Middle East, and its annual meetings and many 
publications serve as the main forum for presenting the 
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results. Furthermore, ASOR’s overseas institutes have long 
been not only significant research centers but also stepping 
stones in the careers of young archaeologists who were 
long-time directors (Albright, Glueck, Lapp, and others). 
Yet ASOR has not been as successful in another area that 
has now become crucial, i.e., the education of the Ameri- 
can public and the promotion of archaeology on a broader 
scale. ASOR has only recently begun to reach beyond 
biblical circles for its audience, or to lobby effectively for 
federal support of Syro-Palestinian archaeology (although 
the short-term progress is impressive). And ASOR has yet 
even to face the challenge of creating new professional 
and academic positions, which in America can probably be 
done only witk. widespread public sympathy and support. 
We need urgently to “mainstream” Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology and “biblical archaeology” if we are to survive in the 
melée of ideas and institutions in a democratic society. 
Our motto should be: “Out of the cloister, into the acad- 
emy, and even the marketplace.” 

b. Theoretical Considerations. Here again we would 
argue that theory, while it is not necessarily prior in the 
sense of initially provoking changes in a discipline. is 
nevertheless of primary importance in sustaining ferment 
and growth once begun. Biblical and Syro-Palestinian ar- 
chaeology, however, have always been deficient in aware- 
ness of the importance of theory and method, being 
practically inclined instead. Thus there is virtually no 
bibliography on theory and method in our field before the 
1970s, and little critical discussion even now—in surprising 
contrast to the voluminous and lively literature in Ameri- 
canist archaeology (see Schiffer 1978, esp. 1988). This lack 
may be explained by the rather parochial and backward 
nature of our discipline until recently, as well as the fact 
that the impetus for change has been largely derived from 
other branches of archaeology. The characteristic prag- 
matism is best seen in the fact that when “method” finally 
began to be treated in the literature, the discussion was 
largely confined to field technique, i.e., “how to dig.” Thus 
various stratigraphic and recording methods were hotly 
debated in the 1970s (see Wright 1969b; Dever 1973, 
1980b; Lance 1981; cf. Chapman 1986). Yet we would 
argue that the fundamental intellectual issues in archae- 
ology, i.e., theory, have never been seriously addressed by 
our branch. (But see programmatic essays by Dever 1981, 
1985, fc.a; Strange 1982; Glock 1985, 1986; and even as 
early as Wright 1974; cf. Chapman fc. for a reactionary 
critique, from a British perspective.) 

It was apparently overlooked that method zs theory---in 
the sense that the questions selected for investigation in- 
evitably shape the manner of inquiry. Thus our indictment 
is not that “biblical archaeology” lacked a theoretical 
framework, but rather that its assumptions were: (1) drawn 
from issues ir. biblical history and theology, not archae- 
ology; and (2) rarely made explicit, much less critically 
evaluated. As an example, the desire to comment upon 
the “historicity of the Patriarchs” may be a fruitful inquiry 
in bablical scho.arship, but it hardly constitutes appropriate 
archaeological theory, much less a research strategy (as 
was assumed by a former generation). Ironically, some of 
the same “bibjical archaeologists” who became deeply in- 
volved in developing theological hermeneutics, such as 
G. E. Wright, never sought to formulate an archaeological 
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hermeneutic. Albright came closest, in some of his mature 
synthetic treatments (like FSAC), and especially in several 
candid essays late in life on various philosophies of history 
(sic, not archaeology) and their impact on his thinking (see 
Dever 1981; contra Chapman ic.). 

We are not suggesting that interpretive issues were 
avoided. On the contrary, the interpretation of nearly 
every discovery of “biblical” and Syro-Palestinian archae- 
ology has been endlessly discussed, in lively and often 
polemical disputes that have come to characterize these 
disciplines in the minds of many. That most controversies 
were never resolved, however, is due largely to the fact that 
the discipline never developed a truly archaeological epis- 
temology, that is, there existed no consensus on basic 
interpretive method. Even as “historical” archaeology, this 
approach was deficient. Evidence was gathered selectively, 
conclusions were drawn and debated, and interpretations 
advanced—all on the basis of 1n appeal to “history” (usu- 
ally some school of biblical history). But what history was, 
and how a modern historiography was possible using ar- 
chaeological data, were questions scarcely raised. Rarely 
was it specified what was meant by “history” (except as 
Heilsgeschichte, or “salvation history”), and “archaeology” 
was seldom given even minimal definition. (A definition of 
“culture” was rarer still.) 

By epistemology we mean, o! course, theory and method 
at their most fundamental level—a theory of knowledge— 
without which the word “discipline” is a tragic misnomer 
for a field of inquiry. A properly archaeological epistemol- 
ogy would confront such “obvious” questions as these, 
among others. What is the nature of the site-formation 
process, both natural and cuitural (i.e., what is a tell?)? 
How does context affect the interpretation of an archaeo- 
logical find (i.e., what is a locus?)? What constitutes an 
archaeological datum? What is the role of analogy in 
archaeological reasoning? Is there a uniquely archaeologi- 
cal logic? How may we extrapolate behavior from artifacts? 
What determines culture and culture change? The list 
could be expanded, but the point is clear: until we have 
wrestled long and earnestly with such basic questions of 
knowledge, archaeology is likely to remain little more than 
treasure hunting—a collection of chance finds, miscella- 
neous objects, and random “facts,” without reference to 
an intellectual framework in which they might become 
meaningful. (For virtually the only explicit pleas for the- 
ory, see Dever 1981, 1985; Strange 1982; Glock 1985.) 

Epistemology, however, operates at a level even more 
fundamental than the interpretive: it effectively deter- 
mines the quality of the data we gather. In most research, 
but particularly in archaeology, what we “discover” is usu- 
ally not by chance but is rather the direct outcome of what 
we think we know, what more we are trying to find out, 
and how we propose to go about the inquiry. To put it 
another way, there are few “facts” in archaeology. There 
are artifacts which can become “data,” but only when they 
are properly excavated in context, interpreted in relation 
to a pertinent question, and published (i.e., “given”) in 
full. The notion that the archaeologist is an “objective” 
scientist, who approaches a site with a mind that is a tabula 
rasa, is incredibly naive—anc. dangerous. We see in the 
dirt only what we are sensitized to see; and unfortunately, 
we unwittingly destroy the res: of the evidence in getting it 
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out of the ground. Field archaeology is, after all, an 
unrepeatable experiment. For example, an earlier genera- 
tion routinely discarded animal bones, because (as it would 
have been said) “we already know what people ate in 
antiquity.” Thus unique opportunities to study subsistence 
were irrevocably lost, since the necessary data were not 
collected. The present generation, therefore, which would 
like to ask new questions of the data, often cannot even 
formulate an adequate hypothesis until it gathers a better 
set of data. Archaeology can progress as a branch of 
learning, humanistic or scientific, only by such rigorous, 
systematic, cumulative theory building and theory testing. 
That is what we mean by epistemology. 

The point may be driven home by an example or two. 
An earlier article on the Middle Bronze Age in Palestine, 
by the eminent Israeli historian and archaeologist Benya- 
min Mazar (1968), is now regarded, and rightly so, as a 
classic. It was a brilliant synthesis of what was known at the 
time, given the orientation of nearly all Syro-Palestinian 
archaeologists to what we have termed above “political 
history.” The major data surveyed, in masterly fashion, 
bear upon the stratigraphy of the sites, fortifications, epi- 
graphic remains, international relations in the Levant, and 
ethnic movements. The focus is on the great ideas, individ- 
uals, and institutions of the time, i.e., public events, or 
“political history.” As a historical survey, much of this is 
still valid, and indeed a fundamental starting point for 
further research. But in this article there is virtually no 
reference to concerns that we would consider essential 
today: settlement patterns, technology, social and eco- 
nomic history, and demography. Even aesthetics and reli- 
gion are neglected. Such terms as “culture” never appear. 
The treatment of the Middle Bronze Age in the illustrious 
CAHS3 by Kenyon (1973) is not much different in empha- 
sis. 

Now Mazar and Kenyon may be forgiven for not ad- 
dressing these issues in the 1960s, because the data were 
not then available. But the data were unavailable because 
archaeologists and historians had been asking the wrong 
questions, or more accurately, questions that were simply 
inadequate in terms of stimulating explicit research de- 
signs that could focus on the whole range of data that were 
potentially available. The almost exclusive orientation of 
most Syro-Palestinian archaeologists toward “political his- 
tory” was, of course, never explicitly stated, but it can be 
extrapolated from the typical methods employed and the 
results obtained. The twin foci were: (1) stratigraphy, or 
learning how to dig correctly, so as to separate major 
architectural phases; and (2) ceramic chronology, fixing 
absolute dates for the strata, mostly of destruction layers, 
in order to correlate them with biblical and other texts 
that described major episodes in political history. Field 
projects concentrated on large tells, especially ones that 
could be identified with biblical sites; and there the objec- 
tive was mostly the clearance of fortifications, i.e., major 
architectural remains that could be expected to produce 
datable pottery and objects. Exposures were often narrow, 
with a preference for deep sondages that sampled all 
strata. 

It needs to be stressed again that the chief goals of this 
kind of archaeology, although rarely acknowledged, were: 
(1) an outline of the political history of the major sites; 
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and (2) a correctly dated local ceramic sequence. On sites 
being dug, there was relatively little exposure of domestic 
areas, i.e., of private dwellings, of storage and industrial 
installations, or of terraces, courtyards, and other open 
areas. There was virtually no interest in off-tell features 
(except for cemeteries) that might have revealed the use of 
water, land, and other natural resources. Smaller satellite 
villages, encampments, and the rural hinterland remained 
totally unknown, since there was little interest in environ- 
mental setting, and almost no regional survey work was 
undertaken. 

It is true that the earlier generation of Syro-Palestinian 
and “biblical archaeologists” (the “third revolution,” ca. 
1930-1960) did hone the tools of comparative stratigraphy 
and ceramic chronology to a fine edge, perhaps un- 
matched anywhere else in the Middle East. But even here, 
the limited objectives are clear in retrospect. Stratigraphy 
in the Wheeler-Kenyon (or better, “baulk/debris-layer”; cf. 
Dever 1973) method focused somewhat mechanically on 
observing and recording soil layers empirically, so as to 
separate “loci” cleanly. But there was inadequate awareness 
of what we would now call “site formation processes,” or 
the cultural and natural activities that formed these deposi- 
tional features in the first place, and thus were capable of 
explaining their function in a larger context (Schiffer 
1987). Or again, the common pottery of Palestine was 
exhaustively analyzed and catalogued (mostly on the basis 
of shape and decoration) so as to chart its typological 
development, which resulted in a relatively precise ceramic 
chronology. But with very few exceptions, pottery was not 
studied with a view to what it might contribute to our 
knowledge of the history of technology, to aesthetics, or to 
international relations and trade, i.e., to culture and cultural 
change. Above all, it is the models of cultural change 
themselves that were deficient. Most were reductionist and 
diffusionist. The term “culture” usually meant little more 
than a ceramic assemblage; and a new “pottery culture” 
meant a “new people,” probably a new ideology. Major 
ethnic movements and foreign invasions (i.e., “historical” 
events) were invoked to explain nearly every transition in 
ancient Palestine. There was little emphasis on indigenous 
socioeconomic factors, technological innovation, or the 
overall evolution of local culture in any sense. In all these 
characteristic emphases of the former generation we see 
clearly the paradigm at work: the objective was “political 
history,” not socioeconomic, technological, or true cultural 
history (in contrast to the typical Kulturgeschichte, for which 
the earlier approach is now faulted). 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology will progress not so much 
by further mastery of stratigraphy and ceramic chronol- 
ogy, or by perfecting field technique (although progress in 
these areas was and is a necessary goal), but rather by 
becoming more sophisticated in its epistemology. That will 
necessitate our beginning to see “theory” not negatively, 
as we have done (“speculation” or “unsubstantiated 
claims”), but rather positively, as simply a body of heuristic 
principles that are capable of governing and advancing 
archaeological research (Schiffer 1988). Such theory 
should be comprehensive, systematic, clearly focused, and 
as empirically verifiable as possible. That is really what we 
mean by speaking, as we do so often today, of “research 
design.” 
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An alternate model to “political history” in the future 
might be derived from the annales school of social and 
economic history, which utilizes massive archival docu- 
mentation to iook behind ideology, beyond the great epi- 
sodic public events, to the daily life and environment of 
countless individuals, over vast sweeps of time. Thus Fer- 
nand Braudel's well-known The Mediterranean and the Med- 
terranean World in the Age of Phillip IT (1970) sets forth a 
three-tier system. The upper level is a “history of events,” 
a history that moves rapidly but is superficial. Beneath 
that, a second level comprises the “history of social group- 
ings and their interactions,” which moves much more 
slowly. Deeper still is an “undercurrent” of smaller groups 
and individuals in the setting of the natural environment, 
in which all the higher levels of history are rooted, whose 
movement unfolds gradually and can only be measured in 
millennia, la longue durée. Another instructive work of this 
school is E. Le Roy Ladurie’s The Peasants of Languedoc 
(1974). 

Archaeology does not, of course, possess the extensive 
written documentation that can be sifted through by his- 
torians of the annales school, nor can it perhaps ever write 
really fine-grained individual history. But archaeology to- 
day is ecological and focuses on setting; it turns up masses 
of obscure artifactual data that reflect the daily life of 
ordinary individuals; and it is unique among all disciplines 
in its sensitivity to cultural change over very long periods 
of time. Thus there is good reason to believe that Syro- 
Palestinian archaeology has scarcely begun to fulfill its 
potential for writing social and economic history on a 
much broade~ scale than formerly thought possible. (See 
further Dever 1988 on the “fourth revolution.”) The tools 
are at hand, because the very multidisciplinary, ecological, 
and systemic approaches noted above already point prom- 
isingly in the right direction. 

Insofar as we may succeed in broadening the scope of 
Syro-Palestinian archaeology’s focus, we may achieve yet 
another goal that many find desirable today, that of inte- 
grating the discipline into the general field of archaeology 
and anthropology. (At the same time, we may still conceive 
our discipline as “historical archaeology,” provided that 
the history writing is not one-dimensional.) That this goal 
has not been achieved, or even seriously attempted, is 
painfully obvious. Ancient Palestine has several attractions: 
a pivotal geopolitical situation in the Fertile Crescent, the 
great cradle of civilization; a long history of archaeological 
investigation that is more intensive relative to land area 
than that of any other country in the Middle East, with a 
rapidly growing database; and enormous popular appeal 
as the Land of the Bible. Yet anthropologists and social 
historians seeking cross-cultural comparisons typically ig- 
nore Palestine as a case study, especially in contrast to 
Egypt and Mesopotamia, and even poorly known Syria. 
Why is this? 

Part of the neglect may be due simply to a secularist, 
antibiblical bias among many anthropologists (who, after 
all, can be parochial too). Some of it may also be due to 
suspicions, unfortunately well founded, about the quality 
of our data, much of it indeed poorly excavated in the 
past, as well as to others’ ignorance of better work done 
recently. But it must be admitted that the isolation of Syro- 
‘Palestinian archaeology is largely our own fault. Until 
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recently we had conceived the field as a branch of biblical 
studies, remaining aloof fram the ongoing history of 
American archaeology and anthropology as an intellectual 
and disciplinary enterprise (see the illuminating history of 
American archaeology in Willey and Sabloff 1980). In- 
deed, we had prided ourselves on our “amateur” status 
and had often resisted professionalization. This meant 
that most archaeologists in our field were simply not asking 
the same questions as archaeologists generally. They did 
not read or publish in mainstream journals; they did not 
participate in professional societies or annual meetings of 
other archaeological and anthropological organizations; 
above all, they did not teach in or share programs with 
university departments of anthropology, where most of 
New World and European archaeology, as well as Near 
Eastern prehistorical archaeology, was being done. 

Among recent and current issues in world archaeology 
would be the following, for example: (1) the rise and 
collapse of complex society; () the balance of idealist and 
materialist paradigms in the reconstruction of cultural 
change; (3) the social history of archaeology/anthropology; 
(4) space-time systematics, artifact variability, cultural pat- 
terning, and the material correlates of behavior; (5) site- 
formation processes and the nature of the archaeological 
record; and (6) archaeological identification of ethnicity. 
In addition, the several theoretical thrusts of the “new 
archaeology” noted above all reflect a number of specific 
questions about settlement types, subsistence, social struc- 
ture, population growth, and the like. A dispassionate 
survey of the way Syro-Palestinian archaeology is taught, 
or a comparative citations analysis of the literature in our 
field and in the field of archaeology in general, would 
reveal that we have contributed very little to the discussion 
of these key issues, and we have only begun even to be 
aware of them. (If American Syro-Palestinian archaeology 
lags behind, the national schools in the Middle East, with 
the exception of Levantine prehistory, are even further 
behind—although their isolation is perhaps more under- 
standable.) Younger specialists may be committed to the 
task of “mainstreaming” Syro-Palestinian archaeology, but 
it will likely take a generation for the new orientation to 
produce tangible results. (The best measure may be to 
keep up with journals like American Antiquity; or especially 
the ongoing volumes edited by M. B. Schiffer, Advances in 
Archaeological Theory and Methcd, London, 1978 and follow- 
ing.) Not until then will the “revolution” be complete. 

3. Toward a New “Biblical Archaeology” as “Dia- 
logue.” The developments we have sketched above, as well 
as those predicted for the future, may be regarded as 
legitimate, even inevitable. But they nonetheless raise a 
prospect that many may find rather daunting: the possibil- 
ity that the newer, “secular” Syro-Palestinian archaeology 
may no longer offer much to the elucidation of the Bible. 
In conclusion, we shall try to show that precisely the 
opposite is true, that indeed a new style of “biblical archae- 
ology” is emerging. It emphasizes the possibility of a re- 
newed and more fruitful dialogue between the two disci- 
plines, now that they are attaining maturity (much as had 
been [perhaps overly-optimistically] predicted in Dever 
1974 and several subsequent works, especially 1981, 1985). 

There are, of course, formidable obstacles in the way of 
such a dialogue. Many observers believe that the two disci- 
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plines continue to move farther apart, and there is indeed 
some evidence of that. But we do not consider that primar- 
ily the fault of archaeologists, because we have supposedly 
become, as some critics put it, “overspecialized,” “narrowly 
professional,” “technicians rather than humanistic schol- 
ars.” The simple fact is that, on the one hand, the practi- 
tioners of “biblical archaeology” failed to carry out their 
program of validating biblical history and faith through 
archaeology, and then gave up. On the other hand, biblical 
scholarship has increasingly moved away from its original 
historical-critical concerns to increasingly literary concerns, 
or to structural linguistics and the “metahistorical” under- 
standing of language, finally to canonical criticism and the 
like. In all such cases, archaeology’s attempt to recover the 
original context and events of the biblical texts—“the his- 
tory behind the history”—tends to be regarded as simply 
irrelevant. History has become merely hermeneutics. Yet 
we would contend, exactly as Albright and Wright did 
(especially 1969, 1969a), that without the corrective of 
archaeology, its provision of “external” data, its unique 
ability to penetrate behind the tradition in the literature, to 
a more objective “secular” history, biblical studies is in 
constant danger of degenerating into subjective specula- 
tion, carrying neither historical nor theological conviction. 
(For the necessity of holding the two disciplines together, 
see, in addition to Dever as cited above, Albright 1969; 
Wright 1969a; Lapp 1969; Lance 1982; Sauer 1982; Mey- 
ers 1984; Glock 1986.) Whether the biblical texts are truly 
“historical” or merely possess an essential “historicality,” it 
really does matter what actually happened in the past, not 
just how the religious community came to interpret the 
supposed events for its own needs in its own time and 
circumstance. 

The time is now ripe for a renewed dialogue between 
the “new archaeology” and contemporary biblical studies. 
Such a dialogue is timely precisely because both disciplines 
have now moved away from the positivist Albrightian syn- 
thesis toward what appears to be an emerging consensus, 
though still largely inarticulate and even unself-conscious. 
Ironically, the new “secular” archaeology is better 
equipped to contribute to the coming dialogue than the 
old archaeology was, because it is more competent profes- 
sionally, more open and flexible in its presuppositions, 
and at the same time less mired in tendentious theological 
views that have little to do with proper archaeological 
investigation. We may be coming, at last, to the point of 
Morton Smith’s remarks over twenty years ago in his pres- 
idential address before the Society of Biblical Literature: 
“For a correct history of the Israelites we must have the 
archaeological facts determined quite objectively and in- 
dependently by competent archaeologists, and the Biblical 
texts likewise by competent philologians, and then we can 
begin to compare them” (1969: 34). 

But what can archaeology contribute specifically to the 
dialogue? Or to use a phrase turned by two of “biblical 
archaeology’s” most eminent exponents, in their final 
treatments (Wright 1971; de Vaux 1970), “What is it that 
archaeology can and cannot do?” Implied, of course, is the 
fundamental question of the relation of artifacts to texts, 
of material culture to culture, of archaeology to history— 
all of which will have to be rethought in this post-Albright- 
ian, “post-positivist” era. 
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a. Textual Remains and Their Contribution. While the 
task of literary interpretation is best left to specialists, the 
archaeologist is entitled to remind us that texts, too, are 
limited as a source of history, because of the fundamental 
problem of interpretation, both ancient and modern. 
Thus the Hebrew Bible must be regarded by the historian 
as a largely late, composite document; highly selective and 
incomplete in the materials it includes; basically establish- 
ment-oriented and therefore “elitist” in outlook. The Bible 
is theocratic history, sometimes blatantly propagandistic, 
not history but Heilsgeschichte. (The Bible usually does not 
pretend to be otherwise; it is we who are often naive, not 
the biblical writers.) It is obvious that in the Hebrew Bible 
there is little or no “objective history” to be found, perhaps 
for the premonarchical period little material that is even 
useful to the historian. Nor is the problem confined to the 
Hebrew Bible Old Testament (although virtually all “bibli- 
cal archaeology” concerned itself with that part of the 
Bible; but cf. Strange 1982). Archaeology can no more aid 
directly in the task of “rediscovering the historical Jesus” 
than it can in recovering the “patriarchal” or “conquest” 
eras at ancient Israel. As historians we are limited ulti- 
mately by the fact that the Bible asks not so much “What 
happened?” as “What did it mean?” Systematic theology 
goes further, of course, to ask “What does it mean?” To put 
it in another fashion, archaeology may aid in small but 
significant ways in getting at the “history behind the his- 
tory,” Le., in the task of writing a history of Israel, or even 
a history of the religion of Israel, but scarcely at all in the 
task of formulating an Old Testament theology. 

Furthermore, in considering the problem of interpreta- 
tion, the common notion that “texts are eloquent but 
artifacts are mute” must be laid to rest. How effectively 
either class of data mediates past realities to us is dependent 
upon how skillfully and sensitively the data are inter- 
preted. A text, biblical or otherwise, simply by virtue of 
exhibiting written signs, rather than other symbolic ex- 
pressions of human thought and behavior, may be no 
more “objective” in the witness it bears than any other 
object, no more comprehensive than an archaeological 
sample, no more transparent in significance than an arti- 
fact. With both types of evidence, we must try to “decode” 
the meaning (or various meanings) in another time and 
place and circumstance (that will always remain elusive), 
then try to translate this for our own situation. 

The analogy between the role of interpretation in un- 
derstanding texts and artifacts may be carried even fur- 
ther. The Bible itself, at least in human terms, is an artifact 
from the past, one that reflects the lives and thoughts of 
those who shaped it. Yet there is one unique feature. The 
Bible as we have it is clearly both what it was in its original 
context and usage, plus what it has become over the centu- 
ries as Scripture, constantly reinterpreted by Synagogue 
and Church. For the secular historian (sic), the primary 
difference between the Bible as a literary corpus and other 
texts that have been brought to light by archaeology is 
simply that the former was never discarded or lost, but 
rather was continually preserved and revised by a still- 
living community. Thus the Bible, in archaeological terms, 
is what we may call a “curated artifact.” The problems of 
interpretation are similar—but just as difficult. 

b. Artifactual Remains and Their Contribution. Most 
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of the data from ancient Palestine that happen to be 
preserved are artifactual, not textual (the Bible being, as 
we have observed, a notable exception). Such data are often 
poorly preserved and in any case constitute an atypical 
representation of what must once have been present in the 
archaeological record. The context necessary to supply 
meaning may be missing, or misunderstood owing to faulty 
excavation. From these tantalizing physical remains—bits 
and pieces of the past—what can we learn, if anything, of 
history and culture that will complement and supplement 
the study of texts? 

We have attempted above to show how much more illu- 
minating the “new archaeology” can be than the old. ‘To 
summarize briefly here, first, archaeology may contribute 
a knowledge of the larger context in which the Bible 
emerged, both physical and cultural, without which it 
cannot be fully understood. Archaeology alone is capable 
of bringing to life again the ANE setting, the neighboring 
lands and people and cultures. This provides the back- 
ground agair.st which the Bible can be portrayed so as to 
give it a credibility—an immediate, vivid, flesh-and-blood 
reality—that it cannot possibly have when read solelv as 
Scripture, or as a long-lost literature isolated from its 
origins. 

Second, archaeology, while it may not be able to give an 
ultimate exp.anation of events, historical or theological, 
can provide at least what we may call the “ecology of 
change.” At any given period it can document the local 
conditions in Palestine that may have given rise to a situa- 
tion that made changes possible, as well as putting these 
changes into the context of the natural environment and 
long setlement history of Palestine. Thus archaeology 
need not ignore, much less contradict, the historical and 
primarily religious affirmations of the ancient biblical writ- 
ers. But it car, and should, supplement these partial expla- 
nations with an understanding of other factors that we 
moderns find helpful in assessing change—environmental, 
cultural, technological, socioeconomic, and other. Con- 
cerning these powerful agents of change, the Bible tells us 
next to nothing. This parallel and complementary “natural 
history,” or “secular history,” of ancient Palestine is recov- 
erable only -hrough archaeology (including, of course, 
additional extrabiblical texts that may be brought to light), 
and indeed cnly beginning now with the new tools at our 
disposal. Thus the book of Joshua and the works of the 
Deuteronomistic historians (Joshua-Kings) portray the 
emergence of Israel in Canaan as the result of a sudden, 
unified military conquest of the Twelve-Tribe League un- 
der the leadership of Joshua—a miraculous gift of Yahweh. 
Archaeological evidence, however, shows beyond doubt 
that most Late Bronze Age Canaanite sites in Palestine 
were not destroyed ca. 1200 s.c., and that nearly all the 
identifiable carly Israelite settkements were established 
peacefully on virgin soil (Finkelstein A/S). Therefore, from 
the point of the secular historian, the ascendancy of Israel 
was part of a gradual, exceedingly complex process of 
socioeconomic change on the Late Bronze-Iron I horizon, 
not a “miracle” at all. See also ISRAEL, HISTORY OF 
(ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE JISRAELITE “CON- 
QUEST”) and SETTLEMENT OF CANAAN. 

Finally, archaeology can look at the “other side of the 
coin,” that is. at popular culture, at folk religion, possibly 
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even at individual history in some cases (such as the annales 
school attempts). For instance, normative Israelite religion 
as reflected in the Hebrew Bible was supposedly Yahwistic. 
Archaeology, however, reveals that folk religion was highly 
syncretistic, that the popular cults of ancient Israel were 
strongly influenced by the Canaanite fertility religions. 


D. Conclusion 

In this essay we have tried to look briefly at Syro-Palestin- 
ian and “biblical” archaeology—at their history, their 
changing relationships, and especially their future pros- 
pects. The latter perspective is necessary, but risky, for 
archaeology by definition is full of surprises. Archaeology 
is also one of the fastest-moving of all the social science 
disciplines today, both in thecretical reformulations and in 
the astonishing type and arrav of new data that it is turning 
up. The “archaeological revolution” predicted by Albright 
is not over, as many seem to believe, but scarcely begun 
(even if it is not happening in the way he expected). And 
among Syro-Palestinian archaeology’s many future accom- 
plishments will certainly be the writing of a more compre- 
hensive and satisfying history of ancient Palestine in both 
the Old and New Testament periods. 

What archaeology cannot do, however, even at its best, is 
to “prove” the Bible in any sense—either by demonstrating 
that the events claimed by the biblical writers as central to 
the “salvation history” actually happened, much less by 
validating the theological inferences that are drawn from 
these events, whether ancient or modern. The notion that 
historical proofs can confirm. or even enhance, religious 
faith is a contradiction in terms. 
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WILLIAM G. DEVER 


ARCHELAUS (PERSON) [Gk Archelaos]. The eldest 
son and successor of Herod the Great (cf. Matt 2:22), who 
ruled over Judea and Samaria from 4 B.c. until a.p. 6. 
Most of what we know about Archelaus comes from the 
Jewish historian Josephus. He reports that Archelaus and 
his brother Antipas, Herod’s two sons by Malthace, a 
Samaritan, were raised in Rome. 

In Judea, Antipater accused Archelaus (who was in 
Rome) not only of denouncing Herod for the murder of 
his half-brothers Aristobulus and Alexander, but also of 
claiming that Antipater would soon be another of Herod’s 
victims (Jos. Ant 17.80), accusations which caused Herod to 
hate Archelaus (Jos. Ant 17.146). But shortly before his 
own death, Herod discovered that he had been duped by 
the scheming Antipater, and drafted the final version of 
his will naming Archelaus as principal heir to his kingdom 
(Jos. Ant 17.188-89). 

Archelaus arranged Herod’s funeral, and, we are told, 
he refrained punctiliously from accepting the royal title 
“king” until it had been confirmed by Augustus (Jos. Ant 
17.202). He promised to rule more mildly than Herod, 
and was immediately showered with demands for the re- 
duction and abolition of taxes, the release of prisoners, 
retribution against Herod’s favorites, and replacement of 
the high priest appointed by Herod. Although Archelaus 
took a conciliatory stance, serious unrest developed, espe- 
cially under the influence of those who supported the 
memory of Judas and Matthias, traditionalist Jews who had 
opposed Herod (Jos. Ant 17.149-67). This unrest reached 
such a point that Archelaus ordered his cavalry to put a 
stop to it; they killed some 3000 Jews in the Temple 
precinct during Passover (Jos. Ant 17.218). 

Archelaus sailed for Rome to press his case with Augus- 
tus, taking with him Nicolas of Damascus, who had been 
Herod’s great orator, and Herod’s sister, Salome (who 
intended, we are told, to undermine Archelaus by drawing 
Augustus’ attention to the disorder and carnage associated 
with Archelaus’ brief rule). At the same time, Antipas also 
made his way to Rome to lay claim to Herod’s throne. We 


ARCHELAUS 


are told that i1 Rome he gained the support of Herod’s 
relatives, all of whom hated Archelaus. Meanwhile, Sabi- 
nus, imperial procurator of Syria, wrote to Augustus level- 
ing accusations against Archelaus, who had thwarted his 
attempts to seize Herod's wealth (cf. Jos. Ant 17.221). 

During Archelaus’ absence in Rome, unrest had grown 
to large-scale rebellion. Varus, Roman governor of Syria, 
restored order. He also gave permission for a Jewish dele- 
gation to sail for Rome to request annexation and direct 
Roman rule over Judea (Jos. Ant 17.299-314). Augustus 
finally decided upon a compromise: Archelaus was 
awarded a large part of his father’s kingdom (Judea 
proper, Samaria, and Idumaea, together with the cities of 
Strato’s Tower-Caesarea, Sebaste, Joppa, and Jerusalem). 
From these territories Archelaus received an annual in- 
come of 600 talents. But Archelaus was not made “king” 
of these territories; instead, he was given the title of 
“ethnarch,” probably to reconcile the Jewish delegation 
which had requested the abolition of the monarchy 
(Braund 1984: 142). However, Augustus is also said to have 
promised Archelaus that he would be awarded the roval 
title if and when he had proved himself a capable ruler 
(Jos. Ant 17.317). The coins of Archelaus (which bear no 
image) indicate that he was known as “Herod, ethnarch” 
(HP? 354 n.4°. Josephus, however, calls him “king,” which, 
although technically inaccurate, might also constitute 
“oblique evidence on the scope of the office of ethnarch” 
(Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 309). 

Archelaus remained in office until a.p. 6, and few details 
of his brief ru.e are known. He founded a town, which he 
named Archelais; he rebuilt the royal palace at Jericho in 
lavish style; and near Jericho he irrigated a plain and 
planted it with palm trees. Josephus indicates that he was 
not a popular ruler: he reports that leading Jews and 
Samaritans “finding his savagery and tyranny intolerable” 
brought accusations against him before Augustus (Jos. Ant 
17.342); and that Archelaus, “remembering past differ- 
ences, behaveci savagely not only towards the Jews but also 
towards the Samaritans” (JW 2.111). Augustus summoned 
Archelaus through a man (also called Archelaus) who was 
responsible for the ethnarch’s affairs at Rome; the manner 
of summons was a calculated insult. After a brief hearing, 
Augustus confiscated Archelaus’ property and exiled him 
to Vienne in Gaul. Archelaus probably lived out his days 
in Vienne, although his tomb was later pointed out to 
those who visited Bethlehem (Jos. Ant 17.342-44; HjJP? 
356 n.13). 

Many of Archelaus’ troubles were inherited from Herod, 
although he himself had offended Jewish tradition in a 
number of ways. First, he had deposed the high priest 
Joazar (because he had supported Jewish malcontents) and 
he had appointed Eleazar, Joazar’s brother, to take his 
place (cf. Jos. 4né 18.93 on priestly vestments). Second, he 
had married Glaphyra, daughter of Archelaus I of Cap- 
padocia, a union which offended Jewish tradition because 
Glaphyra had already borne a son to Archelaus’ brother, 
Alexander, her first husband. In fact, Archelaus was Gla- 
phyra’s third husband, since she had married King Juba 
II of Mauretania after Alexander’s death (Jos. Ant 17.339; 
Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 296-394). 
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ARCHER. See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MES- 
OPOTAMIA. 


ARCHIPPUS (PERSON) [Gk Archippos]. A Christian 
greeted in the salutation of the letter to Philemon, identi- 
fied as a “fellow soldier” of Paul (Philemon 2), and as one 
urged to fulfill the “ministry” (dzakonia) he had received in 
the Lord (Col 4:17). Since Archippus is mentioned imme- 
diately after PHILEMON and APPHIA in Philemon 2, he 
is usually taken to have beer. a member of Philemon’s 
household, perhaps a close relative of Philemon and Ap- 
phia, such as a son or a brother. 

The evidence, however, may also be read plausibly to 
identify Archippus as the head of the household and, as 
such, the owner of the slave Onesimus (Knox Philemon IB, 
49-51). It has been argued, first, based on the grammatical 
rule that a pronoun agrees with its nearest antecedent, 
that the singular pronoun “you” in the phrase “the church 
in your (Gk sou) house” (Philemon 2) could refer to Ar- 
chippus. Second, the “ministry” that Archippus is asked to 
fulfill in Col 4:17, not further specified in that context, 
could be a reference to the veiled request in Philemon 13— 
14 to free Onesimus. Finally, Fhiiemon | presupposes that 
Paul’s “beloved fellow worker,” Philemon, is to read the 
letter to the house church, [f Philemon were the slav- 
eowner, nothing would stop him from destroying the letter 
and punishing Onesimus. Bur if Archippus is the house- 
hold head, then Paul would be effectively applying pres- 
sure on him to free Onesimus by having the letter read in 
his own house church and a decision thus made in the 
context of his Christian community (Cope 1985: 47). Nev- 
ertheless, against this identification of Archippus is the 
fact that the letter is addressed first of all to Philemon; for 
this reason he is usually taken to be its primary addressee 
and the owner of Onesimus. 

The greeting in Philemon 2 also identifies Archippus as 
Paul’s “fellow soldier” (Gk sustratiétés), i.e., his “fellow 
worker” (cf. Philippians 2:25, which indicates the two epi- 
thets are synonymous). The circumstances under which 
Paul came to know Archippus, however, are unknown. The 
military metaphor may indicate that Archippus, like Paul 
or perhaps at some time along with him, experienced 
conflict in his service of the church, probably in a position 
of leadership. 

In Col 4:17, Archippus, who by implication is not pre- 
sumed to be in Colossae, is said to have received a “minis- 
try” in the Lord, although the nature of his role is not 
further specified. J. B. Lightfoot (1879: 244) has argued 
that the solemnity of the warning to fulfill that ministry 
“points to a continuous service, rather than an immediate 
service.” Just prior to this warning in Col 4:16 is a refer- 
ence to the neighboring church of Laodicea, which sug- 
gests that Archippus served that church, perhaps as its 
leader. But had he been neglectful or timid or somehow 
in need of an admonition to do his work? Or was his 
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service of such difficulty that it required the courage of a 
soldier? Given Paul’s respectful salutation to this Christian 
in the opening words of Philemon, the latter is more likely. 


Bibliography 
Cope, L. 1985. On Rethinking the Philemon-Colossians Connec- 
tion. BR 30: 35-50. 
Lightfoot, J. B. 1879. Saint Paul’s Epistles to the Colossians and to 
Philemon. London. Repr. Grand Rapids, M1, 1978. 
JOHN GILLMAN 


ARCHITE [Heb 7arké]. A gentilic formation referring 
to a clan located SW of Bethel which became a part of 
Benjamin (Josh 16:2). Five of the six occurrences of the 
word refer to Hushai, the most celebrated member of the 
clan, famous for his distinguished service as David’s coun- 
selor (2 Sam 15:32; 16:16; 17:5, 14; 1 Chr 27:33). The 
term in Joshua 16:2 has to do with the marking of the S 
boundary of the tribe of Joseph at “ATAROTH, the terri- 
tory of the Archites.” This has caused confusion because 
of another Ataroth mentioned in v 7 as being on Ephraim’s 
N border. The S Ataroth marks the border of the Archite 
clan and is called “Ataroth-addar” in Joshua 16:5 and 
18:13, which may mean “Greater Ataroth” (Boling and 
Wright Joshua AB, 397-9). 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


ARCHITECTURE. See ART AND ARCHITEC- 
TURE articles. 


ARCHIVES OF MURASHU. See MURASHU, 
ARCHIVE OF 


ARCHONS, HYPOSTASIS OF. See HYPOSTASIS 
OF THE ARCHONS (NHC II,4). 


ARD (PERSON) [Heb ?drd]. Var. ADDAR. ARDITES. 
One of Benjamin’s ten sons, according to the Benjaminite 
genealogy of Gen 46:21, and head of the Ardites (Num 
26:40). The variant form of the name, ie., “Addar,” is 
easily explained as a transposition of the Hebrew conso- 
nants ref and dalet. The LXX of Num 26:30 reads adar. 
Several variants for the name as it appears in | Chr 8:3 
exist in the Gk, where the MT also transposes the conson- 
ants to read 2addaér. Ard’s relationship to Benjamin also 
varies. In Gen 46:21 he is numbered among ten sons of 
Benjamin, whereas in Num 26:40 and | Chr 8:3 he is a 
son of Bela and, thus, a grandson of Benjamin. Gen 46:21 
also considers two other sons of Bela (Naaman and Gera) 
to be sons of Benjamin. This variance in family relation- 
ship raises the question of how to interpret the expression 
“sons of,” whether it refers to direct family relationships 
or to clan affiliation (Williamson J and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 
83). Williamson finds the name “Ard” in yet another 
Benjaminite genealogy (1 Chr 7:12). He suggests that the 
name “Aher” in that verse is a slip for “Addar” or “Ard” 
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(1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 78). However, most scholars still 
follow the suggestion of Klostermann in reading the word 
-ehad, “one,” an emendation supposing yet another confu- 
sion of res and dalet (RE 4:94). 

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


ARDAT (PLACE) (Lat Ardath]. The name of the field to 
which Ezra was directed (2 Esdr 9:26), by whose bounty 
he was nourished, and upon whose slopes he received a 
vision. As with most of 2 Esdras, there is no surviving Gk 
form of this place name. The Syriac form is ?rpd and the 
Aramaic rbd (perhaps meaning a grain measure). The 
Latin versions also vary: Ardat (Codex Sangermanesis), 
Ardad (Codex Ambianesis), Ardas (Codex Complutensis), 
and Ardaf (Codex Mazarinaeus). Jacob Meyers suggests 
that Ardat is the name of a small locality near Babylon (J— 
2 Esdras AB, 270). Supporting this suggestion, Abel of- 
fered the ruins of Orthosia (Ard) on the site of Ullaza, 
which is not far from Sumer as a possibility (GP 1: 4). He 
identified this site as the Egyptian ?rt, which occurs in the 
description of the fifth campaign of Thutmose III as a 
destroyed city (ANET, 239). Another possibility mentioned 
by both Meyers and Abel is the village of Ardat mentioned 
a number of times in the Amarna letters near Tripoli or 
Byblos. There has been no conclusive site identification. 
Susan E. McGarry 


ARDON (PERSON) [Heb ?ardén]. One of the sons of 
Caleb (1 Chr 2:18). In the LXX, the name Orna, which is 
otherwise unknown, appears in the place of Ardon. Thus 
it is not certain whether Orna is a variant of Ardon or 


whether it refers to a different person. 
H.C. Lo 


AREINI, TELL EL- (M.R. 129113). Tell esh-Sheikh 
Ahmed el-SAreini (Arabic “Mound of Sheikh Ahmed al- 
“Areini”’) is a mound of some 70 acres (exact limits unde- 
fined) on the N outskirts of the modern development town 
of Gat, just at the junction of the Coastal Plain and the 
Shephelah, on the S bank of the Wadi Lachish. It was 
initially renamed “Tel Gath” by the Israel Geographic 
Names Committee, following the early identification with 
“Gath of the Philistines” proposed by Albright, Alt, and 
others, but the failure of more recent excavations to pro- 
duce any pertinent Iron I material has resulted in the site’s 
being renamed “Tel ‘Erani.” Alternate identifications 
might be Eglon or Mamshat (S. Yeivin), or possibly Libnah 
(Condor, B. Mazar). Limited soundings were carried out 
by S. Yeivin in 1956-1961, but only scant preliminary 
notices of the extensive material have been published (Yei- 
vin, EAEHL 1:89—97 and references there; and cf. Wein- 
stein 1984). 

The lower city, comprising the bulk of the site, has a 
lower terrace (area D) and a higher terrace, the former of 
which has produced the greatest variety and quantity of 
Egyptian Predynastic and Early Dynastic material of any 
site in Palestine. The stratification of area D was poorly 
observed, however, and is much debated, so only a tentative 
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outline of its phases can be given. Strata XII-VII are 
equivalent to the Egyptian Gerzean/Predynastic period (ca. 
3500-3200 B.c.); stratum VI corresponds to the Late 
Predynastic and may have had a city wall (ca. 3200-3100); 
stratum V, in which Narmer’s serekh was found, corre- 
sponds to the Ist Dynasty (ca. 3100-2800); strata IV—II 
correspond to the late Ist into 2d Dynasty (ca. 2800-2650); 
and stratum I has no clear Egyptian material (ca. 2650-?). 

The major question regarding area D concerns Yeivin’s 
sometime claim (never clearly articulated) that stratum VI 
ends in a major destruction, which should be attributed to 
Pharoah Narmer of the Ist Dynasty, whose serekh (signa- 
ture) was found on a stratum V sherd (cf. Weinstein 1984 
for the evidence and an opposing view). In any case, the 
succeeding ci:y, which contains the bulk of the Egyptian 
material, was one of the sites in Palestine most closely 
connected with Early Dynastic Egypt, whether by trade 
contacts or otherwise. After the beginning of Dynasty III 
and the Old Kingdom period (at the latest), the lower city 
was abandoned, and it lay unoccupied throughout the 
remainder of the Early Bronze, Middle Bronze, Late 
Bronze, and Iron I Ages. 

The Iron I[ and later upper city (principally areas A/G) 
of the NE corner rises some 45—55 ft. above the lower city, 
but it is only about 15 acres in extent. There were few 
impressive remains. The phases would appear to be 
roughly datec| as follows: 


STRATUM CENTURY (B.C.) 
IX 8th 
VIII late 8th 
VII 8th/7th 
VI early 7th 
Vv mid-late 7th 
IV early 6th 
III-II Persian 
I Hellenistic 


Byzantine and modern Arab burials lie on and around the 
mound. On -he highest point is the wéli (tomb) of the 
sheikh after whom the mound is named; and nearby are 
the ruins of the abandoned modern village of ‘Iraq el- 
Manshiyeh. 
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ARELI (PERSON) [Heb ?eréli]. ARELITE. A son of 
Gad, grandson of Zilpah and Jacob, and ancestral head of 
the Arelites. His name is entered last among the seven 
sons of Gad mentioned in the list of the descendants of 
Israel that went to Egypt (Gen 46:16; Jub. 44:20 places him 
second to last). In the census reported in Numbers 26, he 
is again the ast mentioned of the seven descendants of 
Gad whose names were adopted as clan names (Num 


370 ° I 


26:17—-LXX 26:26). The LXX readings in Gen 46:16 
(ariélis) and Num 26:26 (anél—MT 26:17) suggest the 
Hebrew spelling ?ar@el, but the Samaritan Pentateuch reads 
-rwly, and the Syriac reads “Aciil.” 

RICHARD W. NYSSE 


AREOPAGUS (PLACE) [Gk ho Areios pagos]. The Are- 
opagus, or Mars’ Hill, was cne of the more prominent 
topographical features of ancient Athens. It reaches a 
height of 377 ft. and appears to have received its name 
from an association with Ares, the Greek god of war, 
though some moderns have «lerived the name from Arai 
(“Curses”), interpreted as a term designating the Furies, 
whose cave was located on the NE slope of the hill. It was 
on the Areopagus that St. Paul stood in a.p. 51 when he 
delivered his sermon on the unknown god (Acts 17:19-22; 
Gartner 1955: 45-65). The Acropolis, some 140 ft. higher, 
stands a short distance to the SE; and the agora, where 
Paul talked with passersby and disputed with Stoic and 
Epicurean philosophers before being taken to the Areop- 
agus (Acts 17:16—-18), spreads out below it almost directly 
to the north. On his ascent from the agora, Paul probably 
would have rounded the precipitous NE brow of the hill, 
the Cave of the Furies above him and to his right, and 
would have climbed toward the summit from the extreme 
SE by the stairway cut into the rock that is still in use today. 
(For a map, see ATHENS.) As they had since classical 
times, the slopes of the Areopagus constituted a residential 
area when Paul was in Athens. 

Paul’s conversion of Dionysius the Areopagite (Acts 
17:34), whose surname signifies that he was a member of 
the Council of the Areopayus, gave the hill Christian 
associations that have persisted into modern times. Diony- 
sius himself became the patron saint of Athens as well as, 
by tradition, her first bishop and a Christian martyr. The 
ruins of the Church of St. Dionysius, constructed in the 
16th century, are presently visible on the high terrace just 
below the NE brow of the Areopagus (Travlos and Frantz 
1965). At the E end of the church are the remains of the 
well, supposedly near the home of the Areopagite, where 
according to local tradition St. Paul was hidden from his 
persecutors. 


A. The Council of the Areopagus 

The ancient references to the Council, or Boule, of the 
Areopagus are usually imprecise, and its history can for 
the most part be written only in general terms. Named 
after the hill where it met, and descended from a Homeric- 
style council of elders that advised the king (see, e.g., Iliad 
2.53 ff., 10.194 ff.), the council was long composed exclu- 
sively of aristocrats, and in the transition from monarchy 
to aristocracy it gradually assumed many previously regal 
powers and functions. In the first half of the 7th century 
B.c., still at the height of its authority, the Council of the 
Areopagus was the main governing body of Athens, with 
far-reaching and undefined religious, judicial, censorial, 
and political power, including a general control over the 
annual selection of the nine archons, the city’s chief mag- 
istrates who “went up to the Areopagus” after their term 
of office, where they then sat for life. 

The story of the slow and comparatively gentle democ- 
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ARE.01. View of the areopagus, looking W from the Acropolis at Athens. 
(Courtesy of April D. De Conick.) 


ratization of Athens—which was over 150 years in the 
making and began imperceptibly about 620 B.c. when 
Draco codified the laws, thereby defining, and so limiting, 
the powers of the magistrates and the Council—is also the 
story of the gradual demise of the Council’s authority. 
Solon confirmed that authority when he rewrote the laws 
in 594 B.c., but simultaneously laid the foundation for its 
deterioration, by allowing appeal from the judicial deci- 
sions of magistrates to his new people’s court, and by 
opening the archonships, which would provide all future 
Areopagites, to men of wealth who were not aristocrats. It 
appeared to emerge without further damage from the 
constitutional reforms of Cleisthenes at the end of the 6th 
century B.c., but here again his institution of a council 
attached to the popular assembly could not but reduce the 
influence of the Council of the Areopagus and encourage 
the assumption of its functions by the new body. 

A substantial loss of Areopagitic prestige was indirectly 
assured in 487 B.c. by the expansion of the role of sortition 
in the selection of archons. But the renewal of the Coun- 
cil’s prestige and authority that resulted from its patriotic 
conduct during Xerxes’ invasion (480-479 B.c.) was not 
undergirded by any constitutional change that would give 
it permanency. The coup de grace was seemingly delivered 
in 462 B.c. by Ephialtes, who made the only direct attack 
on the Council’s integrity that is recorded and, with per- 
haps some assistance from Pericles, persuaded the assem- 
bly to transfer to itself, its own council, and the popular 
courts the bulk of the Areopagites’ responsibilities. The 
largely honorific body that remained nevertheless contin- 
ued to survive, though it took on an increasingly popular 
appearance itself during the years after 460 B.c., with first 
the reduction and then the effectual removal of property 
qualifications for appointment to the nine archonships 
that constituted the single source of Areopagites. 

The reason for this survival is not far to seek. The 
Council of the Areopagus was a body hallowed by its 
antique origins, and as such it exercised certain functions 
so deeply rooted in religious tradition as to be virtually 
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sacrosanct. It was never deprived of these, preeminently 
the jurisdiction in specific types of homicide cases. In the 
mythological version of its origins presented in Aeschylus’ 
Eumenides (11.397—753), Athena herself founds the Coun- 
cil as a homicide court for the initial purpose of trying 
Orestes for the murder of his mother Clytemnestra; and 
Pausanias (1.28.5—6), writing a century after Paul’s visit to 
Athens, indicates that when the Council convened on its 
hill to judge homicide cases, the accused still stood on the 
Rock of Insolence and the accuser on the Rock of No- 
Mercy (Frazer 1913: 362-66). It was this residue of sacred 
responsibility that preserved the Council in the wake of 
Ephialtes’ assault, and which served as the basis for its 
eventual resurgence into an important political institution. 

We find signs of its revival in the late 5th and the 4th 
century B.c., when it assumed special public duties in times 
of crisis, for example after the Athenian defeats by the 
Spartans at Aegospotami (405 B.c.) and by Philip of Mace- 
don at Chaeronea (338 B.c.). The process of resurgence 
continued into the Roman period, with the result that by 
the middle of the Ist century B.c. the Council had reverted 
to its early status and become the chief governing body of 
Athens, its membership no doubt again limited to men of 
wealth and oligarchic sentiment with whom the Romans 
preferred to deal. Yet there were differences: Roman dig- 
nitaries were now sometimes numbered among the Are- 
opagites, and gone forever was the old freedom of judg- 
ment and action. It was a Council of the Areopagus so 
reconstituted that directed the public life of Athens when 
Paul was there, and would apparently continue to do so 
until the end of classical antiquity. 


B. Paul at the Areopagus 

The Acts 17 references to the Areopagus have generated 
a considerable outpouring of scholarly ink over the past 
250 years. The interpretive problem hinges on the exact 
meaning of “the Areopagus” (ho Areios pagos), and the 
solutions essayed may be divided into two basic groups. 
One view, supported by a tradition prevalent among the 
Church Fathers, holds that the term in question is an 
abbreviated designation for “the Council of the Areopa- 
gus,” and that Paul was subjected to a formal judicial 
process, regardless of whether this was a trial or some sort 
of hearing, and regardless of whether the Council was 
meeting on the hill that gave it its name or at the Stoa 
Basileios in the agora (where its sessions had commonly 
been held since the 4th century B.c.). The other view, 
which seems preferable, regards ho Areios pagos as simply a 
reference to Mars’ Hill, and contends that Acts provides 
no evidence of judicial proceedings, only an indication that 
Paul preached on the Hill in response to the request of 
those with whom he had conversed in the agora. 
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ARETALOGY. The recitation of the aretai (Gk “vir- 
tues,” “mighty deeds”) of a god, hero, or charisrnatic 
figure. 


A. The Greco-Roman World 

The term “aretalogy” includes a variety of forms of a 
common practice of hellenistic religion and politics. Many 
laudatory inscriptions, carefully phrased encomiums, and 
eulogistic biographies are still extant. Scholars have inves- 
tigated the popular appeal and propagandistic value of a 
wide variety of such “aretalogical” accounts and have dem- 
onstrated that the differences among these texts and reci- 
tations of praise are at least as interesting as their common- 
ality. 

The term “aretalogy” was used rarely in antiquity and 
possessed no specific literary or oral form (see Sir 36:13 
[14] and Strab. Geographus 17.1.17). On the other hand, 
Isis inscriptions from Delos speak of an “aretalogist” who 
was a dream interpreter, perhaps recounting the miracu- 
lous cures which Isis performed in dreams (see JG 
11.4.1263). In turn, those who recited fabulous wonders 
were scorned by Roman authors as entertaining liars (Juv. 
Egyptian Satire, 15: Suet. Aug. 74). Modern scholars of the 
history of religions have thus identified “aretalogy” with 
the recitations of the “aretalogists,” paying particular at- 
tention to its value as a mode of religious proclamation or 
propaganda. The chief example remained the appeal 
which Oriental and Egyptian traditions made to a broader 
public on the basis of the recitations of the mighty deeds 
and virtues of a god or cult figure. 

Such cultic recitation took on a distinctive form in the 
“self-praises of Isis.” Several inscriptions display a well- 
wrought forrn in which Isis declares “I am... ,” announc- 
ing herself as the ruler of heaven and earth, mistress of 
fate and weather, legislator of helpful human ordinances, 
dispenser of wealth and source of wisdom. Such catalogs 
of her “virtues” could also be recited by others in third- 
person declarations, “She who . . .” These lists of glorious 
attributes and mighty acts may also be compared with the 
inscriptions of the healings which were placarded at Epi- 
daurus in praise of Asclepius. Those lists for the healing 
cult were another form of “aretalogy” in the religious 
marketplace of the Greco-Roman world. 

Laudatory biographies and letters of recommendation 
of charismatic prophets, healers, and itinerant philoso- 
phers have also been identified as “aretalogical” by modern 
scholars. Such cycles of stories and claims produced a 
peculiar literature which the satirists such as Lucian of 
Samosata could mock. In the effort to promote a particu- 
lar figure as inspired or divine or as a “divine man” (Gk 
theios anér), authors adopted various catalogs of virtues or 
mighty acts (aretai). Philosophers, rulers, and wonder 
workers could all be credited with divine or semidivine 
status although the specific criteria for such deifications 
were distinct. The praise of the wisdom of Socrates or the 
self-sufficiency of Diogenes may even be formally similar 
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to the glorification of Alexander’s courage or the recitation 
of the miraculous power of Asclepius’ cures. 

All of these distinct “aretalogical” traditions provide a 
window on the religious marketplace of the Greco-Roman 
world. Egyptian cults were striving for recognition and 
support for adherents in the west, exporting Isis to Rome 
along with the grain of the Nile and seeking recognition 
and support for Egypt’s spiritual heritage and institutions 
were as legitimate as any in the dominant culture. 

Popular philosophers competed for converts and heal- 
ing shrines for adherents. The virtues of the philosophers 
could be catalogued in direct praise of their oral example 
or as cynic displays of disdain for conventional standards. 
Miraculous cures and mighty acts of shamans and rulers 
were listed as documentation of divine authority or 
agency. At the end of the 2d century c.z., Philostratus’ Life 
of Apollonius of Tyana presented a synthesized portrait of 
the wonder-working Pythagorean philosopher. Earlier 
sources telling of Apollonius’ marvelous acts of magic and 
supernatural power may still be identified within Philostra- 
tus’ “life” of the philosopher, but Philostratus had pro- 
duced a new example of a more complex “aretalogical” 
literature. 


B. Jewish Wisdom and Mission 

Many forms of contemporary Jewish tradition clearly 
participated in this Greco-Roman religious marketplace, 
and a variety of texts may be called “aretalogical” in close 
comparison with the traditions discussed above. The 
cleanest parallels can be drawn with Hellenistic Jewish texts 
of Egyptian provenance, but the competition among reli- 
gious and philosophical traditions for adherents and con- 
verts is much more extensive. 

The praise of Wisdom in both Proverbs 8 and Wis 9:18— 
10:21 recalls conventions of the praises of Isis. Whether 
Wisdom recites her own praises or is praised in third- 
person declaration, her “aretalogy” rivals that of Isis both 
in form and in the mythic creative and saving roles which 
she plays. Like Isis, Wisdom has become the consort of 
God whom the king desires as his bride (Wis 8:2—9). Still, 
her tasks are explicitly identified with Jewish scriptural 
traditions, and no accommodation is offered to those 
outside of “a holy people and blameless race” (Wis 10:15). 
Thus the audience for this “aretalogy” does not appear to 
be a broad public in the Greco-Roman world. Wisdom was 
being praised for the benefit of Jews who were intimidated 
by the power of Isis and the Egyptian royal theology which 
she represented. 

The glorification of Moses by Artapanus was another 
kind of aretalogy, imitating the novelistic glorification of 
Egyptian and other nationalistic heroes. The biblical Moses 
is stil! central, but this worker of plagues and liberator of 
Israel is also praised as the founder of the nomes of Egypt, 
the inventor of ships, and a godlike Hermes who gives the 
Egyptians their sacred letters and interprets them. The 
folklore of national heroes is not as theologically particular 
as wisdom traditions nor so discriminating of moral virtue 
as the lives of the philosophers. But Artapanus’ glorious 
portrait of Moses placed him in the proud company of 
such rulers and champions as Semiramis the Babylonian 
and Sesostris the Egyptian. Once again, the audience for 
such extravagant stories of Moses was probably only Egyp- 
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tian Jews who were eager to be assured of the importance 
of their heritage within the dominant culture. 

Philo’s Life of Moses raised the aretalogy of Moses to a 
new level of the glorification of the “sage” and “divine 
man” who is at once the ideal king, lawgiver, high priest, 
and prophet (1.334; II.2-7, 187, 292). Whether written 
for Hellenistic Jews or non-Jews, Philo’s account adapted 
the biblical account freely, dressing Moses in the philoso- 
pher’s cloak and the robe of the statesman. Even the 
biblical miracles were heavily rationalized, ignored or 
turned into verifications of Moses’ possession of the virtue 
of piety (Vita Mos II. 284). The recitation of miracles was 
not primary in this aretalogy. The hellenistic ideal of 
kingship is much more the controlling standard. 

Josephus also indulged in effusive praise of Moses as the 
“most excellent general, the wisest adviser and the most 
conscientious of all guardians.” Next to him such lawgivers 
as Lycurgus, Solon, and Zaleucus were only born yesterday 
(AgAp 2.154—58). Josephus was explicitly responding to 
the charges of others that Moses was an evil leper who 
organized the outcast Jews with the advice to attack the 
Egyptian population, showing goodwill to no one (AgAp 
1.237-50, 304-8, 2.121-22). Writing in a time when the 
Roman order had driven the Jews into fighting for their 
right to live, Josephus’ aretalogy is transparent in its de- 
fense of Moses’ virtue, wisdom, and power. 


C. New Testament Aretalogies and Mission 

Early Christian proclamations of Jesus quickly adopted 
and adapted many forms of praise and testified to Jesus as 
Messiah, Savior, Son of God, Lord, and Son of Man. All 
such recitations of Jesus’ words, works, life, death, and 
resurrection could be broadly called aretalogical. After all, 
the Christian mission also had to make its way in the Greco- 
Roman religious marketplace. But more specific compari- 
sons have proved helpful in a few areas. 

The “superlative apostles” of 2 Corinthians (12:11-12) 
may reflect a kind of Jewish Christian missionizing in 
which a particular kind of inspired exegesis, signs, won- 
ders and mighty works were standard credentials. Perhaps 
Paul is contending with a kind of “divine man” tradition 
in which these star performers have their letters of rec- 
ommendation and their loyal adherents. Then Paul’s “fool- 
ish” recitation of his weakness and suffering is a counter- 
aretalogy, intended to discredit the self-praises of these 
“false apostles.” 

If the probability of pre-Gospel collections of miracle 
stories is high, then were these sources a kind of aretalogy? 
John probably used a Signs Source, and Mark may have 
drawn upon a cycle of miracle stories but subsumed them 
in a cross-resurrection narrative structure. Perhaps the 
Gospel genre is a kind of critique of the aretalogical 
traditions of the Greco-Roman religious marketplace. 

On the other hand, perhaps the Gospels themselves 
should be viewed as aretalogies too. Luke-Acts in particular 
appears to appropriate the miracle traditions and glorify 
the Lord and the apostles without any sharp caution about 
the misuse of the Jesus traditions (apart from the clear 
perversion by Simon Magus and the Sons of Sceva in Acts 
8 and 19). Some interpreters also regard the Fourth Gos- 
pel as using the Signs quite uncritically in a straightfor- 
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ward effort to glorify Jesus as the Son of God “striding 
over the earth.” 

The discussion is important since it requires the inter- 
preter of the New Testament to view the mission of the 
early church within the competitive religious context of 
the Ist century. Paul and the evangelists have been de- 
scribed by some scholars as confounding the aretalogies of 
contemporary religious propaganda with the kerygma of 
Christ crucified. Other interpreters have argued that even 
the Gospels and Paul’s recitations of his “foolishness” are 
distinctive aretalogies but not formally unique. Since the 
term is not technically specific, the discussion of “aretalo- 
gies” will continue to provide fruitful occasions for the 
comparison and contrast of the Gospels and early Chris- 
tian proclamation with a wide range of religious and 
political recitations of praise of saviors, lords, cult figures, 
and gods. 
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ARETAS. Dynastic name of at least four kings of the 
royal house of Nabatea located at Petra. The earliest Naba- 
tean Aramaic inscription from Elusa on the Petra-Gaza 
road in the Negev mentions an “Aretas, King of the 
Nabateans.” Proposals for a date of the inscription vary 
from the beginning to the end of the 2d century B.c. (see 
Wenning 1987: 141). The Aramaic spelling of the name, 
hrtt, occurs rarely and is of disputed etymology, but it does 
appear as a personal name occasionally in Safaitic (Har- 
ding 1971: 282). It has been associated with the common 
Arabic name of hanta, “ploughman” (al-Khraysheh 1986: 
93) and it is interesting that the name “hdritat, king of 
Hagar” appears in Aramaic on coins of the mid-2d century 
B.c. found at Susa (Robin 1974: 110). Hagar has been 
connected with the Agraioi of Greek sources, a people who 
controlled the E sector of the caravan route leading from 
Babylon through Dumat al-Jandal (Jauf) to Petra and the 
Mediterranean port at Gaza (Eratosthenes apud Strabo 
16.4.2). The proposal that the original homeland of the 
Nabateans was located in this same region of the Persian 


ARETAS 


Gulf (Milik ]982) offers some support to these connections 
and may help explain other features of Nabatean culture, 
e.g., the use of Aramaic and the name of “Hagiru” for the 
queens and princesses of the Nabatean royal house (as 
known from coins; see Meshorer 1975: 79). 

1. Aretas ] (ca. 170-160 B.c. fi.). The first known dvynast 
of the Nabateans is a contemporary of the early Hasmo- 
nean rulers. In 168, the Jewish high priest Jason sought 
refuge with an “Aretas, tyrant of the Arabs,” before whom 
he was tried and/or imprisoned (2 Macc 5:8; cf. Goldstein 
2 Maccabees AB, 256). This Aretas is most likely the same 
king of the Nabateans referred to in the Elusa inscription 
as “tyrant,” a word frequently used as a synonyro for 
“king.” The Nabateans under his rule appear to have been 
friends with the Maccabean rulers Judas (1 Macc 5:24—28; 
cf. Jos Ant 12.8.3 §335) and Jonathan (15.22). A perplexing 
reference to Arab nomads who skirmished with Judas (2 
Macc 12:10--12) probably refers to Arabs existing outside 
the Nabatean circle (Bowersock 1983: 19-20), perhaps the 
Itureans (Kasher 1988: 30; see also TTURAEA). 

2. Aretas iI (ca. 100 B.c. fi.). Under his reign, the Naba- 
teans first came into conflict with the Hasmonean king- 
dom. In 100 B.c., Alexander Jannaeus beseiged the impor- 
tant commercial port of Gaza. Aretas had pledged to 
protect the town, but he failed to send military assistance 
in time to defend it from the attack by the Hasmonean 
ruler (Jos. Ant 13.13.3 §358—-64). Justinus’ Latin epitome 
of Pompeius Trogus’ Histortiae Philippicae (39.5.5-6) men- 
tions an Arzb king named Herotimus who led campaigns 
into Syria ard Egypt. Herotimus probably is to be identi- 
fied with Aretas II. These conflicts have been interpreted 
as a struggle for control of the lucrative trade routes of 
Palestine during the decline of the Hellenistic powers of 
Syria and Egypt. This Aretas is also alluded to in the oldest 
Nabatean inscription known from Petra, where he appears 
as the father of Obodas I, his successor as king of the 
Nabateans (ca. 93-85 B.c.). This has led to the suggestion 
that he is the “founder of the Nabatean dynasty” (Hj P? 1: 
577), but this ignores the evidence for the earlier mon- 
archs (Starcky DBSup 7: 905). Some archaic Nabatean coins 
known from Gaza and Petra have also been associated with 
his reign (Meshorer 1975: 10-11), the earliest issues by 
any of the Nabatean kings. 

3. Aretas III (ca. 85—62 B.c.). The early years of his reign 
represent a period of Nabatean expansion. As a young 
prince, he sounded the settlement of Aurara (modern 
Hymayma) between Petra and Aqaba, evidently to promote 
the trade along this important route that connected the 
Nabatean capital with the Red Sea (Uranius’ Arabicus apud 
F. Jacoby FGrH 675 Fib; Eadie 1984). In 85, after the 
death of the Seleucid ruler Antiochus XII, Aretas acquired 
Coele-Syria and Damascus as part of his realm (Jos. Ant 
13.5.2 §392). In coins struck at Damascus between 84—72 
B.c., Aretas is entitled in the Greek legend the “Philhel- 
lene” (Meshorer 1975: 12-16), indicating the adoption of 
the Hellenistic tradition of the region. In 82, he launched 
a campaign into Judea where he defeated Alexander Jan- 
naeus in a battle at Adida. After the setback, however, the 
Hasmonean ruler led a counterattack that saw the loss of 
Nabatean territories in Moab and Gilead (Ant 13.5.3-4 
§393-97). In 72-71 B.c., the invasion of Tigranes of 
Armenia into Syria also forced Aretas to withdraw from 
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Damascus (13.16.4 §419). After the death of Alexander 
Jannaeus in 76 B.c., his widow, Queen Alexandra, assumed 
ule until her death in 67 8.c. Afterward, a dynastic quarrel 
broke out between her sons, Hyrcanus and Aristobulus. 
The Idumean ruler Antipater, who supported Hyrcanus, 
had established friendly relations with the Nabateans, as a 
result of his marriage to a prominent Nabatean woman 
named Cypros, the mother of Herod the Great (Ant 14.7.3 
§121; JW 1.181). As a result, he advised Hyrcanus to flee 
for refuge to “Aretas of Arabia” and enlist his support. 
Forming an alliance with the Nabatean ruler, Antipas and 
Hyrcanus then led a campaign against the opposition party 
of Aristobulus at Jerusalem. In response, the Roman gen- 
eral Pompey sent his envoy S.caurus to help defend Aristo- 
bulus. Under threat of being: declared an enemy of Rome, 
Aretas withdrew from Jerusalem, but 6000 of his forces 
were slain by Aristobulus at Papyron, near Jericho, during 
their retreat (Ant 14.1.1—2.3 §1—33). Afterward, Scaurus 
beseiged Petra, but withdrew after the king paid him 3000 
talents (Ant 14.5.1 §80-81; JW 1.124-30). During his 
aedileship in 58 B.c., Scaurus issued coins at Rome depict- 
ing a long-haired Aretas kneeling beside his camel in 
submission to himself (Criuwford 1974: 446, no. 422). 
Henceforth, Nabatea came under Roman sway as a client 
kingdom. 

4. Aretas IV (9-8 B.c—A.D. 40-41). The zenith of Naba- 
tean political and economic fortunes took place during the 
almost half-century of his lengthy reign. After the death 
of Obodas ITI in 9 B.c., Syllaeus, “the brother of the king” 
and chief administrator of the kingdom, assumed control 
of the state and even issued coinage depicting him as the 
monarch (Meshorer 1975: 36-40). Augustus recognized 
him as the official ruler, but an Aeneas assumed control of 
the throne at Petra under -he name of Aretas (IV) and 
sent an embassy to Rome tc plead his case and condemn 
Syllaeus. Although not a direct descendant of Obodas III, 
Aeneas appears to have been from a collateral line of the 
royal house, related to Malichus I (58-30 B.c.). However, 
the Roman emperor dismissed Aretas’ claims, sending his 
envoys and their gifts back to Nabatea, as he had failed to 
request the emperor’s permission before assuming rule. 
In spite of his initial rejection of Aretas’ petition, Augustus 
found other complaints about Syllaeus more persuasive. 
These were issued by Heroc! the Great through his agent 
Nicolaus of Damascus. As a result, Syllaeus was con- 
demned and later executed by Augustus, who reluctantly 
recognized Aretas as the leg:itimate ruler of Nabatea (Jos. 
Ant 16.9.1—4 §271—-99 and 10.8-—9 §335—55). 

The lengthy reign of Aretas is the best documented of 
any Nabatean monarch. The coinage issued in his reign is 
immense, representing an estimated 80 percent of all 
Nabatean coinage. It has been found at scattered sites 
throughout the Levant (including Cyrus, Dura-Europos, 
and Susa) and even in Europe (Aventicum, Switzerland). It 
is also important for the portraiture of the monarch, who 
is depicted with a mustache after a.p. 18. A gap in the 
issues and inscriptions of his reign between 4—1 B.c. and a 
cryptic comment by Strabo (16.4.21) has led to the sugges- 
tion that the Nabatean kingdom had been annexed briefly, 
then transformed again to the status of a client state 
(Bowersock 1983: 54-55). The motive may be associated 
with Herod’s death in 4 B.c., when Aretas provided auxil- 
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iaries to assist the Syrian legate Varus in quelling political 
unrest in Judea (Ant 17.10.9 §287; JW 2.68). Their disobe- 
dience of the Roman commander’s orders during the 
affair prompted their dismissal and perhaps Roman inter- 
vention in Nabatea (Ant 17.10.10 §296). Nevertheless, 
other chronological gaps in the coinage and inscriptions 
of Aretas’ reign exist, rendering this interpretation incon- 
clusive. Moreover, the standard epithet “lover of his peo- 
ple” (rahem Sanmeh) that appears on Aretas’ coinage has 
been interpreted as an implicit rejection of such titles as 
philoromaios and philokaisar used by other Roman client 
kings and a protest against any suggestion of servility 
(HJP? 1: 582). The epithet appears on his coins and 
inscriptions from the beginning to the end of his reign. 

Under Aretas, the formative stage of Nabatean material 
culture took place. Their distinctive art, architecture, pot- 
tery, and peculiar Aramaic script all developed their clas- 
sical style during his reign. Many of the monumental 
structures at Petra have been assigned to his time, such as 
the construction of the theater and Qasr al-Bint; the fa- 
mous Khazneh at the terminus of the Siq has also been 
proposed as the great king’s final resting place. The devel- 
opment of the Negev cities at the time—Oboda, Mampsis, 
Nessana, Elusa, and Sobata—further reflects the economic 
prosperity of the period. In addition, Mada?in salih (an- 
cient Hegra) appears to have been founded early in his 
reign, serving as an important emporium for the caravan 
trade in aromatics from South Arabia. Nabatean mer- 
chants in a.p. 3-6 even erected a sanctuary at the port of 
Puteoli in Italy (CIS II 158). The administrative and mili- 
tary organization of Aretas’ realm reflect these foreign 
contacts; his officers bear titles adopted from the Hellenis- 
tic and Roman overlords: strategoi, hipparchoi, chili- 
archoi, and even a centurion appear in inscriptions during 
his reign. In many respects, the cultural achievements of 
Aretas IV represent a fitting parallel to those of his con- 
temporary in Judea, Herod the Great. 

Aretas had at least two wives during his lengthy reign: 
Huldu (from 9 B.c.—a.p. 16) and Shuqailat (from a.p. 18). 
They are not designated his “sisters” ?ht) on coins during 
his reign, in contrast to the wives of his royal successors 
Malichus II (a.p. 40—70) and Rabbel II (a.p. 71—106), but 
inscriptions indicate that both Huldu (CIS II 158) and 
Shuqailat (CIS I] 354; Khairy 1981) were entitled his 
“sister.” The “title” has been taken literally, but it many 
only represent an important rank in the hierarchy of the 
royal court of Nabatea (Meshorer 1975: 61). Syllaeus was 
also called the “brother of the king [i.e., Obodas IJ,” 
although he was the son of Teimu, not Obodas II. The 
members of the royal family of Aretas IV late in his reign 
are listed in a recent inscription found at Wadi Musa 
(Khairy 1981). It names four sons (Malichus II, Obodas, 
Rabbel, and Phasael) and four daughters (Sha‘dat, Shaqilat 
II, Gamilat, and Hageru); the latter princess was also the 
mother of a child named Aretas, the grandson of Aretas 
IV. Intermarriages between the royal families of the vari- 
ous monarchies were common in the East and existed in 
the relations of the Petraean royal house with the Herodian 
dynasty: one of Aretas’ daughters—perhaps Sha‘udat 
(Starcky DBSup 7: 914)}—was married to the tetrarch 
Herod Antipas before he divorced her to marry Herodias, 
the wife of his half-brother Herod Philip. John the Baptist 
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condemned the action and was imprisoned and finally 
executed by Antipas around a.p. 29 (Matt 14:3-12 and 
par.). Aretas’ anger found revenge only later, in a.p. 36, 
when he attacked and defeated the army of Antipas. 
Tiberius sent Vitellius the governor of Syria to punish 
Aretas for his action, but the Roman emperor’s death in 
A.D. 36-37 canceled the expedition (Ant 18.5.1-3 §109- 
25). 

The only specific biblical reference to Aretas IV appears 
in Paul’s letter of 2 Corinthians in which he refers to his 
escape in a basket lowered from a window in the city wall 
that was guarded by the “governor [ethnarch] under king 
Aretas” (11:32—-33). The circumstances remain obscure, 
but the Jewish and Nabatean Arab community appear to 
have acted in concert against Paul (cf. Acts 9:24). The 
ethnarch of Aretas has been taken to be a royal official 
charged with oversight of the Nabatean commercial colony 
established at Damascus (DBSup 7: 915; Rey-Coquais 1978: 
50; Knauf 1983), rather than an indication the city consti- 
tuted part of the Nabatean realm. A parallel has been 
found in an official with the title of “ethnarch” who was 
responsible for the Jewish community at Alexandria (Jos. 
Ant 14.17). But others feel that Paul’s description of the 
incident seems to place the Syrian city clearly under Naba- 
tean control, however briefly (Bowersock 1983: 68). Since 
the episode appears to have occurred in the reign of the 
emperor Caligula (a.p. 37-41), it has been associated with 
his general policy of extending the territories of the client 
kings in the East (Jewett 1979: 30-33, 99). No coinage 
from Damascus appears to have been struck during his 
reign or that of Claudius. Paul’s prior contacts with Naba- 
tea (Gal 1:17) may also account for the animosity of Aretas’ 
official in Damascus, but the sources are silent about his 
Arabian sojourn. The odd inclusion of the incident in his 
list of hardships (see Fitzgerald 1988: 18-19) has been 
explained as an inversion of Roman military imagery, 
emphasizing the apostle’s humiliation in retreating over a 
wall, in contrast to the distinguished award (corona muralis) 
given to the first courageous Roman soldier to scale the 
wall of the enemy (Judge 1968: 47; cf. Furnish 2 Corinthi- 
ans AB, 542). As such, it illustrates again the “weakness” 
of Paul. 
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ARGOB (PLACE) [Heb ’argab]. A district E of the Jordan 
valley of uncertain location. The name Argob occurs three 
times in the chapter of Deuteronomy recounting the cap- 
ture of the Amorite kingdom of BASHAN that was ruled 
by OG (Deut 3:4, 13, 14) and once in the account of 
Solomon's administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:14). The name 
consistently zppears in the construction hebel -argob, and 
its proper interpretation presents several problems. The 
Hebrew noun hebel can denote a measured tract or area 
(note LXX schoinismos [1 Kgs 4:13]), and thus would seem 
to imply a clearly delineated section of Bashan. The ety- 
mology of the name “Argob” suggests a possible identifi- 
cation of the area, though difficulties remain. The topo- 
nym 7arg6b is probably related to the rare noun regeb “clod 
(of earth)” (found only in Job 21:33; 38:38), perhaps 
referring to a tract of arable land. The name is replaced 
in Tg. Yer. with the word tarkona, which may be a translit- 
eration of Gk trachén, a substantive meaning “rugged, 
stony region” and also the name of the large basalt for- 
mation about 20 mi. S of Damascus (called in Arabic el- 
Leja “the Refuge”; see TRACHONITIS). The location of 
this formation well E of the Jordan stands in the way of its 
identification with Argob, because Deut 3:14 implies that 
the region of Argob extended W “as far as the border of 
the Geshurites and Maacathites”; that border is generally 
placed at the Nahr er-Raqqad, the westernmost N-S tribu- 
tary of the river Yarmuk. 

Other locations have been proposed for Argob, though 
none can claim consensus. The region known as Batanea 
to the W and S of Trachonitis is one possibility (GB, 215). 
Its rich soil has been farmed by the Druze in more recent 
times. Simons (GTTOT, 8-9, 13) extends the region of 
Argob W to Nahr er-Raqqad and N to Mt. Hermon (al- 
though GTTOT Map V twice shows Argob lying along the 
Wadi al-Harir (also called Hreir or Ehrer], considerably E 
of Raqqad). Mazar (1961: 24) located Argob along the 
banks of the Wadi el-?Allan (another Yarmuk tributary 
situated between Raqqad and Harir). Avi-Yonah (Encfud 1) 
placed Argob between the wadis Raqqad and Allan. 

Bergman (1936: 239) suggested Jebel Druz as the loca- 
tion of Argob, though he doubted that the Israelite con- 
quest included territory N of the Yarmuk. Ottosson (1969: 
111-12) places Argob in N Gilead, south of the Yarmuk 
and S of Bashan (although he appears to extend Bashan S 
of the Yarmuk). 

The location and extent of the region of Argob is 
further complicated by the biblical statement (Deut 3:13) 
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that it is conterminous with the kingdom of Og and 
apparently also with the region called HAVVOTH-JAIR 
(Deut 3:14). The latter cities are said to be in Bashan (Josh 
13:30) but also in Gilead (Num 32:40—41; Judg 10:4). The 
sixth Solomonic administrative district comprised Hav- 
voth-jair in Gilead and the region of Argob in Bashan (1 
Kgs 4:13), clearly distinguishing the locations of the two 
regions. 

Another biblical reference to Argob (2 Kgs 15:25) is 
textually problematic. The phrase °et-argéb wé?et-h@aryé 
may be misplaced from v 29, a list of places captured by 
the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser. The second member of 
the pair may be a corrupt reading of y@ir from the place 
name Havvoth-jair. If this reasoning is correct, then Argob 
is distinguished from Havvoth-jair in this instance as well. 
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ARGOB AND ARIEH (PERSONS) [Heb ?argéb and 
-aryéh]. Possibly two coconspirators with Pekah or victims 
along with the king, Pekahiah, of Pekah’s conspiracy (2 
Kgs 15:25), but more likely place names. The MT includes 
these two names in a grammatically difficult sentence, but 
they are omitted in many English translations (RSV, NAB, 
NEB). Various solutions to the problems posed by these 
two names have been suggested. Klostermann emends the 
text to read “with his four hundred warriors” suggesting 
that Pekah was able to eradicate the entire royal guard. 
Geller proposes that the text should be translated “near 
eagle and lion” indicating the place where Pekahiah was 
murdered. Geller argues that as Sennacherib was mur- 
dered between statues of protective deities set up at the 
gates of the royal palace, so Pekahiah was murdered be- 
tween guardian statues of his palace. Most modern trans- 
lators accept Stade’s solution that Argob and Arieh are 
place names and should be omitted. It is possible that a 
scribe’s eyes wandered from the Gilead of v 29 to the 
Gilead of v 25, where he then inserted place names that 
should actually be in v 29. Argob is the name of a district 
of Bashan (Deut 3:4, 13, 14; 1 Kgs 4:13). Arieh, similar in 
spelling to Havvoth-jair which is elsewhere associated with 
Argob (Deut 3:14), refers to a group of settlements in the 
area. (See Gray Kings OTL; Jones Vol. 2 of Kings NCBC.) 
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ARIANISM. See ARIUS, ARIANISM. 
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ARIARATHES (PERSON) [Gk Ariarathés]. Ariarathes 
V Eusebes Philopater, king of Cappadocia (ca. 163-130 
B.C.), [1 Macc 15:22]. He appears in a list of recipients of 
the letter sent by the consul Lucius endorsing the leader- 
ship of Simon, the High Priest. The letter stresses the 
renewal of friendship and alliance between Rome and 
Judea, forbids war against Judea by Roman allies, and 
allows for the extradition of prisoners. The placement of 
Ariarathes V after Attalus II reflects accurately both their 
submission to Rome and the strong ties between the two 
men. Attalus I] married Ariarathes’ sister, Stratonice. He 
also came to Ariarathes’ aid when the latter’s half-brother, 
Orophernes, had seized the throne of Cappadocia. Later 
they together attacked the city of Priene in an attempt to 
regain funds stolen by Orophernes, but they withdrew 
after Rome ordered them to cease. Ariarathes V died 
during the battle of Leucae while fighting with the Romans 
against Aristonicus, who attempted to seize the throne of 
Pergamum after the death of Attalus III. 
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ARIDAIT (PERSON) [Heb °ariday, >driday]. One of the ten 
sons of Haman (Esth 9:9). On problems surrounding this 
list of names, see ADALIA. Aridai (LXX arsaion) possibly 
renders the otherwise unattested Old Iranian name *Arya- 
déyah- “the Iranian tending for”, or *Arya-da-hyu- “of Ira- 
nian land, country.” 
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ARIDATHA (PERSON) [Heb ?dridata?]. One of the ten 
sons of Haman (Esth 9:8). On problems surrounding this 
list of names, see ADALIA. Aridatha (LXX sarbaka cannot 
be harmonized with Aridatha and must represent another 
name) possibly renders the otherwise unattested Old Ira- 
nian name *Arya-déta—‘brought forth from the Aryan.” 
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ARIEH. See ARGOB AND ARIEH. 


ARIEL (PERSON) [Heb ?ér?él]. Var. IDUEL. Even 
though the Hebrew terms that stand behind the translit- 
eration “ariel” occur rarely in the Bible, “ariel” seems to 
carry a wide range of meanings: (1) a poetic name for 
Jerusalem (Isa 29:1—2, 7); (2) a common noun for “heroes” 
or “champions” (2 Sam 23:20; 1 Chr 11:22; cf. Isa 33:7); 
(3) a common noun for “altar hearth” (Ezek 43:15-16; cf. 
Mesha Inscription, line 12); and (4) a personal name, a 


ARIEL 


proper noun (Ezra 8:16). This rapid overview actually 
reduces a complicated discussion to its simplest form, and 
the balance of this entry pursues the use of this word as a 
personal name. At the outset it should be recognized that 
there is much dispute over the etymology of “ariel” (lion 
of God?) and how the word was used in the ways listed 
above (Segert 1961: 241; KAI 2: 175; Andersen 1966: 90; 
TSSI 1: 80). 

In Ezra 8:16, the personal name “Ariel” occurs in a list 
of “leading men” who helped Ezra solve a problem. In the 
parallel text in 1 Esdr 8:43, he is called Iduel (Gk Idoué- 
los). During the reign of Artaxerxes, Ezra received permis- 
sion to lead a party of exiled Judeans from Babylonia back 
to Jerusalem. When he had gathered this group of men at 
“the river that runs to Ahava,” whose exact location is 
unknown, Ezra took note of the fact that there were no 
“sons of Levi” among the large number. (A similar scarcity 
of Levites is noted in Ezra 2:40.) Accordingly, he sum- 
moned some of the leading men of the day, including 
Ariel, and apprised them of the situation. They were 
dispatched to a place called Casiphia, also unidentified, to 
speak to a leader named Iddo; he and his “brethren” were 
the temple servants (Hebrew nétinim) at Casiphia. Appar- 
ently, the appeal of men like Ariel was successful, since 
“ministers for the house of God” were found to accompany 
Ezra and his party of émigrés (Ezra 8:15—20). 

An intriguing use of the word “ariel” occurs in 2 Sam 
23:20 (paralleled in 1 Chr 11:22). These verses mention 
the valor of Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, one of David's 
mighty men. To illustrate his courage, the last part of the 
sentence reports that Benaiah “smote two ariels of Moab” 
(RSV), while the KJV renders this line “he slew two lionlike 
men of Moab.” A marginal note in the RSV informs the 
reader that the meaning of the term “ariel” is not known, 
and the KJV translators informed their readers that “ar- 
iel(s)” should be translated literally “lions of God.” The 
KJV has chosen to follow the MT and translate “two ariels” 
into English as “two lionlike men” (i.e., “heroes” or “cham- 
pions,” which is probably a correct rendering). Likewise, 
the RSV follows the MT’s wording, “two ariels,” but leaves 
ariels untranslated. On the other hand, the LXX recon- 
structs the phrase to say “The two sons of Ariel of Moab,” 
thereby making Ariel a proper noun, the name of a 
Moabite father whose sons were slain by Banaiah. This use 
of “ariel” as a Moabite name can be compared with one of 
the proposed translations of a phrase in line 12 of the 
Mesha Inscription, 7r?/ dwdh “Arel its commander” or 
“Arel its chief.” Though the use of ?r?J as a man’s name 
still finds support in scholarly circles, most seem to prefer 
“altar hearth” in this expression, as in Ezek 43:15—-16 
(Kaiser Isaiah OTL, 266-67). 
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GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


ARIEL (PLACE) [Heb °ar?él}. When used to refer to a 
place, Ariel is a descriptive term applied to the city of 
Jerusalem: “Ho Ariel, Ariel, the city where David en- 


ARIEL 
camped”; “Yet I will distress Ariel . . .”; “And the multi- 
tudes of all the nations that fight against Ariel . . .” (Isa 


29:1, 2, 7). The suggestion that the term is a compound of 
ari and ?el to mean “lion[ness] of God” is inferred by some 
from references to Judah (whose capital was Jerusalem) as 
“a lion’s whelp” (Gen 49:9) and to the leader of Judah, 
Jesus Christ, “the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of 
David” (Rev 5:5). References in 2 Sam 23:20 to one of 
David’s men as a valiant man who killed men of Moab and 
a lion, and in Isa 33:7 (where some postulate 7erellam to 
be derived from 7ar?el; cf. BDB, 72) to the brave men of 
Judah during Sennacherib’s onslaught are cited in support 
of this view. It is noted that in 2 Sam 23:20 the LXX reads, 
“the two sons of Ariel of Moab,” while the MT has “the 
two ariel(s) of Moab.” In Ezek 43:15 there is a curious MT 
reading, har’él, “mountain of God,” in the context of a 
description cf the altar; some versions here have ?ar?él 
(‘lioness of God”) and ?arPél (“altar hearth, hearth of 
God”; the Qere has °ar?él). This latter interpretation, “altar 
hearth, hearth of God,” is supported by some scholars 
because it fits the meaning of Ezek 43:15 where an altar 
for Jerusalem is described, an altar with four “horns,” or 
projections, cne at each of the four corners, and thev see 
a parallel in the °ar’el (?) dwd which the Moabite Stone 
(line 12) says Mesha king of Moab dragged before the god 
Chemosh (ANET, 320). On this view the concept of altar 
hearth comes for ?arah, “burn,” similar to the Arabic ?zra 
tun, feminine “hearth.” If this is the root, the lamed at the 
end of the werd ?ariel is considered a formative. Thus, Isa 
29:1, 2, 7 speaks of Jerusalem in solemn terms as the city 
on which God will bring his wrath, and Jerusalem will be 
like a burning altar hearth. 
W. HaRo_p MARE 


ARIMATHEA (PLACE) [Gk Arimathaia]. Var. ARI- 
MATHAEA; HARMATHAIM; RAMATHEM; RAMA- 
THA; RAMAH; RAMA; ER-RAM. Each of the Gospels 
mentions this town only once, and always in association 
with JOSEPH OF ARIMATHEA—who placed Christ’s 
body in his own tomb (Matt 27:57; Mark 15:43; Luke 
23:50; John |9:38). This Jewish town (Luke 23:50) was in 
the Shephelah hills area, approximately 20 mi. E of mod- 
ern Jaffa, ancl it most likely is identical with either modern 
Ramathain (Jos. Ant 13.4.9) or Rathamein—Samaritan to- 
parchies. In 145 s.c., the Syrian king Demetrius II Nicator 
delivered three Samaritan toparchies, including Arima- 
thea, to the Jewish leader Jonathan (1 Macc 11:34). 

Both Eusebius and Jerome identify Arimathea with the 
birthplace of Samuel, i.e., Ramah or Ramathaim-zophim, 
“the two Ramahs” or “twin heights” within Ephraim (1 
Sam 1:19). The Onomasticon identifies it with this site 
(Aramathem-Sophim) near Thamna and Lydda (Euseb. 
Onomast. 144.28; 1 Sam 1:1). In the 4th century Jerome 
reported that the Holy Paula visited this location. Strong 
traditions from the Middle Ages buttress this claim, cele- 
brating this town as the prophet’s original home. And even 
a monastery of Joseph of Arimathea was erected there. 
Conflicting traditions urge Arimathea’s location at modern 
Rentis, 15 mi. E of Jaffa. Other suggestions for Arimathea 
include er-Ram and el-Birah-Ramallah, 5 and 8 mi. N of 
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Jerusalem, respectively. The mosaic Madeba Map also war- 
rants attention, listing Armathem and Arimathe. 

All of the above suggestions coincide with the Heb 
harémata, Ramathaim (1 Sam 1:1). The directive he-, “to- 
ward Rama,” geographically accommodates the above se- 
lections. Haramdata becomes Armathaim in the LXX. 

Jerry A. PATTENGALE 


ARIMATHEA, JOSEPH OF. See JOSEPH OF AR- 
IMATHEA. 


ARIOCH (PERSON) [Heb 7aryék]. 1. King of Ellasar 
and one of the allies of Chedorlaomer (Gen 14:1, 9). The 
identities of both Arioch and his kingdom have been 
controversial since ancient times (see ELLASAR on its 
identifications in ancient versions). After the decipher- 
ment of cuneiform and the emergence of the first frag- 
mentary data on Babylonian history, E. Schrader (1883: 
135) identified Ellasar with Larsa in S Babylonia, and 
Arioch, with one of its kings, (W)arad-Sin, via the hypo- 
thetical variant spelling of his name as ™Eri-4A-ku (both 
signifying “servant of the Moon-god”). A little later, the 
same scholar identified Amraphel with Hammurapi. 
When it was ascertained that the reign of Warad-Sin was 
not contemporaneous with that of Hammurapi, Dhorme 
(1908: 209; 1931: 262) replaced Warad-Sin as the proto- 
type of Arioch with his brother and successor Rim-Sin. 
But the onomastic side of the equation was so convoluted 
and contrary to Akkadian phonetics and writing that 
Dhorme himself later abandoned it. B6hl (1930: 23) iden- 
tified Ellasar with Telassar and explained ’aryék as Iranian 
*aryaka “the Aryan.” When the Mari texts disclosed the 
existence of a “son” (i.e., 2 vassal) of King Zimri-Lim 
named Ar-ri-wu-uk, Bohl (1945: 66; 1946: 17) transferred 
to him the identification with Arioch, though—as stated 
by Noth (1951)—without substantiation. Moreover, Dossin 
(1934: 118-19) pointed out that a kingdom listed in Gen- 
esis 14 along with Elam, Babylonia, and Hatti (see TIDAL), 
must have also been a major power. He explained Ellasar 
as a transcription of one of the cuneiform writings of 
Assur. Bohl (1953: 46) and Dhorme (1956: 42) reached the 
same conclusion independently. (On Lipiriski’s connection 
of the name “Arioch” with that of a satrap of Armenia 
Minor in the 3d century B.c., written Ariukés in Greek and 
hry(w]® in Aramaic, see ELLASAR.) 

It has been noted since the publication of the “Chedor- 
laomer texts” (see CHEDORLAOMER) that the patro- 
nymic of one of their four royal characters, written ™ir-£- 
ku-a and ™ir-4f-a-ku, resembles the name “Arioch.” The 
name of the king himself is written ideographically. After 
the initial efforts of transliterating it by various scholars, 
Astour (1966: 83) ascertained that its actual writing is 
MBAD.MAH-¢MA8, to be read ™Tikulti--Ninurta. The “Che- 
dorlaomer texts” recount how the king in question plun- 
dered and flooded Babylon, killed its people, sat on the 
throne of Babylon as its lord, carried away its gods among 
the booty, and was murdered by his own son. This fits the 
Assyrian and Babylonian evidence about Tukulti-Ninurta 
I, king of Assyria (1243-1207 B.c.). His pseudo-patro- 
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nymic in the “Chedorlaomer texts,” preceded by the un- 
usual relative-determinative pronoun 34, is actually a de- 
scriptive epithet (with a play of homophones, often used 
in these texts): “(he) who sacked E-ku-a,” the central cella 
of the temple Esagila in Babylon, from which the historical 
Tukulti-Ninurta I carried away to Assur the revered statue 
of Babylon’s patron god Marduk. The other occurrence of 
the pseudo-patronymic in these texts reverses the final two 
signs as E-a-ku. It is apparently the latter form that under- 
lies Arioch in Genesis 14, where he is correctly ascribed 
the kingship of Assur, albeit in the cryptic transcription 
“Ellasar.” 

2. The captain of Nebuchadnezzar’s guard (Dan 2:14, 
15, 24, 25). 

3. King of the Elymeans (Elamites), Jdt 1:6. The name 
of the latter two characters has evidently been borrowed 
from Genesis 14. 
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MICHAEL C. ASTOUR 


ARISAIT (PERSON) [Heb ?arisay]. One of the ten sons of 
Haman (Esth 9:9). On problems surrounding this list of 
names, see ADALIA. Arisai (LXX rouphaion) perhaps ren- 
ders the otherwise unattested Old Iranian name *Arya- 
sdya—TIranian protector/defender.” For an explanation of 
the Greek name as a corruption of MT, see Haupt (1982: 
70). 
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ARISTARCHUS 
ARISTARCHUS (PERSON) [Gk Aristarchos]. A Jewish 


Christian from Thessalonica in Macedonia, one of Paul’s 
travel companions (Acts 19:29), fellow workers (Col 4:11; 
Phim 24), and fellow prisoners (Col 4:10). Present with 
Paul when Colossians and Philemon were written, Aristar- 
chus sends his greetings to the recipients of both letters. 
The identification of Aristarchus in Col 4:10 as Paul’s 
“fellow prisoner” (Gk sunaichmaldtos, lit. “prisoner of war”) 
is probably to be taken in the strict sense referring to a 
time and place when Aristarchus was imprisoned with Paul 
(Ephesus, Caesarea, or Rome). However, it is not known 
when or where Aristarchus was actually imprisoned. For 
this reason the term has sometimes been interpreted in a 
metaphorical sense, meaning that Aristarchus, like Paul, 
was held “captive” by Christ. 

Col 4:11 also names Aristarchus, Mark, and Jesus, called 
Justus, as the only “men of the circumcision” among Paul’s 
“fellow workers for the kingdom of God” who were with 
him during his imprisonment. The presence of these 
Jewish Christian missionaries is comforting to Paul (Col 
4:11). This would be particularly the case in light of the 
earlier crisis at Antioch (Gal 2:11—21), and its aftereffects 
(cf. Gal; Phil 3) when Paul was opposed by many Jewish 
Christian missionaries (see Ollrog 1979: 45—46). 

In Acts, Aristarchus is identified as a Macedonian in 
19:29, as being from Thessalonica in 20:4, and as both in 
27:2. In the first text, he is linked with GAIUS, another 
Macedonian. These two travel companions of Paul were 
present with him at the riot led by the silversmiths in 
Ephesus. In that confusion, Aristarchus and Gaius were 
seized and dragged into the immense Ephesian theater, 
probably to be questioned about Paul’s activities. Appar- 
ently they were freed shortly after the town clerk had 
diffused the fracas. Since Acts refers to Aristarchus twice 
within “we-passages” (20:4; 27:2), it has been speculated 
that Aristarchus knew Luke and that the notably vivid 
scene of the riot in 19:29, not a “we-passage,” may none- 
theless be attributed to an eyewitness account that Aristar- 
chus provided for Luke (Bruce 1977: 289). 

When the rioting ceased, Paul, presumably with Aristar- 
chus and Gaius, departed for Macedonia and then for 
Greece. Later, Aristarchus, Secundus (also a Thessalon- 
ian), and others accompanied Paul on his return from 
Greece (Corinth) to Macedonia; from there they went 
ahead of him to Troas (20:5). A few years later, Aristarchus 
also traveled with Paul from Caesarea to Rome (27:2), 
where he may have shared in his imprisonment, possibly 
voluntarily (cf. Col 4:10). In Rome, Aristarchus may have 
come into contact with Epaphras, another fellow prisoner 
of Paul (Phlm 23). 

One other possible reference to Aristarchus occurs in 2 
Cor 8:18-19, where Paul, commending Titus to the Cor- 
inthians, mentions sending also “the brother who is fa- 
mous among all the churches for his preaching of the 
gospel,” a person who “has been appointed by the 
churches to travel with us.” The strongest literary evidence 
for identifying Aristarchus as this brother is the parallel 
use of the term “travel companion” (sunekdémos) found in 
the NT only here in 2 Cor 8:19 and in Acts 19:29 where 
Aristarchus is so described (Redlich 1913: 217-18). An 
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identificatioa of this unnamed brother with Aristarchus, 
however, remains hypothetical. 
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JouN GILLMAN 


ARISTEAS THE EXEGETE. A Jewish author who 
flourished prior to the mid-1st century B.c.E. whose work 
On the Jews treated, at the very least, the biblical figure Job. 
To what extent he treated other matters is not known. He 
is generally designated “exegete” or “historian” because of 
his interest in the biblical text, especially its historical and 
genealogical features. This designation also serves to dis- 
tinguish him from the author of the Letter of Aristeas to 
Philocrates, which relates the story of the translation of 
the Hebrew Bible into Greek (see ARISTEAS, LETTER 
OF). 

The primary testimony for Aristeas is Eusebius Praep. 
Evang. 9.25.1—4, a section of some thirty lines taken from 
the pagan author Alexander Polyhistor, who, instead of 
giving a direct quotation, merely summarizes Aristeas’ 
account of Job. 

There is zlso a possible allusion to Aristeas in Let. Aris. 
6, which mentions a previous communication in which the 
author “related the facts about the Jewish race.” This may 
be a reference to another work, however, or it may even be 
a literary fiction. It has also been suggested that the author 
of the Letter of Aristeas borrowed his name from Aristeas 
the Exegete. Given the ambiguity of the evidence, these 
two pieces cf testimony are perhaps best left unrelated. 
Let. Aris. 6 does become an important consideration, how- 
ever, in the question of dating. 

Similar to other noncanonical traditions (e.g. T. Job 1:1; 
2:1-2; 3:1), Aristeas identifies Job with Jobab, one of the 
Edomite kings mentioned in Gen 36:31—39. In fact, Job is 
said to be the son of Esau and Bassara. Since the biblical 
account identifies Jobab as the great-grandson of Esau 
(Gen 36:33) the text of Eusebius may be corrupt at this 
point. In any case, Aristeas places Job within the lineage 
of Esau in the patriarchal period, as is the case in other 
traditions (Ps-Philo 8:8; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen 36:11). He also 
locates Job in the land of Ausitis (LXX Job 1:1; MT “Uz”), 
which he further identifies as being near Idumaea and 
Arabia. 

The overall portrait that emerges in Aristeas’ account of 
the biblical story is Job the Patient; the image of Job the 
Questioner 1s completely absent (Doran, OTP 2: 855). 

In spite of the brevity of Polyhistor’s summary, it is clear 
that Aristeas is dependent on the LXX. This is seen in the 
proper names he employs, such as Jobab (Gen 36:33-34), 
Bassara (Gen 36:33), Ausitis (Job 1:1), Zophar, king of the 
Minnaites (Job 2:11), as well as in the close correspondence 
between his description of Job’s possessions and that in 
LXX Job 1:5, the similarity of language used to describe 
his afflictions, and his designation of the three friends as 
“kings” (LXX Job 2:11; the titles are absent in MT). 

One of the chief critical problems is how Aristeas relates 
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to the LXX epilogue to Job (Add. Job 42:17b-e). The 
similarity of material suggests either that one depended 
on the other, or that both drew on a common tradition. 

Since Aristeas was preserved by Alexander Polyhistor 
(ca. 105-30 8.c.£.), it is certain that he flourished prior to 
the mid-Ist century B.c.E. Since he used a Greek transla- 
tion of Genesis and Job, he appears to have flourished 
after the mid-3d century B.c.£., when these Hebrew texts 
began to become available ir Greek. If there is a definitive 
connection between Let. Ari. 6 and Aristeas the Exegete’s 
work, it must antedate the ietter of Aristeas, which may be 
as early as the 3d century B.c.£. But as noted earlier, this 
connection is very tenuous. Accordingly, scholars have 
generally dated him from the 2d century to the mid-Ist 
century B.C.E. 

Because of his apparently exclusive dependence on the 
LXX, scholars have tended to locate him in a Greek- 
speaking setting such as Egypt. Given the brevity of the 
fragment, however, the provenance must remain an open 
question. 
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Cari R. HOLLADAY 


ARISTEAS, LETTER OF. The Letter of Aristeas 
addressed by Aristeas to a certain Philocrates describes the 
translation of the Pentateuch into Greek. As such, it is one 
of the principal sources of information about the origins 
of the SEPTUAGINT (LXX). 


A. Summary 

The contents of the Letter (Let. Arts.) can be summarized 
as follows: Aristeas relates how Ptolemy II King of Egypt 
(285-247 B.c.) requested Demetrius his librarian to make 
a complete worldwide collection of books for his library at 
Alexandria (vv 1-8). He soon collected over 200,000 books 
and told the king that his target was 500,000. There were 
also the laws of the Jews which needed translation and to 
be put into the library. So the king ordered a letter to be 
sent to the Jewish high priest about this matter (vv 9-11). 
Aristeas took this opportunity of raising with the king the 
question of the Jewish prisoners, about 100,000 in num- 
ber, held in Egypt. Their release was successfully negoti- 
ated, and the king also paic. compensation, 20 drachmas 
per prisoner, and decreed accordingly (vv 12-27). After 
this the king required Demetrius to report to him on the 
Jewish Scriptures. His report quoted in full emphasized 
the need for a version of them in the library, and sug- 
gested asking the high priest at Jerusalem to send 72 
delegates, 6 from each of the 12 tribes (vv 28-32). The 
king agreed, and wrote accordingly, sending gifts and 
news of the release of the prisoners (vv 33-34). His letter 
and Eleazar’s reply are given in full (vv 35-51); also a 
description of the gifts (vv 51-82). 

A description of the temple at Jerusalem follows (vv 83— 
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104). This “digression” (v 112) ends with a description of 
the countryside (vv 112-20). Eleazar dispatched the en- 
voys, and there is a lengthy apology for the Jewish Law, 
especially its monotheism, in contrast with the polytheism 
of its neighbors and their worship of sacred animals and 
idols (vv 121-71). When the embassy arrived in Alexan- 
dria, a royal banquet lasting 7 days was held in welcome, 
during which the king questioned the guests in turn about 
their religion, the nature and its relevance to the exercise 
of royalty. Each question is answered (vv 173-294). The 
banquet ends and Aristeas apologizes to Philocrates for 
the length of this account, but insists on its accuracy 
(vv 295-300). 

After the banquet, the work of translation soon began. 
Drafts were made, compared, and a final Greek version 
was completed in just 72 days, whereupon it was read to 
the Jewish community and approved (vv 301-11). Deme- 
trius was ordered to guard the books carefully, and finally 
gifts were exchanged and the translators returned home 
(vv 312-21). 


B. Authorship and Date 

Aristeas wrote the Let. Aris. to his brother Philocrates. 
He was one of the envoys but no further details are given 
about him. We can conjecture that he was a Jew living in 
Alexandria (Pelletier 1962: 56). His familiarity with Jewish 
worship and way of life is apparent, but his interests were 
not limited within that area. 

In one passage (v 16) he seems to associate himself with 
those who also call God the Creator “Zeus,” i.e., Greeks or 
Hellenists, but this somewhat inconclusive statement is 
outweighed by his special knowledge of Jerusalem and the 
temple worship (vv 83-118). This would indicate that 
Aristeas was probably a Jew. It is tempting to conclude 
from the setting of Let. Ars. that its author likewise came 
from Alexandria, but this is conjectural. 

The reference to the Egyptian King Ptolemy Philadel- 
phus (285-247 s.c.) and the use by Josephus (a.p. 37— 
?110) of Let. Aris. as a source (Jewish Antiquities 12.2.118) 
provide broad indications of the date. Within these limits 
the suggested dates, as summarized by Jellicoe (1968: 48-— 
50) fall into three groups: early, ca. 150-100 B.c., and Ist 
century B.c. It is less probably a contemporary docu- 
ment—and therefore early—because the Pentateuch 
seems to be assumed by the author to be a well-established 
version, the origin of which he describes. 


C. Translation 

The consideration of the translation involves identifying 
the original which was translated, together with the 
method and procedure adopted in the undertaking. In 
respect of the first, Let. Aris. (v 30) states “the books of the 
law of the Jews, with some others, are wanting [i.e., not in 
the Library at Alexandria], for these works are written [Gk 
legomena lit. “spoken” in Hebrew letters and language, but 
they have been transcribed [Gk sesémantai] somewhat care- 
lessly and not as they should be.” It is not clear whether 
Let. Aris. is referring to Hebrew copies of the Law, or to 
existing Greek versions in the Library at Alexandria: in 
both cases they are criticized as somewhat inadequate. 
Moreover the crucial words (v 30) are ambiguous, as Pelle- 
tier (1962: 118-20) clearly indicated. There is difficulty 
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too with sesémantai, which is variously thought to have 
meant “written,” “interpreted,” and “rendered” (Shutt 
OTP 2: 25-29). If the view is taken that earlier Greek 
versions of the Law were consulted by the Seventy, it is 
possible to try and identify them. Jellicoe (1968: 50) thinks 
that Let. Aris. was written to defend a rival Greek version 
emanating from Leontopolis. 

The amount of space given to the actual work of trans- 
lation is short (vv 301-11). In addition to the difficulty 
mentioned above, Let. Aris. (v 302 and Pelletier [1962: 230 
n. 2]), says simply that the translators “harmonized” their 
drafts, by comparing and agreeing on a final version. 
There must have been some guidelines for such harmoni- 
zation. The ease and speed with which agreement was 
reached raise further suspicions, and all these considera- 
tions confirm the view that Let. Aris. in its account of the 
actual work of translation is inadequate and unreliable. 


D. Purpose 

The foregoing raises the difficult question of the pur- 
pose of Let. Arts. Clearly part of its purpose was to describe 
the translation of the Jewish Law into Greek. But equally 
clearly, that explanation is insufficient to account for the 
brevity of that passage, which is covered by vv 301—11 out 
of vv 322. The preceding sections are longer and more 
detailed, as the Summary indicates. There is a lengthy 
description of Palestine and Jerusalem, and at the banquet 
each one of the Seventy is questioned and gives his answer. 
If then, as seems likely, the actual translation is not the 
only focus of Let. Aris. can we identify the wider purpose? 
The content of the questions and answers at the banquet 
may provide a clue. They are concerned with Judaism and 
the Law, and the desire to present an apology for both in 
an environment which does not pay much attention to 
such things, and knows little or nothing about Palestine. 
Let. Aris. seeks to redress that balance, and this wider 
purpose would be more understandable if, as seems likely, 
the work emanated from Alexandria and even from the 
Jewish community which was established there. 

In the Christian era the LXX version was highly es- 
teemed (Swete 1902: 29), and the Hebrew version was 
neglected until Origen (ca. a.p. 185-254) revived interest 
in the Hebrew by comparing it with the Greek version. 
Similarities and differences were established in the texts, 
and the Greek version was defended against the Hebrew. 
Let. Aris. was used in that defense, and was considered to 
be verbally inspired (Pelletier 1962: 81-86). In spite of its 
limitations, it cannot be ignored in the study of the Septu- 
agint. 
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ARISTIDIES (PERSON). According to Eusebius, both 
Quadratus and Aristides presented Christian apologies to 
the Empero: Hadrian at Athens, probably in 124 CE. 
Aristides was unknown to scholars for many years, though 
his work survived in at least two 4th-century papyri (2’Oxy. 
15: 1778). The Mechitarists of Venice published an Arme- 
nian fragment in 1878, and in 1889 J. R. Harris discovered 
the whole apology in a 7th-century Syriac manuscript at 
St. Catherine’s on Sinai. J. A. Robinson immediately found 
that the Greek apology had been used for a lengthy section 
of the Greek novel Barlaam and Josaphat, ascribed to John 
of Damascus. The text can be reconstructed from the last 
two witnesses and confirmed by the fragmentary papvyri. 

Arguments have continued about the recipient’s iden- 
tity, for the Syriac version is addressed by “Marcianus 
Aristides the Athenian philosopher” to Antoninus Pius, 
while the Armenian agrees with Eusebius that he ad- 
dressed Hadrian. Conceivably the original version is re- 
flected in the Greek text, which was later revised and 
expanded for his successor Antoninus. In any event the 
apology is quite early, antedating the more ambitious work 
of Justin. 

The arrangement is simple: The work begins with a 
semiphilosophical description of God and then shows how 
the gods of various nations fall short. These are the 
Chaldaeans, who worship the elements/planets; the 
Greeks, who worship human beings, vulnerable and er- 
ratic; and the Egyptians, who worship animals. The Jews 
are better than any of these people but worship angels and 
observe the -itual law. Christians are best, for they trace 
their genealogy back to Jesus the Christ and practice pure 
love and benevolence. The Syriac version emphasizes their 
dislike of homosexuality, perhaps more appropriately 
mentioned to Antoninus than to Hadrian. Christians are 
slandered by the Greeks but they are just and holy. 

Presumably Aristides belongs to the sequence of impor- 
tant Christians at Athens in the lst and 2d centuries, 
beginning with Paul’s address there and the historical 
Dionysius the Areopagite, and continuing through Aristi- 
des and perhaps Quadratus to the Athenian correspon- 
dents of Dionysius of Corinth and to another philosopher- 
apologist, Atiienagoras. 

The 4th-century papyri show that Aristides was still read 
even though later Greek Christians fail to mention Aristi- 
des or quote from the apology. Its simplicity must have 
seemed unfortunate in a period of increasing literary 
sophistication, when even Diognetus was forgotten. Later 
Christians liked to see quotations from Scripture, but 
Aristides supplied none. 
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ARISTOBULUS (PERSON) [Gk Aristoboulos]. Several 
significant people in ancient and sacred history. It is a 
common Greek name meaning “best counselor.” See also 
ARISTOBULUS (OT PSEUDEPIGRAPHA). 

1. Greek historian who accompanied Alexander the 
Great on his campaigns. At 85 years of age he wrote a 
work on Alexander which was highly regarded in the 
ancient world for its trustworthiness. Only fragments of 
the work are extant. 

2. Jewish priest referred to in 2 Macc 1:10, who lived in 
Egypt during the reign of Ptolemy VII. In a letter written 
by Judas Maccabaeus in 165 B.c.E., Aristobulus is ad- 
dressed as a representative of the Egyptian Jews and 
teacher or counselor of Ptolemy VII. 

3. Eldest of five sons of John Hyrcanus, who was named 
Jehuda or Judas but is better known by his Greek name 
“Aristobulus.” In 110 8.c.£., with his brother Antigonus, 
he laid siege to Samaria (Josephus Ant 13.10.2—3; and War 
1.2.7). When Hyrcanus died in 107 B.c.£., he decreed that 
his widow should succeed hira and that Aristobulus should 
serve as high priest (Josephus Ant 13.11.1). Aristobulus 
usurped the reign in 104 B.c.£. and may have been the 
first Hasmonean to arrogate to himself the title of “king” 
(Josephus Ant 13.11.1; compare, however, Strabo). He also 
apparently allowed himself to be called “Philhellene” be- 
cause of the favor he showed. to the Greeks (Josephus Ant 
13.11.3; and War 1.3). Aristobulus subdued the Ituraeans 
and compelled them to convert to Judaism. To secure his 
power, he imprisoned and starved to death his mother and 
three of his brothers. Aristobulus’ favorite brother, Antig- 
onus, later came under false accusations made by a num- 
ber of jealous enemies incluciing Aristobulus’ wife, Salome 
Alexandra. Antigonus was also murdered but Aristobulus 
himself died within the same year (104 B.c.E.) with a 
conscience stricken with self-remorse (Josephus Ant 
13.11.1—3; and War i.3.1—6). 

4. Younger son of Alexander Jannaeus by Alexandra 
(Josephus Ant 13.16.1; and War 1.5.1). During Alexandra’s 
9-year reign, he opposed the Pharisees, whose influence 
his mother had sought. When Alexandra died in 70 B.c.E., 
she was succeeded by her eldest son, Hyrcanus, whom 
Aristobulus engaged in war, forcing Hyrcanus to resign 
his crown and high priesthood (Josephus Ant 13.16; 14.1.2; 
War 1.5; 6.1). Hyrcanus was given refuge by Aretas, King 
of Arabia Petraea. In 65 e.c.£., Aretas invaded Judea, 
defeated Aristobulus’ forces, and laid seige to Jerusalem 
(Josephus Ant 14.1.3-4; and idem., War 1.6.2). In this 
connection, Josephus refers to a certain Onias, whom he 
describes as “a righteous man and dear to God,” and 
whose prayers for rain in a time of drought were miracu- 
lously answered. The followers of Hyrcanus tried unsuc- 
cessfully to force Onias to place a curse on Aristobulus. 
Instead Onias prayed that neither side would succeed, and 
as a result, the infuriated mob stoned him to death (Jose- 
phus Ant 14.2.1). Some scholars associate Onias with the 
Teacher of Righteousness inentioned in the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and either Hyrcanus II or Aristobulus II as the 
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Wicked Priest. In 65 B.c.£., Rome interceded in the Judean 
affairs, initially supporting Aristobulus, but the following 
year Pompey decided to support Hyrcanus II, and Aristo- 
bulus and his two daughters were taken to Rome. In 56 
Aristobulus escaped from Rome and appeared in Pales- 
tine, again claiming the throne. He was severely wounded 
in battle, captured, and sent as a prisoner to Rome with 
his son Antigonus. In 49 Julius Caesar freed Aristobulus, 
and supplied him with two legions in an attempt to recover 
Judea and weaken Pompey’s political position. Quintus 
Metellus Scipio, Governor of Syria, had Aristobulus poi- 
soned on his way to Palestine. 

5. The grandson of number four, the son of Alexander 
and the brother of Herod the Great’s wife, Mariamne. His 
mother, Alexandra, attempted to obtain the high priest- 
hood for her son by persuading Cleopatra to influence 
Antony. Consequently Herod deposed Ananelus and be- 
stowed the office to Aristobulus. Alexandra renewed com- 
plaints against Herod to Cleopatra and, under increasing 
suspicion, attempted to escape with her son to the protec- 
tion of the Egyptian court. In 35 B.c.£., Herod had Aris- 
tobulus drowned at Jericho (Josephus Ant 15.2.3; and War 
1.22.2). 

6. One of the sons of Herod the Great by Mariamne, 
who was sent with his brother Alexander to Rome, where 
they were educated in the house of Pollio (Josephus Ant 
15.10.1). Upon their return to Judea, their brother Antip- 
ater excited the suspicions of Herod against them, which 
were exasperated by the indignation the brothers showed 
at the murder of their mother. Aristobulus and Alexander 
were accused by Herod before Augustus at Aquilea in 11 
B.c.E. but were temporarily reconciled with their father 
through the mediation of the Roman Emperor. In 6 B.c.£. 
the brothers were again charged with plotting against 
Herod but were reconciled through the efforts of Arche- 
laus, King of Cappadocia, the father-in-law of Alexander. 
After being accused for a third time in 6 B.c.£., Augustus 
permitted Herod to arraign the two before a council which 
convened at Berytus. The brothers were condemned and 
strangled soon after at Sebaste (Josephus Ant 16.1-4; 8; 
10; 11; and War 1.23-27; see also Strabo 16.756). 

7. Son of Aristobulus, discussed above in number 6, 
and Berenice, surnamed “the younger” (Josephus Ant 
21.2), the grandson of Herod the Great. He was educated 
in Rome with his two brothers together with the future 
Emperor Claudius (Josephus Ant 18.5.4; 6.1; and 20.1.2). 
Aristobulus lived at enmity with his brother Agrippa I. He 
accused Agrippa I of taking a bribe from the Damascenes, 
ultimately placing Agrippa at variance with Flaccus, the 
Roman Proconsul of Syria (Josephus Ant 18.6.3). Aristo- 
bulus joined the protest in Jerusalem against Caligula 
when the emperor attempted to erect statues in the Tem- 
ple (Josephus Ant 18.8; War 2.10; and Tacitus Hist 5.9). 
Aristobulus was married to Jotapa, a princess from 
Emessa, by whom he had a daughter with the same name 
(Josephus Ant 18.5.4; and War 2.11.6). Aristobulus sur- 
vived his brother Agrippa I, who died in 44 c.£. (Josephus 
Ant 20.1.2.; and War 2.11.6). 

8. Son of Herod, King of Chalcis, great-grandson of 
Herod the Great, and grandson of Aristobulus. Aristobu- 
lus obtained his father’s kingdom of Chalcis from the 
Romans sometime after 52 c.£. when it was taken from his 
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cousin Agrippa II (Josephus War 7.7.11). Nero made Aris- 
tobulus King of Armenia Minor in 55 c.x. and added to 
his dominions a portion of Greater Armenia (Josephus Ant 
20.8.4; and Tacitus Ann 13.7; 14.25). In 73 c.£., Aristobu- 
lus joined forces with Cassenius Paetus, the Roman Consul 
of Syria, to fight against Antiochus, King of Commagene. 
Aristobulus was married to the daughter of Herodias, 
Salome, by whom he had three sons (Josephus Ant 18.5.4). 

9. A Roman named by Paul in Rom 16:10. According to 
tradition, Aristobulus was the brother of Barnabas, one of 
the 70 disciples, ordained a bishop, and was eventually a 
missionary to Britain. 

Scott T. CARROLL 


ARISTOBULUS (OT PSEUDEPIGRAPHA). 
Jewish philosopher-exegete who flourished in Alexandria 
in the 2d century B.c.£. He wrote a work in Greek, possibly 
multivolumed and entitled Explanations of the Book of Moses, 
of which only several short fragments survive. The exeget- 
ically focused exposition employed a form of allegorical 
interpretation and had an explicit philosophical orienta- 
tion. In both respects, Aristobulus anticipates Philo of 
Alexandria, although there are important qualitative dif- 
ferences in their approach and outlook. Common to both, 
however, is a concerted effort to address issues of biblical 
interpretation in light of current Greek philosophical po- 
sitions and modes of interpretation, and in doing so, show 
that the best of Hellenistic thought and culture had al- 
ready been embodied in the Mosaic law. 

Five fragments from Aristobulus’ work have survived. 
The first fragment, preserved in Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 
7.32.16-18, is from an earlier treatise on the Passover by 
Anatolius, bishop of Laodicea (d. ca. 282 c.£.). Here Aris- 
tobulus asserts that the feast of Passover occurs during 
simultaneous solar and lunar equinoxes, thus when the 
sun and moon are at polar opposites in their orbiting 
positions. 

The remaining four fragments, which are preserved in 
Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica, are direct quotations. Por- 
tions of these fragments are quoted earlier in Clement of 
Alexandria Strom. 6.3.32.5-33.1 and 6.3.32.3—4 (Frg. 2); 
1.22.150.1-3 and 1.22.148.1 (Frg. 3); 5.14.99.3 and 
5.14.101.4 (Fre. 4); 6.16.137.4-138.4; 6.16.141.7b—142.1; 
6.16.138.4b; 6.16.142.4b-144.3; and 5.14.107.1—4 
{+ 108.1] (Frg. 5). Portions of Frg. 4 are also contained in 
Clement Protr. 7.73.2. 

Frg. 2 (Praep. Evang. 8.9.38—10.17) defends the biblical 
use of anthropomorphisms, based on interpretation “ac- 
cording to the laws of nature” (phusikos), as opposed to a 
“mythical and human way of thinking about God” used by 
those “devoted to the letter alone.” Using a primitive, 
relatively undeveloped form of allegorical interpretation, 
Aristobulus explains biblical references to God’s hand 
(power), standing (universal supremacy), and descent (the 
manifestation of God’s universal majesty). 

Frg. 3 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.1—2) asserts that Plato and 
Pythagoras borrowed much of their teaching from an early 
Greek translation of the Mosaic law. This fragment repre- 
sents an explicit, well-developed example of the tradition, 
which circulated in a variety of forms, that Greek philoso- 
phy is traceable to Hebrew origins. 
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rg. 4 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.3-8) explains the anthropo- 
morphic expression “God spoke” and further expands the 
argument for Greek dependence on Moses by providing a 
lengthy quotation attributed to Orpheus which contains 
faint echoes of the biblical text. It also contains a quotation 
from the Phaenomena of Aratus (ca. 315-240 B.c.E.), al- 
tered to show that this Greek author was actually speaking 
unwittingly of the God of the Jews. 

Irg. 5 (Praep. Evang. 13.12.9-16), which focuses on the 
sabbath, provides an allegorical interpretation of certain 
biblical statements, e.g., God rested on the seventh day. 
Through the use of number speculation drawn from vari- 
ous philosophical traditions, Aristobulus also interprets 
the sabbath as expressing the primal significance of the 
number seven as the ordering principle of the universe. 
He further posits Greek dependence on the Mosaic law by 
citing references attributed to Hesiod, Homer, and the 
mythical figure Linus attesting the special significance of 
the seventh day. 

There is strong evidence for dating Aristobulus during 
the reign of Ptolemy VI Philometor (181-145 B.c.£.). 
“Ptolemy the King” to whom the work is dedicated and 
addressed is identified by Clement (Strom. 1.22.150.1) and 
derivatively by Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 9.6.6) as Philome- 
tor. This fits with Aristobulus’ own reference to Ptolemy 
II Philadelphius (283-247 8.c.£.) as the addressee’s “ances- 
tor” (Praep. Evang. 13.12.2). Roughly the same period is 
envisioned when Clement (Strom. 5.14.97.7) and Eusebius 
(Praep. Evang. 8.9.38) identify him as the Aristobulus of 2 
Macc 1:10, the leading addressee of the letter sent by Judas 
Maccabeus and the Judean Jews to the Jewish community 
in Egypt. This latter piece of evidence is controversial, 
however, since it may have influenced Clement (and there- 
fore Eusebius) in their historical reconstruction (Walter 
1964: 13-16). 

Conflicting, but less compelling, evidence for an earlier 
date during the reign of Philadelphus occurs in Anatolius, 
who identifies Aristobulus as one of the 70 who translated 
the Hebrew Bible into Greek (Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.32.16; 
similarly, one textual tradition of Clement Strom. 
5.14.97.7). 

Aristobulus is clearly Jewish since he speaks of “our 
Law” (Praep. Evang. 8.10.1, 8; 13.12.8; also cf. 13.12.1, 13) 
and calls Solomon “one of our ancestors” (13.12.11) and 
Moses “our lawgiver” (8.10.3). What is clear from his 
writings is made explicit in the tradition: he ts a self-styled 
philosopher. Clement (Strom. 1.15.72.4) and Eusebius 
(Praep. Evang. 9.6.6; 13.11.3—12.1 [title]) identify him as a 
Peripatetic, familiar “with Aristotelian philosophy” (Praep. 
Evang. 8.9.38). The term, however, should not be taken as 
a technical description of a particular philosophical school 
since it had a wider connotation during the Hellenistic 
period. Aristobulus’ philosophical position is more appro- 
priately described as eclectic, showing traces of Pythago- 
rean, Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic influence. 2 Macc 
1:10, while problematic, suggests that he was of a priestly 
family and served as “teacher of Ptolemy the king.” The 
latter may mean that, in keeping with the tradition of the 
sage who instructs the king, he tutored the young Philome- 
tor and addressed a didactic work to him commending 
Jewish wisdom as the true philosophy (Hengel 1973, 1: 
164). But whether he exercised such influence in the 
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Ptolemaic court at that time is disputed (Collins, OTP 2: 
833). 

His role as exegete is reflected in Anatolius’ characteri- 
zation of his work as “exegetical books on the law of Moses” 
(Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.32.16) and also echoed by Eusebius’ 
own description (Praep. Evang. 7.13.7) of his work as “‘in- 
terpretation of the sacred laws.” 

An Alexandrian provenanice is suggested by the close 
association, both within the fragments themselves and in 
the later tradition, of Aristobulus with Ptolemaic Egypt. 
This is reinforced even more if 2 Macc 1:10 is reliable 
testimony to Aristobulus, since it specifically includes him 
with the “Jews in Egypt.” Besides these numerous explicit 
connections, the philosophical tenor of the exposition, the 
allegorical mode of interpretation, and the broad familiar- 
ity with a wide range of classical Greek texts and philo- 
sophical positions fit well an Alexandrian setting. It has 
even been suggested that he was a member of the Alexan- 
drian Museum (HJP? 3/1: 579). 

Earlier scholars seriously doubted the authenticity of the 
fragments, arguing that the presence of forged quotations 
within them and signs of dejendence on Philo of Alexan- 
dria require them to be dated in the Christian era. More 
recent scholarship, especialiy Walter (1964: 35—123), has 
defended their genuineness by noting, for example, that 
the style of language and relatively undeveloped form of 
allegorical interpretation fit the Hellenistic period. 
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ARIUS, ARIANISM. Arius (256-336 c.£.), a pres- 
byter of the Baucalis region of Alexandria (Boulerand 
1964: 175), began a controversy ca. 318 (Schneemelcher 
1954: 394) with Bishop Alexander of Alexandria over the 
nature of Christ’s relation to the Father (Gregg and Groh 
1977: 263). This controversy led ultimately to Arius’ con- 
demnation by the Council of Nicaea (325 c.£.), to the 
exclusion of his ideas from orthodoxy in the Creed and 
Anathemas of Nicaea, and to the movement known as 
Arianism. 

Nothing is known about Arius’ biography other than a 
probable birth in Libya sometime in the 3d century and 
an ordination to the office of deacon by Peter of Alexan- 
dria and to the office of presbyter by Achillas (Williams 
1987: 29-32, 40). Reports of Arius’ death in 336 may be 
reliable, though the circumst:ances were embellishments of 
his enemies (Williams 1987: 30-81). Current scholars are 
divided on the extent of Arius’ personal impact on the 
movement, between those who see Arius as an essentially 
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isolated figure and those who see him as an influential 
member of the circle of early Arians (Groh 1986). 

Orthodox opposition to the emergence of a new wave of 
Arian theologians in the 350s, called in the scholarly 
literature Neo-Arians, led to the formation of the classic 
doctrine of the Trinity associated with the so-called Creed 
of the Council of Constantinople (381), which Christians 
recite today as the “Nicene” Creed (Kelly 1972: 296). 

Kopecek has shown that the thought and liturgical em- 
phases of these Neo-Arians should not be confused with 
those of Arius, especially, and the other early Arians 
(1979: 20-21, 25; Kannengiesser 1982b: 54-57; Gregg 
1985: 174-75; Gregg and Groh 1981: ix, 8 and n. 38). 

It is the early Arians (ca. 318—ca. 341 c.£.) who are most 
important in regard to biblical exegesis within the “An- 
tiochene” tradition of Lucian (Bardy 1936). In addition to 
Arius, especially important are Asterius the Sophist (d. ca. 
341; also called the “Sacrificer” because of his lapse in a 
persecution) and Eusebius of Nicomedia (d. ca. 342), 
bishop successively of Berytus, Nicomedia, and Constanti- 
nople. Although Eusebius’ literary legacy amounts to only 
a single letter (Opitz 1935b: 15-17), his prominence as the 
acknowledged leader of the Arian movement after Nicaea 
and his favor with the imperial court were probably due to 
the fact that he was a patrician and a relative of the future 
emperor Julian (361-363 c.£.) (Barnes 1981: 70 and n. 
79). 


A. Sources 

The sources collected and edited by Optiz (1935a—b) 
need to be supplemented for Arius by quotations and 
commentary in the writings of Bishop Athanasius of Alex- 
andria (328-73 c.£.) and by the sources collected by Bardy 
(1936: 221-95; 1930: 266). Recently, an original text of 
Athanasius’ Ar., one of the most important sources for 
Arianism, has been established as contained in the first two 
extant Ar. (Kannengiesser 1983 and tableau récapitulatif). 
Kannengiesser rules out Athanasian authorship for Ar. 3 
(1983: 310-68, 409), but his thesis that Ar. 3 was composed 
by Apollinaris of Laodicea (1982a: 994-95) or his school 
(1983: 414-16) is problematic. Ar. 3 should be considered 
to be most probably an anti-Arian writing by Athanasius 
from an as yet unspecified redaction or treatise. 

A major debate is also under way (Kannengiesser 1982b: 
12—17; Williams, Hall, Kannengiesser in Gregg 1985: 1— 
78; Stead 1978) over the best text and the exact original 
wording of Arius’ Thalia in the three systematic citations 
of it reported by Athanasius (Ar. 1.5—6; ep. Aeg. Lib.12; syn. 
15); and attempts to uncover the metric scheme (Stead 
1978: 40—52) have not succeeded in guiding us to a nor- 
mative text of Arius’ systematic thinking (Kannengiesser, 
Gregg 1985: 61). Doctrinal disagreements among the ver- 
sions seem, however, overdrawn; and an attempt to attrib- 
ute a Neo-Arian redaction to syn. 15, thus lowering its 
value as a source for Arius’ own thought, has been ad- 
vanced and disproved in the same volume (in Kannengies- 
ser 1982b: 54-57). Firm judgments about Athanasius’ 
general trustworthiness as a reporter of opponents’ opi- 
nions must await a better understanding of his methods 
(Stead 1976: 129-35) and a sifting of the mass of recent 
scholarly literature on Athanasius (Kannengiesser 1985). 

The fragments of Asterius’ Syntagma (Bardy 1936: 341— 
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57) have recently been discriminated according to their 
two preserving sources by Wiles, who has shown that their 
content does not necessarily conflict with each other 
(Gregg 1985: 120). Asterius’ Homilies on the Psalms (Richard 
1956) Wiles has also shown to reflect differing, but not 
necessarily conflicting, emphases than the fragments 
(Gregg 1985: 135). To the homilies adjudged Asterian by 
Richard (1956), Wiles has further authenticated homilies 
1, 10, 14, 24.4-15 (Gregg 1985: 140-44). 


B. Christological Emphases 

Scholarship of the last hundred years had tended to 
stress uncompromising monotheism, either Jewish or phil- 
osophical (Ricken 1969; Boulerand 1972: 101-74), as the 
central Arian motivation in subordinating Christ to God. 
More recent scholars (as chronicled in Norderval 1985) 
have ruled out such concerns and focused attention on the 
centrality of the Arians’ distinctive Christology (Lorenz 
1979: 223-24; Gregg and Groh 1981: 1-42, 77-129). 
Against the insistence of their orthodox opponents that 
Christ was the eternal essence, Word, Wisdom of the 
Father, Arians stressed Christ’s creaturely dependence on 
God’s will, emphasizing the Son’s limited knowledge of the 
Father (Gregg and Groh 1977: 266). For Arius and Aster- 
ius, these affirmations of Christ’s creaturehood safe- 
guarded a true incarnation, in which the redeemer could 
suffer and save (Gregg and Groh 1981: 4; considerably 
extended, qualified, and refined by Wiles and Hanson in 
Gregg 1985: 135-37, 181-83). Thus our earliest (ca. 324 
C.E.) systematic orthodox source against the Arians (Alex. 
Al. Ep. Alex., Optiz 1935b: 25) criticizes them for empha- 
sizing all the Gospel and Epistle passages, including Phil 
2:5-11, which mention Christ’s passion and humiliation 
and for ignoring all those texts which, to the orthodox, 
stress Christ’s common nature or essence with the Father. 

Thus, in opposition to the orthodox, Arians accented 
the creaturely commonality of Christ with those he was to 
redeem and, hence, Christ’s importance as representative 
creature and model (Gregg and Groh 1981). In other 
contexts they emphasized the special role that Christ 
played in the work of creation and salvation (Casey 1935: 
10; Tetz 1952-53), as Wiles has recently suggested on the 
basis of the Asterian homilies (in Gregg 1985: 135). Thus 
they seem to have made a slightly different (but not nec- 
essarily contradictory) aim or appeal depending on the 
context: on the one hand, Christ is special, and even sole 
agent by which creation and salvation are accomplished; 
on the other hand, Christ is the model of the perfect 
(= perfected) creature. 

This double aim or appeal informs their use of the 
Christological title “only-begotten” (monogenes) (John 1:14; 
3:16; 1 John 4:9). It can mean the only creature brought 
into being directly by God, or firstborn (that is, first in a 
series), or even identical image; but the term always carried 
with it notions of “first Son” or “favored Son,” rather than 
“absolutely unique Son of God,” as in orthodox texts 
(Gregg and Groh 1984: 315-16; expanded on and cor- 
rected in Gregg and Groh 1978: 276-78). 


C. Uses of Scripture 
In their use of Scripture, the Arians excelled as rhetors 
and tended toward literal and typological exegesis. In 
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dogmatic coritexts, they used the Scriptures to provide 
terminological distinctions and definitions (Gregg and 
Groh 1981: 7-8, 21, 89-90, 166—68). In homiletical con- 
texts, they, often rhetorically, pursued the moral meaning 
and application of texts and exhortation of the hearers 
(Casey 1935: 10), as Wiles has observed (in Gregg 1985: 
124-25). 

Traces of the allegorizing of scriptural texts as practiced 
by the Alexandrian school are absent in Arian exegesis. 
This absence makes claims that the Arian crisis was a 
conflict of Alexandrian hermeneutics (Kannengiesser 
1982b: 1—4) problematic, though Wiles (Gregg 1985: 125) 
has shown that Asterius stressed the titles of the Psalms in 
his homilies, as did Origen and some of his disciples. 

The long-term importance of Arius and his circle for 
scriptural exegesis and interpretation seems to reside in 
their forcing Alexandrian orthodoxy to develop clearly its 
hermeneutic of Scripture (Ar. 3.26; Alex. Al. Ep. Alex. 35, 
Opitz 1935b: 25); and if Athanasius’ later account of the 
discussions at Nicaea is to be believed (decr. 19-20, Opitz 
1935a: 17), Arian exegetical strategy can be credited with 
forcing the insertion of a nonscriptural term “of the same 
essence” (homoousios) into a key article of the Creed for the 
first time in Christian history. 
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represented the presence of God in ancient Israelite reli- 
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A. Designations 

There are two Hebrew words translated as “ark” (Lat. 
arca “box, chest”) in the English: (1) ?érén, ancient Israel’s 
most sacred cultic object which was probably originally a 
box of some sort, and (2) tébah, the boat which Noah built. 
In addition to the sacred ark, *drén also refers to a collec- 
tion box in the temple (2 Kgs 12:10, 11—Eng 12:9, 10; 2 
Chr 24:8, 10, 11) and the sarcophagus of Joseph (Gen 
50:26). References to the ark. appear in different formu- 
lations 195 times. Only 53 examples (a little over a quarter 
of the total number) refer to the ark without any qualifi- 
cation, and very few of these occur without an antecedent 
referent with a fuller name for the ark. It appears, there- 
fore, that the qualifications are important for one’s under- 
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standing of the significance of the ark in the various 
traditions (Maier 1965: 82-83). 

1. Ark of God/YHWH. The ark is most often (82 times) 
associated with some divine name: “ark of God,” “ark of 
YHWH,” “ark of the God of Israel,” “ark of the lord of all 
the earth,” or the like. Most of these occur in the Deuter- 
onomistic History; the rest are in Chronicles. In the Ark 
Narrative of 1 Samuel 4—6, we learn that the ark was 
associated with the divine name “YHWH of Hosts who sits 
enthroned upon the cherubim” (1 Sam 4:4; cf. 2 Sam 6:2; 
1 Chr 13:6). This is usually regarded as the fullest and 
most ancient liturgical name of the ark. Some scholars 
have argued for the priority of the “ark of God” designa- 
tions (von Rad, PHOE, 115-16), suggesting that it was only 
at Shiloh that the name of the ark was changed from “ark 
of God” to the more specific “ark of YHWH.” But this is 
extremely difficult to demonstrate, as is the claim that the 
two sets of names represent two different strata in the ark 
stories. Indeed, the occasional juxtaposition of the two 
divine names (e.g., Deut 10:8; 31:9; Josh 3:3; 1 Kgs 2:26) 
and sometimes the translation of the names in the versions 
(e.g., LXX 1 Sam 4:3, 22; 5:2) suggest that the designations 
“ark of God” an “ark of YHWH” are probably to be 
treated for the most part as interchangeable names. The 
variations are usually stylistic rather than ideological. An 
exception is the name “ark of the god of Israel,” all 7 
occurrences of which are put in the mouth of the Philis- 
tines in connection with the ark’s sojourn in Philistine 
territory (1 Sam 5:7, 8 [3x], 10, 11; 6:3). In the same 
literary context, the ark is most often called the “ark of 
YHWH?” by the narrator (1 Sam 5:3, 4; 6:1, 2, 11, 15, 18, 
19; 7:1). If any significance is to be attached to the specific 
designations in the narrative about the ark’s sojourn, it ts 
surely that the ark represents the power of Israel’s God, 
the “hand” of YHWH (see D.1 below). 

2. Ark of the Covenant. This designation appears 40 
times, 30 times with various forms of the divine name. 
Thus, one finds “ark of the covenant of YHWH,” “ark of 
the covenant of God,” “ark of the covenant of the lord of 
all the earth,” and so forth. In all cases, the term “cove- 
nant” appears to define the ark. The association of the ark 
with the covenant is typical of the Deuteronomists; it is 
their special designation of the ark. The statistic that 
stands out in this category, however, is not so much the 
places where the name does occur, but where it does not. 
It does not occur at all in the P work (Seow 1985: 186--87). 
Instead of “ark of the covenant,” P uses a substitute name 
for the ark, even though the covenant is a key theological 
concept for P. 

3. Ark of the “Testimony.” This designation occurs, 
with one possible exception (Josh 4:16, which is generally 
taken to be a Priestly gloss), only in the Priestly material in 
the Tetrateuch. It is P’s distinctive term for the ark; no one 
else uses it. The word that is usually translated as “testi- 
mony” (‘édit) is actually a synonym for “covenant” (Seow 
1985: 192-93). We know this from cognates in Egyptian, 
Akkadian, and Old Aramaic. In Hebrew poetry ‘Sédit is 
found in parallelism with bérét, the normal word for cove- 
nant in the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Ps 25:10; 132:12). In 
certain contexts, the Priestly writer uses ‘édiit where an- 
other writer would have used bérit. Thus, whereas Deuter- 
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onomy calls the tablets given at Sinai “tablets of the bérit 
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(Deut 9:9, 15), P calls them “tablets of the Sedat” (Exod 
27:8; 31:18). It follows, then, that “ark of the Sédiz” is P’s 
equivalent of the Deuteronomistic “ark of the bérit.” Since 
P knows the word bérit, the difference between the desig- 
nations of the Deuteronomist(s) and P should be explored 
(see D.3 below). 

4. Allusions to the Ark. Outside the Pentateuch and 
the historical writings, the ark is mentioned by name only 
once in the Psalter (Ps 132:8) and once in the Prophets 
(jer 3:16). This has led some to conclude that the ark was 
no longer in existence throughout most of the monarchical 
period (Haran 1963: 46—58). It should be noted, however, 
that in poetic texts and cultic contexts the ark, which 
represented the real presence of the deity, may be known 
simply by the divine name or some theological term. In 
similar manner, divine images of Mesopotamia were not 
always called statues, they were regularly referred to as 
“gods.” Alternatively, the name of the god or goddess may 
be mentioned where the image of the deity is meant. Thus, 
the reference to YHWH dwelling in a tent (2 Sam 7:6) is 
clearly to be equated with the ark being in the tent (2 Sam 
7:2). So, too, the expression “before YHWH"” or “before 
God” may frequently be synonymous with “before the ark” 
(e.g., Lev 16:1-2; 2 Sam 6:4—5, 14, 16, 17, 21; 1 Sam 
10:25; 2 Kgs 16:14; 1 Kgs 8:59, 62-65; 9:25; Josh 6:83. 1 
Chr 1:6; 13:10 (cf. 2 Sam 6:7]; Judg 20:26—27). Related to 
this, the mention of YHWH’s presence (panim) may also 
be an allusion to the ark (e.g., Num 10:35; Ps 105:4). 

It is probable that Ps 47:6 [—Eng 47:5] refers to a 
procession of the ark, even though the ark is not men- 
tioned by name (cf. the vocabulary of 2 Sam 6:15). The 
opening verse of Psalm 68 is similar to the incipit of the 
ancient Song of the Ark in Num 10:35 and is, perhaps, 
part of a liturgical text used in connection with the proces- 
sion of the ark in the early monarchy. In Ps 78:61, there is 
an allusion to the ark’s capture by the Philistines (1 Sam 
4:10—11), but the ark is not mentioned by name. Rather, 
the ark is called simply “his might” and “his glory.” This 
verse echoes the designation “the ark of your might” in Ps 
132:8. Some scholars argue, therefore, that the exhorta- 
tion to “seek YHWH and his strength” (Ps 105:4) contains 
an allusion to the ark. Indeed, this very portion of the 
Psalm is cited by the Chronicler (1 Chr 16:11) as part of a 
liturgy used with the procession of the ark, albeit he places 
the procession in the time of Solomon’s inauguration of 
the temple. In the same liturgy, the Chronicler quotes 
from Psalm 96, which states that YHWH’s “might and 
glory” (the same pair of words as in Ps 78:61) are in the 
temple (Ps 96:6; cf. 1 Chr 16:27). It should be noted that 
“glory” (kabéd) denotes the ark in 1 Sam 4:21—22, where 
the capture of the ark is lamented as the departure of 
glory from Israel. 

It is commonly acknowledged that Psalm 24 contains an 
“entrance liturgy” used during the procession of the ark. 
The psalm celebrates YHWH’s cultic return as mighty 
warrior and glorious king (Cross, CMHE, 91-99). This 
return of YHWH was, no doubt, represented by the pro- 
cession of the ark. The psalm was perhaps sung antipho- 
nally, with those who led the procession and the “gate- 
keepers of the ark” (cf. 1 Chr 15:23—24) singing different 
portions of the liturgical text. Just outside the gates of the 
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city, or the doors of the temple, the celebrants heralded 
the arrival of the ark: 


Lift up your heads, O Gates; 

Be lifted up, O Ancient Doors 

That the King of Glory may come in! 
Who is this “King of Glory?” 

YHWH strong and mighty, 

YHWH the mighty warrior. 


Lift up your heads, O Gates; 
Lift up, O Ancient Doors 
That the King of Glory may enter. 
Who is the “king of Glory’? 
YHWH of Hosts, He is the King of Glory! 
(Ps 24:7-10) 


B. Parallels 

In order to shed light on the antiquity of the ark and its 
function, scholars this century have tried to relate the ark 
to various cult objects in the ANE. Accordingly, the ark 
has been compared with the Egyptian procession barques 
on which statues of the gods were placed (Gressman 1926), 
the sarcophagus of Osiris or the Tammuz chest of the 
Babylonians (Hartmann 1917-18: 209-14), the step 
shrine of Petra which was known also among the Hittites 
(Reimpell 19:6: 326-331), and ceramic miniature temples 
at Megiddo (May 1935-36), among others. Two parallels 
merit attention here. 

1. Tent Shrine. Early in its history, the ark was closely 
associated with divine presence. In fact, it was so closely 
associated with the presence of YHWH that it was thought 
to be an extension of YHWH’s personality. YHWH was 
thought to be present whenever the ark was present. The 
ark led the people in their wanderings “to search for them 
a resting plzce” (Num 10:33). Whenever the ark pro- 
ceeded, YHWH would be addressed directly: 


Arise, O YHWH, 

Let your enemies be scattered 

Let your foes flee from your presence. 
(Num 10:35) 


By the same token, the homeward march of the ark was 
initiated by the call to YHWH to return (Num 10:36). The 
martial language in these fragments of an ancient liturgy 
recalls the use of the ark as a war palladium (Num 14:44; 
1 Sam 4:2—9). The ark was the place where the leaders of 
the tribes of Israel sought oracles for holy war (Judg 
20:26-27; 2 Sam 5:19, 23). 

Such portrayals of the ark in relatively early sources has 
prompted comparison of the ark with the qubbah, a pre- 
Islamic tent shrine of the Arab bedouin (Morgenstern 
1945; Cross 1961). The qubbah (cf. Num 25:8) was carried 
from place to place by the nomads; it led the tribes in their 
search for water and campsites, was used for divination, 
and functioned as a war palladium. It was made of red 
leather (cf. Exod 26:14) and contained two sacred stones 
(betyls). A bas-relief from a temple of Bel at Palmyra (ca. 
Ist century B.C.E.) shows a camel in procession, carrying a 
tent whose red color is still faintly visible. Several Palmy- 
rene texts indeed mention the gubbdh (Zobel TDOT 1: 367). 
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Variations of this cult object survived in the ‘Suffah (also 
called markab) and mahmal of later Muslim bedouin. Some 
of these receptacles carried the Quran. 

According to Diodorus Sic ulus, the Carthaginians also 
had a “holy tent” (hiera skéné) which they carried with them 
to battle (Diod. 20.65). An altar was located near this tent 
shrine. Philo Byblius, quoting Sanchuniathon’s “Phoeni- 
cian history” (ca. 7th century), speaks of an ox-drawn 
shrine among the Phoenicians (Praep. Evang. 10.12; cf. 1 
Sam 6:7, 11; 2 Sam 6:3). 

There is a strong tradition in the Bible linking the ark 
with a tent. Referring to the capture of the ark by the 
Philistines (1 Sam 4:1—7:2), one text speaks of YHWH’s 
forsaking “the tabernacle of Shiloh, the tent where he 
dwelled” (Ps 78:60-61; cf. 1 Sam 2:22), although the 
sanctuary at Shiloh is called /ékal (temple/palace) in 1 Sam 
1:9; 3:3. (A common view is that there was, in fact, no 
temple at Shiloh and that the allusions to a temple are 
anachronistic retrojections from the later Jerusalem tem- 
ple (Cross, CMHE, 73; Haran 1962: 14-24). But it has 
been pointed out that both notions of the divine abode 
were already associated with the Canaanite high god, El 
[Seow 1989: 33—41].) In this connection, it is possible to 
argue that the tent shrine housing the ark was somehow in 
the temple (cf. the priestly yloss in Josh 18:1 about the 
establishing of the tent of meeting at Shiloh). According to 
one source, it was David who built a tent in which the ark 
was enshrined (2 Sam 6:17; 1 Chr 15:1, 3). Nathan’s oracle 
is explicit that YHWH (ie., the ark) had not remained 
(yaxab) in a temple but had teen moving about “in a tent 
and in a tabernacle” (2 Sam 7:6). According to 1 Kgs 8:4 
(cf. 2 Chr 5:5), Solomon brought the ark in procession 
with the “tent of meeting” and other cultic appurte- 
nances—as if the tent which sheltered the ark was brought 
into the sanctuary along with the ark. 

There is no text more emphatic about the ark being 
enshrined in a portable tent than P, although the precise 
relationship of the “tent” anc. “tabernacle” in P is difficult 
to sort out. In P, the ark is hiclden by the paréket veil which 
was “over the ark”—even as the kappéret was “over the ark” 
(Exod 30:6; 40:3)—and covering it (Exod 40:3; 21; cf. 
Num 4:5 and 6. Sukk. 7b; 6. Sota 37a). The verb “cover” in 
this context is the same as <he verb for the cherubim’s 
overshadowing of the ark. It is interesting, therefore, to 
note that Josephus describes the wings of the cherubim 
covering the ark “as under « tent or dome” (Ant 7.103— 
104). Josephus also reports that the ark and tent were both 
brought into the temple together (Ant 8.101). Jewish tra- 
ditions suggest that the tent and the ark were removed 
from the temple during the destruction of Jerusalem (2 
Macc 2:4—8; cf. b. Yoma 53b). Finally, the tradition of the 
tent shrine housing the ark is known in Heb 9:4 where the 
ark is said to be located “behind the second curtain,” in a 
tent. 

2. Throne Footstool. The :irk at the Shiloh sanctuary is 
associated with the divine narae “YHWH of Hosts who sits 
enthroned upon the cherubim” (1 Sam 4:4). This divine 
epithet combines the notions of YHWH as warrior and 
king. Moreover, the sanctuary is called a hékdl, “temple” or 
“palace” (1 Sam 1:9; 3:3). The royal background of the 
cult at Shiloh has prompted some to argue that the origin 
of the ark is to be located not in the desert, but in the 
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urban centers of Canaan. The nomads of the desert, it is 
presumed, would not have used the analogy of kingship 
prior to the establishment of the monarchy. This is falla- 
cious, however. The idea of YHWH’s kingship is presumed 
in several archaic, premonarchical poems (see Exod 15:18; 
Num 23:21; Deut 33:5). Moreover, the idea of a tent 
dwelling for God does not rule out the concept of YHWH’s 
kingship. The chief god of the Canaanite pantheon, El, is 
regularly depicted in iconography and in the Ugaritic texts 
as a divine king. Yet El’s domicile is explicitly stated to be a 
tent (CTA 4.4.20-26; ANET, 133). 

In the Solomonic temple, the ark is placed in the inner- 
most sanctum (débir), beneath the outspread wings of the 
cherubim (1 Kgs 8:6—7). Another passage says the cheru- 
bim were each 10 cubits high with the span of their 
outstretched wings 10 cubits wide (1 Kgs 6:23-28). The 
two cherubim together appear to have formed some sort 
of a throne for the invisible God (Mettinger 1982: 19-24). 
Cherubim thrones are well attested in Syria-Palestine. A 
beautiful ivory plaque has been excavated from the LB 
level Megiddo showing a king on a throne seat supported 
by winged sphinxes, with a procession of people paying 
homage to him. From the same site and period comes a 
tiny ivory model of an empty throne, again with winged 
creatures. The bas-relief from the sarcophagus of Ahiram, 
king of Byblos (ca. 10th century B.c.£.) likewise depicts a 
human or divine king sitting on a cherubim throne. A 
Punic stela from Sousse (Hadrumetum) and a scarab from 
Sardinia both show the god El as king on a throne. 

Scholars from early in this century have proposed that 
the ark was such a throne and that the cherubim were 
carved on the side of the ark. But this is problematic. 
According to the dimensions of the cherubim and the 
account of the emplacement of the ark, it appears that the 
ark was not the cherubim-throne. Rather, the ark was 
probably regarded as the footstool of the invisibly en- 
throned deity. As such, it is closely associated with the 
notion of YHWH’s enthronement, but it is not the throne 
per se. It should be noted that footstools regularly came 
with the throne in the ANE. The cherubim thrones of the 
sarcophagus of Ahiram and the ivory plaque of Megiddo 
both show boxlike footstools at the base of the throne. The 
god El, the enthroned deity par excellence among the 
West Semitic deities, also has a stool (hdm, as in Hebrew) 
on which he places his feet (CTA 4.4.29-30; ANET; 133). 

It has been argued that when a treaty was sealed in the 
ANE, the treaty document was sometimes placed in a 
container which served as the footstool of a deity (de Vaux 
1967). Thus, for example, a copy of the treaty between 
Rameses II (an Egyptian) and Hattusilis III (a Hittite) was 
placed at the feet of the images of Re and Teshub respec- 
tively. It is interesting in this connection to note that 
footstools from the Hittite kingdom were frequently box- 
like. Tutankhamen’s footstool was also boxlike, as was 
Ahiram’s. Footstools from Urartu were made of wood 
(ebony or acacia), and were sometimes ornately decorated 
and gold-plated. 

The ark is called the footstool explicitly in 1 Chr 28:2 in 
the words of David: “I had it in my heart to build a house 
of rest for the ark of the covenant of YHWH, for the 
footstool of our God.” In Psalm 99, YHWH is said to be 
enthroned on the cherubim as a mighty king, and people 
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are summoned to worship “at his footstool” (Ps 99:5). In a 
psalm that concerns the procession of the ark, a similar 
exhortation is issued: “Let us enter his dwelling, let us 
worship at his footstool” (Ps 132:7). 


C. History 

1. Premonarchical Period. The precise provenance of 
the ark is obscure. The biblical traditions point to an early 
premonarchical origin, and there is nothing to preclude 
that possibility. The ark is associated with Moses not only 
in the late sources, but also in the earliest texts. The Song 
of the Ark (Num 10:35—36) is placed in the context of the 
wilderness wandering under the leadership of Moses. A 
defeat of the Israelites in this same period is attributed to 
the lack of divine support: “neither the covenant-ark of 
YHWH nor Moses departed from the camp” (Num 14:44). 

The ark was from the start a cultic and political symbol; 
its presence signified the presence of YHWH. According 
to the book of Joshua, the ark led the people in a conquest 
ritual (Josh 3:1-5:1; 6:1-25). The text is not written as a 
historical narrative about the conquest. Rather the interest 
appears to be in the ritual legitimation of Joshua and 
Israel. 

When the ark entered the Jordan, the waters were held 
back and stood in a heap (cf. Psalm 114). Its crossing, 
therefore, was equated with the crossing of YHWH: “Lo! 
The ark of the Covenant, the Lord of all the earth is 
crossing over before you in the Jordan!” (Josh 3:11). The 
political significance of the ritual is never in doubt: that 
Israel might know that YHWH was with Joshua (Josh 3:7), 
and that all the nations might know that YHWH was with 
Israel (Josh 4:10, 24; 5:1). 

Upon crossing the Jordan, a sanctuary was established at 
Gilgal (Josh 4:19). Sometime after the establishing of the 
Gilgal sanctuary, the ark was moved. The mention in Judg 
2:1 that “the angel of YHWH” went up from Gilgal to 
Bochim is generally taken to be an allusion to the transfer 
of the ark. The site of Bochim is not known, but it is 
probably in the vicinity of Bethel (cf. LXX here assumes 
Hebrew “to Bochim and to Bethel”). The verb used of the 
angel’s going to Bochim is commonly used in conjunction 
with processions (see Ps 47:6—Eng 47:5; 2 Sam 6:1, 15; 1 
Kgs 8:1; etc.) At all events, the ark ended up in Bethel 
where an oracle was sought by the leaders of the tribal 
confederacy, in preparation for holy war against the tribe 
of Benjamin (Judg 20:18, 26-27). Both Gilgal and Bethel 
were situated within the territory of Ephraim, as was 
Shiloh, where the ark was located prior to its transfer to 
Jerusalem. All evidence suggests that the ark was originally 
the emblem of the northern (Ephraimite) confederacy, 
and Gilgal, Bethel, and Shiloh each served as its central 
sanctuary at some time. This shifting of sanctuaries is 
recalled in Nathan’s oracle: “I (YHWH) have been moving 
about in a tent and a tabernacle” (2 Sam 7:6). According 
to a Priestly gloss, it was at Shiloh that “tent of meeting” 
was established (Josh 18:1). 

At Shiloh the ark was kept in the sanctuary, where an 
annual festival was celebrated (Judg 21:19; 1 Sam 1:3, 21; 
2:19). In the time of Samuel the ark was in the custody of 
Eli and his family, who traced their roots to Moses himself. 
It was at Shiloh that the ark was first called by the name of 
“YHWH of Hosts who sits enthroned upon the cherubim.” 
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The ark continued to be used as a war palladium. 
According to the Ark Narrative of 1 Samuel 4—6, the ark 
was brought into battle with the Philistines near Shiloh. It 
was a desperate measure to avert defeat. However, the ark 
was captured by the Philistines, and when the news of its 
capture was reported to Eh, he fell backward, broke his 
neck, and died. The loss of the ark was mourned as the 
departure of YHWH’s glory. According to the narrator, 
the ark was in Philistine possession for 7 months. Finally it 
was returned because it was causing the Philistines much 
trouble: a bubonic plague broke out in the Philistine cities. 

2. Early Monarchical Period. The ark was moved from 
Philistine ter-itory to Kiriath-jearim, where it remained in 
the custody cf Abinadab the son of Eleazar for 20 years (1 
Sam 6:21—7:2). It fell into oblivion during the days of Saul. 
The Chronicler says that it was neglected (1 Chr 13:3) and 
Ps 132:6 assumes that it was lost. Saul may be vindicated 
by | Sam 14 18, but “ark” in that text is usually taken to 
be a mistake for “ephod” (as some Gk mss suggest). So it 
may be true, after all, that Saul was not interested in the 
ark. 

Given its obvious importance for the unity of the N 
confederacy, it is surprising that the ark did not play a 
more promirent role in the politics of Saul. In the light of 
the league’s punitive war against the Benjaminites (judg 
19-21)—a war that was waged after an oracle was sought 
before the ark at Bethel (Judg 20:8, 26—27)—it is possible 
that Saul, a Benjaminite, may have been at odds with the 
leadership at Shiloh, the new center of the league (cf. Josh 
22:12). Saul’s break with Samuel and the priests of Nob 
may be evidence of this conflict. 

In any case, the ark remained in Kiriath-jearim until 
David “found” it there “in the Highland of Jaar” (Ps 
132:6). The political significance of David’s action is com- 
monly recognized. In contrast to Saul, David sought to ally 
himself with the Shilonite confederacy. The ark that was 
transferred to Jerusalem bore the very name of “YHWH 
of Hosts whe sits enthroned upon the cherubim” (2 Sam 
6:2; 1 Chr 13:6). That was precisely the name of the ark 
at Shiloh (1 Sam 4:4). David brought the ark in cultic 
procession into “the City of David” and set it in its place, 
in the tent. In his time, the ark continued to function as a 
war palladiurn from time to time (cf. 2 Sam 11:11; 1 Sam 
15:24-29). 

By all accounts, David did not build a temple to house 
the ark. Rather, it fell upon Solomon to do so. Upon the 
completion cf the temple, Solomon brought the ark in 
procession irto the innermost sanctum (1 Kgs 8:1--12). 
Although 1 Kings 8 is composite, with considerable exilic 
material embedded therein, it is still possible to discern a 
historical kernel. The gist of the account of the transmis- 
sion of the ark is certainly pre-Deuteronomistic, as is a 
poetic fragment possibly from the Book of Jashar but now 
put in the mcuth of Solomon: 


YHWH [LXX adds: “has established the sun in the 
heavens” | 

He said he would dwell in a storm cloud. 

I have indeed built for you a royal house 

the dais of your throne forever (vv 12-13). 
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Although the temple was completed in the month of Bul 
(1 Kgs 6:38), the procession was not held until the month 
of Ethanim, almost a year later (1 Kgs 8:1-2). The inau- 
guration was deferred probably to coincide with the au- 
tumn New Year, a season for the celebration of divine 
kingship. That was a time for inauguration and renewal of 
temples in the ANE. The procession also coincided with 
the Feast of Sukkoth (1 Kgs 8:2, 65; cf. Josephus, Ant 
8.100), which is called “the: yearly feast of YHWH at 
Shiloh” (Judg 21:19; cf. 1 Sara 1:3, 21; 2:19). 

Beyond the processions under David and Solomon, it is 
difficult to speak with certainty about cultic processions of 
the ark in the monarchical period. The ark is said to have 
had poles enabling it to be carried in cultic processions. In 
Solomon’s temple, the poles were so long that their ends 
were seen “from the holy place before the inner sanctuary” 
(1 Kgs 8:7). Psalm 132 allucies to David’s transfer of the 
ark and may, in an earlier version, have been used in 
conjunction with that procession or with the one under 
the auspices of Solomon. Psalms 24, 47, and 68 should 
probably be dated to the early monarchy, and may have 
been used in ritual processions of the ark (Fretheim 1967). 

3. Disappearance. It is nct certain precisely when and 
how the ark was lost; the Bible is silent on this matter. 
Some have conjectured that it was destroyed or removed 
in the monarchical period a: a result of Shishak’s raid in 
the 10th century (1 Kgs 14:25-28), or when Jehoash king 
of Israel plundered the temple in the wake of Judah’s 
defeat (2 Kgs 14:8-14), or during Manasseh’s syncretistic 
renovation of the temple (2 Kgs 21:4—6). The problem is 
compounded by the fact that the ark is not listed among 
the spoils from the temple that Nebuchadrezzar took to 
Babylon when Jerusalem was sacked (2 Kgs 25:13—-17; Jer 
52:17-23). This does not, of course, preclude a different 
date for the capture of the ark (say, 597 B.c.E.) or a 
different fate for it (i.e., destruction). 

Several traditions place the disappearance of the ark to 
a date around the end of the 7th century and the begin- 
ning of the 6th. According to the Chronicler, along with 
his other reforms, Josiah ordered that the “holy ark” be 
placed in the temple because “you need not carry it upon 
your shoulders” (2 Chr 35:3). This text is problematic; its 
veracity is difficult to authenticate. The Chronicler be- 
lieved that the ark was still in existence in the time of 
Josiah, but it was in transitior—as it had been at one time. 
Perhaps he was making the point that Josiah reinstated the 
ark which had been removed from the adytum (possibly in 
the time of Manasseh) and had been in temporary shelters. 
In any case, Jeremiah spoke—-vaticinium ex eventu?—against 
overconfidence in “the ark of the covenant.” The ark’s 
presence in the temple gave people a false sense of security 
about YHWH’s permanent presence in their midst. Jere- 
miah declared that people would no longer say “the ark of 
the covenant of YHWH” (Jer 3:16). They would no longer 
remember the ark, visit it, or make it again. 

According to some Jewish traditions, the Babylonians 
removed the vessels of gold, silver, and bronze, but Jere- 
miah removed the ark and the sacred tablets and hid them 
from the Babylonians. This tradition may be traced at least 
to the historian Eupolemus (see Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 
9.39). A similar account is related by Alexander Polyhistor 
of Miletus in the Ist century 38.c.£., but he was probably 
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dependent on Eupolemus for this story. In a variant of 
this account, Jeremiah hid the tent, the ark, and the altar 
of incense in a cave on the mountain from which Moses 
saw the Promised Land (2 Macc 2:4—8). Another source 
has it that Josiah hid the ark under a rock “in its place” (b. 
Yoma 53b—54a; m. Segal. 6:1—2). According to a legend, an 
angel descended from heaven during the destruction of 
Jerusalem and removed the sacred vessels from the temple 
(2 Bar. 6:7). These accounts are obviously ways of coping 
with the unthinkable destruction of the ark of divine 
presence at the hands of Gentile invaders. More credible 
is the lament over the desecration of the temple and 
plundering of the ark during the destruction of the First 
Temple (2 Esdr 10:20—-23). In any case, all traditions point 
to the exilic period for the disappearance of the ark. 

It appears that the ark was not rebuilt for the Second 
Temple. Jeremiah declared that it was not to be made 
again (Jer 3:16). There is no mention of the ark anywhere 
in Ezekiel’s blueprint for the new temple (Ezekiel 40—48). 
In the spot where the ark would have stood, there was, 
instead, a “stone of foundation” three fingers high (see m. 
Yoma 5:2). Otherwise, the adytum appears to have been 
empty. Josephus reports that such was the case (JW 5.5), 
and the Roman historian Tacitus concurs with this report 
(Hist. V.9). According to Josephus, when Pompey forced 
his way into the temple in 64 B.c.£., the Romans saw the 
sacred objects, which Josephus then enumerates without 
mentioning the ark (Ant 14.71—72; JW 1.152-53). 


D. Theology 

1. The Ark Narrative. The narrative in 1 Samuel 4-6 
recounts the capture of the ark by the Philistines. Scholars 
have demonstrated that the ark functions here as Israel’s 
equivalent of the divine statue in Mesopotamia (Delcor 
1964; Miller and Roberts 1977). The ark represents the 
presence of YHWH. 

In their battle against the Philistines, the elders of Israel 
called for the ark to be brought. The narrator reports that 
even the Philistines recognized the theological significance 
of the ark. They cried, “Woe to us! Who can deliver us 
from the hand (Heb “hand” = “power”) of these gods?” (1 
Sam 4:8). This was the significance of the ark in the 
narrative: it manifested the power of YHWH (see Miller 
and Roberts 1977). Indeed, in this ark story as elsewhere, 
the ark’s presence demonstrated the power of YHWH. 
Likewise the purpose of the procession of the ark in Joshua 
is stated thus: “that all the peoples of the earth may know 
that the hand of YHWH is mighty” (Josh 4:24). 

In desperation, the Israelites brought the ark. The pres- 
ence of the ark was supposed to assure victory against the 
enemies. But the ark was captured instead, and the Israel- 
ites fled (1 Sam 4:10, 17). Things were not supposed to 
happen that way with the ark. When the ark, representing 
the presence of God, came into battle, the enemies were 
supposed to flee (Num 10:35; Pss 68:2—Eng 68:1; 114:3, 
5). In the Ugaritic myth, when the divine warrior Baal- 
Hadad gave forth his voice, the enemies fied to the forests 
(CTA 4.7.29-37; ANET, 135). But in the Ark Narrative of 
1 Samuel, it is YHWH’s army that flees, and the enemies 
capture the ark. 

For the narrator, the ark’s capture provided an oppor- 
tunity to argue again for YHWH’s power. The ark was 


ARK OF THE COVENANT 


deposited in the temple of the Philistine god, Dagon, in 
Ashdod. The next day, “Dagon had fallen face to the 
ground before the ark of YHWH” (1 Sam 5:3). The 
wording recalls Joshua’s gesture of penitence: “he fell face 
to the ground before the ark of YHWH” (Josh 7:6). The 
Philistines raised the statue of Dagon again. But the next 
day, “Dagon had failen face to the ground before the ark 
of YHWH” (1 Sam 5:4). This time, Dagon’s head and both 
his hands are cut off. Thus the hand of YHWH was 
demonstrated against the god of the Philistines; the hands 
of Dagon were cut off. According to the narrator, the hand 
of YHWH was heavy upon the people of Ashdod (1 Sam 
5:6) and they were smitten with tumors. The people of 
Ashdod concluded: “The ark of the god of Israel must not 
remain with us, for his hand is heavy upon us and upon 
Dagon our god” (1 Sam 5:7). 

The ark was sent to Gath and the hand of YHWH was 
against that city (1 Sam 5:9). When the ark came to Ekron, 
the people there concluded that it was brought there to 
slay them. Again, “the hand of God was heavy” in Ekron 
because the ark was there (1 Sam 5:11). Indeed, the 
presence of the ark in Philistine territory showed that the 
hand of YHWH was against them (2 Sam 5:3). And so the 
ark was returned “to its place” in Israel. 

2. Transfer of the Ark. The ark that David transferred 
to Jerusalem is called the ark of “YHWH of Hosts who sits 
enthroned upon the cherubim” (2 Sam 6:2). The epithet 
brings to mind the image of YHWH as victorious warrior. 
Indeed, it appears that the procession appropriately fol- 
lows YHWH’s triumph over the Philistines at Baal-pera- 
zim. Having received an oracle from YHWH (we presume 
before the ark, cf. Judg 20:8, 27), David defeated the 
Philistines. Thereupon, he likened the victory to the divine 
warrior’s cosmogonic defeat of chaotic waters: “YHWH 
has broken my enemies like the breaking of Waters” (2 
Sam 5:20; cf. 6:8). After a second oracle and victory of the 
divine warrior, David brought the ark from Baale-judah 
(= Kiriath-jearim) to Jerusalem. The ark was marched 
into the city with cultic dancing, dramatizing the victorious 
return of the Warrior (Seow 1989). Finally the ark was 
placed in the newly won place. With this dramatic proces- 
sion, many of Judah’s theological traditions may be associ- 
ated. Some of the traditions may even have grown from 
that significant event—traditions concerning YHWH’s 
eternal choice of both David and Zion and traditions about 
Zion’s inviolability in the face of enemy encroachments. 
Certainly many of these themes may be located in Psalm 
132, some form of which may have been used in connec- 
tion with David’s procession of the ark. 

3. The Ark in Deuteronomy. In contradistinction to 
earlier tendencies, Deuteronomy appears to downplay the 
importance of the ark. Accordingly, the ark does not 
appear anywhere in Deuteronomy in connection with the 
enthronement of YHWH. It is neither a war palladium, 
nor is it associated with the presence of God. The ark does 
not have that mysterious power that strikes people dead (1 
Sam 6:19; 2 Sam 6:6-—8; Lev 16:1). Rather, the ark in 
Deuteronomy is, as von Rad says, a demythologized ark 
(PHOE, 103-24). It is viewed merely as a receptacle for the 
tablets of the covenant (Fretheim 1968). It appears always 
to be mentioned incidentally. The narrator’s interest in 
every case is on the covenant and the tablets that represent 
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the covenant. So when the second set of tablets were 
commissionec. at Sinai, the ark was also ordered—as if for 
the sake of the tablets alone. The author wastes no time in 
specifying the nature of the ark: it is a wooden 7drén, “box” 
(Deut 10:1), an ark of acacia wood (Deut 10:3). After 
YHWH had written on the tablets, they were placed in the 
ark (Deut 10:5). Likewise, when the “book of the Law” was 
completed, Moses commanded the Levites to put it by the 
side of the ark of the covenant “that it be there as a witness 
against you” (Deut 31:26). The Deuteronomic ark has no 
significance by itself; it is merely a receptacle in which and 
beside which :he covenant documents are placed. Nothing 
is mentioned in D about the cherubim, or anything else 
that may suggest the throne. Nothing is said about the 
acacia wood being gold-plated. The ark in Deuteronomy 
seems to be, simply, an ?drén, “box, chest.” 

4. The Ark in P. By far the most detailed and meticulous 
description of the ark is found in P. Exod 25:10—22 pur- 
ports to be dart of a heavenly blueprint which Moses 
received for the construction of the tabernacle and its 
appurtenances. The ark was then constructed by a certain 
Bezalel (Exoc! 37:1—15). According to the plan from on 
high, the ark was to be a chest of acacia wood, 2.5 cubits 
long, and 1.5 cubits wide and high (i.e., 4 feet 2 inches by 
30 inches by 30 inches). The wood was to be overlaid with 
gold on every side, with a molding of gold “upon it” all 
around—probably upon all four sides of the ark. In addi- 
tion, there were four “feet” on each of which the builder 
was to then add a golden ring to hold two carrying poles. 
These poles were also to be made of acacia wood and 
plated with gold. The poles were always to be left in the 
rings, ready to be carried. The tablets (called “the stones 
of ‘édat or, simply, ‘édat in P) were to be deposited in the 
ark. On top of the ark there was to be a kapporet (covering) 
made of pure gold. It was to be as long and wide as the 
ark, but nothing is said of its thickness. This was for P a 
covering for the ark as well as a symbol of the propitiation 
of sins epitomized by the ritual before the ark on yom 
kippir, “the day of atonement” (Lev 16:2ff.). Two cherubim 
were to be crafted “from the kappéret” (i.e., all of one 
piece), one cherub at each end of the kappéret. The cheru- 
bim were to face one another and have outstretched wings 
overshadowing the kapporet. 

There is no chance in the description of P for the ark to 
be mistaken for a throne, or the footstool of a throne. It is 
emphatically a box in which the tablets were kept. To that 
extent, P’s description is like that in Deuteronomy. The 
cherubim are not part of a throne. They are small ornate 
handiwork on the covering of the ark, unlike the huge 
cherubim described in 1 Kgs 6:23-28; 8:6-7 which are 
separated from the ark. Moreover, in contrast to the crea- 
tures on cherubim thrones, P has the cherubim facing 
each other: “their faces one to another, toward the kappéret 
were their faces” (Exod 25:20). Their outspread wings 
cover the ark. Thus, P leaves no room for the interpreta- 
tion of the ark as a throne or the footstool of a throne. 
The ark was a rendezvous where God would meet the 
people, but it was not the locus of a throning presence. 
Such is the nature of divine presence, according to P: it is 
not confined to one place; rather, it is manifested from 
time to time as the deity wills (Lev 16:2). According to P, 
in the time of Moses YHWH chose to speak from between 
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the cherubim on the kappéret of the ark (Num 7:89). That 
was a chosen place; it was theologically significant. While P 
admits that the ark may be one meeting point for God and 
the congregation, he takes pain to dissociate God from the 
ark (Seow 1985). The ark is associated with some form of 
the divine name 112 times in the Bible; but it never once 
occurs with the divine name in P. It appears that P was 
reacting to a misconception of divine immanence. Confi- 
dence in YHWH’s presence had apparently become overly 
dependent on the ark’s presence, so that the disappear- 
ance of the ark was causing an undue crisis of faith. For P 
the ark was not in any way to be associated with God’s 
kingship; it was also not the indispensable mark of God’s 
presence. 

Related to the issue of Gud’s abiding presence is the 
question of the covenant’s validity. Whereas the ark is 
called “the ark of the covenant” (drén habbérit), “the ark of 
YHWH’s covenant” (?drén brit yhwh), or the like in 40 
cases throughout the Bible, the ark is not associated with 
the bérit in the Priestly work. Instead of bérit, P uses the 
synonym ‘édit (incorrectly translated as “testimony” in 
many English translations) and speaks of the “ark of the 
“edit” (Exod 25:22; 26:33, 34: 30:6; etc.). But P knows the 
word bérit. The bérit for P is eternal and never to be 
destroyed (Gen 9:8-17; 17:1--27). The eternal validity of 
that covenant is indicated by signs, like the rainbow, that 
cannot ever be eradicated or removed. The ‘édat is never 
used of the covenant per se, only for the covenant tablets. 
Hence the instruction: “you shall put the Séddt into the 
ark” (Exod 25:16, 21). In this way, then, P was able to 
speak of the eternal validity of God’s covenant with Israel, 
even in the face of the disappearance of the ark. The 
tablets may be shattered, but the covenant is eternal. 

5. The Ark in Chronicles. Many of the Chronicler’s 
references to the ark are parallel to and essentially derived 
from the accounts embedded in the Deuteronomistic His- 
tory concerning the transmission of the ark under the 
aegis of David and Solomon. There are distinctive ele- 
ments in Chronicles, however. It is reiterated time and 
again that the sacred ark was to be handled only by the 
priests and Levites (1 Chr 15:2, 12; 16:4), “gatekeepers of 
the ark” (1 Chr 16:23-24) and certain ministers of music 
(1 Chr 6:31~32; 16:37). By all accounts, the ark came into 
prominence under the patronage of David. The Chroni- 
cler states that the ark was incleed neglected in the days of 
Saul, and it was David who restored it to its rightful place 
(1 Chr 13:3-4). The contrast here between the negligent 
Saul and the pious David reminds one of the propagandis- 
tic claims in the royal inscriptions of Mesopotamia that 
portray the legitimate king a: the “restorer of the forgot- 
ten cult” (Seow 1989). This view is certainly consonant with 
the ritual behind Psalm 132, which the Chronicler quotes 
(2 Chr 6:41). Faithful David swore that he would not rest 
until the rightful place of YHWH be restored and the ark 
was “rediscovered” (Ps 132:]-5). The procession of the 
ark by Solomon receives considerably more attention than 
in 1 Kings 8, but no significance may be discerned in most 
of the Chronicler’s embellishraents. 


E. NT References 

The Greek word kibétos (the equivalent for Heb ?drén) 
occurs 6 times in the NT. Only 2 of these (Heb 9:3-—5; Rev 
11:19) refer to the cult object; the rest concern Noah’s ark. 
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The account of the ark in Hebrews 9 purports to be a 
description of the ark under the “first covenant” which is 
superceded by the new covenant. The description is in 
substantial agreement with the account of P, although the 
name of the cult object here is “the ark of the covenant,” 
which never occurs in P. The ark was enshrined in a tent 
behind the second curtain, together with the golden altar. 
It was gold-plated, and the cherubim were perched atop 
the covering (Propitiatory), overshadowing it (vv 3-5). The 
Gk word hilastérion used here to translate the Heb kapporet 
is found also in Rom 3:25, but it is impossible to know if 
the author here was thinking of the kappéret or the expia- 
tory function of it. The writer of Hebrews lists the ark’s 
content: a golden jar of manna, Aaron’s rod that blos- 
somed, and the tablets of the covenant. The jar of manna 
and rod of Aaron are both mentioned in P, but there the 
items are placed “before the Sédat” (Exod 16:32-34; Num 
17:8—10)—that is, before the ark (cf. Exod 27:21; 30:36; 
Lev 16:13; 24:3). 

In Rev 11:19 the ark is called “(God’s) ark of the cove- 
nant” (hé kibdtos tés diathzkés autou), which represents a 
Greek adaptation of the Deuteronomistic name. In the 
vision of the eschatological temple, the disciple sees the 
ark in God’s temple in heaven, with all the signs that in the 
Hebrew Bible normally accompany the theophany of the 
storm god, the divine warrior. So the ark is once again 
associated with the presence of God. 
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ARK, NOAH’S. See the NOAH AND THE ARK 
articles. 


ARKITE (PERSON) [Heb ‘arqi]. One of the offspring of 
Canaan (Gen 10:17). The -7 suffix suggests that this is a 
gentilic, reflecting the inhabitants of the coastal Phoenician 
town of Irqata. The name of this town appears in Egyptian 
(‘3qty/*3qtm), Hittite (ir-qa-ta), and Akkadian sources, in- 
cluding the 2d millenium B.c. Amarna letters (r-qat, ir-qat, 
ir-qa-ta, ir-qa-ta; cf. Hess 1984: 495) and Ist millenium B.c. 
Neo-Assyrian texts (ar-qa-a, ir-ga-na-ta-a-a; cf. Parpola 
1970: 31, 176; for the second spelling as a mistake, cf. 
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Tadmor 1961: 245 n. 49). The name of this town also 
appears in later Classical sources (Honigmann RLA 1: 
153-54; Hawkins RLA 5:165—66). Irqata has been identi- 
fied with Roman Caesarea of Liban, modern Tell Arqa 
(M.R. 250436), 12 mi. NE of Tripoli, where excavations 
have revealed occupation throughout the Bronze and [ron 
ages (Dussaud 1927: 80-91; Thalman 1978; Wenham Gen 
1-15 WB, 226). Just as Gen 10:16—18 associates the Arkites 
with Heth, the Amorites, Arvad, the Zemarites, and Ha- 
math; so also does a Hittite prayer mention Irqata in 
association with Amurru, and the Neo-Assyrian sources 
associate Arqa/Irqa(na)ta with Arwada, Simirra, and Ha- 
mat. 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


ARMAGEDDON (PLACE) [Gk Armagedén]. The loca- 
tion of the final battle of earth’s history as described in the 
book of Revelation. The word appears only once in the 
Bible and is Hebrew in origin (Rev 16:16). (See REVELA- 
TION, BOOK OF) The most natural understanding of the 
Greek found in most manuscripts is “mountain (from the 
Hebrew har) of MEGIDDO.” While the Greek spelling 
differs consiclerably from the Hebrew word “Megiddo,” it 
is identical tc the Septuagint transliteration in Josh 12:21 
(ms A mageddon), Judg 1:27 (ms A), and 2 Chr 35:22. 
Another transliteration of Megiddo in the LXX parailels 
the manuscript variant mageddén (4 Kgdms 9:27—Eng 2 
Kgs 9:27). Thus Nestle (HDB 2: 305) considered an allu- 
sion to Megiddo the most probable explanation of the 
term “Armageddon.” It is interesting, however, that the 
only place in the OT where the Hebrew adds a final “n” to 
Megiddo, Zech 12:11, the LXX does not transliterate, 
instead it translates “Valley of Megiddo” as “(the pome- 
granate grove) cut down in the plain” (ekkoptomenou). 

The region of Megiddo was an ancient battleground. 
There the armies of Israel under DEBORAH and BARAK 
defeated SISERA and his Canaanite army (Judg 5:19 and 
context). Later, it was the scene of the fatal struggle 
between JOSIAH and Pharaoh NECO (2 Kgs 23:29, 30; 2 
Chr 35:22). This was such a memorable event in Israel’s 
history that the mourning for Josiah was recalled a hun- 
dred years la:er (Zech 12:11). Thus, if the writer of Reve- 
lation was alluding to this ancient battleground, its signifi- 
cance for ancient Israel made it an appropriate 
background to his description of the final battle between 
the forces of good and evil. 

Bousset (Revelation MeyerK, 399), however, pointed out 
that the phrase “Mountain of Megiddo” is problematic. 
While the OT knows of a city of Megiddo (Josh 17:11; 
Judg 1:27; 1 Kgs 4:12; 9:15; 2 Kgs 9:27; 23:29, 30), a king 
of Megiddo (Josh 12:21), a valley of Megiddo (2 Chr 35:22; 
Zech 12:11), and waters of Megiddo (Judg 5:19), it knows 
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of no “Mountain of Megiddo.” A number of solutions to 
this problem have been offered over the centuries and 
continue to be offered. 

Early Church Fathers, such as Hippolytus and Jerome, 
sought to locate Armageddon in Palestine, offering 
suggestions such as the Vallev of Jehoshaphat (cf. Joel 3:2, 
12) or Mount Tabor (cf. Judg; 4:6, 12). The first proposal 
to gain wide currency was advanced by the earliest com- 
mentators on the book of Revelation, Oecumenius (early 
6th cent.—see Hoskier 1928: 179-80) and Andreas of 
Caesarea (ca. 600 a.p.—see Schmid 1955: 1/175). Perhaps 
taking their cue from the L*.X translators of Zech 12:11, 
who apparently understood mégiddén to be derived from 
the Hebrew root gdd which means “to cut” or “to gash,” 
they argued that the kings of the earth are gathered in 
Rev 16 to the “Mountain of Slaughter” to be exterminated. 
Supported by LaRondelle (1985: 23, 1989: 71—73), this 
view has never been refuted, yet does not attract wide 
support among scholars. 

F. Junius (1599) associated Armageddon with “the 
mountain places of Megiddo.” In marginal notes to the 
Geneva Bible he suggested that the battle of Armageddon 
is God’s reversal of the reproach His people suffered with 
the defeat of Josiah. Several 19th-century scholars (see 
Bousset Revelation MeyerK, °99) sought to overcome the 
absence of a “mountain of Megiddo” in the OT by linking 
the battles at Megiddo with Ezekiel’s description of Gog 
being defeated on the “mountains of Israel” (see Ezekiel 
38 and 39, a passage alluded to in Rev 20:8—10). 

Lohmeyer (Revelation HNT, 133-—34) added a new twist 
to the “mountain of Megidd»” interpretation by associat- 
ing Armageddon with Mount Carmel, an allusion to Eli- 
jah’s confuting of the prophets of Baal. He appealed for 
support to Ginza, a much-later Mandean work, where 
demonic powers gather on Mount Carmel to plan their 
final assault on the forces of God. Shea (1980: 160-62) 
carries the argument a step further by seeing a multitude 
of allusions throughout Revelation to Ehjah’s experience 
on Mount Carmel, with dragon, beast, and false prophet 
being the latter-day counterparts of Ahab, Jezebel, and the 
prophets of Baal. As in the »riginal instance, the issue is 
settled in Revelation by fire and by sword (Rev 19:20, 21). 

While the first two explanations are based on how the 
translators of the LXX understood the Hebrew Bible, a 
number of attempts at emendation have also come into 
play. Many 19th-century scholars (see Nestle HDB 2:304— 
5 and Bousset Revelation MeyerK) noted that the difference 
between har and ar in Greek is a simple breathing mark, 
and such markings are generally omitted in the earliest 
manuscripts. Thus ar-magedon could be the equivalent of 
the Hebrew “city of Megiddo” (“ir-mégiddé), an allusion to 
the fortress city which guarded ancient Israel’s most criti- 
cal mountain pass. 

Other scholars, beginning with an unsigned article in 
ZAW (1887: 170-71), gave attention to emendations of 
magedon. In unpointed Hebrew mégiddé is identical in form 
to migdé which means “fruitful” or “his fruitfulness,” “his 
choicest gifts.” Thus, Bowman (IDB 1}: 227) feels that 
Armageddon means “his fruitful mountain,” a reference 
to eschatological Jerusalem (Joel 4:16-18—Eng 3:16-18, 
cf. Zechariah 14). This would associate the final battle 
scene with Jerusalem, as is aiso the case in Rev 14:14—20 
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and 20:7—10. Charles (Revelation ICC, 2: 50) combines both 
emendations; Armageddon means “fruitful city,” which 
recalls John’s title for the heavenly city in 20:9 (Gk tén polin 
tén égapémeneén, “the beloved city”). 

One of the most popular emendations of magedén was 
proposed by Hommel (1890). He suggested that the Greek 
gamma in magedén is a transliteration, not of the Hebrew 
gimel but of the Hebrew ‘ayin. Thus har-magedén would be 
a corruption of the Hebrew har-mé‘éd, or “mountain of 
assembly.” Torrey (1938: 244-48) argues that Armaged- 
don is a reference to Isa 14:13 where the “mountain of 
assembly” is the heavenly court in which God’s throne is 
located. In Isaiah 14 the King of Babylon is called the 
“Day Star,” a term applied to Christ in Revelation. Thus, 
har-m6‘éd recalls Hebrew mythology, where Mount Zion is 
the earthly counterpart of the heavenly throne room (Ps 
48:3—Eng 48:2). Armageddon, then, is Babylon’s final 
attempt to usurp the throne of God in its attack on end- 
time Jerusalem. 

Gunkel (1895: 263-66) understood Armageddon to be 
a name with mythic origins, probably based on J Enoch 6 
where the evil angels gather on Mount Hermon to prepare 
for their assault on the daughters of men. Bousset follows 
Gunkel in suggesting that behind this reference lies an 
ancient myth, preserved in Mandean works, which de- 
scribed the assault on the holy mountain of the gods by an 
army of demons that is gathered by evil spirits, then 
destroyed by the gods of light. 

The abundance of solutions and the great creativity with 
which they have been developed suggests that it is unwise 
to be dogmatic about the etymology of Armageddon. 
Nevertheless, current scholarship generally settles on a link 
with Megiddo or har-mé‘éd as the best explanation of 
harmagedon. 

The major difficulty with the har-mé‘éd interpretation is 
the great linguistic distance between mé‘éd and magedon. 
While it is true that gamma is the only Greek letter that 
could correspond to the Hebrew ‘ayin, there is no external 
evidence that mé‘éd was ever transliterated as magedén or 
even mogéd, whereas LXX evidence exists for translitera- 
tions of mégiddé and mégiddén. Furthermore, the strength 
of Torrey’s argument is largely diluted if one doesn’t 
accept his theory that the Apocalypse is the translation of 
a Hebrew original. 

It is probably safest, then, to avoid emendation and to 
either follow the Church Fathers or Lohmeyer and Shea, 
or to consider the problem unresolved. Many arguments 
have been raised against the “Mountain of Megiddo” inter- 
pretations, particularly by Jeremias (1932) and Torrey 
(1938): (1) there is no Mount Megiddo in pre-NT litera- 
ture; (2) the earliest exegetes never interpreted it in this 
way; (3) the mythical world mountain was never associated 
with Megiddo in apocalyptic; (4) in Hebrew eschatology 
the final struggle is fought around Jerusalem (Zechariah 
12 and 14; Joel 4—Eng 3; cf. Revelation 14; 20:7-10). 
These are, however, basically arguments from silence. 
They do not preclude the possibility that the author of 
Revelation saw elements of the ideological battle on Mount 
Carmel as decisive in the final battle between good and 
evil. 

In fact, as Shea (1980: 158-60) points out, Megiddo is 
often used to speak of something else in the geographical 
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area. The phrase “waters of Megiddo” (Jdg 5:19) is a 
reference to the Kishon River. And while Megiddo was not 
a mountain, it wasn’t a valley either—it was located on an 
elevation overlooking the Plain of Jezreel or Esdraelon. 
Since the city was located at the foot of the Carmel range, 
“mountain of Megiddo” could easily be a reference to 
Mount Carmel (1 Kgs 18:19, 20; 2 Kgs 2:25; 4:25). It was 
on Mount Carmel that fire was called down from heaven 
to prove that Yahweh was the true God (cf. Rev 13:13, 14). 
It was there that the false prophets were defeated (cf. Rev 
16:13-16). If John was alluding to Elijah’s experience on 
Mount Carmel, he understood the battle of Armageddon 
to be a spiritual conflict over worship (cf. Rev 13:4, 8, 12, 
15; 14:7, 9, 11; cf. 16:15; 17:14) in which all would be 
brought to a fateful decision with permanent results. 

As part of the sixth bowl plague (16:12—16), the battle 
of Armageddon comes at a pivotal point in the book of 
Revelation. It parallels the sixth trumpet plague (9:13—21), 
where military imagery is combined with descriptions of 
demonic beings. The gathering effected by the three un- 
clean spirits (16:13) is the demonic counterpart to the 
gathering call of the three angels of Rev 14:6—11. The 
reference to the demonic trinity connects this passage also 
with chaps. 13 and 19, where the same characters are at 
work. And finally, the battle is described in other but 
parallel terms in 17:12—17. The sixth bow! plague is not 
the battle of Armageddon itself; it is the gathering of 
forces for the battle. The battle itself accomplishes the fall 
of Babylon, which is outlined in the seventh bowl plague 
(16:17-21), in 17:16 and in chap. 18. For further discus- 
sion see ISBE 1:294-95, EncBib 1:310-11, TDNT 1:468, 
and EWNT, 366-67. 
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Jon PAULIEN 


ARMENIA (PLACE). A country constituting a series of 


plateaus joining Asia Minor to Iran. Great variation in 
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altitude, terrain, climate, and plant life lead to strong 
regional disparities. Some mountains rear up to 17,000 
feet, as does Ararat; they and their flanks impede travel. 
The prevailing E-W direction of the mountain ranges 
especially hampers N-S movement. The Euphrates River 
rises in Armenia, leading S; two other large rivers flow to 
the Caspian Sea. 

The Armenioi were known to Greeks from at least the 
6th century B.c. Armenia is listed on the Behistun inscrip- 
tion of Darius, and received Persian governors. The Oron- 
tids, a line of Persian descent, ruled there from about 400 
B.c., and assumed the title of “King” after Alexander’s 
day. Upon the defeat of the Seleucid Antiochus the Great 
by Romans and their allies in 190/189 B.c., the Armenian 
descendants of Artaxias formed a royal house which lasted 
until the time of Christ. A branch of the Armenian royal 
family also ruled in Commagene. 

Armenia’s greatest impact on the world of the Bible 
occurred in the reign of the Artaxiad King Tigranes. He 
had grown to maturity as a hostage at the Parthian court, 
but was released about 95 B.c. in return for “seventy valleys 
in Armenia” (Strabo 11.14.15.532). Tigranes married the 
daughter of Mithradates Eupator of Pontus and set out to 
aid that monarch in his long contest with Rome. He jointly 
raided Cappadocia, and conquered adjacent Sophene, 
thus extending Armenia’s territory to a point across the 
Euphrates from Cappadocia. Tigranes eventually took to 
carrying off Cappadocians to populate his new fortress, 
Tigranocerta, near the upper Tigris. 

Tigranes linked himself to Parthia, sending a daughter 
for marriage to Mithradates II. He also proved willing to 
contend with Parthians for territory. The Armenian hold- 
ings rapidly «xpanded, as Tigranes recovered the seventy 
valleys and seized territories which were nominally Par- 
thian. He overcame Atropatene, Gordyene, Osrhoene, 
Adiabene, most of Mesopotamia, and Greater Media. In 
Eastern fashion, he left kings in place, often married to 
his own dauzhters. Thus on his coinage appeared the 
proud title “King of Kings” after Mithradates II died in 
88/87 B.c. 

The Parthian monarchs Orodes I and Sinatruces could 
not prevent tie rapid expansion of Armenia at this time. 
Nor could the last Seleucids. Tigranes crossed the Euphra- 
tes about 87 b.c., assuming the hegemony of Commayene 
and Syria (Justin 40.1). 

Tigranes took Antioch, effectively terminating the Se- 
leucid Empire after more than two centuries. As a “succes- 
sor” (diadochus) to the Seleucids, he continued their coin- 
age and dynastic era. For fourteen or more years he ruled 
in Antioch, calmly adding to his territories and moving 
toward Judea. It escaped domination through timely ne- 
gotiation and gifts, first by Alexander Janneus and then by 
his widow, Alexandra Salome (Sullivan 1970, chap. 5, §11 
with n. 8—10 and chap. 3, §9.iii). 

In 69 B.c., Tigranes had to face a challenge at home, 
necessitating withdrawal from Syria. Near Tigranocerta, 
he fought the Roman Lucullus but lost. For the rest of his 
reign (down to ca. 55 B.c.), he remained in control of his 
ancestral kingdom, but no longer of Syria. The last Seleu- 
cids sought tc resume rule there, but Pompey pointed out 
that Tigranes had conquered them and Rome had con- 
quered Tigranes. 
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In 67 B.c., Tigranes again took the field in Cappadocia, 
but an invasion of Armenia by his renegade son, sup- 
ported by Phraates III of Farthia, drew him home. Ti- 
granes gradually withdrew is support for Mithradates 
Eupator, thus dooming him to eventual Roman conquest. 

The reputation of Tigranes for inflicting discomfort on 
his neighbors masks his service to Armenia. During a long 
reign (95—55 B.c.), he brought it safely through the Seleu- 
cid collapse, the rise and fall of Eupator in Pontus, the 
advent of Rome in the East, and threats from Parthia. His 
family continued to rule there for over half a century 
more. 

King Artavasdes II (55—34 8.c.), son of Tigranes, contin- 
ued his father’s policy of marriage ties with Parthia. Nev- 
ertheless, he offered to support Crassus in 53 B.c. during 
an invasion of Parthian territory; Crassus declined and 
met disaster at Carrhae. 

Armenia could not be counted a Roman ally in the 
aftermath. Cicero in 51 B.c. camped near Cybistra “so that 
Artavasdes, the Armenian King, whatever his policy might 
be, would know that an army of the Roman people was not 
far from his territory.” He heard that “the Armenian King 
was about to make an attack on Cappadocia” (Cic. Fam. 
15.2.2; 15.3.1). Perhaps as a consequence of Carrhae, 
Artavasdes assumed his father’s title, “King of Kings,” on 
his coinage. 

Increased Roman activity against Parthia involved Arta- 
vasdes when Mark Antony proceeded against Parthia in 
36 B.c. Among his allies stood “the greatest of all, Arta- 
vasdes of Armenia” with a large force. Antony allowed him 
to guide the expedition, and found himself detouring by 
way of Media Atropatene, where Artavasdes had scores to 
settle. When Artavasdes abruptly withdrew, Antony had to 
face winter and a Parthian army; he extricated only a 
portion of his men. 

Antony seized Artavasdes in 34 and deported him to 
Egypt, where he died probably by Cleopatra’s hand in 30 
B.c. This proved a blunder. bringing no gain to Rome 
despite Antony’s claim of an Armenian conquest. Arme- 
nians denied Antony access to their treasuries, one of his 
motives. The affair left a legacy of bitterness still discern- 
ible fifty years later (Tac. Ann. 2.3.2). 

Artaxias IT, son of Artavasdes, succeeded without inter- 
val, supported by the nobility. With Parthian assistance, he 
maintained himself (34-20 3.c.) and even carried out a 
massacre of Roman residents in the kingdom. He appears 
to have fallen to a family conspiracy (Dio 49.39 f.; Joseph. 
Ant 15.104f.; Tac. Ann. 2.3). 

The death of Artaxias in 20 B.c. opened a century of 
intensified maneuvering to gain control of Armenia. A 
series of Artaxiad descendants of Tigranes the Great car- 
ried out brief reigns with Roman recognition. After their 
eclipse about a.p. 1, two kings of Atropatene also ruled 
Armenia briefly, but the Parthian Vonones I replaced them 
about a.p. 7. From a.p. 18 to 34, a successful Roman 
nominee, Zeno-Artaxias, proceeded from the dynasty of 
Pontus to the Armenian throne. Two Judaeans, descended 
from Archelaus of Cappadocia, tried to rule Armenia with 
the blessings of Rome. The first of these, Tigranes V, died 
in A.D. 36; the second, Tigranes VI, ruled Armenia in 4.p. 
60-62. Two Roman nominees from Asiatic Iberia also tried 
Armenia. Interspersed with these were rulers drawn from 
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the Parthian royal house. (See ANRW 2/8: 300, 938; and 
Sullivan 1970, Chaps. 2 and 5.) 

The “Armenian Question” in Roman-Parthian relations 
persisted. Long Roman supply lines precluded an effective 
muitary policy in Armenia. For instance, Corbulo’s forces 
in A.D. 62 had to carry provisions by camel, and at times 
suffered real privation (Tac. Ann. 13.39; 14.24; 15.12). 
Romans also had difficulty delivering sufficient troops and 
had to rely on allies in Commagene and elsewhere. Arme- 
nians, both commoners and nobility, exhibited hostility to 
Rome (Tac. Ann. 15.27). 

A compromise in A.D. 66 allowed Nero to invest the 
Arsacid Tiridates as king of Armenia at a ceremony in 
Rome (Dio 63.1—7). This arrangement held for half a 
century with Arsacids ruling Armenia and recognized by 
Rome. 

Trajan tried to convert Armenia into a province in 114, 
but by 116/7 the Parthians again furnished a king for it. A 
long series of Arsacid kings appeared there in the 2d and 
early 3d centuries. Sometimes they bore Arsacid names 
reflecting in addition a grant of Roman citizenship, such 
as Aurelius Pacorus, “Great King of Armenia,” known 
from an inscription in Rome (OGIS 382; see too ANRW 2/ 
8, Parthian stemma after p. 938 and Magie 1950; 1528f. 
n. 2). 

Armenia suffered occasionally from other invasions, as 
when the Alans raided it sometime before a.p. 137 (Dio 
69.15). Parthians attacked it early in the reign of Marcus 
Aurelius, but in a.p. 163 the counterinvasion by Lucius 
Verus resulted in a Roman appointee as king, Sohaemus, 
whose name suggests descent from the royal house of 
Emesa, from which another Sohaemus had been chosen 
by Nero to rule nearby Sophene (Tac. Ann. 13.7). An 
invasion by the troops of Caracalla failed in ca. a.p. 215. 

The Sassanid Persian overthrow of the Arsacids about 
A.D. 227 led to a change in Armenia as well, with greater 
receptivity to a Roman alliance, since the Arsacid dynasty 
sought to rule on in Armenia. Between 251 and 253, King 
Shapur invaded Armenia (Magie 1950: 1568 n. 29). In a.p. 
297, Romans obtained by negotiation with Persia impor- 
tant satrapies along the Tigris in the vicinity of Armenia, 
but eventually returned several of these (Jones 1971: 224). 

From late in the 3d century until well into the 4th, a 
locally acceptable king ruled Armenia with Roman sup- 
port, and a peace between Rome and the Iranians led to a 
much-needed period of peace. A portion of Armenia itself 
was obtained by Rome in a.p. 387. 

In early Byzantine times, further satrapies were de- 
tached, and the territory termed “Inner Armenia.” The 
administration continued to be through local rulers. The 
legal system remained the “old law” of Armenia. 

In Armenia, little essentially changed from the time of 
Tigranes to that of Justinian 600 years later. In those 
centuries, Armenia maintained its integrity and preserved 
the traditions which produced a long line of native kings 
in the middle ages, despite continued pressure from the 
outside. Eventually, emperors of Armenian extraction as- 
cended the Byzantine throne. 

The claim has been made that Armenia became the first 
state to recognize Christianity officially, early in the 4th 
century. This religion slowly replaced the variegated pan- 
theon of syncretistic Iranian divinities previously wor- 
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shiped there, and it became a vigorous institution, like 
Armenia itself. 
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ARMENIAN VERSONS. See VERSIONS, AN- 
CIENT (ARMENIAN). 


ARMLET. See JEWELRY. 


ARMONI (PERSON) [Heb ?arméni]. A son of Saul, prob- 
ably the eldest son borne by Saul’s concubine Rizpah, the 
daughter of Aiath (2 Sam 21:8). The name means “my 
citadel.” Armoni was publicly executed (Polzin 1969) dur- 
ing a religious barley harvest festival along with 6 other 
Saulides in the early years of David’s accession to the 
Israelite throne after Eshbaal’s murder (2 Sam 21: 1-14). 
The present report provides two explanations for the 
execution: (1) bloodguilt on Saul and his house for Saul’s 
killing of the Gibeonites (v 1) (Prado 1954: 51), and (2) 
Saul’s breaking of a treaty that was established between 
Israel and the Gibeonites by Joshua, by seeking to slay the 
Gibeonites “in his zeal for Israel and Judah” (v 2; Malamat 
1955). Both reasons are presented as having led to a 3- 
year famine during David's reign. 

After oracular consultation to determine the cause of 
the famine, David is said to have called the remaining 
Gibeonites to him to determine how expiation could be 
made for Saul’s action. They are said to have demanded 
that 7 Saulides be turned over to them so that they could 
execute them at GIBEON on the mountain of Yahweh, 
following the LXX reading (bgb‘wn bhr yhwh). The MT 
locates the place of execution “at Gibeah/the hill of Saul, 
the chosen one of Yahweh” (bgb‘t wl bhyr yhwh). The MT 
reading reflects a substitution of Gibeah of Saul for Gib- 
eon, and the further attempt to disguise the reference to 
Gibeon as the mountain of Yahweh by changing “moun- 
tain” into the passive participle “chosen one,” substituting 
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het for he. The existence of a famous bdmé sanctuary at 
Gibeon with Yahwistic connections (1 Kgs 3:5; 2 Chr 1:3— 
13 with much fictional embellishment) favors the LXX 
reading as genuine. In addition, while the adjective “cho- 
sen” is used to describe Saul’s legitimate choice by Yahweh 
to be king in 1 Sam 10:24, it is similarly used in connection 
with David’s relationship to Yahweh and appointment of 
king-elect after Saul’s rejection by Yahweh in 2 Sam 6:21. 
The express.on is by no means unique to Saul or distin- 
guishes him from David in the context. It is hard to 
understand why the author would want to stress Saul’s 
legitimate royal associations in connection with the site of 
execution, unless perhaps he wanted to highlight Saul’s 
fall from grace by reminding the reader that the family of 
the former chosen one was now being punished by the 
new chosen one. The MT phrasing is awkward, reflects 
the anti-Gibeonite bias that permeates the Deuteronomis- 
tic writings (Kearney 1973), and may have arisen from a 
pious scribe who was influenced by this bias and altered 
the original wording to harmonize with 1 Sam 10:24 and 
11:4 (for another explanation, see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 
438). 

The bodies of the 7 were left exposed until rain fell, 
from mid-April until October or November, and their 
bones were subsequently buried together with the ex- 
humed remains of Saul and Jonathan in the family tomb 
in Benjaminite Zela. It has been suggested that the execu- 
tion was done as part of a fertility rite, in which the bodies 
of the dead would have been dismembered and scattered 
in the fields to bring fertility to the land (i.e. Cazelles 1955: 
167-69; Kapelrud 1955:120). 
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ARMORY. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF 
WARFARE. 


ARMY (MESOPOTAMIA). 
ORGANIZATION IN MESOPOTAMIA. 


See MILITARY 


ARMY, HIERODIAN. See HERODIAN ARMY. 


ARMY, ROMAN. See ROMAN ARMY. 
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ARNA (PERSON) [Lat Arva]. An ancestor of Ezra, the 
father of Meraioth and the son of Uzzi according to the 
genealogy of Ezra in 2 Esdr 1:1-3. Slightly different 
pedigrees of Ezra are found in Ezra 7:1—5 and | Esdr 8:1- 
2 (cf. | Chr 5:27-40—Eng 6:1—14). Though the name 
Arna does not appear in the Ezra text, the order of the 
names suggests that Arna is in parallel to Zerahiah in Ezra 
7:4 (see also 1 Chr 5:32—Eng 6:6). The genealogy in | 
Esdr 8:1--2 leaves out Arna (Zerahiah) along with the two 
generations after him. 
Jin Hee Han 


ARNAN (PERSON) [Heb ?arnén]. The fourth son of 
Hananiah the son of ZERUEBABEL and brother of Oba- 
diah and Rephaiah, in | Chr 3:21, the genealogy which 
records the postexilic descent of the line of David. The 
RSV follows the Gk and Vy. The Heb, however, makes 
Arnan the son of Obadiah arid father of Rephaiah. 
RUSSELL FULLER 


ARNI (PERSON) [Gk Arni]. An ancestor of Jesus, accord- 
ing to a textually confused part of the Lukan genealogy 
(3:33a). The reading of this name is adopted by the 
UBSGNT as part of a series of 3 names which are “the least 
satisfactory form of the text, a reading that was current in 
the Alexandrian church at ar early period” (Metzger 1971: 
136). It is also in the text of Nestle—Aland Nov TG. The 
name is not found, however, in many ancient Gk manu- 
scripts of the NT, nor is it contained in the OT genealogies 
of 1 Chronicles 2 or Ruth 4. 
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ARNON (PLACE) [Heb ’arnén]. A perennial stream 
whose tributaries drain much of the Moabite plateau on 
both sides of the Arnon gorge (modern Wadi Mojib). The 
Arnon’s source is near Lejjun, ca. 10 miles NE of Kerak. 
From its meager beginning, the stream flows NNW for ca. 
15 miles, and then it courses an equal distance to the W, 
finally emptying into the Dead Sea. The Arnon’s mouth is 
just north of the halfway point on the Dead Sea’s eastern 
shore, at Ras el-Ghor; its perennial flow makes the Arnon 
the most important river on the sea’s E side. The outflow 
of the Arnon itself is greatly increased by the water of 
Wadi Heidan, which merges (from the N) with the Arnon 
2 miles from the latter’s mouth (cf. Mattingly 1983). 

The Arnon is named in the Bible 25 times, but it is most 
famous because its small, rapidly descending stream has 
created, through the millennia, a huge canyon along its E— 
W route. The section of Wadi Mojib whose N rim is less 
than 2 miles south of Dhiban is almost 3 miles across, from 
rim to rim. Its depth varies from 1,300 feet to 2,300 feet. 
Naturally, the wadi’s length and depth made N-S travel in 
this area difficult—and certainly more time-consuming. 
Such streams, which cut across Transjordan’s tableland, 
partially explain why the King’s Highway was situated so 
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far to the E. Because it bypassed the W edge of the 
escarpment and the deep gorges that run E-W, the so- 
called Desert Highway became an important N-S thor- 
oughfare. A major confluence of the Arnon is located ca. 
2 miles E of where the modern highway (perhaps following 
the route of the ancient King’s Highway) crosses the river- 
bed. This point is just south of Aroer, a site which the 
Bible frequently identifies as sitting on the edge of the 
Arnon. The biblical designation “valleys of the Arnon” 
(Num 21:14) is quite appropriate for the convergence of 
canyons at this spot. 

All of Transjordan is subdivided into 5 smaller regions 
by 4 wadi systems that run from E to W, draining the water 
from the plateau into the Jordan Rift: from the N these 
are (1) Yarmuk, (2) Jabbok, (3) Arnon, and (4) Zered. The 
Arnon itself divided Moab into 2 parts. While the S bound- 
ary of Moabite territory was fixed by the Zered (modern 
Wadi el-Hesa), Moab’s N border fluctuated. In times of 
strength, the Moabites controlled the land between the 
Zered and the vicinity of Heshbon ca. 22 miles N of the 
Arnon. After he reclaimed northern Moab from the Isra- 
elites, King Mesha repaired the highway that crossed the 
Arnon at Aroer (Mesha Inscription, line 26), an event 
illustrating the unification of both parts of Moab. When 
Moabite power waned, their domain was reduced to the 
undisputed heartland of Moab, the territory between the 
Zered and the Arnon. Thus, the Arnon served as a natural 
boundary when political and military factors assigned it 
that purpose, but it was not enough of a barrier to create 
cultural differences on its two sides. 

As noted above, the Arnon sometimes served as a 
boundary between the Moabites, Amorites (Num 21:13, 
24, 26; and 22:36), and the Israelites (Deut 2:24, 36; 3:8, 
16; Josh 13:16; 2 Kgs 10:33; cf. 2 Sam 24:5). References 
to the Arnon in the oracles of Isaiah (16:2) and Jeremiah 
(48:20) allude to its status as an important point in the N— 
S route through Moab. 


Bibliography 
Mattingly, G. L. 1983. The Natural Environment of Central Moab. 
ADAJ 27: 597-605. 
GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


ARODI (PERSON) [Heb °arédi]. Var. AROD. AROD- 
ITES. The 6th of 7 sons of Gad named in the genealogy 
relating Joseph to Jacob (Gen 46:16). In a parallel geneal- 
ogy which identifies the clans that constituted the 40,500 
Gadites in the wilderness census (Num 26:17—LXX 
26:26), the personal name is Arod (Heb ?aréd) and the clan 
name is Arodites (Heb ?aréd?). Several factors favor the 
long spelling: (1) the names of 5 of Gad’s sons have the é 
ending, in both lists (Gen 46:16 = Num 26:15-17—LXX 
26:24-27); (2) the LXX, Syr, and Samaritan Pentateuch 
texts read the ? ending in Num 26:17; (3) in this sequence 
of names with the same ending, the 7 could easily have 
dropped out. Regardless of the original spelling, there is 
no doubt that the two genealogies list the same person. 
Jort C. SLAYTON 


AROER (PLACE) [Heb ‘aré‘ér]. AROERITE. Since it is 
likely that the name means “crest of a mountain” or 
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“Juniper,” such frequent use of this place-name is not 
unusual. 

1. The overwhelming number of references to a place 
named Aroer are made in connection with the so-called 
“Aroer on the Arnon.” This setthement, more properly 
viewed as a fortress throughout most of its history, was 
situated on the N rim of Wadi el-Mujib, the biblical River 
Arnon. In fact, many of the biblical verses that mention 
this particular Aroer refer specifically to its location on the 
edge of the spectacular canyon that the Mujib has formed 
(e.g., Deut 2:36; 4:48; Josh 12:2; 13:16). Aroer’s strategic 
location made it a natural checkpoint on a territorial 
border, as in the day of the Amorite kingdom of Sihon 
(Deut 4:48; Josh 12:2; cf. Judg 11:22) and during the 
Hebrew conquest and settlement in Transjordan (Deut 
2:36; Josh 13:9). In both of these cases, the Arnon and, 
consequently, the fortress of Aroer marked the frontier 
with Moabite territory, to the S of the Arnon. 

According to Num 32:34, Aroer was refortified by the 
Israelite tribe of Gad, though it was originally assigned to 
the Reubenites (Josh 13:16). At the time of David’s census, 
Aroer was a logical starting point for the numbering of 
Hebrews who lived E of the Jordan. Aroer’s strategic 
significance on the rim of the Arnon ts highlighted again 
in the 2d half of the 9th century B.c., when Aroer is 
named as the S limit of the Syrian king Hazael’s control of 
Transjordan (2 Kings 10:33). Very important is the refer- 
ence to Aroer in line 26 of the Mesha Inscription (ca. 830 
B.c.), where the Moabite king Mesha was credited with 
refortifying the site after his victory over Israel. Aroer was 
under Moabite control when it is mentioned for the last 
time in the Bible, in Jer 48:19. 

Ancient Aroer is linked with certainty to the site of a 
small Arab village—and its imposing tell—named ‘Ara‘ir, 
which is located ca. 3 miles SE of Dhiban (biblical Dibon) 
and 2% miles E of the so-called King’s Highway (M.R. 
228097). Excavations were conducted in 3 seasons of field- 
work, from 1964 to 1966, by a Spanish team which was 
under the direction of Emilio Olavarri (EAEHL 1: 98— 
100). ‘Ara‘ir yielded pottery and other artifacts that dated 
from ca. 2250 B.c. until the 3d century a.p., though the 
site was not occupied continuously over this long period. 
There was, for example, an occupational gap during the 
Middle Bronze Age, but evidence from the Late Bronze 
Age and Iron Age was recovered. The most important 
excavated structure is a fortress that measures ca. 50 yards 
on each side and was built of large blocks of stone laid in 
header-stretcher style. Olavarri attributes the construction 
of this fortress to Mesha. 

2. Located in Transjordan and mentioned in Josh 13:25 
and Judg 11:33. According to the former, this Aroer was 
“E of [“opposite” or “before”] Rabbah” (M.R. 238151) 
(modern Amman) and formed part of the boundary be- 
tween the Israelite tribe of Gad’s territory and Ammonite 
country. This description has been used to place this Aroer 
in the vicinity of es-Sweiwina, which is located south of 
Amman, but no excavations have been made that allow 
scholars to identify the location of this second Transjor- 
danian Aroer with any certainty. 

3. Place located E of the Jordan Rift has become known 
because of its appearance in the Heb text—and in the King 
James Version—in Isa 17:2a [“the cities of Aroer are de- 
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serted”]. If this reading is followed, it would seem to 
indicate that there was another Aroer in the neighborhood 
of Damascus. While this is possible, many translations, 
including the RSV, omit any reference to an Aroer by 
following the LXX and rendering 17:2a as “her cities will 
be deserted for ever.” 

4. Place located in the Bible to the W of the Jordan (1 
Sam. 30:28). In this verse, the Hebrew historian says that 
David distributed loot to the elders of Aroer, after he 
recovered his wives from the Amalekites who had raided 
Ziklag. It is assumed that this was the home of Hotharn the 
Aroerite, father of two of David’s “mighty men” (1 Chron 
11:44). Since the time of Edward Robinson’s 1838 travels 
through Palestine, this Aroer has been linked with the 
Negev site of ‘Ar‘arah, which is located ca. 12 miles SE of 
BEER-SHEBA (M.R. 148062). 

‘Ar‘arah was excavated between 1975 and 1981 by A. 
Biran and R Cohen. They concluded that this 5-acre site 
was first settled in the 7th century B.c. and was occupied, 
intermittently, until ca. a.p. 70. Though it is possible that 
further excavations might uncover remains from the 11th 
or 10th centuries B.c., it does not appear that SAr‘arah was 
occupied in the time of David. Biran has suggested that 
Davidic Aroer can be identified with Tel Esdar, which is 
located ca. 1% miles N of ‘Ar‘arah, and that the name 
Aroer was transferred to the latter site when it was 
founded in the 7th century B.c. Excavations at Tel Esdar 
did recover remains from the 11]th—10th centuries B.c., 
but there is no other assurance that Biran’s suggestion is 
correct. 

The name Adadah (Josh 15:22) may be a corruption of 
‘Ar‘ara, another form for Aroer; the LXX reads Aruel for 
this place-na:ne. It has also been identified with Khirbet 
‘Ar‘arah, though this, too, is uncertain. 
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AROM (PERSON) [Gk Arom]. Ancestor of a family re- 
turned from exile in Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 
5:16). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have been 
compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not 
appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:17; 
Neh 7:23). Ornissions such as this also raise questions about 
1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 
Furthermore. problems associated with dating events and 
persons described in | Esdras have cast doubt on the 
historicity of the text. Fritsch (IDB 1: 231) indicates that 
Arom may be a variant of HASHUM found in Ezra 2:19 
and Neh 7:22. Although this is possible, the location of 
Hashum differs in the sequence of names found in Ezra 2 
and Nehemiah 7, and Hashum (Gk Asom) itself occurs in 1 
Esdr 9:33. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


AROMATIC CANE. See PERFUMES AND SPICES. 
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ARPACHSHAD (PERSON) [Heb ?arpahsad]. 1. A son 
of Shem and the father of Shelah in the MT (Gen 10:22, 
24). In the LXX and in the NT (Luke 3:36; cf. also Jubilees 
8:1), Cainan is inserted in the genealogy between Arpach- 
shad and Shelah. In the MT, the lifespan of Arpachshad is 
given as 438 years, with thirty-five as the age at which he 
fathered Shelah. Analyses of the personal name have in- 
cluded: the Ist part of the name as the geographic name 
Arrapha, probably situated at modern Kirkuk; and the 2d 
part of the name as kasdim, the gentilic, Chaldeans. This 
analysis of the first name would seemingly locate the name 
in the geographic context of Arpachshad’s brothers (Gen 
10:22) and assign it a Hurrian etymology (Albright 1924: 
388-89; Cazelles POTT 22). Cf. also the suggestion of 
Gordon (IDB 1: 231) to identify the Ist 3 letters with the 
putative Hurrian element arp. This understanding of the 
2d element might explain the absence of Babylon in the 
Table of Nations (Simons 1959: 9-10). However, these 
interpretations fail to explain the entire name. The patah- 
séwa pattern, repeated 3 times, may suggest an artificiality 
in the pronunciation, reflecting an early loss of the original 
understanding of the six-consonant, non-Semitic(?) name. 
Two problems arise related to the mention of Arpachshad 
in Gen 11:10. First, the verse describes Shem as begetting 
Arpachshad 2 years after the flood when he was 100 years 
old. If Noah fathered Shem at 500 (Gen 5:32) and the 
Flood occurred in his 600th year (Gen 7:6, 11), then a 
discrepancy of 2 years appears. A temporal interpretation 
of the waw-consecutives in Gen 5:32 (Cryer 1985: 247— 
248), combined with Shem’s position as 2d born (Cassuto 
Genesis, pp. 260-61), allows for a period of 2 years. Then 
Shem would have been born in Noah’s 502d year and 
Arpachshad in Noah’s 602d vear (Cryer 1985: 247-48). A 
second problem arises when it is observed that the geneal- 
ogies designate the eldest son of the new generation by 
listing him first or alone. This occurs in Gen 11:10-11 
with Arpachshad. However, in Gen 10:22 Arpachshad 
appears 3d among the offspring of Shem. Unlike Genesis 
11, which relates Abram’s ancestry to Shem, Genesis 10 
describes the geographical distribution of peoples in the 
known world. The “brothers” of Arpachshad are all gen- 
tilic or geographic names, and the order of the names in 
the text has nothing to do with order of birth. 

2. The leader of the Medes who was defeated by Nebu- 
chadrezzar (Jdt 1: 1). This figure is otherwise unknown in 
ancient sources. Attempts to identify Arpachshad with a 
Scythian king and to argue for an Iranian etymology are 
speculative (Brandenstein 1954: 60, 62). 
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ARPAD (PLACE) [Heb °arpéd]. City in N Syria identified 
with modern Tell Rifaat (36° 28’ N; 37° 06’ E). Biblical 
references (2 Kgs 18:34 = Isa 36:19; 2 Kgs 19:13 = Isa 
37:13; Isa 10:9; and Jer 49:23) to its conquest by Assyria 
reflect Arpad’s importance in the 9th and 8th centuries 
B.C.E. when it served as capital of the land of Bit-Agusi. A 
series of archaeological excavations at Arpad in the 1950s 
and 1960s by M. V. Seton-Williams and of the surrounding 
region in the 1970s by J. Matthers (1981) have uncovered 
architectural, ceramic, osteological, and other types of 
remains which span from the Chalcolithic in the 5th mil- 
lennium B.c.£. to the Islamic era. 

The main sources for the history of Arpad in the 9th 
and 8th centuries B.c.E. are Assyrian historical texts. The 
records of Adad-nirari III (810-783) mark the first known 
reference to the place as Arpad, but more common names 
include Yakhan and Bit-Agusi. Despite intermittent inde- 
pendence, Arpad paid tribute to Assurnasirpal (885-860), 
and suffered significant attacks from Shalmaneser III in 
849 and Adad-nirari III in 805. Perhaps describing events 
in 796, Zakkur of Hamath reports in his Aram inscription 
(KAI, #202) that he was delivered, possibly with the help 
of Adad-nirari III, from an attacking coalition headed by 
Bargush (= Atar-shumki?) of Arpad. Mati?-ilu of Arpad 
concluded a treaty with Ashur-nirari V (754-746) in 754, 
and later, as recorded in the Sefire inscriptions (KAI, 
#222), another with a still obscure Bar-ga’yah of ktk. Mati’- 
ilu’s apparent revolt led to the conquest and reduction of 
Arpad to an Assyrian province by Tiglath-pileser HI in 
740. After 740 Arpad never regained its former power, 
although it did participate in an uprising suppressed by 
Sargon in 720. 

Precise reconstruction of the royal line of Arpad in the 
9th and 8th centuries B.c.£. remains a difficult problem. 
W. Pitard’s (1988) recent identification of a certain Attar- 
hamek in the much discussed Melqart Stele may suggest 
the existence of previously unrecognized kings of Arpad. 
However, the numerous uncertainties associated with the 
stele, ascribed to the kingdom of Damascus by many 
scholars, leaves the following relative chronology as the 
most certain: Agusi (Ist half of 9th century); Arame 
(ca. 858-ca. 834); Atar-shumki (ca. 805—ca. 796?); and 
Mati?-ilu (ca. 7542-740). 
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HEcToR AVALOS 


ARPHAXAD (PERSON) [Gk Arphaxad]. 1. Ruler over 
the Medes (Jdt 1:1). He rebuilt the wall of Ecbatana, and 
was defeated by Nebuchadnezzar in the mountains of 
Rages. 

However, according to our historical sources, no Persian 
or Median king by the name of Arphaxad ever existed. 
Therefore, the character is usually considered fictitious, 
although Ball suggests that the name may be a corruption 
of “Arbaces,” the name of the first Median king. The name 
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is probably taken from the book of Genesis, where it is 
given as Arpachshad (Heb ?arpaksad). He is the 3d son of 
Shem, born after the flood, who became the grandfather 
of Eber, the ancestor of Abraham. The name Arpachshad 
may be geographic in origin, indicating an area of Meso- 
potamia. 

2. Ancestor of Jesus (Luke 3:36). See ARPACHSHAD. 
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ARRAY, BATTLE. See WEAPONS AND IMPLE- 
MENTS OF WAR. 


ARSACES (PERSON) [Gk Arsakés]. Name or title of 
Parthian kings, including the one who captured Demetrius 
II (1 Macc 14:2—3). The name may have been simply a title 
used by Parthian kings who claimed descent from Artaxer- 
xes II, whose name was Arsaces before he took the Persian 
throne. 

Appian (Syrian Wars 67) identifies the Arsaces who cap- 
tured Demetrius II with Phraates (176-171 B.c.£.). How- 
ever, his dates are 30 years too early. It must have been his 
younger brother, Mithradates I (171-138). 

This Arsaces influenced Jewish history in 165, when 
Antiochus IV marched E, perhaps because of Parthian 
threats. On his return to Syria after a defeat by Mithra- 
dates I, Antiochus died at Gabae. Mithradates was then 
able to conquer Media and Mesopotamia. 

Jewish history mentions him explicitly because in 142 
Demetrius II mustered an international army to invade 
Mesopotamia. The purpose was to secure Mesopotamia for 
the Seleucids and to raise a force strong enough to defeat 
Trypho, a pretender to the Seleucid throne. After some 
initial successes, Arsaces Mithradates defeated Demetrius’ 
army and captured Demetrius (1 Macc 14:2—3). Mithra- 
dates treated Demetrius very well and even gave the pris- 
oner his own daughter, Rhodogune, in marriage. Mithra- 
dates died in 138. Demetrius remained a Parthian prisoner 
until 130, when Arsaces Phraates II set him free during 
an unsuccessful invasion by Demetrius’ brother, Antiochus 
VIL. 


Bibliography 

Bevan, E. R. 1966. Vol. 2 of The House of Seleucus. New York. 

Debevoise, N. C. 1938. A Political History of Parthia, Chicago. 
MITCHELL C. PAcCWA 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE. Seven articles are 
included under this general heading. The first two, respec- 
tively, provide broad historical surveys of ANE art and of 
ANE architecture, excluding Egypt. The third article fo- 
cuses more closely upon the art and architecture specifi- 
cally of Mesopotamia, while the fourth provides an over- 
view specifically of Egyptian art and architecture. The fifth 
article treats Persian art of the Achaemenid period, while 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


the final two cover, respectively, early Jewish art and archi- 
tecture anc. early Christian art. 


ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ART 


Ancient Near Eastern art customarily includes the sculp- 
ture, potte-y, painting, and glyptic produced in W Asia 
from their earliest appearances until the fall of the Achae- 
menid Persian Empire in 331 B.c. At the end of that 
period, the systematic introduction of Greek forms and 
styles in architecture and the visual arts throughout west- 
ern and central Asia created new fusions of indigenous 
and Eastern Mediterranean forms in addition to Near 
Eastern traditions. In the mid-7th century of our era, the 
Islamic coriquest of W Asia brought about significant 
changes in the forms and institutions of Near Eastern art 
and architecture. Yet established trends in a variety of 
media continued to flourish, and a neat division between 
pre-Islamic and Islamic Near Eastern art is difficult to 
establish (Ettinghausen 1962; Grabar 1973). 


. Scope 

. Western Discovery of ANE Art 

. The Production of Art in the ANE 

. Artistic Developments before 4000 B.c. 

. Arts of the Early Urban Communities (to ca. 2350 B.C.) 
The First Empires (ca. 2350—1200 B.c.) 

. The Neo-Assyrian and Achaemenid Persian Empires 
(ca. 1200-330 B.c.) 

. Hellenism and Near Eastern Traditions (ca. 330 B.c.— 
A.D. 250) 
Arts of Late Antiquity (ca. a.p. 250-650) 


ZT OMMONwS 
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A. Scope 

Unlike “Egyptian” or “Greek” art, the term “ancient 
Near Eastern art” does not embrace a coherent body of 
works of art linked by an obvious unity of style, purpose, 
or means of expression. Moreover, it includes works made 
by artisans of a variety of ethnic identities. No histories of 
art survive from the ANE; typological, aesthetic, and his- 
torical categories and trends have been established only in 
modern times. Because the modern distinction between 
art and craft is difficult to apply to the ANE, scholars 
generally adinit a wide range of objects to the realm of art. 

Although often treated as a geographical and cultural 
entity, the ANE encompassed a long history and a diverse 
set of physical environments. In artistic developments, as 
in other forins of cultural expression, such as languages, 
component regions in large measure followed indepen- 
dent avenues. It is customary to subdivide the Near East 
into several principal geographical regions—Mesopotamia, 
Iran, the Levant, and Anatolia—and to trace developments 
in art and avchitecture accordingly. Those divisions are 
generally agreed to correspond in significant ways to re- 
gionally characteristic and long-lived patterns of artistic 
and architectural expression, although it is also true that 
at most periods in antiquity each region was open to 
outside influence through movements of works of art, of 
patrons and artisans, and of conquerors and prophets. 
Because Mesopotamia alone provides a continuous se- 
quence of excavated building remains and works of art 
accompanied by written records beginning about 3200 
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B.C., it continues to serve as a framework for ANE art as a 
whole. Yet all regions of the Near East displayed indepen- 
dent artistic traditions, ancl Mesopotamia, at various peri- 
ods in its history, was in turn the recipient of forms, styles, 
and techniques of manufacture that had originated else- 
where. 

That diversity of environment and culture helped to 
shape regional differences in the development of materi- 
als, technologies, and traditions employed for works of art 
or architecture. In Mesopotamia, in the major river valleys 
of the Tigris and Euphrates, natural resources for materi- 
als used in building or in fashioning works of art were 
limited primarily to plentiful quantities of clay and reeds. 
Gypsum and alabaster, stones suitable for building or for 
carving sculptures, existed in N Mesopotamia. Sources of 
ores, including gold, silver, copper, and iron, as well as 
certain varieties of stone, were available in the mountain- 
ous regions of Anatolia and W Iran. Works of art also 
employed prized materials imported to the Near East by 
sea or by land, often from considerable distances. The 
hard stone diorite, for example, used in Mesopotamia at 
certain periods for large-scale sculptures, was probably 
imported from islands in the Persian Gulf or from coastal 
ports along the shores of the Indian Ocean (Heimpel 
1987). Lapis lazuli, a semiprecious stone favored for jew- 
elry and also used together with other materials for deco- 
rative inlays, was very likely transported to the Near East 
via overland routes from present-day Afghanistan 
(Herrmann 1968). Ivory, another luxury material em- 
ployed for furniture, inlays, and cosmetic items, came 
from elephant and hippopotamus hunted in Egypt and W 
Asia (Lucas 1962: 32-33; Barnett 1982: 3-15). 

The periods under consideration also witnessed the 
development of critical technologies that shaped artistic 
energies as well as economies and societies. The domesti- 
cation of animals and cultivation of plants, and the devel- 
opment of metallurgy in copper, gold, silver, and iron, 
took place in the ANE. Those technologies created mate- 
rials for works of art as well as ways of fashioning or 
decorating them. Metal tool: for carving stone, the use of 
plants or mineral pigments for coloring dyes or paint, and 
wool for textiles, in turn allowed new opportunities for 
artistic expression (Moorey 1985; Lucas 1962; Singer, 
Holmyard, and Hall 1954). Pyrotechnologies that made 
possible the production of good-quality ceramic objects 
fired at high temperatures, together with the materials 
faience (the common term for glazed sintered quartz) and 
glass, were all invented in the ANE (Moorey 1985). The 
invention of writing, a dramatic step in communications 
technology, took place in Mesopotamia about 3200 B.c. 
Among its many profound eifects on Near Eastern history 
and society was the development of means of communica- 
tion among artisans and architects (Cooper 1988; Kilmer 
1990; Michalowski 1990). 

A history of art depends on determining the sequence 
of forms and styles, as well as the relationships between 
works of art produced in different areas of a region. Works 
of ANE art are located within a relative chronological 
framework based on stratigraphic sequences discovered 
during excavations. In relative chronologies, works of art 
can be assigned a place in « series established through 
stratigraphic evidence. Many of them can also be dated in 
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years, that is, in relation to our time, through such scien- 
tific means as radiocarbon dating of organic materials, or 
thermoluminescence of fired clay (Brothwell and Higgs 
1970: 35-108). After the invention of writing in Mesopo- 
tamia, about 3200 B.c., written sources can be added to 
the evidence of archaeological context to assist in dating a 
monument. Inscriptions preserved on works of art, or 
names of individuals known from written documents, of- 
ten make it possible to link a building or work of art with 
a dynasty or ruler known from cuneiform sources, which 
can in turn be dated via Mesopotamian, N Syrian, and 
Egyptian absolute chronologies (CAH 1/2: 173-93, 193- 
239). 

Historians of ANE art investigate the forms, styles, sub- 
jects, and function of examples of painting, sculpture, and 
glyptic, seeking to compile a descriptive history of those 
categories of material and their sequence of development. 
They also investigate the social, political, and cultural 
contexts of works of art, their makers, patrons, and own- 
ers. When available, written sources—literary texts, corre- 
spondence, administrative records, annals, or inscrip- 
tions—are used to help reconstruct those contexts. Works 
of ANE art are usually classified and studied with close 
attention to the social and political circumstances in which 
they were made and used. Such evidence serves not only 
to help establish a probable date and place of manufacture 
for an object, but also contributes significantly toward 
understanding the circumstances of its creation, function, 
and meaning. Through study of their forms, subjects, and 
development, works of art and architecture can furnish 
information about the rituals, aesthetic sensibilities, or 
cultural traditions that engendered them. In turn, there- 
fore, they help to supplement information available in 
ancient texts by providing an independent, rich, and com- 
plex set of sources documenting aspects of religion, poli- 
tics, economics, and society. Works of art play a significant 
role in reconstructing the broader cultural history of the 
ANE. 

A history of ANE art has been compiled principally by 
studying remains of buildings and artifacts recovered from 
excavations carried out during the 19th and 20th centu- 
ries. In addition, many objects purportedly of ANE origin 
have entered museums or private collections via the art 
market; for such material, authenticity or provenance 
must be established through technical criteria or by visual 
comparisons with works of known date and place of man- 
ufacture. Finally, ANE texts often describe or mention 
works of art or techniques of manufacture poorly repre- 
sented in the archaeological record, thereby helping to 
reconstruct a more accurate and complete picture of the 
scope, purpose, and historical significance of artistic pro- 
duction in the ANE. 


B. Western Discovery of ANE Art 

Prior to archaeological confirmation of their civiliza- 
tions, many ANE peoples and places were already known 
through the Bible and through classical accounts, those 
texts that had long formed the core of the Western tradi- 
tion. European knowledge was based on biblical sources 
preserving names of ancient Mesopotamian cities, and on 
descriptions by classical authors, including Herodotus, 
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Xenophon, Arrian, and Strabo, mentioning cities and 
monuments of Asia Minor, Babylonia, and Persia. 

The historical interest of the Near East as the “Holy 
Land,” in addition to its commercial and political impor- 
tance, first prompted Western curiosity about its past. 
Many ancient monuments, in particular those dating to 
late antiquity, remained visible; consequently, they were 
the first sets of ruins that attracted the attention of Euro- 
pean merchants or diplomats. Architectural remains and 
rock reliefs of Achaemenid and Sassanian Persia, for ex- 
ample, were described in Western travelers’ accounts of the 
16th and 17th centuries. The 18th and 19th centuries 
brought additional opportunities for Europeans to visit 
the ancient monuments of Mesopotamia; sites identified 
included the visible ruins of ancient cities named in biblical 
accounts, such as Babylon and Nineveh. European travel- 
ers to the Near East initiated modern awareness of its 
antiquities, and published illustrated narratives of their 
journeys that disseminated information to a wide and 
fascinated public. 

As British and European interest in Near Eastern an- 
tiquities grew, travelers with sketchbooks were often suc- 
ceeded by explorers with pick and shovel. Systematic, 
large-scale investigation of ruins began during the 1840s 
at sites in N Mesopotamia identified as Assyrian cities 
mentioned in the Bible. In 1843, Paul Emile Botta, then 
French consul at Mosul, uncovered the palace and sculp- 
tures of the Neo-Assyrian king Sargon at the site of Khor- 
sabad. In 1845, the Englishman Austen Henry Layard 
(1817-1894) began digging at the site of Nimrud in N 
Mesopotamia, uncovering monumental architecture and 
sculpture, clay tablets and stones inscribed in the cunei- 
form script, and other finds (Lloyd 1980; Silberman 1982). 
The initial focus on places named in the Bible granted the 
monuments—and the cultures that had produced them— 
a status as part of the Western tradition, and imperial 
rivalries fed the demand for antiquities at home. As a 
result of British, French, and later German efforts, vast 
quantities of objects were transported to national museums 
in London, Paris, and Berlin. The presence of those mon- 
uments, in turn, helped to inspire scholarly attempts to 
integrate ANE monuments into the histories of other 
ancient arts, especially those of Egypt, Greece, and Rome 
(Bohrer 1989). 

The decipherment of cuneiform, achieved during the 
1840s and 1850s, served to open a new vista on the whole 
of Mesopotamian civilization as well as to enhance interest 
in Mesopotamian antiquities. Study of the texts revealed 
that Babylonia, as well as Assyria, had been home to 
important civilizations, and the later 19th century saw the 
investigation of S Mesopotamia and the discovery of civili- 
zations predating the Neo-Assyrian Empire. European and 
American campaigns devoted to the recovery of early 
Mesopotamian monuments began in the late 19th century, 
at the Sumerian cities of Nippur and Telloh. A new, earlier 
era of Mesopotamian civilization was revealed through 
German excavations at Warka, ancient Uruk (biblical Er- 
ech), which began in 1912 and continued after the World 
Wars. In the 1920s and 1930s, then commencing again 
after World War II, archaeological investigations grew sig- 
nificantly in number and began to explore systematically 
the regions beyond the Tigris and Euphrates valleys. Ex- 
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cavation of increasingly earlier occupation became a pri- 
ority of field research (Lloyd 1980). Those investigations 
revealed that the beginnings of art in the ANE were to be 
found at least as early as the Neolithic era. 

Classical, and later biblical, references also supplied the 
initial impetus for European exploration of ruins in Ana- 
tolia. Travelers in search of monuments described by clas- 
sical authors also came upon ruins which were, by the mid- 
19th century, recognized as those of earlier, pre-Greek 
cultures. Monuments with “hieroglyphic” inscriptions 
found in parts of present-day SE Turkey and N Syria were 
identified as the work of the Hittites, a people known from 
references in the Bible and in Egyptian and Assyrian 
records. In 1906, a German team began excavations at the 
modern site of Bogazkéy, in north central Turkey, identi- 
fied as ancient Hattusha, the capital of the Hittite Empire 
(Bittel 1970: 3-23). Since the 1930s, archaeological inves- 
tigations carried out over a wide region of Turkey have 
also revealed extensive evidence for developed artistic 
styles and iconographies dating as early as the 7th millen- 
nium B.c. 

Ruins dating to the Seleucid, Parthian, and Sassanian 
eras, many of them comparatively well preserved, early on 
attracted the attention of Western travelers. Scholarly in- 
terest in the art or architecture of those eras generally 
came later, however, and was directed principally toward 
sites in Syria and Mesopotamia (including Assur, Dura 
Europus, Seleucia-on-Tigris, and Hatra). Excavation and 
analysis of the material was initially undertaken primarily 
as a branch of Hellenistic, Roman, or Islamic studies, and 
has only in recent decades been systematically investigated 
as an independent field of ANE art (Colledge 1977; Dow- 
ney 1988; Herrmann 1977; see also EARLY CHRISTIAN 
ART, EARLY JEWISH ART AND ARCHITECTURE, be- 
low). 


C. The Production of Art in the ANE 

Only an incomplete account of ANE art can be recon- 
structed frotn available archaeological and textual sources. 
The initial concentration on S Mesopotamia in excavations 
and research of the 19th and early 20th centuries has 
shifted since the 1930s in favor of a more balanced interest 
in the art produced in all regions of the ANE. Yet not all 
regions played an equally significant role in the history of 
art, and there were in any given period centers of artistic 
production that exercised influence beyond their political 
boundaries. The creation and development of forms and 
styles in architecture, sculpture, seals, vessels, and jewelry 
are known ir. their main outlines from Mesopotamia, An- 
atolia, and the Levant. A comparably extensive series of 
sites with stratified occupation sequences and well-dated 
monuments is at present lacking for Iran. 

Historians of ANE art must also contend with the un- 
even recovery and preservation of relevant categories of 
evidence. Organic materials, such as woven textiles, and 
fragile media, such as wall painting, are preserved only 
under exceptional circumstances; the scope of their pro- 
duction and their place in the history of ANE art is 
therefore extremely difficult to judge. Metalwork, a prin- 
cipal medium of ANE art, survives in only a small propor- 
tion to its original abundance. Ancient written sources, 
such as texts describing the manufacture or commercial 
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exchange of those materials, or inscriptions preserved on 
statue bases, help to indicate the kinds and quantities of 
works of art once produced in the ANE. 

For the vast eras of prehistory, the circumstances of 
artistic production can only be surmised. The shift from 
food-collecting to food-producing economies, or the “Neo- 
lithic revolution,” is generally considered to have made 
possible the support of full-time artisans. Already in Neo- 
lithic times, there was a long-distance exchange of valued 
materials, such as obsidian, for tools and other artifacts 
(Cann, Dixon, and Renfrew 1970). Craftsmen may have 
specialized not only in the full-time manufacture of objects 
for utilitarian or ornamental use, but also in the design 
and shaping of specific raw materials. 

Although no detailed records describing the organiza- 
tion of artistic production survive from historical periods, 
references preserved in the cuneiform literature of several 
cultures can be used to reconstruct aspects of the social 
and economic circumstances in which works of art were 
made. Philologists and historians have retrieved from ad- 
ministrative records, correspondence and inscriptions in- 
formation on the artisan, his social role, and the conditions 
of his employment. In most cases, artisans were organized 
in palace or temple workshops, where they held lifetime 
positions. In those institutions, specialized personnel were 
given temporary or long-term assignments, either within 
the capital or in peripheral locations administered by the 
palace or temple. Most abundant among the documents 
concerning craftsmen employed by such institutions are 
the MB Age archives from the palace at Mari. At Mari, the 
category “artisan” (Akk mdr umménim) included physicians, 
scribes, barbers, cooks, and masons, all of whom were part 
of the palace bureaucracy (/accagnini 1983: 247-49; Sas- 
son 1990). 

Artisans were also employed by assignment from one 
court to another, usually at a foreign ruler’s express re- 
quest. Thus, specialized craftsmen—including physicians 
and diviners as well as sculptors—were sent to and from 
Egypt, Babylonia, and Hatti during the LB Age. During 
the Ist millennium B.c., it seems that there was a higher 
number of slaves among those engaged in specialized 
crafts during this period. At the same time, there are 
examples of groups of artisans in Neo-Babylonian Eanna 
who bargained with their employers over aspects of their 
professional responsibilities and working conditions (Zac- 
cagnini 1983: 250-64). 

Since archaeological investigations in the Near East have 
devoted most time and effort to the exposure of palace 
and temple complexes, including the archives of those 
institutions, we are best informed on the production of art 
for political and religious purposes. In a number of cul- 
tures, art helped to define the relationship between the 
ruler and society, both human and divine. To that end, 
works of art were often used to create and circulate an 
image of a ruler that conforrned to social expectations, or 
that sought to introduce a new order or set of relation- 
ships. In addition, kings were directly involved with rituals 
in the construction of temples and palaces, and sometimes 
also participated in the design and decoration of buildings 
or works of art (Root 1979: 16-23). 

Artistic interaction between different regions of the 
ANE came about through a variety of mechanisms, involv- 
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ing the movement of artisans as well as works of art. Trade, 
diplomacy, imperial expansion, and voluntary or forced 
population movements were among those mechanisms. 
Key sculptural monuments displayed in Mesopotamian 
sanctuaries were moved to the site of Susa, in SW Iran, 
through a series of raids on Mesopotamian cities by kings 
of Elam in the 12th century B.c. (CAH 2/2: 486). Cult 
images, endowed with powers of healing, were transported 
over long distances, usually in response to the express wish 
of an individual ruler (CAH 2/1: 346). 

Relatively little is known of the production of art for 
private, nonroyal settings, at least before the Roman era. 
Personal possessions recovered from tombs, for example, 
help to determine the kinds of objects individuals of non- 
royal status would have owned and treasured. The abun- 
dant category of cylinder seals and their impressions, 
many inscribed with the names of their owners, furnishes 
an exceptional opportunity to investigate works of art 
belonging to individuals of different social levels, the per- 
sonal selection of subjects or styles, and the function, 
meaning, and reuse of those works of art (Gibson and 
Biggs 1977; Collon 1987). 


D. Artistic Developments before 4000 B.c. 

With the development of agriculture and animal hus- 
bandry in the Near East around 9000 B.c., permanently 
inhabited settlements provided a new and hospitable envi- 
ronment for artistic energies. Sources for reconstructing 
the beginnings of art are sculptures, vessels, or ornaments, 
made of clay or stone, found in settlements or graves over 
a wide region of W Asia (Mellink and Filip 1974; Mellaart 
1975). Works of art seem to have been created for pur- 
poses of cult and magic, as far as we can reliably recon- 
struct their meanings and function. At Neolithic Catal 
Hiiyiik, in south central Turkey, wall paintings and plas- 
tered relief sculptures document an elaborate cultic ico- 
nography involving bulls, felines, and human female fig- 
ures. Plastered human skulls from Neolithic Jericho 
suggest that art functioned in a cult of ancestors. Common 
to Neolithic sites over a wide area of the Near East are 
figurines made of clay or stone in the shape of humans, 
most often females, or of animals. 

Less practical ambitions must also have fed the urge to 
fashion clay, stone, or perishable materials into an image 
or pattern, or to decorate a surface. The medium of 
pottery developed early in the Near East, initially for the 
manufacture of simple containers; the earliest known ex- 
amples, from the sites of Mureybit in N Syria, and Ganj 
Dareh Tepe, in W Iran, date to about 8000 B.c. By the 5th 
millennium B.c., potters at a number of sites in the Near 
East were producing ceramic vessels of high technical 
quality, and had adopted the medium as an important 
vehicle of artistic expression. A material that permits un- 
limited variations and ways of shaping, clay can also be 
transformed through firing; in addition, it provides a 
wealth of opportunities for decoration through incision, 
relief ornament, and the addition of a colored slip or 
paint. Excavations in northern and central Mesopotamia 
have yielded the painted pottery styles known as Samarra 
and Halaf. In Anatolia, a painted pottery style best known 
from the site of Hacilar also appeared during the late 6th 
millennium B.c. (Mellink and Filip 1974). 
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Architectural remains dating to this period are usually 
made of perishable or readily weathered building materi- 
als, including sun-dried mudbrick or reeds. Most buildings 
seem to have been ordinary dwellings, with adjacent space 
used for keeping animals. Several Neolithic sites have also 
yielded examples of substantial stone architecture, or of 
functionally specialized structures, such as fortifications or 
storerooms. A series of temples unearthed at sites of the 
Ubaid culture in Mesopotamia, dating to the 5th millen- 
nium B.c., bears witness to the standardization of ritual in 
the form of building plan, interior furnishings, and exte- 
rior decoration (see ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN AR- 
CHITECTURE below). 


E. Arts of the Early Urban Communities (to ca. 2350 
B.C.) 

With the invention of writing in Mesopotamia around 
3200 B.c., new sources became available for understanding 
the purpose and meaning of architecture and works of art. 
In addition, writing appeared increasingly on works of art, 
in association with images. This close link between art and 
writing in Mesopotamia, forged early, continued through- 
out its history (Cooper 1988). Another key artistic devel- 
opment of the period was the invention of the cylinder 
seal in Mesopotamia. Engraved with patterned or figured 
designs, the seals were rolled across wet clay tablets or 
lumps of clay used to seal vessels, consignments of goods, 
and door latches of storerooms (Collon 1987). Seals and 
seal impressions have been recovered from every period of 
Mesopotamian history, furnishing the largest and richest 
source for tracing the variety and development of artistic 
styles and iconography. The appearance of this character- 
istic object elsewhere in the Near East also documents 
Mesopotamian commercial or cultural influence (Collon 
1987; Gibson and Biggs 1977). 

The art and architecture of the early urban settlements 
has been most thoroughly investigated at the site of Uruk, 
in S Mesopotamia (see also ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN 
ARCHITECTURE; MESOPOTAMIAN ART AND AR- 
CHITECTURE below). The construction of monumental 
temple complexes built of molded, sun-dried mudbrick, 
following a standard plan and decoration, continued the 
developments in religious architecture of the Ubaid pe- 
riod. Along with standardized, monumental constructions 
for religious practices came the use of statuary in temple 
complexes. Preserved examples display a wide range of 
forms and styles, including life-sized, composite sculptures 
made of stone and other materials. Uruk has also yielded 
the first appearance of the stele, a block of stone carved in 
low relief on one or both sides, which remained a charac- 
teristic form of commemorative art throughout Mesopo- 
tamian history. 

The first fully literate period in Mesopotamia, known as 
the Early Dynastic period (ca. 3000-2350 B.c.), allows us 
to chart developments in art and architecture in the city- 
states of Sumer. Excavations at several sites offer a stratifi- 
cation of building remains and also of associated finds, 
such as sculptures and cylinder seals. Temple complexes 
continued as the principal form of monumental architec- 
ture in the city-states of Early Dynastic Sumer. Along with 
inherited notions of building design and decoration, votive 
statuary placed in temples suggests a continuity of reli- 
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gious rituals and their artistic expression. Small sculptures 
in the form of stylized human worshippers were made of 
stone or metal; stone plaques carved in relief depicted 
worshippers in ceremonies, such as banqueting or the 
construction of temples. 

The Early Dynastic period coincided with the rapid 
developmen: of metallurgy in gold, silver, and copper 
alloy. Throughout the Near East, metal became the pre- 
eminent prestige material for vessels, weapons, jewelry, 
and other portable objects. Testifying to the technical and 
aesthetic achievements of early metalsmiths as well as to an 
elite taste in works of art are the remarkable objects 
recovered from the Royal Cemetery at the site of Ur. Grave 
goods inclucled weapons, jewelry, vessels, and musical in- 
struments, inade of a wide variety of materials (shell, 
mother-of-pearl, lapis lazuli, wood, gold, silver, copper), 
often in combination with each other (Moorey 1982: 51— 
103). These objects, many carefully placed in royal graves, 
attest to a demand at the highest social levels for these 
imported precious materials, skillfully worked by local 
artisans. Secular energies in Early Dynastic Sumer were 
also manifes:ed in works of art depicting military victories 
of the ruler, which became more frequent toward the end 
of the pericd (e.g., the stele of Eannatum: Orthmann 
1975: pls. 90-91). 

Independent artistic traditions in ceramics and metal- 
work flourished in central Anatolia during the 3d millen- 
nium B.c. At the site of Alaca Hiiyiik, in north central 
Turkey, a cernetery of shaft graves contained rich treasures 
made of copper alloy, gold, and silver, including vessels, 
jewelry, and sculptures in the form of human figures or of 
animals. These sculptures often combine different metals 
on a single object, producing a distinctive surface pattern 
or emphasizing parts of figures with gold or silver (Bittel 
1976: 30-50). The decoration of pottery with black or 
copper-red slipped, polished surfaces also reflects the in- 
fluence of metalwork. The “treasures” from the citadel at 
Troy, dating from the end of the 3d millennium, attest to 
another sophisticated metalworking center in NW Anato- 
lia. 


F. The First Empires (ca. 2350-1200 B.c.) 

The rise of the Akkadian dynasty ca. 2350 B.c. brought 
an end to the political organization of Sumer in indepen- 
dent city-states. With the new concept of world empire, 
works of art could also serve to transmit imperial messages; 
this purpose of art would be increasingly exploited 
throughout antiquity. Although the capital of the dynasty, 
Agade, has not been discovered, art produced during the 
period of Akkadian domination has been recovered from 
several sites in Mesopotamia and N Syria. In addition, 
examples of Akkadian royal sculpture have come to light 
at the site of Susa, in SW Iran, where they were taken 
during raids »y Elamite kings in the 12th century B.c. and 
rediscovered in the 20th century by a French team of 
excavators. One of the masterpieces recovered from Susa 
was the stele of Naram-Sin (Orthmann 1975: pl. 104). 

After the Akkadian domination of Mesopotamia was 
brought to an end around 2200 B.c., a revival of Sumerian 
art and architecture ensued in the old city-states of S 
Mesopotamia ‘Traditional forms of religious architecture 
and of commemorative art were promoted energetically 
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by the rulers of the Third Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2112-2000 
B.c.). A series of statues of Gudea, ruler of Lagash 
(reigned ca. 2130 B.c.) also illustrates the intentional re- 
vival of Sumerian artistic traditions. The statues, many of 
them carved from blocks of diorite, depict the ruler in the 
traditional roles of pious worshipper and builder of tem- 
ples (Orthmann 1975: pls. 53-57). Babylonia was also a 
powerful center under the First Dynasty of Babylon (ca. 
2000-1600 s.c.), but almost nothing is known of its mon- 
umental art. The stele of Hammurabi, recovered from 
Susa, continues the tradition of earlier Mesopotamian ste- 
lae (Orthmann 1975: pl. 181). More eloquent testimony to 
the artistic achievements of this period are the palace, wall 
paintings, and sculptures preserved and excavated at the 
site of Mari, on the Euphrates River in N Syria (Parrot 
1974). Mari, founded in Early Dynastic times, now rose to 
a new prominence as the capital of a kingdom ruled by a 
powerful local dynasty. Its MB Age remains and archives 
help to supplement the almost complete lack of material 
from Hammurabi’s Babylon. 

During the first half of the 2d millennium 8.c., monu- 
mental art and architecture of individual style and conse- 
quence were developing on the Anatolian plateau under 
the auspices of the Hittites, an Indo-European-speaking 
people who probably moved into the area of present-day 
central Turkey around 2000 B.c. The official art of the 
Hittite Empire, preserved in rock reliefs, architectural 
sculptures, and seals, frequently depicted the king en- 
gaged in worship or religious ceremonies (Bittel 1976: 
166-219). Hittite architecture has been most extensively 
revealed at the site of Bogazk6y, ancient Hattusha, capital 
of the Old Hittite Kingdom and Empire (ca. 1650-1200 
B.c.). Cuneiform archives recovered from several com- 
plexes at the site have permitted identification of some of 
the structures. The Hittite royal palace was a complex of 
adjacent, individual structures connected by large open 
courtyards. Built of massive stone foundations with mud- 
brick and timber superstructures, the palace buildings 
included large halls filled with wooden columns. Excava- 
tions at the capital have also furnished extensive evidence 
for Hittite temples, which followed a precise plan of axial 
entrance, central courtyard, ind rear room containing the 
cult image (Bittel 1976: 105-35; Orthmann 1975: 399- 
419). 

In the late 2d millennium 3.c., a lively artistic exchange 
linked the Near East with Egypt and the Aegean world. 
Correspondence preserved al. the city of Tell el-Amarna in 
Egypt, dating from ca. 1380-1362 B.c., bears eloquent 
witness to that internationalism, cultivated by the most 
powerful rulers of the Near Fast. The kings of Mitanni, of 
Kassite Babylonia, of Ugarit in Phoenicia, and of the 
Hittites, as well as the rulers of the 18th Dynasty in Egypt, 
exchanged artisans as well as works of art (Smith 1965). 


G. The Neo-Assyrian and Achaemenid Persian 
Empires (ca. 1200-330 B.c.) 

A series of destructions on the coasts of the Aegean and 
the E Mediterranean, dated to ca. 1200 B.c., brought an 
end to a number of important cities. Following those 
destructions, Mesopotamia regained political ascendance 
in W Asia under the Assyrians. Dramatic testimony to 
Assyrian military and imperial ambitions are the remains 
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of their capitals, located in the “Assyrian triangle” of N 
Mesopotamia. The interior wails of the palaces at Nimrud, 
Khorsabad, and Nineveh were decorated with carved, 
painted reliefs depicting detailed narratives of military 
campaigns and ritual scenes. Fragmentary wall paintings 
survive from the palace of Sargon at Khorsabad, and from 
the governor’s palace at Til Barsip in N Syria. 

Important centers of ivory-carving flourished in N Syria 
and Phoenicia in the early Ist millennium B.c., in part 
under Assyrian royal patronage. Assyria was also involved 
in artistic exchanges with its neighbors in Phrygia, Urartu, 
and W Iran. The 9th through 7th centuries B.c. also saw 
the export of Near Eastern metalwork, ivories, and textiles 
to the Aegean world and to Etruria, stimulating the local 
production of “Orientalizing” styles. 

The end of Assyrian rule in 612 B.c. was followed by the 
rise of the Achaemenid Persian dynasty to the status of 
world empire in W Asia. Under the leadership of Cyrus 
(reigned ca. 560-539 s.c.) and his successors, the Achae- 
menid Persians came to rule over western and central Asia, 
parts of SE Europe, and Egypt. With the shift of Near 
Eastern power to the dynasty’s homeland in Iran, Iranian 
traditions played an increasingly central role in the crea- 
tion of art and architecture for royal and elite patrons. 
Achaemenid Persian art also drew on the traditions of 
Assyria, Egypt, and Anatolia (see PERSIAN ART below). 
The monumental art and architecture of Achaemenid 
Persia are best known from the site of Persepolis, located 
in SW Iran. Built on an artificial platform with limited 
access, buildings consisted of individual rectangular struc- 
tures, made of locally quarried limestone, with frequent 
use of stone columned interiors. On the exterior walls of 
several of the buildings, sculptures in low relief depicted 
processions of Medes and Persians, processions of tribute 
bearers from throughout the empire, and scenes of the 
Persian king enthroned or engaged in ritual combat (Root 
1979). Achaemenid Persian imperial art was also created 
and circulated throughout the empire in the form of seals, 
coins, and official gifts, often vessels, made of precious 
metal. Other centers of artistic production in the empire 
have been investigated primarily in Anatolia, where art 
flourished under the patronage of local dynasts; artisans 
trained in Greek, Persian, and Anatolian traditions were 
employed to design and execute seals, coins, palaces, sanc- 
tuaries, and tombs (CAH 4: 211-33). 


H. Hellenism and Near Eastern Traditions (ca. 330 
B.C.—A.D. 250) 

The Asian conquests of Alexander the Great in the 330s 
B.c. brought the Achaemenid Persian Empire to an end. 
The Seleucids, the successors of Alexander’s general Se- 
leucus, ruled over Mesopotamia and Syria from ca. 312— 
130 B.c. Under the Seleucids, cities with substantial Greek 
populations were founded over a wide region of western 
and central Asia. These foundations introduced into the 
Near Eastern repertoire on a large and systematic scale 
Hellenistic forms and styles in architecture, sculpture, 
metalwork, and painting (Colledge 1987). 

In 246 B.c., the Parthians, an Iranian-speaking tribe 
originally from NE Iran, defeated the Seleucid armies and 
established rule over Mesopotamia and Iran. Their official 
art is known only from coins and from a few rock reliefs; 
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but in the areas under their control flourished develop- 
ments in art and architecture that drew on a vast range of 
traditions extending from the E Mediterranean to Han 
China. Art produced in the Parthian empire has been 
most extensively studied at sanctuary complexes in Syria, 
Iraq, Iran, and the Soviet Union, revealing a great variety 
in concurrent styles and techniques employed for architec- 
ture and sculpture (Colledge 1977; Downey 1988). Among 
the architectural forms developed in this era was the iwan, 
a barrel-vaulted three-sided hall, that became a principal 
element in Sasanian Persian and Islamic architecture. 


I. Arts of Late Antiquity (ca. A.p. 250-650) 

Following their victory over the Parthians in a.p. 246, 
the Sasanian Persian dynasty revived Iranian traditions in 
art and architecture while maintaining artistic exchanges 
with the Roman, and later Byzantine, empires. In addition, 
the Sasanian Persians pursued commercial and cultural 
relations with central Asia and China. 

Monuments of the Sasanian era have been most exten- 
sively preserved and investigated in Mesopotamia and W 
Iran (CHT 3: 1055-1112). Architectural remains, mainly 
of palaces, have been investigated at Kish, Bishapur, Sar- 
vistan, and Qasr-i Shirin; they demonstrate a continuity of 
Hellenistic and Roman forms and styles along with Near 
Eastern developments, including the iwan. A characteristic 
form of royal Sasanian art was the commemorative rock 
relief, carved on the natural cliff face, in the dynasty’s 
homeland of SW Iran; most depict the investiture of the 
king or the king engaged in a ritual hunt. The royal hunt 
was also a principal theme of the decorated silver plates 
that were manufactured during the Sasanian era (Harper 
and Meyers 1981). Sasanian glass was exported over a wide 
area of western, central, and East Asia; patterned silks 
became highly prized in W Asia and Europe. The legacy 
of Sasanian Persian art and architecture included the 
transmission of ANE traditions to the West via the art of 
the Roman and Byzantine empires. 
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ANN C. GUNTER 


ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN ARCHITECTURE 


If architecture is defined as building conditioned by 
aesthetic considerations, the Near East may reasonably 
claim the longest architectural history of any region on 
earth. Yet it is by no means easy to isolate and delineate a 
single dominant tradition in the area—comparable, for 
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example, to Egyptian, Roman, or Gothic architecture— 
since the rubric “ancient Near East” covers many millennia 
and much cultural diversity in which recognizable, endur- 
ing monuments that would foster adherence to a uniform 
canon are lacking. Any general treatment of the subject, 
therefore, inevitably involves a rather artificial process of 
grouping and selection. The distinction between Mesopo- 
tamia, Anatolia, and the Levant employed here is no ex- 
ception. Each of these subregions was subject to the others’ 
influences and boundaries between them were never static, 
while, on the other hand, there is often evidence of inde- 
pendent local development v-ithin each area. Nevertheless, 
there are certain unities that prevail over the entire Near 
East and the convention of devoting a chapter to the ANE 
in general surveys of the history of architecture is not 
entirely without justification. 


A. General Comments 
B. Preurban Developments 
C. Mesopotamia 
1. General Remarks 
2. Domestic Architecture and Town Plans 
3. Sacred Architecture 
4. Secular Structures 
D. Anatolia 
1. General Remarks 
2. Domestic Architecture 
3. Sacred Architecture 
4. Secular Structures 
5. Mortuary Architecture 
E. Syria and Palestine 
1. General Remarks 
2. Domestic Architecture 
3. Sacred Architecture 
4. Secular Structures 
F. The Legacy of ANE Architecture 


A. General Comments 

One unifying feature of crucial significance is the pre- 
vailing use of mud brick as the primary building material. 
In many cases, particularly in S Mesopotamia, this is vir- 
tually all that remains for the archaeological study of 
architecture since such supplemental materials as stone, 
timber, and even baked bricks were valued and conse- 
quently removed from ruined buildings for reuse. Else- 
where in the Near East substantial stone foundations often 
remain as evidence of ground plans, but even under these 
circumstances, most of the above-ground walls of buildings 
were made of unbaked mud brick. 

A consequence of reliance on this water-soluble building 
material is that ANE architecture did not last long. Under 
the best of circumstances, with annual replasterings and 
continuous maintenance, a mud-brick building has a life 
expectancy of less than a century. An abandoned edifice 
loses its architectural definition in a few years. Even the 
most monumental and massive structures in the area, city 
walls and the solid ziggurats of Mesopotamia, had to be 
shored up periodically in antiquity and survive today only 
as eroded and barely recognizable shadows of their former 
grandeur. The study of ANE architecture, therefore, is 
largely the study of building plans, not existing structures; 
and elevations must be reconstructed on basis of limited 
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secondary sources such as pictorial representations and 
literary descriptions. 

Mud brick has also done much to shape the character of 
Near Eastern archaeology; structures composed of it tend 
to be relatively massive, and their rapid decay leads to the 
buildup of cultural debris in artificial hills, or tells. It is not 
surprising that archaeological research has tended to focus 
on these, since they are obvious repositories of cultural 
information in stratified contexts. The excavation of tells 
is a labor-intensive process which has been conducted with 
varying degrees of skill over the last century. Every tell is 
made up of mud brick in various states of decay, and it is 
not always easy to judge what is or is not in a relevant 
position for architectural reconstruction. No economical 
system of preserving original mud brick exists, and since 
buildings are superimposed excavation implies destruc- 
tion. Usually nothing remains at the end but notes, photo- 
graphs, and plans, and there is often much uncertainty if 
not skepticism about specific aspects of any given building. 
The broad horizontal exposures that were typical of early 
20th-century archaeology in the Near East involved hun- 
dreds of workmen moving tons of earth and are no longer 
economically feasible. Modern excavators have tended to 
select smaller sites, and specific edifices, rather than at- 
tempting to expose neighborhoods or entire city plans. All 
of these factors lend an unusual measure of uncertainty to 
our understanding of the history of architecture in the 
Near East. 


B. Preurban Developments 

The earliest buildings appear in the Levant before the 
introduction of agriculture and the domestication of ani- 
mals. What remains of the earliest open-air structures are 
circular pits, 2 to 7 m in diameter, sunk to a depth of 
roughly 0.5 m. Field stones were often used for flooring 
and a portion of the above-ground walls. Although the 
superstructural detail of these is unknown, occasional 
traces of postmoids suggest that they were made of perish- 
able materials. The earliest example, found associated with 
Kebaran lithics at SEn Gev in the Golan, is isolated, but 
groups of such structures dating to the range of 10,000 to 
8000 B.c. were found at such sites as Muryebat on the 
Euphrates and ‘Ain Mallaha near Lake Huleh. This ap- 
pears to be the only type of edifice constructed by human 
beings at that time (Wright 1985, 1: 24). 

This architectural uniformity, however, disintegrates 
quite early in the Neolithic and never returns. Perhaps the 
most celebrated example of early Neolithic sophistication 
is Jericho, where around 8000 B.c. there is ample evidence 
of collective, organized building activity in the form of a 
substantial wall along the perimeter of the site and an 
abutting stone tower 8 m high containing a staircase. 
Although the original interpretation of these as defensive 
structures has been challenged as anachronistic (Bar- Yosef 
1986: 157-62), there can be no doubt that they represent 
landmarks of architectural sophistication. 

Elsewhere there is equally dramatic evidence of early 
experimentation with building forms and materials. The 
range of functional differentiation in architecture can be 
illustrated merely by looking at three sites: 7th-millennium 
aceramic Cayéni in S Turkey, Beidha in Jordan, and 6th- 
millennium Umm Dabaghiyah in Iraq’s N Jezira. At Cay- 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


6nii the variety of building styles varies over time, begin- 
ning with simple pit houses followed by those with grill 
plans, broad pavements, cell plans, and finally large rooms. 
Most interesting are the broad pavement pians which have, 
as the name implies, pavements of flagstones or, in one 
case, pink terrazzo with white stripes. These buildings 
frequently have freestanding stones preserved within them 
and have therefore been interpreted as having some reli- 
gious function. On the other hand, each cell of the cell- 
plan structures held different goods—an indication that 
these buildings were used for manufacturing or storage. 
At Beidha a similar pattern can be seen. After a develop- 
mental sequence from round to rectilinear structures was 
completed, three contemporary building types have been 
found. There, too, special purpose structures with stone 
pavements and standing stones have been interpreted as 
serving a religious purpose. Single-room, freestanding 
houses constructed of handmade mud bricks with a heavy, 
sometimes painted, plaster floor were clearly residential, 
and plans of this type remained popular in the Levant 
until the 3d millennium (Wright 1985, 1: 284). Associated 
with these at Beidha were “passageway houses,” which may 
be conceived as a single long room divided into six alcoves 
by internal buttresses (see Fig. ART. 01). From the objects 
found in each bay, these have been interpreted as manu- 
facturing areas by the excavator. At the slightly later site 
of Umm Dabaghiyah and at other sites with Hassunan 
pottery, residential structures consisting of two or three 
rooms are clustered around a series of very long buildings 
consisting of as many as 50 small rooms. The excavator 
has argued that these were used for centralized storage. 
These examples present a picture of Neolithic architec- 
tural diversity which is repeated at many other sites in the 
Near East. One may also speak of a broad trend, with 
many exceptions, of round house forms being supplanted 
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ART.01. Isometric reconstruction of Neolithic Passageway Houses at Beida, 
Jordan—Level 2. (Redrawn from PEQ [1966]: 12, fig. 2.) 
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by rectilinea; ones, semisubterranean structures replaced 
by those laid out on the surface, and tauf superseded first 
by handmade mud brick and then by molded mud brick. 
Some sites, of which the most dramatic is 6th-millen- 
nium Catal Afiiyiitk, located in Turkey’s Konya Plain. ex- 
hibit architectural traditions all their own. Although only 
a portion of its settled area has been excavated, the expo- 
sures suffice to reveal a densely settled neighborhood of 
adjoining houses built of rectangular, mold-made mud 
bricks (see Fig. ART. 02). There appears to be a standard 
house plan, consisting of one square “living” room with 
sleeping platforms and a cooking area, and two subsidiary 
rooms, an air shaft and, sometimes a shared courtyard. 
Houses at Catal Hiiyiik shared common walls, stepping up 
the mound to provide light, and access was by ladders 
through the roof. Catal Hiyiik’s uniqueness lies in the 
many houses which were distinguished by elaborate 
painted and molded decorative elements, associated with 
especially rich grave goods accompanying the dead who 
were, as at many Neolithic sites, buried beneath the floors. 
These features have led the excavator to single such houses 
out as “shrines,” but since one house in three is apparently 
so favored the socioreligious implications are perhaps less 
straightforward than this term would suggest. 


C. Mesopotamia 

1. General Remarks. It is customary to subdivide dis- 
cussions of the Mesopotamian archaeological record be- 
tween Assyria in the N and Babylonia, or Sumer and 
Akkad, in the S. There are, in fact, major differences in 
the architectural traditions of the two areas, but for histor- 
ical periods the primacy of the S, particularly with regard 
to public buildings, is indisputable. The most obvious 
factor discriminating the two regions is the relative poverty 
of the S in terms of building materials; the only local 
resources available to the creators of the first urban civili- 
zation were mud, straw, reeds, date palms, and water. 
There was no stone of any kind in the immediate vicinity 
and wood suitable for roof beams and doors also had to be 


ART.02. Schematic reconstruction of houses at Catal Hiiyiik—Level VI. (Redrawn 
from J. Mellaart, Catal Hiiyiik: A Neolithic Town in Anatolia {New York, 1967), 62, 
fig. 12.) 
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imported. Nor was there a readily available supply of fuel 
for firing bricks, so the favored building material, at least 
insofar as it appears in the archaeological record, was 
unfired mud brick. In most cases this was either laid 
directly on the ground or put in recessed foundation 
trenches; there was no tradition of using stone foundations 
as damp courses in § Mesopotamia as there was in other 
parts of the ANE, although in some cases baked bricks 
served this purpose. Reed matting was used both in roofs 
and on floors, where traces of it were frequently preserved. 
There was doubtless also much building in reeds alone, 
with bundles tied together ard bent into arches over which 
mats were thrown to form a kind of vault. Such structures, 
attested on cylinder seal designs and still seen in modern 
villages in marsh areas, are more or less archaeologically 
invisible. They may actually have been a fairly common 
house type that is underrepresented in an archaeological 
record based primarily on the investigation of tells. In 
Assyria both stone and timber were more readily available 
from the foothills of the nearby Taurus and Zagros flanks, 
but mud brick was the basic building material there as well. 

2. Domestic Architecture and Town Plans. For most of 
the post-Neolithic Mesopo.amian sequence, the basic 
house consists of mud-brick walls delineating rectilinear 
rooms around an internal courtyard. In the early periods 
some other plans are to be found, especially in the N. 
These include round houses, a distinctive T-shaped plan 
at the Samarran site of Tell es-Sawwan, and the ‘Ubaid 
tripartite house with a long central room and a row of 
subordinate rooms on each of the long sides. It has been 
argued that the latter was the origin of what was to be a 
basic temple form (Roaf 198+t). 

The ideal Mesopotamian courtyard house, as seen in 
house plans drawn on clay tablets and in rare examples 
found archaeologically, consisted of a central court with 
rooms arranged on all four sides. Functional distinctions 
between entrance chambers, kitchens, bathrooms, storage 
and living rooms can often be made. In reality this ideal 
plan was usually distorted by the location of surrounding 
structures, the needs of the particular family, and the 
need to accommodate varicus nonresidential functions. 
Such distortion was facilitated by the malleability of mud 
brick—in which doorways can be opened and closed at 
will—and by the tradition of using party walls that charac- 
terizes Mesopotamian cities. Thus houses with rooms on 
only two or three sides of a court, those with multiple 
courts, and those with trapezoidal or even triangular 
rooms and courts are common, and over time the transfor- 
mation of one type of organization into another is very 
common. 

Despite nearly a century of excavation, evidence for the 
actual layout of cities in Mesopotamia is disappointingly 
meager, although this is an area in which recent research 
is making significant contributions. Significant residential 
districts have been uncoverecl at 3d-millennium Tell Taya, 
Abu Salabikh, and Khafajal., and at the 2d-millennium 
sites of Ur, Sippar, and Nippur. Nearly all show the pattern 
of narrow winding streets with houses tightly clustered 
together which is typical of the organic growth of residen- 
tial districts in the absence of centralized planning. Within 
these areas, small chapels and possible shops have been 
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identified, but by and large the areas are overwhelmingly 
domestic in nature (see Fig. ART. 03). 

All such areas so far uncovered have exhibited an inter- 
mingling of large and small houses. This suggests that 
such neighborhoods were not segregated by wealth and 
class, an impression which is confirmed by the available 
cuneiform documentation. Thus the older idea that each 
Mesopotamian city was divided into specialized quarters is 
unsupported by current research. It is suggested instead 
that the city itself grew around several different focal 
points, where an initial larger building would be sur- 
rounded by the houses of its clients, kinsmen, or depen- 
dents. One of the clearest examples of this is seen at 
Khafajah, where the Temple Oval has a walled residential 
quarter occupied by temple dependents built up against 
It. 

There were, of course, parts of the city marked off for 
the major institutions, and in most cities the ziggurat was 
part of a complex of temples and related structures that 
were physically separated from the residential areas by 
their own enclosures. Sacred buildings, however, were not 
confined to a single part of the city, and each Mesopota- 
mian city-state was served by a number of temples. 

3. Sacred Architecture. The term “temple” has two 
different, but not mutually exclusive nuances: (1) a resi- 
dence of the god or his cult, and (2) a place of worship. It 
is clear that Mesopotamian temples also had important 
economic functions, since their role in storage, rationing, 
trade, and landholding is well established by texts. In both 
Assyria and Babylonia the core element of sacred architec- 
ture was an elongated room, the cella, in which the image 
of the god was placed in a niche or on a raised podium at 
one end. The configuration of rooms around this room, 
and the place from which one gained access to this key 
room varied, and the emphasis once given in scholarly 
writings to the cultic significance of bent-axis as opposed 
to straight-axis approaches to the altar has been blurred 
by recent discoveries. 

Two sites provide the basic paradigms for the develop- 
ment of sacred architecture through the 5th and 4th 
millennia: Eridu in the S and Tepe Gawra in the N. 
Excavations at the former have revealed a sequence of 
superimposed cultic structures beneath a later ziggurat, 
the earliest of which is littke more than a single square 
room with internal buttresses. Over time later shrines were 
built over older ones, the cella became increasingly elon- 
gated, subsidiary rooms were added, and the whole was 
increasingly embellished until in the late SUbaid period 
(early 4th millennium) the temple stood on a platform, 
had a clearly developed tripartite form with smailer rooms 
flanking the cella, was oriented with its corners to the 
cardinal points of the compass, and was decorated with a 
niched brick facade. All of these features are characteristic 
of sacred architecture in the succeeding period of urban 
development. 

At Tepe Gawra there is more variety in temple plans. 
Round structures are present in the earliest levels and a 
seventeen-room circular building approximately 19 m in 
diameter reiterates the form found in the early Uruk 
period (level 11A). In between, there are some tripartite 
temples which bear a resemblance to the later SUbaid 
temples of Eridu, and in the later Uruk period a new 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


temple form with a direct axis through a porch to a long 
cella is found. 

It is in the Uruk and Jemdet Nasr periods that the 
increase in scale and complexity of sacred architecture so 
typical of S Mesopotamian cities is first found. The largest 
exposures from this period are found at Uruk, where the 
50 x 80 m dimensions of Temple D, in the Eanna district, 
make it some four times the size of the latest ‘Ubaid temple 
at Eridu, yet still recognizable as a building of the same 
form. The celebrated “White Temple,” the last of a series 
in the area of the Anu ziggurat, may be taken to exemplify 
the practice of raising some temples onto platforms in a 
process that is felt to culminate in the emergence of the 
ziggurat in the 3d millennium (Lenzen 1941). In addition 
to the increase in building size, this period saw, more than 
any other, experimentation with the embellishment of 
temples. Colored baked clay and occasionally stone cones 
were driven into the plaster of the walls to make patterns 
of diamonds and chevrons, and at one site, Tell Uqair, the 
complex painted designs that decorated the interior were 
recovered. 

Temples formed administrative centers of the emerging 
Mesopotamian cities and one of their primary functions 
was storage. The earliest complex recording devices that 
have yet been discovered—clay bullae, cylinder seal im- 
pressions, and archaic cuneiform tablets—are all associ- 
ated with these buildings. 

In the 3d millennium the temple type established earlier 
persisted, accompanied by increasing elaborative embel- 
lishments, especially of the associated courtyard and out- 
buildings. Perhaps the best example of long-term devel- 
opment from the late 4th through the first half of the 3d 
millennium is seen in the Sin Temple at Khafajah (Delou- 
gaz and Lloyd 1942). Gne dramatic new development, 
which proved to be short-lived, was a temple precinct 
surrounded by an oval enclosure wall. Temple ovals were 
some of the largest religious structures in their day, and 
examples have been found at Khafajah, ‘Ubaid, al-Hibba, 
and Bahrain. The oval at Khafajah, the best known exam- 
ple, is a double enclosure that separates a temple platform 
off from the rest of the community, and contains a resi- 
dence, generally felt to be that of the head priest of the 
temple, between the inner and outer oval. Although this 
specific form is confined to the Early Dynastic period, the 
idea of separating off the sacred area continued, and may 
be seen with particular clarity in the sacred precinct 
around the ziggurat at Ur in the Ur III period. 

The emergence of the ziggurat, that most memorable of 
Mesopotamian sacred architectural forms, is probably to 
be related to the elevated temple platforms that can be 
seen in this period. The early history of ziggurats, however, 
is obscured by later rebuilding (Lenzen 1941). Most of the 
major ones that survive today date to the massive building 
projects of the Third Dynasty of Ur, when economic 
conditions apparently made it possible to fire prodigious 
numbers of bricks to be used as outer sheeting. The best 
preserved of these in S Iraq is at Ur (see Fig. ART. 04), 
where the lower stages and arrangement of approaching 
staircases were still clearly visible before reconstruction. 
Nowhere is the uppermost stage or summit temple pre- 
served, and Herodotus’ description of seven stages has 
perhaps been overused in reconstructing earlier ziggurats. 
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ART.03. Plan of residential area at Ur—lsin-Larsa/Old Babylonian Period. (Redrawn from L. Woolley and M. Mallowan, The ld Babylonian Period. Ur Excavations 7 


[Philadelphia and London: British Museum and University Museum, 1976], pl. 124.) 
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ART.04. Reconstruction of Ur-Nammu’s ziggurat at Ur. (Redrawn from PR. S. 
Moorey, Ur of the Chaldees {Ithaca, NY: Cornel! University Press, 1982], 148.) 


4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. Buildings defined as 
palaces appear later in the Mesopotamian sequence than 
temples. There is a rather enigmatic building at the site of 
Jemdet Nasr itself, but the best preserved early palace is 
the “A palace” at Kish, dating to the second quarter of the 
3d millennium. This is an elaborate residence, with sepa- 
rate areas grouped around different courtyards and con- 
nected to each other by narrow passageways. The whole is 
separated off from the community at large by a wall, 
through which there was only one point of access. The 
conglomerate character of palaces is best illustrated by the 
Old Babylonian palace at Mari which was destroyed in the 
18th century B.c. (see Fig. ART. 05). Here the function of 
various areas—reception, residential, storage, manufactur- 
ing, recording, etc.—can tentatively be identified on the 
basis of textual and artifactual evidence. Palaces such as 
these, in which there were subunits grouped around dif- 
ferent courtyards within the larger compound, were al- 
most certainly the norm in Mesopotamia. 

A thoroughly regular planned administrative structure 
can be seen in the rectangular palace at Tell Brak, in NE 
Syria (see Fig. ART. 06), which was built of mud bricks, 
some of which were stamped with the inscription of the 
Akkadian king Naram-Sin. This building, of which only 
the foundations survive, is undoubtedly the artifact of an 
imperial administration in an outlying region of the Ak- 
kadian Empire. No similar buildings are found in the more 
central territories of that empire but similarly planned 
structures with more specialized functions dating to the 
following Ur HI period have been excavated near the 
ziggurat at Ur. One other building that has been called a 
palace, the Northern Palace at Tell Asmar, is also atypical 
in plan. But this structure, with its complex drainage 
system, has more recently been interpreted as a manufac- 
turing center, probably used for tanning leather or fulling 
cloth (Delougaz, Hill, and Lloyd 1967: 196-98). It would 
appear that special-purpose buildings, many of which may 
indeed have been under royal aegis, had a variety of plans 
and should not be included under the rubric of “palace” 
because they lacked the residential function that is crucial 
in the definition of Mesopotamian palaces. 

Assyrian palaces show the same general principle as 
Babylonian palaces—being organized into suites of rooms 
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ART.05. Plan of palace of Zimri-Lim at Mar-—OB Period. Texts were found in 
rooms 5, 52, 108, 110, 111, 115, and 215. (Redrawn from J. Margueron, 
Recherches sur les palais mésopotamiens de l’age du bronze. Vol. 2. Bibliotéque 
Archéologique et Historique 107 [Paris: Paul Geuthner, 1982], fig. 147.) 


surrounding courts—but they have a much more stan- 
dardized form. In essence there are two major courtyards, 
one which is the center of public functions and the other 
which belongs to the ruler’s private residence. A group of 
rooms constituted the interface between these, among 
which was the long, narrow throne room, with side en- 
trances and a dais at one end where the king held court 
(Turner 1972). 

b. Fortifications and Defenses. Although some early 
sites, such as Tell es-Sawwan and Chogha Mami, had walls 
or other means of delimiting the perimeter of the com- 
munity, the first really massive city walls date to the begin- 
ning of the 3d millennium B.c. While at places like Uruk it 
is relatively easy to trace the perimeter of the 3d-millen- 
nium city walls, the state of preservation of the mud brick 
is nowhere good enough to offer information on the 
technique of construction, or the details of their gateways. 

The best-preserved walls and gateways that we have from 
the area come from the Ist millennium, particularly from 
Assyrian sites. At the late-8th-century Assyrian capital of 
Khorsabad the walls bore stone crenelation of a type that 
also appears to have been standard in Urartu. Each gate- 
way was flanked by two towers, and attached sculptures, in 
this case winged bulls (lamassu), stood on either side of 
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ART.06. Plan of palace of Naram-Sin at Tell Brak—Old Akkadian Period. (Redrawn 
from Iraq 9 [1947]: pl. LX.) 


each entrance. Assyrian reliefs also provide some infor- 
mation on what fortifications of the time must have looked 
like. 


D. Anatolia 

1. Genera! Remarks. The architectural traditions of 
Anatolia are distinctly different from those of Mesopota- 
mia despite cultural contact that manifests itself in reli- 
gion, literary tradition, and other forms of art. Urbanism 
was not as pervasive in Bronze Age Asia Minor as in 
Mesopotamia, although there were interludes during 
which settlement mounds of 20 or more hectares were not 
uncommon, such as in the MB Age when Assyrian mer- 
chants brought literacy to the Anatolian Plateau for the 
first time. However, the creators of Anatolia’s greatest 
civilization, the Hittites, lavished their efforts on one par- 
ticular site, the imperial capital at Hattusha (modern Bo- 
gazkoy), at the expense of other cities and even this, as 
recent excavations have shown, was more a city of temples 
than a dense concentration of inhabitants. 

Anatolia is geographically quite diverse and relatively 
rich in natural resources and building materials by Near 
Eastern stanclards. Parts of it were heavily forested and 
suitable building stone was readily available in all areas. 
Although it is difficult to generalize about so extensive an 
area, which includes coastal regions, mountains, deserts, 
and a central plateau, precipitation is generally abundant 
and the extreme differences in temperatures between the 
hot, dry summers and the cold, damp, winters led to more 
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rapid weathering of mud brick here than was the case S of 
the Taurus. Tectonic instability is felt to have been a major 
consideration in the development of a characteristic tim- 
ber-reinforced stone and niud-brick wall building tech- 
nique. Stone foundations are more or less the rule for 
walls in this area. 

2. Domestic Architecture. Anatolia’s character as a 
bridge between Europe and Asia and a mosaic of region- 
alism is manifest in the diversity of its domestic architec- 
ture. In W Anatolia, for example, an elongated rectilinear 
building plan with an antechamber and primary room at 
the rear aligned along a single axis is the most noteworthy 
and distinctive building plan of the 3d millennium. This 
“megaron” form was first identified in the earliest levels of 
Troy (see Fig. ART. 07), but is well documented at other W 
Anatolian sites such as Beycesultan, and appears also on 
the S coast of Asia Minor. 

Another fundamentally Anatolian house type is more 
characteristic of, but by no means limited to, the Central 
Plateau and the period of Hittite domination in the 2d 
millennium. Its basic component is a unit of two rectangu- 
lar rooms side by side, both of which face onto a courtyard 
that is delineated by a wall. ‘There was generally a second 
story over the two rooms which was reached by a staircase 
from the court that led up to a balcony. Ground floors 
were apparently used for business activities and the second 
floor served for the basic living and sleeping areas. Com- 
plexes of these basic units, closely packed together and 
often with some modifications, can be seen at such sites as 
Kiiltepe and Bogazkéy (Naumann 1971: 368-376). 

Diversity rather than conformity to clearly defined types 
is most characteristic of Anatolian domestic architecture, 
however. Most houses seem to have reached their final 
configuration through agglutination of groups of rectan- 
gular or trapezoidal rooms. Although the use of interior 
courtyards is not unknown in Anatolia—in fact they are 
essential components in temples and palaces—they are 


ART.07. Plan of citadel with Megara at “roy—Level Ilc. GM, the great megaron 
(hall of state); M, megara; G, gates; P propylon. (Redrawn from C. W. Biegen, 
Troy and the Trojans. Ancient People and laces 32 [London: Thames and Hudson, 
1963], 65, fig. 15.) 
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rare in domestic architecture. Courtyards are more apt to 
lie beside or in front of freestanding houses, and in some 
cases there are rooms on two sides of a court. The idea of 
a house which enclosed open space with rooms on three 
or four sides, so fundamental in Mesopotamia, seems to 
have been foreign to the lands north of the Taurus (Nau- 
mann 1971: 381). 

3. Sacred Architecture. The number of Hittite temples 
known has been dramatically increased through recent 
excavations on the upper city at Bogazkéy. Until a decade 
ago the number stood at five, but it now exceeds thirty. 
While these vary somewhat in plan, they are all composed 
of the same basic elements: a gate; a staircase, probably to 
the roof rather than a second story; a large, nearly square 
courtyard; a porch opening on the courtyard and through 
which one had to pass to reach, albeit indirectly, the cella; 
one or more cellae in which there was a podium for the 
cult image; and a suite of rooms that could only be reached 
through the cella (Naumann 1971: 451-58). The largest 
of these temples and the only one extant in the lower city, 
the “Great Temple” at the foot of Biytikkale is surrounded 
by a massive complex of narrow storerooms, within several 
of which were found the temple archives (see Fig. ART. 
08). Many of the features of these temples are also seen in 
the imperial buildings that limited access to the nearby 
open-air rock sanctuary of Yazilikaya. Unlike Hittite sculp- 
tural style and hieroglyphic writing which survived in 
modified form south of the Taurus in the Iron Age, the 
Hittite temple plan disappears with the collapse of the 
empire. 

One other noteworthy Anatolian form is the Urartian 
susi, or tower temple. It had a regular ground plan with 
thick walls in the form of a square enclosing a single square 
room. The corners were strongly reinforced and the door- 
way was emphasized by niching that recalls similarly re- 
cessed cult sites that the Urartians carved on rock faces 
and used as places of worship. These give some idea of the 
towerlike dimensions of the sus and invalidate earlier 
attempts to reconstruct a much lower elevation for these 
buildings based on an Assyrian relief. 

4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. There is no defina- 
ble “Anatolian” style of palace plan; virtually every build- 
ing so identified is unique, and it is not always possible to 
be entirely confident in assigning functions to buildings, 
particularly in those cases where documentary evidence is 
lacking. For example, the group of megara that forms the 
core of the Troy II citadel is distinguished from ordinary 
houses by monumentality, but is this due to cultic or 
secular significance? Major buildings composed of suites 
of rectilinear rooms built around courtyards in an additive 
process at such sites as Beycesultan, Acemhiiytk, and 
Kiltepe are more confidently deemed to have served as 
residences of rulers and administrative centers. One would 
expect to find the grandest Anatolian palace on Butiytik- 
kale, the royal acropolis of the Hittite capital (see Fig. ART. 
09), and what appears there is a unique complex of indi- 
vidual structures grouped around an ascending series of 
four courtyards rather than a single edifice (Bittel 1970: 
63-90). The general arrangement of these was dictated by 
the topography of the eminence on which they were built, 
which was a natural fortress further isolated from the rest 
of the site by a fortification wall through which there were 
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ART.08. Plan of Great Temple at Bogazk6y—Lower City Level 2. (Redrawn from 
K. Bittel, Hattusha [New York: Oxford University Press, 1970], 56, fig. 13.) 


three gates. Like the courtyards of the temples, those of 
the palace complex were bordered by open pillared halls. 
Of the residential and administrative buildings coming off 
of these, one particularly noteworthy structure has foun- 
dations that appear to have supported a grid of 25 pillars 
to roof a 25 x 25 m audience hall. If this reconstruction 
is correct, it provides a clear antecedent for the pillared 
audience halls of Urartu and Achaemenid Persia. 

That the palace/administrative architecture of Butiyiik- 
kale is typical of the Hittite Empire is demonstrated by 
other sites on the Plateau. At Massat Hivyiik the organizing 
feature is a again large courtyard bordered by pillars. At 
Alaca Hiiyiik a monumental gateway decorated with 
sculpted orthostats gives access to a small square out of 
which another, smaller gateway opens into a long, narrow 
court with porticoes on either side and a group of public 
buildings. Hittite texts make it clear that there were many 
such palaces in the Empire. 

b. Fortifications and Defenses. Walled and fortified 
sites were characteristic of Anatolia from the Chalcolithic 
period on, to judge by the evidence of such sites at Hacilar 
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ART.09. Area plan of Royal Citadel (Biiyiikkale) at Bogazkéy. (Redrawn from K. 
Bittel, Hattusha [New York: Oxford University Press, 1970], 75, fig. 19.) 


and Mersin. Even at such modest villages as EB Age 
Demircihtiyik there were clear arrangements made for 
defense, in this case a circular arrangement of houses 
facing inward with a stone and mud-brick wall forming 
the outer perimeter. 

The 2d millennium saw the emergence of much 
stronger fortifications. Those of Troy VI, in which a sub- 
stantial wall of drafted stones is buttressed and battered, 
are particularly noteworthy. The most elaborate fortifica- 
tions, however. are to be seen at Hattusha, particularly in 
the great wall of the upper city. This enclosure is com- 
posed of a massive rampart, on top of which a casemate 
wall was constructed of cyclopean masonry. It was marked 
at regular intervals by towers and a smaller defensive wall 
ran in front of it to provide additional protection. The 
arched gatewavs, each flanked by relief sculpture, had two 
internal buttresses and towers on either side. Beneath the 
sphinx gate, the southernmost of the city, there was a 70- 
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m-long underground passageway of cyclopean stonework 
to provide a more clandestine means of leaving the city. 

The art of fortress building in Anatolia attained its 
highest level in the kingdom of Urartu, which from the 
9th through the 7th centuries B.c. dominated the territory 
of what is now E Turkey, NW Iran, and the Armenian 
Soviet Republic. Urartian architecture is almost exclusively 
fortress architecture, and although some settlement areas 
have been excavated, these ure almost all areas of elite 
housing associated with major citadels. Zernaki Tepe, a site 
at the NE end of Lake Van where there is evidence of a 
planned settlement of rectilinear houses laid out on a grid 
plan, remains something of an anomaly in the area. Al- 
though frequently cited as ar) example of Urartian build- 
ing, it has produced little evidence of actual occupation 
and thus cannot be dated to the Urartian period with any 
confidence. 

The favored sites for fortress construction in Urartu 
were on rock spurs overlooking plains in which intensive 
irrigation was practiced. Foundations for fortress walls 
were grounded on bedrock, with stone steps carved in the 
living rock to secure a solid footing. There is evidence that 
the Hittites pioneered this technique at Biyitkkale and the 
hilltop structure at Gavurkale, but the Urartians used it 
much more regularly and extensively. The stone course of 
walls could be up to two meters high, but generally was 
more on the order of one meter, above which the walls 
were built in large, standardized mud brick. These walls 
stepped up and down sharply graded inclines and often 
rose to several stories in height, to judge by their thickness 
(in some cases five or six meters) and from contemporary 
drawings of fortresses on Urartian bronze belts, as well as 
a bronze model of a fortress facade found in excavations 
at Toprakkale. 

5. Mortuary Architecture. Burial customs in Anatolia 
hardly merit treatment in a discussion of architecture 
before the Iron Age, although the imperial Hittite shrine 
of Yazilikaya should be mentioned in this context. In the 
Ist millennium, massive burial mounds are found associ- 
ated with the three major kingdoms that dominated inland 
Asia Minor prior to its inclusion in the Persian Empire: 
Lydia, Phrygia, and Urartu. In the latter case these 
mounds appear to be an early form of elite burial that was 
later replaced by large burial chambers carved out of solid 
rock, the best preserved examples of which have been 
found in the cliff on which the citadel rock of Van is 
constructed. The Lydian and Phrygian mounds are much 
more numerous and prominent, and in each case they are 
grouped around the capital of the kingdom. None of the 
Lydian tombs has been found intact, although an ashlar 
burial chamber has been found in one of them, the “Tomb 
of Gyges.” The tombs at Gordion, on the other hand, have 
been excavated with spectacular results. The largest of 
these, the so-called Midas tomb, contained a royal burial 
rich in grave-goods such as bronze cauldrons, numerous 
fibulae, and wooden furniture. The tomb itself was com- 
prised of a conical mound cf earth heaped up over a 
burial chamber that consisted of a log cabin protected by 
an additional outer log wall. In later burials, such as those 
at Midas City to the W, the Phrygians also carved out burial 
chambers with decorated facacles in living rock. 
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E. Syria and Palestine 

1. General Remarks. Although subject to the influence 
of Egypt, Anatolia, and Mesopotamia, the Levant devel- 
oped a cultural tradition of its own, with distinctive archi- 
tectural forms that are not paralleled in any of the sur- 
rounding areas. It is precisely these that have been of 
particular interest to biblical scholarship. 

The climate of the Levant is more moderate than Ana- 
tolia, with its temperature extremes, or Mesopotamia, with 
its aridity. Building materials are more abundant than in 
Mesopotamia, but less so than in Anatolia. The basic 
material used for walls was again mud brick—usually, but 
not invariably, with stone socles. The Amanus and Leba- 
non ranges were celebrated for their timber in antiquity, 
but this resource does not seem to have been a major 
factor in the architectural record of the Levant. 

2. Domestic Architecture. There appears to have been 
a certain amount of continuity in domestic architecture in 
the transition to urban life, at least insofar as the individ- 
ual, broad-roomed house remained the most common 
form. See also CITIES (LEVANT). This form loses its 
predominance at the end of the EB Age, and in the second 
major urban period, the MB Age, private houses tend to 
be of a more elaborate, multiroomed type. There appears 
to be a great deal of diversity in the region, however, with 
numerous examples of both Mesopotamian courtyard 
houses and houses, perhaps of Egyptian inspiration, in 
which crosswalls divide the building into sections that are 
then subdivided into square rooms. A residential district 
at MB Halawa, on the Euphrates, displays nearly a score of 
houses of similar plan coming off of narrow streets and 
alleys laid out in a not quite perpendicular grid. In each 
case the single entrance from the street enters a courtyard, 
off of which there are two or three rooms. At Tell el-Ajjul, 
near Gaza, one sees neighborhoods in which much less 
planning is in evidence and wealthy houses are scattered 
among those that appear to be considerably smaller and 
more impoverished. 

In the early part of the Iron Age, a distinctive building 
known as the “four room” house emerged, and because of 
the temporal coincidence, has been termed the “Israelite” 
house. See also HOUSE, ISRAELITE. The basic elements 
are a rectangular ground plan entered on one of the short 
sides, the division of the front part of the building into 
three sections by walls or columns running parallel to the 
long walls, and a broad room at the back of the building. 
This type of building is an autonomous development in 
the S Levant with antecedents in the Bronze Age. The 
designation “Israelite” is accurate only insofar as many 
Israelites lived in them—the same form is also found in 
Philistine settlements. 

3. Sacred Architecture. The most famous building of 
the ANE, Solomon’s temple in Jerusalem, is known only 
through literary testimony (1 Kings 5—6; 2 Chronicles 2— 
3; Ezekiel 41). It is described as a long building with two 
columns at its entrance, a vestibule (°ildm), a cella (hékal) 
in the rear of which was another division, the débir—the 
holiest part of the sanctuary. Around three sides of the 
building was a three-story annex (ydstia‘) containing store- 
rooms. Busink’s (1970) admirable and thorough study of 
both the philological evidence and archaeological compa- 
randa for the reconstruction of this building has, however, 
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failed to produce a consensus on many of its key features. 
See also TEMPLE, JERUSALEM. 

One of the reasons for this uncertainty is that there are 
so many paradigms of sacred architecture in the Levant to 
chose from. Here, as elsewhere, temples originally seem to 
have developed out of domestic architecture, not surpris- 
ingly since they were conceived as residences for deities. 
In the Chalcolithic, for example, there is a celebrated 
example at Ein Gedi, where the basic form of the main 
structure is simply a large broad-roomed house with a 
platform against its rear wall. That this was a very special 
building, however, is made clear from its dominant posi- 
tion in a precinct that is walled off from the rest of the site 
and can be entered only through a monumental gateway. 
Even in the 3d millennium, however, there are other tem- 
ple forms in existence, such as the twin porch temples of 
Megiddo and the Acropolis temple of Ai, with its annex 
and row of columns running along the long axis of the 
central room. In the 2d millennium, even more diversity is 
evident in the major urban sites. Ugarit has two major 
temples, the ground plans of both showing two more or 
less square adjoining units, the smaller being the entrance- 
way and the latter the cella. At Shechem, Kamid el-Loz, 
and Megiddo one sees tower temples, where heavy rein- 
forcement on either side of the entrance to the single- 
room cella must have created an impressive entranceway. 
There are square temples, such as the one excavated at the 
Amman Airport; temples based on the four-room house 
plan, e.g., at Tell el Far’ah; and the Fosse Temples of 
Lachish, in which the main room is distinguished by four 
columns in a square arrangement. In LB Hazor at least 
three different temple types appear to have been function- 
ing at the same time. 

One particular type of N Syrian temple form does show 
a coherent strain of stylistic evolution for over a millen- 
nium, beginning in the MB Age. The earliest known 
example is at Ebla, but it also appears at Alalakh, Hama, 
and, most spectacularly, ‘Ain Dara. It is essentially a long, 
freestanding building of tripartite form, which has its 
entrance through an open porch, often between two col- 
umns, on one of the short sides. There is an intervening 
court, and then a main chamber, at the rear of which is a 
raised area. In some cases, a raised ambulatory runs along 
one, two, or three of the sides of the building. 

Despite the diversity of Levantine sacred buildings, how- 
ever, one would not be likely to confuse any of them with 
Anatolian or Mesopotamian temples, and one may hazard 
a few generalizations about their character. By and large, 
Syro-Palestinian temples are smaller than others in the 
Near East and they are more apt to be freestanding build- 
ings with a direct-axis approach to the altar. They are 
more apt to be designed to create an impression from the 
outside, rather than emphasize interior space and obstruct 
their appearance confused by annexed rooms and store- 
houses. 

4. Secular Structures. a. Palaces. The most clearly de- 
fined early palaces in the Levant are found in Syria—at 
Ebla, Alalakh, and Ugarit. The S Levant, where textual 
evidence is meager and palaces are normally defined as 
residential structures distinguished by larger-than-normal 
size, has nothing to match those sites in the 3d and 2d 
millennia. Palace G at Ebla, in which the royal archives 
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were discovered, is only partially preserved around two 
sides of a large, unroofed courtyard (see Fig. ART. 10). At 
the N end of this there is a podium and, in the corner 
nearby, a staircase and guard chamber. On the E a cere- 
monial staircase of a quite different order ascends from 
the courtyard and not far from it, an unprepossessing 
annex of thin mud-brick walls projected from the same 
facade. Around its interior were the shelves on which the 
tablets of the archive were stored. Behind the massive walls 
that ringed the courtyard were other administrative rooms 
of the palace. Unfortunately, it is difficult to make much 
sense of this partial plan. The excavators have argued that 
it was not an internal courtyard, but rather an external 
one, but if so, it is unique. A second major palace at Ebla, 
dating to the MB Age and as yet incompletely published, 
included an almost “industrial” workshop where rows of 
grinding stones indicate that production was highly orga- 
nized. A group of princely tombs were hollowed out be- 
neath the floors of this palace, in keeping with a general 
Near Eastern tradition of royal burials in palaces, best 
known in Mesopotamia. 

The palace at Ugarit is also a major monument of 
Levantine roval architecture, and displays many of the 
same characteristics that we have noted in palaces else- 
where: it is a composite structure of more than 90 rooms 
built around a multiplicity of courtyards, put together in a 
way suggestive of frequent additions, modifications, and 
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expansions made to the original edifice. Unlike the palace 
at Mari, there was more than one entrance to this complex, 
but only the one on the W side had any monumentality 
and, to judge by tablet finds in the vicinity, it was through 
this that the public and administrative business of the 
palace passed. 

A characteristic N Syrian architectural form that also 
has a relationship to palaces is the so-called bit hilani, 
although the archaeological referent of this Assyrian term 
is not securely established. The edifice generally associated 
with this term in archaeological parlance is a broad room 
with an opening to a portico which was often flanked by 
subordinate rooms. The best preserved examples are 
found in I|st-millennium sites S of the Taurus, such as 
Zincirli, Carchemish, and Tell Halaf, although the 15th- 
century palace at Alalakh also contains this element and it 
has been argued that the bit hilani was originally an Hittite 
innovation. 

b. Fortifications, Gateways, and Defenses. As in other 
parts of the Near East, the first consistent tradition of city 
wall building belongs to the early part of the 3d millen- 
nium. At EB II Arad there is a stone wall built at ground 
level, punctuated with semicircular tower bastions (see Fig. 
CIT. 02). The Ebla texts speak of various city gates so it 
would appear that site was also walled, presumably around 
the edge of the natural mesa on which the site is built, 
where in fact the walls of the MB city have been excavated 
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ART.10. Isometric plan of Palace G at Ebla (Tell Mardikn)}—Level 1IB1. Tablets and remains of shelving were found in the room L.2769 to the right. (Redrawn from H. 


Weiss fed.j, Ebla to Damascus {[Washington, DC: Smithsonian, 1985], 136, fig. 36.) 
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and one major gateway dating to that period has been 
uncovered which is in a good state of preservation. 

In the early 2d millennium, changes in the technology 
of warfare demanded much more solid fortification walls 
than had been customary in the previous era. Earthen 
ramparts were used to raise the level of the wall’s founda- 
tion and presumably make it more difficult for a battering 
ram or siege engine to approach. Middle Bronze fortifica- 
tions were stout enough that they continued to be used at 
many sites until the end of the Bronze Age, centuries after 
their original construction. 

The last major innovation in wall construction was the 
introduction of casemate walls in the Iron Age. Although 
casemate walls were not as strong as solid constructions, 
they presented an impression of mass and solidity that was 
perhaps as important as real strength in an age in which 
royal propaganda appears to have been an international 
passion. 

Gateways show an evolution toward increasing complex- 
ity from the 3d through the Ist millennium .B.c. Initially 
consisting of simply reinforced towers or buttresses on 
either side of the entrance, they developed a multicham- 
bered form at the beginning of the 2d millennium. This 
gatehouse form persisted into the Iron Age, although it 
was further elaborated into the “Solomonic Gate” with 
four, rather than three, portals. The Levantine tradition 
of the S did not include sculptural decoration of these 
gateways, although the early example from MB Ebla does 
make use of ashlar masonry. In northern Syria, the Hittite 
tradition of reliefs on orthostats was maintained in Iron 
Age principalities. 

c. Other Public Buildings. It is probable that much of 
the administrative activity of sites of the ancient Levant 
was in fact conducted in ordinary residential buildings 
which give no architectural manifestations of this addi- 
tional function, except perhaps size. One distinctive form 
of a planned public building is quite conspicuous at most 
major sites in the S during the Iron Age, however, and has 
parallels in Urartian sites of the same era. The essence of 
the ground plan is a large rectangular building with two 
parallel rows of columns flanking its long axis. The floors 
between the columns and the walls were paved, but the 
central corridor was not. Sometimes groups of these struc- 
tures were placed next to each other, sharing long walls. 
The function of these buildings has long been a matter of 
controversy; when first discovered at Megiddo they were 
identified as royal stables and many still hold to this view, 
but it has also been argued that they are storehouses, or 
possibly even markets (Herr 1988). See also STABLE, STA- 
BLES. 


F. The Legacy of ANE Architecture 

It would be hard to make a case for any strong persis- 
tence of ANE architectural traditions in the modern world. 
Mud brick, whose characteristics so conditioned ancient 
monumental building in the area, is not much favored 
today, except in rural vernacular architecture. While many 
of the architectural forms have continued directly up to 
the present, particularly at the level of domestic architec- 
ture (e.g., the courtyard house) on the more monumental 
level one must look only for indirect influences. Long after 
the megaron form was first attested in Anatolia it became 
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a hallmark of Mycenaean architecture and its plan is 
mimicked within the peristyle of the Greek temple. Some 
Hittite influence is seen in Urartu, and Urartu’s influence, 
such as it was, is apparent in the architecture of Achae- 
menid Persia. But generally, monumental building tradi- 
tions of the ANE died out as they were modified and 
transformed during the Persian, Hellenistic, and Parthian 
eras, the periods in which Mesopotamian civilization itself 
faded and eventually died. 
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MESOPOTAMIAN ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


The art and architecture of ancient Mesopotamia (now 
Iraq) have their foundations in the fertile area between the 
Tigris and Euphrates rivers, Mesopotamian art began in 
the late 4th millennium B.c., during the Uruk and Jemdet 
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Nasr periods; developed in the 3d millennium under the 
Sumerians and Akkadians; and flourished in the 2d and 
1st millennia under the Babylonians, Mitannians, Kassites, 
and Assyrians. A well-defined architecture, although in 
the beginning very simple, evolved into elaborately 
planned temple sanctuaries and secular edifices. Artistic 
creativeness was expressed in a long tradition of sculpture 
and relief carving. Wall paintings were utilized during the 
historical periods, and their subjects range from figural 
compositions to ornamental bands of animal, floral, and 
patterned motifs. The chief vehicle of pictorial art is the 
cylinder seal, whose entire surface was covered with carv- 
ings (known as glyptic), so that when it is impressed in a 
soft clay, the design in reverse appears in relief and can be 
endlessly reproduced by rolling. 


A. Protohistoric and Early Dynastic Periods 
1. Architecture 
2. Sculpture and Relief 
3. Decorative Art and Seal Design 
B. Dynasty cf Akkad and the Neo-Sumerian Period 
1. Architecture 
2. Art 
C. Dynasties of Isin/Larsa, Babylon, Mitanni, and Kassite 
1. Architecture 
2. Sculpture and Painting 
3. Seal Design 
D. Late Assyrian Period 
1. Architecture 
2. Sculpture and Decorated Monument 
3. Wall Relief and Ivory Work 
E. Neo-Babylonian Dynasty 
F. Summary and Trend 


A. Protohistoric and Early Dynastic Periods (ca. 
3500-2334 B.c.) 

1. Architecture. The earliest monumental buildings 
consist of temples and sanctuaries. Temples were con- 
structed on an elongated, rectangular plan. The nucleus 
of the layout is a T-shaped room. On each of the two sides 
of the long room were smaller ones, and on one short side 
was the cult room, flanked on each side by a smaller room. 
The entrance to the temple was on one of the long sides, 
termed the bent-axis approach. The outside walls of the 
building were decorated with niches in three steps. The 
cycle of collapse and rebuilding, of many centuries, 
brought about the raised site of the temple, above the level 
of its surroundings (Moortgat 1969: 1-2). 

A characteristic feature of the buildings was the use of 
sun-dried mud brick, reed, and wood. Structures were 
occasionally strengthened with limestone facing. Another 
method was the use of baked nail-shaped clay cones set 
into a clay bed. The cones were generally painted in red, 
blue, black, cr white, which resulted in mosaic designs 
resembling textile patterns. In the Eanna sanctuary at 
Uruk was a large cone-mosaic court that included a pil- 
lared terrace covered with mosaic (see Fig. ART. 11). A 
small temple in the same sanctuary had the walls of the 
open court entirely decorated with mosaic (Frankfort 
1970: 24-25; Moortgat 1969: 3; Strommenger 1964: 378-— 
82). 

After 3000 s.c., a fundamental change in religious ar- 
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chitecture occurred. The sacred structure, containing a 
gate room with stairs, one or more shrines, workrooms, 
and living quarters, was conceived as a unity. All the rooms 
were grouped around a central courtyard, and a protective 
wall surrounded the sanctuary. Sanctuaries of the type 
with the central courtyard. known as the House Plan 
temple, have been excavated in the Diyala region, at Kha- 
faje, Tell Agrab, and Tell Asmar. Closely associated with 
temples was the ziggurat. It was a tower of one or more 
receding stages, more or less square, and at the top was a 
shrine. A ramp or flight of stairs led to the upper levels. 
Evidence for ziggurats in the Early Dynastic period occur 
at Kish, Nippur, Ur, and Uruk. The palacelike complex at 
Kish was an imposing residential and administrative cen- 
ter. The main building forms an oblong rectangle and a 
flight of stairs led to the monumental entrance, flanked by 
towers. The central area is a large square courtyard, with 
many rooms arranged along the four sides. The walls were 
white-plastered and fragments of inlaid friezes, showing 
walking sheep, men and women performing daily activi- 
ties, and processions of chained prisoners, were found 
near the monumental entrance (Crawford 1977: 24; 
Moortgat 1969: 20-25; Strommenger 1964: 398). 

2. Sculpture and Relief. Sculptured figures in the 
round in Mesopotamia before 3000 B.c. consist of idol-like 
figurines molded from clay. Male and female statuettes of 
later date are carved from alabaster and gypsum and 
molded. The statuettes are fixed onto bases and show 
distinctive anatomical and facial features. Statuettes of 
males are bearded, with or without long hair, or beardless 
and bald, and their wrap-around skirts with tufts reach 
below the knees (see Fig. ART. 12). Those of females show 
a variety of hairstyles and headdresses, and their long 
garments cover one or both shoulders. All the figures are 
posed frontally, their bare feet kept slightly apart, and 
their hands clasped at the waist. Many statuettes are wor- 
shipper types, both standing and seated, each placed in 
the temple as a substitute for the worshipper himself. 
Statuettes are sometimes embellished with inlay eyes of 
shell and black limestone, and hair and beard blackened 
with bitumen (Frankfort 197€: 45-59; Moortgat 1969: 33— 
35, 37-41; Strommenger 1964: 394). 

Reliefs were employed to decorate cult vessels formed as 
bowls, libation jars, and tall cylinder-shaped containers. 
On the stone objects the reliefs vary from flat to high, to 
the extent of parts being in the round. Their subjects 
include domestic animals (ox. and sheep), beasts of prey 
(lion and eagle), and mythical scenes. Two alabaster vessels, 
both from Uruk, have the outside surfaces decorated with 
extensive friezes. One object, shaped like a trough, shows 
a herd of sheep around a reed hut. The other object, a tall 
container, has rows of frieze: on which a long parade of 
figures offering sacrifices, a herd of sheep, and produce 
of the fields are depicted. The stele, an upright stone block 
with narrow sides and rounded top, was decorated in relief 
with pictorial scenes and in later times had carved inscrip- 
tions. A basalt fragment of the Protohistoric period depicts 
two episodes of a king fighting a lion. The historical stele 
is exemplified by the limestone slab belonging to Eanna- 
tum (ca. 2600 B.c.), a ruler of Lagash, ancient Girsu. All 
four sides are covered with narrative scenes commemorat- 
ing a military victory, and a detailed inscription fills the 
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ART.11. Plan of Eanna Temple at Uruk—Level V/IV. (Redrawn from Strommenger and Hirmer 1964: 379, fig. 4.) 


open spaces between the pictures. Votive plaques of stone 
with a perforated center, square in shape, have relief 
decorations divided into several registers. Themes include 
the ritual banquet, ritual scenes with gods seated on 
thrones, wrestling, and animal battles. Stone maces deco- 
rated with relief also served as votive objects (Frankfort 
1970: 24~31, 67-73; Moortgat 1969: 41-44; Strommen- 
ger 1964: 396). 

3. Decorative Art and Seal Design. Decorative art ob- 
jects of the Early Dynastic period were made from precious 
metal, wood, and stone. A fine example is the engraved 
silver vessel from Tello. Two pictorial friezes encircle the 
vessel: cattle lying down, and lion-headed eagles (Imdu- 
guds) hovering above grasping lions and goats. A large 
relief of sheet copper from Tell ‘Ubaid, almost a sculpture 
in the round, again depicts the lion-headed bird Imdugud, 
this time grasping a stag in each claw. The panel was 
nailed over a wooden core and set up on the facade of a 
temple. Exquisite examples of the goldsmiths’ work were 
discovered in the Royal Cemetery at Ur (ca. 2650 B.c.). 
Objects include fluted beakers, bowls and cops, a helmet 
of beaten gold in the shape of a hairstyle with added 
perforated ears, a dagger whose blade and sheath are of 
gold, and its hilt of lapis lazuli studded with golden nails. 
There are also statues of a ram by a flowering shrub, the 
famous “Standard of Ur” with narrative scenes on both 


sides, lyres and chests, all of which are adorned with red 
stone, blue lapis lazuli, gold leaf, and white shell inlay over 
a wooden core (Frankfort 1970: 60-66, 71-75; Moortgat 
1969: 41-42; Strommenger 1964: 397-99). 

Early cylinder seals are cut from limestone, darker 
stones, lapis lazuli, rock crystal, and talc (steatite). Designs 
on seals and sealings (impressions on clay) depict recurrent 
themes: rows of animals, a bearded man in a variety of 
roles, boating scenes, activities connected with the produc- 
tion of manufactured goods, and patterns based on the 
rosette, circle, lozenge, and chevron. Contest scenes have 
elaborate compositions and among the contestants are a 
lion, bull, human-headed bull, and naked human figure. 
In banquet scenes participants drink from a large vessel 
through drinking tubes, or from cups. Frequently, musi- 
cians and servants accompany the banquet (Collon 1987: 
14-31; Frankfort 1970: 35-37, 77-82). See also SEALS, 
MESOPOTAMIAN. 


B. Dynasty of Akkad and the Neo-Sumerian Period 
(ca. 2334—2000 B.c.) 

1. Architecture. A new development in temple building 
was the arrangement on one axis of a succession of courts 
and rooms leading to the main chamber, which contained 
the niche for the image of the deity. Examples of this 
method of building are the Ningal temple and the Enki 
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ART.12. Drawing >f an alabaster statuette of a man from the Nintu Temple at 
Khafaje. 


temple, both at Ur. The Gimilsin (Shu-Sin) Temple at Tell 
Asmar, ancient Eshnunna, is a square building with a 
similar ground plan (see Fig. ART. 13). The outside is 
decorated with flat buttresses, but the entrance is empha- 
sized by two towers ornamented with stepped recesses. 
The best preserved ziggurat is that of the moon god Nanna 
at Ur. The four corners are oriented to the four points of 
the compass, and the casing of baked bricks is arranged in 
niches and flat buttresses. A central and two side staircases 
lead to the first level, where a gatehouse was built. The 
central stair continued to the highest platform, on which 
the actual temple was built. The temple tower of Innin 
(Inanna) at Lruk was simpler, and the outside walls were 
provided with flat buttresses. The ziggurat is constructed 
of brickwork, and layers of reed matting and reed straw 
are built into the structure at regular intervals. In addition, 
horizontal channels in which are thick reed ropes probably 
served to anchor the outside walls against the pressure of 
the weight o% the bricks from inside (Frankfort 1970: 
104-9; Moor:gat 1969: 45, 56-59; Strommenger 1964: 
406-9). 

The palace became of greater importance than it had 
been in Early Dynastic times. The so-called Akkadian 
Palace at Tell Asmar is an enlarged dwelling house. The 
palace at Tell Brak discloses a new formal concept. It was a 
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ART.13. Plan of the Temple of Shu-Sin and Governor's Palace at Tell Asmar—uUr 
II] period. (Courtesy of The Oriental Institute of The University of Chicago.) 


mighty building, 100 m square, that had a main and three 
small court systems enclosed by a perimeter wall. The so- 
called old palace at Ashur shows a similar ground plan. 
The kings of the Third Dynasty of Ur continued to apply 
the same building concept of a palace, as exemplified by 
the royal residence of Ur-Nammu and Shulgi (2112-2047 
B.c.) (Moortgat 1969: 45-47, 59-60; Strommenger 1964: 
402-3). 

2. Art. Sculptures of this period, which show a relation- 
ship to the previous ED, have plastic form and gain in calm 
monumentality. Modeling is more detailed, limbs have 
more organic proportion than before, and individual dif- 
ferences are prominent. Considerable life-size diorite sta- 
tues seem to have been made of several rulers; unfortu- 
nately, no excavated statue is preserved entire. There are 
torsos of life-size statues of the Akkadian ruler Manishtusu 
(2269-2255 B.c.); numerous statues of Gudea (ca. 2200 
B.C.), a local ruler of Lagash; and fragmentary statues and 
statuettes of other kings ancl women. Portrait heads are 
often strikingly naturalistic (see Fig. ART. 14), and features 
are symmetrically placed and reflect a canon of proportion 
(Frankfort 1970: 84-86, 93-97; Moortgat 1969: 48-51, 
62-65). 

A fragment of a victory stele of Sargon of Akkad (2334- 
2279 B.c.) contains the portrait of the king, accompanied 
by a servant with a sunshade. Fragments of other stelae 
bearing reliefs depict battle scenes arranged in registers. 
The celebrated stele of Naram-Sin (2254-2218 B.c.) was 
erected in Sippar. The scene on the stone monument is a 
dynamic composition in which the Akkadian king, consid- 
erably larger than his companions, places his left foot on 
the bodies of two fallen enemies (see Fig. ART. 15). Votive 
stelae and stone plaques from Tello generally show scenes 
related to religious ceremonies. The great stele of Ur- 
Nammu has as its subject matter the cult functions of the 
ruler as temple builder and builder of canals (Frankfort 
1970: 86-87, 102; Moortgat 1969: 47-49, 51-52, 65-68; 
Strommenger 1964: 404-6). 

Akkadian cylinder seals are cut in deeper relief, the 
compositions are better balanced, and the style acquires a 
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ART.14. Polished diorite head—Gudean Period (2290-2255 b.c.). (Courtesy of 
the Musée du Louvre, Paris [copyright Réunion des Musées Nationaux].) 


new dynamism. Contest scenes were generally reduced to 
two pairs of equally matched opponents. In Akkadian 
times the banquet scene was often replaced by presenta- 
tion scenes before a deity. The sun god was the most 
popular, and other popular deities were the water god, 
vegetation gods and goddesses, and a snake god. Seals of 
the post-Akkad period depict birds, boats, or two figures 
on either side of a tree. Presentation scenes become more 
standardized and there are few variations: a worshipper is 
led by a goddess before a seated deity, and an inscription 
is almost always added (Collon 1987: 32-39; Frankfort 
1970: 89-91). 


C. Dynasties of Isin/Larsa, Babylon, Mitanni, and 
Kassite (ca. 2000-1150 B.c.) 

1. Architecture. Religious sanctuaries excavated so far, 
both large and small, disclose distinctive ground plans, 
and architectural decorations are occasionally added. 
Foundation walls of the main sanctuary at Ashur, dated to 
the reign of Shamshi-Adad I (1813-1781 B.c.), show that 
the building was composed of a central courtyard complex 
and several forecourts laid out at different levels. The 
Ishtar-Kititum building at Ishchali, ancient Neribtum (ca. 
1800 B.c.), was a vast complex joining three temples in a 
large rectangle. The actual Kititum temple follows the 
one-axis arrangement of courts and rooms. The small 
Mitanni temple at Tell Brak (ca. 1600 B.c.), nearly square 
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ART.15. Victory stele of Naram-Sin, king of Akkad, from Susa. (Courtesy of the 
Musée du Louvre, Paris {copyright Réunion des Musées Nationaux].) 


in plan, has the facade decorated with inset panels of three 
engaged half-columns. The entrance leads into a wide 
chamber, with a shallow niche almost opposite the door. 
The niche is flanked by half-columns, and from it a 
stepped dais projects into the chamber. The great Karana 
temple at Tell al-Rimah was entirely symmetrical in plan 
and attached to a rectangular ziggurat on one side (ca. 
1600-1350 B.c.). The building was constructed with an 
elaborate architectural decoration of multiformed half- 
columns and pilasters surrounding the courtyard and the 
facade of one large chamber. Associated with the door of 
this chamber are stone orthostats with reliefs of divine 
figures and hybrid creatures. A modest temple of the 
Kassite king Karaindash (1445-1427 B.c.) was built at 
Uruk and dedicated to the goddess Inanna. The building 
is rectangular and freestanding, its entrance is situated on 
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the main axis, and at the corners are bastions. Entirely 
new, the outer wall has recesses made out of molded 
bricks, in which male and female deities who stand and 
hold vases with water streams flowing from them are 
depicted. The molded reliefs form the oldest examples of 
Kassite architectural sculptures (Frankfort 1970: 107-9, 
127-29; Moortgat 1969: 76-78, 93-98, 106-8, 116-18; 
Oates 1967: 78-80, 88-90; 1987: 181-87; Strommenger 
1964: 416-17, 423-24, 434-35). 

2. Sculpture and Painting. The few examples of stone 
sculpture in the round that survive are fragmentary, and 
the finest one is the expressive head of a king (ca. 1750 
B.c.). Stone vases in the form of animals retain a precise, 
decorative style. Among the known small bronze statuettes 
of the Old Babylonian period are two from Ishchali. One 
is of a god stepping with the left foot on a couchant lamb, 
and the other is of a goddess seated on a simple stool. 
Both deities have four faces (Frankfort 1970: 110-19; 
Moortgat 1969: 88-89; Strommenger 1964: 420, 422). 

Stone reliefs are represented by a number of fragments, 
which show military battles and the representation of a 
king beside an inscription. At the top of the stele on which 
Hammurabi’s legal code is inscribed (ca. 1760 B.c.), the 
king stands alone before the throne of the sun god. The 
scene is worked in rounded relief. An important type of 
monument of the Kassite period is the so-called kudurru 
(or “boundary stone”), which recorded a grant of land and 
was shaped like a stele. Its subject matter consists mainly 
of symbolic emblems of deities (see Fig. ART. 16). The 
character of he divine symbols is an iconographic picture- 
language, with the symbols arranged in friezes, one above 
the other, from the astral gods to the chthonic powers. 
Reliefs on the front sides of two stone pedestals, supports 
for divine emblems, are fine examples of Middle Assyrian 
art (ca. 1240 B.c.). One work illustrates the king as worship- 
per, once standing and again kneeling, and the other 
illustrates the king standing between two hero figures who 
grasp tall wheel-topped standards. Small terra-cotta 
plaques, showing reliefs pressed from molds, were espe- 
cially popular in the Old Babylonian period. A majority of 
the plaques represent deities, and other subjects include 
mythical scenes, scenes of family life, and individual fig- 
ures of musicians, craftsmen, and animals (Frankfort 
1970: 119-23, 129-30, 131-35; Moortgat 1969: 85-86, 
100-3; Oates 1979: 99-101). 

Evidence for wall paintings is rare. Impressive wall paint- 
ings found at Mari include the so-called Investiture of 
Zimri-Lim (ca. 1780 B.c.). Those from the palace at Nuzi 
(ca. 1400-1350 B.c.) are preserved only in small frag- 
ments. The designs consist of horizontal and vertical bands 
and metopes decorated with palmette trees, human and 
bulls’ heads, and geometric patterns. The paintings are in 
red, pink, white, black, and gray on plaster. A Kassite 
palace built at Aqar Quf, ancient Dur Kurigalzu, was 
decorated with wall paintings showing geometric themes, 
floral patterns, and processions of men in white garments, 
dark hair, and red faces and arms against the gray walls. 
A few fragments of wall paintings from the MA palace at 
Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta (ca. 1240 B.c.) had pictorial motifs 
placed in metopelike panels and framed by ornamental 
bands (Frankfort 1970: 132, 135-37; Moortgat 1969: 99- 
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ART.16. Kudurru, land grant boundary stone in white limestone, dating from the 
reign of Nebuchadnezzar |, ca. 1125-1104 8.c.e. (Reproduced by Courtesy of the 
Trustees of the British Museum.) 


100, 118—19; Oates 1979: 62-63; Strommenger 1964: 
421). 

3. Seal Design. The business archives (inscribed clay 
tablets) of the merchants of Ashur (ca. 1920-1800 B.c.), 
who had a trading colony just outside Kiltepe in Anatolia, 
were sealed with cylinder seals of Assyrian and foreign 
manufacture. The seals of Ashur are based on previous 
styles, but the execution is often crude. Figures are flat 
and linear, or elongated. Isin/Larsa seals are often made 
from heametite, a hard iron oxide. Presentation scenes 
continue from earlier periods, but filling motifs are now 
added in the spaces surrounding the figures. The worship- 
per stands with his hands clasped and almost invariably 
faces the seated deified king. Scenes of later date depict 
only standing figures, which consist of the king with a 
mace, a suppliant goddess, or the warrior goddess. About 
1600 B.c. sintered quartz, also known as faience, frit, or 
paste, appeared as a new material for seals. It was easy to 
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cut, could be fired or glazed, and was mass-produced. 
Subjects include horned animals, stylized human figures, 
decorative bands of net patterns, and linked chevron trees, 
center-dot circles, stars, and guilloches. Kassite seals were 
made of hard stones, such as chalcedony, and the designs 
reflect their dependence on Mesopotamian traditions. 
Most of the seals have prominent inscriptions, leaving little 
space for the designs. Seals of the MA period (ca. 1350- 
1150 B.c.) reflect a new, vital, and original style. Popular 
themes are winged griffin-demons holding up their prey 
by the legs, an animal striding toward a tree, and fights 
between animals (Collon 1987: 41—47, 58-59, 65-69; 
Frankfort 1970: 140-42). 


D. Late Assyrian Period (ca. 1150-612 B.c.) 

1. Architecture. Major evidence for Assyrian architec- 
ture comes from four cities: Ashur, Kathu (Nimrud), Dur- 
Sharrukin (Khorsabad), and Nineveh. The main plan of 
the Assyrian temple is a long room, with or without an 
anteroom, that leads to a small cult room on a low plat- 
form, reached by a flight of stairs. The double temple at 
Ashur was dedicated to the gods Anu and Adad (ca. 1120 
B.c.). The temple proper consists of two long chambers 
with deep cult niches and side rooms between two massive 
stepped towers. In front is a rectangular courtyard sur- 
rounded by a suite of rooms. The temple precinct with 
ziggurat at Khorsabad, ancient Dur-Sharrukin, contained 
five shrines of the Assyrian plan arranged around open 
courts enclosed by small rooms (late 8th century B.c.). 
Each shrine was dedicated to a different deity. More elab- 
orate is the temple of Nabu at the same site. It is placed on 
a terrace and is divided into a forecourt and central court; 
the temple itself les behind the latter and is enclosed by 
long corridors on three sides. Ezida, an enormous reli- 
gious structure at Nimrud, ancient Kalhu, contained 
within it the temple of Nabu. There were over 35 rooms, 
in addition to four large courts and a number of long 
corridors. Ezida was organized like a fortress: there was a 
defensive wall and the only access to the building was up a 
ramp that led through a gate with heavy buttresses on 
either side. It remained in use from the 9th through 7th 
centuries (Mallowan 1975: 231-38; Oates 1968: 115-120; 
Strommenger 1964: 444-47). 

The Assyrian palace, together with temples and admin- 
istrative buildings, was situated within the fortified acrop- 
olis of the city. The NW Palace at Nimrud was built in the 
reign of Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 B.c.). It includes the 
forecourt (the babénu) and the primary apartments, recep- 
tion halls, domestic quarters, and an administrative wing 
(the bitanu). The largest room in the whole layout is the 
throne room, the true center of the whole palace. The 
plan radiates about a great open court; all the groupings 
of the chambers and smaller courts are neatly balanced 
and articulated. Other palaces excavated at Nimrud are 
the so-called Center Palace of Shalmaneser III (858-824 
B.c.), the Central Palace of Tiglath-pileser III (745-727 
B.c.), the SW Palace of Esarhaddon (680-669 B.c.), and 
the remains of a palace of Ashur-etel-ilani (after 626 B.c.). 
The palace of Sargon II (721-705 B.c.) at his newly 
founded city of Dur-Sharrukin stands on its own terrace 
and extends outside the city wall and at the same time 
forms its strongest bastion (see Fig. ART. 17). The great 
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throne room has three entrances that face onto a vast open 
court. The two palaces of Sennacherib (704-681 B.c.) and 
Ashurbanipal (668—627 B.c.) are situated on the hill of 
Nineveh. Sennacherib described his royal residence as the 
“palace without a rival,” and it was built in accordance with 
a new ground-plan design. The palace has at least three 
main entrances, of which two are provided with huge 
triple portals. The room arrangements grouped around 
the courts are completely different in shape and function; 
moreover, the room complexes are accessible from several 
sides. The North Palace of Ashurbanipal was only partially 
excavated. Within the complex is a large, long rectangular 
room that can be reached from a great hall through a 
triple portal. In particular a series of connecting long 
corridors or ramps lead up from a columned entrance to 
the main palace area (Frankfort 1970: 143-51; Mallowan 
1975: 93-97, 164-65, 200-5; Moortgat 1969: 126~—29, 
151-53; Strommenger 1964: 437-88, 450-51). 

Fort Shalmaneser at Nimrud, the so-called ekal-masharti, 
was an independent military installation. Its exclusive char- 
acter is indicated by the line of the outer wall, reinforced 
externally by towers set at regular intervals. The fort 
proper with its 200-odd rooms and four separate quad- 
rants had residential quarters for officers, barracks, sta- 
bles, workshops, magazines, and the residency for the king 
and his court. Fort Shalmaneser was built in the reign of 
Shalmaneser III and continued in use till 612 B.c. Palace F 
at Dur-Sharrukin copied the ekal-masharti in Nimrud. It 
was the royal arsenal, the military center of Sargon II 
(Mallowan 1975: 369-83; Moortgat 1969: 137-39). 

2. Sculpture and Decorated Monument. A rare bronze 
statuette dedicated to an Assyrian king, probably Ashur- 
dan I (1178-1133 B.c.), is of a slender figure dressed in a 
tunic, with a small shoulder shawl. Missing are the head, 
arms, and feet. Another unusual work is the torso of a 
statue of a nude woman, modeled in stone and inscribed 
with the name of Ashur-bel-kala (1073-1056 B.c.). There 
are several large stone statues of 9th-century-s.c. Assyrian 
kings. The royal figures are posed frontally and dressed in 
long wraparound shawl garments. Statues of deities, each 
distinguished by a horned cap and holding a box in both 
hands or else a vase from which streams of water flow, 
were placed in temple precincts (Frankfort 1970: 152; 
Mallowan 1975: 88-89; Moortgat 1969: 121-22; Strom- 
menger 1964: 440-41, 443). 

Reliefs with historical subjects appear on pillarlike stone 
monuments described as obelisks. The Broken Obelisk 
shows within a recessed panel bound captives before the 
Assyrian king, and above the scene are divine symbols (ca. 
1070 B.c.). The White Obelisk has relief friezes in eight 
registers that extend around all four sides. The pictorial 
themes include warlike expeditions, ritual activities, and 
the hunt of wild animals. The monument is dated to the 
reign of Ashurnasirpal I (1049-1031 B.c.) or Ashurnasir- 
pal II. The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III has five 
registers of panel reliefs on each of the four sides. The 
scenes show local rulers paying homage to the Assyrian 
king, while attendants from different regions bring trib- 
ute. On royal stelae, the Assyrian king is always portrayed 
with shoulder-length hair and long beard; he is dressed in 
the prescribed royal costume and carries the weapons of 
kingship. In the space above and in front of the ruler’s 
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ART.17. Plan of c:tadel with palace of Sargon II at Khorsabad (Dur-Sharrukin). (Courtesy of The Oriental Institute of The University of Chicago.) 


head are symbols of important deities whose awesome 
splendors are conferred upon the king, pictorially. The 
royal stelae were set up in temples, at city gates, and in 
captured foreign cities. Rock reliefs of Assyrian kings were 
carved at the sides of mountains located in different parts 
of the Near East, and many are extant (Barnett 1975: pl. 
2; Mallowan ]975: 62-63; Moortgat 1969: 122-23; Strom- 
menger 1964: 208). 

3. Wall Relief and Ivory Work. The integration of ar- 
chitecture and pictorial art occurred early in the 9th cen- 
tury B.c., when wall reliefs replaced painting in the Assyr- 
ian palace. The unity of art and architecture was 
maintained taroughout the following two centuries. Im- 
portant portals throughout the palace area were lined with 
huge winged human-headed bull (lamassu) and winged 
human-headed lion (Sedu) sculptures, whose duty it was to 
prevent evil ssirits from entering. Stone slabs framing the 
doors were carved with winged and wingless human- 
headed and hird-headed genies and their images engen- 
dered a divine, protective atmosphere. Whole rooms 
within the palace had the lower part of their walls covered 
with limestoae blocks, several meters high. Narrative 
scenes carved in relief on the stone blocks are essentially 
historical and deal with the Assyrian king’s great deeds in 
war and hunting (see Fig. ART. 18). The events are ex- 
pressed in monumental manner. Pictorial compositions, 
which became a determining factor in the development of 
style, are arranged in various ways. The episodic scene 
centers around a single activity; the narrative frieze shows 


a sequence of related events in one or more registers; the 
mural-type scene abandons the use of registers and, in- 
stead, dominates the entire surface of the stone block; and 
processions of large-scale human figures consist of sol- 
diers, Assyrian officials, priests and musicians, and for- 
eigners advancing to the Assyrian king and his personal 
attendants (Barnett 1975; Frankfort 1970: 157-60, 168— 
71, 174-94; Strommenger 1964: 441, 443, 448, 451). 

Ivory carving as an art forin was established in the Near 
East by the start of the Ist millennium sB.c. Ivories in 
Assyrian style generally consist of flat plaques carved with 
incised designs of subjects and persons familiar from the 
palace wall reliefs. Other plaques show highly skilled carv- 
ing in flat, low-relief style. Many decorated ivories were 
overlays for furniture and smaller objects. Purely Assyrian- 
style ivories became rare in the 8th century, in conse- 
quence of overhunting and extermination of herds of 
elephants which roamed parts of Syria (Mallowan 1978: 
12-25; Herrmann and Mallowan 1974). 


E. Neo-Babylonian Dynasty (625-539 B.c.) 

Babylon’s principal palace was the Southern Palace, built 
in the reign of Nebuchadnezzer II (604-562 B.c.). It 
contains five great courtyard complexes in parallel ar- 
rangement, resembling the multiplicity of the ordinary 
dwelling house. The decoration of the facade of the vast 
throne room facing the outer court was made of multicol- 
ored glazed bricks. Richly decorated glazed bricks were 
also used for the massive walls of the so-called Processional 


I ° 427 


oo es 


British Museum.) 


Way and Ishtar Gate. Enamel brick technique in Babylon 
had two variants: a completely flat, painted and glazed 
surface or a glazed relief composed of molded bricks. The 
subject matter consists of slender trees with volute capitals, 
friezes of palmettes, and lions, bulls, and serpent-dragons 
(mushus). Babylon’s most important temple was Esagila, the 
dwelling place of the god Marduk. The Marduk sanctuary 
is a complex of buildings around open courts, the temple, 
and the ziggurat, all of which are enclosed by a rectangular 
perimeter wall. Remains of impressive NB temples have 
been found at excavated cities, including Sippar, Ur, Bor- 
sippa, and Kish (Frankfort 1970: 203-5; Moortgat 1969: 
158~62; Oates, 1979: 144—46). 

Art objects of the Neo-Babylonian period are sparse. 
The upper part of a stele of Nabonidus (555-539 B.c.) 
illustrates the royal figure standing below three divine 
symbols. Seals of Babylon, both in iconography and style, 


ART.18. Alabaster war relief in N Palace at Nineveh. Ashurbanipal and his troops storming the Elamite city of Hamanu. (Reproduced by Courtesy of the Trustees of the 
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were probably influenced by Assyrian glyptic. One class of 
NB seals depicts a priest before the symbols of various 
deities (Collon 1987: 80-83). 


F. Summary and Trend 

Throughout the millennia, the art and architecture of 
Mesopotamia were linked by a unified tradition which 
stemmed from a comprehensive religious, political, social, 
and economic outlook that was homogeneous. The essen- 
tial character of works of art may be defined as a striving 
for harmony, symmetry, and lucid description. Moreover, 
specific structures and works of art display a striving for 
monumentality, magnificence, and dynamic description, 
such as the ziggurat, Assyrian palace, and stele of Naram- 
Sin. The complexity and outward variations between art- 
works reflect the different levels of technical skill and 
feeling for style prevailing at any one time. 
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Systematic studies on Mesopotamian art have progressed 
in several iinportant ways. One method of study focuses 
upon stylistic development and art-historical interpreta- 
tion (Schlossman 1979; 1981-82; Reade 1979a, b; 1980a, 
b). Another method examines works of art within the 
context of administrative, historical, or social settings (Gib- 
son and Biggs 1977; Winter 1976). Both approaches have 
contributed to the understanding of Mesopotamian art. 
Finally, recent archaeological exploration has uncovered 
additional ancient edifices, and those discoveries have en- 
larged the understanding of Mesopotamian architecture 
(Weiss 1985: 6-19). 
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PAULINE ALBENDA 


EGYPTIAN ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


Egyptian architectural monuments and the other works 
of art which they contained constitute the largest visible 
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legacy from pre-Classical times in the Near East. Their 
traditions continued into the early centuries A.D., and were 
very influential in much of the ancient world. Architecture 
and representational art formed an integrated system, 
whose basic organization was created around the begin- 
ning of the dynastic period (Baines 1989a). The majority 
of works of all periods down to Roman times fit within this 
system, which forms the most important presentation of 
ideology. Writing also partakes of the system: much pre- 
served writing is on permarient monuments incorporated 
within architectural and artistic contexts, and has its full 
meaning within those conte»ts. Art was central to Egyptian 
high culture; in times of prosperity, a high proportion of 
resources was used to create works of art (see in general 
Aldred 1980). 

Representational art in particular must be understood 
in terms of iconographic as well as representational con- 
ventions (see C.3 below). Both these types of convention 
affected compositions in ways that are sufficiently alien 
from those of Western art to need explicit study. Iconog- 
raphy related to a system of decorum which governed 
what was depicted and how it was shown in most contexts, 
and had extensions outside the artistic sphere (Baines 
1985a: 277-305). 


A. The Status of Art 
B. Architecture 
1. Introductory: Domestic and Other Structures 
2. Materials and Forms 
C. Representational Art 
1. Introduction 
2. Sculpture in the Round 
3. Relief and Painting 
D. Minor Arts 
E. Change; Legacy to the Near East 


A. The Status of Art 

It is often wrongly claimed that Egyptian art is not “art”: 
that there was no Egyptian word for art, the concept of 
artistic creativity was lacking, and all works had a function 
(e.g., Wolf 1957: 66-68; Junge fc.). The linguistic argu- 
ment is based on the fact that the Egyptian word hmt 
means “craftsmanship” rather than Western “art,” but it is 
invalid, because Egyptian lacks words for many compara- 
ble abstractions, such as religion or politics, yet this does 
not show that Egypt lacked those phenomena. The absence 
of these words demonstrates something about Egyptian 
classification, but not about art (see Miiller fc.). The other 
components of the argument implicitly use an over-narrow 
Westernizing conception of art—that it must be the ex- 
pression of an individual personality and is essentially 
functionless. They cannot be sustained in the face of the 
demonstrable high status of some artists (e.g., Krauss 
1983), the meaningful variation and stylistic development 
of works of art, and the resources and prestige vested in 
their production. Artists worked in teams, as is normal in 
most artistic traditions and necessary for manipulating 
intractable materials and creating very large works. This 
does not imply any devaluation of the resulting product or 
of those who were responsible for its design and execution. 
What can hardly be attributed to Egypt is the ideologically 
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and behaviorally loaded Western conception of the “artist” 
(see also Drenkhahn 1976: 62-72). 

Another debate has been about the interpretation of 
artistic production as having a “re-creative” purpose. Rit- 
uals that might be depicted on temple walls would substi- 
tute for their real performance, while statues of the de- 
ceased and the decoration of his tomb would enable him 
to survive the loss of his mummy and the cessation of his 
mortuary cult. The unquestionable “realism” of Egyptian 
representational forms would be explained along the same 
lines, as being required so that what was shown should 
come to life in the correct form (e.g., Iversen 1975: 5-7). 
This interpretation is not based on texts, but rather seeks 
to explain the choice of subject matter in temple and tomb 
decoration and some particular features of the record, 
such as the mutilation of signs representing human and 
animal figures in the Pyramid Texts inscribed in the mor- 
tuary chambers of late 5th and 6th Dynasty pyramids 
(Lacau 1914). Although some aspects of decoration have 
“performative” elements (Derchain 1989), this approach is 
generally implausible. In these areas, Egyptian art par- 
takes of the character of central symbolic statements, and 
comparable phenomena could be found in many cultures. 


B. Architecture 

1. Introductory: Domestic and Other Structures. Ar- 
chitecture is both the principal artistic form and the con- 
text for other works of art (Jéquier 1920-24; Badawy 
1954-68; de Cenival 1964; Smith 1981). The ultimate 
context of architecture is the Egyptian natural and social 
environment. Any general influence of the natural envi- 
ronment on architectural forms is, however, uncertain, 
except insofar as the dry, hot climate allowed the use of 
flat forms and encouraged measures to circulate air. An 
important environmental element is orientation. One or 
two temples have an astronomical orientation (Krauss 
1985: 49), but the main astronomically oriented structures 
are mortuary, in particular the pyramids, whose sides face 
the cardinal points. Most temples are oriented to the Nile. 
Those on the west bank are entered from their “east” side 
and have an axis facing “west”; the reverse applies to those 
on the east bank. These orientations are variable according 
to the local direction of the river, so that, for example, the 
temple of Dendara faces north; the orientation of many 
other buildings was dependent on their connections with 
different structures on the same site. 

The social environment is more significant than the 
natural. The highly centripetal Egyptian state was orga- 
nized around the king, the capital or residence of the king, 
and, in earlier periods, the king’s mortuary monument. In 
the New Kingdom and later, the royal city had a cosmic 
significance and formed a stage on which the king’s actions 
and the life of the whole settlement assumed “historical” 
meaning. Rather similar meaning should be attributed to 
the royal palace, whose design shows many analogies with 
temples (O’Connor fc.a; fc.). At the other end of the scale 
of society and of architectural grandeur, everyday dwell- 
ings could have had architectural significance, as in many 
societies, but such a meaning can hardly be recovered. 
Most preserved nonelite housing is proletarian in organi- 
zation and acquires architectural value chiefly through its 
context in large planned settlements. Elite manorial 
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houses, as depicted especially in New Kingdom tombs, 
were set in large garden compounds, and had an urban 
counterpart in the elite “villas” of el-Amarna. These struc- 
tures had both prestige and religious aspects, but have 
hardly been investigated for their architectural meaning 
(collection of material on domestic architecture: Roik 
1988). Rural housing of the nonelite, which could have 
preserved more general cultural significance, is almost 
wholly unknown. 

The majority of preserved architecture is stone built and 
funerary, consisting of freestanding or rock-cut tombs 
sited on the edge of the Nile Valley between Cairo and 
Aswan. These include royal tombs, varying in size from 
modest structures to the Great Pyramid. Preserved temple 
complexes belong principally to the New Kingdom and 
Greco-Roman period. There are also rock-cut temples in 
the desert escarpment in Egypt and Lower Nubia. 

2. Materials and Forms. The principal constructional 
materials were stone and brick, but reed and matting were 
widespread for temporary structures, while some prestige 
building, for example of baldachins for royal and divine 
thrones, was in wood. 

a. Brick. Mud brick, which survives less well than stone, 
was used for religious and secular structures from temples 
to houses (Spencer 1979). The earliest preserved brick 
dates to the Naqada II period, before the unification of 
the country. At first, the material was used for prestige 
purposes, becoming widespread only later. Nongeometric 
use of mud, as in wattle-and-daub, was probably always the 
standard technique for rural houses. 

Mud brick was used with skill and imagination. Rich 
effects were created in elaborately paneled facades to the 
enclosures and outside walls of palaces and tombs. The 
characteristic “palace facade” form of these was perhaps 
originally royal, and remained a royal symbol, but it was 
used by others as well, especially in mortuary contexts. Its 
design is comparable with Mesopotamian motifs, but may 
not have been derived from them. 

Brick enclosures were often on a colossal scale, especially 
in the Late Period; some walls are as much as 15 m thick. 
A characteristic feature of enclosure walls is the alternation 
of level sections of brickwork with undulating or concave 
and convex ones (e.g., Barguet 1962: 29-40). The purpose 
of this practice has been argued by different authors to be 
symbolic of the primeval waters, or to be structural (see 
Spencer 1979: 114~—16, favoring the symbolic interpreta- 
tion). 

In brick buildings with interior spaces, the Egyptians 
mastered difficult structural elements such as wide unsup- 
ported vaults and domes. One reason for developing these 
techniques, which are more commonly found in burnt- 
brick traditions, is the scarcity of structural timber in 
Egypt. These forms contributed to the impressive appear- 
ance of utilitarian buildings, such as groups of magazines 
within temple complexes (see Fig. ART. 20; Vandersleyen 
1975: pl. VE). But the design of large dwelling and cere- 
monial areas, such as palaces, which have to be studied 
principally from ground plans, appears superficially less 
orderly, and is not well understood. 

b. Stone: Forms and Symbolism. Most of the main 
preserved monuments are built of limestone or sandstone 
(with parts in granite and other hard stones). Their struc- 
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ART.20. Plan of temple complex of Ramesses Ill at Medinet Habu, W Thebes. 
(Redrawn from J. Baines and J. Malek, Atlas of Ancient Egypt {London: Phaidon 
Press, 1980], 98.) 


tural forms zre simpler than those of mud brick, but their 
symbolism is more elaborate. The earliest large-scale 
buildings, in the 3d Dynasty step pyramid complex of 
Djoser at Sayqqara, look to plant models, from reeds and 
flowers to tree trunks, for the forms of columns and of 
decorative motifs. The complex is a successor of mortuary 
enclosures cf the first two dynasties, in which similar 
structures may have been built in mud brick (O’Connor 
fc.b.), but brick hardly influenced the stone forms. 

Stone structures are either largely solid, like the pyra- 
mids, or are based on load-bearing walls, columns, and 
pillars (Clarke and Engelbach 1930). Roofs are flat, and 
the distance spanned by roof beams is restricted to the 
maximum leagth for an unsupported architrave, about 3 
m for limestone and 7 m for sandstone (used from the 
New Kingdon on). Forms are generally rectilinear, but are 
relieved by the characteristic batter of external surfaces 
(perhaps derived from brickwork or building in mud), by 
column styles, and by decorative features. Only a few 
buildings are geometric, the best known being the Valley 
Temple of Chephren at Giza (e.g., Lange and Hirmer 
1968: pls. 32-33) and the cenotaph of Sety I at Abydos 
(Frankfort 1930); both are constructed mainly of granite. 
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Large internal spaces are interrupted by the columns 
which carry the roof, and include the typical hypostyle 
halls of temples. In contrast with the generally axial design 
of temples, these halls have strong transverse accents. 

Arches were not used in s:.one until the Late Period, and 
the only vaulting was corbe}ling, which was carved in New 
Kingdom temples to produce curved ceilings for sanctu- 
aries and occurs in the rocx-cut burial chambers of New 
Kingdom royal tombs (e.g., Vandersleyen 1975: pl. 93). 

Most columns have capitals, and abaci are common (LA 
5: 343-48). Their forms are generally derived from 
aquatic plants, especially papyrus, but including lotus, date 
palms, and, in late times, elaborate composites. The date 
palm, which is also a common model, should be considered 
aquatic, because palms frequently have their bases in 
marshy ground. Fluted and polygonal columns are known. 
Two characteristic features of wall design are the torus 
moulding, a cylindrical treatment of edges and corners 
applied to the most varied structures and features, and the 
cavetto cornice, a form which flares forward above a verti- 
cal or battered surface. Detailed examples of these suggest 
plant models in the lashing: of edges of panels and the 
gathering of heads of plants at their tops. Two vital deco- 
rative motifs are the uraeus, or protective rearing cobra, 
which often occurs as a frieze, and the sun disk, which is 
found typically in the cavetto cornice above doorways. 

Wall surfaces of stone structures were decorated with 
painted reliefs. By the 4th Dynasty some royal mortuary 
temples had a rich repertcry of scenes, whose subjects 
included the worship of the gods, the provisioning of the 
temple by its estates, and “historical” events primarily 
showing the king’s dominance of the world and mainte- 
nance of order. The relief area of a wall was set off by a 
dado of horizontal moulding lines at the bottom, and at 
the top the hieroglyph for sky or a kheker frieze, which 
seems to derive from tassels at the edge of a fabric. 

Temples in particular exploited the potential of light 
and darkness (see Fig. ART. 21). They were theoretically 
oriented to face sunrise or sunset, and their outer areas 
were relatively light, but light struck directly into the 
interior only down the axis. when the inner doors were 
opened. Small window openings were cut in roofs, in the 
upper parts of walls, and at «he juncture of wall and roof. 
Side rooms were completely dark. The decoration, whose 
primary purpose was its enacting of the symbolic world 
depicted in the reliefs, rather than creating something to 
be seen, could be seen only when illuminated by lamps. As 
in many other traditions, the completed work of art was 
hardly intended to be viewed. 

In addition to their decoration, temples contained ritual 
equipment and many large and small statues. They were 
surrounded by service buildings and enclosed within mud- 
brick enclosure walls. Priests alone could enter temples 
and the gods, whose dwellings they were, left them only at 
festivals. Despite this seclusicn, temples had a central sig- 
nificance as symbolic, sanctified representations of the 
perfect world at creation (Barguet 1962: 336—40; Baines 
1976; Finnestad 1985). This ineaning can be read in linear 
fashion off the plan of a complex, from the enclosure wall 
through the various areas and rooms into the sanctuary, 
or vertically, in the decoration of single walls. The slightly 
raised floor level of the sanctuary marked the original 
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ART.21. The temple of Horus at Edfu. One approached the sanctuary (F) by 
passing through the outer courtyard (A), the first and second hypostyle halls (B 
and C), the offering hall (0), and the vestibule (€). The architecture is such that 
the ee Sunlight gradually diminishes as one moves deeper into the temple 
complex. 


mound of creation, while the individual scenes and the 
wall surface as a whole represented the sanctified cosmos, 
terminating in the sky at the top. The entrance pylon of a 
temple (e.g., Vandersleyen 1975: pls. 91, 103), which con- 
sisted of a pair of high walls with battered faces flanking a 
central doorway, was its largest single element and was 
decorated with semi-apotropaic scenes of the king slaugh- 
tering his enemies. The wall decoration within the temples 
added to its meaning. Their reliefs show the king (in 
Graeco-Roman times the Ptolemy or Roman Emperor) 
offering to the gods and receiving benefits from them, 
and are organized into registers with sequences of scenes 
that summarize the stages of rituals or obey more abstract 
schemas. The world of the reliefs is almost exclusively 
divine and royal; its relation to humanity is indirect. 

The forms of tombs are more various than those of 
temples and their meaning less well understood. There 
was almost always a distinction in location and form be- 
tween royal and nonroyal tombs. 

Royal tombs developed from the unmarked brick-lined 
pits of the first two dynasties at Abydos, through the 
pyramid complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdoms 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


(Edwards 1985-86), to the rock-cut tombs of the New 
Kingdom in the Valley of the Kings (Hornung 1988) with 
their accompanying mortuary temples at the Nile Valley 
edge, and small Late Period structures in temple enclo- 
sures (Stadelmann 1971). Early royal tombs point to a 
cosmic destiny of the king in the next life. The pyramids 
have a stellar orientation, but may also be related to solar 
beliefs, while perhaps further symbolizing the first created 
matter. Their meaning seems closely related to that of the 
obelisk, which was both a cult object in its own right and a 
decorative element placed in pairs outside tombs and later 
temples. New Kingdom royal tombs are decorated with 
compositions concerned with the nightly passage of the 
sun god through the underworld, and their design too 
may symbolize the underworld. 

Early nonroyal tombs, which are termed mastabas, have 
the form of stylized mounds with battered sides (in stone 
constructions from the 4th Dynasty on); the symbolism of 
this form is uncertain. The deceased was buried in a 
chamber at the bottom of a shaft cut within the mastaba 
structure. The mortuary cult centered on a niche, nor- 
mally at the south end of the tomb, whose form derived 
from a section of mud-brick paneling. This niche became 
the Old Kingdom “false door,” through which the de- 
ceased’s spirit received offerings, while the area before it 
was extended to form a chapel, and much of the originally 
solid mastaba superstructure was gradually taken up by 
additional decorated rooms. 

Rock-cut nonroyal tombs were constructed in all periods 
from the late 4th Dynasty on. Their decoration and focus 
on the false door were similar to mastabas, and their 
burials were also at the bottoms of shafts. Often rock-cut 
tomb complexes consist of a forecourt and paneled facade 
in front of the internal rooms. The standard form of a 
New Kingdom Theban tomb comprised a transverse room, 
parts of which might have “secular” decoration, with a 
longitudinal room behind leading to an offering place at 
the back. In the 18th Dynasty these tombs began to have 
religious scenes among the decoration, and by the 20th 
Dynasty almost all secular decoration had disappeared. In 
the artisans’ tombs at Deir el-Medina, the decorated cham- 
bers were often underground and had vaulted ceilings, 
assimilating them to the forms of sarcophagi and burial 
chambers; these rooms had exclusively mortuary decora- 
tion. 

From the mid—New Kingdom on, new forms of free- 
standing tombs modeled on temple designs developed in 
the Memphite area. These were influential into very late 
times, producing such masterpieces as the 4th—3rd-cen- 
tury-B.c. tomb of Petosiris at Tuna el-Gebel (Lefebvre 
1923-24). By that date, however, few of the elite built 
major tombs, and this type is relatively poorly known. 
Examples at such sites as Saqqara have been more thor- 
oughly destroyed than earlier tombs. 


C. Representational Art 

1. Introduction. The images that filled architectural 
spaces and decorated their surfaces were all designed on 
the same basic principles. Egyptian art therefore has a 
stylistic unity which has been recognized since antiquity. 
The application of its principles is best seen in the canon 
of proportions (e.g., Robins 1986), which provided a con- 
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venient and accurate means of depicting objects, especially 
the human “orm, on squared grids (see Fig. ART. 22), 
while facilitating the organization of artists in teams. The 
rendering of nature, which underlay the canon of propor- 
tions and ha; analogies in sculpture in the round, is very 
different from that of Western art. Its most important 
characteristics are its reliance on outlines and nonincor- 
poration of <oreshortening and related optical phenom- 
ena. Within :ts conventions, it strove toward what may be 
termed realism, that is, proportional accuracy and approx- 
imation to visual schemata, rather than toward extremes 
of stylization. For Westerners, there has often seemed to 
be a contradiction between its nonuse of perspective and 
its realism, end this problem has been alternately over- 
looked and commented on at length. Since perspective 
and foreshortening are characteristic of few artistic tradi- 
tions, the methods so clearly exemplified in Egyptian art 
should be considered universal (Baines 1985b) and per- 
spective a special case, rather than the other way around. 
Although the Westerner’s difficulty with finding a way to 
approach Egyptian representation results largely from its 
realism, there is nothing inherently contradictory in the 
presence of realism in a nonperspective tradition. 

As in many cultures, almost all works were planned to 
be painted, or were naturally colored (cf. Reutersward 
1958). With few exceptions, coloring was polychrome. ‘The 
basic coloring system consisted of black, white, red, yellow, 
green, blue, with gray both as a hue and as a neutral; 
brown and pink were later added to the repertory. Colors 
could appear in more than one shade. The color classifi- 
cation visible on the monuments is more complex than 
that known from the Egyptian language, but both fit the 
universal “color encoding sequence” of Berlin and Kay 
(Baines 1985c). Painting was the last stage of work on 


ART.22. Two figures with original grid on tomb of Wekhkotep at Meir—-12th 
Dynasty. (Redrawr from A. M. Blackman, The Rock Tombs of Meir, Vol. 2. 
Archaeological Survey of Egypt 23 [London: Egyptian Exploration Society, 1915), 
pl. XI.) 
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sculpture and relief; because many works were not fin- 
ished, people will have been familiar with the appearance 
of unpainted works (see also Smith 1949: 105-29; 244- 
72). 

2. Sculpture in the Round. The products of Egyptian 
techniques are easily appreciated in statuary (e.g., Russ- 
mann fc., Vandersleyen 1975: pls. 115-236). Apart from 
a geometrical character which is basic to the system and 
was probably valued for its dignity, the human figure is 
depicted realistically. Great mastery was achieved in stone- 
working, in rendering the masses of the human form and 
of detail, and in the modeling of faces and of the upper 
part of the body (see Fig. ART. 23). 

Except for the Old Kingdom, most statues come from 
temples and show gods, kings, and human beings more or 
less in repose, standing with the left foot forward, or 
seated or squatting (see Fig. ART. 24), singly or in small 
groups. They are idealized, with a concept of beauty not 
very different from that of the modern West. Transient or 
dynamic poses and the depiction of aged and careworn 
features are relatively rare, but are characteristic of many 
of the finest works. Iconographic details indicate the iden- 
tity of many gods and of the king, but in addition most 
statues are inscribed with the owners’ names and titles; 
statue and inscription complement each other so that the 
statue is the last “hieroglyph” of the text (which does not 
mean that text is more important than statue; Fischer 
1974). Sculptures from colossi 15 m high to figurines of a 
few centimeters are remarkably uniform in style, but small 
works can be surprisingly free, especially in wood (which 
is greatly underrepresented in the record). This applies 
particularly to decorative figures like unguent jars in the 
form of offering bearers carrying pots (see Fig. ART. 25). 

Art-historical work has tended to focus on the faces of 
statues and on problems of dating. The question of 
whether the Egyptians made “portraits” is much debated. 
While the features of some individuals, especially of roy- 
alty, are evidently depicted in statuary, the term “portrait” 
is so culturally loaded as to make its application to alien 
traditions problematic; meaningful answers to these ques- 
tions depend on clarifying what is being asked. It is clear 
that the features chiefly at issue are those of kings (e.g., 
Tefnin 1979; Miller 1988), and that during the periods 
when distinctive royal faces were carved many other people 
were depicted with faces similar to those of kings. The 
only time when faces have a very clear iconographic signif- 
icance was the later 12th Dynasty, when Senwosret III and 
Amenemhat III were depicted with suffering counte- 
nances probably signifying the role of the “suffering king.” 
For other periods, especially the Late Period (Bothmer 
1969; Brooklyn Museum 1988), marks of age were typical 
of nonroyal sculpture. Statues additionally derived ac- 
quired much of their meaning from iconography. People 
commissioned many statues of themselves with differing 
iconography that included the physique, which was youth- 
fully slender in most cases, and prosperously obese for 
older, wiser figures. 

The two principal contexts for sculpture were tomb and 
temple. There is little evidence for statues in other public 
places, except where large areas of a city were linked by 
avenues, principally of sphinxes (best known in Thebes). 
In addition to stone and wood, statues were made in 
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ART.24. Scribe statue of Amenhotep, son of Hapu—Reign 
of Amenhotep Ill. (Courtesy of Hirmer Fotoarchiv, Munich.) 


ART.23. Statue of Senwosret il! in attitude of prayer. 
(Courtesy of Hirmer Fotoarchiv, Munich.) 


ART.25. Boxwood statue of servant girl. (Durham University Oriental Museum.) 
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copper or bronze and precious metals, and sometimes in 
composites of different substances. Very little bronze 
sculpture is known from before the Late Period, but cast- 
ing was mas‘ered impressively, if only for royal statues 
(Wildung 1984: 209, fig. 184; Old Kingdom molded statue 
Lange and Hirmer 1968: pl. 80). Temple reliefs depicting 
cult statues show a far wider range of types than is physi- 
cally preserved (e.g., Davies 1953: pls. 1-5), most of them 
being made cf wood, metal, or a mixture of the two. 

Sculpture of different periods varies greatly in style and 
character. The time of the widest range of contemporary 
variation was the Late Period, when statues were the prin- 
cipal monuments of most members of the elite (Bothmer 
1969; one group of royal sculpture: Russmann 19774). 

3. Relief and Painting. Egyptian principles of represen- 
tation have more distinctive consequences in relief and 
painting (Schafer 1986). Despite fundamental differences 
of type, these two media share a linear mode of represen- 
tation, and reliefs could be carved on the basis of existing 
paintings (e.¢;., Baines 1989b); preparatory drawings for 
both were essentially the same. Low raised relief was nor- 
mal indoors and sunk relief, in which the stone of the 
background between the figures was not removed, out- 
doors; sunk relief shows up better in sunlight. 

Compositions are organized as groupings conveying in- 
formation visually, not as visual or perceptual images (see 
Fig. ART. 26). The picture surface is an area to be filled, 
not three-dimensional space or a specific location, and 
there is no fixed point from which compositions are to be 
viewed. Figur2s are related to one another by their actions 
and gestures or by overlapping, while relative size indicates 
relative importance, not distance. The chief organizing 
element in compositions is the register, a sequence of 
figures or separate scenes on a single baseline. A set of 
registers fills a wall surface, while principal figures or 
scenes may be the height of several registers and bracket 
them together. Designs are arranged to fill a surface evenly 
and arrange it meaningfully, rather as in the layout of an 
illustrated book. The register compositions of temples (see 
Fig. ART. 27), especially of the Late and Greco-Roman 
Periods, are more rigid than those of nonroyal tombs, and 
exhibit complex ordering principles that unify entire walls 
(Winter 1968: Part 1). The composition of scenes is so 
highly conventionalized that it is often meaningless to ask 
what locations or furnishings are shown in the scenes. The 
most prominent exceptions to, or extensions of, the nor- 
mal principles of composition are in the royal battle reliefs 
of the New Kingdom (e.g., Gaballa 1976; Epigraphic Sur- 
vey 1986). 

The humar figure exemplifies representational princi- 
ples most fully. The body is treated as a set of aspects 
unified by its outline (the composition of male and female 
figures differs slightly). For figures standing at rest, a 
profile head encloses a single, mostly enlarged eye, and 
the shoulders are shown at full width, while a front profile 
joins the forward armpit to the waist. The hips and legs 
are again in >rofile; the feet are mostly separate. This 
construction retains proportional accuracy and allows fig- 
ures to interact naturally on the picture surface, as well as 
being in harmony with Egyptian ideals of physical beauty. 
Because full faces are not shown, it does not address itself 
to the viewer or suggest the third dimension strongly. 
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Similar compositional principles govern the representation 
of most objects. Any conventional form is necessarily a 
choice among many possibilities; once forms were devised, 
they mostly varied only in de:ail. 

Private tombs of the Old-Middle Kingdoms contain a 
wide range of scenes of “daily life,” such as agriculture, 
fishing, marsh pursuits (see lig. ART. 28), and craftsmen; 
religious elements are largely confined to burial scenes 
and texts (Vandier 1964—78; Harpur 1987). The absence 
of scenes of gods and kings is probably determined by 
decorum. The purpose of the decoration is little under- 
stood and is hardly stated in the accompanying texts. 
Essential aspects seem to be commemoration of a success- 
ful life and praise of the deceased (Assmann 1983), and 
the preparation of offerings for the mortuary cult. The 
deceased “observes” the agricultural activities around him 
and only participates actively in hunting in the marshes, 
which probably symbolizes in part passage into the next 
world (Groenewegen-Frankfort 1951: 28-62). In the New 
Kingdom, scenes of the king rewarding the tomb owner 
were added to the repertory. Almost all scenes have iden- 
tifying and descriptive text captions. Most Old Kingdom 
tombs at Giza and Saqqara are decorated in relief, while 
New Kingdom Theban tombs have more paintings, whose 
flexible medium encourages freer and livelier effects (see 
Fig. ART. 29; Davies and Gardiner 1936; Mekhitarian 
1954); relief, however, was used in some of the finest 
Theban tombs (e.g., Lange and Hirmer 1968: pls. 166— 
77). Late Period reliefs divide into Theban (e.g., Kuhl- 
mann and Schenkel 1983) and Lower Egyptian types 
(Leahy 1988). Both regions are significant for their artistic 
innovations, for their inclusion of new subject matter, such 
as the major underworld compositions characteristic of 
New Kingdom royal tombs, and for their complex mix of 
innovation and eclectic use of models from earlier periods. 


D. Minor Arts 

In prosperous periods, especially the mid—New King- 
dom, vast numbers of decorative everyday and funerary 
objects were made (e.g., Hayes 1959; Boston 1982; Hildes- 
heim 1987). These followed the same representational 
principles as relief and painting, and, because of the 
diagrammatic character of representation, depictions of 
items such as boxes and preserved pieces can correspond 
closely to each other. 

The “minor art” which consumed most resources may 
have been jewelry (see Fig. AKT. 30; Aldred 1971; Wilkin- 
son 1971), for which gold, silver, and precious stones were 
used in great quantities. Egypt was the major producer of 
gold in the ANE, and the Eastern Desert abounded in 
semiprecious stones, but sorne materials, such as lapis 
lazuli, were imported from great distances at correspond- 
ing cost. Both royal and nonroyal jewelry are known, apart 
from its probably extensive use in the cult of the gods and 
deposition in burials, while body ornaments were worn by 
men and women in many contexts. Some jewelry, for 
example from the tomb of Tutankhamen, is of great sym- 
bolic and iconographic complexity. 

Egyptian furniture, which is the chief preserved corpus 
from the ancient world (Fischer 1986: 169-240), is re- 
markably elegant and sophisticated, and several other gen- 
res, such as cosmetic equipment, were as highly developed. 
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ART.26. Schema of relief composition from the tomb of Ptahhetep at Saqqara—end of the 5th Dynasty. (Reprinted from N. de G. Davies, The Chapel of Ptahhetep and 
the Hieroglyphs. Part / of The Mastaba of Ptahhetep and Akhethetep at Saqqareh. Archaeological Survey of Egypt 8 [London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1900), pl. XXI.) 
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ART.28. Marsh scene in the tomb of Mereruka at Saqqara—early 6th Dynasty. (Courtesy of Hirmer Fotoarchiv, Munich.) 


Art was thus not confined to temples and tombs, but 
pervaded elite life as a whole. Nonetheless, the principal 
preserved record is from tombs, and includes very impor- 
tant categories of material, such as coffins and sarcophagi. 
Despite the constraints of decorum, there was stylistic and 
formal uniformity across the genres of minor art, from 
temple and tomb to objects of household use. 

Some categories of objects were generally devoid of 
artistic significance. Most pottery is plain and utilitarian, 
and painted wares are known only from one or two short 
periods (Bourriau 1981; Hope 1981, 1987). The reason 
for this is probably in part that the focus of elite interest 
in vessels was on stone—worked with astonishing virtuosity 
in the Early Dynastic Period (el-Khouli 1978)—and metal. 
Metal vases were widespread, but few are preserved (see 
Insley Green 1987). 


E. Change; Legacy to the Near East 

Egyptian art may seem static and rigid, but within its 
representational system it evolved very greatly. Develop- 
ment tended to be uniform in direction within major 
periods, mostly moving toward greater complexity and 
richness, but artists often sought inspiration in works of 
much earlier times than their own (cf. Baines 1988: 133-— 
40). This tension between continuity with the immediate 


past and innovation with a backward glance is known from 
many long-lasting traditions. The fruitful development of 
native Egyptian art continued at least until the Roman 
conquest. The only time of truly radical departures was 
the attempted religious “revolution” of Akhenaten, during 
which both the style and the subject matter of reliefs and 
statuary were transformed, while representational conven- 
tions also changed significantly; most of these innovations 
were soon rejected. The motivation for Akhenaten’s artis- 
tic changes may have been principally a desire for a radical 
break with what went before. The king will have commis- 
sioned the artists who produced the new style, among 
whom Bak is known by name and from his mortuary 
monument, but the phrases with which Bak describes his 
dependence on the king for teaching turn out to be 
conventional, so that they may not support the hypothesis 
of a special role for Akhenaten (Krauss 1986). 

Egyptian artistic forms were very influential in the ANE. 
From the Old Kingdom or earlier, Egypt had close rela- 
tions with Byblos, from which it imported timber in partic- 
ular, and to which it exported both works of art and raw 
materials. Poorly provenanced finds of this period have 
appeared in Anatolia and the Aegean (e.g., Smith 1965: 
figs. 10-11). By the early 2d millennium B.c., objects and 
motifs like scarabs and the winged solar disk, as well as 
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ART.29. Painting of field with equids—mid-18th Dynasty. (Reproduced by Courtesy of the Trustees of the British Museum.) 


ART.30. Pectoral of Princess Sit-Hat-Hor-Yunet—12th Dynasty. (The Metropoli- 
tan Museum of Art, Purchase, Rogers Fund and Henry Walters Gift, 1916. 
{16.1.3}.) 


more general Egyptian iconography, spread to Syria (Teis- 
sier 1989). During the late 2d and early Ist millennium, 
Egypt exercised a dominant cultural influence in parts of 
Syria-Palestine, while particular categories of objects, such 
as ivories, acquired an “Egyptian” style and were dissemi- 
nated as far afield as Mesopotamia (e.g., Herrmann 1986: 
18-19; Kitchen 1986). 

In the case of ivories, the medium for transmission of 
this influence may have been the material itself, for which 
Egypt was the principal source, but the influence may be 
earlier than the date of the objects discovered. In other 
cases, it is more difficult to assess what objects carried 
artistic styles abroad, because the most easily transported 


materials, such as wood or Egyptian faience (e.g., Tait 
1963), are seldom well preserved archaeologically, while 
jewelry, which is known, for example, from Byblos (Van- 
dersleyen 1975: pl. 396b), will have tended to be recycled, 
and has largely vanished. Here, the inventories of gifts in 
the Amarna letters (Moran 1987: e.g., nos. 13-14, 22, 25), 
which describe objects by weight of materials used and 
largely ignore their manufacture, have similar implica- 
tions. In addition, fragile objects, particularly ones used in 
everyday contexts, are poorly known from Egypt. Such 
gaps in the material will tend to suggest that Egyptian 
exports and influence in the Near East were less significant 
than they may in fact have been. 
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PERSIAN ART 


This article will focus on the art of the Achaemenid 
Persian empire (ca. 538~330 B.c.), but will also include 
some comments about Persian architecture. The art of this 
period not only reflects the complexity and diversity of the 
empire itself; it also ideologically reinforces the notion of 
a world now under control. 


Historical Background 

An Overview of the Evidence 
Achaemenid Monumental Art 
Achaemenid Seals 

Conclusion 
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A. Historical Background 

The Persians, like the Medes, were of the Indo-Euro- 
pean linguistic family. They had gradually migrated from 
an aboriginal eastern homeland to the Zagros mountuains 
of W Iran by the close of the second millennium B.c. By 
the 9th century B.c., these Persian and Median tribes had 
established themselves securely along the E fringe of the 
Assyrian empire. The heads of the Persian tribes were 
vassals of the Medes during the critical period when the 
Assyrian empire was overthrown by a Median and Babvlo- 
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nian alliance (612 B.c.). The Persian Cyrus II (reg ca. 550— 
538 B.c.) was a prince of the Achaemenid clan. When he 
overthrew the yoke of Median domination, he fell heir to 
the large territories acquired by the Medes from the earlier 
Assyrian realm. 

It was once thought that he Medes and Persians were 
nomadic groups without traditions of monumental archi- 
tecture and sculpture up until the time of Cyrus the Great. 
More recent discussion (Roo. 1979: 28-42) has attempted 
to place these peoples firmly in a context of settled pat- 
terns of assimilation within the Mesopotamian/Iranian cul- 
tural sphere. We learn from Assyrian annals that Medes 
and Persians lived in fortified citadels as early as the 9th 
century B.c. Archaeological investigations in the W Zagros 
area have now verified these .Assyrian records by retrieving 
sites in Median territory which show the architectural 
sophistication of these citadels and, in some cases, their 
closeness to representations of W Iranian settlements on 
Assyrian historical reliefs (Ycung 1969; Young and Levine 
1974; Stronach 1969; Gunter 1982). Even in its preempire 
phase, then, the Achaemenid dynasty enjoyed access to the 
ancient traditions of Mesopoiamia and Elam. In art, these 
traditions form a critical backdrop to the imperial pro- 
gram created by the early Achaemenid kings. Again from 
Assyrian royal annals we know that Cyrus I, grandfather 
of Cyrus the Great, sent on: of his sons to the court of 
King Assurbanipal (mid-7th century) in a diplomatic ma- 
neuver. This demonstrates the integration of the dynasty 
already in its preimperial period within the political net- 
works of the time. It also shows that these Persians were 
actively exposed to the visual grandeur of Assyrian palatial 
contexts. At the end of the same century, paylists record 
Persians working alongside Egyptians, Ionians, Lydians, 
Medes, and Elamites at the ccurt of Nebuchadnezzar II of 
Babylon. This demonstrates the integration of the Persians 
within the systems of artistic production as well as consump- 
tion in Mesopotamia before the formation of their empire. 
Persian interaction with the indigenous Elamites in SW 
Iran was also an important factor in their ultimate imperial 
artistic formulations. The Achaemenid dynasts took over 
the ancient Elamite title King of Anshan; they used Elam- 
ite as an administrative language; and it is becoming in- 
creasingly clear that they also drew extensively upon Elam- 
ite artistic models in the creation of their own imperial 
style. 

Under Cyrus II the Achaemenids pushed all the way to 
Lydia, conquering the mighty Croesus in 547 B.c. Babylon 
fell to Cyrus in 539 B.c. The empire reached its greatest 
extent under Darius I (reg 52 !—-486 B.c.)}—stretching from 
India into N Greece and across Egypt. The Achaemenids 
maintained power until 330 1.c., when Alexander finally 
succeeded in crippling the Persian regime after prolonged 
campaigning. 

Achaemenid art must be understood against the histori- 
cal background of the ANE cultures which preceded it. It 
must also be understood with reference to the factors of 
cultural idiosyncracy which the Persians brought with 
them into the Mesopotamian/[ranian sphere. And finally, 
it must be understood in terms of the diversity of region- 
alisms reflected in the vastness of the imperial domain. 


B. An Overview of the Evidence 
Achaemenid art is preserved in a full range of media: 
official architecture in stone and brick, architectural sculp- 
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ture in stone and molded brick, freestanding sculpture in 
stone and metal, rock relief, wall painting, seals (preserved 
as actual artifacts and as impressions on documents), im- 
perial and provincial (satrapal) coins, jewelry, horse trap- 
pings and weaponry, vessels of stone, glass, and metal, 
ornamental ivory and wood carving, and textiles. Only 
tantalizing vestiges of wall paintings, textiles, glassware, 
metalwork, ivory and wood carving have been preserved— 
owing to their ephemeral nature and to the tendency for 
metal to be melted down for reuse. The major sites from 
which evidence has come for the study of Achaemenid art 
are the capitals of Pasargadae (Stronach 1978), Persepolis/ 
Naqsh-i Rustam (Schmidt 1953—70; Tilia 1972-78), and 
Susa (Perrot 1981; Perrot et al. 1971; 1972; 1974)—all in 
SW Iran—and the rock relief and inscription at Behistun 
in NW Iran (Root 1979: 58-61, 182-226). Retrieved 
Achaemenid remains from Babylon are significant but not 
extensive (Haerinck 1973; Seidl 1976). Ecbatana, the Me- 
dian capital in NW Iran which was occupied later by the 
Achaemenids as a summer residence, lies under modern 
Hamadan and has not been systematically explored (Mus- 
carella 1980: 31-35). To date, no satrapal governor’s pal- 
ace has been excavated, although the site of the important 
palace at Daskyleion in Anatolia has been identified and 
surveyed, with an impressive corpus of small finds awaiting 
full publication (Balkan 1959). 

Significant random finds from outlying sectors of the 
Achaemenid sphere provide glimpses of art and society 
under the Persian kings which add to the picture encap- 
sulated most completely at Persepolis. Nevertheless, it re- 
mains unfortunate that at present very little is yet known 
archaeologically about the eastern periphery of the em- 
pire. New perspectives on the history of the Achaemenids 
in this region should encourage further archaeological 
investigation (Briant 1984). 

One of the difficulties in dealing with aspects of Achae- 
menid art relates to the types of textual sources available 
for interpretive assistance. The official imperial texts 
which have come down to us are informative on a certain 
level (Kent 1953); but some tend to be neglected by art 
historians and others tend to be misinterpreted (Root 
1979: 7-11; 1988; fc.). A good example of the latter 
phenomenon is the so-called Susa Foundation Charter of 
Darius the Great. This text enumerates specific tasks per- 
formed by specific subject peoples in the construction and 
decoration of the palace at Susa. Its function as a propa- 
ganda text meant metaphorically to characterize imperial 
domain has usually been overlooked in favor of a interpre- 
tation which takes literally the allocation of tasks along 
strict ethnic lines. The absence of Persians in the listing 
has been used to show that Persian artisans must have had 
no role in the building of Achaemenid Susa. It seems clear, 
on the contrary, that the absence of Persians in the list 
reflects the idea that the text is a way of describing Persian 
political power over other peoples. 

None of the imperial texts preserves an explicit narrative 
account of court ceremonies, such as might help to fathom 
some of the iconographical intricacies of official represen- 
tations. Similarly, there are no extant travelogues written 
by Persians of the Achaemenid period giving descriptions 
of cities or monuments. Administrative documents, letters, 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


and graffiti provide valuable but oblique views of certain 
aspects of artistic production (Roaf 1980; Root 1979). 

The texts most often culled for information on Persian 
art and society are the Greek sources such as Herodotus’ 
Histories (5th century B.c.) and Xenophon’s Anabasis (4th 
century B.c.). The classical texts are rich; but they are 
problematic because of the externality of their perspectives 
on the Persian empire—an externality which is com- 
pounded by the naturally Greek-oriented focus of most of 
the scholars who comment upon them. Important recent 
discussions, however, are attempting to redress the balance 
(Sancisi-Weerdenburg, ed., 1988; Sancisi-Weerdenburg 
and Kuhrt, eds., 1988; Kuhrt and Sancisi-Weerdenburg, 
eds., 1988). 

The OT contains little explicit information on Achae- 
menid art, although it may well be that careful analysis can 
reveal more suggestive material than was once thought (see 
below). 


C. Achaemenid Monumental Art 

Pasargadae was founded by Cyrus II after his victory 
over Croesus of Lydia in 547 B.c. It features a fortified 
citadel (originally intended to accommodate administrative 
and ceremonial structures). In the plain below, palaces, a 
garden pavilion, a gatehouse, a tower (probably for the 
safekeeping of ritual paraphernalia) and the house-type 
tomb of Cyrus have been excavated and studied. Remains 
of the stone water courses for a formal garden provide 
our first documented example of the Persian “paradeisos” 
(see Fig. ART: 31). This predilection for reception palaces 
with deep shady porticoes overlooking gracious symmetri- 
cal gardens is echoed throughout the subsequent history 
of Persian architecture. A striking reminiscence of the 
paradise ambiance of Pasargadae is the 17th-century-a.p. 
palace of Chehel Sutun at Isfahan, where the features of 
architecture and environmental tableau are still well 
enough preserved explicitly to evoke the original aesthetic 
and conceptual principles common to both the medieval 
and the ancient sites. 

At Pasargadae, as at Persepolis somewhat later, the pal- 
ace architecture uses stone for the skeletal structure: for 
foundations, stairs, columns, and door and window 
frames. Mud brick originally fleshed out these elements. 
The stoneworking at Pasargadae displays significant char- 
acteristics of Lydian and Ionian technique and aesthetic 
(Nylander 1970). The masonry of the citadel platform 
clearly reflects a desire to emulate Hellenic forms of 
drafted ashlar blocks, for instance. And the technical de- 
tails of joining and tooling suggest the important part 
played here by masons from the west brought to work at 
the Persian court in the wake of the fall of Sardis. 

The buildings at Pasargadae also incorporate elements 
of ANE tradition. With great doorways and columns of 
stone, the Pasargadae Gatehouse was designed to impress 
the visitor with allusions to the triumphs and aspirations 
of the king. Assyrianizing attached sculptures of guardian 
bulls protruded from the main portals, while the jambs of 
the side doors were decorated in low relief with the image 
of a winged figure wearing the royal robe of Elam and an 
elaborate Egyptian war crown. See Fig. ART. 31. An ac- 
companying inscription declared, “I am Cyrus, an Achae- 
menian.” The inscription may well have been meant to 
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pings Doorjamb reliet from the gatehouse at Pasargadae. (Courtesy of M. C. 
oot. 


suggest that the representation showed the king himself in 
an allegorical mode of imperial aspiration. In this context, 
the wings acquire interest as an echo of the benevolent 
guardian figures of Assyrian palace reliefs. They may have 
been intendec. to allude to the protective, nurturing prop- 
erties of these magical creatures—creatures who in mani- 
fold variants figured prominently in the symbol-laden 
architectural clecoration of Israelite palaces as well (e.g., 1 
Kgs 6:23--37). The wings possibly also relate more specifi- 
cally to a prophetic dream recorded by Herodotus (I. 209). 
Here, Cyrus is supposed to have envisioned Darius with 
wings overshadowing the entirety of the Achaemenid em- 
pire encompassing both Europe and Asia. Thus the 
winged figure of Pasargadae may symbolize at once the 
perpetuation of venerable Near Eastern traditions of 
guardian creatures and also a more assertive allegorical 
concept of world dominion. 

Indeed, the concept of harmonious world order is the 
central theme of the entire program of Achaemenid Per- 
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sian imperial art. This art is not historical in the annalistic 
sense. Rather, it is historical in a cosmic sense. Ideas about 
political events and relationships are distilled for presen- 
tation in elaborate metaphorical statements. Quasi-realistic 
depiction of the events themselves (such as are featured in 
Assyrian palace reliefs) have no place in the extant reper- 
tory of official Achaemenid art. 

The monument of Darius | at Behistun emphasizes this 
aspect of Achaemenid art. See Fig. ART. 32. Often char- 
acterized as the sole example of Achaemenid historical art, 
this rock relief is in essence highly abstract in its depiction 
of history. The inscription gives details of a series of battles 
against rebels fought by varicus of Darius’ generals in far- 
flung regions of the empire over the course of more than 
one year. But the accompanying relief offers an ideological 
précis of this narrative. Here, Darius stands with one foot 
upon the squirming prostrate figure of the pretender 
Gaumata. Behind the king, two of his generals and weapon 
bearers symbolize the full host of loyal men who backed 
the newly declared monarch. Stretching out before Darius 
is a row of bound captives—the rebels who in the historical 
narrative were described as having been dispatched sepa- 
rately in diverse encounters. Hovering above the entire 
scene, facing Darius, appears the figure of Ahuramazda in 
the winged disc. 

The god Ahuramazda is repeatedly invoked in the im- 
perial texts as the agent of imperial success with whom the 
king appears to enjoy a symbiotic relationship. The ren- 
dering as a half-length human figure emerging from a 
winged disc hearkens back to Neo-Assyrian representa- 
tions of the god Assur. Because the image of Ahuramazda 
is never actually labeled in Achaemenid art, it has gener- 
ated much controversy among scholars. Some have re- 
jected the traditional interpretation in favor of variant 
nuances of the idea that the figure in the winged disc 
represents the “Xvarnah”—the essence of glory—of the 
king himself as this concept is articulated in later (post- 
Achaemenid period) Zoroasirian texts (Shahbazi 1974; 
1980; Calmeyer 1979; Jacobs 1987). Others have urged 
retention of the traditional interpretation as the one which 
suits the conceptualizations apparent from texts of the 
Achaemenid period itself (Root 1979: 162-81; Lecoq 
1984). The figure of Ahuramazda (as this article will 
persist in characterizing it) plays a role in many represen- 
tational contexts of Achaemenid art. The very fact that the 
divine figure resembles the royal figure in dress and atti- 
tude correlates neatly with the complete marriage of goals 
between god and king as portrayed in the texts. 

The controversy over the identity of the figure within 
the winged disc is particularly significant in the context of 
biblical studies because it forces us into the vexing issue of 
the religion practiced at the Achaemenid court (Her- 
renschmidt 1980). Although Ahuramazda is the primary 
deity invoked in the official texts, allusions do exist in the 
documentary evidence to the veneration of other gods as 
well, e.g., Behistun (Kent 1953: 132). Similarly, some evi- 
dence exists for representations of gods other than Ahura- 
mazda in Achaemenid art (characterized with reference to 
seals in Moorey 1979). If the Achaemenids were Zoroastri- 
ans, their Zoroastrianism was of a variety not fully clarified 
through non-Achaemenid tex«s. Certainly, for instance, it 
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was not strictly monotheistic, and the rendering of divine 
images was not prohibited. 

Official Achaemenid policy emphasized the pragmatism 
of condoning regional spiritual behavior as well as regional 
political and economic structure. In keeping with this 
policy, the Achaemenid king might display himself as 
Pharaoh, Son of Ra, in Egypt (Posener 1936; Root 1979: 
61-72); he might rebuild the temple at Jerusalem; and he 
might patronize an artistic establishment in the Persian 
heartland which drank deeply of ancient Mesopotamian/ 
Iranian cult practices. It is difficult to assess the extent to 
which the ecumenicalism of official policy reflects active 
cult belief as opposed to purely formal embrace of the 
imagery and protocols of other cultures (Kuhrt 1987). 
The monumental art of the dynasty in the heartland 
suggests conscious reinforcement of links with the critical 
ancient traditions of the empire. This is seen first at 
Pasargadae (where we have already noted the winged 
figure of the Gatehouse). In the partially preserved door- 
jamb reliefs of Palace S, creatures of the Assyro-Babylo- 
nian cult world (a bull-man, a fish-garbed priest, an eagle- 
footed, human-legged creature) proceed out of the courtly 
chamber along with a presumably sacrificial bovine (Stron- 
ach 1978: 68-77). 
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ART.32. Rock relief and inscription of Darius | at Behistun—519 6.c.e. (Photograph by G. Cameron, courtesy of Kelsey Museum of Archaeology—wUniversity of 


At Persepolis, founded by Darius II in ca. 515 B.c., the 
program of architectural reliefs is more elaborate and 
more subtle in its evocations of ecumenical hegemony. 
The carved facade of Darius’ rock-cut tomb at nearby 
Naqsh-i Rustam (copied by all subsequent Achaemenid 
kings) shows the king before a blazing fire altar with 
Ahuramazda and an emblem of the sun and moon in the 
field above. See Fig. ART. 33. The king and his altar stand 
atop a great carved platform which is raised off the ground 
by personifications of the lands of the empire. Darius’ 
platform recalls the throne of Solomon (2 Chr 6:12) upon 
which Solomon stood in appearance before the assembly 
of Israel. Interestingly, the Achaemenid representation is 
the only preserved illustration of a royal appearance atop 
a dais of such dimensions from the entire ANE, excluding 
Egypt. 

The lifting of the platform by peoples of the empire is 
frankly metaphorical. As the tomb inscription states: “If 
now thou shalt think that, ‘How many are the countries 
which King Darius held?’ look at the sculptures [of those] 
who bear the throne, then thou shalt know, then it shall 
become known to thee: the spear of a Persian man has 
gone forth far...” (Kent 1953: 138). 

The supporting figures on the Achaemenid relief lift up 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


ar 


their king by assuming the ancient Atlas pose—frontal 
torso, with arms raised above the head and burden resting 
effortlessly on outspread fingertips. Within the icono- 
graphical traditions of the ANE, from Egypt to Iran, this 
pose had ccnsistent and significant cosmic implications 
relating to the joyous elevation of celestial bodies (Root 
1979: 131-61, for full discussion of this image). Under the 
patronage of Darius, a conflation of political and cosmic 
associations was achieved in imperial art. A provocative 
parallelism occurs here with the poetic metaphor of Psalm 
22—where Yahweh is characterized as enthroned on the 
praises of Israel (v 4—Eng v 3). 

Another iraportant representational type depicting the 
Achaemenid king in monumental art is preserved on the 
stairway facades of the great Apadana at Persepolis (Root 
1979: 227-84; 1985 passim). See Fig. ART. 34. Here, in its 
original state, both the N and the E stairway were deco- 
rated with the same relief program. At the center an over- 
life-size representation of the king enthroned under a 
baldachino acts as a visual and conceptual fulcrum for a 
vast expanse of figural imagery. An official bows before 
the king, serving to announce the imminence of a proces- 


ART.33. Facade cf the tomb of Darius | at Naqsh-i Rustam (near Persepolis). (Courtesy of The Oriental Institute of The University of Chicago.) 
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sion of gift bearers from the subject lands. Ranged in 
three registers of relief facing the central royal tableau 
appear depictions of delegates of non-Persian peoples of 
the empire. A Persian usher takes the leader of each 
delegation by the hand. This motif places the scene 
squarely within the ancient Mesopotamian tradition of 
presentation scenes in which a petitioner is brought for- 
ward by the hand or the wrist into the presence of a deity 
or a deified king. The specific sculptural formula used for 
the execution of the Apadana image of hand-holding is a 
conscious reminiscence of a traditional Egyptian pattern- 
ing of interlaced hands. In the Egyptian context, the image 
and its precisely articulated rendering was used from the 
Old Kingdom through the Late Period in depictions of the 
deceased being brought forward into the presence of 
Osiris for the last judgment. 

The Apadana reliefs thus offer another example of a 
conflation of political and spiritual message. The Achae- 
menid king has assumed the role of a quasi-divinity before 
whom a regiment of pious, gift-bearing petitioners will be 
led by the hand. In this case, the petitioners are the 
members of the imperial world created by the Persian 
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ART.34. Relief of Syrian tribute bearers on N stair of the Apadana at Persepolis. (Courtesy of The Oriental Institute of The University of Chicago.) 


king. This world has been characterized in the official 
artistic program of the dynasty as a harmoniously ordered 
enterprise. The force of the Persian king is played out in 
terms evocative of a kind of spiritual power which is more 
compelling than mere military might described in annalis- 
tic detail. 

The question naturally arises as to whether or not the 
reliefs of the Persian kings show him as a deified ruler who 
was actually worshiped at the court. At this point in our 
understanding of the issue it seems best to acknowledge 
the suggestiveness of the artistic program without insisting 
upon any specificity of underlying cult activity. We have 
absolutely no Persian textual reinforcement of Achae- 
menid date for the worship of the king as a god. The 
nature of Achaemenid kingship is certainly revealed in 
part through careful analysis of the imperial art (Root 
1979). It becomes clear that the Persians established a 
concept or ideal of kingship which stressed the notion of 
peaceful coexistence centered around the charismatic per- 
sona of the Great King, King of Kings. But many questions 
remain (Kuhrt 1984; 1987). Hopefully the time will soon 
be ripe for an informed reappraisal of several brilliant, if 


problematic, commentaries on the impact of Achaemenid 
concepts of kingship upon the imperial cults of later 
periods—from Alexander to the Hellenistic and Roman 
rulers and the dynasts of Sasanian Persia (e.g., Taylor 
1927; 1931; L’Orange 1953). 


D. Achaemenid Seals 

Numerically, the single most frequently depicted image 
in Achaemenid art—both monumental and small-scale—is 
the image of the hero mastering beasts. See Fig. ART. 35. 
This motif, in many variants, accounts for roughly two 
thirds of all extant Achaemenid representations in the 
medium of seal carving (Garrison 1988; Greenfield 1962). 
Research currently underway (Root and Garrison fc.a. and 
fc.b.) will soon provide the material basis for reassessing 
the relationships in meaning between the many privately 
owned seals bearing the hero image and the examples of 
the image employed in official contexts of imperial relief 
sculpture and imperial administrative seals. 

The variant of hero motif which portrays the human 
protagonist controlling two symmetrically placed beasts 
may ultimately prove particularly interesting in this re- 
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ART.35. Royal name seal of Darius |. Seal impressed on the Persepolis Fortifica- 
tion Tablets. (Courtesy of M. C. Root.) 


gard. Like most imagery in Achaemenid art, this one has 
a very ancient pedigree. Under the patronage of the early 
Achaemenic| kings, its significance may, however, have 
achieved a subtle tuning—just as other venerable images 
were adapted to a new imperial environment. The tomb 
inscription of Darius the Great emphasizes the supreme 
moral importance of the blameless life: e.g., “By the favor 
of Ahuramazda, I am of such a sort that I am a friend to 
the right, I am not a friend to the wrong” (Kent 1953: 
140). On Achaemenid seals, the image of the master of 
beasts—quictly and without weaponry controlling the 
forces of animal violence in an emblem of balanced accom- 
plishment—suggests the possibility of a specific meaning. 
In Daniel 6 (which is set in Achaemenid times although 
not written in Achaemenid times), Daniel is delivered from 
the lions by -he force of his blamelessness, as one who has 
done no wrong. Post-Achaemenid seal imagery in Iran 
develops the antique master-of-beasts image into an illus- 
tration spec fically meant to allude to the Daniel story 
(Lerner 1977: 22-30). It seems plausible that under the 
Achaemenids, the popularity of this image on private seals 
already reflected a conceptual reworking of the ancient 
visual formula. In the Achaemenid context, the reworking 
took place, cf course, before the writing of Daniel. Thus, 
its significance to Daniel is of a different order. The 
Achaemenid motif would have been popularized specifi- 
cally to display an emblem of officially sanctioned virtue: 
the owner as a blameless person whose rectitude and right- 
minded attitude toward the king was symbolized by his 
portrayal as pacifier of wild beasts. In this case, the story 
in the book of Daniel would carry historical weight as the 
reflection on some level of a metaphorically expressed 
ethos actually current at the time when the story was 
intended to be set. An interesting issue—too complex for 
full discussion here—involves the fact that the hero on 
these seals often seems to wear a Persian royal crown. 
Without pursuing all the ramifications of this feature, one 
relevant possibility emerges in the context of biblical stud- 
ies. The easiest solution to the issue of identifying the 
crowned figure would name it an image of the king him- 
self. In this case, it would be the king depicted on innu- 
merable private seals as the Blameless One, rather than a 
generalized personage meant to epitomize the owner of 
any particular seal. On the other hand, further insights 
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may possibly be gleaned from Esth 6:6 and 8:15. Here, 
Mordecai is decked out in the robes and crown of the king 
for a public appearance in order to demonstrate the royal 
favor bestowed upon him. The private seals of the Achae- 
menid period showing crowned masters of beasts may thus 
relate to an actual Persian tradition of bestowing honor—a 
tradition reflected also in the later textual allusions in 
Esther. 


E. Conclusion 

The last 20 years have witnessed great scholarly advance- 
ment of our knowledge about Achaemenid Persian art in 
the dynastic heartland of SW Iran. The impact of this art 
upon the cultures under imperial control is, however, 
largely an undeveloped topic. One overview of the material 
evidence provides an indispensible step in the right direc- 
tion (Moorey 1980). Specifically regarding the impact of 
Persian rule in Israel, major efforts now enable us to begin 
an evaluation of the penetration of Achaemenid art (Stern 
1973). Analytical studies a1e moving in the direction of 
seeing far greater Persian artistic impact in the provincial 
regions than was once thought. And some scholars are 
making significant advances in correlating occurrences of 
strong artistic influence frora Persia with specific historical 
events and political climates within the 200-year span of 
the empire (e.g., Mgrkholm and Zahle 1972). 

As we are told in the book of Esther, decrees of the 
Persian king were sent out far and wide, translated into 
the languages of specific locilities. We learn the same from 
Darius’ own words at Behistun. The discovery that an 
Aramaic version of the Behistun text from Elephantine in 
Egypt incorporates segments drawn from Darius’ tomb text 
as well enhances our appreciation of the availability of 
material originally created in the heartland (Greenfield 
and Porten 1982). Now we know that the Behistun relief of 
Darius was copied for Babylon along with the text (Seidl 
1976). 

Official Persian art was designed for widespread dissem- 
ination and message conveyance, just as the official decrees 
were. From the imperial coinage emblazoned with imagery 
of the king-as-archer (Carradice 1987; Root 1989) to the 
grandiose metaphorical displays on the architectural fa- 
cades of Persepolis, the overarching message is one of a 
world under control. The pervasive image of kingship 
stresses dynastic identity rather than personal idiosyn- 
cracy. The pervasive image of imperial domain and social 
hierarchy stresses cooperative—even joyous—service and 
the virtues of blamelessness. 
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EARLY JEWISH ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


This article will focus on two distinctive periods when 
Jewish art and architecture flourished: late in the Second 
Temple period (Hellenistic and Early Roman), and in the 
period of late antiquity immediately following (Late Ro- 
man and Byzantine). Differences between these two peri- 
ods are significant, and are primarily political and social. 
In the former period, when the Jews enjoyed varying 
degrees of political autonomy, the art reflects not only the 
influence of the larger Greco-Roman culture but also the 
attempt to withstand those influences through the devel- 
opment of strictly aniconic features. In contrast to the 
national spirit of Second Temple period art, that of late 
antiquity is more an expression of communal and local 
life, and is replete with concrete visual images that are 
both figurative and symbolic. 


A. Late Second Temple Period 
1. Architecture 
2. Art 
3. Synagogues 

B. Late Antiquity 
1. Synagogue Architecture 
2. Art 

C. Conclusions 


A. Late Second Temple Period 

During the Second Temple period, when there was a 
Jewish state in Palestine and a central Temple in Jerusalem, 
the ruling classes, though Hellenized, retained parts of 
their Jewish faith and laws. The art and architecture of the 
period show connections with the neighboring Greco-Ro- 
man culture. However, at the same time it reflects an 
attempt to withstand those influences by evolving strictly 
aniconic features. It is characterized by highly skilled in- 
digenous stonework, by the predominant oriental elements 
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of endless patterns, by the elements of horror vacui, by 
plasticity of carving, and by symmetrical stylization. 

1. Architecture. The architecture of the late Second 
Temple period is reflected in Hasmonean remains found 
in sites and in structures that were later reconstructed or 
completely renovated in connection with subsequent Her- 
odian architectural projects. These buildings and renova- 
tions left an enduring mark upon the art and architecture 
of the period. 

a. Hasmonean. Hasmonean architecture mostly sur- 
vives in remains of fortifications, desert fortresses, in fu- 
nerary art, water systems, and the recently excavated Has- 
monean palace at Jericho. The Hasmonean palaces 
especially exhibit clear architectural features. The charac- 
teristic features of the Hasmonean palaces include a cen- 
tral court surrounded by rooms. A hall with two columns 
in antis in the southern part of the court led to the 
triclintum, and probably served as a reception hall. This 
basic plan characterizes all the palaces at Masada, as well 
as the twin palaces at Jericho probably built at the same 
time, and was inspired by Hellenistic architecture. 

b. Herodian. Comprehensive and monumental build- 
ing projects were undertaken during Herod’s reign (37-4 
B.C.E.). The two sources of data relating to the Herodian 
construction projects are literary and archaeological. The 
major literary sources are the works of Josephus, particu- 
larly Ant. 15--17 and JW 1-2 and 5. Extensive archaeolog- 
ical excavations undertaken recently add information 
which both complements and contradicts the literary 
sources. 

Josephus mentions 33 building projects, 20 of which 
were within the borders of Herod’s kingdom while 13 were 
in other countries. This list of Herodian architectural 
projects inclides references to the construction, recon- 
struction, and extension of towns, fortifications, palaces, 
and fortresses, as well as references to the Temple in 
Jerusalem, the largest single structure (the Royal Stoa), the 
largest palace (the 50-acre palace at Heroditum), and one 
of the largest harbors ever constructed in antiquity (at 
Caesarea). Many of these monumental structures have 
survived and have been excavated in the last decades. See 
HEROD’S BUILDING PROGRAM; HERODIUM (MLR. 
173119); CAESAREA (PLACE); etc. Most of these struc- 
tures were built during Herod’s reign, but renovations and 
reconstructions were undertaken during the Ist century 
c.E. until the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 c.r. 

Herod built three new towns: Antipatris, Caesarea with 
its magnificent harbor, and Sebaste (Samaria) with its 
temple of Augustus. In the newly established towns Herod 
built temples. palaces, theaters, stadia, fortifications, and 
harbors. Within the Jewish Kingdom Herod carried out 
several projects. He built extensively in Jerusalem, particu- 
larly its Temple, a palace, town fortifications, and towers, 
as well as many public buildings and institutions. In the 
Judean deser: he constructed or renovated several splen- 
did palace-fortresses: Masada, Herodium, Alexandrion 
(Sartaba), Cypros, Machaerus, and the winter palaces at 
Jericho. The Herodian building projects included public 
structures ancl private buildings, as well as other structures 
such as palace-fortresses which incorporated monumental 
as well as utilitarian, functional sections. The palace-for- 
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tresses in particular combined luxurious, leisurely living 
with the need for security. 

(1) Jerusalem Temple. Herod’s temple in Jerusalem is 
the largest known temple in antiquity. One of the architec- 
tural wonders of the ancient world, and a unique structure, 
it must have made a magnificent impression on visitors. 
The Temple was the focal point for the Jewish nation, the 
center for worship, and the place where political, eco- 
nomic, and spiritual affairs of world Jewry could be dis- 
cussed and determined. It was also the destination for 
pilgrims during the festivals, and therefore needed to 
accommodate thousands of people who gathered there to 
celebrate. One of the major reasons behind the enormity 
of the Herodian Temple bu:lding project was to meet this 
need. 

The archaeological excavations carried out during the 
course of a decade (1968-78) have resulted in important 
data being disclosed concerning the areas of the Temple 
Mount gates and the areas outside the west, south, and 
east retaining walls. Streets, squares, and monumental 
passageways have been uncovered. See also TEMPLE, JE- 
RUSALEM. 

(2) Palaces. King Herod’s reign is remarkable, in the 
architectural sphere, for the many monumental edifices 
either renovated or newly built in both towns and for- 
tresses. Herod concerned hirnself especially with the build- 
ing of palaces which could be used both for administrative 
as well as for recreational purposes. 

The typical architectural features of these palaces fol- 
lowed the common plans of the Roman domus and villa 
(“townhouse” and “country-house” respectively). A Hero- 
dian palace was usually an elaborate building with several 
wings. The main wing contained the triclinium (a peristyle 
court with rows of columns and double columns in its 
corners), an inner garden, a bathhouse, and dwelling 
rooms. The extended palace complex usually also in- 
cluded recreational facilities, including pools for swim- 
ming and sailing boats, and elaborate gardens, such as the 
sunken garden at Jericho (palace HI). Water installations, 
such as aqueducts and channels, brought water to the 
pools and gardens, as well as to the residential wings. 

(3) Fortresses. Seven fortresses known to have been 
built in the Judean desert (Masada, Herodium, Cypros, 
Hyrcania, Alexandrium, Machaerus, and Dok) constitute 
an important component of Herodian architecture. The 
fortresses were located in the desert, within view of each 
other. They were isolated and autonomous. Built on 
mountaintops, they were each strongly fortified, and had 
extensive systems for the entrapment and storage of water. 
They functioned primarily as military bases for defense, 
but also as places of refuge for political and spiritual 
reasons. In times of violent confrontation and upheaval, 
they acted as shelters. The fortresses also served as admin- 
istrative centers for importan: routes, and for agricultural 
and royal farm areas and palaces; they were also used for 
guarding the borders. They even served as burial places 
both for the Hasmoneans and for Herod. Elaborate pal- 
aces were constructed on their premises. Masada was the 
most spacious of all and had several palaces on its summit, 
which served as leisure resorts. The fortresses sometimes 
extended into the lower areas of their mountains; Hero- 
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dium had buildings and installations built below the 
mount. 

2. Art. Second Temple period Jewish art is a purely 
decorative art characterized by a mixture of native tradi- 
tions and Hellenistic-Roman features. Hellenistic-Roman 
culture greatly influenced the upper classes (of all the 
Near Eastern countries), as is attested to by the predomi- 
nance of Hellenistic-Roman architecture and by the use of 
the Greek language and its institutions which affected 
many aspects of everyday life. Politically, the country was 
first under Hellenistic and later Roman rule. However, 
resistance to the intrusive culture was strong, in part 
because of the force and vitality of the Jewish religion 
which continued to influence the community’s activities. 
Traditional aspects of Judaism so conceptually dominated 
its decorative art that neither figurative nor symbolic rep- 
resentation were depicted. 

The various ornamental devices and the repertoire of 
motifs were part of the general stream of Roman art, 
especially its provincial and eastern tributaries. Decoration 
in Herodian architecture attests to the influence of Roman 
art. Hellenistic tradition, moreover, survived into the later 
Herodian period. A locally developed style is encountered 
mainly in funerary art, on tomb facades, on ossuaries, and 
on sarcophagi (see BURIALS, JEWISH). The style of 
Jewish art followed the basic oriental elements: (a) the 
“endless” and “all-over” patterns, (b) symmetrical styliza- 
tion; (c) deep carving resulting in contrasts between parts, 
intensifying the play of light and shadow; and the so-called 
(d) horror vacui—the ornament filling of all available space. 

Decoration of buildings, palaces, houses, and bath- 
houses of the Second Temple period mainly focused on 
the use of wall paintings, stucco-plaster moldings, and 
ornamental floor pavements. The decorative elements, 
motifs, and designs are characterized by a total lack of 
animate motifs or symbolic emblems. This stems from the 
reluctance of all Jews, including the ruling families such as 
that of Herod and his dynasty, to decorate any building or 
tomb with religious or iconic symbols. The biblical prohi- 
bition of “no graven image” (Exod 20:4; Deut 4:16; 27:15) 
was carefully kept. 

Jewish art in the late Second Temple period exhibits 
several characteristic features. First, stonework, carving, 
and use of relief characterize Jewish Second Temple— 
period art and continue later in Jewish synagogal art. 
Stonework was one of the most prevalent crafts of Jewish 
art that flourished in Herodian times. It utilized the locally 
available stone, and created a new type of ornament. The 
designs were sketched in by compass and ruler and carved 
out by chisel in a deeply incised and stylized manner. 
Stonework is found in the architecture of buildings and 
tombs and in funerary art. Stone craft is also used for 
objects of daily life, such as ornamented stone tables and 
domestic vessels. Second, the repertoire of ornamental 
aniconic motifs reflects a rigid choice of floral, geometric, 
and architectural patterns, some of which were adopted 
from Hellenistic art. Third, Jewish art also displays many 
oriental elements, including the simple local art encoun- 
tered mainly in Jewish burials as well as that seen in the 
palaces and tombs. The difference lies usually in the 
quality of execution and in the attention paid to decorative 
details. 
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Thus, there evolved a local Jewish art, strictly aniconic, 
using neither figures nor symbols. In their struggle against 
paganism and idolatry, the Jews refrained from using 
animate motifs and representational art. Only with the 
decline of paganism during the 3d century did the attitude 
of Jewish art change, resulting in the use of figurative 
motifs (see B. 2 below). 

3. Synagogues. Several public structures of the Second 
Temple period which have been discovered in the last 
decades are considered to be synagogues. These include 
structures found at Masada, Herodium, Gamla, and Mig- 
dal, a recently uncovered structure at Capernaum (under 
the later synagogue), and another synagogue—now lost— 
reported at Chorazin. 

The excavated structures are assumed by scholars to be 
synagogues because of the circumstantial evidence of sim- 
ilarity to each other in architectural plan and, therefore, 
in function, even though no actual proof has been uncov- 
ered. All the structures were built as oblong halls, and the 
halls were divided by rows of columns into a central nave 
and surrounding aisles. See Fig. ART. 36. Stepped benches 
were erected along all four walls of the hall facing the 
center. The structures also share a similar date for their 
construction in the Ist century c.£. (although Gamla may 
have been erected as early as the end of the Ist century 
B.C.E.). 

Upon the evidence of the structures themselves, it 
should be noted that they differ from later synagogues in 
plan, function, and decoration. First, from the architec- 
tural point of view, no new conceptions in construction 
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ART.36. Plans of synagogues—Second Temple Period. A, Masada; 8B, Herodium; 
C, Gamila; D, Migdal building (possibly synagogue). (Redrawn from Hachlili 1987: 
85, fig. 1.) 
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have been discerned, but the impression is rather one of 
local extemporization. Second, these structures existed 
only for a short time in the Ist century c.£., and were 
never built azain, except for Capernaum. Only in the case 
of the Ist-century building found under a later synagogue 
at Capernaum can one assume that it is a synagogue. due 
to its location. Third, these assembly halls lack the most 
important feature of the later synagogue: the Torah 
shrine. Finally, during the Ist century the Temple in 
Jerusalem was still the center for worship and ritual for 
the entire Jewish community in Judea and the Diaspora; it 
was there that one could participate most fully in the 
ceremonies, in the teaching of the Law conducted in the 
Temple courtyards, and in the resolution of administrative 
questions. These local centers of worship probably existed 
as community assembly halls, where services would be 
conducted probably only on Sabbaths and feast days. The 
assembly structures at the fortresses of Masada, Hero- 
dium, and Gamla probably served as local assembly halls 
during the years of the revolt against Rome, a time during 
which it was extremely difficult for their respective congre- 
gations to travel to Jerusalem to participate in Temple 
worship. At the same time as these structures were serving 
as small community centers, worship was presumably also 
being conducted in them, although no convincing proof 
of this has been found. With the destruction of the Jeru- 
salem Templ: in 70 c.r., local structures began to flourish 
which necessarily became sites of local worship and com- 
munity centers. In these halls Torah reading came 1o be 
emphasized, and thus the distinctive feature of the later 
synagogues, ‘he Torah shrine, begins to emerge. 


B. Late Antiquity 

1. Synagogue Architecture. An important innovation 
of Jewish art in Late Antiquity (3d—7th cents. c.r.) is 
associated with the construction and decoration of the 
synagogue. Jhe synagogue building functioned as an as- 
sembly hall for the local congregation as well as a spiritual, 
religious, and social center. Its use as a community assem- 
bly hall determined its architectural plan, which took the 
form of a large hall divided only by supporting columns, 
with benches along the walls. But the diverse architectural 
styles uncovered indicate that no universal or uniform 
synagogue pian existed. Opinions vary considerably as to 
the evolution of synagogue architecture. Several attempts 
have been made to categorize and explain the different 
types and the divergence in style of the synagogues scat- 
tered throughout many regions (see Avi-Yonah 1981: 272— 
73; Meyers 1380: 97-108). 

Generally he internal plan of the synagogue building 
consists of two rows of stone columns which divide the 
main hall lengthwise into a central nave and two side aisles 
(as in the late Second Temple period). The majority of 
synagogue plans are oblong and all have longitudinal axes. 
In addition, synagogues within Israel itself exhibit several 
other commcn features, the most prominent of which are 
the facades and its portals, the Torah shrine, and the 
gallery. 

The major architectural feature they shared was the 
Torah shrine. From its inception following the destruction 
of the Jerusalem Temple, the Torah shrine became a per- 
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manent fixture in the synagogue building. Always built on 
the wall facing Jerusalem, the Torah shrine housed the 
Ark of the scrolls and structurally took the form of either 
an aedicula, a niche, or an apse. See Fig. ART. 37. The 
preponderance of aediculae found in excavated Galilean 
and Golan synagogues indicates that the aedicula was the 
characteristic structure for containing the Ark in these 
regions. In the case of synagogues which possessed two 
flanking aediculae, it seems that they had separate func- 
tions. One aedicula served tc house the Ark of the Scrolls, 
while the other possibly held the menorah. Synagogues 
with niches have been found scattered throughout Pales- 
tine. There may have beer. local as well as traditional 
influences at work, because two of the niched synagogues 
are located at Tiberias while three are in Judea within close 
proximity of each other (Susiya, Eshtemoa, and Rimmon). 
The apse is a dominant architectural feature in the syna- 
gogue from the 6th century on, functioning as the con- 
tainer for the Ark and, possibly, the menoroth. The ori- 
entation of the apse is toward Jerusalem. Typological 
differences in the Torah shrines should be attributed ei- 
ther to local preferences, popular vogues, or historical 
development. Chronologically, the aedicula is the earliest 
type of Torah shrine (already in, existence by the 2d cen- 
tury) and the most popular type in Galilean and Golan 
synagogues. 

Construction of new synagogues in the 6th century 
shows a significant change in synagogue architecture by 
the addition of the apse as Torah shrine enclosure. Several 
renovated synagogues had their aedicula or niche replaced 
by an apse already in the 5th century (Hammath-Gader 
and Ma‘oz Hayim). In the 5th century the apse was an 
integrally planned structure. The aedicula, on the other 
hand, even though built to be used as a permanent struc- 
ture, was an appendage built onto the original internal 
wall only after the synagogue building had been con- 
structed. 

The most striking feature of synagogue architecture is 
the fundamental uniformity of design among synagogue 
structures. Differences occur, however, when certain struc- 
tural features have to be adapted to liturgical require- 
ments: to the changes, for example, in form of the Torah 
shrine (aedicula, niche, and apse) or to the development 
of the monumental facade in Galilean and Golan syn- 
agogues. Generally, the Jews tended to use a spacious hall 
to serve the congregation for reading the Torah and for 
prayer, but added the specific features of Torah shrine, 
benches, and gallery to suit their particular needs. Never- 
theless, a definite originality of design can be distinguished 
in the characteristic triple facade of the building, and in 
the ornamentation infused with Jewish motifs and symbols 
(see below). 

Scholarly opinion differs concerning the origin of the 
synagogue building plan and its sources of inspiration, 
such as the Hellenistic basilica, pagan triclinium, or other 
public structures. It appears most likely that synagogue 
structures were a synthesis and accumulation of a variety 
of plans and architectural features which were themselves 
influenced by traditional cus:oms as well as by contempo- 
rary vogues, together with the Jewish congregation’s social 
and religious needs. The rich ornamentation of the fa- 
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ART.37. Plans of synagogue types. Type A, aedicula: 1, Chorazin; 2, Capernaum. Type 8, niche; 1, Eshtemoa; 2, Susiya. Type C, apse: 1, Jericho; 2, Ma‘oz Hayim; 


3, Maon. (Redrawn from Hachiili 1987: 144, fig. 1; 146, fig. 3; 147, fig. 4.) 


cade, walls, floors, and other areas of the synagogue was 
influenced by contemporary architectural styles in secular 
and religious buildings in both Israel and Syria. A combi- 
nation of all these elements resulted in a house of worship 
functionally planned and lavishly decorated by the Jewish 
congregation. Utilizing previously constituted tenets 
within their own tradition, the Jews also adapted various 
elements of architecture and art from their neighbors. In 
this way, they succeeded in creating aesthetic and monu- 
mental structures. 

Synagogues were not built according to a stereotyped 
plan, nor were they designed according to fixed custom or 
law. Synagogue building plans can be classified in two 
distinct categories: (1) those where the longitudinal stone 
structure is columnated, has benches, and is characterized 
by a richly decorated stone facade (distinctive of the Gali- 
lean and Golan synagogues); and (2) those where the 
broadhouse or “basilical” type of building is characterized 


by an axial court and narthex in front of the prayer hall, 
which obviates the need for a decorated facade. Buildings 
of this latter type were usually constructed of concrete, 
and constitute most synagogues found in Palestine. 

Furthermore, several features encountered in most of 
the excavated and surveyed synagogues direct attention to 
an originality and individuality in their plans. These fea- 
tures include the Torah shrine, the triple portal, and the 
gallery, as well as various methods of ornamentation of the 
facade, interior, and floors. The highly ornamented fa- 
cade exterior, characteristic of the Galilean and Golan 
synagogues, is an additional original synagogue structural 
feature. 

Differences in plans among contemporary synagogues 
are usually due to regional and local traditions and local 
priorities as well as fashion. Changes in synagogue designs 
probably came about as a result of changes in theological 
concepts. Whereas Galilean synagogues indicate a prefer- 
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ence for entrances and Torah shrines both on the same, 
Jerusalem-oriented wall, in other localities the Torah 
shrine is on the Jerusalem-oriented wall with the entrance 
on another. 

2. Art. In contrast to Second Temple—period art which 
was aniconic and devoid of any figurative designs, a major 
change occurred at the end of the 2d century and even 
more so during the 3d century when representational art 
began to flourish. It was at this time that the barriers 
within whick. Judaism protected itself against foreign influ- 
ences were being shattered. During this period the Jews 
acquired some of the customs and decorative elements 
from surrounding cultures; despite the traditional prohi- 
bition of such art contained in the Second Commandment 
(Exod 20:4-5; Deut 5:8—-9), Jews began to develop their 
own figurative and representational art, using pagan mo- 
tifs, figures, and animals, both for synogogal and for 
funerary art. 

Symbolic znd figurative art became possible for several 
reasons. First, the attitude of the rabbis became more 
tolerant. Such changes, reflected in Talmudic literature, 
were the result of political, economic, and social circum- 
stances (Urbach 1959). Second, the influence of the sur- 
rounding cultures, from which certain pagan and mytho- 
logical motifs were taken, became much stronger. Third, 
Jewish literature, legends, and Midrashim began to influ- 
ence artistic “raditions. 

Judaism had no tradition of figurative art, and conse- 
quently the [ews were influenced by Hellenistic figurative 
art, using contemporary pattern books as well as creating 
their own. The Jewish attitude that developed with respect 
to art was bzsically to regard it as decorative—something 
to add beauty and ornamentation to buildings. Even myth- 
ological scenes found their way into Jewish buildings (such 
as the House of Leontis) as did many other pagan motifs 
(e.g., funerary art of Beth Shearim and synagogal architec- 
tural decoration and pavements). Jews of this period were 
unafraid of idolatry, and indeed felt that they were allowed 
to depict religious subjects. Judaism seems to have been 
indifferent to pictures and did not ascribe to them any 
sanctity. Therefore, for example, there was no reason to 
prevent the depiction of representations on pavements 
which were trodden upon; furthermore, walking upon 
pavements with such depictions insured that no sanctity or 
sacred quality would be attached to the scenes. Such a 
depiction was not considered to be a “graven image” such 
as those prohibited by the law. This might have been the 
reason why even pagan elements such as the zodiac were 
used. Judaism instead attached much more importance to 
the written word; this may be inferred from the iconoclas- 
tic destruction of the Na‘aran synagogue pavement, in 
which the letters, however, were preserved, or from the 
synagogues at Rehov and En Gedi, where floors paved with 
long inscriptions were left untouched. 

a. Jewish Symbols. Specific Jewish symbols, such as the 
menorah, the Ark, and the ritual objects are attested in 
both synagogal and funerary art. These symbols express 
profound and significant values distinctly associated with 
Judaism, and thus were used frequently throughout Late 
Antiquity by Jews not only within Israel but also in the 
Diaspora, where they held a prominent place in the rep- 
ertoire of Jewish art. These chosen religious symbols were 
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derived from the Temple rites and ceremonies, which is 
why only a few symbols were actually used and why the 
repertoire is so limited. 

Many other symbols and images were taken from the 
contemporary Hellenistic-Roman world; forms were bor- 
rowed but divested of their original meaning. Even if the 
form of the pagan motif was appropriated it would be 
wrong to assume that its symbolic value was also trans- 
ferred. On the contrary, a symbol has a certain value which 
is applicable only within its context; it loses that signifi- 
cance and value when transplanted into another cultural 
context. 

The real threat to Judaisrn’s survival from this time on 
was from Christianity, which developed out of Judaism 
and had religious and cultural affinities with it. This chal- 
lenge to Judaism’s independence was even stronger from 
the 4th century on, when Christianity became the official 
religion of the Roman Empire. It was this time especially 
that the Jews needed to assert their own identity and 
therefore turned to certain symbolic expressions. They 
chose specific symbols which the Jewish communities as 
well as individuals felt expressed their distinctive faith, and 
could represent religious ideas with which they could 
identify. 

An interesting example of the way in which a sign 
developed into a symbol may be seen in the case of the 
menorah. The menorah was probably a professional sign 
of the priests during the Second Temple period, signifying 
their duty and office, as well the sacred Temple vessel, 
along with the Table. Only after the destruction of the 
Temple did the menorah image change from a limited and 
specific official emblem into a more universal symbol of 
general but profound connotation, thus becoming the 
principal symbol of Judaism itself. 

The major Jewish symbols were objects such as the 
menorah, the Ark, the ritual utensils, and the conch shell. 
The motifs and emblems in Jewish art borrowed from the 
pagan world were used without their original meaning, 
and for their decorative effect only, or were given a differ- 
ent significance in Jewish art (such as the zodiac, which 
now served as a calendar, and lions, which now signified 
the guarding of the Jewish symbols such as the menorah 
and the Ark). Jews carefully selected motifs and iconogra- 
phy of a symbolic character and depicted them in their 
synagogal and funerary art. 

Due to extensive synagogue excavations as well as histor- 
ical research, knowledge and evidence are now much more 
extensive than before. It seenas reasonable to infer that an 
Ark of the Scrolls (in the shape of a wooden chest) stood 
inside the architectural structure of the Torah shrine in 
the synagogue building. Representations of the Ark in 
Jewish art confirm that in the synagogues of Late Antiquity 
a wooden Ark of the Scrolls s:ood inside the Torah shrine, 
regardless of its form (aedicula, niche, or apse). Neverthe- 
less the Ark was also part of the symbolic repertoire of 
Jewish art: it represented much deeper connotations, be- 
ing an integral part of the focal point of Jewish worship, 
the Torah. It also symbolized’ the place of prayer and of 
the Scriptures and their study in the destroyed Temple. 
Renditions of the Ark are encountered on tomb walls and 
doors, and on lamps found outside a synagogue context. 
On mosaic floors the Torah shrine is commonly depicted 
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ART.38. Synagogue floor mosaics depicting the ark of the scrolls, menorahs, 
and ritual objects. Top, pane! from Hammath Tiberias; bottom, panel from Beth 
Alpha. (Courtesy of R. Hachiili.) 


with two menoroth flanking it; this probably represents 
the actual positioning of the Torah shrine and menoroth 
in their prominent place on display in the synagogue 
building (see Fig. ART.38). 

Depictions of a menorah flanked by ritual objects, or of 
the more elaborate Torah Shrine flanked by menoroth and 
ritual objects, came to symbolize participation in the an- 
nual pilgrimages, the Feast of the Tabernacles (the most 
important annual festival), and, by association, the Temple 
and its eventual rebuilding. 

b. Figurative Art. The repertoire of Jewish figurative 
art included themes such as biblical stories, mythological 
designs, and motifs of animals and human figures which 
also occur in Jewish poetry. The significance of these 
symbolic and iconographic themes lies in its contrast with 
the contemporaneous aniconic Christian art; these artistic 
themes thus became a means of emphasizing the differ- 
ence between the Jewish and Christian arts. 

(1) Biblical Scenes. Biblical themes on synagogue mo- 
saics were selected from a relatively small number of 
familiar biblical stories: the Sacrifice of Isaac, Noah’s Ark, 
Daniel in the Lions’ Den, the Twelve Tribes, and King 
David. Noteworthy is the recurrence of biblical scenes in 
more than one synagogue mosaic pavement within Pales- 
tine and on mosaics and frescoes in the Diaspora: The 
Offering of Isaac at Beth Alpha (see Fig. ART. 39) and 
Dura Europos; Noah’s Ark at Gerassa and Misis-Mopsuestia 
in Cilicia; Dantel in the Lions’ Den at Na‘aran and Susiya; 
and David (= Orpheus) at Gaza and Dura Europos, and 
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ART.39. Beth ?Alpha synagogue mosaic depicting the sacrifice of Isaac. (Redrawn 
from Hachiili 1987: 289, fig. 31.) 


with Goliath’s weapons at Marous. They were depicted in 
simple narratives, although some of the scenes as a whole 
may have had symbolic meanings. The scenes had in 
common the illustration of the theme of salvation and 
were associated with prayers offered in time of drought. 
The choice of themes was derived from the religiocultural 
climate of the period and meant to be a reminder of and 
reference to traditional historical events; there was no 
intention of using these themes for symbolic or didactic 
purposes, as suggested by some scholars (Goodenough 
1953, 1: 253 ff.). However, the style, form, and artistic 
depiction on each of these floors is completely different, 
and each scene may be traced back to a distinct influence 
or source. The biblical scenes found so far do not seem to 
have a common denominator as regards style or origins. 
However, some similarity does exist in the arrangement of 
connecting panels and subject matter found both at Beth 
Alpha and Na‘aran, suggesting a common source of social 
affinities. 

(2) The Zodiac Panel. Four of the ancient synagogues 
discovered so far in Israel, ranging in date from the 4th to 
6th centuries, contain mosaics showing the zodiac cycle: 
Hammath Tiberias, Beth ?Alpha, Huseifa, Na‘aran. A fifth 
synagogue, that of Susiya near Hebron, at one time also 
contained a zodiac mosaic floor, but it was later changed 
into a geometric pattern. The mosaic at the ‘En Gedi 
synagogue yielded an inscription which includes the 
names of the zodiac signs followed by the names of the 
corresponding Jewish months. 

It is highly characteristic of Jewish art that a pagan 
subject (in this case the zodiac) should be adapted to 
express a Jewish idea (such as an annual calendar). In the 
Roman world zodiac signs are of solely cosmic and astro- 
nomical significance, whereas in Christian, as in Roman, 
art, the calendar is represented by the labors of the 
months. Jewish art preferred an abstract and symbolic 
zodiac, rather than the naturalistic representation of hu- 
man activity depicted on the Christian examples, in order 
to assure the people of the religious nature of the calen- 
dar. The fact that the zodiac was used frequently makes it 
clear that the Jewish community was not interested merely 
in a strictly decorative design for its floors. The fundamen- 
tally pagan zodiac cycle came to serve the Jewish commu- 
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nity as a popular, symbolic calendar, and was employed as 
a significant framework for the annual synagogue rituals. 

c. Artistic Motifs. Popular and common motifs in Jew- 
ish art indicate a persistent preference for particular 
themes in Jewish ornamentation. Sources for the motifs 
used in Jewish art include (1) tradition and the continua- 
tion of popular motifs deriving from Jewish art of the 
Second Temple period; (2) selected decorative patterns 
and motifs taken from contemporary (Greco-Roman, Syr- 
ian, and Nabatean) art, but now devoid of their symbolic 
context and significance; (3) chosen motifs from pattern 
books; and (4) motifs of symbols significant for Judaism. A 
motif consists either of a combination of several antithetic 
or heraldic elements such as lions flanking a menorah or 
Nikae flanking a wreath, or of a single image or object 
such as a rosette. The motifs include: flora and plant 
ornaments, geometric motifs, fauna and animal motifs, 
human figures, mythological motifs, and genre motifs. 

Definite tendencies are revealed in the persistent selec- 
tion of heraldic and antithetic symmetrical designs, such 
as lions, eagles, bulls, Nikae, peacocks, birds, horned ani- 
mals, dolphins, and rosettes, which are depicted on sar- 
cophagi, synagogue lintels, friezes, and mosaic floors. A 
common source for the motifs in Jewish art, most probably 
a pattern bcok, is indicated by the stylization of pose and 
posture as well as the patterning when representing ani- 
mals, plants, and other ornaments; it is less likely that such 
motifs were copied directly from nature. 


C. Conclusions 

The strictly aniconic and nonsymbolic art characterizing 
the Second Temple period was the outcome of Judaism’s 
struggle against paganism and idolatry. By the rigid obser- 
vance of the prohibition against animate images, the Jews 
retained their own identity and distinctiveness. 

This quality of the art of the Second Temple period 
completely disappeared during the period of Late Antiqu- 
ity. In Late Antiquity, art and architecture were influenced 
by political and social changes in Palestine, most particu- 
larly by the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple and the 
removal of the center of Jewish life to Galilee. The prevail- 
ing architectural structure was now the synagogue, which 
replaced the Temple as the center of Jewish religious, 
national, and social life. In addition, the decline of pagan- 
ism and the rise and expansion of Christianity caused a 
change in the Jewish attitude toward its own art; it now 
expressed its ornamentation and decorative architecture 
by figurative and symbolic means. With the destruction of 
the Temple, the need for a concrete visual image became 
strongly felt. Thus, only during this period do the Temple 
implements take on a symbolic significance in synagogal 
and funerary art. 

Jewish art is an example of an art lacking figurative 
tradition, and having a weakly developed visual sense and 
an environment with strong external cultural influences. 
It is based on the ability and skill with which the artists 
related to the needs and requirements of their patrons, 
whose prerequisites were based mainly on decorative de- 
mands. A limited selection of symbols and subjects were 
chosen by the Jewish community and by its donors, who 
made their choice from available pattern books. Certain 
original aspects of ancient Jewish art which continually 
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occur could be explained as being the result of the specific 
needs of the Jewish community, of its traditions, and of 
artists’ innovations. 

Jewish art was essentially a decorative art with both 
ornamental and iconographic functions. It was an art 
which consisted of an indigenous local tradition, with at 
the same time appropriations from the surrounding 
Greco-Roman and Christian. cultures; it possessed an ori- 
ental style, and was charac:erized by the use of specific 
symbols, motifs, and iconography. However, despite those 
elements borrowed from neighboring cultures, Jewish art 
retained within it the fundamental beliefs, customs, and 
traditions of the Jewish people. 
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EARLY CHEISTIAN ART 


While some elements of early Christian art have always 
been available for observation, our present knowledge 
depends on the advent of archaeology as a scientific disci- 
pline. Early Christian archaeology has been closely, 
though not exclusively, attached to the excavation of the 
catacombs in Rome. It was there that Giuseppe Marchi 
(1795-1860) projected a series of studies which would 
encompass inscriptions, architecture, pictures, and sculp- 
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tures. The expedition of this gigantic task fell on the able 
shoulders of Giovanni B. de Rossi (1822—94), then secre- 
tary of the Vatican Library. From his efforts sprung a 
school of collecting, organizing, and interpreting—a 
school which produced many journals and dictionaries 
(e.g., DACL and the more recent Enciclopedia cattolica). The 
school at Rome tended to interpret early Christian art in 
light of concerns found in contemporaneous patristic lit- 
erature, or in terms of later dogmatic considerations. 

There were detractors from this position, but not until 
about 1930 did another school of interpretation arise. 
Scholars like Hans Lietzmann, Franz Joseph Délger, Theo- 
dor Klauser, and Erich Dinkler formed a group that 
interpreted early Christian art in light of the culture of 
the Mediterranean world. This more contextual approach 
has inspired a prodigious number of studies and is best 
represented by the RAC and the serial JAC. 


A. Stages 
B. Sources 
C. Major Symbols 
. The Anchor 
. The Boat 
. The Fish 
. The Bread 
The Vase 
The Vine and Grapes 
. The Lamb 
. The Dove 
. The Olive Branch 
10. The Orante 
11. The Good Shepherd 
D. Pictorial Representations 
E. Conclusion 
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Stages 

The first art of the Christians bore little resemblance to 
Jewish art as we know it. Though we can note similarities 
in style and in relationship to the Hellenistic environment, 
there is little correspondence in content. The art of the 
floor of the synagogue at Beth ?Alpha, for example, or the 
front wall of the synagogue of Dura-Europos reflects ei- 
ther the influence of non-Jewish artisans (such as the use 
of the zodiac) or an interest in illustrating Jewish practices 
and episodes from the Hebrew Bible. See EARLY JEWISH 
ART AND ARCHITECTURE, above. Similar concerns do 
not appear in the earliest Christian art. 

For the first 150 years of the church there was no type 
of Christian pictorial art. As the Christian faith interacted 
with Hellenistic culture it slowly developed, independent 
of Judaism, its own symbol system and eventually pictorial 
art itself. If there were a Christian art it now lies indistin- 
guishable from contemporary Greco-Roman materials. 
The first art consisted of symbols derived primarily from 
the Hellenistic social matrix. About the turn of the 2d 
century Clement approved certain of these key Christian 
symbols: 


Let our seals be the dove, or the fish, or a ship sailing 
before a fair wind, or the lyre for music, which seal 
Polycrates used, or a ship’s anchor, which Seleucus 
carved on his device, and if there be a fisherman, he will 
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recall an apostle and children drawn from the water. 


(paed. 3,11) 


All of the symbols mentioned by Clement can be found at 
the earliest stages of Christian art. Near the end of the 2d 
century, about 180 c.£., pictorial representations began to 
appear which could be identified as Christian. The themes 
of these representations derived from Hellenistic culture, 
often utilizing the earliest symbols, though the context 
often reflected a biblical story or a liturgical practice. 
Christian pictures appeared simultaneously as plastic carv- 
ings on sarcophagi and as frescoes in catacombs and house 
churches. Though most of the early Christian pictorial 
representations were utilized in Christian contexts, they 
obviously addressed those formed by the contemporary 
Hellenistic culture. Eventually, as the culture became more 
Christian, and as Christianity was recognized as a legiti- 
mate faith expression, Christian art took on more of an 
illustrative and pedagogical role. For the sake of epochal 
clarity we speak of that change as the accession of Constan- 
tine in 313 c.£., though the time of the Roman Bishop 
Damasus (366-84) better represents the beginning of 
Christian orthodoxy. Any discussion of early Christian art 
would note the changes which might occur through these 
historical stages. 


B. Sources 

In order to distinguish stages in early Christian art it 
becomes necessary to determine what elements preceded 
the Constantinian era. For such a determination accuracy 
in dating is preferable to completeness. A narrow list of 
sources for 3d-century frescoes includes the baptistry at 
Dura-Europos, the sacrament chapels at St. Callixtus 
(Rome), the double chamber of the Lucina Area in St. 
Callixtus, the Flavian Gallery in the Domitilla catacomb 
(Rome), the Capella Greca in the Priscilla catacomb 
(Rome), and the hypogea in the catacomb of St. Gennaro 
(Naples). 

There are also numerous early plastic scenes on sarcophagi: 
one found in the Kaisar Friedrich Museum, Berlin; the 
Sta. Maria Antiqua sarcophagus, Rome (see Fig. ART. 40); 
Museo Pio cristiano 119, the Vatican; Ny Carlsberg 832, 
Copenhagen; the Jonah Sarcophagus in the British Mu- 
seum, London; the Sarcophagus of Hertofile in the Ther- 
mal Museum, Rome; Museo Pio cristiano 236, Julia Juliane, 
the Vatican; the Noah sarcophagus in the Rheinisches 
Landesmuseum, Trier; the Jonah-Sarkophag, Prinz-Paul- 
Museum-Garten, Belgrade; le Mas d’Aire Sarcophagus in 
leglise Sainte Quitterie du Mas, Aire-sur-l Adour, France 
(see Fig. ART. 41); the Albana sarcophagus, Quirinius- 
Kappelle, Friedhof St. Matthias, Trier. In addition to these 
complete sarcophagi, there are a number of fragments in 
Rome and elsewhere throughout the ancient Roman Em- 
pire. Some pieces, found in the provinces, though 4th- 
century pieces actually parallel Roman Christianity of the 
3d century (e.g., the remarkable collection found in the 
Musée d’Art Chretien in Arles, France). 

There are no known certain sculptures which predate 
Constantine. The remarkable Jonah statues (Jonah Swal- 
lowed, Jonah Cast Up, Jonah at Rest, and Jonah as an 
Orante) as well as the Good Shepherd, now lodged in the 
Cleveland Museum of Art, appear early in many respects 
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ART.40. Sarcophagus in Sta. Maria Antiqua (Rome). Likely the oldest example of early Christian plastic art. (Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 


but cannot be accurately dated. The mosaics of Mausoleum 
M in the Vatican necropolis are the only certain 3d-century 
Christian mosaics, though one can hardly ignore the floor 
on the N hall of the cathedral at Aquileia. Yet, little can be 
learned from its animal scenes. The S floor at Aquileia, 
with its Jonah. and Good Shepherd, could be considered 
borderline 3d century. 


C. Major Symbols 

As in any culture the first Christian symbols not only 
identify the developing faith, but serve as an artistic reso- 
lution for what otherwise are significant conflicts or ten- 
sions for the community. Symbols are to be read in terms 
of such temporal conflicts rather than necessarily as dog- 
matic theological signs. This is especially evident in several 
of the earliest nautical symbols which reflect a conflict with 
the environment. 

1. The Anchor. As a simple symbol] the anchor ap- 
peared frequently on catacomb ttuli (marble grave mar- 
kers) of the $d century. See Fig. ART. 42. By the 4th 
century it had almost totally disappeared. The anchor had 
no significant prior use as a religious symbol. Since any 
significance in Hellenistic culture was lacking, it has been 
suggested that the anchor represents a hidden cross, a 
disguise no longer needed when Christianity went public. 
However, in 3d-century popular Christianity there were 


few, if any, symbols of efficacious suffering and dying. As 
a popular symbol the cross was not hidden; it simply was 
not utilized. As a Christian metaphor the anchor occurs 
only once in the NT (Heb 6:19, as a symbol of hope). Since 
early Christian symbols or scenes seldom reflect any bibli- 
cal meaning, there is no reason to assign the sense of hope 
to the anchor. Along with the other nautical symbols 
mentioned by Clement, the anchor reflects Christian con- 
flict with the environment (implied by water). In the faith 
community the believer finds security. 

2. The Boat. Like the anchor, the boat expresses secur- 
ity in an alien environment; but unlike the anchor it had a 
prior history. In some ancient religions the boat bore the 
dead to the other world, while in the Bible boats normally 
protected from threatening waters—e.g., the ark (Gen 
6:19); Jonah’s boat (Jonah 1:4); and the stilling of the 
storm (Mark 6:45—52). While the boats of early Christian- 
ity are not yet the salvific Church of the 4th century 
(Cyprian, de catholicae ecclesiae unitate, 6), they do offer 
deliverance to a threatened people. 

3. The Fish. Though one of the most frequently used 
symbols of the early church, nevertheless the fish defies 
accurate analysis. Like the other nautical symbols the fish 
signifies secure life in conflictive situations. It is found with 
another nautical symbol, the anchor. One famous stela, 
that of Licinia (Museo Nazionale, Rome) contains a fish on 
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ART.42. Incomplete catacomb fitu/us at Rome showing tree, dove, and anchor. 
(Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 


each side of an anchor. An inscription reads “fish of the 
living” (Gk ichthus zéntén). 

Some suppose this inscription, and the fish itself, refers 
to the use of Gk ichthus (“fish”) as an acrostic meaning 
“Jesus Christ, God’s Son, Savior.” While no other symbols 


bear such a dogmatic meaning, and many uses of the fish 
symbol cannot refer to the Jesus acrostic, still the identifi- 
cation of the fish with Jesus cannot be denied. Tertullian 
wrote: “But we little fish, according to our ichthun Jesus 
Christ, are born in the water, nor were we saved in any 
other manner than by remaining in the water” (De Bapt. 
1). 

While Tertullian knew the social context of the fish (the 
newly baptized Christian remains in the water), he also 
knew the acrostic reference of “fish” to Jesus. 

Apart from the acrostic, Jesus can be identified with the 
fish of the agape meal. Every known representation of the 
agape meal prior to Constantine shows fish, bread, and 
wine. While the meal may be based on the NT eucharistic 
passage of the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Mark 6:30— 
44), other inscriptional material identifies the fish meal 
with “the Fish from the Fountain, the very great, the pure, 
which the holy virgin seized” (Epitaph of Abercius). 
Fourth-century literary material can speak of the eucharist 
as the Christ feeding the people with 5 loaves and 2 fishes, 
and Christ is himself that bread and that fish (Paulinus of 
Nola, epist. 13, 11). 

The fish symbol then refers both to the social implica- 
tion of entering the faith community (baptism into a 
community of security) and a major means of maintaining 
membership in that community (the fish of the eucharist 
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and/or agape). By the end of the 2d century this powerful 
symbol had also started to take on the dogmatic nature of 
the famous acrostic. 

4. The Bread. Like the fish, the symbol of bread refers 
primarily to liturgical practices. It always appears in meal 
scenes with fish and wine (note the well-known combina- 
tion symbol from the crypt of Lucina in S. Callixtus, 
Rome). Normally the artist portrayed bread as a small 
round object, often placed in a basket. In the eucharistic 
meal scenes there are 5 or 7 such baskets (see Mark 6:30-— 
44 and 8:1—10). Such loaves or baskets of bread can be 
found in the symbol systems of many religions (Gooden- 
ough 1953-68; 5: 62-95). For most unofficial religions of 
the Mediterranean area, bread symbolized the fellowship 
of a religious meal or fellowship with the extended family 
and community through meals for the dead. 

5. The Vase. While the vase does not appear as a eu- 
charistic calix (or chalice) until the peace of Constantine, it 
does appear fairly often as a symbol in early Christian art. 
It cannot be the container from which the eucharist/agape 
wine was drunk, which was a small glass beaker. The vase 
occurs often with a dove, the primary symbol of peace for 
early Christians. Given that meaning and its frequency in 
both Christian and non-Christian burial areas, we can 
suppose it represents the unity of the extended family or 
faith commur.ity. As such it symbolically held the wine for 
the nearly universal meal for the dead. After Constantine 
its meaning and function shifted to the newly formed 
orthodox eucharist, where it was now portrayed as a calix. 

6. The Vine and Grapes. The artistically ubiquitous 
vine brought a rich history of meaning. In Judaism and 
early Christianity it signified the source of life, especially 
the life of the faith community (Isa 5:1—7; John 15:1-11), 
and was prominent in Hellenistic religions (e.g., the cult of 
Dionysus’. The most prominent use of the vine in early 
Christianity occurs in Mausoleum M in the necropolis of 
St. Peter’s. A green vine surrounds a gold sky with Christ 
Helios driving across it. See Fig. ART. 47. 

Grapes sometimes occur with the vine, though more 
often with a dove. The dove signifies the peace of the faith 
community, achieved by eating the grapes (drinking the 
wine) of the community meal. As with the fish and bread, 
eventually the grape was identified with Christ, a grape 
(wine as blood) which suffered for us (Clem. paed. 2,2). 
The grape survived the peace of Constantine because it 
took on the Christological, cultic meaning. 

7. The Lamb. In most instances the lamb of early Chris- 
tianity appears in bucolic scenes, either with the Good 
Shepherd or an Orpheus-like figure. See Fig. ART. 40. 
While it would. be tempting to identify the lamb with such 
biblical images as the innocent ewe lamb of Nathan’s para- 
ble (2 Sam 12:1-6), it is more probable that pastoral scenes 
reflect the hospitality of the early church. Like the sheep 
of John 10:1-—8, the lamb symbolizes the religious actor 
enjoying the presence of (and community associated with) 
the Good Shepherd. That sense of community can be 
found as late as in the apse of S. Apollinare in Classe, 
Ravenna, though there restricted to the community of the 
apostles. 

After the peace of Constantine the lamb became a major 
symbol of the crucified Christ (Gallia Placida, Ravenna). 
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The celebrative Passover lamb, as Jesus (1 Cor 5:7 and 
John 1:29), has become the sacrificial agnus det (Rev 5:6). 

8. The Dove. This symbol has a rich and extensive 
history. In other cultures it can refer to fertility, sexuality, 
love, and religious sentiments. In early Christianity the 
dove, as a symbol, appears often with the olive branch, a 
symbol of peace (see Figs. ART. 42 and ART. 43), and 
frequently with the inscription IN PACE (see Table 1, from 
Bruun 1963). 


Table 1 
WITHOUT WITH 
IN PACE IN PACE 
Dove alone 45 37 
Dove with olive branch or tree 21 30 
Dove with Christogram 17 24 
Dove with other symbols 16 15 


Prior to Constantine (and the Christogram) the dove must 
have signified that peace and satisfaction deriving from 
faith and participation in the faith community. The dove 
and its counterpart, the Orante (see below), occurred often 
in biblical scenes of conflict. After the peace of Constan- 
tine, when social conflict had lessened, the dove referred 
more to peace of the soul, while the Orante eventually 
disappeared altogether. 

9. The Olive Branch. The olive branch occurs primarily 
with the dove, though sometimes alone. In biblical scenes 
it is found almost always in Noah and the Ark, sometimes 
in Jonah, and sometimes in The Three Young Men in the 
Fiery Furnace. Its consistent placement makes fairly cer- 
tain its symbolic identification with pax—the peace of the 
community in the face of conflict, as well as the peace of 
the refrigertum (meal with extended family and special 
religious dead). 

10. The Orante. One of the two human symbols consists 
of a woman with upraised hands. See Figs. ART. 40, 43, 
44. Her head is nearly always covered with a veil and a 
tunic of the 3d century (oran: tunicata et velata). She exists 
as a separate figure, but, more important, through the 4th 
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ART.43. Catacomb tituius for Eirene with dove, olive branch, and Orante (Rome). 
(Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 
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century is the main figure of nearly every biblical scene, 
both fresco and sculpture. She is Noah in the Ark, Jonah 
in the Boat, Jonah Spewed Out of the Sea Monster (Fig. 
ART. 41, right side of lid), Daniel Between the Lions (Fig. 
ART. 4], left of center), Susannah with the Elders (Fig. 
ART. 44), The Three Young Men in the Fiery Furnace, 
and sometimes Lazarus. She is the most important symbol 
in early Christian art. 

The Orante has a long history in the Greco-Roman social 
matrix. Since there seems to be no major significance 
assigned to the biblical contexts in which the Orante is 
placed, it must be assumed the Orante has kept its tradi- 
tional meaning, now transferred to a Christian pictorial 
backdrop. From examples of the Orante in public art 
(coins) and sepulchral art, it seems to have been associated 
mainly with familial piety. Given the biblical contexts used 
by the artists, the scenes must indicate a community (fa- 
milial) victory in the midst of various conflicts (deliver- 
ance). Once the conflicts diminished during the reign of 
Constantine, the Orante essentially disappeared from 
Christian art. 

11. The Good Shepherd. The second human figure is a 
male shepherd pictured with a member of the sheep 
family, normally a ram, on his shoulders. See Fig. ART. 
40. The symbol, a criophorus, has an ancient history dating 
as far back as 1000 B.c.x. in Near Eastern circles. A 
number of meanings for the symbol have been suggested. 
The use of the Good Shepherd in baptistries (Dura-Euro- 
pos, Naples?) as well as catacombs and meeting places 
indicates that the shepherd bore the religious actor into 
the faith community (or family of the dead). For that 
reason the Good Shepherd has been identified as humani- 
tas, in contrast to the Orante as pietas. One might think of 
it as ecclesial hospitality. After Constantine, the Good 
Shepherd became the most popular symbol for Christ 
himself. 


D. Pictorial Representations 

Given the sources for early Christian art as noted, we 
can make a comparative analysis of subjects. Despite the 
limited number of pre-Constantinian sources, nevertheless 


ART.44. Scene of Susanna (Orante to the left) being rescued by Daniel. From 
Capella Greca in the Priscilla catacomb (Rome). (Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 


ART AND ARCHITECTURE 


a numerical count of artistic subjects is possible (see Table 
2). Such a count reveals some remarkable data. The Jonah 
story completely dominates the subject matter of early 
Christian art (60 percent of all subjects represented belong 
to it); of subjects derived from the OT, 72 percent are 
specifically from Jonah. The story of Jonah stresses deliv- 
erance (often Jonah appears as the Orante), and most 
other subjects drawn from the OT also stress deliverance: 
Noah in the Ark, the Sacrifice of Isaac (Isaac also as an 
Orante, though see Fig. ART. 41, left lid of sarcophagus), 
Moses Striking the Rock, Jonah Cast into the Sea, Jonah 
and the Ketos (or Sea Monster), Jonah at Rest (see Fig. 
ART. 40, left), Three Young Men in the Fiery Furnace, 
Daniel in the Lion’s Den (see Fig. ART. 41, left of center), 
Susannah and the Elders (see Fig. ART. 44), and David 
and Goliath. Of all early Christian pictorial interpretations, 
74 percent deal with deliverance and, even more striking, 
94% of all subjects from the OT involve the deliverance 
motif. While the biblical narrative appears to have no place 
in this material, perhaps the crisis represented does: threat 
of water (social environment), threat of religious persecu- 
tion, threat of starvation, threat of death, threat of oppres- 
sion by the state, and the threat of legal prejudice. After 
the time of Constantine all of these scenes disappeared 
except Noah and the Ark (which remained now as a symbol 
of the church) and Moses Striking the Rock (shifted to 
Peter Striking the Rock). 

Adam and Eve is the only biblical scene of any conse- 
quence which does not convey deliverance. See Fig. ART. 
45. For most of later Christian history the scene portrays 
the fall of the first man and woman, but in these earliest 
scenes there is no sign of sin. Instead, the scene represents 
the same bucolic paradise of Jonah at Rest or the Good 
Shepherd. 

The Jonah cycle requires special consideration. There 
are three Jonah stories: (1) Jonah, often as an Orante, 
standing on a troubled boat; (2) Jonah, often as an Orante, 
coughed up from inside a sea monster; and finally (3) 
Jonah lying under a vine. See Fig. ART. 40 left. In the 
latter scene the iconography of Jonah matches precisely 
the iconography of Endymion (a mythical companion of 
the moon goddess Selene), who is also pictured reclining 
in paradisiacal repose (Endymion was a favorite figure on 
Roman sarcophagi). The three scenes, not always seriatim, 
represent chapters of the book of Jonah. Yet each stands 
on its own. Jonah in the boat and with the sea monster are 
both nautical scenes in which the Orante Jonah finds 
deliverance. According to the Jonah narrative there is no 
reason for Jonah to “be delivered” while in the boat. The 
last scene simply combines the pastoral scene of the Good 
Shepherd with the well-known iconography of Endymion. 

Scenes from the NT center on Jesus rather than the 
Orante. Though deliverance often occurs, the artists focus 
on the deliverer, Jesus. Normally they portrayed Jesus as a 
young, curly-haired, beardiess, wonder-worker. The figure 
reminds one of contemporary Hercules iconography. Of 
31 NT scenes, 12 show Jesus healing (e.g., the paralytic; 
see Fig. ART. 41 lid, left of center) or raising from the 
dead (e.g., Lazarus; see Fig. ART. 41, left). In these Jesus 
often has his hand outstretched toward the healed, al- 
though sometimes he points with a wand. 

Despite the emphasis on healing, the baptism of Jesus 
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ART.45. Early 4th century sarcophagus cover with Adam and Eve. Musée d’Art 
Chrétien, Arles, France. (Courtesy of G. - Snyder.) 


ART.46. Fresco from Capella Greca in the Priscilla catacomb (Rome). The scene 
depicts the wisemen approaching Mary. (Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 


appears more often than any other scene. Jesus appears as 
an older child being baptized by a bearded adult (typical 
iconography representation of a river God), while a dove 
hovers overhead. See Fig. ART. 40, right. While we may 
have an illustration of the baptism of Jesus with the descent 
of the Spirit, more likely the scene reflects the baptismal 
practice of the 3d-century church: an adolescent is bap- 
tized into the peace (dove) of the faith community. If this 
reflects baptism, then the Multiplication of the Loaves and 
Fishes signifies the agape meal (also a rather frequent 
scene) with its inevitable fish and baskets of bread. The 
Multiplication scene might refer to deliverance for the 
hungry, but more likely it associates the meals of the early 
church with the popular feeding of the five thousand 
(recounted 4 times in the Synoptics). The meal could be 
the eucharist, the Love Feast (agape), or the meal with the 
dead (refrigerium). 

Most of the NT scenes relate iconographically to the 
Hellenistic social matrix. The scene of the wise men por- 
trays representatives of foreign powers giving a crown of 
gold (aurum coronarium) to the emperor. See Fig. ART. 46. 
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In the birth scene, Mary and Jesus are represented icono- 
graphically similar to Isis and the child Horus. 

On Roman sarcophagi or in mausoleums the deceased 
(male) often was portrayed reading to a younger person. 
Transferred to Christian sarcophagi (see Fig. ART. 40) the 
scene has been taken by some as the traditio legis, the 
passing of the law the next generation (Jesus to Peter). If 
the teaching figure is indeed Jesus, the iconography fits 
better with that of wandering philosophers. In addition to 
the wonder-worker Jesus there was in the earliest art a 
Christus philosophicus who taught the faith community (sar- 
cophagus of Velletri). Only after the peace of Constantine 
did that shift to Jesus teaching only the apostles (based on 
scenes of the emperor with the officers of the empire; see 
the arch of Constantine and then eventually the Jesus of 
the Byzantine apses, the maiestas domini. 

A beautiful mosaic of Christ Helios was discovered in 
mausoleum M of the necropolis under St. Peter’s. See Fig. 
ART. 47. The scene shows a Christ figure, with sun rays 
streaming from his head, crossing a golden sky in a biga. 
Earlier some Jewish artists had portrayed the ascension of 
Elijah as a contrast to the intensely popular Sol Invictus 
(synagogue of Dura-Europos). Christians followed the ex- 
ample. While the carving on the wooden doors of 5th- 
century S. Sabina shows the same scene, the artist of 
Mausoleum M took an extra step: Christ, in the iconogra- 
phy of Elijah, became the sun god himself. 


E. Conclusion 

One critical scene (the crucifixion of Jesus) and its ac- 
companying symbol (the cross) did not occur in early 
Christian art. Probably the first scene of Jesus suffering 
occurs on the Vatican’s Passion sarcophagus, carved ca. 
mid-4th century. About the same time one artist trans- 
formed the Constantinian chi-rho to a cross, the crux im- 
missa. This may be the first clear use of the cross as a 
symbol, if we discount as a prank the so-called Palatine 
cross, a donkey on a cross. See Fig. ART. 48. 

In the social matrix from which Christianity arose, the 
major concerns were deliverance, security, kinship, and 
healing. The symbol of suffering and criminal death did 


ART.47. Mosaic of Christ Helios in mausoleum M under St. Peter's at Rome. 
(Courtesy of G. F Snyder.) 
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ART.48. Graffito found on the Paiatine in Rome. The drawing may be a caricature 
of the crucifixion. (Drawing adapted by J. Wine.) 


not appeal to an oppressed people. After the peace of 
Constantine the passion narrative and the cross could 
symbolize the redemptive use of power. Thus, attempts to 
find hidden crosses in anchors, ship masts, palm trees, and 
cryptic language miss this important point. 
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ARTAPANUS. A Jewish author who flourished in 


Egypt prior to the mid-Ist century B.c.c. and wrote a 


ARTAPANUS 


historical roraance entitled On the Jews (perhaps Judaica). 
Three short fragments of the work survive, treating re- 
spectively Abraham, Joseph, and Moses, primarily as they 
relate to Egy at. The fragments display a remarkable level 
of syncretism, reflected by the manner and extent to which 
popular religious and cultural traditions from Egypt and 
the Graeco-Roman world are interwoven into the biblical 
story. 

No verbatim excerpts from Artapanus’ work survive. 
Instead, portions were summarized by the pagan author 
Alexander Polyhistor, who flourished in Rome in the mid- 
Ist century B.c.E., and these summaries were later quoted 
directly in Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.18, 23, 27. Prior to the 
time of Eusebius (ca. 260-340 c.£.), a brief portion of the 
third fragment concerning Moses was quoted by Clement 
of Alexandria (ca. 150-215 c.£.) in Strom. 1.23.154.2-3. 

The first fragment (Praep. Evang. 9.18.1), consisting of 
only a few lines, describes Abraham’s migration to Egypt 
and his subsequent return to Syria twenty years later, 
noting especially his role in providing astrological instruc- 
tion to Pharaoh. 

A somewhat longer second fragment (Praep. Evang. 
9.23.1—4) depicts the circumstances of Joseph’s coming to 
Egypt and his subsequent rise to power. The biblical ac- 
count is embellished considerably as Joseph is made re- 
sponsible for impressive land reforms and the discovery of 
measures, both of which earned him high esteem among 
the Egyptiars. Also mentioned is his marriage to the 
Egyptian Asenath, daughter of a priest of Heliopolis. 

A conside-ably longer third fragment (Praep. Evang. 
9.27.1—37) focuses on Moses, covering the period from his 
birth until the arrival of the Israelites in the wilderness. It 
follows the storyline of Exodus but includes many nonbib- 
lical features which give the story a distinctively Egyptian 
cast. Like Abraham and Joseph, Artapanus’ Moses 
emerges as a cultural benefactor of the Egyptians, but his 
list of achievements exceeds that of his biblical predeces- 
sors. Besides being a brilliant military strategist who pro- 
tects Egypt from the Ethiopians (also reported in Josephus 
Ant 2.10.1-2 §8§ 238~53), he embodies the Hellenistic ideal 
of scientific discovery as the inventor of ships, military 
weapons, and other implements useful to Egyptian life. 
Perhaps mos: important, he emerges as the originator of 
philosophy. His role as renowned sage is underscored in 
the claim tha: he became the teacher of Orpheus and came 
to be identified with the god Hermes. Artapanus also 
credits him with the efficient organization and administra- 
tion of the state, as well as the founding and organizing of 
Egyptian rel.gious cults, a role in which the Egyptians 
came to revere him as divine. Another nonbiblical feature 
is an encounter between Moses and Pharaoh in which 
Pharaoh died for blaspheming the name of God but was 
miraculously restored to life by Moses. Artapanus also 
modifies the biblical account of the plagues and omits 
reference to the Passover. He also reports local traditions 
explaining how the Israelites crossed the Red Sea. 

What is known about the author is derived largely from 
the surviving fragments themselves. Other than the above 
mentioned passages, he is referred to nowhere else. His 
unusual name seems to be of Persian origin, and this may 
suggest a mixed descent. Though earlier scholarship 
found it difficult to conceive of a Jewish author capable of 
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such a high level of syncretisin (and for this reason viewed 
him either as non-Jewish or as an apostate Jew), recent 
scholarship is much more certain of his Jewish identity, 
primarily because of the subject matter of the fragments. 
His main concern is to relate sympathetically the biblical 
story, which he knows from the LXX. He not only portrays 
Abraham, Joseph, and Mose; in heroic terms, enhancing 
their stature as worthy religicus leaders and cultural bene- 
factors of Egypt, but also appears to be responding to 
negative criticisms. Thus he both promotes and defends 
the biblical story. His ardent zeal for his own religious 
tradition typifies the popular romance literature during 
the Hellenistic period: concern to establish legitimacy for 
one’s own cultural tradition vis-a-vis other national tradi- 
tions by presenting an attractive, interesting account of the 
heroes of that tradition basecl on one’s own sacred books. 

As to his date, it is only known for certain that he 
preceded Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 105-30 B.c.£.), who 
summarized his work (see Freudenthal 1875: 143-74, 
215-18). His use of the LXX would place him after the 
mid-3d century B.c.E., when a Greek translation of the 
Hebrew Bible probably began to become available. If he is 
responding to anti-Jewish acc ounts of the Exodus, such as 
those of Manetho (ca. 280 B.c.£.), as seems likely, this 
would also establish an earlier reference point for dating. 
Within this 200-year range, 250-50 B.c.z., other dates 
have been suggested based on specific evidence. Refer- 
ences in the fragments to the worship of Isis and allusions 
to mystery religions have been correlated with efforts by 
Ptolemy IV Philopator (221-205 B.c.E£.) to promote the 
worship of Dionysus among: Jews in Egypt (cf. 3 Macc. 
2:29-30). The reference to the conscription of Egyptian 
farmers (Frg. 3.7) may also point to the time of Philopator, 
who initiated the practice prior to the battle of Raphia 
(217 B.c.£.). If the mention of a Jewish temple built in 
Heliopolis (Frg. 2.4) is a reference to the temple at Leon- 
topolis (established by Onias IV ca. 167-164 38.c.£.), this 
would suggest a time during the reign of Ptolemy VI 
Philometor (180-145 B.c.£.). Another clue to dating may 
be provided by Artapanus’ mention of elephantiasis as the 
cause of the Egyptian king’s death (Frg. 3.20). Although 
Plutarch (Mor. 731A) reports that the disease was first 
identified in the Ist century 4.C.E., it appears to have been 
known and described in Egypt by Bolus of Mendes as early 
as the 3d century B.c.E. The strong apologetic tone of the 
fragments would suggest a period from the end of the 3d 
century to the middle of the 2d century B.c.£. The level of 
confidence they reflect would point to a period of relative 
stability reminiscent of the reign of Ptolemy VI Philome- 
tor. 

As for the provenance, the thorough Egyptian cast of 
the fragments and the explicit preoccupation with Egyp- 
tian names and places makes an Egyptian setting almost 
certain. Whether the setting was specifically Alexandrian 
is not as certain, primarily because Artapanus reflects 
awareness of a broader range of native Egyptian traditions, 
and in certain respects differs conspicuously both in out- 
look and literary sophistication from other Jewish litera- 
ture generally associated with Alexandria. 

The Artapanus fragments are generally grouped with 
Hellenistic Jewish historical writings, but they are “history” 
only in the minimal sense that they rehearse the biblical 
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story. Their nationalistic flavor, their conspicuous ten- 
dency to glorify ancestral heroes, and the incorporation of 
a wide range of popular traditions suggests that Arta- 
panus’ work belonged to the genre of popular, historical- 
romance literature. 

While the Artapanus fragments provide some useful 
information relating to Egypt and Egyptian Judaism, their 
value does not depend on whether what they report is 
historically accurate, but rather on what they reveal! about 
the historical situation out of which they arose and to 
which they attest. Specifically, Artapanus becomes a valu- 
able resource for understanding the historical reality of 
Greek-speaking Judaism in an Egyptian setting perhaps as 
early as mid-3d century B.c.E. Scholars have always been 
intrigued by the extent of syncretism reflected in the 
fragments, even though their assessment of Artapanus’ 
motives and ultimate loyalties have differed widely. Be- 
cause of his portraits of Joseph and Moses in particular, 
he has figured prominently in the “divine man” debate. 
Scholars continue to debate what it meant for a Jewish 
author during the Hellenistic period to elevate Moses to 
near-divine status and offer such a positive description of 
Egyptian religion. All such assessments, however, must 
reckon with the question of genre in determining appro- 
priate criteria for judging Artapanus'’ literary achievement. 
The widely acknowledged apologetic dimension in the 
Artapanus fragments makes them a valuable resource for 
understanding the social dynamics of Jewish responses to 
anti-Jewish polemics in the Hellenistic period. To the ex- 
tent that the fragments reflect Artapanus’ attempt to clar- 
ify misconceptions about Judaism and thereby gain cul- 
tural respectability, his work belongs within the tradition 
of “competitive historiography” that became well devel- 
oped in the Hellenistic age (Collins, OTP 2:891—92). Yet, 
however outwardly directed his work might have been, it 
doubtless functioned to reinforce the faith and confidence 
of his fellow Jews. 
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ARTAXERXES (PERSON) [Aram ?artahsasta?; Gk Ar- 
taxérxés]. Persian king in whose reign the missions of Ezra 
(Ezra 7:1) and Nehemiah (Neh 2:1) took place. There were 
three Persian kings having this name, yet the biblical text 
neither specifies nor distinguishes among them: Artaxer- 
xes I (Longimanus) son and successor of Xerxes I, ruled 
465—425 bB.c.z.; Artaxerxes [1 (Mnemon) son and succes- 
sor of Darius II, ruled 404—358 B.c.£.; and Artaxerxes III 
(Ochus) son and successor of Artaxerxes II, ruled 359- 
338 B.c.E. The name may also have been assumed by Arses 
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who ruled 338-336 B.c.£., and Bessos, who claimed the 
throne soon after Alexander’s conquest (Cook 1983). 

The name Artaxerxes appears in the books of Ezra and 
Nehemiah in five distinct contexts: 

1. Ezra 4:7 relates that a letter was sent to Artaxerxes 
by BISHLAM, MIDREDETH, AND TABEEL. Nothing of 
the contents of this correspondence is told. 

2. Ezra 4:8-23, in Aramaic, reports correspondence 
from REHUM and SHIMSHAI to Artaxerxes; included is 
a copy of a letter from Persian officials notifying Artaxer- 
xes that repatriated Jews are rebuilding Jerusalem—the 
wall and its foundations are specifically mentioned (Ezra 
4:12-13). Also included with this report is a rescript from 
Artaxerxes ordering a halt to all such building in Jerusa- 
lem “until a decree is made by me” (Ezra 4:21). Olmstead 
(1948:313) suggested that the complaint to Artaxerxes in 
Ezra 4:8-23 is a result of a nationalist faction who tried to 
gain independence after Ezra’s mission but before Nehe- 
miah’s. Others have seen the complaint of Ezra 4:8—23 as 
a result of Nehemiah’s work on the wall. See Rowley 
(1955:554-57) for a discussion of these and other posi- 
tions. 

3. Ezra 6:14, still part of the Aramaic source, is a 
summary statement attributing the completion of the Tem- 
ple to the Persian rulers CYRUS, DARIUS, and Artaxer- 
xes. The anachronistic character of the mention of Arta- 
xerxes in the context of the building of the Temple has 
been a point of much discussion on the composition of the 
Aramaic section and of the books of Ezra and Nehemiah 
as a whole. 

4. The mission of Ezra in the reign of Artaxerxes is 
introduced at Ezra 7:8; included is a rescript in Aramaic 
from Artaxerxes authorizing Ezra’s religious and judicial 
duties, and instructing the treasurers of the satrapy Be- 
yond the River to provide support to Ezra. Ezra began his 
mission in the “seventh year of the king” (Ezra 7:8); along 
with Ezra a contingency of people were allowed to emigrate 
to Judea “in the seventh year of Artaxerxes the king” (Ezra 
7:7). If Artaxerxes I is the intended king then the mission 
occurred in 458 B.c.£E. Herrmann (HHI, 309) argues that 
this is the view of the final editor. However, some scholars, 
most recently Miller and Hayes (1986), argue that Ezra’s 
mission occurred under the authority of Artaxerxes II, 
that is, in 398 B.c.£. Bright (BHI) and Noth (NHI), by 
emending or rejecting the dates in the text, have argued 
that Ezra’s mission occurred late in the reign of Artaxerxes 
I. 

5. Neh 2:1 states that “in the twentieth year of King 
Artaxerxes” Nehemiah made his request directly to Arta- 
xerxes to return to Jerusalem to rebuild it. Neh 5:14 
identifies the inclusive dates of Nehemiah’s mission in the 
reign of Artaxerxes “from the 20th year to the 32d year 
of Artaxerxes the king, 12 years.” See also Neh 13:6. If 
Artaxerxes | is the intended ruler the 20th year would be 
444 B.c.£. and the 32d year would be 427 B.c.z. Nehemiah 
made a return visit to Judea sometime after Artaxerxes’s 
32d year and remained in Judea for an unspecified time 
(Neh 13:6). Texts from Elephantine (CAP no. 30) and the 
Samaria Papyri (Cross 1975) have provided external evi- 
dence for identifying SANBALLAT, Nehemiah’s rival, as 
the governor of Samaria in the reign of Artaxerxes I. Most 
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scholars are now agreed that Nehemiah’s mission occurred 
in the reign of Artaxerxes I. 

Artaxerxes’s name is rendered with 2 spellings in the 
MT: (1) ?artah‘ast in Ezra 4:8, 11, 23 and 6:14 (but note 
the variant °artahsast@ in Ezra 4:7); and (2) ?artahsast? 
beginning in Ezra 7:1. The 2d spelling is used to the end 
of Ezra and throughout the text of Nehemiah. Torrey 
(1910:38) suggested that the change from the Hebrew sin 
to samek is inclicative of Artaxerxes I and Artaxerxes II 
respectively: the enemy of the Jews in Ezra 4 is Artaxerxes 
I, while the friend of the Jews in Ezra 7 and Nehemiah 2 
is Artaxerxes ‘1. Aramaic texts from Elephantine (BMAP, 
132) spell Artaxerxes’s name with the samek. Kraeling’s 
papyrus 12, an Aramaic text dated to the reign of Artaxer- 
xes II, uses the same spelling as those texts dated to 
Artaxerxes I (BMAP, 270). Other variants are involved as 
well which make Torrey’s correlation difficult since variants 
occur even when the same ruler is intended (see BMAP, 
142). Despite the difficulty of arguing that a practice in 
Egypt is the same as that of the redactor of Ezra and 
Nehemiah, Torrey’s suggestion has not met with wide- 
spread acceptance. 
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ARTEMAS (PERSON) [Gk ?Artemas]. A companion of 
Paul in the later years of Paul’s career (Tit 3:12). It is never 
mentioned, however, where Artemas and Paul met. The 
letter to Titus portrays Paul as planning to send either 
Artemas or T-chicus to Crete, presumably to take Titus’ 
place temporarily as the leader of the church there. Thus 
freed, Titus would be able to meet Paul at Nicopolis where 
he had decided to spend the winter. Of the several cities 
named Nicopolis, most commentators judge the reference 
in Tit 3:12 to be Nicopolis in Epirus on the W coast of 
Greece. Since there is a tradition preserved in 2 Tim 3:10 
that Titus went to Dalmatia, to the north of Nicopollis, it is 
probable that he visited Paul along the way in Nicopolis 
and that Arternas (or Tychicus), if Paul followed through 
with his plan, spent time in Crete serving the church while 
Titus was away. 


Bibliography 
Dibelius, M., ancl Conzelmann, H. 1972. The Pastoral Epistles. Her- 
meneia. Trans. P. Buttolph and A. Yarbro. Philadelphia. 
FLORENCE MORGAN GILLMAN 


ARTEMIS (DEITY). Probably the most popular of the 
Hellenic deities, Artemis was worshiped wherever the 
Greeks settled and by the Romans as Diana after she was 
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identified with the Italian goddess of that name. Her 
occasional identification with the Greek moon-goddess 
Selene had begun by the 5th century B.c., but she did not 
popularly become the moon unul the advent of astrology 
religion in the Hellenistic age. Daughter of Zeus by the 
Titaness Leto and twin sister of Apollo, Artemis was born 
either on the island of Delos, where the Horn Altar, 
constructed of the horns of goats sacrificed to her, became 
famous as one of the wonders of the ancient world, or on 
the nearby island Ortygia. She consistently appears among 
the twelve Olympians, as in the Parthenon frieze, and is 
prominent in Greek literature, art, and public festivals 
from the Homeric period on. Her name, however, is ety- 
mologically obscure and her personality multifaceted and 
enigmatic. 

Her typical form in literature and art (see, e.g., Od. 
6.99-109, Hymn. Hom. Ven. 16-20, Eur. Hipp.; Callim. Dian. 
1—182) is that of the Lady of the Wilds (Agrotera), a virgin 
huntress, pure and inviolable (hagne), who ranges the 
woodlands and mountains amid a retinue of sportive, 
dancing nymphs. Youthful, lithe, and dispassionately 
beautiful, she is often accompanied by a deer, and the bow 
is her constant attribute. She could be deadly and remorse- 
less toward those who threater: her chastity or offend her, 
as when she turned Actaeon into a stag and let his own 
hounds tear him apart because he came upon her at her 
bath in a mountain stream, or when she sent the Calydon- 
ian boar to ravage the lands cf Oeneus who had ignored 
her at sacrifice, or when she slew the daughters of Niobe 
with her arrows—as did Apollo her sons—to avenge 
Niobe’s disparagement of Leto. Her role in the destruction 
of the giant Tityus, who atterapted to rape Leto, and of 
the giants Otus and Ephialtes. who assaulted respectively 
her chastity and Hera’s, seems, at least to a modern, more 
justifiable. 

Before Artemis became one of the great gods, she may 
have been merely a wood nymph herself; for in the Pelo- 
ponnesus she bore such epithets as Limnatis (Lady of the 
Lake), Lygodesma (Willow-Bound), and Cedreatis (Ce- 
darn). She may at some point in her development have 
exhibited theriomorphic qualities: The visual arts some- 
times represent her as winged. and in her cult at Brauron, 
in Attica, girls in her service pretended to be bears (cf. the 
varying accounts of her atterdant nymph Callisto, who 
was seduced by Zeus and then turned into a bear). 

Artemis the virgin huntress paradoxically contained 
within her personality obvious characteristics of a mother 
goddess, probably acquired in Asia Minor and from the 
Creton goddesses Britomartis and Dictynna, with whom 
she was sometimes identified. She zealously protects the 
suckling young of all wild aniraals, nuturing at their birth 
the very creatures she will later slaughter in the hunt; see, 
e.g., Aesch. Ag. 134—143, where she is incensed with Zeus’ 
two eagles for devouring a pregnant hare. Fertility charac- 
teristics are strikingly apparent in her cult at Ephesus in 
Asia Minor: The Artemis whom the Ephesian mobs pro- 
claim as “Great” at Acts 19:23-40 is a multi-mammary 
grotesque. In her capacity as mother goddess, Artemis was 
even the protectress of human children and was often 
identified with Eileithyia, the goddess-proper of human 
childbirth. 

The darker aspect of Artemis’ personality is perhaps 
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summed up and symbolized in her frequent identification 
with Hecate, a goddess of witchcraft and the moon who 
roves the night and was worshiped at the traditionally 
haunted-crossroad. It is an aspect alluded to in Jl. 21.479- 
88, where Hera reviles Artemis for being a “lion to women” 
with a Zeus-given right to kill them at her pleasure, pre- 
sumably at childbirth; and it is present in the myths of 
Actaeon, Niobe, and the Calydonian boar. Nowhere does 
this aspect come to the fore more starkly than: (1) at Ag. 
104—247, when Artemis demands, and receives, the sacri- 
fice of Agamemnon’s virgin daughter Iphigenia, as simul- 
taneously an atonement for the eagles’ slaughter of the 
pregnant hare and a propiatory act to procure the release 
of the wind-bound Greek fleet from Aulis for the expedi- 
tion against Troy; and (2) in Eur. /T when Iphigenia, saved 
from sacrifice at Aulis by the miraculous substitution of 4 
hind and transported by Artemis to the land of the Tauri- 
ans on the farthest shores of the Black Sea (according to 
the variant legend here followed), presides as priestess of 
Artemis over the sacrifice of all foreigners who wander to 
that land. There was probably a symbolic reminiscence of 
human sacrifice in the cultic rites of Artemis Tauropolus 
in Attica (a man’s throat is scratched to the point of 
bleeding with a sword), whither according to the IT (see 
especially 1446-1461) Orestes and Iphigenia brought the 
goddess’ cult statue after they escaped from Taurica. The 
shedding of human blood was also an important compo- 
nent in the rites of Artemis Ortheia at Sparta; during these 
events, which became a tourist attraction in Roman times, 
youths were whipped until they bled. Similarly, human 
sacrifice may lie behind the holocausts of fruit and live 
animals in honor of Artemis Laphria at Patrae. The substi- 
tution of a hind for the sacrificial victim (see Eur. JA 1532- 
1618 for an account of this miracle) bears comparison with 
that of the ram for Isaac in Genesis 22. 

We may, at least to a point, account for the confusing 
multiplicity and ambivalence in Artemis’ personality by 
regarding her as a humanized representation of untamed 
nature, which appears benign and life-giving at one time 
or place and cruel and destructive at another. And we may 
risk going somewhat further by regarding her as simulta- 
neously a representation of what the Greek male, in the 
collective psyche of a male-dominated society, both ad- 
mired and feared in the female. But Artemis is perhaps 
the most difficult of the Hellenic deities to comprehend 
and will undoubtedly always elude full explanation. 
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ARUBBOTH 
ARTHROPODS. See ZOOLOGY. 


ARUBBOTH (PLACE) [Heb ?drubbét]. A city men- 
tioned only once in the Bible as the seat of Ben Hesed, 
governor of Solomon’s 3d district (1 Kgs 4:10). The diffi- 
culty in identifying the city is a result of this singular 
reference, containing no specific geographic indicators. Its 
identification therefore requires a proper overview of the 
nature and character of this Solomonic district list (1 Kgs 
4:7~19). 


A. Location of Solomon's Third District 
B. Other Possible References to Arubboth 
C. Khirbet el-Hamam 

1. Location and Description 

2. Excavations 
D. The History of Arubboth-Narbata 


A. Location of Solomon’s Third District 

Two primary approaches have been suggested for un- 
derstanding the geographic principles of the district divi- 
sions. According to the first (Alt, KiSchr 2: 76-89; Aharoni 
1976), the districts were of 2 different types, the first being 
identical to the Israelite tribal territories, and the second 
including former Canaanite areas in the coastal plain and 
large valleys (the latter being defined by a listing of cities). 
The 3d district is defined as follows: “Ben Hesed in Arub- 
both, to him belonged Socoh and all the land of Hepher.” 
According to this first approach, the fact that this district 
included a list of cities means that this district was formerly 
“Canaanite,” located in the N Sharon between the Yarkon 
and Wadi ez-Zerqah rivers. (Consequently, in this ap- 
proach the first district [the hill country of Ephraim] would 
have stretched far N of the tribe’s original inheritance to 
include, during the period of the district division, the 
tribal territory of Manasseh as well.) Thus, Mazar (1935) 
suggested locating Hepher at Tel Iphshar (M.R. 141197), 
and Arubboth at Tel el-Assawir (M.R. 151210), near the W 
opening of the ‘Iron pass leading to Megiddo. 

Albright (1925) in particular offered another approach, 
pointing out the methodological problem of identifying 
Arubboth and Hepher in the coastal plain. The daughters 
of Zelophehad (the granddaughters of Hepher, Josh 17:1— 
4), appear in the Samaria Ostraca as territorial units in the 
NE part of the Manasseh hill country. Tirzah, for exam- 
ple, who belongs to Hepher’s family, is located well inland, 
about 10 km NE of Shechem. Therefore, it seems more 
likely that the ‘Land of Hepher’ should be located in the 
hill country within the nuclear tribal allotment rather than 
in the formerly Canaanite area in the coastal plain (an- 
nexed to the monarchy only in the time of David). A 
coastal plain locale for the 3d district is also challenged by 
the archaeological data: Tel Iphshar is too small to have 
been a Canaanite city-state like Hepher (Josh 12:17), and 
Tel Assawir contained no sherds of the 10th century B.c.E. 
The site therefore could not have been a district capital 
during this period. 


B. Other Possible References to Arubboth 
Certain assistance for the identification of Arubboth is 
found in the fact that the city (and the district) of that 
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name probally existed throughout the Iron Age, the Per- 
sian, Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods as well. Accord- 
ing to Grintz (1957: 31), the tradition in Taanit Scroll, 
describing Jewish fortified cities in the Samaria region in 
either the Persian or the Hellenistic period, is linked with 
the Jewish settlement in the Dothan Valley, as told in the 
book of Judith. Others relate it to the settlement of the 
area by Jews after its conquest by John Hyrcanus in 106 
B.C.E. It is possible that the name of the area in the Taanit 
Scroll, Nabrachta, is connected to one of the offshoots of 
the geographic name Arubboth (see below). 

The area is mentioned in 1 Macc 5: 21-23: Simon the 
Hasmonean, after his victory over the Gentiles at Acre, 
brought to Jerusalem the Jews of Galilee and “Arbattoi,” 
which seems to be a Jewish district located between the W 
Galilee and Jerusalem. The syntax of the name indicates a 
possible connection to Arubboth, since only the suffix 
differs from the original, without change in the basic 
consonants of the name. 

The Byzaniine historian Georghios Kedrenos cites a list 
of the Herodian toparchies (divided among Herod’s sons), 
where the toparchy of Narbatton is mentioned along with 
Galilee and Perea. All 3 came under the jurisdiction of 
Herod Antipzs. This list suggests that during the Herodian 
period there existed in N Samaria a Jewish district named 
Narbatton. Since both Galilee and Perea were Jewish dis- 
tricts, we may assume that this division was based upon the 
necessity of separating the Jewish toparchies from those of 
the Gentiles. It is worth noting, however, that this Byzantine 
source is controversial. 

Finally, the area is mentioned twice by Josephus, along 
with a definition of its geographic location. First, in his 
description of the events close to the outbreak of the Jewish 
Revolt in May. a.p. 66, Josephus reports that a clash broke 
out between Creeks and Jews around the Great Synagogue 
of Caesarea; after the emperor Nero ruled in favor of the 
Greeks, the Jews took their Torah scrolls and went to one 
of their inheritances called Narbata, located 20 stadia from 
Caesarea (JW 2: 291). The second reference is connected 
with the repcrt about Cestius Gallus’ punitive campaign 
against Jeruselem in October a.p. 66; Josephus reports 
that Gallus sent forces of cavalry from Caesarea to Nar- 
bata, who “destroyed the district and set the villages 
aflame” (JW 2: 509). 

The name of the area is not mentioned again. An 
analysis of the sources suggests a linguistic connection in 
the series Arubboth—Nabrachta—Arbatta—Narbata, based 
on the preservation of the ancient nucleus r-b-t, whose 
meaning is uncertain. The changes over a millennium are 
probably conrected with the influx of Aram prefixes and 
suffixes into spoken Hebrew. Such include the prefix n- 
and the geogvaphic suffix -a (as in Suseita and Gamla). 
Kampffmeyer (1892) showed that changes in suffix and 
prefix do not alter the nucleus of the name, and therefore 
we have in these sources evidence for the continuity of the 
district and the city in the same area (N Samaria, not the 
N Sharon valley). As for the distance of 20 stadia (12 km) 
from Caesarea to Narbata (JW 2: 291), Avi-Yonah (1962: 
12, 127) showed that most of Josephus’ distance indicators 
relate to distances between the district capital and the 
toparchy’s border. We may, therefore, suggest that the 
border between the boundary of Caesarea and the topar- 
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chy of Narbata was the point where the Coastal Plain meets 
the Samaria hills, at a distance of 12 km from Caesarea. 


C. Khirbet el-Hamam 

1. Location and Description. During the course of a 
detailed archaeological survey on behalf of Tel Aviv and 
Haifa Universities, a previously unknown tell—Kh. el-Ha- 
mam—was discovered in 1978. This site seems to fit well 
the identification of Arubboth-Narbata. The site (M.R. 
163201) rises S of the riverbed of Wadi Jiz, in a rugged 
and stony hill area, betweer. the Dothan valley and the 
Coastal Plain. 

The city stretches across two hilltops. The N hilltop is 
approx. 70 dunams in size; it is fortified naturally by 
means of steep slopes at the W, N, and E; at the S it is 
connected to the lower slope by means of a gradual and 
convenient downgrade. Its upper acropolis, about 25 du- 
nams, was surrounded by a double city wall. The S hilltop 
is the larger one, and contains remnants of structures and 
caves with no indication of fortification. 

A sophisticated Roman siege system surrounding the 
city was discovered and explored, including a circumvalla- 
tion, three camps, and a siege ramp. The circumvallation 
is 1,516 m long and 2.2 m thick, encompassing the city 
from the W, N, and E. Alongside it were discovered Camp 
B (excavated) and Camps C--D (unexcavated). The sup- 
posed location of Camp A was the S hilltop. 

2. Excavations. The siege system and the city itself were 
excavated during 1980-1984 (Zertal 1984). Camp B of the 
siege system lies on the el-Birkeh hill, approx. 600 m E of 
the city. It is a square structure (22 x 22 m) with opposite 
gates at the N and S. Room: and floors were unearthed 
inside, upon which were found cooking pots and other 
vessels dated to the Ist century a.p., very similar to the 
material of Masada. In addition, a coin of Herod Arche- 
laus (4 B.C.E.—A.D. 6) was found. The excavated part of the 
circumvallation was found to be identical in structure and 
dimensions to the E circumvallation and the walls of Camp 
A at Masada. Some towers were discovered along the 
circumvallation. Camp C at Kh. el-Hamam is a small 
structure (10 <x 10 m), and camp D which lies on a slope 
next to the paved road tha: led to the city from the 
important Caesarea-Ginae road, is similar to Camp B. The 
siege system at Kh. el-Hamam is one of 4 extant, complete 
Roman systems connected witn the Jewish Revolt (A.p. 66— 
70) and the Bar-Kokhba Revolt (a.p. 132-135): Masada, 
Bethar, Machaerus, and Narbata (Kh. el-Hamam). The 
latter is the only one found N of Jerusalem. 

Three areas within the city itself were excavated: (1) the 
central section and the siege 1amp; (2) the S wall; and (3) 
a group of houses in the upper W part of the city. In the 
central section a continuity of pottery groups was discov- 
ered, ranging from the 10th century B.c.£. until the 2d 
century a.D., confirming the conclusions of the survey. 
The city wall of the Iron Age dates to the 10th century 
B.c.E. and should possibly be identified as the Solomonic 
city wall of Arubboth. It is approx. 3 m thick, and was 
founded upon a low stone cliff. This wall continued to be 
in use during Iron II (the Israelite kingdom), and possibly 
also through the Persian period into Hasmonean times (2d 
century B.c.E.), when the city was refortified by an addi- 
tional and new wall. At this stage, the Iron Age city wall 
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became a supporting wall which encircled the city and lay 
outside the new wall. The entrance to this new wall was 
from the protected N side. The width of the Hasmonean 
wall is approx. 2 m, and it was the wall used to protect the 
city during the Jewish Revolt in a.p. 66. Two blocks of 
structures were excavated in the upper W area, dating to 
the Hellenistic-Herodian periods. Beneath it, fragmented 
Iron Age structures were exposed. 

Beneath and outside the line of the walls, a sophisticated 
water system was explored and partially excavated. This 
includes 3 hewn cisterns in the form of subterranean 
chambers, plastered with a special plaster identical to that 
of the water system at Masada. Each of the chambers 
contained 600—1,000 cubic m of water, and were filled by 
means of a hewn opening. An aqueduct, whose entire 
route is as yet unknown, was connected to the cisterns. 

The small finds include nearly 100 coins, dating from 
Ptolemy II (beginning of the 3d century B.c.£.), through 
the beginning of the 2d century a.p. In addition, carved 
stone vessels were unearthed, typical of Jewish settlements 
during the Second Temple period. 

From a historical point of view, the results of the exca- 
vation support the identification of the city as Narbata, 
which was the only city in Samaria to take part in the 
Jewish Revolt. According to Josephus, it was also the only 
Jewish region in this area, otherwise populated by veterans 
of the Hellenistic and Roman armies (Sebaste) and by 
Samaritans. A few arrowheads, catapult stones, and a 
partial level of destruction at Kh. el-Hamam indicate that 
the battle over the city did not last long. We may assume 
that the city surrendered not long after the siege system 
was built. It is unclear why there is no mention of the siege 
of Narbata by Josephus. Despite that, there are actually no 
alternate identifications for the site, and it fits the location 
of Arubboth-Narbata in 3 major criteria: (1) the archaeo- 
logical and historical periods of occupation, (2) the geo- 
graphical context and location, and (3) the preservation of 
the name. The latter is still preserved in the vicinity in the 
form of Arrabeh (M.R. 169201), a village some 6 km to 
the SE, at the S fringe of the Dothan Valley. Apparently, 
the name shifted there after the destruction or abandon- 
ment of the city Narbata. 


D. The History of Arubboth-Narbata 

The results of the excavation indicate that the city was 
founded at the middle of the 10th century B.c.£., but there 
may have been a small village there founded a few decades 
earlier. Along with the foundation of the city the N hilltop 
was fortified, evidently creating an administrative center 
and seat of the regional governor. This foundation coin- 
cides with the intentions of the authorities, who preferred 
founding new sites, free of previous tribal traditions. 
Wright (1967) and Mazar (1975: 131) showed that Makaz 
(probably the capital of the 2d district) and Arubboth 
belong in this category. 

The existence of the city, which was supported by the 
Arubboth district, continued: during the period of the N 
Israelite kingdom. It is probable that the Jewish district of 
the Persian period in the Dothan valley, mentioned in the 
book of Judith, was connected somehow with the Arubboth 
district. Upon the Hasmonean conquest of Samaria by 
John Hyrcanus, the city underwent great development. A 
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new city wall was built, thus creating a kind of fortified 
acropolis. During this period, or a bit later, the city of 
Arbatta grew and many new homes were built on the 
slopes of both the N and S hilltops. During the Ist century 
A.D. the name was changed to Narbata, and the city main- 
tained some connection with the Jews of Caesarea. 

Upon the outbreak of the Jewish Revolt, some of the 
Caesarean Jews moved to Narbata, taking with them their 
Torah scrolls. In this account, Josephus is possibly refer- 
ring to persons belonging to the Zealot party in Caesarea, 
who thus declared an open revolt against the Romans 
(Zertal 1982). The place was finally abandoned at the 
beginning of the 2d century A.D. 

From a geographic-historic viewpoint, it seems that the 
3d Solomonic district coincided with the boundaries of 
Manasseh in the hill country (Josh 16:5—9; 17:7—13). This 
conclusion, which supports in broad lines Albright’s ap- 
proach (see A above), is also based upon the recent identi- 
fication of Hepher (Josh 12:17) with Tel Muhaffar, a large 
fortified site situated at the N boundary of the Dothan 
valley. The identification of Hepher and Arubboth within 
the bounds of the Manasseh hill country conforms with 
the biblical data, the evidence of the Samaria Ostraca, and 
the Second Temple traditions. 
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ADAM ZERTAL 


ARUMAH (PLACE) [Heb ®4riimd]. A town in Ephraim 
mentioned once or twice in the story of Abimelech son of 
Gideon (Judges 9). According to Judg 9:41, Abimelech 
resided briefly at Arumah. The text of Judg 9:31 is prob- 
lematic. MT reads “he (scil. Zebul) sent messengers to 
Abimelech bétormaéh”; the last word consists of the Heb 
preposition bé- “in, at, by means of,” and an otherwise 
unattested noun tormd, whose root is possibly rmh “to 
deceive” (thus LX XB en kryphé, “in secret” [cf. LX XA meta 
dérén “with gifts,” reading trmh as tériimé “offering, gift’]; 
KJV “privily”; ASV “craftily”; Boling Judges AB, 179 “by a 
ruse”). The consonants birmh of MT should perhaps be 
read *bét ?djrimé “Beth Arumah,” thus creating a second 
mention of the site (GTTOT, 297). 
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Arumah is generally located at Khirbet el-“Ormah (M.R. 
180172) 5 miles SE of Shechem (LBHG, 242). It is not to be 
identified with RUMAH further N (LBHG, 329-31). 

Henry O. THOMPSON 


ARVAD (FERSON) [Heb ?arwéd]. ARVADITES. One of 
the “offspring” of Canaan (Gen 10:18), who supplied 
rowers and guards for Tyre (Ezek 27:8, 11). Arvad is 
named in the list of places to which the Roman consul sent 
his proclamation of alliance with Simon (1 Macc 15: 23, if 
the textual rearrangement of Goldstein Maccabees AB, 
pp. 492-500 is followed). The Genesis reference has the 
gentilic suffix -7. 

The city of Arvad, modern Ruad (M.R. 229473), is the 
most nothern of the Phoenician cities, located on an island 
adjacent to the coast. It is mentioned in an Egyptian text 
(d-r-du; cf. Helck 1962: 310). In the Amarna letters it 
seems to have allied with Amurru against Byblos and Tyre 
(ar-wa-da; cf. Klengel 1969: 206; Katzenstein 1973: 42; 
Hess 1984: +136). It appears frequently in Assyrian and 
Babylonian texts on into the Ist millennium B.c., having to 
do with Syria (Unger RLA 1: 160-61). 

Of some interest for comparison with the military aspect 
of the Arvadites mentioned in Ezekiel 27 is the mention of 
200 soldiers from Arvad who fought with the opponents 
of Shalmaneser III at the battle of Qarqar in 853 B.c. (cf. 
Katzenstein 1973: 156). For the Assyrian kings, Arvad was 
the city “in the midst of the sea” (gabal tamtim; cf. Wiseman 
1951: 24). There is a possible portrayal of Arvad as the 
island receiving wood in a Khorsabad relief (Parrot 1961 
plate 48; Katzenstein 1973: 243). In this context, the 
Ezekiel passage associating renowned rowers with Arvad 
becomes meaningful (Ezek 27:8). Apparently it was suffi- 
ciently independent of the Seleucids in the mid-2d century 
B.C. to receive a proclamation from Rome. 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


ARZA (PERSON) [Heb 7arsa?]. Chamberlain of Elah, 
king of Israel, at Tirzah (1 Kgs 16:9). Though it was at the 
house of Arza that an intoxicated Elah was assassinated by 
Zimri, it is not known if Azra was a part of the conspiracy 
against the king. As chamberlain, literally “over the 
house,” Arza may have been responsible for the royal 
property at Tirzah as well as the king’s domestic affairs. 
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The name, Arza, may be derived from the root, rsh, (to be 
pleased, acceptable). Noth suggests an Arabic derivation 
from °aradatun “wood fretter” (IPN, 230). (See Gray Kings 
OTL; Noth Kénige BKAT; Wirthwein Kénige: I Kénige 1- 
16 ATD; De Vries 1 Kings WBC.) 

PauLinE A, VIVIANO 


ARZARETH (PLACE) [I_at Arzareth; Arsareth]. A land 
to which the 10 tribes of Israel were deported; to reach 
this region required a journey of a year and a half from 
the Euphrates river (2 Esdr 13:45). No place by this name 
is attested. To understand this reference, one must appre- 
ciate that the original Heb or Aram of 2 Esdras is no 
longer extant, and that all we have are Lat (and other) 
translations. Thus, some have suggested that the name 
preserves a corruption of Heb *?eres ?arat, “land of 
Ar(ar)at” (i.e., N Armenia). However, it is more likely that 
the Lat here contains and conceals the Heb ’eres ?dheret, 
“another land” (cf. also 2 Esdr 13:40). This phrase appears 
in Deut 29:27 (—Eng 29:28), an exilic addition attributing 
to Moses the prediction about the scattering and deporta- 
tion of the sinful Israelites. Jt is noteworthy that the early 
rabbis applied this phrase in their discussions about the 
dispersion of the Ten Tribes (m. Sanh. 10:3). Therefore, it 
is likely that the Semitic original of 2 Esdras did the same, 
and that the Lat translator has corrupted the original and 
transformed it erroneously into a proper name “Arzareth” 
(see Wright 1871). 
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ASA (PERSON) [Heb ?4sa?]. Son and successor of Abijam/ 
Abijah and the 3d king of Judah after the division of the 
united monarchy. Accordiny to the synchronisms pro- 
vided in 1 Kings, Asa’s rule began while Israel’s first king, 
Jeroboam, was still in power (15:9); it spanned the reigns 
of Nadab, Baasha, Elah, Zimri, and Omri; and it ended in 
the early years of Ahab’s rule (16:29). He ruled for 41 
years (1 Kgs 15:10; 2 Chr 16:13), which Albright (1945) 
dated to 913-873 B.c.E. 


A. Sources 

The primary account of Asa’s reign is given by the 
Deuteronomistic historian in 1 Kgs 15:9-24. The author 
indicates that he has drawn his information from the 
annals of the kings of Judah (| Kgs 15:23), but his ideolog- 
ical perspective is clearly stamped on the account. 

The Chronicler presents a somewhat longer account in 
2 Chr 13:23b-16:14 (—Eng ]4:1b—16:14), parts of which 
parallel the account in 1 Kings but the rest includes added 
material of debated historical worth. It is clear that the 
Chronicler has used the Kings account as a principal 
source, even as he reshaped and added to it in order to 
present his own perspective on Asa’s reign. Whether the 
Chronicler has used sources beyond | Kings to present his 
account of Asa is uncertain, but it is possible that he has. 
For example, the Chronicler’s detailed information about 
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Asa’s army (2 Chr 14:7) and related notes elsewhere in his 
work (cf. 17:14-19; 25:5 and 26:11-15) may preserve 
“authentic material relating to the conscript army” (Wil- 
liamson Chronicles NCBC, 20, 261-2). Welten, however, 
contends that these passages are pure fabrications, reflect- 
ing the organization of Hellenistic armies in the time of 
the Chronicler (1973: 79-114). Whether the Chronicler’s 
added information is based on additional sources or not, 
it must be used with caution in reconstructing the events 
of Asa’s reign. 

Two major aspects of Asa’s reign are covered by both the 
Deuteronomistic historian and the Chronicler: (1) a reli- 
gious reform and (2) a successful response to Baasha’s 
invasion of Judah. 


B. Asa’s Reform 

The account in 1 Kings indicates that the reform in- 
cluded the following actions by Asa, who (a) expelled the 
male cult prostitutes from the land; (b) removed all the 
images which his predecessors had made; (c) deposed his 
mother (grandmother?) Maacah from her position as 
queen mother (gébird) because she had made an abomina- 
ble image (mipleset) for Asherah; (d) destroyed this image 
by cutting it down and burning it; and (e) brought votive 
offerings into the temple. The Deuteronomistic historian 
praises Asa for doing “that which was right in the sight of 
Yahweh, like David his father” (15:11) and claims that, 
although the “high places” (bdmét) were not abolished, the 
king was completely loyal to Yahweh all his life (15:14). 

The Chronicler adds that Asa abolished the foreign 
altars and incense altars, and also claims (2 Chr 15:9—12) 
that Asa, in the 3d month of the 15th year of his reign, 
assembled all of Judah, Benjamin, and those who had 

come to live with them from Ephraim, Manasseh, and 
’ Simeon, to enter into a covenant to seek guidance from 
Yahweh. Those who refused to seek Yahweh, whether old 
or young, male or female, were put to death (2 Chr 15:13). 
Whether such a covenant ceremony took place is debated, 
but Williamson has suggested that the Chronicler’s ac- 
count of these matters is based on a special source and 
presents a plausible rendering of what took place (Chroni- 
cles NCBC, 269-71). 

Asa’s removal of Maacah from the position of queen 
mother is mentioned in 1] Kgs 15:13 and 2 Chr 15:16. 
Because her association with the goddess Asherah would 
have brought her into conflict with Asa’s reform, Ahlstrém 
has concluded the queen mother’s position was essentially 
cultic in nature (1963: 57-85). Other possibilities for un- 
derstanding the queen mother’s role have been reviewed 
recently by Andreasen (1983). 


C. Asa’s Response to Baasha’s Invasion 

1 Kgs 15:16 indicates that border conflicts between 
Judah and Israel continued throughout the reigns of Asa 
and Baasha, but the Deuteronomistic historian focuses on 
a decisive phase of the struggle. According to this account, 
Baasha marched into Judah as far as Ramah, which he 
fortified to cut off access to Jerusalem. Asa responded by 
sending an appeal, sweetened with a good portion of 
Judah’s treasure, to Ben-hadad, the king of Aram, in 
Damascus. At that time Aram and Israel were allies, but 
Asa’s request was for Ben-hadad to break off the alliance 
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with Israel. Ben-hadad did so, and sent his forces into N 
Israelite territory, forcing Baasha to abandon Ramah. Asa 
then issued a proclamation to all Judah, with no exemp- 
tions, and they dismantled Baasha’s fortifications at Ra- 
mah and used the stones and timbers to fortify Geba and 
Mizpah (vv 17-22). 

The Chronicler’s account places these events in the 36th 
year of Asa’s reign (2 Chr 16:1; this conflicts, however, 
with 1 Kgs 16:6 and 8 which indicate that Baasha had died 
some 10 years earlier). On the theory that the Chronicler’s 
chronology is based on a source which referred to the 36th 
year of the division of the monarchy, not of Asa’s reign, 
Baasha’s invasion and the related events would have taken 
place in the 16th year of Asa’s reign (Williamson Chronicles 
NCBC, 256-7). It is possible, however, that the Chronicler’s 
chronology serves theological rather than historical pur- 
poses (Rudolph 1952; Dillard 1980). 


D. The Chronicler’s Other Additions 

The Chronicler has also added to his narrative about 
Asa an account of the invasion of Zerah the “Cushite” 
(14:7-13) and speeches to Asa by Azariah ben Oded 
(15:2-7) and the seer Hanani (16:7-10). 

The speeches of Azariah and Hanani are taken by most 
scholars to be creations of the Chronicler. Azariah’s speech 
is inserted between Asa’s victory over Zerah and the ac- 
count of Asa’s religious reform. The Chronicler uses it to 
depict Asa’s reform as inspired by Yahweh. Hanani’s 
speech, on the other hand, condemns Asa for relying on 
Ben-hadad in the affair with Baasha, rather than on Yah- 
weh as he did in the victory over Zerah. Von Rad has 
maintained that these and other speeches in 1 and 2 Chr 
reflect standard Levitical homiletic practice which the 
Chronicler has employed for his own theological purposes 
(PHOE, 267-80). 

Many scholars believe that the account of Asa’s victory 
over Zerah, though written in the Chronicler’s style, is 
based on an event which the Chronicler knew from one of 
his sources. There is debate, however, over the identity of 
the invading forces. One view is that Zerah “the Cushite” 
was an Ethiopian general dispatched to Judah by Osorkon 
I in his latter years (Kitchen 1973: 309); another view is 
that the invading forces were a mercenary group stationed 
at Gerar from the time of Sheshonk’s campaign against 
Judah (BHI, 234-35); still another view is that “Cush” in 
this context refers to an ethnic Bedouin group in the 
vicinity of Judah which menacingly invaded Asa’s territory 
(Hidal 1976-77: 100-1). In the absence of more evidence, 
all of these theories remain mere speculation. 

The Chronicler also credits Asa with the fortification of 
cities in Judah (2 Chr 14:6—7). Without entirely ruling out 
building activity in Asa’s reign (cf. 1 Kgs. 15:23), William- 
son notes the Chronicler’s thematic emphasis in these 
verses, i.e., the author seeks to establish a connection 
between Asa’s building activity and the peace that Yahweh 
had supposedly given him as a result of his reform (Chron- 
icles NCBC, 260; cf. Welten 1973: 15-19). 


E. Asa’s Death 

Asa developed a disease “in his feet” near the end of his 
life (1 Kgs 15:23); the Chronicler says this happened in 
the 39th year of his reign (2 Chr 16:12). The nature of 
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this disease has been much discussed. Gout, dropsie, or 
gangrene have been most frequently suggested. The pos- 
sibility cannot be excluded, however, that “feet” in this 
instance, as elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, is a euphemism 
for genitals (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 276-7; HAL], 
241). Asa was buried in Jerusalem and succeeded by his 
son Jehosha shat. 
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Cart D. Evans 


ASAHEL (PERSON) [Heb “as@al; Gk Asael]. The name 
of 4 or 5 men in the OT. The name Asahel is formed as a 
sentence using the verb ‘afd “to make,” “to do” with the 
divine name El. Asahel means “El has done” or “E] has 
made.” 

1. Asahel was one of the 3 sons of Zeruiah, David’s 
nephews and retainers (see ZERUIAH, SONS OF). As with 
other figures of tradition, Asahel was remembered by a 
brief descriptive verse: he was “fleet as the gazelle” (cf. 
Goliath of Gath, “the shaft of whose spear was like a 
weaver’s beam,” 2 Sam 21:19; 1 Chr 20:5). While his 
brothers served throughout David’s reign, Asahe! was 
killed by Abner, the son of Ner, during the war between 
David and Ish-bosheth, the successor to King Saul (2 Sam 
2:18—32); he was buried in the tomb of his father in 
Bethlehem. foab, his brother, treacherously slew Abner in 
revenge for Asahel’s death (2 Sam 3:22~30), an act which 
brought bloodguilt onto David’s house, and in expiation 
for which David had his son and successor Solomon kill 
Joab (1 Kgs 2:5—6). 

The inclusion of Asahel in the lists of David’s heroic 
warriors (2 Sam 23:24; 1 Chr 11:26) suggests that these 
lists go back to the beginning of David’s reign. That this 
same Asahel is listed as an officer over David's monthly 
levies (1 Chr 27:7), by which time he should have been 
dead, however, calls into question the historicity of that list 
(see DAVID’S CHAMPIONS), unless his name was placed 
upon this division posthumously to honor him (JDB 
1:244). 

Na’aman’s argument (1988: 77-79) that the story of 
Asahel’s death at the hands of Abner was fabricated upon 
the strength of his mention in these lists is merely meant 
to support his own view that David’s champions were really 
his high officer corps. 1 Chronicles 27 is the only text 
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where a significant number of David’s heroic warriors are 
presented as officers. Na’aman’s thesis requires him to 
discredit the account of Asahel’s death during David's 
reign in Hebron, since it is highly unlikely that David had 
actually had a highly organized standing army based on 
successive monthly levies of 24,000 men each, 288,000 in 
all, before he became king of Israel. (Even the inflated 
figures of 1 Samuel 11 give Judah only 30,000 men; but 
cf. IDB 1:244.) The story of Asahel’s death then, while 
likely embellished (storytelling and the writing of history 
were not mutually exclusive categories in the ancient Near 
East), is probably based on solid historical traditions. 

2. One of six Levites sent in the 3d year of Jehoshaphat 
into the villages of Judah with the priests Elishama and 
Jehoram to teach the book cf the law (2 Chr 17:7-8). 

3. A Levite who assisted in the collection of tithes and 
devoted offerings in the temple during Hezekiah’s at- 
tempted centralization of worship (2 Chr 31:11-13; cf. 
Hayes and Irvine 1987: 48—49). 

4. The name of the (otherwise unknown) father of one 
Jonathan, an exile at the time of Ezra. Along with Jahzeiah, 
the son of Tikvah, this Jonathan opposed Ezra the scribe 
in his efforts to get the exiles to put away their foreign 
wives and children (Ezra 10:1-15, esp. v 15). 

Although there is some ambiguity about this verse (cf. 
Vg and NJPSV, which put Jonathan and Jahzeiah in charge 
of Ezra’s commission), Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 
156-57) has convincingly argued for the RSV rendering. 
1 Esdras 9:14, however, clearly agrees with the Vg and 
NJPSV Ezra. 

5. One of the “sons of Ezora” who dismissed his foreign 
wife following Ezra’s action (1 Esd 9:34). The RSV name 
is AZAEL, as in Ezra 10:41, but it is rendered “Asahel” in 
AB, and Meyers equates it with the name in Ezra 10:15 
(Meyers Esdras AB, 89). It is azaelos in the LXX. The name 
is also found as aazaélos, azélos at Murabba‘at (Meyers 
Esdras AB, 93; DJD 2.227; Lvs Grottes de Murabba‘at, DJD 2/ 
94:12). If this person is the same as Asahel (4) above, then 
it is understandable that Jonathan would oppose an action 
which would result in the expulsion of his mother. 
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ASAIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘asayah}. The name of 4 indi- 
viduals in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. A Levite from the Merari clan, one of the leaders 
appointed by David to move the ark from the house of 
Obed-edom to Jerusalem (1 Chr 6:15—Eng 6:30; 15:6, 
11). Many regard 15:4—-10 as a later insertion into Chron- 
icles; however, Talmon (JDBSup, 322) and Williamson (J 
and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 89, 121-22) argue that the repeti- 
tion of the names in 15:11 is a literary device marking an 
insertion of source material by the original author. 

2. One of the royal officials under Josiah, sent as part of 
a delegation to consult with the prophetess Huldah re- 
garding the discovery of a book of the law in the temple (2 
Kgs 22:12, 14; 2 Chr 34:20). 
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3. One of the leaders of the tribe of Simeon (1 Chr 
4:36), among those who fought near Gedor ( = Gerar?) 
and against the Meunites (1 Chr 4:38-43). 

4. One of the descendants of Judah’s son Shelah who 
returned to Jerusalem after the Babylonian captivity (1 
Chr 9:5). Since the Chronicler gives the total number of 
those from the tribe of Judah who returned (1 Chr 9:6b), 
and since he lists descendants of Judah through Perez (1 
Chr 9:4) and through Zerah (1 Chr 9:6a), MT Shilonites 
should be revocalized to Shelanites, the descendants of 
Judah’s son Shelah (cf. Num 26:20; Neh 11:4—6). 

RayMonpD B. DILLarRD 


ASATAS (PERSON) [Gk Asaias]. A descendant of Annan 
and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra 
to divorce his foreign wife (1 Esdr 9:32). In the parallel 
text of Ezra 10:31, the name ISSHIJAH appears in the 
position Asaias holds in | Esdr 9:32. 

JEFFREY A. FAGER 


ASAPH (PERSON) [Heb asap]. ASAPHITE. Three in- 
dividuals in the OT bear the name Asaph (see also 4. 
below). In addition, this name occurs in the inscription 
Psp on a seal from Megiddo which has been variously 
dated to the 8th or 7th century B.c.£. (Diringer 1934: 168— 
69). 

1. Son of Berechiah, eponymous ancestor of “the Asa- 
phites” (RSV: “sons of Asaph”), and one of the great 
families or guilds of musicians and singers in the Jerusalem 
temple (1 Chr 6:39; 25:1, 2; 2 Chr 5:12). The headings of 
12 psalms (50,73—83) include the designation lé4sdép, most 
likely an indication that they were a part of an Asaphic 
collection or were performed according to the style or 
tradition of the guild bearing Asaph’s name (note also the 
Asaphic attribution of the psalm anthology in 1 Chr 16:7— 
36). The theory that the Asaphic tradition was of N Isra- 
elite origins (Buss 1963) is intriguing but highly specula- 
tive, given that the rationale for attribution in the headings 
of the psalms remains uncertain. 

At the time of the return from the exile, “temple sing- 
ers” (1 Esdr 5:27; 1:15) in general could be referred to 
simply as “Asaphites” (Ezra 2:41 [ = Neh 7:44; 1 Esdr 
5:27]). The prominence of this guild is also apparent in 
the designation of the Asaphite Uzzi the son of Bani as 
“the overseer of the Levites” (pdkid haléwiyyim) over the 
work of the house of God (Neh 11:22). The subsequent 
reference to Persian support (Neh 11:23; see Rudolph Esra 
Nehemia HAT, 187) and the contrast of Uzzi’s area of 
responsibility with that of Pethahiah the son of Meshezabel 
in the succeeding verse (“all matters concerning the peo- 
ple,” Neh 11:24) support the suggestion that this guild at 
some point oversaw the Jerusalem cultus under Persian 
sponsorship (for a differing view see Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, 
Esther NCBC, 219). This scenario would accord well with 
the prominence given to the ancestor Asaph in 1 Chr 
16:1-6, 37-42, where he is designated “the chief” (hdro’S) 
of the Levites minstering before the ark in Jerusalem, 
while the priest Zadok and the singers Heman and Jedu- 
thun were appointed by David to serve at Gibeon. Postex- 
ilic development in the guilds of singers (Gese 1974, Wil- 
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hiamson Chronicles NCBC, 120-22; opposed by Clines Ezra, 
Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 55-56) resulted in the replace- 
ment of the Asaphites by the guild of Heman as the 
preeminent group (cf. esp. 1 Chr 25:5). 

Of Asaph himself, little can be said with confidence. 
According to the Chronicler, Asaph was a descendant of 
Gershom the son of Levi and one of three Levitical singers 
whom David placed in charge of the service of song in the 
house of YHWH (1 Chr 6:16-33—Eng 6:31—48; 15:16— 
19). Nevertheless, both the Levitical and Davidic connec- 
tions are so characteristic of the Chronicler’s attempts to 
legitimate the cultus of his own day (Williamson Chronicles 
NCBC, 73, 122) that they must remain suspect. Mowinckel 
speculated that if Asaph was a historical figure at all, he 
“probably belonged to the temple personnel after the 
reconstruction under Zerubbabel, or perhaps in late 
preexilic times” (1962: 2: 96; contrast, however, Clines 
{Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 56] Asaph “was not improb- 
ably a contemporary of David”). That Asaph is designated 
“the seer” (hahézeh, 2 Chr 29:30; see also Heman in 1 Chr 
25:5, Jeduthun in 2 Chr 35:15, and “who should proph- 
esy” [Qere: hannibb@im] in 1 Chr 25:1) is probably an 
indication that the musical guilds of the Chronicler’s day 
fulfilled the function of cultic prophesy (see Johnson 1962: 
69-74). 

2. Father (or possibly “ancestor”) of Joah the recorder 
under Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18:18,37 = Isa 36:3, 22). Nothing 
more is known of this individual. 

3. “Keeper of the forest” under the Persian king Arta- 
xerxes (Neh 2:8). Nehemiah requested authorization from 
Artaxerxes to procure timber from the forest under 
Asaph’s jurisdiction for rebuilding Jerusalem’s wall and 
temple. This Asaph may have been a Jew who, as Nehe- 
miah did, rose to a position of some administrative promi- 
nence under Persian rule. It is also possible, however, that 
the name is an assimilation into Hebrew of a Phoenician 
or Persian name (Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 143). 
The location of the forest is unknown. 

4. “From the sons of Asaph” in | Chr 26:1 should be 
read “son of Ebiasaph” with LXX® and with 1 Chr 9:19. 
Asaph of the Levitical genealogies (see item 1 above) 
belonged to the family of Gershom; it was Ebiasaph who 
was of the lineage of Kohath (Exod 6:25; 1 Chr 6:8,22— 
Eng 6:23,37). 
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ASARAMEL (PLACE) [Gk Asaramel]. According to 1 
Macc 14:27-28, “on the eighteenth day of Elul, in the one 
hundred and seventy-second year, which is the third year 
of Simon the great high priest, in Asaramel in the great 
assembly of the priests and the people and the rulers of 
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the nation arid the elders of the country, the following was 
proclaimed to us.” Asaramel (en asaramel in Codex Alex- 
andrinus, VJ, and Vg; en saramel in all other witnesses) 
appears to be the location where a proclamation was made 
recognizing the contribution of the Hasmoneans in the 
defense of Judaism and the Jewish people. One cannot 
escape the conclusion that the Gk text treats Asaramel (or 
Saramel) as a place, and yet no such location is known to 
have existed. Asaramel has been generally treated by trans- 
lators as a corruption of the original Heb occurring during 
translation into Gk or during the transmission of the Gk 
text. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 501) notes that although 
there is mss evidence that the point of origin could be 
included in a decree, our text places the reference “in 
Asaramel” after the date and not after the reference to 
the assembly (14: 28) according to the form of extant 
witnesses. One possibility is that en asaramel is a corruption 
of the Heb fiisér Sam él, “the court of God’s people.” This 
means that Simon was the great high priest in the Teniple. 
Such an interpretation raises the question of why the term 
would have been transliterated rather than translated. The 
Syr translator of 1 Macc translated the Gk as rb? &sryl (or 
db’sryl), “prince of Israel.” Syr uses rb’ to translate the Heb 
Sar (cf. Sir 10:24). If the Syr is correct, the original Heb 
behind Asaramel was sar Sam él, “the Prince of God’s 
People.” We are therefore dealing with a title rather than 
a location. This possibility is supported by 1 Macc 13:42 
and 15:1 which accord Simon a political title as well as the 
priestly. Thus 1 Macc 14:27 declares Simon to be both a 
great high priest and prince. Zeitlin (1950: 227) proposed 
that the preposition en which preceded asaramel could have 
been added later to make sense out of what was thought 
to have been a place name, and Goldstein (1976 1 Macca- 
bees AB, 502) suggested that an original waw (“and”) was 
changed into a bet (“in”) owing to an error in phonetic 
spelling or hearing or perhaps a garbled Gk text. It is also 
possible that a later scribe, thinking Asaramel to be a place 
name, alterec| the “and” to an “in” in order for the text to 
make sense. 
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ASAREL (PERSON) [Heb >dsar él]. One of the 4 sons of 
Jahallelel in the genealogy of Judah (1 Chr 4:16). In the 
LXX, the narne appears as /serael, which Curtis (Chr ICC, 
110) believes :o be an altered form of “Israel.” Among the 
brothers of Asarel, Ziph is actually the name of a town in 
southern Judah (LBHG, 256, 291) so there is a possibility 
that Asarel may also be an eponym. (For further discus- 
sion, see Myers I Chr AB; Williamson Chr NCBC.) 
H.C. Lo 


ASCENSION OF CHRIST. The doctrine of the 
ascension inciudes the ascent, the session at God’s right 
hand, and the judgment. It has been interpreted through 
the Person o< Christ, through the work of Christ, and 
through both (Walker 1968: 80—81). There is “no incident 
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in the life of Jesus at one and the same time so beset with 
difficulties and so essential as the Ascension” (Barclay 
1961: 315). It may well be the most neglected doctrine of 
the church (Jansen 1959: 17), even though it is considered 
one of the most important themes of the NT, and the 
heavenly intercession and PAROUSIA are inexplicable 
apart from it (Donne 1977: 567) and the doctrine of God 
makes no sense without it (Haroutunian 1956: 280). 


A. OT Roots of the Ascension 
B. NT Witness 
C. History of the Doctrine 


A. OT Roots of the Ascension 

The coronation psalms (24, 47, 68, 110, 118) prefigure 
the ascension, exaltation, ancl session (Toon 1984: 21-29). 
In the LXX ascent language: is used in Psalms 24(25):3, 
47(48):5 and 68(69):18, and the phrase “sit at my right 
hand” of Ps 110(111):1 prefigures Christ’s exaltation and 
is the most quoted OT text in the NT. Enoch (Gen 5:24, 
Heb 11:5) and Elijah’s (2 Kgs 2:1—18) ascensions give other 
historical examples. The word anelémphthé, used of Elijah’s 
translation in the LXX of 2 Kgs (4 Kgdms) 2:11, is used of 
Christ’s ascension in Mark 16:19 and 1 Tim 3:16. 


B. NT Witness 

The ascension is considered the essential link between 
the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith (Donne 1983: 
25). For the NT, the descripti:»n of the ascension is second- 
ary to its theological meaning (Robinson IDB 1: 246). 
Nearly all NT writers testify to the ascension, although the 
Epistles (Rom 8:34, Ephes 1:20—21, 4:8—11, Heb 6:20) 
assume rather than describe it (Holwerda ISBE 1: 311). 
The Gospels focus on the physical aspects, whereas Paul, 
the theologian, emphasizes Christ’s spiritual body (Simp- 
son 1968: 419-20). The Johannine pericopes do not men- 
tion the ascension, but imply it on several occasions (John 
8:14, 21; 13:3, 33, 36; 14:4, 5, 28; 16:5, 10, 17, 28). They 
portray Christ in the descent-ascent motif of his journey 
from and to his Father. 

Gk terms describing or referring to Christ’s ascension 
include analémpseds “received up,” “assumption” (Luke 
9:51); diesté ap’ autén “withdrew from them” (Luke 24:51); 
hypagé “I go” (John 7:33; 8:14; 13:3, 33, 36); metabé ek tou 
kosmou “remove out of the world” (John 13:1); poreuomai 
“going away” (John 14:2; cf. abelthd, John 16:7); aphiémi ton 
kosmon “I leave the world” (John 16:28); kai poreuomai pros 
ton patera “and go to the Father” (just as in the incarnation 
he came from the Father, egé bara thou Theou exélthon [John 
16:27); cf. pros se erchomai “I come to you” [John 17:11, 
13]); analémphtheis apP humén eis ton ouranon “taken up 
from you into heaven” (Acts 1:11); anabas eis hyphos, “as- 
cended on high” (Eph 4:8); hyperypsdsen “highly exalted” 
(Phil 2:9); anelémphthé en doxi “was taken up in glory” (1 
Tim 3:16); poreutheis eis ouranon “gone into heaven” (1 Pet 
3:22); and hérpasthé “was snatched up” (Rev 12:5). In Luke 
24:51, Acts 1:11, 22 and 1 Tim 3:16 the verbs are all 
passive, whereas in John 3:13, 6:62, Eph 4:10 and Heb 
4:14 they are all active—indicating that Christ is drawn 
from the world by God and also goes of his own volition 
(cf. Metzger 1968: 80). 
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C. History of the Doctrine 

“Belief in the ascension was universal in the early 
church, both in East and West” (Swete 1910: 1), but its 
critics are found through the centuries. By the 4th century 
the ascension was celebrated in the liturgy, although even 
after Augustine (354-430 c.e.) its doctrinal development 
continued (Bray 1988: 47). 

The only direct reference to the ascension in the Apos- 
tolic Fathers is the phrase anebé es owranous “He ascended 
into heaven” (Ep. Barn. 15.9), showing already the confes- 
sional formulation of the doctrine. This is also evident in 
Justin Martyr (1 Apol. 21.1; 31.7; 42.4; 46.5; 50.12; 54.7; 
Dial. 34.2; 39.4; 63.1; 85.1; 108.2; 132.1). Melito of Sardis 
refers to the ascension in his paschal homily (Pass. 
104.788). The doctrine is assumed by Irenaeus (Haer. 
1.10.1; 3.4.2) and Origen (Princ. praef. 4) and adverted to 
by Tertullian (Adv. Prax. 2; Praescr. 13; Virg. vel. 1). Its 
formulation in the Apostles’ Creed—ascendit in caelis sedit 
ad dextram Patris (“he ascended into heaven, seated at the 
right hand of the Father”)—became normative for the 
theology of the western churches. 

The scholastic interpretation of the ascension in medie- 
val theology is exemplified in the Summa Theologiae of 
Thomas of Aquinas. It was fitting that Christ’s unchanging 
life after his resurrection take place in heaven, the “place 
of incorruptibility,” rather than on earth, a place subject 
to change and corruption (Summa 3 q. 57a 1). 

With the Reformation, early Protestant orthodoxy ap- 
propriated the doctrine of the ascension particularly in 
the context of disputes concerning the Real Presence of 
Christ in the Eucharist. 

In the 16th century, Melancthon was the first to attempt 
to harmonize the ascension with science, and Calvin pro- 
duced a Copernican revolution through his ascension stud- 
ies. Whereas previously scholars focused on Christ present 
with his Body—the Church—making it impossible (they 
thought) to be bodily present at God’s throne, Calvin 
reversed this by stressing the bodily presence of Christ in 
heaven alone (Institutes [1559] 4.17.12, 26). Whereas, too, 
emphasis had been on the person of Christ, Calvin consid- 
ered the work of Christ—Godwards and manwards, break- 
ing new ground in his triplex munus (threefold office) of 
the ascended Christ as prophet, king, and priest. Calvin 
upheld the bodily ascension of Christ to God’s throne, with 
no bodily presence in church or sacrament (Institutes 
[1559] 4.17.12). He supported a localized humanity of the 
ascended Jesus in contrast to Luther’s ubiquitous omni- 
presence of his humanity (WA [1527] 23.133). 

Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) rejected the as- 
cension as having any part in the doctrine of Christ’s 
person (Christian Faith [1830] 2.99). The century was pre- 
occupied with history rather than with the session at God’s 
throne, with individualism rather than with the corporate 
humanity in Christ, with his prophetic ministry on earth 
rather than also with his priestly ministry in heaven. Most 
of the 19th-century “lives of Jesus” omitted the ascension, 
ending with the resurrection, and systematic theologians 
(Hodge, Shedd) barely mentioned it. By contrast, Milli- 
gan’s book broke new ground by presenting the ascen- 
sion’s authenticity. 

Cosmological questions, biblical criticism and seculari- 
zation reduced interest in the ascension in the 20th cen- 
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tury (Toon 1984: 141). Harnack’s article “Das Apostolische 
Glaubensbekenntniss” (“The Apostles’ Creed”) (1892) had 
questioned the biblical data because of its cosmology. To- 
day the 16th-century Eucharistic controversy is deemed by 
some irrelevant, because Christ is viewed as above space 
and time (Harvey 1966: 28). Karl Barth (1960: 453-54) 
opposed visualizing the ascension “as a literal event, like 
going up in a balloon.” Rather it was an entrance into a 
dimension of the created world “provisionally inaccessible” 
to the disciples. T. F. Torrance presented (1976) the reality 
of the ascension within a post-Copernican cosmology, and 
many concur that the ascension is not destroyed by an 
outdated cosmology. 
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ASCENT OF HERES (PLACE). See HERES. AS- 
CENT OF (FLACE). 


ASCENT TO HEAVEN. See HEAVEN, ASCENT 
TO. 


ASCLEPIUS (NHC VI,8). The title assigned to the 8th 
tractate in codex VI of the collection of 4th-century Nag 
Hammadi Coptic manuscripts. The text, which extends 
from line 15 of p. 65 to line 43 of p. 78 of codex VI, has 
suffered considerable damage to the first half-dozen lines 
or so of each page beginning with p. 67. The Coptic dialect 
of NHC VI ':s Sahidic, with some Akhmimic and Subakh- 
mimic variants. 

The docuinent lacks a title in the manuscript. The title 
Asclepius derives from the fact that this tractate represents 
a Coptic translation of a portion (sections 21—29) of the 
Hermetic dialogue which is so entitled in its Lat translation 
(the only version preserving the complete dialogue). The 
title Asclepius derives from the name of one of the inter- 
locutors of the dialogue, the Greek and Roman demigod 
Asclepios/Aesculapius. The Greek original underlying 
both the Coptic and the Lat versions was entitled The Perfect 
Discourse, fragments of which are preserved in citations 
made by later authors. The earliest of these authors, the 
church father Lactantius, proves that The Perfect Discourse 
existed at the beginning of the 4th century C.E.; its com- 
position may therefore be plausibly assigned to the 3d 
century. In those passages where the Gk original can be 
compared with both the Lat and the Coptic, the Coptic is 
markedly and consistently closer to the Gk than is the Lat, 
confirming that it more faithfully translates The Perfect 
Discourse than does the paraphrastic Lat Asclepius. 

It is uncertain why the parameters of the Coptic excerpt 
are such as they are. It is possible that the Coptic text 
represents one or more of what may have been originally 
smaller, independent units of Hermetic literature that 
were eventually redacted into a larger Gk tract summariz- 
ing all Hermetic doctrine, hence a “perfect” discourse. 
This may also help to explain why the prayer that con- 
cludes the Latin Asclepius (sec. 41) appears in Coptic as a 
separate, preceding tractate in NHC VI (see THANKSGIV- 
ING, PRAYER OF). It is equally possible, however, that the 
current parameters of the Coptic Ascleprus are simply due 
to the whims either of the Coptic translator or, more likely, 
of the copyist. In a note which immediately precedes the 
excerpt (65.8-14) and which he may have intended in part 
as an introduction to it, the translator/copyist informs the 
reader that many Hermetic discourses are in his hands 
and that he hesitates to copy them all. 

As defined by the parameters of the Coptic excerpt, at 
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any rate, Asclepius preserves the typically Hermetic form of 
a dialogue between mystagozue (in this case Hermes ris- 
megistos) and initiate (here Asclepios), covering a wide 
range of topics. Beginning with an exposition of the mys- 
tery of sexual intercourse (65.15—34), Hermes expounds 
on the distinction between the many who have no knowl- 
edge of God’s mysteries and the few who do (65.34— 
66.25). For the latter, this gnosis is a healing of their 
passions, while the passions of the former are incurable. 
Although mortal and subject to passions because of their 
material bodies, humanity has been granted such knowl- 
edge from God, making man immortal and akin to God 
(66.26—68.19). This kinship with God enables man, like 
God himself, to create gods, if only in human likeness 
(68.20—69.27). Such gods are truly living gods, not merely 
the statues by which they «re portrayed, as disbelievers 
think. There will come a dav, however, when Egypt's wor- 
ship of the gods will be scorned by blasphemous foreigners 
who will prohibit their worship, persecute the faithful, and 
fill the land with tombs. Egypt, the temple of the world, 
will be deserted by the gods and desecrated by the crimes 
of these men (69.27—73.22). But the Creator, who desires 
the Good, will destroy this perverted society as he has 
before, with water and fire, finally restoring the world and 
the faithful (73.23—at least 75.36). The excerpt closes by 
describing death and depicting the examination of the 
departed soul by a great spirit appointed by God to judge 
souls. The respective rewards and punishments due are 
described at length. 

What its Christian readers made of the originally pagan 
Egyptian justification for the cult of images and eschato- 
logical polemic against its destruction (68.20—73.22) is 
difficult to say. Perhaps they simply saw in themselves the 
fulfillment of its prophecies, much in the same way as 
other contemporary Christians adduced pagan oracles as 
witnesses, however grudging or unwitting, to the truth and 
power of Christianity. It is readily understandable, on the 
other hand, that contemporary Christian readers, in par- 
ticular ascetics, would find the discussion of saving gnosis, 
elimination of the passions, kinship to God, the destruc- 
tion of a sinful world and the judgment of souls (65.34— 
68.19; 73.22-78.43) attractive reading. Asclepius attests, at 
any rate, the free exchange of literature among various 
religious groups, Christian and non-Christian alike, in late 
antique E Roman settings. 
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ASCLEPIUS, CULT OF. Asclepius was the most 
important god of healing in the Greco-Roman world. In 
the Ist century c.E. and even more in the 2d, his benefac- 
tions as a miraculous healer and divine guide were cele- 
brated in hundreds of temples across the Roman empire. 
Inevitably, as Christianity emerged proclaiming traditions 
of Jesus as a miraculous healer, Jesus’ virtues were com- 
pared with the powers and widely attested wonders of 
Asclepius. 

Asclepius was probably originally an earth deity wor- 
shiped before the Greek migrations in the town of Tricca 
in Thessaly (Hom. //. 2.729-31), though later Epidaurus 
claimed to be his birthplace (Paus. 2.26.1—27.6). His name 
was spelled in a variety of ways in its earliest Greek forms, 
including Aiskalapios, which gave rise to the Latin form, 
Aesculapius. The etymology of the name is obscure, but 
by the 4th century B.c.£. a tradition of interpretive word- 
plays had begun to emerge (Plut. Mor. 845B). In the Ist 
century C.E., for example, Cornutus says that “Asclepius 
derived his name from healing soothingly (epios) and from 
deferring the withering (aposklesis) that comes with death” 
(Compend. 33). 

Asclepius was incorporated into Greek mythology with 
characteristics of both hero and deity. He was the son of 
Apollo and the mortal Coronis, according to the most 
common myth. In a jealous rage Apollo killed Coronis but 
saved Asclepius from her womb, and gave him to the 
centaur Chiron, who taught him all the healing arts (Pind. 
Pyth. 3; Ov., Met. 2.542-648). Asclepius had a family, 
which included the heroic sons Podilarius and Machaon, 
whom Homer identified as physicians among the Greeks 
at Troy (Hom. Jl, 2.729-33; 11.833-36). His wife and 
daughters were his familiar companions in his various 
sanctuaries and were believed to personify aspects of the 
healing arts: Epione, his wife; Hygieia, his most prominent 
daughter; and other daughters, Panaceia, Akeso, laso, 
Aigle, and others. Asclepius’ skill was such, according to 
the myth, that he even raised a mortal from the dead and 
might have done the same for all humankind, but Zeus 
forestalled granting humanity such salvation from death 
by striking Asclepius down with a thunderbolt. In his 
death, however, Asclepius was elevated to the status of a 
god, and it is as a full deity with both chthonic and celestial 
characteristics, that he functions in the historical Asclepius 
cult centers. He was always closely linked to Apollo, sharing 
the epithet “Paean,” and in the imperial period sometimes 
even identified with Zeus. 

The expansion of the Asclepius cult began in the 5th 
century B.C.E., especially from Epidaurus, where Asclepius 
was associated with the ancient cult of Apollo Maleatas. 
Epidaurus actively promoted the cult and established 
branch sanctuaries in numerous cities. Perhaps most im- 
portant was the introduction of the cult into Athens in 420 
B.C.E., under the patronage of the aged Sophocles, who 
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was said to have provided his home as a sanctuary of the 
god until his temple on the S slope of the Acropolis was 
finished (/G II?, 4960a; Etym. Magn. s.v. dexion). Sophocles 
composed a paean to Asclepius that continued in use at 
least into the 3d century c.£. Athenian influence may have 
contributed to the expansive building program that en- 
hanced the sanctuary at Epidaurus throughout the 4th 
century. In the early 4th century Epidaurus fostered a 
branch sanctuary in Pergamon and later in the century 
sponsored another just inside the city walls of Corinth. 

In 293 B.c.£., when a plague struck Rome, the Sibylline 
Books—perhaps supported by an oracle from Delphi— 
instructed the Romans to bring Asclepius from Epidaurus 
to Rome. He was brought, according to legend, in the form 
of a sacred serpent and chose the Tiber Island for his 
sanctuary (Livy 10.47; Ov. Met. 15:622-745). The only 
major sanctuary of Asclepius that tried to maintain inde- 
pendence from Epidaurus was that at Cos, the home of 
Hippocrates, which claimed to have been established di- 
rectly from Tricca in the 6th century B.c.£. In Ptolemaic 
Egypt, Asclepius flourished through his identification with 
the legendary deified physician Imhotep (Imuthes). 

The Asclepius cults went through major periods of 
expansion in the 4th and 3d centuries B.c.£. and again in 
the 2d century c.e. During the earlier period, Epidaurus, 
as the god’s greatest center, not only expanded its role as 
place of pilgrimage for healing—promoted in official in- 
scriptions recounting scores of the god’s miracles—but also 
strove to become a Panhellenic center like Delphi or Olym- 
pia. In addition to buildings directly related to the cult, 
Epidaurus added a gymnasium, stadium, baths, and its 
justly famous 14,000-seat theater. Its wealth was attested 
in the excellent construction of such buildings as the 
round Tholos and in the colossal gold and ivory cult statue 
of the seated Asclepius by the Parian sculptor Thra- 
symedes. The god’s Zeus-like visage expressed grandeur 
and benevolence; he held a staff in his left hand and 
extended his right over the head of his sacred serpent 
(Paus. 2.27.2). In the Roman period, Epidaurus again 
expanded, adding Roman baths, a music hall, and hotel 
facilities with 160 rooms. 

Epidaurus early developed the regimen of incubation in 
the sanctuary that was widely used throughout the history 
of the cult. Typically a pilgrim might undergo a 3-day 
period of purification with baths and abstinence from 
sexual intercourse and certain foods such as goat meat 
and cheese. Afterward, he brought an animal sacrifice to 
Apollo and offerings of honey cakes to other divinities. He 
then might sacrifice a piglet to Asclepius and give an 
offering of money appropriate to his own wealth. As he 
entered the sleeping chamber (abaton or enkoimeterion), 
where he hoped and expected to receive either immediate 
healing or some helpful prescription from the god in a 
dream, he would bring offerings of cakes to Fortune, 
Memory, and Law. The person slept wearing a sacred 
laurel wreath and left it behind on his bed in the morning 
(Burkert 1985: 267-68). What followed depended on the 
dreams experienced by the pilgrim and might vary from 
an instant cure to a prescribed dietary regimen to an 
extended period of apparently nonsensical treatments. In 
any case, the pilgrim was expected to complete his visit to 
the sanctuary by bringing a thank-offering to the god. 
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The effectiveness of Asclepius’ ministry throughout the 
Greco-Roman world is attested by the archaeological dis- 
covery of hundreds of votive tablets and graphic represen- 
tations of portions of the body healed by the god. The cult 
gave emphasis to the needs of the individual and promoted 
a personal devotion to the god. Such attachment is appar- 
ent in numerous inscriptions, but appears most vividly in 
Sacred Tales of orator Aelius Aristides, who was incapaci- 
tated by a variety of maladies and spent many months at 
the Asclepieion in Pergamon during the 2d century c.E. 
In that period the sanctuary at Pergamon reached its 
greatest prosperity. Like Epidaurus it had grown with the 
affluence of the times and the popularity of its deity to be 
a large health spa complex, and supported a school of 
medicine led by Galen, the leading physician of the period. 

In pagan debates with Christianity, Asclepius as savior 
and healer played a distinctive role. Both Celsus and later 
Julian portrayed his activity as clearly parallel to Christ. 
Christian pclemic disparaged many details of the myths 
attached to Asclepius, and even when powerful deeds were 
conceded to him (such as driving the plague out of Rome), 
these were attributed to the power of the devil, since 
Asclepius himself was a demon. In spite of Christian 
persecution, the cult continued unul the 5th century c.£. 
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ASENATHE (PERSON) [Heb ?asénat]. Egyptian daughter 
of Potiphera, priest of On, given by Pharaoh to the patri- 
arch Joseph as wife, and mother of his sons Manasseh and 
Ephraim (Gen 41:45, 50—52; 46:20). While the Hebrew 
Bible simply identifies Asenath as Joseph’s Egyptian wife 
and mother of his sons, later Jewish traditions sought to 
explain how one of the most revered patriarchs could 
marry the foreign daughter of a pagan priest (Aptowitzer 
1924:239-—306). By far the longest of these traditions is an 
anonymous Gk work, JOSEPH AND ASENETH, (jos. 
Asen.) composed between the Ist cent. B.c.E. and the 2d 
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cent. c.E., probably in Egypt (OTP 2: 177-201). What is 
striking about this work, vis-a-vis the biblical narrative, is 
that the female character is as fully developed as that of 
the patriarch Joseph, if not more so. Asenath is the beau- 
tiful 18-year-old virgin daughter of Pentephres, priest of 
Heliopolis and satrap of Pharaoh. A willful and head- 
strong woman, Asenath spurns all her suitors, preferring 
the seclusion of her tower to worship her many idols. After 
rejecting her father’s request for her to marry Joseph, 
Asenath later falls in love with Joseph upon seeing him. 
Joseph, however, refuses Asenath’s love, insisting that he 
cannot kiss a foreign woman who worships dumb idols and 
eats at their table. Asenath ‘then repents of her idols and 
her arrogance and converts to the God of the Hebrews. 
She can now become a suitable mate for the most pious 
and chaste of the patriarchs, Joseph. 

The name Asenath is characteristically Egyptian. The 
first 2 consonants have the meaning, “she belongs to. . . ,” 
followed probably by the goddess Neit. This is a common 
name of the Middle Kingdom and first Intermediate 
(2000-1500) (/SBE 1: 314; Kidner Genesis TOTC, 197). 
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ASHAN (PLACE) [Heb ‘asin]. Var. BOR-ASHAN. A city 
which was originally part of the allotment of the tribe of 
Judah (Josh 15:42, but see below) and which was later 
given to the tribe of Simeon (Josh 19:7, 1 Chr 4:32). The 
site has been associated with Khirbet Asan, NW of Beer- 
sheba (see [DB 1:248). This site remains unknown ar- 
chaeologically (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 438). A vari- 
ant, Bor-Ashan (“well of Ashan”), occurs at 1 Sam 30:30 
as one of the cities to which David sent spoil after his 
defeat of the Amalekites. 

Ashan served as a Levitical city according to 1 Chr 
6:44—Eng 6:59. A difficulty arises when one notices that 
some mss of the LXX have asan (the Gk form of Ashan) at 
Josh 21:16 rather than Ain as in the MT. Since Joshua 21 
lists the cities given to the tribe of Levi, this would reinforce 
the placing of Ashan with the Levitical cities. The relation- 
ship between Ain and Ashan in the other city-lists, how- 
ever, is unclear. 

Another problem arises when one compares the Si- 
meonite city-lists of Joshua 19 and 1 Chronicles 4 with the 
Judahite list of Joshua 15. The terms of the scholarly 
debate on this comparison center on whether Ashan right- 
fully belongs at Josh 15:42 (it is missing from the LXX at 
this point) or at Josh 15:32 on the basis of comparisons 
with the Simeonite lists. In favor of the first position, see 
Kallai-Kleinman 1958:159 n. 1. The case for the second 
position is made by Cross and Wright 1956:214. This 
debate has implications for the administrative location of 
Ashan. If Ashan belongs at Josh 15:42, then it was 
grouped with the cities of the Shephelah, or Lowland, 
region (cf. Josh 15:33). If Ashan belongs at v 32, however, 
one would place its administrative district further S (cf 
Josh 15:21). 
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ASHARELAH (PERSON) [Heb ééaréld]. Var. JESH- 
ARELAH. One of the 4 sons of Asaph who were appointed 
to prophesy with musical instruments under the direction 
of their father and the king (1 Chr 25:2). The KJV reads 
Asarelah in accordance with the dominant MT tradition, 
while the RSV reads the name according to the Heb variant 
tradition ?aar7élé. Williamson (1 and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 
186) and others suggest that ?afarélé is a conflation of the 
words ?dsaral and élleh, “Asharel. These (are) .. .” Sucha 
scribal error may also have included the omission of the 
word “four,” thus explaining why the sons of Asaph are 
not explicitly numbered as are the sons of Jeduthun (1 
Chr 25:3) and Heman (1 Chr 25:4). 

A comparison of the lists of names in 1 Chr 25:2-6 and 
1 Chr 25:9-31 reveals that the three brothers of Asarelah 
in 1 Chr 25:2 receive the Ist, 3d, and 5th lots which were 
cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:8—12). The 7th lot fell 
to Jesharelah (1 Chr 25:14), and the resulting pattern 
suggests that Jesharelah and Asharelah are names for the 
same person. While most scholars suggest that 1 Chr 25:9- 
31 is either literarily dependent upon or historically later 
than 1 Chr 25:2—6 (Williamson 1979: 255-7), Petersen 
(1977: 67) contends that 1 Chr 25:9-—31 contains the more- 
original forms of the variant names. Such a view opposes 
the conflation theory mentioned above. Petersen (1977: 
68) suggests that 1 Chronicles 25 originally dealt only with 
the sons of Asaph, thus explaining the lack of explicit 
numbering of the sons of Asaph in 1 Chr 25:2. 
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ASHBEA (PLACE) [Heb ?asbéa]. See BETH-ASHBEA 
(PLACE). 


ASHBEL (PERSON) [Heb ?asbel]. ASHBELITES. One of 
the sons of Benjamin and head of the Ashbelites, accord- 
ing to 3 genealogies of Benjamin (Gen 46:21; Num 26:38; 
1 Chr 8:1). A 4th Benjaminite genealogy replaces Ashbel 
with “Jediael” (1 Chr 7:6), a substitution made perhaps to 
remove the heathen sounding “Ashbel” (man of Baal?), 
replacing it with the more acceptable sounding “Jediael” 
(known to God?). The Syr and Ar read “Ashbel” in 1 
Chronicles 7:6 instead of “Jediael.” Two of the Benjaminite 
genealogies which include Ashbel speak of him as Benja- 
min’s 2d son (1 Chr 8:1; Num 26:38), while the other (Gen 
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46:21) lists him as Benjamin’s 3d son. In Genesis 46:21, 
the 2d son is “Becher.” Johnson JDB 1:248 suggests that 
Becher can be restored to both Numbers 26:38 and 1 
Chronicles 8:1, rendering Ashbel as Benjamin’s 3d son in 
all 3 genealogies. He does this by suggesting that Becher 
was misplaced in Numbers 26:35 among the sons of 
Ephraim (the LXX does omit Becher from Numbers 
26:35), and that Becher (Heb beker) was mistakenly treated 
as “his first-born” (Heb békéré) in 1 Chronicles 8:1. Wil- 
liamson is critical of attempts to emend | Chronicles 8:1 
to read “Becher” as a 2d son, pointing out that the series 
of ordinals, “the second, the third, etc.,” continue through 
all 5 of Benjamin’s sons, making a harmonistic emendation 
unlikely in this text (Chronicles NCBC, 83). See BECHER. 
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ASHDOD (PLACE) [Heb °aidéd]. Var. AZOTUS. An 
important Philistine city mentioned in several passages in 
the Bible. The ancient city is identified with modern Tel 
Ashdod (M.R. 117129), 15 km N of Ashkelon and ca. 4 
km inland from the Mediterranean Sea. The main coastal 
road from Gaza to Jaffa runs just E of the tell; in antiquity 
this was known as the “Way of the Philistines” or the “Via 
Maris.” The Lachish river in the region of Ashdod was 
navigable until recently; at its outlet stands Tel Mor, which 
most probably served as Ashdod’s harbor (Dothan 1960; 
1973b). 


A. Textual References 

B. Excavations 

. Middle Bronze Period 

. Late Bronze Period 

. Iron Age Period 

Persian Period 

. Hellenistic Period 

Roman and Byzantine Periods 


A. Textual References 

The people of Ashdod are first mentioned in Ugaritic, 
both in cuneiform and alphabetic texts from the 14th— 
13th centuries B.c. These texts deal mainly with Ashdod 
textile merchants who brought both purple wool and gar- 
ments from Ashdod probably to Ugarit. The Ashdod 
merchants living in Ugarit and in its port Ma?hadu (Minet 
el-Beideh) bear mostly W-Semitic names. 

Ashdod, its inhabitants, and its surrounding territory 
appear in the Bible many times. In Josh 11:21—22, which 
recounts how Joshua wiped out the Anakim, there is a 
note indicating that some Anakim remained in Ashdod. 
Although Ashdod was assigned to the tribe of Judah (Josh 
15:47), it does not seem to have been conquered by the 
Israelites. After the battle of Ebenezer, Ashdod became 
the scene of the story about the temple of Dagon to which 
the ark of the covenant was brought by the Philistines (1 
Sam 5:1—7). After the Philistines suffered several more 
disasters during its stay, the ark was moved to Gath. 

Ashdod is not mentioned in the Bible again until the 
reign of Uzziah, king of Judah, who “broke down .. . the 
wall of Ashdod and built cities about Ashdod and among 
the Philistines” (2 Chr 26:6). The conquest of the city in 
712 B.c. (Isa 20:1) and its relations with Assyria are well- 
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known from the inscriptions of Sargon II (cf. ANET, 284— 
287). From these sources we know that in 713 B.c. the city, 
under Azuri, revolted against Assyria. Consequently, Sar- 
gon placed Ahimetu on the throne, quelling the revolt 
while Yamarii, who had made himself the king of Ashdod, 
fled to Egypt. The destroyed city and its territory were 
annexed by the Assyrians and became a province under 
an Assyrian governor. In the period of Sennacherib the 
city did not participate in the revolt of other Philistine 
cities, and the territory of Ashdod was restored to an 
independen: monarchic status under Mitinti (ANET, 287— 
88). The next vassal king, Ahimilki is mentioned in Assyr- 
ian sources under Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal (ANET, 
291, 294). According to Herodotus, during Ashurbanipal’s 
reign Ashdod withstood an Egyptian siege for 29 years, 
until it was conquered by Psamtik I. After Nebuchadnez- 
zar’s conquest, the king of Ashdod is mentioned as a 
captive at tae Babylonian court (ANET, 307-8), while 
Ashdod and its territory became a Babylonian province. 
Some of these and later events of Ashdod’s history are also 
mentioned ia the Bible (Zeph 2:4; Zech 9:5-6; Neh 4:1- 
2). During the Persian period Ashdod is mentioned in the 
book of Judith (2:28). 

Our primary sources for the history of Ashdod during 
the Hellenistic and Roman periods are 1 Macc (5:69; 
10:77—78; 13:34; 16:10) and Josephus’ Antiquities, which 
contains many references to Ashdod, some of which do 
not occur in the Bible (Ant 5.87; 5.128; 13.395). The city 
is mentionec. only once in the NT (as Azotus; Acts §:40). 
In the Roman period, Pompey returned Ashdod, among 
other cities, to its former inhabitants, and Gabinius re- 
stored it (W 1.156, 165f). Later, Ashdod belonged to the 
Herodian dynasty, until it fell into the hands of the Ro- 
mans (JW 4.130). Strabo and Pliny are among the Roman 
writers who refer to Ashdod. Eusebius’ Onomasticon re- 
cords that Azotus (i.e., Ashdod) was a “notable small town,” 
and Hieronymus writes that Ashdod, described as insigne 
oppidum in his time, was the oldest of the 5 Philistine city- 
states. 


B. Excavations 

The city of Ashdod consisted of 2 parts: an acropolis of 
at least 20 ac-es, and a lower city, the exact limits of which 
have not yet been determined since it is still covered with 
dunes (but which certainly extended over more than 100 
acres). The €xcavations were carried out in 10 areas. On 
the acropolis 23 strata were uncovered; in the lower city 
only the 10 uppermost strata were excavated. 

Seven seasons of excavations were conducted between 
1962-70. The first 2 were sponsored by a joint project of 
the Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, the Carnegie Mu- 
seum of Pittsburgh, and the Israel Department of Antiqui- 
ties, while the last 2 seasons (1971-72) were conducted by 
the Department of Antiquities alone. 

1. Middle Bronze Period. The acropolis was first settled 
at the end o: the MB III period (stratum XXIII). The 
most significant discovery is a city gate in area G at the N 
end of the tell. The brick gate has a straight entrance and 
two pairs of pilasters. Remains of an earth rampart were 
traced on both sides of the gate. The join between the gate 
and the rameart is reinforced by short, tongue-like walls. 
The plan is similar to that of the E gate at Shechem. The 
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pottery is mostly of the second half of the 17th century 
B.C., indicating that the fortified city was built during the 
early part of the 15th (Hyksos) Dynasty (1674-1567 B.c.), 
possibly during the reign of Apophis I. A cylinder seal 
(Kassite?), though unstratified, is evidence for contacts 
with Mesopotamia, while some early black-on-red pottery 
testifies to contact with Cyprus. The earlier gate was de- 
stroyed and a new fortificaiion line and probably also a 
gate—of which little was preserved—were built N of it in 
the later phase of stratum XXII. In stratum XXI some 
walls and a paved floor were found in this area. The 
pottery, including some Cypriot imports, dates from the 
time between MB III and LB I. 

2. Late Bronze Period. Ir. the later stage (stratum XX) 
a section of a thick brick wall with an adjoining pavement 
may have been part of a defensive structure (gate?) in area 
G. Bichrome ware now appears in quantity and the Cypriot 
pottery imports grow. At least two small early LB buildings 
were uncovered. The most prominent feature of stratum 
XIX is part of a complex including three parallel walls, a 
wall perpendicular to them, and a courtyard. The pottery, 
both local and Cypriot (base ring I) and some Mycenaean 
wares, testify that this stratum belongs to the last stage of 
LB I. A great stretch of paving (stratum XVIII) was 
unearthed in area G, enabling a clearer separation be- 
tween the strata below and above it. This stratum was also 
attested in area B, the earliest in the E part of the tell. One 
of the trenches revealed a foundation laid down for the 
construction of the city wall protecting the S edge of he 
acropolis; the wall itself was almost completely washed 
away. The finds include imported base ring I and bi- 
chrome wares and suggest diting of stratum XVIII to the 
transition between LB I and early LB II. 

The building remains above the site of the gate in area 
G indicate that the area again became important. The first 
substantial structures encountered since stratum XX were 
found here. The walls, pavement, and floors associated 
with a large fortified building (probably constructed al- 
ready in stratum XVIII) may best be followed in the 
remains of strata XVI-XIV. Its 1.5 m thick walls were 
made of bricks resting on a cz. 1-m-high stone foundation. 
According to one possible reconstruction, this was a rectan- 
gular fortified building (ca. 3-4 x 27 m), with 8 rectangular 
rooms and halls in parallel rows, as well as a plastered pool 
and a cistern. Iwo circular stone column bases probably 
supported columns at the entrance to the building. A 
plastered cistern in one of the courts collected rainwater 
from the roofs and transferred it through a channel to 
another cistern. The building was damaged at the end of 
stratum XV; the finds, however, which included LB IE 
local, Cypriot, and Mycenaean pottery, indicate the contin- 
ued prosperity of the LB II city. Sporadic murex shells 
found in this and in other LB strata point to the signifi- 
cance of the purple industry at Ashdod and its anchorage 
at Tel Mor. Some of the finds also come from the debris 
used as a fill for the later setthements (strata XIII—XID). 
These include a glass fragment with a cartouche of Ram- 
eses II, an Egyptian stone palette, and a large fragment of 
a stone doorjamb with part of a hieroglyphic inscription: 
“Fanbearer (on) the Right Hand of the King.” This inscrip- 
tion, which may be attributed to the 18th—19th Dynasties, 
is the first found in Canaan mentioning one of the highest 
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Egyptian officials. The building thus seems to have been 
an Egyptian stronghold palace. In the same period (strata 
XVI-XIV), on the S side of the tell (area B), a large brick 
building was uncovered; it may have been a farmhouse, 
consisting of a central courtyard flanked by rooms. Finds, 
including Mycenaean pottery, figurines, and scarabs, indi- 
cate the prosperity of the city during the Amarna and 
19th Dynasty periods. 

The end of the LB, though well-attested all over the site, 
was especially evident in area H. A destruction layer ca. 1 
meter thick covered the remains of a brick building with 
LB and Mycenaean IIIB sherds still on the floors. The 
destruction of stratum XIV all over the site (and specifi- 
cally the destruction of the palace in area G) seems to end 
the Egyptian domination of Ashdod towards the late 19th 
Dynasty. 

3. Iron Age Period. a. Stratum XIII. Though the im- 
pact of the destruction is evident throughout the site, the 
transition from the LB city (stratum XIV) to the Iron Age 
city (stratum XIII) can best be demonstrated in area G. 
The new inhabitants reused some parts of the stronghold 
palace for completely different purposes. Some small, 
poorly constructed rooms were constructed in one of the 
yards, including a potters’ workshop and storerooms. A 
large number of whole vessels found there show a new 
style of pottery belonging to the new inhabitants, who 
came with the Ist wave of the Sea Peoples. These people 
brought with them a different cultural background ex- 
pressed, e.g., in the forms and decorations of their pottery, 
some of which had monochrome decoration very close to 
the Mycenaean IIIcI pottery in Cyprus. Near the potters’ 
quarter was a square structure of plastered bricks, covered 
with ashes mixed with small bones and potsherds and with 
a reused round stone pillar base blackened by fire. This 
was probably an altar used by the new settlers. The most 
interesting of the other finds was a cylinder seal with 
seated figures, having bird-like heads in Aegean style, and 
undeciphered signs (letters?). 

In area H a large residential quarter was uncovered with 
two complexes of buildings separated by a wide street. A 
large rectangular building (17 x 13 m) N of the street had 
a courtyard and a few rooms bounded on one side by a 
double wall. Some of the pottery was still made in the 
Canaanite tradition; however, the most distinctive group 
was of the Mycenaean IIIcl type. This pottery appeared 
at Ashdod before the typical Philistine pottery and may 
have been brought by some as-yet-unidentified group of 
the Sea Peoples prior to the arrival of the Philistines 
proper (stratum XII). 

b. Stratum XII. The Philistine settlement is represented 
best in this stratum in area G. The new inhabitants used 
the remains of the Canaanite-Egyptian palace as part of 
their defensive line, creating a kind of “casemate” wall (two 
parallel walls with regular partitions between them). Some 
of the empty areas of stratum XIII now became industrial 
centers. In one of the rooms was found a clay bathtub-like 
basin containing some sherds and a glass ingot. Nearby, a 
stone bench, a few crushing stones, and remains of a brick 
structure indicate some sort of an installation (perhaps a 
glass kiln). The pottery included typical Philistine bi- 
chrome ornamented vessels. 

In area H the residential quarter with the dividing street 
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continued to utilize the stratum XIII plan, with some 
changes. However, a significant addition was found in the 
N complex of the buildings: an apsidal-like brick structure 
built above a rectangular base. On the N-most part of this 
complex a large hall included stone column bases, which 
might have supported a roof and a rectangular structure 
(altar?). At a short distance from the apsidal (cultic?) 
structure was found a figurine of a seated woman, shown 
as part of a throne. It probably represents a Philistine 
goddess (nicknamed “Ashdoda”). Fragments of such figu- 
rines, whose prototype seems to have been the Mycenaean 
“Great Mother,” were found on the acropolis throughout 
strata XII—X. The finds in the rooms of this complex— 
which contained Philistine pottery, scarabs, beads, cos- 
metic ware, and ladies’ jewelry made of gold, faience, bone, 
and ivory, as well as gold discs ornamented with Aegean 
patterns and a seal engraved with enigmatic signs—indi- 
cate that this residence may have belonged to high-status 
women. 

In area A remains of a well-built brick structure were 
uncovered. One of the walls was a double one (1.25 m 
thick). This structure, most probably part of a tower, 
served as a part of the defense line of the acropolis and 
continued this function into strata XI and X; it subse- 
quently lost its importance when a new line of defense, the 
city wall, was constructed also encompassing the lower city. 

c. Stratum XI. The increasing prosperity of the city and 
the growth of its population led to the expansion of the 
acropolis, N of the casemate city wall of stratum XII (area 
G). The casemate wall, as well as the courtyards and rooms 
S of it were rebuilt on a plan similar to that of stratum XII, 
but with some changes. In the open area to the N of this 
fortification, a new building complex, made of bricks, was 
built. The pottery, mainly Philistine, also included a lekane 
bowl known from Greece (Mycenaean II]IcI period) and a 
large fragment of a pithos decorated with wavy molded 
application, certainly of foreign origin. In one area a large 
number of slags and lumps of bronze may suggest a metal 
industry. 

In area A the tower from the previous stratum was still 
in use. The walls, however, were preserved only on its N 
side. On the floor, sherds characteristic to the 11th cen- 
tury, mostly Philistine, were found. In area H, a part of a 
city(?) wall at least 4 m wide was discovered. In addition to 
the usual Philistine vessels, some sherds of the Mycenaean 
IlicI type were still found. 

d. Stratum X. In this stratum the expansion of the 
Philistine city reached its climax. The settling of the lower 
city probably progressed in all directions outside the 
acropolis. Its excavated section (area M) reached as far as 
ca. 400 m to the SE of the acropolis. This enormous 
expansion was certainly due to the increase of population 
and wealth in the 11th century. This led to the establish- 
ment of a new defense line, which had to secure both the 
upper and the lower city from a possible enemy attack 
from the E. 

The “casemate” wall in area G was demolished and a 
residential quarter was built above it. To the N was found 
a wall (4.5 m wide), probably part of the above-mentioned 
wall in the lower city (area M). Under its foundation a 
“foundation deposit,” consisting of vessels characteristic to 
the 2d half of the 11th century, was found. A seal in the 
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form of a seated lion with an incised “Ashdoda’--like 
figure of a seated musician also helped to date this stra- 
tum. 

The first settlement in the lower city in area M—stratum 
Xb—was most probably unwalled; a few trenches revealed 
a kind of “pioneering” settlement of the early 11th century 
with few pottery kilns and foundations of some walls. The 
pottery still exhibited Philistine elements. Only after a 
generation or so, in stratum Xa, was the settlement forti- 
fied. An excavated section of this fortification revealed a 
city gate ancl a wall attached to its S and N. The gate 
consisted of 2 towers, each containing 2 chambers on the 
W and a solicl watchtower in front with a passageway 4.2 m 
wide. The gzte area was 13.75 m long and 16.5 m wide, 
and it was built of bricks with some stone foundations. 
The partly exposed city wall is ca. 4.5 m wide. This 
fortification, which is not unlike some of the early Iron 
Age fortifications in the Israelite hill country, suits the 
period of the climax of Philistine power and expansion, 
which continued during Saul’s reign and may have been 
established as a defense against the Israelites. This is 
probably the city associated with the biblical story of the 
capture of the ark (1 Sam 5: 1-7). In a silo and kiln beside 
the gate a few complete storage jars provide a probable 
dating for the end of this stratum. Both the typical “Ash- 
dod ware” with a red hand-burnished slip and a black 
decoration and the black-on-red decoration are first at- 
tested in this stratum. The fortifications of stratum Xa in 
Ashdod were destroyed in the first half of the 10th cen- 
tury, probably by Siamun (ca. 967 B.c.), though a possible 
conquest of Ashdod by David should not be excluded. 
There are no building remains from the transition period 
between the destruction of this and the construction of the 
next gate a generation or so later (stratum IX; see below). 

Stratum X :n area H/K is likely to correlate with its later 
phase (Xa) ir. other areas. The finds show a mixture of 
Philistine and other elements in pottery (e.g. red, irregu- 
larly burnished pottery). One outstanding find from this 
area was an incense pottery stand, which shows 5 figurines 
of musicians playing different instruments. Above them is 
an incised procession of domestic animals. Such musicians 
(as depicted in this cult stand) probably served in a local 
cult place not yet discovered. The scene recalls the story 
of Samuel foretelling Saul’s encounter with the band of 
prophets coming down from the high place and plaving 
musical instruments, an incident associated with the Phil- 
istine fortress at Gibeath-elohim (1 Sam 10:5). It seems 
that Dagon’s cult in Ashdod as described in the Bible and 
represented probably also by this stand fits the city of 
stratum X, in contrast to the female-oriented (probably 
Aegean-inspired) cult of Ashdod in the early Philistine 
strata XII-XI 

e. Stratum IX. The lower city wall and gate (area M) 
were destroyed sometime in the Ist half of the 10th cen- 
tury B.c. Only about a generation later a new fortification 
was built to the S of the earlier (stratum X) gate. The new 
gate (20.5 m by 18.5 m) was much larger than the former 
one; made of isricks with rubble foundations and ashlar at 
the front and rear, it consisted of 2 watchtowers with 3 
rooms each. The gateway, 5 m. wide and paved with 
crushed kurkar, passed between the 2 towers and led into 
the city. The city wall, 8.7 m wide, narrows after 40 m toa 
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width of 5 m on the S. On both sides of the gate, several 
storerooms were uncovered with bronze and iron tools, a 
pair of scales, and other finds. This was the largest gate in 
the history of Ashdod and was of the “Solomonic” type 
and period, which has occasioned some debate. Evidence 
of subsequent repairs in the gate indicates its use over a 
long period of time. It was partly destroyed ca. 760 B.c., 
possibly by Uzziah (2 Chr 26:6). 

The expansion of the lower city in this period is well 
represented in area D, located to the S of the acropolis. 
The early remains included a large building of which brick 
foundations and several floors were uncovered. In the S 
the area was surrounded by a 3-m-thick wall which may 
belong to the city wall of this period. Among the finds the 
typical Ashdod Ware (red burnished with black decora- 
tion, which had already been attested in stratum Xa else- 
where on the site) was predominant, completely replacing 
the Philistine ware. 

f. Stratum VIII. In this stratum a group of large houses 
consisting of courtyards surrounded by rooms was exca- 
vated in Area D. In one of these buildings 7 kilns were 
established, indicating a potters’ quarter; each of these 
kilns was rebuilt and reused many times. In the S part of 
area D a building was excavated, a part of which at least 
served as a temple. To one of the walls was attached a 
rectangular altar made of white-washed bricks. Both in 
this room and in adjacent areas was found a large quantity 
of small figurines (both male and female) belonging to clay 
offering-tables. With them was also found a large number 
of domestic animal figurines belonging to the Kernoi type 
of round, hollow libation vessels. 

In some of the rooms, secondary mass-burials were 
found, and a very large amount of human remains was 
uncovered beneath the floors. It seems that this is probably 
the city destroyed during the Assyrian conquest by Sargon 
II in 712 B.c. Three fragments from an inscription on a 
basalt stele, erected in Ashclod and found in a dump, 
corroborate this evidence. They belong to a stele which is 
a copy of a victory stele erected in Khorsabad, where the 
names of Sargon and the conquered cities, including Ash- 
dod, are preserved. Ashdod seems to be a unique site 
insofar as the archaeological, the biblical (Isaiah 20), and 
the Assyrian evidence all corroborate this same event. 

Following the destruction of the stratum IX gate com- 
plex in area M (see above), the gate complex was repaired, 
probably by Azuri (ca. 730 B.c.) after Tiglath-pileser III’s 
compaign. The new gate tower was similar to the one of 
the previous stratum, but the chambers were larger than 
in the previous gate-and a new defensive element was 
added to its N tower. The plan of the N storerooms was 
also changed. New floors covered the remains of stratum 
IX. Part of a wall, which belonged to a large structure, was 
uncovered outside the N tower. A passage probably served 
either to house a staircase or as a postern. The finds 
scattered on the floors, in addition to pottery and other 
objects, also included fragments of a crucible and tuyere. 
The gate and the whole vicinity were destroyed by Sargon 
II; the signs of the breached gate tower are still visible. 

g- Strata VII-VI. Even after the destruction of most of 
the excavationVIII city, the potters’ section in area D was 
still active in stratum VII. Several large pits full of ashes 
and refuse were found near the kiln area with additional 
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figurines, which belonged perhaps to the discarded temple 
of stratum VIII. Some of the kilns were found with their 
air vents still intact, and a number of finished vessels were 
also there. 

The few inscriptions in Hebrew characters found (not in 
situ) may be ascribed to stratum VII or VI. Among these 
are (h)phr, “(the) potter,” the denominations nsp, bq‘, and 
pym on weights, and a /mlk stamp on a jar handle. The 
Hebrew script indicates trade relations between Ashdod 
and the kingdom of Judah. Perhaps Ashdod was even 
conquered by Judah in the days of Josiah who, according 
to some scholars, probably expanded his kingdom as far 
as Mesad Hashavyahu, N of Ashdod. 

The gate of stratum VIII (area M) was reconstructed, 
perhaps as Sennacherib’s reward to Mitinti, king of Ash- 
dod, for his loyalty to Assyria. No major alterations could 
be observed in the plan of the gate of stratum VII, but at 
least two phases of settlement were recognized. Few burials 
found in the area, both human and animal, belong to the 
earlier phase. The final destruction of the gate area (by 
Psamtik I or Nebuchadnezzar) took place most probably 
around 600 B.c. 

The scanty remains of the Babylonian period (stratum 
VI) indicate the decline of the city. The fortifications of 
Ashdod (area M) do not seem to have ever been used 
again, and some buildings covered the ruins of the gate. 
There are few remains of buildings, but the few pottery 
kilns and traces of metalworking suggest that the area 
became primarily an industrial site. 

4. Persian Period. In this period (stratum V) a partial 
revival could be detected, at least on the acropolis (area 
A). Although most of the remains in this area were de- 
stroyed during the Hellenistic period, the Persian occupa- 
tion is still well-represented here. Foundations of 2 build- 
ings and a deep fosse were discovered. The large quantity 
of pottery characteristic to the whole Persian period found 
here suggests a long period of settlement in this area. A 
small ostracon with Aram cursive script was found describ- 
ing the quantity of wine delivered in the name of a man 
called Zebadia. Dated to mid-5th century B.c., this Aram 
inscription might be in “the language of Ashdod” men- 
tioned in Neh 13:24, the dialect probably spoken by the 
Philistines. 

The Persian period is best represented in area K by the 
remains of a large building of which 4 of its halls were 
excavated; it seems to have served as an administrative 
center for the Persian governor. Although its exact dimen- 
sions have not been determined, the building was certainly 
not smaller than the “governor’s palaces” of this period 
excavated in Lachish and Qasile. Remains of 2 buildings 
were found in the former gate area (area M). The walls, 
ca. | m wide and made of bricks, were preserved to a 
height of 2 courses. In addition to the pottery characteris- 
tics of the Persian period (such as the mortaria and lamps), 
there was also the earliest import of the Attic black-glazed 
ware. In a number of oval pits some burials of dogs were 
found. 

5. Hellenistic Period. Town planning is obvious in the 
Hellenistic strata (IV—II]) in area A, though no remains of 
fortification were found. Streets were laid out between 
groups of well-constructed buildings. A special technique, 
combining brick foundations and stone walls, was em- 
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ployed in these buildings, as well as in a public building 
which was probably part of the agora of the city. In one of 
its rooms was a small cult place, on the floor of which was 
found a stone offering-table. In Stratum IIIb the court- 
yard of the building was used for storage. The finds 
included large Rhodian wine jars and black-glazed Attic 
vessels. A lead plaque, probably representing a deity with 
a fish tail (Atargatis?), as well as 2 miniature stone altars— 
one incised with the letter M (Marnas?)—and some weap- 
ons were found in a thick layer of ash from stage IIIb of 
the cult place. A coin of Ptolemy II (271-246 s.c.) found 
in the IIIb level helps to date this stratum. The latest coin 
found there was of Antiochus VIII, dated to 114 B.c. This 
coin establishes a terminus post quem date for John Hyrca- 
nus’s conquest of Ashdod, which stayed in Hasmonean 
hands until the time of Pompey. 

Very few structures were preserved in the Hellenistic 
strata (IV-III) of area K. These included a pottery kiln 
and a large refuse pit containing Hellenistic pottery. Also, 
the floors provided a very rich repertoire of both local and 
imported pottery of the 3d and 2d centuries B.c., ending 
ca. 50 B.c. The only structure which survived in area M 
was a pottery kiln full of Hellenistic sherds. Among these, 
a fragment of a bowl with dark reddish glaze dated to the 
mid-2d century B.c. was found. Several coins were found 
here, the earliest being a coin of Ptolemy II, minted in 
Tyre. 

6. Roman and Byzantine Periods. The layout of the 
town changed completely during the period of King 
Herod (stratum II) and it is obvious that the city by then 
was much smaller. A large building of at least 3 rooms was 
uncovered NW of area A. In one of its rooms, paved with 
stone slabs, were remains of a circular, clay oven. Among 
the finds were lamps, which have parallels in Corinth, 
stamped handles of amphorae, and Terra Sigillata bowls. 
A large pit filled with burned sherds, animal bones, and 
refuse might be related to the neighboring kilns. The last 
phase of stratum II came to an end most probably with 
the destruction of Ashdod by Vespasian during the Ist 
Jewish Revolt. The only remains in area M are pits with 
metal slags and kiln refuse. The pottery found in a pit dug 
into the Iron Age city wall helps to date this stratum to the 
early Roman period. 

The general features of the previous early Roman stra- 
tum (II) could still be identified at the first phase (Ib) of 
stratum I, which dates to the late Ist century a.p. In area 
A a small pit was dug inside the larger pit from stratum 
II; it was full of workshaft refuse. A reservoir, probably 
for water storage, was also uncovered. Among the finds, a 
peculiar pilgrim flask should be mentioned as well as a few 
coins of this period. The few area M structures excavated 
from the late Roman period included a kiln made of brick 
discovered to the E of the early city-wall. Although Euse- 
bius still referred to Ashdod as a “significant town,” it 
seems that such a description did not apply to Azotus 
Mesogaios (i.e., inland Ashdod) but to Azotus Paralios (on 
the coast). See ASHDOD-YAM (M.R. 114132). By that time 
the inland Ashdod was inhabited by Jews (as indicated by 
a synagogue screen found there) and by Samaritans (as 
indicated by a section of an inscription and a talisman 
found in the excavations of the uppermost stage of stratum 
I). 
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ASHDOD-YAM (M.R. 114132). An archaeological site 
ca. 5 km NE of Ashdod. The city is mentioned (as asdud- 
immu) in connection with Sargon II’s 713 B.c. campaign 
against Yamani, king of Ashdod (ANET, 286). Yamani 
hastily fortified not only Ashdod, but also Gath and Ash- 
dod-Yam, the latter apparently serving as a rear base for 
the city in times of danger. 

Archaeological surveys were conducted at Ashdod-Yam 
from 1965 to 1968. Ten cuts were made in the rampart- 
like structure and at its base, and the city wall was exposed 
in 3 of these cuts. Two earthen glacis retained the wall on 
its inner and outer sides. The 3.1-m-thick wall was built of 
reddish sun-cried brick, and the outer glacis was mainly 
made of local sand and kurkar. It was evidently designed 
to prevent assaults by siege engines and battering rams. 
The inner glacis served to counter the pressure of the 
outer one. Two periods of occupation are attested at the 
site itself. The earlier, which includes the period of con- 
struction of the fortifications, dates to the latter half of the 
8th century b.c. The later occupation dates to the 7th 
century B.c., z time when the fortifications were no longer 
used. Thus, the uncovered wall and glacis are likely the 
ones built by Yamani (Kaplan 1969). 

In Roman-Byzantine times occupation stretched 500 m 
N of the Iron Age fortifications, along the coast, and the 
city was then known as Azotus Paralius. Here are found the 
ruins of the Crusader-Mamluk fortress known to the Cru- 
saders as Castellum Beroardi and to the Muslims as Maehiiz 
Isdiid. 
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ASHER (PERSON) [Heb °aiér]. ASHERITE. The epon- 
ymous ancestor of the Israelite tribe of Asher, reported to 
have been the 3th-born son of Israel’s eponymous ancestor 
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Jacob. The name means “haypy one,” “righteous one.” It 
may also be the name of a god, the male form of the 
goddess Asherah (IPN, 131). 

Asher’s secondary status among the Israelite tribes is 
marked in tradition by his “birth” to Leah’s handmaid 
Zilpah, rather than to one of Jacob’s 2 wives (Gen 30:12). 
As a member of the idealized premonarchic Israel, Asher 
is included alongside its 11 brethren tribes either implicitly 
or explicitly in the oppression in Egypt (Exod 1:4); the 
exodus, the Sinai covenant, and the wilderness wandering 
(Num 1:40—1; 2:27; 10:26; 26:44-47; Deut 27:13); and 
the conquest of the land of Canaan (Josh 19:24—31; Judg 
1:31—32). 

The territory traditionally associated with Asher is lo- 
cated in the W Galilean hills, adjoining the Phoenician 
coast to the W, Sidon to the N, Naphtali to the E, Zebulon 
to the SE, and Mt. Carmel to the SW (Josh 19:24-31; HGB 
204-24). The narrow strip of territory was fertile land, 
particularly suited to olive orchards (Deut 33:24) and 
vineyards. Gen 49:20 alludes to Asher’s agricultural 
bounty, referring to the “royal dainties” the region will 
yield. Judg 5:17 indicates that involvement in maritime 
activity provided Asher’s inhabitants with an additional 
source of economic prosperity. 

The association of the name Asher with the W portion 
of Galilee tends to be supported by Egyptian texts. The 
name appears with the determinative for foreign land as 
early as the reign of Pharaoh Seti I (1291--1272 3.c.£.) 
(Simons 1937: 147). Two additional occurrences are known 
from the reign of Rameses II (Simons 1937: 162; ANET 
475-79), and an additional unpublished reference ap- 
pears in the Golenischeff collection (Gauthier 1925: 105). 
The occurrence of Asher in the list of Seti I provides the 
clearest indication for the name’s connection with W Gali- 
lee. It appears in a geographical sequence between Kadish, 
probably representing the Syrian city-state of Kadesh on 
the Orontes River with its surrounding domain, and Me- 
giddo, the city-state that controlled the NW portion of the 
Megiddo Plain—Jezreel Valley corridor. Asher seems to 
represent the hinterland of Phoenicia at the time of Seti I, 
the W Galilean hills N of Megiddo, as far as Lebanon 
(Miller 1893: 236). 

The Galilean region of Asher did not become part of 
the Israelite state until the reign of David. Saul did not 
control Galilee (2 Sam 2:9; see ASHURITES). David was 
the first Israelite king to have secured the Megiddo Plain— 
Jezreel Valley corridor by capturing Megiddo and Beth 
Shean. It is logical to conclude that he was able to gain 
subsequent control over Galilee. Although no administra- 
tive lists from David’s reign have been preserved, under 
Solomon, Asher was joined with Bealoth, probably Zebu- 
lon, to form one of the 12 administrative districts of Israel 
(1 Kgs 4:16). It is likely that Solomon had inherited the 
pre-established district from his father. Solomon ceded 
the N portion of Asher, the region of Cabul, to Hiram of 
Tyre as payment for Tyrian workers and supplies in con- 
nection with the building of the palace and temple in 
Jerusalem (1 Kgs 9:13). Israel’s ability to maintain control 
over Asher and the rest of Galilee during the period after 
the split of the United Monarchy (ca. 917 B.c.E.) has not 
been documented, but was probably sporadic. 

In addition to the Galilean territory of Asher, there was 
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a group of Asherite clans located in the S portion of the 
central Ephraimite hill country (Abel 1937: 219-20; 
LBHG, 244; Edelman 1985: 86; Edelman 1988; see 
ASHURITES). While it is possible that the two groups 
were not interrelated but merely shared the same name by 
coincidence, it is generally presumed that the two groups 
ultimately shared a common origin and that the more S 
group had somehow splintered off from the better-known 
Galilean group (Steuernagel 1901: 31; Abel 1937: 219; 
Malamat 1962: 146; Yeivin 1957: 99-100; LBHG, 244; 
Edelman 1985: 86). 

The detailed genealogy for the tribe of Asher in 1 Chr 
7:30—40 pertains to the S Asherite group exclusively. Two 
analyses of its structure have been proposed. The first 
considers it to be a homogenous segmented genealogy, 
containing a few textual corruptions that have obscured its 
otherwise systematic presentation. Textual errors have 
crept in vv 35-38 in the listing of the descendants of the 4 
sons of Helem/Hotham: Zophah, Imna, Shelesh, and 
Amal. Thus, Beri and Imrah of v 36 (bry ymrh) are not to 
be seen as additional sons of Zophah, but instead, as 
corruptions of an original phrase “sons of Imna” (bny 
ymnh). In v 37, the word “sons” (ény) should be restored 
before Shelesh to signal the listing of his offspring, and an 
additional 3d name is suspected to have inadvertently been 
dropped from the roster of descendants. Finally, in v 39, 
a medial mem should be restored in the name Ulla, render- 
ing an original Amal rather than Ulla, to list descendants 
of Helem/Hotham’s final son from v 35. According to the 
second structural analysis, the genealogy contains 3 source 
strands (vv 30-35; vv 36-37; vv 38-39) that have been 
combined secondarily to form a single genealogy. The 
occurrence of name-overlap between the 3 strands (Zo- 
phah; Beriah/Beri; Shelesh/Shilshah; Shua/Shual; and 
Jether/Ithran) indicates that the strands represent enumer- 
ations of the same group at different points in its existence 
(Edelman 1988). 

The only names in the Asherite genealogies that can 
possibly be associated with clans in the N Galilean territory 
of Asher are Beriah and his siblings Imnah, Ishvah/Ishvi, 
and Serah. Beriah, Serah, and Imnah also appear as clan 
groups within the enclave, but it is possible that segments 
of these clans remained in the Galilean Asherite territory 
while other portions migrated S. The preservation of the 
names of Beriah and siblings by the S group may have 
been motivated by a desire to maintain a record of their 
founders’ positions in the genealogical tree of the parent 
tribe. 


Bibliography 

Abel, F. M. 1937. Une mention biblique de Birzeit. RB 46: 217-24. 

Edelman, D. 1985. The “Ashurites” of Eshbaal’s State (2 Sam. 2:9). 
PEQ 117: 85-91. 

. 1988. The Asherite Genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7:30—40. 
BR 33: 13-23. 

Gauthier, H. 1925. Dictionnaire des noms géographiques contenus dans 
les textes hiéroglyphiques. Vol. 1. Cairo. 

Malamat, A. 1962. Mari and the Bible: Some Patterns of Tribal 
Organization and Institutions. JAOS 82: 143-50. 

Miller, W. M. 1893. Asten und Europa nach altdgyptischen Denkmélern. 
Leipzig. 


ASHERAH 


Simons, J. 1937. Handbook for the Study of Egyptian Topographical Lists 
Relating to Western Asia. Leiden. 

Steuernagel!, C. 1901. Die Einwanderung der Israelitischen Stamme in 
Kanaan. Berlin. 

Yeivin, S. 1957. The Israelite Settlement in Galilee and the Wars 
with Jabin of Hazor. Pp. 95-104 in Mélanges bibliques rédigés en 
UVhonneur de André Robert. n.s. Travaux de !'Institut catholique 
de Paris 4. Paris. 

Diana V. EDELMAN 


ASHERAH (DEITY) [Heb aséré; ?dséra]. Asherah ap- 
pears in the OT both as the name of a Canaanite goddess 
and of her wooden cult-symbol. She is known in the 
Ugaritic texts under the name of Athirat (?atrt), where she 
functions as consort of the chief god, El, and mother of 
the gods. Prior to the discovery of the Ugaritic texts some 
scholars denied that Asherah was the name of a goddess 
while others wrongly equated her with Astarte (Ashto- 
reth). Since Yahweh is equated with El in the OT, it is 
understandable that in syncretistic circles Yahweh also 
appropriated Asherah as his consort. 


A. Asherah in Extrabiblical Texts 
1. Akkadian Sources 
. Ugaritic Texts 
. Egyptian Representations 
. Hittite Mythology 
. Syro-Palestinian Inscriptions 
. Later Phoenician Sources 
. Inscriptions from Arabia 
B. Asherah in the OT 
1. As a Goddess 
2. Asa Cult Object 
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A. Asherah in Extrabiblical Texts 

1. Akkadian Sources. We know from the Ugaritic texts 
that Athirat was equivalent to the Mesopotamian deity 
Agratum. ASratum is known from cuneiform texts dating 
from the Ist Dyn. of Babylon (ca. 1830—1531 B.c.), where 
she appears as the consort of the god Amurru. In the first 
half of the 14th century B.c. the name of the goddess 
Asherah appears in the name of the king of Amurru Abdi- 
Asirta (“servant of ASirta”), who is mentioned a number 
of times in the El-Amarna letters. It has also been generally 
supposed that Asherah is mentioned in one of the 15th 
century B.c. Akkadian texts from Ta‘anach, but this has 
been questioned by A. F. Rainey (1977: 59). 

2. Ugaritic Texts. The most complete source of infor- 
mation about the goddess Asherah comes from the Uga- 
ritic texts, discovered at the site of Ras Shamra on the 
Syrian coast from 1929 onwards. She is there called atrt, 
generally vocalized as Athirat, and she is the consort of the 
supreme god, El. Sometimes she is called 72/t (Elat), lit. 
“goddess,” as befits the wife of El (il). She is the mother of 
the gods and is accordingly called gnyt ?ilm “the procrea- 
tress of the gods.” The gods are referred to in KTU 
1.4.V1.46 ( = CTA 4.V1.46) as “the seventy sons of Athirat” 
(SbSm. bn. atrt). The later Jewish notion of the 70 guardian 
angels of the nations (cf. 1 En 89:59; 90:22-25; Tg. Ps.-J. 
on Deut 32:8) must ultimately go back to this, via the idea 
in Deut 32:8 whereby the Most High “fixed the bounds of 
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the peoples according to the number of the sons of God” 
(so LXX, 4Q Deut). 

Her stock epithet is rbt ?atrt ym (e.g. KTU 1.4.111.27 = 
CTA 4.111.271, which should be rendered “Lady Athirat of 
the sea.” The view that the expression should be rendered 
“She who treads on the sea,” which is popular in some 
circles (e.g., Cross CMHE, 31), is to be rejected, since (1) 
the goddess was simply called ASratum already in the Ist 
Dyn. of Babylon, which suggests that the shorter form of 
the name is original, and (2) we know of no conflict 
between Athirat and the sea. Though certainty is not 
possible, it may be that the name ’aért means “sanctuary.” 
One should perhaps compare her epithet qds, which simi- 
larly means “holy place” or possibly “holiness” (see below). 

Athirat plays an important role in the Ugaritic text 
involving Baual’s desire for a house (palace/temple) in ATU 
1.4 ( = CTA 4). Having defeated the sea god, Yam, and 
assumed the kingship (KTU 1.2 = CTA 2), Baal is in need 
of a house. First Anath demands a palace for Baal from 
El, but without success (KTU 1.3.V = CTA 3.V). When 
Athirat, however, intercedes with her husband EI, she is 
successful (KTU 1.4.1H-V = CTA 4.III-V). 

Athirat appears again in another Ugaritic mythological 
text, KTU 1.23 ( = CTA 23), where she is one of 2 women, 
the other being rhmy, whom E] seduces, and this act leads 
to the birth cf Shahar (Dawn) and Shalim (Dusk). It is not 
clear who rhny is; the common view that she is Anath is 
improbable, since we have no other evidence that she was 
a wife of El, and it seems inappropriate for a goddess 
repeatedly called “the Virgin Anath” to be a mother god- 
dess. 

3. Egyptian Representations. Asherah is sometimes 
called Qds in the Ugaritic texts. Qds is also attested as the 
name of a goddess in Egypt, where she appears on reliefs 
and amulets of the New Kingdom (cf. ANEP, pls. 470-74), 
especially the Ramesside period, and is characteristically 
represented nude, wearing a Hathor wig, standing on a 
lion, holding snakes in one hand and flowers in the other, 
and sometimes she holds snakes in both hands. Often she 
is portrayed together with the deities Resheph and Min 
and her erotic aspect is emphasized. Most remarkable is 
the representation on a Theban relief at Winchester Col- 
lege in England (now missing) where the goddess is called 
gds- ‘strt-“nt, taus indicating a fusion of Qd¥ (Athirat) with 
the two other important Canaanite goddesses, Astarte and 
Anath. Figurines and plaques of the Qds type are attested 
in Syria and Palestine from the period ca. 1700-1200 n.c., 
which we mzy confidently regard as depictions of the 
goddess Athi-at. It is noteworthy that the depictions of 
Athirat/Qds make her role as a fertility goddess abundantly 
clear. This aspect of her nature is played down in the 
Ugaritic texts. but emerges again in the OT, where she is 
constantly associated with Baal and is clearly connected 
with sacred prostitution in 2 Kgs 23:7. 

4. Hittite Mythology. We possess a Hittite myth about a 
god Elkunirsa, his wife Agertu, and the storm god, dating 
from the second half of the 2d millennium B.c. (ANET, 
519). These deities must correspond to El (more precisely 
> qn >rs “El creator of the earth”), Athirat (Asherah) and 
Baal-Hadad, and an underlying Canaanite myth is clearly 
reflected here. According to the myth the storm god came 
to Elkunirga’s house, and there ASertu tried to seduce him. 
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Following his refusal, she threatened him with her spindle, 
but the storm god went off to ElkunirSa’s tent at the Mala 
(= Euphrates) river and informed him of ASertu’s at- 
tempted seduction. Elkunir$« replied by saying, “Go, sleep 
with her! Lie with my wife «nd humble her!” The storm 
god obediently complied but also informed her that he 
had slain 77/88 of her sons, which led to her lamenting 
them for 7 years. According to a second fragment, the 
goddess I8tar (probably = Astarte) overheard a bedroom 
conversation between Elkunirsa and ASertu and told the 
storm god about it. Regardless of how the myth ended, we 
have here evidence of some estrangement between Elku- 
nirga (El) and ASertu (Athirai). 

5. Syro-Palestinian Inscriptions. At Kuntillet SAjrud, 
in NE Sinai, inscriptions have been found referring to 
‘Yahweh and his Asherah.’ One pithos contains the inscrip- 
tion brkt. ?tkm. lyhwh. Smrn. wPérth, “I have blessed you by 
Yahweh smrn and his Asherah.” The word smrn could be 
rendered “our guardian,” but the translation “of Samaria” 
is more likely (cf. lyhwh tmn wPsrth “by Yahweh of Teman 
and his Asherah,” which also appears at Kuntillet SAjrud). 
Scholars disagree as to the meaning of “his Asherah,” 
whether it refers to the goddess Asherah, her cult symbol, 
or a word meaning cella or chapel. It seems most likely to 
mean the cult-symbol, a wooden pole or suchlike, related 
to the goddess Asherah. Indirectly, therefore, the allusions 
probably do imply that Asherah was Yahweh’s consort. 
That it is the goddess Asherah herself who is denoted by 
‘his Asherah’ is syntactically inappropriate, since personal 
names are not found with a pronominal suffix in biblical 
Heb. The meaning ‘cella’ or ‘chapel’ may also be excluded, 
since this is not attested elsewhere in Heb, unlike some 
other Semitic languages. 

The pithos mentioning “Yahweh of Samaria and his 
Asherah” has underneath the inscription a drawing de- 
picting 3 figures: a lyre player and 2 other figures similar 
to each other, generally thought to represent the goddess 
Bes. It has been proposed, however, that these latter rep- 
resent “Yahweh and his Asherah” of the inscription (Gilula 
1978-79). But this is unlikely. and the drawings are prob- 
ably unconnected with the irscription. For example, why 
should there be 3 figures, if only 2 are mentioned (Emer- 
ton 1982:10)? Moreover, the figure claimed to represent 
Asherah seems to have a square-cut beard, suggesting a 
god and, indeed, a characteristic of the god Bes (Beck 
1982: 27-28). 

Curiously, at about the samme time as the discoveries at 
Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, another site, Khirbet el-Qom, near He- 
bron, also yielded a text which seemingly refers to Yah- 
weh’s Asherah: 


-ryhw. Air. ktbh 
brk. ?ryhw. lyhwh 
wmsryh Pith hwé‘th 
Pnyhw 
wl?srth 
>? ?rth 


This should most likely be rendered: 


Uriyahu the rich wrote it. 
Blessed be Uriyahu by Yahweh. 
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For from his enemies by his Asherah he has saved him. 
» by Oniyahu 

and by his Asherah 

his A(she)rah 


A. Lemaire (1977: 599, 602) felt forced to emend the 
text so that P?3rth follows immediately after lyhwh, but as 
the above rendering shows, this may be unnecessary. 

It has been claimed that Asherah is mentioned on a 
plaque from Arslan Tash in Syria, dating from the 7th 
century B.c., with Aram script and Phoenician orthogra- 
phy. However, since the word in question is 57, those who 
adopt this view either have to emend the text to srt, the 
form we should most naturally expect, or suppose that we 
have an anomalous spelling here. It is far more natural to 
suppose, as most scholars believe, that >s5r denotes the god 
Asshur (cf. >sr as the spelling of the place Asshur in KAI 
24: 8), and since Arslan Tash (Hadattu) was an Assyrian 
province at the time, a reference to the Assyrian god 
Asshur at this point is not inappropriate. 

6. Later Phoenician Sources. It has been argued by 
F. M. Cross (CMHE, 28-34) and others, e.g. W. A. Maier 
(1986: 96-118), that the goddess Tinnit is to be equated 
with the goddess Asherah. Tinnit is best known from 
Punic inscriptions, where she appears as the consort of the 
god Baal-Hammon, but it is now clear that she was already 
worshiped in Phoenicia quite early (cf. the Sarepta text 
below). The arguments in favor of her equation with 
Asherah are, however, open to question. 

First, it is claimed that her name means “the One of the 
dragon,” and Ugaritic °atrt ym is compared, understood as 
“She who treads on the sea (dragon).” However, not only 
does °atrt ym not have this meaning, but if tnt were really 
related to tnn ‘dragon’ (which is improbable), one would 
expect it to mean “the female dragon” rather than “the 
One of the dragon”! 

Second, Baal-Hammon is commonly supposed to be El, 
so it is claimed that his consort Tinnit ought to be Asherah. 
However, Baal-Hammon is probably rather a form of the 
god Baal. The name itself suggests this, and the god is in 
fact often simply referred to as Baal in Punic inscriptions, 
and never as El. Latin inscriptions refer to him as frugifer 
and deus frugum, suggesting a fertility deity. It is true that 
classical sources often equate Baal-Hammon with Kronos, 
who usually represents El, but we know that Kronos could 
also denote Baal, and the fact that Kronos devoured his 
own children may well have encouraged his equation with 
Baal-Hammon, the god of child sacrifice. Thus, there are 
not compelling grounds for identifying Tinnit with Ash- 
erah. Tinnit is equated with Astarte in a 7th century B.c. 
Phoenician inscription from Sarepta and associated with 
(though distinguished from) Astarte in an inscription from 
Carthage (KAI 81:1). She was perhaps a form of the 
goddess Anath or alternately an independent goddess 
serving as Baal’s consort. 

7. Inscriptions from Arabia. It is now known that Ash- 
erah is not mentioned as ?A8ira on a 5th century B.c. Aram 
inscription from Tema (KAI 228) as had previously been 
commonly believed; rather the divine name in question 
should be read ?ASima, as another Tema stele makes clear 
(Cross 1986: 393). However, the goddess Athirat is attested 
in S Arabia (Ryckmans 1951: 44). Although the Arabian 
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Athirat has often been seen as a sun goddess, this is not 
certain. 


B. Asherah in the OT 

In the OT the Heb word aséré is used to denote both 
the name of the Canaanite goddess, well-known from the 
Ugaritic texts, and also a wooden cult-object that was her 
symbol. 

1. As a Goddess. The ancient versions failed to recog- 
nize that OT Asherah was the name of a goddess, and it 
was only with the discovery of the Ugaritic texts that 
scholars as a whole were convinced that this was one of the 
basic meanings of the word in the OT. The places where 
the name Asherah seems to denote the goddess rather 
than her cult object are 1 Kgs 15:13; 18:19; 2 Kgs 21:7; 
23:4, in addition to Judg 3:7, where the plural form 
Asheroth appears. In 1 Kgs 18:19 we read of the “four 
hundred and fifty prophets of Baal and the four hundred 
prophets of Asherah, who eat at Jezebel’s table,” who are 
to confront Elijah on Mt. Carmel. The fact that the proph- 
ets of Asherah play no part in the subsequent story in | 
Kings 18 suggests that the reference to them may be a 
gloss. However, the parallelism with the prophets of Baal 
makes it natural to suppose that whoever added the gloss 
about the prophets of Asherah understood Asherah to be 
the name of a deity. In 2 Kgs 23:4 the name Asherah is 
likewise paralleled with that of Baal, as well as with the 
host of heaven, thereby indicating that Asherah is a deity. 
Referring to Josiah’s reformation in 621 B.c. it states, “And 
the king commanded Hilkiah, the high priest, and the 
priests of the second order, and the priests of the thresh- 
old, to bring out of the temple of the Lord all the vessels 
made for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host of 
Heaven.” Both 1 Kgs 15:13 and 2 Kgs 21:7 speak of the 
image of Asherah, passages in which it is natural to sup- 
pose that Asherah is the goddess. In the former passage 
we read of Asa’s removing Maacah, his mother, from the 
position of queen mother, because of the abominable 
image for Asherah which she had made. Asa cut down the 
image and burned it in the Kidron valley. 2 Kgs 21:7 
mentions a graven image of Asherah that Manasseh placed 
in the temple of Jerusalem. 

Judg 3:7 uses the plural form Asheroth—“And the 
people of Israel did what was evil in the sight of the Lord, 
forgetting the Lord their God, and serving the Baals and 
the Asheroth.” Some scholars wish to emend Asheroth to 
Ashtaroth, which is paralleled with the Baals in Judg 2:13; 
10:6; 1 Sam 7:3,4; 12:10. However, the fact that Asheroth 
is the lectio difficilior inclines one to believe that it is the 
correct reading here. It is not clear whether “Asheroth” 
refers to different local manifestations of the goddess 
Asherah or is a way of referring to Canaanite female 
deities generally. The same uncertainty applies to the 
precise meaning of the terms “Baals” and “Ashtaroth.” 

2. As a Cult Object. The LXX and Vg usually rendered 
Asherah by “grove,” which accounts for the translation in 
the KJV. The Mishnah similarly understood the Asherim 
to be living trees that were worshiped, e.g., grapevines, 
pomegranates, walnuts, myrtle, and willows (cf. m. SOr. 1:7, 
8; m. Sukk. 3:1-3; m. SAbod. Zar. 3:7, 9, 10; m. Me“il. 3:8). It 
is quite clear, however, from a number of OT references 
that the Asherim were man-made objects; verbs used in 
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connection with them include “make” (“4sé, 1 Kgs 14:15; 
16:33; 2 Kgs 17:16; 21:3, 7; 2 Chr 33:3), “build” (band, 1 
Kgs 14:23), and “erect” (ndsab, 2 Kgs 17:10), which are 
inappropriate for living trees. It should also be noted that 
Jer 17:2 speaks of “their Asherim beside every luxuriant 
tree,” which would be odd if the Asherim were themselves 
actual trees. This makes it impossible to suppose that the 
Asherim were living trees. The view that they were always 
living trees is today held by A. Lemaire (1977: 604—7), but 
some claim more moderately that the Asherim were some- 
times living trees. Deut 16:21 might suggest this, often 
rendered as it is “You shall not plant any tree as an 
Asherah beside the altar of the Lord your God, which you 
shall make.” However, the word ‘és can mean “wood” as 
well as “tree,” and since all the other references to the 
Asherah in the OT indicate that it is a man-made object, 
including vavious references elsewhere in the Deuteron- 
omic corpus, it is more natural to suppose that this is the 
meaning of ‘7s here. 

That the Asherah cult object symbolized the goddess 
Asherah in some way is clear from the fact that both are 
mentioned ir similar contexts in the OT. Thus, 2 Kgs 21:3, 
where we read that Manasseh “erected altars for Baal, and 
made an Asherah, as Ahab king of Israel had done, and 
worshiped all the host of heaven, and served them,” can be 
compared with 2 Kgs 23:4, where we read of “all the 
vessels made for Baal, for Asherah, and for all the host of 
heaven.” 

W. L. Reed (1949) has argued that the Asherah was 
simply an image of the goddess Asherah. However, though 
symbolizing the goddess Asherah, the Asherah cult object 
does not appear to have been an image of her, since the 
Asherim are frequently mentioned alongside pésélim 
“graven images” (an expression including images of wood) 
as distinct objects (cf. Deut 7:5; 12:3; 2 Chr 33:19; 34:3, 4, 
7; Mic 5:12-13—Eng 5:13-14). 

The most likely view is that the Asherah was a wooden 
pole symbolizing the goddess Asherah. We may compare 
the statement in Philo of Byblos which declares that the 
Phoenicians “consecrated pillars and staves (rhabdous) after 
their names (i.e. of their gods)” (Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 
1.10.11). 

In view of the perishable nature of wood and our lack 
of certain depictions of the Asherah, we cannot be dog- 
matic about its form. However, it is plausible to suppose 
that, as a wooden pole, it may also have embodied tree 
symbolism. If so, this would explain the later misunder- 
standing that they were actual trees. This interpretation 
may perhaps claim support from the following considera- 
tion. It has been shown (Day 1980) that Isaiah 26-27 
appears to be modeled on Hosea 13-14, there being a 
series of eight parallels which they share, all but one of 
them coming in the same order. Now the verse corre- 
sponding to that mentioning the Asherim in Isa 37:9 is 
Hos 14:9—-Eng 14:8, which alludes to trees; Yahweh de- 
clares, “Ephraim, what has he still to do with idols? It is I 
who answer and look after him. I am like a luxuriant 
cypress, from me comes your fruit.” There may even be a 
word play on the names of the goddesses Anath and 
Asherah in the words ?ani Sdniti wa?dSurennu, “It is I who 
answer and look after him,” though it is probably going 
too far to accept J. Wellhausen’s emendation to ?dn? Sandté 
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warasératé, “I am his Anath and his Asherah.” Further 
evidence which might possibly support the equation of the 
Asherim with stylized trees comes from Pella in Transjor- 
dan. Here 2 cult stands were discovered dating from the 
10th century 8.c., one of which has stylized trees on its 
sides and the other has depictions of a nude goddess 
standing on a lioness’ head (cf. Asherah/Qds). 

The view here adumbratecl, namely that Asherah in the 
OT is the name both of a goddess and of her wooden cult 
symbol, is the most widely held view, and indeed seems 
clear enough from the evidence. E. Lipinski, however, 
supposes that Asherah in the OT denotes variously a 
sacred grove and a shrine (chapel/cella). It should be 
pointed out against Lipiriski’s view that instances which he 
ascribes to each of these two meanings occur in the same 
context—cf. 2 Kgs 18:4; 23:14, 15, where Asherah is 
alleged to mean “grove”; and 1 Kgs 14:23; 2 Kgs 17:10, 
where it is claimed that it means “shrine.” This suggests 
that Asherah has only one meaning, not two, throughout 
these passages. Now the former group of passages refers 
to the Asherah being cut down, and here Lipinski himself 
agrees that a shrine cannot be intended, while the latter 
group of passages alludes to Asherim under every luxuri- 
ant tree, which makes it unlikely that the Asherim were 
themselves trees. Since we have seen that the Asherah 
refers to the same object in both groups of passages, it 
follows that the Asherah can be neither a shrine nor a 
grove. 

The Asherim, together with massébét “pillars,” as well as 
altars, were a regular feature of the local shrines, the “high 
places” (baémét), where Canaanite or syncretistic Canaanitiz- 
ing worship was practiced in ancient Israel. Those who are 
accused of worshiping Asherah or constructing Asherim 
include the people in the period of the Judges (Judg 3:7), 
Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 14:15), Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:23), Asa’s 
mother Maacah (1 Kgs 15:13), Ahab (1 Kgs 16:32; cf. 1 
Kgs 18:19), Jehoahaz (2 Kgs 13:6), the N Kingdom before 
its downfall in 722 B.c. (2 Kgs 17:10, 16), and Manasseh (2 
Kgs 21:3, 7). Those who are said to have removed this cult 
include Gideon (Judg 6:25—30), Asa (1 Kgs 15:13), Heze- 
kiah (2 Kgs 18:4), and Josiah (2 Kgs 23:4, 6, 7, 14, 15). We 
do not hear of Asherah or Asherim in later literature, 
apart from Isa 27:9 (perhaps dating from the 5th century 
B.C., part of a section which is probably dependent on Hos 
13-14). 

In the prophets, in addition to Isa 27:9 and Jer 17:2, 
Asherim are also mentioned in Isa 17:8 and Mic 5:13 
(—Eng 5:14). It is possible, though by no means certain, 
that the Asherah is intended in the reference in Hos 4:12, 
“My people inquire of a thing of wood, and their staff 
gives them oracles.” The context suggests that we have 
here an idolatrous practice connected with the Canaanite 
fertility cult. It is unlikely, however, that Asherah is in- 
tended in the allusions in Isa 6:13; Jer 2:27; Ezek 8:3—5; 
Amos 8:14; or in Gen 30:13. 
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ASHHUR (PERSON) [Heb °ashir]. According to 1 Chr 
2:24, he is the son of Hezron and father of Tekoa. How- 
ever, the birth of Ashhur after his father’s death and the 
textual confusion of the MT of 1 Chr 2:24 have caused 
many scholars (e.g., Braun 1 Chr WBC, 27; Williamson 
1979:355) to emend the text on the basis of the LXX, 
which states that Ashhur is a son of Caleb. 

In | Chr 4:5 the descendants of Ashhur are incorpo- 
rated into the genealogy of Judah. This may reflect the 
later assimilation of the Calebites into the tribe of Judah. 
The fact that Tekoa is the name of a town in southern 
Judah has led some scholars to understand the word “fa- 
ther” to mean “settler” or “founder.” The similarity be- 
tween Asshur and Hur, another son of Caleb (1 Chr 2:19), 
causes some confusion. Curtis (Chr ICC) believes the two 
names actually refer to the same person, Hur being an 
abbreviated form of Ashhur. Williamson (Chr NCBC, 59), 
on the other hand, prefers to regard Ashhur as the 
younger brother of Hur. In the LXX, the name Ashhur 
appears differently in 1 Chr 2:24 and 4:4; in the former 
passage the name is spelled Aschod, while in the latter it 
appears as saour. In Codex Alexandrinus, however, the 
name is spelled aschour. 
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ASHIMA (DEITY) [Heb ?asima]. A god or goddess of 
uncertain identity, worshiped by the people of Hamath 
(modern Hama in Syria) who were settled in Samaria by 
Sargon II after he had deported most of the local popula- 
tion (2 Kgs 17:30). The most widely accepted interpreta- 
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tion of the word Ashima is that it is an Aram form meaning 
“the Name.” As such it would likely refer to one or more 
of the NW Semitic goddesses Anat, Astarte, or Asherah. 
Designations such as Face-of-Baal, Name-of-Baal, and pos- 
sibly Sign-of-Baal are not uncommon for these goddesses, 
and seem to indicate that the goddess in each case is a 
particularized manifestation of Baal (EncRel, 1: 262-63, 
471, 491-92). 

A peculiar extension of this type of name formation is 
encountered at the Aramaic-speaking Jewish community 
at Elephantine, Upper Egypt, ca. 400 B.c. Bethel, literally 
“Temple-of-E]l,” is a well-attested divinity in the Levant, but 
in this rather syncretistic community there are also >smby??! 
and ‘ntby?l, Name-of-Bethel and Anat-of-Bethel (BMAP. 
87-90; ArchEleph, 163-79). Some scholars (e.g., Gese in 
Gese, H6fner, and Rudolph 1970: 189-92) would associate 
the >m- element with the god Eshmun, but this is not a 
widely accepted view (see also Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings 
AB, 211-12); the suggestion that deities with names com- 
pounded with ?sm- are masculine (ANET, 491, n. 9a) does 
not seem to square with the comparative Sem evidence. 

The only other possible reference to Ashima in the Bible 
is Amos 8:14, “those who swear by the °asmat Somrén, . . . 
and say ‘as the derek of Beer-sheba lives.’”” Although many 
translate “shame of Samaria” and “way of Beer-sheba” in 
this verse, it seems more likely that the first expression is 
“Ashima of Samaria.” If that is the case, the obscure derek 
is probably not “way,” but a garbled reference to the same 
deity referred to in 2 Kgs 17:31 as tartag. 
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ASHKELON (PLACE) [Heb ’asgélén]. A large seaport 
town located on the Mediterranean coast 20 km N of Gaza 
and 50 km S of Tel Aviv (M.R. 107119). The city has had a 
long and eventful history, stretching from at least the latter 
part of the 4th millennium. Its biblical significance begins 
in the Conquest narratives as one of the cities of the 
Philistine Pentapolis (Josh 13:3) and later is the object of 
one of Samson’s outbursts (Judg 14:19). During the pro- 
phetic period, Ashkelon was a frequent object of denunci- 
ation (cf. Jer 25:20; 47:5, 7; Zeph 2:4, 7; Zech 9:5). 
Ashkelon’s importance as a port city was enhanced by its 
fertile soils and easily accessible fresh water. Famous in 
antiquity for its onions, the modern word “scallion” is 
derived from the name Ashkelon. 

Archaeological investigations at Ashkelon were under- 
taken by John Garstang and his assistant W. J. Phythian- 
Adams in 1920 (Garstang 1921; 1922; 1924; Phythian- 
Adams 1921; 1923). Modern archaeological excavations 
resumed at Ashkelon in 1985 (Stager and Esse 1987). The 
most-recent excavations have recovered traces of 3d mil- 
lennium B.c. occupation on the N edge of the site, but the 
first recorded historical attestation of the name Ashkelon 
appeared in the Egyptian Execration Texts, in which Ash- 
kelon was vilified as an enemy of Egypt. The city was 
mentioned in both the Berlin and Brussels texts (Sethe 
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1926: 53; Posener 1940: 65), and its appearance in the 
Execration Texts is no doubt a result of its strategic impor- 
tance as a major city located in the border zone between 
Egypt and Palestine. 

Evidence from modern excavations indicates that at least 
the N end of the massive ramparts surrounding the city 
was constructed during the MB, roughly corresponding to 
the date of Ashkelon’s mention in the Execration Texts. If 
the MB city included the area encircled by the more recent 
Byzantine and Crusader fortifications, ancient Ashkelon 
would have been more than 60 hectares in size, one of the 
largest sites in Palestine in that period. 

During the LB Ashkelon was firmly under the control 
of the Egyptian Pharaoh. Ashkelon’s king, Widia, sent at 
least 7 letters to Akhenaten’s court at El! Amarna, (EA 
320--26, 370), in which he promised loyalty and quantities 
of food, drink, oil, grain, and oxen for the Pharaoh’s 
troops. In another less-cordial context, however, the ruler 
of Jerusalem, Abdi Heba, revealed a plot involving Ashke- 
lon, Gezer, and Lachish to supply provisions to the Egyp- 
tian king’s enemies, the Habiru (EA 287). 

Ashkelon, as befits its importance as a border city, re- 
mained unde: direct Egyptian suzerainty throughout the 
LB. Rebellion was punished swiftly. A relief on the walls 
of the temple at Karnak, originally ascribed to Ramses II 
but now re-dated to Merneptah (see Stager 1985; Yurco 
1986 for a discussion of the problem), depicts Egyptian 
troops storming the city of Ashkelon with the legend “the 
wretched town which his majesty took when it was wicked, 
Ashkelon. It says: ‘Happy is he who acts in fidelity to thee, 
(but) woe (to) him who transgresses thy frontier!’ ” (ANET 
256). Ashkelon was mentioned again by Merneptah in 
what is often referred to as the Israel stela (1207 B.c.), 
“Plundered is. the Canaan with every evil; carried off is 
Ashkelon; seized upon is Gezer; Yanoam is made as that 
which does not exist; Israel is laid waste, his seed is not...” 
(ANET 378). 

An inscription on a small ivory plaque excavated at 
Megiddo dating to the time of Rameses III refers to a 
singer namec. Kerker who evidently was employed in a 
Temple of Ptah at Ashkelon (ANET 263). By the 8th vear 
of Rameses IJI (1187 B.c.), a year in which he defeated a 
coalition of Sea Peoples that included the Philistines, the 
settling of the S coastal plain of Palestine and its domina- 
tion by the Philistines was assured. Ashkelon was included, 
along with Geza, Ashdod, Ekron, and Gath, as one of the 
main cities of the Philistine Pentapolis (Josh 13:3; 1 Sam 
6:17). These cities would remain linked throughout the 
biblical period and into classical times. (For recent treat- 
ments of the Philistines see Dothan 1982; Mazar 1985.) 

During the Iron I period, references to Ashkelon cen- 
tered on its association with the Philistines and the cities of 
the plain which could not be conquered by the Israelites. 
According to biblical tradition, Ashkelon was allotted to 
the tribe of Judah, which took possession of the hill coun- 
try but could not drive out the inhabitants of the plain 
who had chariots of iron (Judg 1:18—19; also Josh 13:3). 
Ashkelon alsc shared the miseries that befell its Philistine 
neighbors when they captured the ark of the covenant 
after the battle of Ebenezer. To forestall further suffering, 
the Philistine cities promptly returned the ark with repa- 
rations (1 Sam 6:17). In the period of the Judges, the only 
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direct contact, albeit bloody, is related in the story of 
Samson’s riddle. After the Philistines solved his riddle, 
Samson went down to Ashkelon, killed 30 men, took their 
garments, and presented them to his tormentors to pay 
off his bet (Judg 14:19). 

During the 10th century s.c., Ashkelon and the other 
Philistine cities remained a force to be reckoned with by 
the fledgling Israelite monarchy. David’s reaction to the 
death of Saul and Jonathan in the battle of Gilboa dramat- 
ically illustrates the serious conflict that raged between 
Philistine and Israelite at that time: “Tell it not in Gath, 
publish it not in the streets (or bazaars) of Ashkelon; lest 
the daughters of the Philistines rejoice, lest the daughters 
of the uncircumcised exult” (2 Sam 1:20). 

By the 8th century s.c. Ashkelon remained associated 
with Ashdod, Gaza, and Ekron, and in the Assyrian rec- 
ords is still reckoned as belonging to Philistia. In 734, the 
Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser III campaigned in Philistia 
against a coalition that included Aram, Edom, Israel, and 
Philistia. While on this campaign he forcibly collected 
tribute from Ashkelon’s king, Mitinti. In a 2d campaign to 
Philistia, Tiglath-pileser III captured Ashkelon and Mitin- 
ti’s son, Rukibtu, who had succeeded his father on the 
throne. During this period the prophet Amos referred to 
the demise of the “remnant” of the Philistines from Ash- 
kelon, Ashdod, and Ekron (A.mos 1:8). Rukibtu, as far as 
is known, remained loyal to the Assyrian kings. The cities 
of Philistia played an important role as intermediaries 
between the Assyrian Empire and Egypt. Tribute from 
Philistia to Sargon included silver, garments of byssus and 
linen, rolls of papyrus, and elephant hides (Tadmor 1966: 
93; Eph‘al 1984: 87 n. 267). That these exotic items could 
be sent as tribute to Assyria underscores the active com- 
mercial links that existed between Egypt and Philistia dur- 
ing this period. 

Loyalty to Assyria was shattered during the reign of 
Sennacherib, however, as the king of Ashkelon was over- 
thrown by a usurper named Sidqia in 701 B.c. Sidqia made 
an alliance with Hezekiah against Assyria, and together 
they deposed Padi, the ruler of Ekron, who had remained 
loyal to Assyria along with Mitinti of Ashdod (not to be 
confused with Mitinti of Askkelon) and Sillibel of Gaza. 
Sennacherib’s campaign into S Palestine in 701 restored 
Padi to the throne and stopped Hezekiah’s rebellion; Sid- 
qia of Ashkelon was deported. The Assyrian monarch 
replaced Sidqia with Sharruludari, the son of the loyal 
vassal, Rukibtu. Assyrian annals indicate that the territory 
of Ashkelon was extensive enough to include Jaffa, Beth- 
Dagon, Azor, and Benei Brak. (Tadmor 1966: 96; see also 
Marcus 1977 for a discussion of the succession from Ru- 
kibtu to Sharruludari). 

By the mid-7th century &.c. Ashkelon was ruled by 
another Mitinti, the son of the usurper Sidgia. Mitinti sent 
tribute to both Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal. Ashkelon 
remained loyal to these Assyrian rulers throughout their 
reigns and probably served as one of the staging posts for 
the periodic Assyrian invasions into Egypt. 

By the latter part of the 7th century, Assyrian power was 
faltering, and it is to this period that an enigmatic passage 
in Herodotus describes an attempted invasion of Egypt by 
hordes of Scythians sweeping down out of the Caucasus. 
Although their invasion of Egypt was unsuccessful, the 
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returning Scythian soldiers sacked the Temple of the Ce- 
lestial Aphrodite in Ashkelon, after which, as Herodotus 
reports, they were struck with a horrible disease as divine 
retribution (1.103—6). The prophet Zephaniah referred to 
this period when he warned Philistia of the fate which 
would befall it (Zeph 2:4), and suggested that Judah would 
finally possess the seacoast. His prophecy that Judah would 
“lie down at evening in the houses of Ashkelon” (Zeph 2:7) 
should be seen against the background of the expansionist 
policies of Josiah. 

The dissolution of the Assyrian empire in 612 B.c. led 
to a time of shifting loyalties for Philistia. It is clear from 
the references in Jeremiah that the Philistine cities were 
rebellious against the new Babylonian regime and courted 
destruction by their refusal to pay tribute to Nebuchadnez- 
zar (Jer 25:20; 47:5, 7). By the winter of 604 B.c., Ashkelon 
was destroyed and its king was deported to Babylonia 
(Wiseman 1956: 69, see also Porten 1981 and Stern 1984: 
1—4 for discussions of the campaign). Exiled Ashkelonites 
received rations at the Babylonian court. Those specifically 
mentioned included the sons of Aga, the last king of 
Ashkelon; sailors; and various nobles (Weidner 1939: 928). 

Despite the dire prophesies of the prophet Zechariah 
(9:5), writing toward the end of the 6th century B.c., 
Ashkelon once more became a flourishing seaport during 
the Persian period under the nominal control of Tyre. 
Pseudo-Scylax in his Periplus (2d half of 4th century B.c.), 
mentions a royal Tyrian palace at Ashkelon (Stern 1984: 
10). Ashkelon’s temples were known throughout the an- 
cient world. In addition to the Temple of Celestial Aphro- 
dite mentioned by Herodotus, Diodorus Siculus (2.4.2—6) 
writing in the Ist century B.c. describes a large lake at 
Ashkelon regarded as sacred to the goddess Derceto (Atar- 
gatis), a goddess with the head of a woman and the body 
of a fish. The legend recounts Derceto’s union with one of 
her mortal votaries which led to the birth of the famous 
Queen Semiramis. Semiramis was abandoned to die of 
exposure, but was kept warm and fed by doves, a bird 
which several ancient authors report as sacred at Ashke- 
lon. 

After Alexander’s conquest of the Levant and Egypt, 
Ashkelon fell under the rule of the Ptolemies and later the 
Seleucids (after Antiochus III’s defeat of the Egyptian 
army in 198 B.c.). Ashkelon remained an independent city 
throughout the Maccabean period, although the city was 
threatened by the high priest Jonathan in 147 B.c. after 
his victory over Apollonius, the governor of Coele-Syria. 
The ancient tension between highland and lowland, so 
palpable in the book of Judges, was apparent again as 
Apollonius taunted Jonathan “do not, therefore, deceive 
yourself, sitting in the mountains and thinking that you 
are strong; but if you have confidence in your force, come 
down to the plain . . . you should know, however, that the 
best men of each city are in my army, and these are the 
very men who have always been victorious over your ances- 
tors. And you shall have a contest with us on ground where 
one cannot fight with stones, but with arms, and where 
there is no place to which you can flee when defeated” 
(Ant 13.89). Jonathan burned the temple of Dagon at 
Ashdod, and the Ashkelonites met him outside their city 
with gifts to prevent a similar calamity in their city. By 111 
B.c., Ashkelon asserted its independence from Seleucid 
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rule by minting silver coinage, and by 104 B.c. was minting 
its own coins according to a new era (Avi-Yonah 1977: 59). 

Ashkelon remained a free Greek city throughout the 
Roman period. In the early Ist century B.c., Alexander 
Janneaus made Antipas, Herod the Great’s grandfather, a 
general over all Idumea. Antipas established close relations 
with the Nabateans and the two former Philistine cities of 
Gaza and Ashkelon (Ant 14.10), undoubtedly to control 
the trade routes across the Negev from the Red Sea to the 
Mediterranean coast. Ties between Ashkelon and Herod’s 
family were close if one lends credence to Julius Africanus’ 
assertion that Herod’s grandfather had spent his child- 
hood as a temple servant in the Temple of Apollo at 
Ashkelon (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 1.6.2—3). Herod never con- 
quered Ashkelon, preferring that it remain a free city, but 
Josephus wrote that he built baths, fountains, and colon- 
nades for the populace (JW 1.422). Upon Herod’s death 
he bequeathed a palace at Ashkelon to Emperor Augustus 
who in turn presented it to Herod’s sister, Salome (Jones 
1938: 165). 

With the first significant stirrings of the Jewish revolt in 
64 a.p., tensions ran high between the Jews and the inhab- 
itants of the Greek cities. In Ashkelon one riot resulted in 
the slaughter of 2,500 of the city’s Jews (JW 2.477). The 
Jewish revolt against Rome did not directly affect the city, 
and Ashkelon’s sea trade thrived during the Late Roman 
period. It was known for its agricultural produce, espe- 
cially wheat, onions (Strab Geog. 16.2.29), and a heavy wine 
that was exported to European markets to be used in 
celebrating the Eucharist (Avi-Yonah 1977: 195; Riley 
1975: 30). The acts of the Council of Constantinople 
indicate that by 536 a.p. Ashkelon was the seat of a bishop. 

With the Muslim conquest of Palestine in the 7th century 
A.D., Ashkelon became a Muslim city, although Jews and 
Christians continued to live within its walls. In 940 the 
Church of St. Maria Viridis (St. Mary the Green) was 
attacked and destroyed, after which the bishop escaped to 
Ramla. The probable remains of this church were exca- 
vated by the recent archaeological expedition to Ashkelon 
(Stager and Esse 1987: fig. 2). Crusader efforts to capture 
Ashkelon did not succeed until 1153. Between the Cru- 
sader capture of Jerusalem in 1099 and in 1153, Ashkelon 
served as the main point of contact between the Fatimid 
government in Cairo and the Crusader kingdom. Jews 
taken captive in the Holy Land were ransomed at Ashke- 
lon, often with money provided by the Cairene Jewish 
community (Goitein 1982: 309-15). 

By 1187, Ashkelon had surrendered to Saladin after his 
victory over the Crusaders at the Horns of Hattin. The 3d 
Crusade, led by Richard the Lion-Hearted in 1191, forced 
Saladin to abandon Ashkelon, but not before he purposely 
destroyed it to prevent its falling into Crusader hands. The 
destruction is vividly recounted by al-Qadi al-Fadil, where 
Saladin is reported to have said, “I take God to witness, I 
would rather lose all my children than cast down a single 
stone from the walls” (Benvenisti 1970: 118—19). Richard 
partially rebuilt Ashkelon the following year, but Ashkelon 
was finally surrendered and completely destroyed in an 
agreement between Richard and Saladin. A castle was built 
on the site by Richard, Duke of Cornwall, in 1240, but by 
1270 the Mamluk sultan, Baybars, destroyed the castle, 
and Ashkelon was never reoccupied. 
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Douctas L. EssrE 


ASHKENAZ [Heb ?askéndz; ?aikanaz]. First “descen- 
dant” of Gomer who is the first “offspring” of Japheth in 
the Table of Nations (Gen 10:2-3). In Jer 51:27, Ashkenaz 
appears—along with Ararat and Minni—as a kingdom 
called upon to oppose Babylon. The name is identified 
with the neo-Assyrian Ishkuza (25-ku-za-a-a; cf. Parpola 
AOAT 6: 178), who appeared between the Black and 
Caspian Seas in the 8th and 7th centuries 8.c., driving out 
the Cimmerians (cf. GOMER; this association is reflected 
in Genesis 10) and threatening the Assyrians. For Herod- 
otus, these people came to be called the Scythians. The 
correspondence of the consonants in Ashkenaz, Ishkuza, 
and Scythian is obvious; although the reason for the nun 
in the biblical name is not clear (Westermann Genesis 1-11 
BK, p. 506; Wenham Genesis 1-15 WBC pp. 217-18). ‘The 
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use of a prosthetic 7a/ef in the Sem forms may suggest an 
initial consonant cluster in the name which was unaccept- 
able to Sem. 

Although cultural associa\ions reach back into the 3d 
and 2nd millennia B.c., present archaeological evidence 
for a distinctive Scythian culture begins in the 7th century 
B.c., especially at Nemirov Gorodische, an agricultural 
settlement between Odessa and Kiev (Yamauchi 1976: 242; 
1982: 63-85). Possible portrayals of Scythians appear on 
9th century reliefs of Ashurnasirpal II, but the first neo- 
Assyrian mention of the Ishkuza occurs during the time 
of Sargon II in the 8th century sB.c. Driving back the 
Cimmerians, the Scythians were able to push S to dominate 
“Asia” (E Turkey) and Mediz in the latter part of the 7th 
century B.c. (Millard 1979). About this time, a Scythian 
raid against Egypt was stopped by Psammetichus I (Hdt. 
1.105). For the later history of the Scythians and the 
question of their identification with the enemy from the N 
mentioned in the first part of Jeremiah, see SCYTHIANS. 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


ASHNAH (PLACE) [Het ?aindh]. 1. A town in the 
Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 15:33), within the 
same district as Azekah, Zanoah, and Socoh. The only 
reference to this settlement occurs in the list of towns 
within the tribal allotment of Judah (Jos 15:21—62; see also 
BETH—DAGON). The location of the ancient settlement is 
uncertain. Suggested identifications include Aslin (Cohen 
IDB |: 254), on the edge of the coastal plain E of Azekah, 
and Khirbet Wadi Allin (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 
384), just SE of Beth Shemesh. 

2. Another town in the Shephelah of Judah (Josh 15:43), 
located further to the S within the same district as Libnah 
and Mareshah. Its single occurrence is also in the list of 
towns within the tribal allotment of Judah. The site cannot 
be identified with certainty, although modern Idna, lo- 
cated 10 km E of Lachish, has been proposed (/DB 1:254; 
M.R. 148107). 
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ASHPENAZ (PERSON) [Heb ?a3pénaz]. An important 
official in the court of Nebuchadnezzar (605-562 B.c.). In 
Dan 1:3 he is described as the king’s chief eunuch who was 
responsible for the selection and education of members of 
the Jewish royal family and aristocracy (among whom were 
Daniel and his 3 companions, Hananiah, Mishael, and 
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Azariah) who went into exile in Babylon after the fall of 
Jerusalem (586 B.c.). The etymology of the name has not 
been satisfactorily explained, but its form points to a 
Persian origin, possibly Old Persian aspinja “inn,” and it 
has been suggested (Lacocque Daniel CAT, 21-22) that 
originally the text read here rab aspinza, the innkeeper (in 
the royal palace). Almost the same consonants (?spnz) are 
found in an Aram incantation bowl from Nippur dated ca. 
600 B.c. Although the name appears only once in the 
opening chapter of Daniel the descriptive title “chief of 
the eunuchs” (Sar hassdrisim) appears 6 times. The special 
relationship between Daniel and Ashpenaz (Dan 1-9) has 
its literary parallel in the association of Joseph and Poti- 
phar, an Egyptian “officer” (lit. “eunuch”) of the Pharaoh 
(Gen 39:4). There is no need to think that Ashpenaz was 
castrated or that Daniel and his companions were eunuchs. 
The descriptive title designates a principal functionary 
employed at the royal court. In the Gk versions Theodo- 
tion simply resorts to transliteration (Asphanez) and the 
LXX invents a new name (Abiesdri) based on a misinterpre- 
tation of the title “steward” in Dan 1:11. 
PETER W. Coxon 


ASHTAROTH (DEITY). See ASHTORETH (DEITY). 


ASHTAROTH (PLACE) {Heb ‘astarét]. ASHTERATH- 
ITE. The name of a city in Bashan, situated on a mound 
known today as Tell ‘Ashtarah in Syria (M.R. 243244). 
According to the OT, prior to its conquest by the Israelites, 
it was, together with Edrei, the dwelling place of Og, king 
of Bashan (Deut 1:4; Josh 12:4; 13:12, 31; cf. Josh 9:10, 
where it occurs without Edrei). Ashtaroth was occupied by 
the half-tribe of Manasseh (Machir, Josh 13:31) and be- 
came a Levitical city, allotted to the Gershonites (cf. Josh 
21:27, where MT curiously has béestéré, and 1 Chr 6:56 
[—Eng 6:71]). See BEESHTERAH (PLACE). 1 Chr 11:44 
states that one of David’s mighty men was Uzzia the Ash- 
terathite, which appears to place his origin in Ashtaroth. 
Gen 14:5 speaks of a city ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM, in- 
habited by the Rephaim, which was subdued by Chedor- 
laomer and his allies. It is disputed whether Ashteroth- 
karnaim is to be equated with Ashtaroth or with the 
neighboring site of Karnaim. 

Ashtaroth is possibly mentioned in the Egyptian Execra- 
tion Texts at the end of the 19th century B.c.£. as ‘sf Ptm 
(Egyptian ? can represent Sem r). More clearly the place is 
referred to in the records of Thutmose III (ca. 1479- 
1425) as ‘sért, in the el-Amarna letters (14th century) as 
‘as-tar-te, and in Assyrian inscriptions as as-tar-tu. A lime- 
stone relief discovered at Nimrud and now in the British 
Museum depicts Tiglath-pileser III’s capture of the city in 
732 (ANEP, 366). 

In two Ugaritic serpent charm texts *ttrt, i.e., Ashtaroth, 
is mentioned as the seat of the god M/k, apparently the 
prototype of the later Molech and/or Milcom (KTU 
1.100.41 = Ugaritica V 7.41, and KTU 1.107.17 = Ugaritica 
V 8.17; Pardee 1988). More controversial is the proposal 
of B. Margulis (Margalit) (1970: 292-304) who finds that 
the place-name “Ashtaroth” in the word *ttrt in the passage 
in KTU 1.108.2b—3a ( = Ugaritica V.2.2b—3a) il. ytb. Bttrt 
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il tpt. bhd r‘y, which he renders as “El sits (enthroned) in 
Ashtoreth, El rules in Edrei,” provides a remarkable par- 
allel to the passage about Og, king of Bashan, dwelling in 
Ashtaroth and Edrei (cf. Josh 12:4). Though this render- 
ing is ingenious, one can more plausibly translate the 
passage as “El (or the god) sits next to Astarte, E] (or the 
god) the judge next to Hadad the shepherd.” Against 
Margalit’s view stand the evidence (1) that the place-name 
Edrei begins with ?, but Ad r‘y with h; (2) the alternative 
translation makes better sense in what is clearly a banquet 
scene; and (3) the text continues dyir wydmr bkmr, “who 
sings and plays the lyre,” suggesting that the preceding hd 
r‘y is a personal rather than a place-name. See also Ferrara 


and Parker 1972: 37-39. 
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Joun Day 


ASHTEROTH-KARNAIM (PLACE) [Heb ‘astérat 
garnayim)}. In Gen 14:5, the first locality in the enumeration 
of the places overrun by the 4 eastern kings (see CHEDOR- 
LAOMER) on the route of their invasion. There they 
defeated the REPHAIM. As with most of the chapter’s 
geography and ethnography, this item follows the histori- 
cal introduction to Deuteronomy, according to which OG, 
king of Bashan, lived in Ashtaroth and Edrei (Deut 1:4) 
and was the last remnant of the Rephaim (Deut 3:11). 
Ashteroth-karnaim is the same city as ASHTAROTH in 
Bashan, now Tell ‘AStara in S Syria, near the border with 
Jordan (M.R. 243244). Its name in Gen 14:5 does not 
mean “the two-horned Astarte” but indicates that it was 
located near Karnaim, now Tell Sa‘d, 4 km NE of Tell 
‘A&tara. The route of the 4 kings to the Valley of Siddim 
reproduces, in the opposite direction, the itinerary of the 
Israelites in Deuteronomy 1—3. See also ASHTORETH 
(DEITY); CARNAIM. 
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ASHTORETH (DEITY) (Heb ‘astéret]. Var. ASHTAR- 
OTH. The name by which the Canaanite goddess more 
commonly known as Astarte is referred to in the OT; 
Ashtaroth (‘astdrét) is the plural form of this name. Astarte 
was a consort of Baal, the great Canaanite storm and 
fertility god, and is well-attested in many extrabiblical 
texts. 


ASHTORETH 


A. Ashtoreth and Ashtaroth in the OT. 

It is generally accepted that the vocalization of the name 
of the goddess as ‘aitéret in the OT is a deliberate scribal 
distortion of an original ‘astart, which is the form we 
should naturally expect in light of the extrabiblical paral- 
lels (cf. Gk Astarte, Akkadian Ishtar, etc.). It is virtually 
certain that the distorted vocalization reflects the vowels of 
the Hebrew word béset “shame,” a term employed in place 
of the divine name Baal in such references as Hos 9:10 
and Jer 11:13 as well as in some personal names (e.g., 
Eshbaal of 1 Chr 8:33; 9:39 is called Ish-bosheth in 2 Sam 
2:10, 12, etc.). The name of the Canaanite god Molech 
(mélek) is probably likewise distorted. 

In the OT we find the singular form Ashtoreth only in 
1 Kgs 11:5, 53 and 2 Kgs 23:13. In 1 Kgs 11:5, 33 she is 
referred to as “the goddess of the Sidonians,” an appro- 
priate description since extrabiblical texts make it clear 
that she was indeed the leading goddess at Sidon. 1 Kings 
11 refers to her cult as one of a number of idolatrous 
practices pursued by Solomon as a result of the influence 
of his foreign wives. 2 Kgs 23:13 mentions that Josiah 
defiled the high place which Solomon had set up for 
Ashtoreth, and this is stated to have been E of Jerusalem, 
to the S of the mount of corruption. 

All the other allusions in the OT are to the plural form 
Ashtaroth. It has, however, often been supposed that we 
should emend Ashtaroth to Ashtoreth in 1 Sam 31:10, 
where we read that the Philistines “put Saul’s armor in the 
temple of Ashtaroth and fastened his body to the wall of 
Beth-shan,” 2 passage which may imply that the temple 
itself was in Beth-shan. The emendation is attractive. As- 
tarte among other things was a goddess of war, which 
makes the placing of armor in her temple not inappropri- 
ate. However, it should be pointed out that the parallel in 
1 Chr 10:10 says that Saul’s armor was placed “in the 
temple of their gods,” which may presuppose the plural 
reading Ashtaroth already in the Chronicler’s Vorlage. 

All the other references to the Ashtaroth are alongside 
allusions to the Baals (Judg 2:13; 10:6; 1 Sam 7:4; 12:10) 
or simply “the foreign gods” (1 Sam 7:3), and are men- 
tioned in coanection with the apostate worship of the 
Israelites during the period of the Judges. When we read 
of “the Baals and the Ashtaroth,” it may be that this is 
simply a way of speaking about Canaanite gods and god- 
desses generailly, just as in Akkadian dani u wtarati means 
simply “gods and goddesses.” On the other hand, it is not 
impossible that various local manifestations of Baal and 
Astarte are intended. It has sometimes been supposed that 
“the Baals and the Asheroth” in Judg 3:7 should be 
emended to “the Baals and the Ashtaroth,” a proprosal 
supported by 2 Hebrew manuscripts, the LXX, and the 
Syriac version, but “the Asheroth” should perhaps be pre- 
ferred as the lectio difficilior (i.e., “the more difficult read- 
ing,” and therefore unlikely to have been corrupted from 
“the Ashtaroth”). 

The pairing of the Ashtaroth with the Baals is appropri- 
ate, since it is clear from the Ugaritic texts and elsewhere 
that Astarte was a consort of Baal, as also was Anath. It is 
actually Anath who plays the preponderant role as Baal’s 
consort in the Ugaritic texts, although Astarte does appear 
as Baal’s spouse in a less dominant role. However, Astarte 
was apparently more prominent as Baal’s consort in the 
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world reflected in the OT (as is certainly also the case in 
Ist millennium Phoenician inscriptions), and Anath ap- 
pears only vestigially in OT place names like Anathoth and 
Beth-Anath. These differer.ces may reflect regional or 
temporal variations. A further problem is posed by the 
fact that “Asherah” or “the Asherah” is mentioned along- 
side Baal a number of times in the OT (Judg 6:25, 28, 30; 
1 Kgs 18:18; 2 Kgs 23:4; cf. Judg 3:7), suggesting that she, 
too, is regarded as Baal’s consort, although in the Ugaritic 
texts she is El’s wife. See ASETERAH. 

Astarte may be “the queen of heaven” mentioned in Jer 
7:18, 44:17, 18, to whom the women made cakes of bread 
(7:18), burned incense, and poured out drink offerings 
(44:17, 18). Astarte is referred to as “the mistress of 
heaven” a number of times in Egyptian texts. On the other 
hand, it is conceivable that either Asherah or Anath is 
being referred to in Jeremiah. At any rate, we seem to have 
here a goddess popular in folk religion, which suggests a 
local Canaanite cult rather than the Mesopotamian Ishtar, 
whom some scholars have envisaged. 

In addition to the place name ASHTAROTH or ASH- 
TEROTH-KARNAIM (“Ashtaroth of the two horns”), the 
name of the goddess lingers on in an interesting expres- 
sion found in the book of Deuteronomy. This is the phrase 
“astérét s@neka (Deut 7:13, 28:4, 18, 51), commonly ren- 
dered “the young of your flock,” and in each case it is 
mentioned alongside ségar ?a/apékd, “the offspring of your 
cattle.” This expression is clearly a vestige of an earlier 
belief when the goddess Astarte was thought of as respon- 
sible for the fertility of the flocks. Interestingly there is 
evidence that Sgr, too, was regarded as a deity by the 
Canaanites; he is mentioned ilongside Astarte as receiving 
a sheep by way of offering in KTU 1.148.31 ( = Ugaritica 
V 9, rev. 9). Cf. too the Balaam text from Deir Alla, I.16, 
where mention is made of sgr.wtr, “Sgr and SAshtar.” 


B. Extrabiblical Allusions to Astarte 

Precursors of the Canaanite goddess Astarte are to be 
found in the Mesopotamian I|shtar and the Eblaite Ashtar. 
In the Ugaritic texts the naine of the goddess Astarte is 
spelled ‘ttrt (probably vocalized ‘Athtart), and there she 
appears as a consort of the storm and fertility god Baal, 
though somewhat less prominently than Anath. As such 
she is referred to as ‘tért. 3m. 5‘ “Astarte-name-of-Baal” in 
Keret’s curse of his son Yasstb (KTU 1.16.V1.54—-57 = CTA 
16.VI.54—57) and it is generally accepted that the same 
epithet should be restored in the similar incantation in the 
Baal-Yam myth in KTU 1.2.1.8 ( = CTA 2.1.8). It is inter- 
esting to observe that the identical epithet occurs much 
later in the 5th century B.c inscription of Eshmunazar 
king of Sidon (KAI 14.18), arrd one may also compare the 
expression “Tinnit-face-of-Baal” (int pn DS) in numerous 
Punic inscriptions (e.g., KAI 78.2). 

Since Astarte and Anath were both consorts of Baal, it 
is appropriate that we find them mentioned together on a 
number of occasions. Thus, they appear together in the 
list of deities cited in both of the Ugaritic serpent charms 
(KTU 1.100.20, 1.107.14 = Ugaritica V.7.20, 8.14), the 
former of which names their common dwelling place as 
>inbh. They act together in preparing food at El’s banquet 
(KTU 1.114.9-14 = Ugaritice V.1.9-14) and subsequently 
go hunting together (lines 22-23), though in another text 
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Astarte is mentioned hunting alone (KTU 1.92 — PRU V 
1). They unite in attempting to restrain Baal from smiting 
Yam’s messengers (KTU 1.2.1.40-42 = CTA 2.1.40-42), 
but later in the story we read of Astarte (alone) rebuking 
Baal, whether for being too harsh or too lenient towards 
Yam is not entirely clear (KTU 1.2.1V.28-30 = CTA 
2.1V.28-30). On another occasion (KTU 1.108.2 = Ugan- 
tica V 2.2) it seems likely that Astarte is referred to as being 
present at a banquet alongside FE! or Rp’u, as well as Hadad 
and Anath, though some scholars insist that the place 
Ashtaroth is here intended. In the Keret epic, Astarte’s 
beauty is implied, for it is said of the maiden Huray that 
her “grace is as the grace of Anath (and) her fairness as 
the fairness of Astarte” (KTU 1.14.11]. 41-42 = CTA 
14.111.145-146). 

A common Ugaritic epithet of Astarte is ‘tért.sd (e.g., 
KTU 4.182.55, 58 = PRU 11.106.52, 55), apparently mean- 
ing “Astarte of the field,” but the precise significance of 
this has not been properly elucidated. We also read of local 
manifestations of Astarte, ‘tért.mrh, “Astarte in Mari” (KTU 
1.100, margin line 2 = Ugaritica V.7, margin line 2), and 
“tirt hy (KTU 1.43.1, 112.13 = CTA 33.1, Uganitica VI, RS 
24.256, line 13), apparently “the Hurrian Astarte,” a deity 
known in ancient Egypt and in a Phoenician inscription 
(Cross 1971: 189-95). Presumably these are ways of speak- 
ing of Ishtar, the Mesopotamian goddess who is equated 
with Astarte in the Ugaritic god lists (cf. KTU 1.47.25 [CTA 
29, rev. 3]) and KTU 1.118.24 ( = Ugaritica VI, RS 24.264 
+ 280, line 24) with Ugaritica V 18.24). The identity of 
Astarte with Ishtar as well as later with Aphrodite in 
classical times makes it virtually certain that she was 
equated with Venus. Maybe Canaanite ‘Athtar (‘tir, the 
masculine equivalent form) was the morning star and 
Astarte the evening star, though explicit evidence for this 
in Canaanite sources is lacking. 

In Egypt, the cult of Astarte, alongside that of a number 
of other Canaanite deities, was especially prevalent during 
the period of the New Kingdom, but it also continued into 
the Late period. For example, from the time of Amenho- 
tep II (ca. 1427-1396 B.c.) to the Late period she was 
worshiped at Prw-nfr, the harbor of Memphis, alongside 
her consort Baal-Zaphon. Herodotus (2.112) refers to her 
cult there as that of the “foreign Aphrodite.” Astarte is 
prominent as a goddess of war in Egypt and is depicted a 
number of times riding a horse, holding in her hands 
either a spear and a shield, or a bow and arrow (Leclant 
1960: 1-67). Further, she is attested as a military patron 
of the Pharaohs Amenhotep II (ca. 1427-1396 B.c.), Thut- 
mose IV (ca. 1396-1386 B.c.), and Rameses III (ca. 1185— 
1154 B.c.), and she was also a protector goddess of Pi- 
Ramesse, the new city of Rameses II (ca. 1279-1213 B.c.). 
She is sometimes mentioned alongside Anath, as in the 
Harris Papyrus, where they are referred to as “the two 
great goddesses who were pregnant but did not bear.” 
(Does this shed any light on the common Ugaritic epithet 
“the virgin Anath”?) Like Anath she was a consort of Seth 
( = Baal). Her father is said to be Ptah or Re. A recurring 
title is “the Mistress of Heaven” and we also find references 
to “the Hurrian Astarte” (noted above). 

Astarte appears in an interesting, although unfortu- 
nately fragmentary, Egyptian papyrus of the 18th or 19th 
Dyn. (ca. 1550-1187 s.c.), commonly dubbed “the Astarte 
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papyrus” (cf. ANET, 17-18). The story clearly reflects an 
underlying Canaanite myth and has at least some points in 
common with the Ugaritic myth of Baal and Yam. The Sea 
(called Yam) demanded tribute of the gods, which was 
brought by Renenut, the harvest goddess. At a later stage, 
after the Sea had seen Astarte, it demanded Astarte her- 
self as tribute. The end of the papyrus is broken, but 
probably told how Seth (i.e., Baal) fought and overcame 
the Sea. Morenz (1962: 307—9) has argued that this myth 
may well underlie the well-known classical story of Perseus 
and Andromeda. 

The worship of the goddess Astarte was widespread 
throughout the Phoenician world in the Ist millennium 
B.c. Thus, she was the chief goddess of Tyre, being wor- 
shiped alongside the other main deities Melqart and Baal- 
Shamem, while at Sidon she was the leading female deity 
and was worshiped alongside the gods Baal and Eshmun. 
She is also attested elsewhere in the Phoenician world, e.g., 
at Kition in Cyprus and at Pyrgi in Etruria. We know from 
a 6th century B.C. inscription that she was equated with 
the goddess Tinnit at Sarepta on the Phoenician coast— 
this is the earliest reference to Tinnit, later famous in 
Punic inscriptions as the consort of Baal-hammon. 

In Philo of Byblos’ account of Phoenician mythology (ca. 
100 c.£.), Astarte, along with Rhea and Dione, is taken by 
Kronos-E] as wife. By Astarte, Kronos had 7 daughters, 
Titanids or Artemids, and 2 sons, called Desire (Pothos) 
and Love (Eros). There is a suggestion of Astarte’s associ- 
ation with Baal and their subordination to El (cf. Ugarit) 
in Philo’s statement that “Greatest Astarte and Zeus, called 
both Demarous and Adodos, king of gods, were ruling 
over the land with the consent of Kronos.” Compare also 
Astarte’s epithet “Greatest” with her designation as rbt in 
Phoenician inscriptions. Philo goes on to say that “Astarte 
placed upon her own head a bull’s head as an emblem of 
kingship,” which calls to mind the place name Ashteroth- 
karnaim (Gen 14:5), lit. “Ashtaroth of the two horns.” 
There seems to be some play on Astarte’s name in Philo’s 
further statement that “while travelling around the world 
she discovered a star (astera) which had fallen from the 
sky. She took it up and consecrated it in Tyre, the holy 
island.” Finally, he reveals that the Phoenicians identified 
Astarte with Aphrodite, a fact which is well-attested else- 
where. 

There was a goddess called Atargatis, the consort of 
Hadad, whose cult was popular in Syria in the Hellenistic 
and Roman periods. An important site of her cult was at 
Hierapolis (Bambyke) and is described by Lucian of Sa- 
mosata in his De Syria Dea in the 2d century c.£. She is 
there called Hera, and Hadad is named Zeus. It is gener- 
ally thought that the name Atargatis is a compound of 
Astarte (‘tirt) + Anath (‘ni) in an Aramaizing form ‘atta. 
(The view that the latter part of the name represents Attis 
is now rejected.) ‘tr‘th is by far the most common Aram 
form attested, though variants such as ér? are also found. 
R. A. Oden (1977: 58-107) has argued that Atargatis 
combined not only Astarte and Anath but also Asherah, 
but this is unproven. Whereas Lucian distinguishes Atar- 
gatis from Derketo (Lucian, Syr. D. 14), other classical 
sources such as Pliny the Elder (HN 5.19) equate the two. 
Derketo was a goddess who was woman on the top half 
and a fish on the bottom half. 
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A number of nude female figurines found in archaeo- 
logical excavations in Palestine have popularly been known 
as “Astarte plaques.” The emphasized breasts and genitals 
certainly indicate a fertility goddess, but the close analogy 
of Egyptian depictions of the goddess Qdj, i.e., Asherah 
(cf. the Hathor hairstyle), suggest that the plaques in 
question represent Asherah rather than Astarte. Egyptian 
depictions of Astarte regularly depict her clothed. See 
ASHERAH. 
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ASHURBANIPAL (PERSON). The last great king of 
Assyria, whe ruled from 668-627 B.c. (see MESOPOTA- 
MIA, HISTORY OF for a more complete discussion of his 
reign). The Assyrian form of his name, Assur-bdni-apli, 
means “the god Ashur is the creator of an heir.” Although 
Ashurbanipzl exercised control over the kingdom of Ju- 
dah, and his soldiers on more than one occasion marched 
through Palestine on campaigns against Egypt, he is never 
specifically mentioned in the Bible. 
A. KirK GRAYSON 


ASHURITES [Heb >ésiri]. The name of the 2d of 5 
districts that comprised the kingdom of Israel during the 
latter part of Saul’s reign, and during Eshbaal’s (i.e. Ish- 
bosheth’s) brief reign (ca. 1000 B.c.; 2 Sam 2:9). The Syr 
and Vg read “Geshurites,” while the Targum paraphrases 
with the expression, “house of Asher.” The LXX reads 
thasiri. The present spelling of the name is probably best 
understood as an early corruption of “Asherites” (Edel- 
man 1985: 85—86). 

The Ashurite district is the only one designated by a 
gentilic form, rather than a geographical term. The dis- 
trict list in 2 Sam 2:9 would seem to be organized according 
to the common ancient principles of boundary descrip- 
tions. Limits are set out in terms of the 4 cardinal direc- 
tions. The sshurites can accordingly be understood to 
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represent the westernmost district, in contrast to Gilead, 
the easternmost; Jezreel the northernmost; and Benjamin, 
the southernmost. Ephraim is an intermediate N-to-S ele- 
ment (cf. Ahlstrém 1986: 89). 

No satisfactory identity can be found for the Ashurites 
based on the received spelling of their name. They cannot 
represent the Assyrians, who were not active in Canaan at 
this time. Neither can they plausibly be identified with the 
Arab tribe, the Asshurim, the sons of Dedan (Gen 25:3), 
who would not have been settled within W Canaan at the 
time of Saul and Eshbaal (cf. Lahav 1982/83; Ahlstrém 
1986: 90). The variant reading “Geshurites” does not yield 
an acceptable geographical or political answer either, even 
though it has been adopted by a small group of scholars 
(i.e. Mauchline 1-2 Samuel NCBC 6: 204; Ackroyd First 
Book of Samuel CBC, 33; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 82-83; 
87-88; HAI] 1986: 139-40) As an independent kingdom 
located in the S Golan (2 Sara 3:3; 13:37), GESHUR could 
not have formed the W border of Saul’s Israel (see SAUL). 

The Ashurites are most commonly equated with the 
Galilean tribe of Asher, and. by extension, are thought to 
represent the entire Galilee region (for bibliography, see 
Edelman 1985: 90, n. 4). Recent archaeological survey 
work in the S area of Issachar has yielded no remains 
datable to the Iron I period (Gal 1982), so Saul’s reported 
control over the S Issacharile hills north of the Megiddo 
Plain—Jezreel Valley corridor (1 Sam 31:7; 1 Chr 10:7) can 
be considered literary fiction. Bearing this in mind, neither 
Asher nor Galilee could have formed the W limit of Saul’s 
state. 

The most plausible identification of the Ashurites would 
seem to be with some portion of the Asherite enclave that 
was located in the S region of the Ephraimite hill country 
(see ASHER). The detailed t-ibal genealogy for Asher that 
is found in 1 Chr 7:30—40 appears to enumerate members 
of this S Asherite group at 3 points during its existence, at 
times when it was controllec| by the Judahite court (Edel- 
man 1988). Perhaps the terrn in 2 Sam 2:9 designates the 
W clans of the enclave, including Beriah, Serah, Shomer/ 
Shemer, and Japhlet, who occupied the towns of Aijalon, 
Upper and Lower Beth Horon, ?Uzzen-she’erah, the area 
N of Lower Beth Horon, and possibly Timnath-Serah. 
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ASHVATH (PERSON) [Heb ‘aswat]. The great-great- 
grandson of Asher mentioned in the abbr. genealogy of 
Asher (1 Chr 7:33). The complete count of the sons of 
Asher “enrolled by genealogies, for service in war” num- 
bered 26,000 men. Ashvath. whose name perhaps means 
“bright,” is described in the list as one of the “heads of 
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fathers’ houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the 
princes” (7:40). 

Perhaps it is because Asher was a tribe of lesser impor- 
tance, having originated from the Jacob-Zilpah union (cf. 
Gen 46:17-—18), that his lineage received only passing inter- 
est. Indeed, one third of the names appearing in Asher’s 
genealogy are found nowhere else in Scripture. The 
Chronicler is content to give the names of Ashvath’s broth- 
ers, father (Japhlet), and grandfathers. Beyond this limited 
information, little or nothing else is known about him. 

J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


ASIARCHS. The title signifies an office which was 
associated with the league of Greek cities in the Roman 
province of Asia. However, the exact nature of the connec- 
tion has been much debated because of the apparently 
contradictory information supplied by the sources. 

There are 3 main kinds of evidence for asiarchs. The 
most common are Gk inscriptions dating between the Ist 
and 3d centuries a.p. These are followed in number by a 
fairly large group of bronze coins which were issued by 
the cities in the province between the mid-2d and the mid- 
3d centuries, and which bear the names of asiarchs. The 
3d type of evidence consists of references in diverse liter- 
ary works, ranging from The Geography of Strabo and the 
Acts of the Apostles in the early imperial period to pas- 
sages from legal codices of the 5th and 6th centuries. 

Despite this wide-ranging evidence, or rather because of 
it, the nature of the asiarch’s role in the province still has 
not been fully clarifed. The information available is so 
diverse that no single homogeneous explanation taking all 
into account has been forthcoming so far. Indeed, over 
the period of more than a century, there have been many 
different interpretations. In the main, these have centered 
on whether or not the asiarch should be considered iden- 
tical with the high priest of the imperial cult of the prov- 
ince, the “archiereus” of Asia. The division of opinion ts 
not simply between those who believe and those who do 
not that the terms “asiarch” and “archiereus” of Asia are 
two designations for the one office. Even among those who 
agree in this respect, significant differences in detail occur. 

According to one view, the titles referred to the same 
office but were used in specialized ways to denote specific 
functions of the position; for example, the archiereus of 
Asia only bore the title asiarch in every 4th year when he 
presided over the provincial festival (Monceaux 1885: 60-— 
62; Merkelbach 1978: 288). An alternative view is that 
archiereus of Asia was the title used during the term of 
office while that of asiarch was a life-long designation 
retained afterwards (Larsen 1955: 119; Rossner 1974: 
106-7). A 3rd interpretation is that the two titles, although 
originally separate, had become completely interchangea- 
ble by the 2d century, the existence of 2 different titles for 
the same office was due to a development during the Ist 
century A.D. in which the older title, asiarch, gradually 
became more popular than that of archiereus of Asia. 
According to this theory, the title archiereus of Asia was 
virtually out of use by the time of Hadrian, and the term 
asiarch was used to describe the head of the imperial cult 
in Asia from that time onwards (Lightfoot 1889: 407-8; 
Taylor 1933: 261; Deininger 1965: 49—50). This last inter- 
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pretation of the evidence is the one most widely accepted 
today. ; 

Yet the argument that the titles are identical has not 
always been accepted as adequately proved (Chapot 1904: 
479-80; Sherwin-White 1973: 404); and some indeed have 
maintained that the 2 offices were entirely separate. One 
such view argued that the asiarch functioned only as the 
president of the festival of the league of cities (Le Bas- 
Waddington 1870: 245-46), while others have gone fur- 
ther and suggested that the asiarch was primarily linked, 
not to the league of cities at all, but to individual cities. 
Two versions of this view exist: (1) that the asiarchs were 
delegates sent by the cities to the annual assembly of the 
federation of cities (Brandis PW 2: 1577-78); and (2) that 
the asiarchs were benefactors of the cities, which conferred 
the title on the occasion of important demonstrations of 
public spirit, such as a festival or a gladiatorial combat 
(Magie 1950: 44950). 

The question cannot be considered as settled even today, 
despite the apparent consensus in favor of the identity of 
the asiarch and archiereus of Asia in scholarly literature 
of the last decade and a half. All interpretations of the 
asiarch proposed so far can still be countered at certain 
points. For example, it can be argued that imprecise chro- 
nology, confusion in distinguishing the local and provin- 
cial levels of the imperial cult, and lack of evidence con- 
necting the asiarch with the league of cities in the first 3 
centuries render useless some evidence. This applies to 
the Martyrdom of Polycarp and the inscriptions concerning 
Iulius Reginus of Ephesus, on which the pro-identity view 
is based (Chapot 1904: 476-77; Magie 1950: 1300). 
Against those who advocate a separate asiarch and archi- 
ereus of Asia it can be argued that insufficient weight is 
attached both (1) to Modestinus’ description of the asiarchs 
as a national priesthood and (2) to the fact that both 
asiarchs and the archiereus of Asia sometimes bear quali- 
fying titles referring to the temples of one or other of the 
major cities of Asia (Deininger 1965: 46—47). 

Undoubtedly the controversy over the nature of the 
“asiarchy” has been complicated by attempts to draw in 
evidence not only from the province of Asia but also from 
other provinces in which -arch titles are attested (Guiraud 
1887: 97-99; Taylor 1933: 256-57; Deininger 1965: 42- 
43). However, since this question is not yet settled in 
provinces such as Lycia, Galatia, Bithynia, or Pontus, ar- 
guments based on such comparisons are of little value, if 
any. Moreover, regional differences between provinces, as 
well as differences in the historical development of the 
various leagues of cities, make such an approach method- 
ologically unreliable (Chapot 1904: 468-69; Sherwin- 
White 1973: 442-43). In addition, the broad assumption 
that all evidence is equally applicable to all periods takes 
no cognizance of changing political and economic factors 
(Larsen 1955: 119; Rossner 1974: 111). When these varia- 
bles are taken into account, it seems unlikely that jurists 
writing in the first half of the 3d century can be used 
without extreme caution to throw light on the nature of 
the asiarchy in the Ist and 2d centuries. The situation 
demands a comprehensive study of a single, yet represen- 
tative, body of evidence combined with a strict chronolog- 
ical approach. Such conditions are fulfilled by the inscrip- 
tions from Ephesus which now number approximately 
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5,000; more than 100 asiarchs and archiereis (pl. of archi- 
ereus) of Asia are represented over a period of two and a 
half centuries (vEph 1~8 [1979-84}). 

These inscriptions provide the greatest body of direct 
evidence available at present concerning asiarchs who lived 
relatively close in time and place to those mentioned in 
Acts 19:31. In particular, there are 4 asiarchs whose terms 
of office can be precisely dated between the years A.D. 92/ 
93 and 117/18: P. Vedius Antoninus, Tib. Claudius Aristio, 
T. Flavius Pythio, and T. Flavius Aristoboulus (IvEph 2: 
429, 508; 3: 858; 5: 1500). The earliest, Aristio, was asiarch 
in 92/93, less than 50 years after the events recorded in 
Acts as taking place in that very city. All 4 asiarchs are 
documented by 5 or more inscriptions. Aristio appears in 
more than 20 separate texts and is also mentioned in a 
letter of Pliny the Younger (Ep. 6/31:3). 

These 4 asiarchs all held Roman citizenship and be- 
longed to important families of Ephesus. Moreover, the 
inscriptions reveal a common pattern of participation in 
the life of the city, including their activities as benefactors: 
the financing of specific projects such as an aqueduct 
(IvEph 7/2: 4105); the erection of statues to members of 
the imperial family or to important Roman officials in 
Ephesus ([vEph 7/1: 3033); and the performance of public 
services such as an embassy to Rome on behalf of the city 
(IvEph 3: 72&; Woérrle 1973: 473-74). The standing of the 
asiarchs at Ephesus is also indicated by the statues erected 
by the city to them and to their relatives in turn (IvEph 2: 
425; 3: 638, 728; 7/1: 3064). All this, however, was typical 
for members of most of the leading families of Asia during 
the early imperial period and was not limited to the asiarch 
or archiereus. It therefore reveals nothing specific about 
these offices except that holders of both titles were fre- 
quently drawn from the same families. Nevertheless, this 
similar family background conceals details of the specific 
function of each of the two titles which may be extracted 
by a closer examination of the other aspects of the office- 
holder’s activity. 

Aristio, one of the four earliest epigraphically attested 
asiarchs of Ephesus, is recorded on different occasions 
with each title, from which it is possible to observe in what 
circumstances the titles were used. From the various texts 
in which Aristio appears in an official capacity—as distinct 
from those inscriptions which are purely honorary—it is 
clear that each title was used in a different sphere of public 
life. When Aristio officiated at the dedications made by 
certain cities of Asia to Ephesus’s first provincial temple of 
the imperial cult in 88/89 and 89/90, he bore the title 
archiereus of Asia (IvEph 2: 234, 235; 5: 1498). But when 
he bore the title asiarch he was acting as a city magistrate 
in the capacity of prytanis (chief official) or secretary of 
the populace, at the same time that he participated in 
projects of the city not of the provincial league (IvEph 2: 
427, 461, 508). This close association between the asiarchy 
and the highest city magistracies of Ephesus, particularly 
the grammateia, is equally in evidence in the careers of the 
other 3 early asiarchs, Antoninus, Pythio and Aristobou- 
lus. Each of these was asiarch at the same time as he was 
grammateus of the populace (IvEph 2: 429; 3: 858; 5: 
1500). Indeed, the association between these two offices 
may also be reflected in the Acts of the Apostles since these 
are the only 2 official positions of the city which are 
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mentioned in the description of the riot of the silversmiths 
of Artemis (19:28—41). 

The available chronological information confirms such 
an interpretation of the asiarchy’s close link with civic 
magistracies and its individual existence apart from the 
archierosyné, “high priesthood,” of Asia. Where proconsu- 
lar dates are included in the inscriptions, they provide a 
clear distinction between the occasions on which Aristio 
held first the provincial archierosyné and then the asiarchy 
(IvEph 2: 234, 235, 461, 508). The occurrence of the title 
asiarch here cannot be interpreted simply as an honorary 
title retained by Aristio after his term of office as archi- 
ereus of Asia had expired; for he, and also Pythio, appear 
in inscriptions without the title some years after they are 
known definitely to have been asiarch (IvEph 5: 1500; 7/1: 
3217b). Furthermore, the features that are commonly 
taken to imply that the title asiarch was an alternative 
designation for the provincial! priest are lacking, not only 
in the case of Aristio but also in that of the other 3 asiarchs. 
There is no evidence, for example, of the so-called temple 
titles which later appear attached to the names of asiarchs 
and which, it has been suggested, prove that the titles 
asiarch and archiereus of Asia were identical (Deininger 
1965: 47). Nor is there any indication in the inscriptions 
relating to the 4 asiarchs that they were in any way con- 
nected with the festival of the league of cities of Asia. 
Although the probability of such a link has frequently 
been proposed by those secking to prove that the titles 
were identical, it is of no relevance here. 

The separation in function of the asiarch and archiereus 
of Asia appears to be confirmed by another inscription 
from Ephesus (IvEph la: 27), dating to a.p. 104, which 
records the details of the perpetual foundation established 
in that year by Vibius Salutaris. In specifying the benefits 
and duties under the terms of the endowment, the inscrip- 
tion lists the archiereus of Asia and other sacred officials 
as a group quite distinct from those described as former 
asiarchs. The ex-asiarchs are grouped with civic bodies 
such as the gerousia (council of elders) and boule in a 
manner which coincides exactly with the way the inscrip- 
tions of Aristio, Pythio, Arisioboulus, and Antoninus link 
the asiarchy with the grammaieia (office of secretary) or the 
prytany (presidential office of the senate) (Kearsley NDIEC 
4 fc.). 

When it is recalled that asiarchs are documented by 
Strabo (14. 649) well before the institution of the imperial 
cult in Asia, the independence of the asiarchy from the 
provincial archierosyné is not remarkable. Since also there 
is no evidence at all for a cormnection between the asiarchs 
and the league of Asian cities during the Late Republican 
period, their close relationship with the leading officials of 
Ephesus under the early Empire is quite credible. Unfor- 
tunately, however, it is not yet possible to determine more 
precisely the function of the asiarch, nor to ascertain 
whether or not there was more than one at a time. So far 
no unequivocal epigraphic evidence on this point is avail- 
able and, although Acts 19:51 refers to “asiarchs,” it has 
usually been argued that the designation there only rep- 
resents a life-long honorific \itle applied to wealthy mem- 
bers of society (contra Kearsiey 1988: 50-51). Moreover, 
the limited time period to which the evidence of the 
inscriptions of Aristio, Pythio, Aristoboulus, and Antoni- 
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nus applies, from the late Ist century until the beginning 
of the reign of Hadrian, must be emphasized. Any devel- 
opments which may have occurred subsequently between 
the asiarchy and the archierosyné of Asia remain outside 
the scope of this evidence. 
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ASIBIAS (PERSON) [Gk Asibias]. See HASHABIAH 
(PERSON). 


ASIEL (PERSON) [Heb ‘as?él]. 1. The great-grandfather 
of Jehu, one of 13 princes or chiefs in the tribe of Simeon 
during the reign of the Judean king Hezekiah (715-687 
B.c. [1 Chr 4:35]th ). Jehu was one of only 3 princes whose 
lineage was traced. Apparently the genealogy in vv 24—43 
was intended to update earlier genealogies (Gen 46:10; 
Exod 6:15; and Num 26:12—14) and to explain the demise 
of Simeon vis-a-vis Judah (cf. 1 Chr 4:27; Myers 1 Chroni- 
cles AB, 30). 

2. An elder ancestor of Tobit from the tribe of Naphtali 
(Tob 1:1). Asiel transliterates the Heb name yahséél (Jahziel, 
cf. 1 Chr 7:13), a variant of yahséél (Jahzeel, cf. Gen 46:24 
and Num 26:48). Jahzeel is listed as the eponymous foun- 
der of a family within the tribe of Naphtali (Num 26:48). 
If Jahzeel and Asiel are the same person, Tob 1:1 desig- 
nates the particular family to which Tobit belonged. 
Whether the genealogy is genuine cannot be determined. 
The presence of geographical and historical errors in the 
book of Tobit (e.g., Tobit claims to have been a young man 
when the Israelite monarchy divided in 921 B.c. and to 
have gone into exile in 722) has led many scholars to 
consider the book fiction. 
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3. One of the 5 scribes trained to write rapidly (2 Esdr 
14:24), who took down the books dictated by Ezra (2 Esdr 
14:37-46). Various mss list the total number of books as 
94 or over 900. The passage is often interpreted to mean 
that Ezra dictated 24 canonical and 70 non-canonical 
books (cf. Myers Esdras AB, 320—21; Russell 1964: 85-88), 
though the nature of the books is not clear from the text. 
In view of the obscurity of these verses, their import for 
the understanding of the canonical process is limited. 
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ASKEWIANUS, CODEX. See PISTIS SOPHIA. 


ASMAR, TELL. A site located on the plain of the 
lower basin of the Diyala, a river that descends from the 
Zagros mountains and joins the Tigris at the point where 
Baghdad is situated. Its ancient name, Eshnunna, is the 
Sumerian form of the Semitic name Ishnou by which it 
was known in the 3d millennium. 

Two extensive archaeological operations, different in 
nature but complementary, yielded some very precise in- 
formation on the history of the region. The Ist was a series 
of traditional campaigns led by the Oriental Institute of 
Chicago under the direction of H. Frankfort and P. Delou- 
gaz to the tells of Tell Asmar, Khafadje, Tell Agrab, and 
Ischaeli 1930—36—a remarkable undertaking, the results 
of which for many years formed the basis of our knowl- 
edge of Babylonia of the 3d and 2d millennia. The 2d 
operation was carried out in 1957—58, again under the 
auspices of the Oriental Institute; this survey by R. McC. 
Adams indexed 867 archaeological sites. The study of 
fragments of ceramic pottery collected on these sites al- 
lowed for the dating and defining of the major evolution- 
ary phases of the region from the end of the Neolithic 
period to our day, shedding light on the fundamental role 
played by irrigation in that period. It established the initial 
emergence of the first cities in the 4th and 3d millennia 
B.C., linked to their birth, and their renaissance at the end 
of the Ist millennium a.p. 

Tell Asmar is a good example of the Ist phase of devel- 
opment of the region. The ruins extends more than | 
square km; it is formed by a main tell, approximately 600 
by 400 m, and bordered on the W and S by smaller tells. 
It was on the main tell that most of the research was 
carried out. It is probably at the end of the 4th millennium 
B.c. that the beginnings of the site are dated, but practi- 
cally nothing is known of the city of that era. 

A part of an older wall with a gate was found by the 
excavators on the N and E sides of the N palace. This 
seems to show that the city in the Ist part of the 3d 
millennium was rather limited in its dimensions and could 
have occupied only the central part of the main tell. 
Judging from what was uncovered by the excavation, the 
N palace was a long building, approximately 70 by 30 m, 
separated from the outer wall by a small open space and 
bound on the E by a passageway that ran N—-S with an 


ASMAR, TELL 


entrance docr leading to it. The most remarkable feature 
of the building is in the oblong rooms of the E part, where 
installations of baked bricks coated with bitumen-like little 
platforms are backed against the wall. Midway a fissure 
had been cut that was the starting point of an evacuation 
duct connected to a drainage system, which was also con- 
structed of baked bricks and was closed in by an arch. The 
main pipe of the sewage system was found under the 
surface of the N—S passageway. One is tempted to interpret 
these platforms as toilets, although the number of these 
installations :7) in a constricted space casts doubt on this 
supposition. However, certain authors have seen them as 
unworkmanlike installations. In spite of this uncertainty, 
the quality of this arrangement emphasizes the attention 
that the Sumerians gave to the problems of urban sanita- 
tion in the middle of the 3d millennium B.c. 

A recent analysis of the ruins of this palace points to 2 
important conclusions: (1) The existence of a floor over 
the totality of the discovered edifice has been established 
and (2) it has been shown that this edifice was the most 
imposing part of a complex which also developed on the E 
side of the passageway. This E wing was composed of 2 or 
3 main buildings situated next to one another, whose 
interior arrangements are unfortunately unknown. The 
whole structure was linked by halls running through the 
individual blocks. The main hall was placed exactly in the 
pathway of tae door of the older wall and served as the 
backbone of the complex by giving access to all the build- 
ings. Transversal footbridges on an upper level connected 
the different. architectural units. The palace therefore 
appears more important in function than it did at the time 
of its uncovering, revealing the sophisticated aspects of an 
architecture often poorly perceived. 

Dwelling houses were uncovered on the W flank of the 
palace, and :n the middle of these was a small temple, 
known as the temple of Abu, where excavation has allowed 
scholars to trace the history and the modifications 
throughout tre ED period (Ist half of the 3d millennium). 
Usually, the temple comprised a single long room with a 
podium which undoubtedly received the insignia of the 
divinity; at times, 1 or 2 small rooms for storage or for 
lodging the priest were added. Nevertheless, one phase 
was characterized by a building which was more important 
than the others; it was called the “square temple.” Instead 
of a long room with one podium, this temple contained 
three podiums, each one occupying part of a square cen- 
tral space in the foyer of the building where the passage- 
ways crossed. A stairway situated in the NE corner gave 
access to either a terrace or an upper floor. This monu- 
ment became famous because one of the sanctuaries con- 
tained a set of small statues which had been buried in the 
ground during antiquity according to the common prac- 
tice when sacred or worship-related articles were no longer 
used. Most of them depict worshipers and generally mea- 
sure not more than about 30 cm in size; 2 of them are 
particularly interesting: the taller one measures 72 cm and 
portrays a person of masculine sex; the 2d measures 59 
cm and portrays a woman. Some scholars see them as a 
divine couple, others as a royal couple—there is no proof 
to substantiate either interpretation. The sculpture does 
not possess the fine quality of the one from Mari, but. the 
general outline and the facial features as well as the em- 


498 + I 


phasis laid on the huge eyes. which nearly cover the face, 
give them an uncommon force. 

South of the palace and the temple of Abu was a residen- 
tial quarter. A level-by-level detailed study yielded precious 
information on the dwellings and private life of the ED III 
period and the beginning of the Agade period. 

In the late 3d and early 2d millennium B.c. the city may 
well have known its most splendid period. The new city 
wall (the Larsa town wall) reveals the great expansion of 
the area occupied by the citv and important monuments 
constructed 200 or 300 m to the S of the preceding group 
of buildings. The main block was called the palace of the 
rulers and the Gimil-Sin tem ple. That the edifice was the 
official power center is clear from its plan, centering on 
the foyer which was also the throne room according to the 
then-prevailing custom in Mesopotamia. A central corridor 
leads through a large courtyard to a first long room along 
one small side; in the back of this was a beautiful suite of 
rooms, including a very large room where receptions, 
banquets, and official ceremonies took place. Smaller ar- 
chitectural suites served as apartments for the king and 
his relatives, or as centers specializing in administrative 
management and economic reserves. This layout charac- 
terized all the palaces of that period. The palace was in 
use for at least 3 centuries and underwent changes which 
really did not affect the official residential suites but did 
remodel the outlying buildings. 

The most remarkable added feature, still unique today, 
was the Gimil-Sin temple (now called the Shu-Sin temple), 
dedicated to a deified king of the 3d dynasty of Ur which 
dominated the region for some decades; this was added 
onto the E facade of the palace. Built according to the 
common Babylonian plan (« square space in the center 
surrounded by rooms), this edifice was desacralized at the 
time that the dynasty disappeared in 2004 B.c., a fact 
clearly showing the political character of the edifice. This 
building was then transforrmed into an annex like any 
other in the palace. Other rnonuments of that era (e.g., 
the building of Azuzum, the S building, the audience hall 
of Naram-Sin, and living quarters) complete the descrip- 
tion of the city. Regaining its independence, Eshnunna 
played an important political role especially by opposing 
for a while Hammurabi’s hegemonistic intentions; but it 
finally capitulated, and the 1egion then went into a long 
decline. 

The influence exercised by a regional capital such as 
Eshnunna can be measured thanks to the excavation of 
Tell Harmal (ancient Shaduppum). Excavated by T: Bagqir 
in 1946, this small trapezoidal shaped city, lying a little to 
the S of Baghdad, certainly played an administrative role 
in the region. The team urcovered a double temple, a 
group of 2 temples joined sidz by side, chapels, and a large 
building where the priests and administrative personnel 
undoubtedly lived, as well as private houses. But it was the 
discovery of cuneiform texts which assured the impor- 
tance of that small site. Tariffs, mathematical texts, literary 
texts, and above all fragments of a compendium of laws 
written in Akkadian by King Dadusha around 1790 B.c., 
clearly show the role of that city as a division of the central 
administration located in Eshnunna. 
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ASMODEUS [Gk Asmodaios]. The name of the evil 
demon that killed the first 7 husbands of Sarah, the daugh- 
ter of Raguel, each on their wedding night in the apocry- 
phal story of Tobit (Tob 3:8). When Tobit’s son Tobias was 
married to Sarah, however, by following the advice of the 
angel Raphael he warded off the demon by placing a fish’s 
heart and liver on burning incense. Raphael then captured 
and bound the fleeing demon. 

The derivation of the name is uncertain. It is often taken 
to come from Aesma Daeva, “the wrath demon,” of the 
Zoroastrian Avesta. According to popular Jewish etymol- 
ogy, the Heb name Ashmedai (whence the Gk Asmodeus) 
was derived from hismid, “destroy, exterminate.” 

For the postbiblical assessment of Asmodeus—a very 
different one, found in the Talmud and in later Jewish 
folklore—see Roth, EncJud 3: 754-55. 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


ASNAH (PERSON) [Heb ?asné]. The head of a family of 
NETHINIM (temple servants) listed among those exiles 
returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 
2:50 = 1 Esdr 5:31). The name is absent from the list as 
recorded in Nehemiah 7. Galling (1951: 157) prefers to 
view these lists as registers of the gélah religious commu- 
nity in Judah. Although Zadok (1980: 113) believes the 
name remains unexplained by using onomastic criteria, its 
similarity to ASENATH (Heb ?dsénat), the name of Joseph’s 
Egyptian-born wife (Gen 41:45), has suggested that it has 
an Egyptian theophoric origin. 
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ASPATHA (PERSON) [Heb ?aspata”]. One of the 10 sons 
of Haman (Esth 9:7). On problems surrounding this list of 
names see ADALIA (PERSON). Aspatha (LXX phasga) 
perhaps renders the otherwise unattested Old Iranian 
name *Aspa-pati, “master horseman.” 
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ASPHAR (PLACE) [Gk asphar]. A pool in the wilderness 
of Tekoa, to which Jonathan Maccabeus, his brother 
Simon, and their army fled from Bacchides (1 Macc 9:33). 
Bacchides was one of 2 commanders sent to Judah ca. 160 
B.c. by the Seleucid ruler Demetrius I Soter (reigned 162- 
150). Eschewing retreat, Judas threw himself and his dwin- 
dling army into battle against Bacchides and eventually 
was killed (1 Macc 9:18). When the Jews regrouped under 
Jonathan, Bacchides sought his life, but Jonathan and his 
army fled to Asphar. The full name of the place reads in 
Gk “to hudor lakkou asphar.” Goldstein (J Maccabees AB, 
380) thinks that the LXX translated the Heb word “bor” 
(“cistern”) as a common noun “lakkou,” missing the fact 
that “bor” was part of the name of the place: Bor-Asphar. 
Asphar was located “in the wilderness of Tekoa” (1 Macc 
9:33). F-M. Abel (1949: 196—97) identified the site with a 
place named Bir ez-Za‘faradn near Tekoa, where a pool or 
cistern provided water, an identification accepted by Gold- 
stein (1 Maccabees AB, 380), but rejected by Simons (1959: 
412 §1151-52) on the grounds that the name occurs at 
several different places. 
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ASRIEL (PERSON) [Heb °asr?2/]. ASRIELITE. The 3d 
son of Gilead and great-grandson of Manasseh listed in 
the 2d census taken by Moses in the wilderness (Num 
26:31). The Asrielites, along with the other clans of Gilead, 
received land allotments in Cisjordan (Josh 17:2). The 
identity of Asriel is confused, however, by the obscurity of 
1 Chr 7:14. Rather than Asriel being understood as a son 
of Manasseh, in the more orderly readings of Numbers 
and Joshua he is the son of Gilead. Some phrase or 
understanding, unimportant to the descent of Asriel, has 
been lost from the Chronicler’s reading, which only men- 
tions 2 of the 6 clans, or 3 if Abiezer is taken to be Jeezer. 
The name Asriel may mean “God is joined.” 
Jor. C. SLayTON 


ASS. See ZOOLOGY. 
ASSAR, TEL (PLACE). See TEL-ASSAR (PLACE). 


ASSAYER. See INTEREST AND USURY IN THE 
GRECO-ROMAN PERIOD. 


ASSEMBLY, DIVINE. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY. 


ASSEMBLY, GREAT. See GREAT ASSEMBLY. 


ASSHUR 


ASSHUR. (DEITY). See MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY 
OF (HISTORY AND CULTURE OF ASSYRIA). 


ASSHUR (PERSON) [Heb ?assar]. One of the sons of 
Shem and the eponymous ancestor of the Assyrians (Gen 
10:22; 1 Chr 1:17). There is debate over whether the 
reference to Asshur in Gen 10:11—12, which follows vv 8— 
10 in which Nimrod is associated with the cities of Babylon, 
Erech, and Accad in S Mesopotamia (Shinar), names a 
person or a place (either the land or the city). Those who 
support the former derive it from a literal translation of 
the passage “from this land (Shinar) went forth Asshur.” 
Those who prefer the latter assume that the context from 
the previous verses requires that Nimrod, not a ruler 
named Asshur, be responsible for the construction of the 
Assyrian cities; they generally translate (although the syn- 
tax is awkwerd) “from this land, he (referring to Nimrod) 
left for Asshur.” For further discussion see Genesis AB. 
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ASSHUR (PLACE) [Heb ?assiir]. The references to As- 
shur in the Bible are not to be confused with the references 
to the tribe of Asher. Also to be distinguished is a certain 
man called Ashhur who was the son of Caleb and the 
father of Tekoa who is mentioned in | Chr 2:24 and 4:5. 

In the Bible the references to Asshur are always to the 
land, people, and king of Assyria as well as to their patro- 
nymic Asshur. In Gen 10:22 and 1 Chr 1:17 Asshur is said 
to have been a son of Shem. Assyria and Assyrians are 
frequently mentioned in the books of the Bible and often 
these references can be fitted into the larger context of 
Assyrian history and ancient Near Eastern history in gen- 
eral. (See MESOPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF.) However, there 
are several references, particularly in the prophets, for 
which no specific date or historical context is known. These 
references are best considered in the context of the specific 
book involved. 

The god Asshur, the national god of Assyria, is never 
mentioned in the Bible although there is the rare refer- 
ence to Assyrian religion. The city Asshur, which was the 
original capital of the kingdom of Assyria, is also never 
specifically referred to in the Bible. Nevertheless, it ranked 
with Nineveh, Calah, and Arbela, as one of the chief cities 
of Assyria and therefore deserves some further descrip- 
tion. 

The location of the settlement which developed into the 
city of Asshur was a logical one from the point of view of 
social and economic patterns in the region. Asshur was 
located on the Tigris River at the extreme S limit of the 
zone of regular rainfall in the Assyrian heartland. Thus it 
could draw cn the rich agricultural resources of the sur- 
rounding countryside and at the same time was in prox- 
imity to the flourishing Sumero-Babylonian civilization to 
the S. In other words it was strategically located on the N- 
S trade route going up and down the Tigris. It was also 
well situated on a major E-W trade route since it was 
precisely at the site of Asshur that caravans commonly 
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forded the Tigris river, the reason being that the mountain 
chain called the Jebel Himrin, which dominated the land- 
scape E of the Tigris, faded into the plain at the site of 
Asshur. In fact the city of Asshur was built on the final 
outlying spur of the Jebel Himrin, which circumstance also 
provided Asshur with natural fortifications, particularly 
on the N frontier. 

Although native traditions, preserved in Arabic sources 
in medieval and modern times, never forgot where ancient 
Asshur was located, it was only in the 19th century that 
Europeans recognized the identification of the site. Sys- 
tematic archaeological excavation of the site began early in 
the 20th century with a German expedition led by Walter 
Andrae. This continued until the outbreak of World War 
I in 1914. Excavations were not resumed until the late 
1970s by an Iraqi Expedition which has been continuing 
until the present time. 

The history of the city of Asshur is intricately involved 
with the history of Assyria. Only a brief survey need be 
given here. There is evidence of prehistoric settlement at 
the site but it is only in the mid-3d millennium B.c. (ca. 
2400 s.c.) that there is written evidence of a real city-state 
called Asshur. It was Sham:shi-Adad I (1813-1781 B.c.) 
who usurped the native dynasty at the city-state of Asshur 
and incorporated the city into a larger political unit which 
included most of N Mesopotamia. In the 14th century B.c. 
Asshur became the capital of a land which was for the first 
time called Assyria, a kingdom which included the cities 
Nineveh and Arbela. This was the beginning of the period 
of the Middle Assyrian Empire and the start of major 
building operations at Asshur. Asshur continued to be the 
capital until the 9th century B.c. when Ashurnasirpal II 
(883-859 B.c.) moved the capital to Calah. Then in the 
7th century B.c. the capital] was once again moved, this 
time by Sennacherib (704—681 B.c.), to Nineveh. Despite 
Asshur losing its status as the administrative capital of the 
Assyrian empire, it remained throughout Assyrian history 
the spiritual heart of Assyria where her kings were 
crowned and buried. 


Bibliography 
Andrae, W. 1938. Das Wiedererstandene Assur. Leipzig. 
A. KirRK GRAYSON 


ASSHURIM [Heb a3stirin2]. A clan name mentioned in 
the genealogy of ABRAHAM by his wife KETURAH in 
Gen 25:3. Asshurim is listed as one of the 3 sons of 
Abraham’s grandson DEDAN, the son of JOKSHAN. 
These 3 sons are not found in the matching, but abbrevi- 
ated, genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 1:32-33, perhaps 
reflecting shifts in population or a changing political situ- 
ation by the time of the Chronicler. Asshurim is not 
related to Assyria or the Assyrians, but may possibly be 
identified with Syrians. This group (note the plural form 
of the name) is one of many obscure ARABIAN tribal 
groups which inhabited the fringes of the Negev and N 
Arabian regions. Their very obscurity was used by the 
biblical author(s) who wished to contrast starkly the impor- 
tance of the descendants of Isaac, and even those of 
Ishmael, with the children of this secondary wife. 
Victor H. MATTHEWS 
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ASSIR (PERSON) [Heb 7assér]. 1. A Levite, the son of 
KORAH (Exod 6:24; 1 Chr 6:7—Eng 6:22). The geneal- 
ogy of Korah recorded in Exod 6:24 may be one of 
numerous postexilic expansions (compare Noth Exodus 
OTL, 59). The Samaritan Pentateuch reads Assur (’ssiir) 
for Assir in Exod 6:24. 

2. A Levite, the son of EBIASAPH, a descendant of the 
preceding (1 Chr 6:8, 22--Eng 6:23, 37). Both Assir, the 
son of Korah, and Assir, the son of Ebiasaph, are men- 
tioned only in the genealogy in 1 Chr 6:1-15—Eng 6:16- 
30. The genealogy in 1 Chr 6:16-33—Eng 6:31—48 lists 
only Assir, the son of Ebiasaph, while Exodus 6: 16-25 lists 
only Assir the son of Korah. The differences in the gene- 
alogies can be explained 3 ways: (1) There could be 2 men 
named Assir; one was accidentally dropped or dropped 
when compressing the genealogy; (2) there is only one 
Assir; the lists were accidentally expanded during copying; 
or (3) the differences can be explained by the artificiality 
of the lists; the 2 lists were constructed for different 
purposes and have little basis in fact. 

Tom WaynE WILLETT 


ASSOCIATIONS, CLUBS, THIASOI. Clubs, 
guilds, and corporations were a feature of the Greco- 
Roman world from the 4th century on into the Roman 
imperial period. Most of the information about these or- 
ganizations is derived from inscriptions and documentary 
papyri. 

According to Aristotle, the essence of association (kot- 
nonia) is friendship (Eth. Nic. 8.9.1 [1159b]). Pythagoras is 
alleged to have founded in the latter half of the 6th 
century a society of which it could be said that “men who 
live at distant points count one another friends before they 
even know or speak with one another” (Iamb. VP 237). 

Developed out of common interests, all associations were 
cultically oriented, but other objectives were also fre- 
quently satisfied (Arist. Eth. Nic. 8.9.5 [1160a]). To achieve 
honored familial status, numerous Attic groups, whose 
members called themselves orgednes, were formed in devo- 
tion to deities and local heroes. Broader in outreach and 
interest were the thiasoi, originally associated with Diony- 
sos. Also popular were the eranoi or mutual-aid societies, 
which persisted into Roman imperial times. The names of 
the associations are many. Frequently mentioned are 
guilds of artists, who were devoted to Dionysos and the 
promotion of music and drama. Merchants, who are on 
occasion linked with shippers in common enterprise, 
found that cities located on sea routes provided an attrac- 
tive base for combining business with sociability. In addi- 
tion, there appears an almost endless variety of guilds that 
shared a common trade or practice: stone masons, bank- 
ers, architects, physicians, tanners, cobblers, producers of 
linen or woolen goods, dyers, farmers, gardeners, bakers, 
barbers, fishers, to cite but a few. 

Aristotle also notes the close relationship of associations 
to the state (Eth. Nic. 8.9.4 [1160a]), and the accuracy of his 
observation is borne out by many inscriptions relating to 
crafts whose proceedings are modelled after official re- 
cords in the public sector. A decree of a society devoted to 
Sarapis (Danker 1982: 154—55) is typical not only of the 
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style of formulation but of the subject matter included in 
such decrees: 


WHEREAS [Zopyros], the treasurer of the Sarapiastai, 
and the clerk Theophanes, and the trustee Olympichos 
have time and again proved themselves beyond reproach 
..., be it RESOLVED that the Sarapiastai commend and 
crown them with a wreath of olive in the temple of 
Sarapis at the next sacrifice of the Sarapiastai . . . ; and 
be it further resolved to commend and crown the priest- 
ess Nikippe for offering the sacrifices at the appointed 
times. And be it finally resolved to record this decree on 
a stone stele and to set it up in the [temple of Sarapis], 
with expenses for these items to be met by the treasurer 
Zopyros out of the Association’s account. 


Luke, who was familiar with Greco-Roman bureaucratic 
style, uses this type of formulation in Acts 15:22—29 to 
record the action of the association of Christians at Jeru- 
salem respecting a problem that had originated in Anti- 
och. 

Hellenic interest in mental and physical agility encour- 
aged the formation of 2 types of gymnastic associations 
for men. At Athens, in the 4th century B.c.E., members in 
the group known as the epheboi (ephebes) ranged in age 
from 18 to 19. The end of the 2d century B.c.£. saw 
ephebes involved in a variety of cultural activities, includ- 
ing intellectual pursuits and study of literature, mathemat- 
ics, astronomy, and music, which were in some localities 
supported by substantial library facilities and visiting pro- 
fessorships as supplements to their gymnastic training ([G? 
1913: no. 1028 = SIG? 1917: no. 717; Danker 1982: no. 
17). Alumni from this class of youths formed a substantial 
membership base for associations called neoi or neéteroi, 
whose participants ranged “from a minimum age of nine- 
teen or twenty years to an indeterminable maximum” 
(Forbes 1933: 2). Their activity was chiefly athletic. The 
ephebeia program spread rapidly from the 4th century on 
and became especially popular in Asia Minor, where it 
became a problem especially for Jews (1 Macc 1:14—15; 2 
Macc 4:9-15; Josephus Ant 12.5.1 §240—41; Schiirer H/P2 
1: 148—49). On the other hand, when Claudius, in 41 c.E., 
decreed the end of Jewish membership in Alexandria’s 
gymnasium, Jewish aristocrats protested bitterly (CPJ 
1960: no. 153.88—93). In 1 Pet 5:5, the word nedteroi 
(young men) is part of a common Gk word pair, presbyteros- 
nedteros (elder-younger), and is not used in a technical 
societal sense. 

Roman inscriptions exhibit 2 major classifications of 
associations, generally termed collegia: those sanctioned by 
the state and a broad range of private associations, many 
of which were composed of members engaged in a com- 
mon craft (Kornemann PW 4: 380-480). One of the most 
exotic was “The Inimitables,” whose members’ main pur- 
pose was to challenge one another in gourmet expendi- 
tures (Plut. Vit.Ant. 28). 

Viability of such private clubs generally depended on 
their conformity to requirements for public order. Luke’s 
report of the uproar generated by the guild of silversmiths 
at Ephesos (Acts 19:23—40) captures both the religious 
factor that was a feature of all associations and the unpre- 
dictable nature of their relationship to the Roman state. 
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For the most part, Rome was inclined to be permissive 
toward privzte associations (Pliny 10.33, 34), and Trajan’s 
reply to Pliny’s query concerning eranoi in the free city of 
Amisus suggests that policy respected precedent (10.92, 
93). Given the whirl of social contacts encouraged by 
societies, the conversion of a merchant like Lydia (Acts 
16:14) and of a craftsperson like Alexander, who is cited 
in 2 Tim 4:14, would expedite transmission of the Chris- 
tian message. Similarly, St. Paul’s tent-making activity of- 
fered generous exposure of the gospel to the gentile 
world. But as indicated in connection with the affair at 
Ephesus, political winds could also blow adversely, and 
Suetonius sums a breadth of imperial viewpoint in his 
assessment of policies adopted by Augustus: “A number 
of political parties were formed in the name of a new 
association, with no other purpose in mind than the com- 
mission of every sort of criminal act... . Therefore he 
closed dowr. all associations (collegia), except those that 
enjoyed a long-standing reputation and were not disrup- 
tive of public order” (Divine Augustus 32.1). Illegal collegia 
were similarly disbanded after a riot in 59 c.£. at Pompeii 
(Tac. Ann. 14.17). 

Some indication of respect for public opinion, and like- 
wise some knowledge of the kind of formalities that were 
followed in meetings of associations, can be derived from 
the minutes of a club called the Iobakchoi, whose members 
were devoted to the worship of Dionysos. So pleased was 
the membership with the revision of their statutes that 
with a unan:mous vote they had them inscribed on stone 
(Danker 1982: no. 22). Included in the bylaws are pro- 
scriptions forbidding unruliness (cf. 1 Tim 3:3; Tit 1:7), 
monopolizing the podium (cf. 1 Cor 14:26-33), and pub- 
licly litigating internal disputes (cf. 1 Cor 6:6; Jas 5:16), as 
well as a penalty for lax enforcement (cf. 1 Corinthians 5). 
In related vein, an association of Ephesian devotees of 
Demeter assured a proconsul that their annual celebration 
of the mysteries would be carried on with “due observance 
of the established customs” (Danker 1988: 288). Ancient 
and modern generalized allegations of insobriety, promis- 
cuity, and even orgies in connection with guild celebrations 
and Greco-Roman religious rites in imperial times run the 
hazard of being libelous. NT broad-brush references to 
gentile iniquity especially require some discounting. 

As Acts 2:9-1] indicates, there was a broad distribution 
of Jews in the provinces, and inscriptional evidence shows 
that Luke did not overstate the case (Schiirer HJP? |: 3- 
86). The customary term for Jewish cultic associations in 
the Greco-Roman world was synagogé or congregation (Acts 
6:9; 9:2 and passim; Schtirer HJP2 2: 429-31). This word, 
along with the title archisynagogos (head of a meeting 
group), is also used in connection with non-Jewish societies 
(Poland 1909: 355-58), but most frequently to denote a 
meeting of the society rather than the society as an entity. 

Because Jews enjoyed prestige for their ancient heritage, 
their associations or synagogues received favorable treat- 
ment from the state—religio licita is not an accurate de- 
scription of jewish status—except when they were alleged 
to be offenders of public order. Thus, on the one hand, 
Julius Caesar exempted Jews from his restriction on the 
formation of religious associations (thiasoi; Ant. 14.10.8 
§215), and Gallio “looked the other way” at Corinth (Acts 
18:5). On the other hand, Claudius at one time suppressed 
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their assemblies at Rome (Dio Cassius 60.6.6), avowedly in 
the interest of national stability. Jewish and Gentile Chris- 
tians similarly experienced sporadic local animosities. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that the writer of 1 Peter empha- 
sized that his addressees were to avoid any conduct that 
was destructive of public order (4:12—16; cf. Paul’s counsel 
in Rom 13:1—7; 1 Thess §:14; 2 Thess 3:11; and the 
passages cited above in connection with the Jobakchoi). 

Since a festive meal played an important part in Greco- 
Roman associations, St. Paul could not avoid the subject in 
his pastoral career at Corinth. The minutes of the Iobak- 
choi association referred to above include one type of 
format that would be followed in a meeting, with emphasis 
on sacrificial rites and distribution of sacrificial meat. 
Their worship program affords insight into the kind of 
counsel recorded in 1 Cor § and 10 and 2 Cor 6:14~7:1, 
in which St. Paul discusses the subject of participation 
(koinénia) in the type of meeting described in the minutes 
of the Iobakchoi. It is also to be observed that Greco- 
Roman auditors would have been reminded of their previ- 
ous cultic experience by his emphasis on commemoration 
(1 Cor 11:25), which is echced in Luke 22:19. The social 
implications for Christians who left their old associations 
for the new were, as 1 Pet 4:12-16 and Rev 2:20 suggest, 
formidable. 

From the sources hitherto available, it is impossible to 
define the precision the status of women and slaves in 
Greco-Roman associations, but the description in Luke 
8:1-3 of services rendered by women is in keeping with 
inscriptional evidence which shows that in collegia of the 
imperial period women generally took second place to 
males and were in the main limited in leadership roles to 
service as benefactors. Thus a number of women, notably 
Epikteta 7G no. 330), founded clubs and gymnasia. Luke’s 
understanding of the role that women of high station 
played in Hellenic cultural life is apparent from his obser- 
vations in Acts 17:4, 12, and it is probable that, like Lydia 
(Acts 16:14—15), Paul’s convert at Athens named Damaris 
became the founder of a house-church (Acts 17:34). It 
appears that a few clubs, especially those under Roman 
influence, admitted slaves to their membership. House- 
oriented groups would naturally include them in some 
capacity. 

The inscription respecting the Iobakchoi probably re- 
flects a common bureaucratic structure. But the differ- 
ences between their detailed administrative structure and 
those exhibited in the NT are striking. Indeed, it is im- 
probable that Christians of the Ist century were at all in 
debt to Greco-Roman structures for administration of 
their cult. Furthermore, it appears that early Christian 
communities lacked a fixed-dues structure or rules for 
admission and made no provision for a priestly office. 

Greco-Roman inscriptions offer no evidence of any spe- 
cial interest in meeting the needs of the poor outside of 
their own associations (Waltzing 1895: 1:145—47; 300-21, 
Pliny Tra. 10.92, 93). Trajan’s reply (Pliny 10.93) to Pliny’s 
letter (10.92) shows sympathy for commoners (tenuiores), 
who band together to meet special needs in their midst. In 
this respect they were like most early Christian groups, 
which focused on needs within their own religious affilia- 
tion (Acts 2:42—47; 4:32-37; 2 Cor 8-9; Gal 6:10). Much 
other philanthropy in the Greco-Roman world was carried 
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out along other routes and, as inscriptions attest, “both in 
public and in private” (see BENEFACTOR). In ancient 
Hellas, care of the deceased was both a public and a private 
concern, but in the Roman world burial societies became 
popular, especially as a means of qualifying for legitimate 
association. Aristotle’s view is the sum of the matter: Broth- 
ers and comrades have everything in common, yet in 
varying ways and degrees (Eth. Nic. 8.9 [1159b]; cf. 9.2.9 
[1165a]). 
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ASSOS (PLACE) [Gk Assos]. Port city of Assos located in 
NW Anatolia in the region known as the Troad just N of 
the island of Lesbos (39°28’ N; 26°21’ E). In the final stages 
of the 3d missionary journey Paul went by himself from 
Alexandria Troas to Assos (cf. Acts 20:5-6 with Acts 
20:13), where he then rejoined his companions who came 
by ship (Acts 20:14). This was a distance of about 20 miles. 

It is possible that Paul wanted to be by himself as he 
contemplated the probability that he would not see his 
beloved friends in Asia any more (Acts 20:38). Hemer 
(1976: 105) has suggested that Paul may have lingered 
behind to instruct the believers at Troas, then left by the 
more direct land route, perhaps on horseback, to meet his 
companions at Assos. Burdick (1978: 42) thinks that Paul 
may have wished to instruct the believers on the way to 
Assos. 

Assos was founded by Aeolian immigrants from N 
Greece in the early Ist millennium B.c. By 600 B.c. Assos 
had become the most important city of the Troad with a 
population of about 12—15,000 according to Clarke (1882: 
77). In the 6th century, Assos came under the domination 
of the Lydians. It fell to the Persians with Cyrus’ conquest 
of Lydia and Ionia in 546. Assos regained its freedom with 
the victory of the Greeks over the Persians at Mycale in 
479. On the basis of the Athenian tribute lists, Cook (1973: 
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383) estimates that the population of Assos in the 5th 
century had fallen to 4,000. 

In the 4th century B.c., Hermeias, a former slave who 
had studied under Plato, became the tyrant of Assos. He 
invited his friend Aristotle to stay at Assos between 347 
and 343. It was during his sojourn there that Aristotle 
began work on his important treatise Politics. Cleanthes, 
the successor of Zeno as the head of the Stoics in Athens, 
was born in Assos in about 331. It was possibly from 
Cleanthes’ “Hymn to Zeus” that Paul quoted the phrase 
“For we are also his offspring” in his famous sermon in 
Athens (Acts 17:28). 

Assos was excavated in 1881-83 by J. T. Clarke and F. 
H. Bacon. This was the very first excavation sponsored by 
the newly formed Archaeological Institute of America. 
The city walls, which were erected in the 4th century B.c., 
are still in a marvelous state of preservation. According to 
Akurgal (1970: 64), “These walls are the most complete 
fortifications in the Greek world.” 

On top of the 700-foot-high acropolis stood the impres- 
sive temple of Athena. The trapezoidal agora was flanked 
by a N Stoa (115 m long) and a shorter S Stoa. The S Stoa 
was a 3-storied structure with 13 shops on the middle floor 
and bathrooms on the lowest floor. The mixture of the 
Doric and Ionic styles reflects the period of Pergamene 
influence (241-133 B.c.). The S Stoa overlooked the thea- 
ter, where the spectators would have had a clear view of 
the harbor. 

Like the rest of W Asia Minor, Assos fell to the Romans 
with the death of the last Pergamene king in 133 B.c. 
Inscriptions reveal the presence of many resident Romans, 
and also a devotion to the cult of the emperors. 

In 1981-82, U. Serdaroglu excavated in the area of the 
W gate and in the area of the Athena temple (Mellink 
1983; cf. Wescoat-Holtzmann 1981). 
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ASSUMPTION OF THE VIRGIN. See VIRGIN, 
ASSUMPTION OF THE. 


ASSYRIA 


ASSYRIA. (HISTORY AND CULTURE). See MESO- 
POTAMIA, HISTORY OF. 


ASTARTE: (DEITY). See ASTHORETH (DEITY). 


ASTROLOGY IN THE ANCIENT NEAR 
EAST. Ancient astrology is divisible very roughly into 2 
essentially different systems: (1) Omina, which studied ce- 
lestial phenomena as signs or indicators of future terres- 
trial events, and which originated in ancient Mesopotamia, 
and (2) astrology proper, which studied the znfluence of the 
heavenly bodies on the course of events on earth, and 
which originated in the Hellenistic Greek sphere. 

In the ancient Near East, prediction of mundane events 
on the basis of celestial phenomena began in Mesopotamia 
and was a form of divination (omina). Celestial divination 
shared its underlying rationale and the form of its scholas- 
tic tradition with those of the other forms of Babylonian 
divination, such as extispicy (inspection of the liver). The 
celestial div:nation which emerged in the context of Old 
Babylonian scribal scholarship (ca. 1800 B.c.) was subse- 
quently expanded, codified in a compendium entitled 
Entima Anu Enlil (hereafter abbreviated EAE) and pre- 
served into the Seleucid period; during the Seleucid pe- 
riod, the 2c\ major form of ancient astrology developed 
within the context of Hellenistic Greek science, probably 
under some degree of influence from Babylonian omina. 
This Hellenistic astrology took a number of forms (see 
below sub C), but all forms had in common the notion that 
the situation of the heavens at a given moment were 
determinative of various aspects of terrestrial life (an indi- 
vidual’s life, the fate of a nation, or the propitiousness of 
an undertaking). 


A. Babylonian Celestial Omina 
B. Transmission from Mesopotamia 
C. Late Babylonian Developments and Greek Astrology 


A. Babylonian Celestial Omina 

The earliest attestation for the use of celestial omina as 
portents, appears in a number of Old Babylonian tablets. 
They comprise a purely Akk genre (i.e., no Sum proto- 
types are known). The Old Babylonian texts are concerned 
primarily with lunar eclipses (although solar and weather 
omina occur as well) and represent forerunners to the 
lunar eclipse section of the later EAE (Rochberg-Halton 
1988). Textual evidence points to the establishment of the 
“canonical” series during the Kassite period, but the bulk 
of surviving sources are those of the Neo-Assyrian version 
from the litrary of Assurbanipal at Nineveh (7th century 
B.C.). Earlier versions of EAE from Middle Assyrian and 
Middle Babylonian sources with parallels in Hittite sources 
(Hit and Akk texts from Bogazkéy) serve to outline the 
literary development of the series. While the series pro- 
vided a standard reference work for the scholars special- 
ized in celestial divination (tupsarritu Eniima Anu Enlil), 
the textual tradition was not rigidly fixed and it seems that 
EAE circulated in various recensions. 

In its canonical form, EAE numbered some 70 tablets 
organized into 4 sections according to the phenomena of 


504 - I 


interest: The Ist section (EAE 1-22) pertains to phenom- 
ena of the moon god Sin, such as lunar visibility, halos, 
eclipses, and conjunctions with planets and fixed stars; the 
2d section (EAE 23—36) refers to the phenomena of the 
sun god Samas, such as coronas, parhelia, and eclipses; the 
3d (EAE 37—-49/50) contairs meteorological phenomena 
of the storm god Adad, such as lightning, thunder, rain- 
bows, cloud formations and winds; and the 4th section 
(EAE 50/51—70) contains planetary omina such as first and 
last visibilities, stations, acrcnychal risings as well as omina 
for fixed star-phases. (Textual sources may be found in 
Virolleaud 1908-12; Reiner and Pingree 1975 and 1981; 
Rochberg-Halton 1988.) 

The treatment of the phenomena in EAE is predomi- 
nantly schematic; patterns such as left-right, above-below, 
or traditional sequences used in noncelestial omen litera- 
ture, such as the colors white, black, red, yellow, and 
variegated, are frequently employed. Schematization 
brought about the introduction of nonoccurring phenom- 
ena (i.e., phenomena not observable in nature) for the 
sake of the schematic symmetries. The schemata also stand 
in relation to the predictions associated with the phenom- 
ena. The techniques for arranging the signs is structurally 
related to those of all Mesopotamian scholarly divination 
and to some extent also to the Sum-Akk lexical lists; as 
such they are determined more by scholastic scribal tradi- 
tions and conventions than by the natural requirements of 
the celestial phenomena themselves. It is in this methodo- 
logical sense that, although EAE comprised a major part 
of the written corpus of Mesopotamian scribal scholarship, 
and contributed much to the systematization of astronom- 
ical observation, the corpus can in no way be considered 
scientific in the modern sense, but certainly preliminary to 
the development of scientific inquiry into nature. 

Celestial omina are expressed casuistically: if x occurs (in 
the sky), then y will occur (on earth). The relationship 
between x the phenomenon and y the predicted event was 
evidently not causative, but one of simple association or 
correlation. That is to say, the celestial phenomena were 
indicators, not causes of future events. This rules out astral 
influence as an underlying rationale for celestial omina. 
The diviners regarded all natural phenomena as compris- 
ing a symbolic language of the gods which made possible 
knowledge of future events. By means of the system of 
schematic correlation of celestial sign (omen protasis) and 
terrestrial event (omen apodosis) the divine language was 
decipherable to the scholars. Because nature was not yet 
fully separated from divine forces, the correlations of 
natural phenomena and human concerns in the form of 
omens made direct and concrete links between human 
spheres of existence and the divine. The terrestrial events 
recorded in EAE apodoses re almost entirely public con- 
cerns. Uppermost are predictions concerning the prosper- 
ity or downfall of the king and his army, or the country as 
a whole and its enemies. Floods, crop failure, and pesti- 
lence also frequently appear. The existence of predictions 
for private individuals in celestial omina should be noted, 
however, as a rare exception. 

In the period of the Sargonid kings, celestial divination 
seems to have had its most widespread use and took on a 
status second only if not equal to extispicy. From the Neo- 
Assyrian period are preserved “astrological” reports from 
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scholars in various Assyrian and Babylonian cities. The 
Neo-Assyrian reports contain actual observations of celes- 
tial phenomena and omens of relevance excerpted from 
the reference work EAE (Oppenheim 1969; Parpola 1970— 
1983). It becomes especially clear in this source material 
that celestial divination was practiced hand in hand with 
apotropaic magic (namburbi rituals), particularly as a 
means of protecting the king against ill portents. The best 
example of this is the substitute king ritual (Sar pahi) which 
was sometimes necessitated by the occurrence of a lunar 
eclipse. 


B. Transmission from Mesopotamia 

Scholarly divination was that product of Mesopotamian 
intellectual history which made the broadest and most 
profound impact beyond the cultural and temporal 
spheres of Mesopotamia proper. Celestial divination, liver 
divination, birth omens (the series summa izbu), and omens 
about everyday life (the series summa dlu) can be traced 
both to the E and W of Mesopotamia beginning already in 
the 2d millennium, and are preserved within non-Meso- 
potamian contexts well into late antiquity (in India, Egypt, 
and in the Greco-Roman tradition). 

EAE was transmitted during the 2d millennium to other 
parts of the Near East: to Susa, with an exemplar of EAE 
22 in Akk and an Elamite text containing lunar and 
meterological omens; to Syria, with Akk lunar eclipse 
omen texts in both Akk and Hit. Also indicative of a 
widespread 2d millennium interest in celestial omina are a 
few examples of celestial omens in Ug, as well as a Ug text 
in which a solar eclipse is reported and interpreted by 
means of liver divination (cf. a lunar eclipse interpreted by 
extispicy mentioned in a Mari letter, Oppenheim 1969: 
132 n.47, for bibliography, see Rochberg-Halton 1988). In 
many cases of “peripheral” evidence for celestial omina, 
the material is not directly traceable to early Mesopota- 
mian (i.e., pre-1st-millennium) sources. While our extant 
2d-millennium Mesopotamian celestial omen texts repre- 
sent perhaps only a part of a more extensive and varied 
corpus, it is clear that once the idea of drawing predictions 
from celestial “signs” was taken over by other cultures and 
intellectual traditions these individual interests and re- 
quirements produced textual traditions within their spe- 
cific content and construction that do not present exact 
parallels to texts from Babylonia proper. 

Evidence for transmission to India from the 5th century 
B.c. onward, probably as a result of the Achaemenid occu- 
pation of the Indus Valley, comes from Vedic and Sanskrit 
omen collections that show clear Babylonian parallels: 
notably the Gargasamhita (1st century, but dependent on 
older sources); the Pali Dighanitkéya (4th or 3d century); 
Brhatsamhita of Varahamihira (ca. 550); the Jaina Bhadra- 
bdhusamhita (10th century?); and Parisistas of the Atharva- 
veda (10th or 11th century?) (Pingree 1973: 119 and 1978: 
614-18). 

A Demotic papyrus (late 2d or early 3d century A.D.) in 
2 books dealing with eclipses of the sun and moon (Book 
I) and other lunar omens (Book II) attests to the transmis- 
sion of EAE to Egypt, most likely in the 5th century B.c. 
(Parker 1959). The dominant features of the omen papy- 
rus—the assignment of months, hours of the day or night, 
and divisions of the sky to countries—clearly stems from 
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the schematic design of the Neo-Assyrian corpus of EAE 
eclipse tablets. A Gk astrological work composed in Egypt 
in the 2d century B.c., under the fictitious authorship of 
“Nechepso’ and Petosiris,” attests to Egypt’s role in the 
transmission of Babylonian celestial omens (as well as 
Greek horoscopic astrology) during the Hellenistic period. 
Other Hellenistic Gk astrological works stemming from 
Egypt show Babylonian influence: Book II of Ptolemy’s 
Apotelesmatika, “Astrological Influences” (also referred to 
as the Tétrabiblos) (ca. a.v. 150), Book I of Hephaestio of 
Thebes’ Apotelesmatika (ca. 415), and John Lydus’ Peri se- 
meion, “On Signs” (560). 

In the Hellenistic period various W Semitic traditions 
stemming ultimately from Mesopotamia but representing 
admixtures of omens and Greco-Roman astrology may be 
cited: Hermetic texts associated with the Sabians of Har- 
ran, e.g. the Apocalypse of Daniel (in Gk, Ar, and Syr); the 
Syr Book of the Bee; the Mandaean Book of the Zodiac (Sfar 
MalwaSia) (Drower 1949); and a number of omen texts 
concerning thunder and earthquakes in Gk, Ar, Syr, and 
Aram (Qumran Cave 4, Milik 1959: 42). 


C, Late Babylonian Developments and Greek 
Astrology 

In addition to reliable textual evidence for the transmis- 
sion of Babylonian omina during Achaemenid and Seleucid 
periods to the Greek sphere, a great many references to 
“Chaldeans” in connection with astrology are found in 
Hellenistic Gk writings. This connection between so-called 
Chaldeans and astrology represents part of a general 
trend beginning in the 4th century B.c. and persisting 
throughout the Hellenistic period in which Greeks cred- 
ited ancients (Babylonians/Chaldeans or Egyptians) with 
all manner of esoterica, but particularly astrological spec- 
ulation. While interest in the ancient “scientific” traditions 
of Babylonia may have intensified during the later Helle- 
nistic period, what the Greeks actually knew about Meso- 
potamian celestial divination was doubtless not as complete 
as the many attributions of astrological theories to “Chal- 
dean astrologers” would indicate. These late attributions 
found in Hellenistic scientific works do not necessarily 
provide reliable historical sources for the determination of 
the origins and sources of astrology. 

In the Achaemenid period, there appears evidence of 
the incorporation within celestial omina of a number of 
elements new to this period, namely the zodiac and the 
derivation of personal predictions from celestial phenom- 
ena at the time of birth, which may be seen as the rudi- 
ments of what the Greeks developed as personal horoscopy 
(genethlialogy). The zodiac became the essential tool for 
Gk astrology. It represents an imaginary band extending 
about 6° on either side of the ecliptic (the apparent path 
of the sun with respect to the fixed stars in one year), and 
was divided into 12 “signs” of equal 30° length. Its inven- 
tion in Babylonia, ca. 500 B.c., provided a standard refer- 
ence system for use in astronomy. The earliest evidence 
for the existence of the zodiac comes from two 5th century 
cuneiform horoscopes, in which positions of the planets 
are cited with respect to zodiacal signs. The existence of 
the zodiac is also suggested in Achaemenid astronomical 
cuneiform texts, the oldest of which relates longitudes of 
conjunctions of the sun and moon, computed by a sche- 
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matic method, with solar eclipses. The phenomena com- 
puted in these texts can be dated with relative certainty to 
474, although the writing of the tablets could well have 
been later. (Aaboe and Sachs 1969: 17, Text B obv. col. v 
with heading lu-mas “zodiacal sign”.) Another text whose 
astronomical phenomena are dated to ca. 430 (Neuge- 
bauer and Sachs 1967: 193, 197—98, Text C) lists phenom- 
ena for Venus and Mars plus a column containing values 
of “col. 6” in the Babylonian lunar theory. 

Cuneiforin evidence for the prediction of an individual’s 
future by the observation of celestial phenomena at the 
time of birth seems to be of Seleucid origin (4th and 3d 
centuries B.c.). These omina are in the form “if a child is 
born (Serru alid) when Jupiter has come forth, (his life) will 
be regular, healthy, he will be rich, will grow old, (his) days 
will be long” (TCL 6 14:29, see Sachs 1952: 66 and 68), or 
“a child is conceived (Serru rehi)” followed by celestial phe- 
nomena and personal predictions (LBAT 1588 and 1589 
passim, see Pinches and Sachs 1955). Zodiacal nativity 
omens are also known, in the form “if (a child) is born in 
the middle of Aries” (LBAT 1592 1 16). Although quite 
late in the history of Babylonian celestial divination. such 
nativity omens have forerunners in older omen traditions 
referring to the birth of a child on a certain date, but 
without consideration of the heavens. For example, “if a 
child is born in Nisannu” (Labat Calendrier 64:1ff. [fol- 
lowed by other months of the year] and duplicate Bab. 1 
192ff; TCL 6 12 obv. section 4:18). Hittite parallels con- 
firm the antiquity of this tradition (2d millennium) (KUB 
8 35:1-10), as does an Akk text from Bogazkéy (KUB 37 
118 rev. 6--18). Representing another extension of the 
traditional omens of EAE, zodiacal omens (often of the 
moon in various signs of the zodiac) begin to appear in 
Neo-Babylonian and Late Babylonian texts (Rochberg- 
Halton 198+). 

What mazy be considered Babylonian precursors to 
Greek horoscopes begin to appear ca. 400 B.c. and record 
computed positions of the 7 planets (moon, sun, Jupiter, 
Venus, Mercury, Saturn, Mars) on the date of a birth. 
These state the data as follows: “On such-and-such a date 
a child was 9orn (Serru alid); at that time, the moon was in 
zodiacal sign n, the sun was in. . ., Jupiter was in . . ., etc.” 
The presentation of data always follows the order of pla- 
nets mentioned above. Additional astronomical events of 
that month are frequently appended, particularly eclipses 
(solar and l|inar) as well as the lunar datum “NA,” which 
represents the length of visibility of full moon on the W 
horizon after sunrise, i.e., the time between sunrise and 
moonset (Sachs 1952). These texts are clearly related to 
the aforementioned nativity omina in that some have pre- 
dictions which parallel those found in the apodoses of that 
genre. 

The cuneiform horoscopes attest to the continuation 
and expansion of Babylonian “scientific” traditions; they 
comprise a genre with affinities not only to (nativity) omen 
literature, but also, with respect to terminology, to contem- 
poraneous non-mathematical astronomical texts, e.g., the 
diaries, almanacs, or eclipse reports (published in LBAT). 
The horoscopes also provide important source material 
for the stucly of the transmission of both astronomy and 
astrology fram Babylonian to Gk science. 

Another idea of Late Babylonian origin is the micro- 
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zodiac, in which each 30° zodiacal sign was itself divided 
into 12 parts (Akkadian zttu [HA.LA] “share” or “part”). 
The micro-zodiac had both astronomical and astrological 
application, and the 12 parts, or dodekatemoria, were later 
integrated into Greek (and Indian) astrology. Other Bab- 
ylonian elements may be traced (bit nisirti, which the 
Greeks termed Aypsoma “exaltation”; correlation between 
stars, planets, and stones and plants; zodiacal triplicities) 
which were adopted and modified for use in Gk astrology 
and astral magic; but in the main, Babylonian celestial 
divination had only selective influence on Greek astrology. 

As indicated above, the two systems were founded on 
entirely different theoretical bases. In contrast to Babylo- 
nian celestial divination, astrology depended for its exis- 
tence on the concept of celestial influence and on the 
geocentric Aristotelian cosmos. The influence of the heav- 
enly bodies on the sublunar region was given physical 
justification through Aristotelian physics. According to 
Ptolemy, the motion of the ether, the 5th (celestial) ele- 
ment, through the 8 celestial spheres penetrated to the 
sublunar elements (earth, air, fire, water) and affected 
their change. This constituted the mechanism of astrolog- 
ical causation, not the will of gods (Ptolemy Tetr. I.2). 
Astrology’s claim that the raotions of the celestial bodies 
were not only indications but also actual causes of change 
on earth shows astrology tc be antithetical to divination, 
which depends solely on the will of the deity to provide 
signs. 

The 4 branches of astrology that emerged and became 
widespread during the Hellenistic period are (1) genethli- 
alogy, (2) general astrology, (3) catarchic astrology, and (4) 
interrogatory astrology. Pir.gree gives a summary of the 
sources and methods of these 4 categories in (1973: 119-— 
25, see also Bouché-Leclercy 1899). 

Genethlialogical or horoscopic astrology stems from the 
notion that the positions of the planets at the moment of 
an individual’s birth directly influence the future course 
of that person’s life. The horoscopus or ascendent (the point 
of intersection of the ecliptic and E horizon) was computed 
for the moment of birth and the relative positions of 
planets in the zodiacal signs at the time are interpreted by 
means of elaborate theories about their relationships. Just 
when the Greeks adopted the zodiac (and the notion of 
ecliptic) is not clear. Despite the fact that Pliny (HN 2:31) 
credits Cleostratus (550-500 B.c.) with its introduction 
into Gk science, our only irrefutable evidence comes from 
the fact that the early treatises on spherical astronomy by 
Autolycus and Euclid, ca. 300 B.c., already assume knowl- 
edge of both ecliptic and zodiac. 

Gk horoscopes date from the Ist century B.c. and con- 
tinue to the beginning of the Islamic period, with the bulk 
of the documents falling within the first 2 centuries A.D. 
The documents consist of papyri from Egypt, and Byzan- 
tine codices which contain ihe “literary horoscopes” such 
as those in the Anthology of Vettius Valens (2d century A.b., 
Neugebauer and van Hoesen 1959). Demotic horoscopes 
are also known, all but one of which fall within the Ist half 
of the Ist century a.p. (Neugebauer 1943 and Neugebauer 
and Parker 1968). Gk horoscopes provide evidence of the 
transmission of astronomy from Babylonia to Hellenistic 
Greece. Linear or arithmetical methods of Babylonian 
astronomical computation, 1s opposed to the geometrical- 
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kinematic methods of the Gk astronomical tradition to 
which the Almagest belongs, are employed in Gk astrologi- 
cal texts. Neugebauer has suggested that a Gk horoscope 
for the year a.p. 137 has preserved the ancient definition 
of the linear methods. According to Neugebauer’s resto- 
ration of the passage, the astrologer says he has computed 
the position of the sun according to the method of “great- 
est and smallest (velocity),” an apt description of a linear 
“zig-zag” function (Neugebauer and van Hoesen 1959: 42 
No. 137c col. i lines 11-12). The zig-zag function is a term 
descriptive of the constantly increasing and decreasing 
arithmetical progressions used to compute the periodic 
(synodic) phenomena of the moon and planets in some of 
the Seleucid Babylonian mathematical astronomical texts. 
In other words, Babylonian linear methods were discarded 
in the creation of Gk astronomy, but preserved by Gk 
astrology. 

General astrology brings to bear the situation of the 
heavens at a significant moment (e.g., at vernal equinox, 
or at an eclipse, or at some planetary phenomenon) on the 
public sphere. Predictions are given for countries, cities, 
populations, etc. (Pingree 1973). Parallels with the empha- 
sis on the public sphere in the apodoses of the EAE 
tradition are readily found. The method and philosophical 
underpinnings of general astrology, however, are related 
to those of genethlialogy, not to omina. 

Catarchic astrology was also developed by analogy with 
genethlialogy. If a person’s life was influenced by the 
heavens at the moment of birth, then so could any act or 
undertaking similarly be influenced by the horoscope of 
its inception. By means of catarchic astrology, an individ- 
ual could choose propitious moments for various activities. 
This form of astrology circumvents the determinism of 
genethlialogy by providing the possibility of choosing one’s 
own future course of action. Catarchic astrology is attested 
in the 2d or Ist century B.c. in Hermetic texts applying 
astrology to medicine and in the work of Serapion. Later, 
catarchic astrology is found in e.g., Dorotheus of Sidon, 
“Manetho,” Firmicus Maternus, and Hephaestio of Thebes 
(see Pingree 1973: 124 for further discussion). 

A distant parallel worthy of note here occurs in a Neo- 
Assyrian omen text in which divination by the twinkling of 
stars (kakkabu isrur) in various relations to the observer 
(right, left, behind, in front) determines whether an un- 
dertaking will be favorable (damqu) or unfavorable (ahi). 
The text begins “if someone starts out on an undertaking” 
(Summa amélu ana sibitisu tebima) (Bab. 4 116 c [K.139] and 
p. 125). 

Interrogatory astrology enabled the determination of 
answers to specific questions by the casting of a horoscope 
for the moment the question was presented. The impulse 
to learn the outcome of certain events or circumstances is 
also reflected in a relatively poorly attested branch of 
Mesopotamian divination in which omina were impetrated. 
In this kind of divination, which Oppenheim termed “op- 
erational,” the deity was asked by a diviner to respond to a 
query and was expected to communicate the answer by 
affecting an object to be observed by the diviner. Such was 
achieved by throwing lots, observing the action of oil on 
water, or the movement of smoke from a censer. Opera- 
tional divination generally yielded binary (yes-no) re- 
sponses. Celestial divination did not belong to this cate- 
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gory, but rather provided signs (changes in natural 
phenomena) unprovoked by a diviner; however, evidence 
shows that the techniques were sometimes mixed, so that 
observation of celestial phenomena, such as shooting stars, 
at the time a question was posed could be interpreted in a 
binary (favorable or unfavorable) manner, and these deci- 
sions were meant for private individuals. Whether or not 
such celestial divination techniques were transmitted from 
Mesopotamia and contributed in any way to astrological 
interrogations is not ascertainable due to a complete lack 
of evidence. It is more probable, as Pingree suggests (Pin- 
gree 1973: 124), that interrogatory astrology developed 
out of catarchic astrology and provided another wedge 
between the determinism of genethlialogy and an indivi- 
dual’s desire to exercise free will in making decisions. 
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ASTYAGES (PERSON) [Gk Astyagés]. The last king of 
the Medians (585-550 B.c.) before the rise of the Persian 
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Empire (see MEDES). His name in Old Persian was Arstz- 
vaiga “Branclishing a Lance,” Jstumegu in Akk. Astyages 
married a Lydian princess as part of the peace pact which 
ended the Medo-Lydian War in 585 B.c. (Herodotus 1.73— 
74). His daughter Mandane married a Persian, Cambyses 
I, and gave birth to the famous Cyrus the Great (see 
CYRUS). This hybrid nature of Cyrus’ parentage is re- 
flected in a response from the Delphic Oracle (Hdt. 1.91), 
which warned the Lydians to beware when a “mule” be- 
came king of the Medes. The Persians had developed into 
a kingdom subordinate to the Medes during the reign of 
Cyaxares (625-585 B.c.), Astyages’ father. 

Xenophon’s propagandistic Cyropaedia “The Education 
of Cyrus” described Cyrus’ perception of Astyages’ Median 
garb: “Then he noticed that his grandfather was adorned 
with pencillings beneath his eyes, with rouge rubbed on 
his face, and with a wig of false hair—the common Median 
fashion.” 

As in many other examples from Greek folklore, Herod- 
otus tells about a dream which forewarned Astyages that 
his grandson, if allowed to live, would overshadow him. 
Later Herodotus narrates the terrible vengeance Astyages 
took upon Harpagus, the man who failed to see to the 
death of the child. In a story which recalls the myth of 
Tantalus ancl his son Pelops, Astyages served Harpagus 
with the flesh of his own son (Hdt. 1.110). 

When Cyrus came of age, he led the Persians in a revolt 
against his Median grandfather in 550, as most scholars 
have interpreted the Nabonidus Chronicle, or, according 
to Drews (1969), in 553. According to Herodotus (1.127— 
28) Cyrus overcame the Medes in two battles. Strabo 
(15.3.8) located the scene of the decisive battle in the plain 
where Cyrus was to build his new capital: “Cyrus held 
Pasargadae in honor because he there conquered Asytages 
the Mede in his last battle, transferred to himself the 
empire of Asia, founded a city, and constructed a palace 
as a memorial to his victory.” 

The Nabonidus Chronicle confirms Herodotus’ account 
(1.127-30) that Cyrus was aided in his victory by the 
defection of Astyages’ own men. Stronach (1971: 4) sug- 
gests that Cyrus’ half-Median background may explain 
why the Medes never revolted against him. 

Ctesias (Kénig 1972: 50) recounts that Princess Amytis 
tried to hide her father in the palace. Though he was 
captured, his life was spared, according to Herodotus 
1.130: “As for Astyages, Cyrus did him no further harm, 
and kept him in his own house tll Astyages died.” 

The apocryphal Additions to Daniel (Bel 1:1; Add Dan 
14:1 i the XX and Vg) asserts: “When King Astyages 
was gatherecl to his ancestors, Cyrus of Persia succeeded 
him” (lit. “received his kingdom”). This is inaccurate on 
two counts: (1) the Medes did not control Babylon; (2) 
Cyrus had tc wrest the kingdom from Astyages in battle. 
See the discussion in Moore Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The 
Additions AB. 


Bibliography 

Culican, W. 1965. The Medes and Persians. New York. 

Diakonoff, I. M. 1985. Media. Vol. 2, pp. 36-148 in The Cambridge 
History of lran, Cambridge. 

Drews, R. 1960. The Fall of Astyages and Herodotus’ Chronology 
of the Eastern Kingdoms. Histona 18:1-11. 


508 - I 


Grayson, A. K. 1975. Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles. Locust 
Valley, NY. 
Konig, F. 1972. Die Perstka des Ktestas von Knidos. Graz. 
Olmstead, A. T. 1948. History of tie Persian Empire. Chicago. 
Stronach, D. 1971. Cyrus the Great. Revue d’archéologie et d’art 
iraniens 7-8:4-21. 
EDWIN M. YAMAUCHI 


ASUR (PERSON) [Gk Asour]. A temple servant who was 
the progenitor of a family which returned from Babylon 
with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:31). Although 1 Esdras is often 
assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, 
this family does not appear among their lists of returning 
exiles (cf. Ezra 2:52; Neh 7:53). Omissions such as this also 
raise questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by 
Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with 
dating events and identifying persons described in | Es- 
dras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


ASYNCRITUS (PERSON) [Gk Asygkritos}. A Roman 
Christian who received greeting from Paul in Rom 16:14 
(see PATROBAS). Asyncritus’ name occurs only twice ac- 
cording to the epigraphical and literary sources from the 
city of Rome (Lampe StadtrChr 140-42, 148). Since the 
name was not common there, it probably indicates that 
Asyncritus immigrated to Rome from the E of the Roman 
Empire. 
PETER LAMPE 


ATAD (PLACE) [Heb °ajad]. Place “beyond the Jordan” 
mentioned in Gen 50:10 and 11 where the funeral cortége, 
bearing the body of Jacob homeward from Egypt to Ca- 
naan for burial, stopped and mourned him for 7 days. 
Since the name occurs in the phrase “géren ha@atad,” some 
have translated this as “threst.ing floor of (the place) Atad,” 
while others have preferrecl to take the whole phrase, 
Goren-ha-Atad, as a place name meaning “the threshing 
floor of (or bordered by) thorns.” According to v 11, the 
local Canaanite inhabitants renamed the place Abel 
Mizraim after observing the great mourning of the Egyp- 
tians. This aetiological explanation seems to be based on 
the wordplay between >ébel “mourning” and 4bél, an ele- 
ment found in toponyms and translated earlier as 
“meadow” but more recently as “watercourse” or “creek.” 
Problems exist in locating .Atad/Abel Mizraim, described 
as being “beyond,” that is, FE “of the Jordan.” While the 
6th century a.p. Madeba mosaic map presents a possibility 
in locating an Alon Atad (terebinth of Atad) near Beth 
Agla (Beth Hogla—modern Deir Hajlah) between Jericho 
and the Dead Sea, this is on the wrong side of the Jordan. 
Also scholars have questioned why the procession would 
choose an indirect route to Hebron which apparently took 
them around the S end of the Dead Sea and northward 
through the Transjordan. Numerous explanations have 
been offered, including that it is a prefiguration of what 
would happen when the bones of Joseph would make the 
same journey, so that even in death, Jacob showed his 
descendents the road to the promised land. Finally it has 
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been suggested that 2 different traditions on the burial 
place of Jacob, one E of the Jordan, the other W in Canaan, 
have been combined in the text. 
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ATARAH (PERSON) [Heb “éjféré]. One of the 2 wives of 
Jerahmeel and mother of Onam (1 Chr 2:26). From the 
list of descendants in vv 29-33, one may conjecture that 
Atarah mothered a more-extended family of Jerahmeelites 
than did Jerahmeel’s 1st wife Hezron. Since Hezron is also 
a place name, Curtis (Chronicles ICC, 93; cf. Myers 1 
Chronicles AB, 14-15) suggests that Atarah derives from 
the place name Ataroth (Num 32:3, 34; Josh 16:7; also 
found in various compound place names Josh 16:5; 18:13; 
and variant compounds Num 32:35; 1 Chr 2:54). He 
further conjectures that Atarah’s position as the 2d wife 
suggests that Jerahmeel’s sons by Hezron were nomad 
families while the descendants of Atarah represented a 
settled life. Atarah means “crown” or “wreath” and is 
derived from the verb meaning “surround.” 
W. P. STEEGER 


ATARGATIS (DEITY). A goddess worshiped in Syria 
in Hellenistic and later times. Her principal cult center was 
the city Hierapolis-Bambyke in Syria (modern Membid)), 
NE of Aleppo. The Hieropolitan temple dedicated to the 
Dea Syria (as Atargatis was widely known) was described 
with tongue-in-cheek credulity by the satirist Lucian of 
Samosata in mid-2d century c.£. Details about the identity 
of the goddess, her iconography, her consort, and the 
cults celebrated in their honor as given by Lucian in his De 
Syria Dea comport nicely with information derived from 
other Gk and Latin authors (PW 2/2: 1896) and surviving 
inscriptions from other sites (see Oden 1977: 47-53). 

The name Atargatis is Sem, of Aram origin, and results 
from the juxtaposition of the names of 2 goddesses of 
great antiquity in the W Sem-speaking regions of Syria. 
The name is found in Aram inscriptions (principally Pal- 
myrene) spelled ‘r‘th and in other Aram inscriptions (e.g., 
Nabatean, Hatran) spelled 7tr‘? (with the initial pharyngeal 
consonant attenuated to a glottal stop). Gk Atargatis is a 
consensus representation with a number of variants. The 
2 elements of the Sem name are ‘tr-, the characteristically 
Aram form of the divine name, best known from Phoeni- 
cian sources as Astarte, and ‘t-, an Aram variant of the 
divine name Anat, spelled ‘nt in Ug texts (on the etymology 
see WbMyth 1/1: 237; Oden 1977: 58-61). 

Another important shrine to Atargatis was founded by 
citizens of the city of Hieropolis resident on the island of 
Delos in a.p. 128/7. Gk inscriptions from this site make it 
certain that the consort of Atargatis was the W Semitic god 
Hadad, also known by the epithet Baal and identified with 
Zeus. Atargatis was correspondingly identified with Hera 
(Oden 1977: 55-58). The union of these 2 divinities was 
celebrated in a ritual of sacred marriage (Gk hieros gamos). 
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Among the Nabateans the male consort was DuSara, later 
identified with Zeus-Hadad. 

A temple of Atargatis, called in Greek the Atargation, is 
mentioned in 2 Macc 12:26. The temple was in the vicinity 
of the Gileadite town of Carnaim (Gk karnion), which 
should be identified with Ashteroth-karnaim of Gen 14:5 
(see CARNAIM). It is possible that Carnaim and the Atar- 
gation were 2 separate places, presumably Seikh Sa‘ad and 
Tell ‘Astara. The town of Karnaim was destroyed by Judas 
Maccabaeus during an expedition into Gilead about 163 
B.c. and the inhabitants who fled to the Alergation were put 
to death (2 Macc 12:18-29, 1 Macc 5:24—25; Josephus Ant 
12.8.4). 

While it is certain that Atargation means “Temple of 
Atargatis” (see for example 1 Macc 5:43-—44), the Biblical 
name Ashteroth-karnaim suggests that there was originally 
a sanctuary of Astarte at the site (see also AAHTAROTH). 
An Egyptian stele at Tell ‘Astara contains a relief of a 
goddess with the horns of a cow; Astarte was often de- 
picted as Hathor in Egypt, and the latter’s iconography 
includes bovine features. The link between Astarte and 
Atargatis is preserved in Strabo’s statement that the Syrian 
goddess was originally called Athara (Geog. 16.4.27). 

Cultic centers for the worship of Atargatis were located 
throughout the ancient Mediterranean world, with Syrian 
centers in Baalbek, Caesarea, Ascalon, Khirbet Tannur, 
Damascus, Palmyra, and Dura Europus. The cult of Atar- 
gatis was popularized by Syrian merchants, slaves, and 
soldiers and by mendicant eunuch priests (Apuleius Met. 
8.24), spreading the cult to Greece, Macedonia, Egypt, 
Italy, and the Balkans. The Temple of Atargatis at Baalbek 
had tame lions, bears, and bulls in its precinct (Lucian De 
Syria Dea 41) and sacred doves were kept at the Temple in 
Hierapolis (Lucian De Syria Dea 14, 41, 54). 

Atargatis was depicted as a mermaid or surrounded by 
dolphins, and her sanctuaries often had sacred pools. 
According to one legend, the Syrian goddess originated 
from an egg which fell from the heavens to the Euphrates 
River. Fish delivered the egg to shore and it was hatched 
by a dove. Zeus rewarded the fish by making them a sign 
in the zodiac. Atargatis was also known as Derceto, who 
was a maiden inspired by Aphrodite with love for a youth 
who was worshipping at her shrine. Derceto gave birth to 
a daughter by this youth but was filled with such shame 
that she exposed the child and attempted to drown herself, 
at which time she was either miraculously turned into a 
fish (Diodorus Sic. 2.4) or saved by fish (Hyginus Astron. 
2.30). The illegitimate child was saved by a fish and raised 
in the Temple of Aphrodite and grew up to be the legen- 
dary Queen Semiramis. Sacred fish were common to the 
cult of Atargatis and laws were enacted to punish those 
who stole or hurt the sacred fish (Lucian De Syria Dea 14, 
47; compare further with Aelian De Nat. Animal. 2.30). The 
priests of Atargatis ate sacred fish meals according to 
Lucian (De Syria Dea 44), and the image of the goddess at 
the Temple at Heiropolis was bathed each year in a sacred 
lake. 
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ATAROTH (PLACE) [Heb ‘dtarét]. A name for 2 differ- 
ent places in the OT. 

1. A fortified town captured by the tribe of Gad (Num 
32:3) from Sihon, king of the Amorites, and Og, king of 
Bashan, on the E side of the Jordan; it was rebuilt for 
cattle and sheep (Num 32:34). 

Mesha, king of Moab in about 830 B.c.£., boasts on the 
Moabite Stone of Ataroth’s destruction (ANET, 320): “Now 
the men of Gad had always dwelt in the land of Ataroth, 
and the king of Israel had built Ataroth for them; but I 
fought against the town and took it and slew all the people 
of the town as a satiation (intoxication) for Chemosh and 
Moab.” Uller.dorf (DOTT) supposes that Mesha captured 
the “altar hearth of David” Carel dawidum), but this refer- 
ence seems to be a proper name for the town chieftan who 
was replaced by the “men of Sharon and Maharith.” rel 
might be similar to the biblical Ariel, which is often thought 
to be an altar hearth in Jerusalem; but it appears doubtful 
that official cultic sacrifice was sanctioned in the 9th cen- 
tury on this side of the Jordan at Ataroth. 

Ataroth, meaning crowns, is a reasonable metaphor for 
an ancient dwelling place, designed with height, to protect 
people and livestock. The modern location for the town is 
identified by consensus with Khirbet SAttards (M.R. 
213109). 

2. A border town shared with Benjamin and belonging 
to Ephraim on the W side of the Jordan, which was 
previously controlled by the Archites (Josh 16:2, 7). ‘The 
Archites are known in the Bible only because king David’s 
loyal diplomat Hushai was an Archite (2 Samuel 15-17). 

Noth recognized that Ephraim (Josh 16:1—3) shared the 
same boundary description as Benjamin (Josh 18:12--13). 
However, it is not clear from the text that Ataroth in 16:2 
is the same as Ataroth-addar in 16:5, since the narrative is 
also minimizing the confused contours of territory allotted 
to Ephraim and the W-Jordan Manasseh—both descen- 
dants of Joseph (see Seebass 1986: 78). Alt (1953: 9-10) 
thinks that this W-Jordan Ataroth is the premonarchic 
name for Mizpah of Benjamin because modern Khirbet 
“Atarah is found at the foot of the ancient remains of Tell 
en Nasbeh, which is ascribed with great controversy to 
Mizpah. Alt conjectures that the name was changed to 
Mizpah during Asa’s reign. Muilenburg (IDB 1: 305) ob- 
jects that the remains at Khirbet ‘Atarah do not date 
earlier than the Roman period, though Alt is merely 
speculating that Tell en Nasbeh had an earlier name which 
is preserved in the local village memory of Khirbet 
©Atarah. 
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ATAROTH-ADDAR (PLACE) [Heb ‘“attdrét >adddr]. A 
border town between Ephraim and Benjamin on the W 
side of the Jordan river (Josh 16:5, 18:13). Many critics 
conclude that the reference to Ataroth in Josh 16:2 has 
left out °adddr, but Boling (joshua AB, 402) suggests that 
the boundary makes more sense if ?addér is dropped from 
Josh 16:5. Thus Ataroth wou.d be the NE border town for 
Ephraim, and Ataroth-addar of Josh 18:13 a S border 
town of Benjamin. 

However, based on LXX (Codex Vaticanus) translations 
of these verses, Albright notices that rather than the ?addér 
of Heb, LX XB has erok (16:5) or orech (18:13), which are 
both misspellings of erek (Heb ?erek). Albright proposes 
that there was an obvious confusion of the Heb 7erek (read 
-arki in 16:2) with ?addar, since dalet, rex, and kap are nearly 
identical in Heb square script. By this reconstruction of a 
very confused text, all references to Ataroth-addar should 
actually refer to the same W- Jordan Ataroth of the Archite 
clan on Ephraim’s NE border. 
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ATER (PERSON) [Heb 4/ér]. 1. Head of a family of 
Babylonian exiles listed as recurnees under the leadership 
of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:16 = Neh 7:21 = 1 Esdr 
5:15). The leader of the clan affixed the family name to 
the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 10:18—Eng 
10:17. Since Ater is a Babylonian name, the name Heze- 
kiah (which follows it immediately in the Zerubbabel list 
and is introduced by /-, “namely,”) is best understood as 
the older Heb name for the family (Ezra JB, 579). For 
further discussion see AKKUB. 

Many do not regard the list and covenant of Nehemiah 
10 as belonging originally in this context. Williamson 
(Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 325-30) surveys various views about 
the origins of this list. He concludes that it was compiled 
from other lists in Ezra and Nehemiah in order to be 
attached to the terms of an agreement drawn up by Nehe- 
miah following his reforms of Nehemiah 13. This docu- 
ment was then kept in the temple archives until it was 
inserted into its present position. (See also Clines 1984: 
199-200; Ezra-Nehemiah AB. 174-75; Jepsen 1954: 87- 
106.) 

2. Head of a family of gatekeepers who are also listed as 
returnees from Babylonian exile under the leadership of 
Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:42 = Neh 7:45 = 1 Esdr 
5:28). 
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CHANEY R. BERGDALL 


ATHACH (PLACE) [Heb ‘atak]. A village in Judah to 
which David sent gifts after his defeat of the Amalekites (1 
Sam 30:30). Most scholars see a connection between this 
Athach and the Ether in Josh 15:42 and 19:7. In Josh 
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15:42 some manuscripts of the LXX read Jthak and Athak, 
among other variants (see NHT, 227). The presence of a 
village called ASHAN or Bor-Ashan in each of the lists in 
Josh 15:42, 19:7 and 1 Sam 30:30 alongside Ether/Athach 
makes the equation of the two all the more tempting, 
though which spelling should receive priority remains an 
open question. The presence of Ether in the MT of 2 of 
the 3 lists tips the scales in its favor in the eyes of many 
(see McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 434; for dissenting opinion to 
the above, see JSBE 1: 349). In either case, a location in the 
Shephelah is likely (cf. Josh 15:33—47, though some schol- 
ars dispute the presence of both Athach/Ether and Ashan 
at Josh 15:42—see the discussion at ASHAN; see MBA, 83) 
McCarter (J Samuel AB, 434) places the site at modern 
Khirbet el-‘Ater, about 15 miles NW of Hebron. 
JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON 


ATHATAH (PERSON) [Heb >atayah]. A Postexilic inhab- 
itant of Jerusalem, the son of Uzziah, and a lay leader 
from Judah (Neh 11:4). Athaiah is described as the family 
head of the clan of Perez. He is identified by some scholars 
with Uthai (Heb ‘wty), who is also described as a member 
of the clan of Perez in a parallel list found in 1 Chronicles 
9 (see v 4; Batten Ezra and Nehemiah ICC, 268; Brockington 
Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 188). However, the list in 
Chronicles is a considerably different recension, shaped 
for other purposes, or, perhaps, by other information 
(Myers I Chronicles AB, 186). As a result, the description 
of subsequent generations is completely at odds with that 
found in Nehemiah (Schumacher IDB 1: 306). 
FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT 


ATHALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘étalyah(i)]. Var. GOTH- 
OLIAH. In addition to the name of an infamous queen of 
Judah (see 3. below), “Athaliah” was also the name of 2 
men listed in the Heb Bible. The meaning of the name 
Athaliah is controversial, since it cannot be traced to a Heb 
verb root. If derived from Akk, the meaning “Yahweh has 
manifested his glory” (IPN, 191) is conceivable. Assuming 
an Ar root, a meaning like “Yahweh is just” (Bauer 1930: 
78) is possible. J. Gray (1 and 2 Kings [3d ed.] OTL, 536) 
also supports an Ar derivation: “In view of the names ‘atal 
and ‘atalan from the Northern Hejaz, we suggest rather an 
Arabic derivation ‘aéala (‘to be abundant, bulky’), the name 
referring, perhaps, to a robust child.” Given the limits of 
our current knowledge, the problem cannot be solved. In 
any case, it is likely that this Heb name represents the 
oldest documented use of a female (see 3. below) having a 
name with the theophoric component “Yahweh.” 

1. The son of Jeroham, and the head of one of the 
prominent Benjaminite families dwelling in Jerusalem (1 
Chr 8:26). The name is part of a longer list of Benjamin- 
ites that appears immediately before the note suggesting 
that the list represents census data taken at the time of the 
exile (1 Chr 9:1). 

2. A descendant of Elam and father of Jesaiah (Ezra 
8:7). The parallel list in ! Esdr 8:33 renders his name 
Gotholiah (Gk Gotholias). His son Jeshaiah accompanied 
Ezra from Babylonia to the river Ahava, and from there 
back to Jerusalem. 


ATHALIAH 


3. Israelite princess who, through marriage into the 
Davidic dynasty, became queen mother of Judah and 
briefly ruled there herself (2 Kgs 8:18 [= 2 Chr 21:6], 26 
{= 2 Chr 22:2-3}; 11:1-20 [= 2 Chr 22:10—23:21]; 2 Chr 
24:7). The actual dates of her reign are disputed: 845— 
839 B.c. (Begrich 1929); 845-840 B.c. (Jepsen and Han- 
hart 1964); 841-835 B.c. (Thiele 1965); 842-837 B.c. 
(Andersen 1969). 

a. Athaliah’s Parentage. The exact parentage of Athal- 
iah is as unclear as is the meaning of her name, although 
her descent from the family of Omri is certain. In 2 Kgs 
8:26 (= 2 Chr 22:2) she is called a “daughter of Omri.” 
On the other hand, in 2 Kgs 8:18 (= 2 Chr 21:6) she is 
called “daughter of Ahab,” though without reference to 
her proper name. The Lucianic branch of the LXX tradi- 
tion has eliminated the contradiction by also reading 2 Kgs 
8:26 as “Ahab” in an obvious attempt at harmonization. 
Josephus, too, echoes that tradition by regularly calling 
her “daughter of Ahab” (Ant 8.15.3; 9.7.1). 

The problem has provoked extended discussion. To 
smooth out the difference, “daughter” in 2 Kgs 8:26 was 
often taken as “granddaughter” (i.e., of Omri). But this is 
just as impossible as interpreting “daughter of Omri” as 
“belonging to Omri’s family” in some broader sense. The 
OT speaks often of the “house of Ahab” but never of the 
“house of Omri.” Thus, the “daughter of Omri” should be 
understood in its literal sense. 

The better and more numerous arguments favor the 
likelihood that Athaliah was a daughter of Omri and 
therefore a sister of Ahab. It would be difficult to reconcile 
her chronological data with that of Ahab if Ahab had been 
her father. Furthermore, the value of the two text tradi- 
tions is unequal: 2 Kgs 8:26 is derived from the Judean 
royal annals, whereas 8:18 is a later theological judgment 
of the Deuteronomist redactors; thus, the older and more 
reliable tradition indicates that Athaliah was a daughter of 
Omri. The designation “daughter of Ahab” (8:18) may 
finally be explained as of secondary origin. (The Syr Pesh- 
itta, incidentally, reads “sister of Ahab” in its rendering of 
the parallel passage, 2 Chr 21:6.) “Daughter of Ahab” 
apparently means “member of the house of Ahab,” a 
phrase also occurring in the same verse. The “house of 
Ahab” had already become a standard term for the Om- 
ridic dynasty. Thus, no textual error needs to be assumed 
in 2 Kgs 8:18. According to Begrich, the most likely 
meaning of the biblical phrase is “. . . for it is from the 
House of Ahab that his wife descended” (1935). It is 
possible that Athaliah was born shortly before Omri’s 
death, grew up as an orphan at the court of Ahab, and 
could therefore be termed a “daughter of Ahab” (Katzen- 
stein 1955). But even this speculation is unnecessary in 
view of the late origin of 2 Kgs 8:18. Therefore, Athaliah 
was the daughter of Omri and sister of Ahab. 

b. Athaliah’s Influence on Judah. In the course of the 
political alliances pursued by Omri and his son and succes- 
sor Ahab, Athaliah was given in marriage to the Judean 
crown prince Jehoram. This political marriage, which took 
place during the reigns of Ahab of Israel and Jehoshaphat 
of Judah in the year 867 B.c. (BHH 1: 144), put an end to 
the latent hostilities and tensions which had _ prevailed 
between the two kingdoms since the death of Solomon. 
The price Israel paid apparently was the complete with- 


ATHALIAEI 


drawal from those territories of the tribe of Benjamin 
which Asa of Judah had occupied a few decades before (1 
Kgs 15:16-22). On the other hand, Judah was in turn 
drawn into the political wake of its stronger neighbor to 
the N. Apparently, however, Judah resisted being lured 
into the battles on Syrian soil. There was no Judean contin- 
gent in the battle of Qarqar (853 B.c.) in which Ahab, 
together with Hadadezer of Damascus, Irhuléni of Ha- 
math, and other allied minor states, managed to halt the 
advance of the Assyrian king Shalmaneser III. 

Athaliah’s husband Jehoram, apparently regent for his 
father Jehoshaphat since 852, ruled only a short time: 
847-845 (according to Jepsen). Ahaziah, Jehoram’s son by 
Athaliah, then ascended the throne. As queen mother, 
Athaliah now held the exalted position of “sovereign” (Heb 
gébird), which included an extraordinary ceremonial posi- 
tion, and probably also special influence on matters of 
state (Molin 1954; on Athaliah’s role as queen mother, see 
Donner 1959 and Ihromi 1974). If, during his brief reign, 
Ahaziah joined Jehoram of Judah in the campaigns against 
the Aramean; at Ramoth-Gilead (2 Kgs 8:28), we must 
assume that, already at that time, Athaliah wielded much 
of the power of government. Ahaziah had gone to be with 
the wounded Jehoram at Jezreel, was there swept up in the 
overthrow of the Omri dynasty, and was assassinated at 
Jehu’s behest (2 Kgs 9:21-29). Another 42 members of 
David’s royal family, who happened to be in the N king- 
dom at the time, were also murdered on Jehu’s orders 
(10:12-14). 

This monstrous carnage, and even more the slaughter 
of Omri’s royal family (i-e., all of Athaliah’s relatives) in 
Jezreel and Samaria, swiftly ended the alliance between 
Judah and Israel. The heavy bloodletting suffered by the 
house of David as a result of the Jehu revolution enabled 
Athaliah to seize absolute power in Jerusalem. Following 
the custom of the usurpers in the N kingdom to annihilate 
completely the overthrown dynasty (1 Kgs 15:29; 16:11; 2 
Kgs 10:17), Athaliah had the surviving males of David’s 
house murdered (2 Kgs 11:1 = 2 Chr 22:10). Thus, the 
“eternal dynasty” almost ended prematurely. Ahaziah’s 
son Joash, however, escaped the massacre (2 Kgs 11:2-3 = 
2 Chr 22:11-].2). 

Athaliah now ruled as absolute monarch for several 
years, a circumstance unprecedented in all the history of 
Israel and Judah until the time of the Hasmoneans. She 
apparently attempted to apply to Judah patterns of Om- 
ridic politics, zs they had been practiced especially by Ahab 
in the N kingdom. Thus, it is historically probable that she 
erected a temple for Baal and granted certain rights to the 
cult of Baal in order to accommodate the traditionally 
Canaanite segment of the population. She found support 
for her rule in certain circles of the court and with the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem (some of whom possibly contin- 
ued to be influenced by Jebusite traditions; 2 Kgs 11:20 = 
2 Chr 23:21; IDB 1: 306). Opposition to her rule, which 
eventually brought about her downfall, came from the 
priests of the temple of Yahweh in Jerusalem, from some 
military circles, and from Judeans with full citizenship. 

In the 7th year of her reign, Athaliah was deposed by a 
palace revolution (2 Kgs 11:4—20 = 2 Chr 23:1—21). The 
instigator of the conspiracy was Jehoiada the priest. He 
and the temple guards (these were “Levites,” according to 
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the Chronicler) proclaimed she youth Joash king within 
the temple precincts. Athaliah, who was apparently sur- 
prised by the events, had no opportunity for any counter- 
measures and was slain in the royal palace (2 Kgs 11:16, 
20). The temple of Baal in Jerusalem was laid waste by the 
“people of the land,” that is, by the citizenry of the prov- 
ince of Judah (11:18). The attempt to introduce into Judah 
a royal rule modeled after that of Omri came to a definitive 
end with Joash’s accession to the throne. (See Stade 1885; 
Rudolph 1950; Liverani 1974; and Levin SBS, 105 for 
discussions of the narrative about the overthrow of Athal- 
iah in 2 Kings 11.) 

The Deuteronomistic redactors of the books of Kings 
attributes the religious apostacy of Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:18) 
and Ahaziah (8:26—27) to Athaliah’s influence over them. 
This accusation becomes much more explicit in the work 
of the Chronicler, which depicts her as responsible for 
Ahaziah’s godlessness (2 Chr 22:3). Chronicles further 
denigrates the image of Athaliah by a remark that is not 
contained in the books of Kings, noting that Athaliah 
allegedly let the temple in Jerusalem go to ruin while 
favoring the cult of Baal (2 Chr 24:7). The Chronicler uses 
this (historically uncertain) allegation in order to explain 
renovations in the temple at tle time of Joash (2 Kgs 12:4— 
16 = 2 Chr 24:4—16). 
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WINERIED THIEL 


ATHARIM (PLACE) [Heb Aa atarim). The name of the 
route the Israelites were following when they were attacked 
by the king of Arad (Num 21:1). The Heb word, preceded 
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by the definite article, is obscure, and LXX4 reads “spies” 
(Heb tartm?). Aharoni (LBHG, 40, 53, 273) identifies it with 
the road that S of Hebron branches SE to Arad, passes 
Aroer and Oboda, and proceeds to Kadesh-Barnea. Al- 
though there are no LB remains, during the monarchic 
period a chain of Israelite forts was built along this road 
(Herzog 1983: map p. 42; Cohen 1985), and it is reason- 
able to assume that it was a significant route in even earlier 
periods (Aharoni et al. 1960). See also RAMAT MATRED. 
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Gary A. HERION 


ATHENOBIUS (PERSON) [Gk Athénobios]. A courtier 
of Antiochus VII Euergetes (Sidetes) (1 Macc 15:28, 32). 
As Antiochus VII sought to reestablish control over the 
lands of the Seleucid kingdom, he sent Athenobius, who 
had the rank of “friend of the king,” as envoy to Simon 
the high priest. Through Athenobius, he demanded either 
the return of Joppa, Gazara, and the citadel in Jerusalem 
(all former Seleucid holdings) or 1,000 talents of silver as 
restitution and tribute. Athenobius interpreted Simon’s 
assumed position and his response as defiance to the king. 
Simon continued the privileges bestowed on Jonathan by 
Alexander Balas (1 Macc 10:88, 89) and Antiochus VI (1 
Mace 11:57, 58), but not reaffirmed by Antiochus VII, 
although he had previously led Simon to believe they 
would be continued (1 Macc 15:2—9). Simon’s response 
that Jerusalem was part of Judea’s original inheritance and 
that Joppa and Gazara were captured only as defensive 
measures was not acceptable to Athenobius. Simon’s coun- 
teroffer of 100 talents of silver as restitution further infu- 
riated Athenobius. As a result of his negative report, 
Antiochus sent Cendebeus to invade Judea (1 Macc 15:35- 
16:10). 
Russet D. NELSON 


ATHENS (PLACE) [Gk Athénai]. ATHENIAN. The polis 
(city-state) of the Athenians which unified the peninsula of 
Attica at an early date, thereby creating a political entity 
geographically defined by sea and mountain with an area 
of approximately 1,000 square miles. The most prominent 
topographical feature of the city itself (37°59'N; 23°44’E), 
situated 3—5 miles inland from its harborage on the Sa- 
ronic Gulf to its W, was the Acropolis, a precipitous mass 
of rock around which the city spread out in roughly 
circular fashion. Lower than the Acropolis and a short 
distance to the NW is the Areopagus, or Mars’ Hill, where 
in A.D. 51 St. Paul preached his sermon on the unknown 
god (Acts 17:16-34). The city wall, originally built in the 
early 5th century B.c. with a circumference of 5—6 miles, 
reached its greatest extent in the 2d century a.p., when 
the Roman emperor Hadrian added a segment in the 
shape of a polygon in the W. Only the vine, the fig, and 
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the olive could thrive in the thin soil, rocky terrain, and 
generally dry climate of Attica, whose chief natural re- 
sources were rich supplies of clay and building stone and 
the mines at Laurium, which yielded a large quantity of 
silver into Roman times. 


A. History 
I. Mycenaean and Hellenic Ages 
2. Hellenistic Age 
3. Athens and Rome 

B. Literature and Philosophy 

C. Antiquities 


A. History 

1. Mycenaean and Hellenic Ages. The story of Athens 
can be told only in broad outline prior to the commence- 
ment of her recorded history in the 7th century B.c. The 
Gk-speaking invaders who ca. 2100 B.c. began moving into 
the Balkan peninsula and imposing their control over the 
earlier inhabitants were attracted to the Acropolis. Athens 
was both a state of secondary importance in the Myce- 
naean Age (ca. 1600-1200 B.c.) and a center of relative 
stability during the Dark Ages (ca. 1200-750 B.c.) that 
followed. 

By the early 7th century B.c., 2 gradual political pro- 
cesses were complete: the unification of Attica and the 
transformation of monarchy into aristocracy. But the 
Council of the Areopagus, the governing body of nobles 
named after the hill where it commonly met, proved 
unable to resolve the social and economic crisis that af- 
flicted Athens (along with the rest of Greece) in the 7th 
century; and it was probably in 594 B.c. that the aristocrat 
Solon was appointed archon with power to reform the 
entire political, judicial, and economic fabric of the polis. 
He refused to make himself tyrant and instituted a set of 
extensive but moderate reforms that pointed Athens 
firmly in the direction of democratic evolution. They nev- 
ertheless failed to eliminate the extreme factionalism that 
was debilitating the body politic, and in 540 B.c. a noble- 
man named Pisistratus took advantage of the situation to 
institute a benevolent tyranny that was to last for 30 years. 
When Pisistratus’ son and successor Hippias was deposed 
in 510 B.c., the old factionalism immediately flared up, 
only to be extinguished once and for all by another aristo- 
cratic lawgiver, Cleisthenes. In the waning years of the 6th 
century, Cleisthenes enacted a series of constitutional re- 
forms that moved Athens still further in the direction of 
total democracy and converted sectionalism and _ aristo- 
cratic rivalry into patriotism and constitutionally regulated 
ambition. 

A stern test awaited the new democracy. During the 
latter half of the 6th century, the Persians had conquered 
Ionia (i.e., the Greek city-states of coastal Asia Minor and 
the nearby islands), and mainland Greece soon lay within 
their designs. A first move was made in 490 B.c., when 
King Darius sent an expeditionary force to subdue Athens. 
Its commander encountered the Athenians on the plain of 
Marathon in NE Attica, and there the Persians suffered 
their first major defeat at the hands of Greek hoplites. 
Marathon, however, gave Athens only temporary respite 
from the threat of Persian domination, for in 480 B.c. 
Xerxes, Darius’ son and heir, personally led a vast army, 
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supported by an armada of comparable size, across the 
Hellespont and into Greece from the N; the Athenians, 
whose triremes constituted half the Greek navy, evacuated 
Athens and joined the allied fleet in the narrows between 
Attica and the island of Salamis, where the Persian armada 
was trapped and annihilated. The next year, the allied 
Greeks destroyed the army Xerxes left behind after his 
personal departure, and the Athenians turned to restoring 
their ravished city. 

The half century that succeeded the Persian wars wit- 
nessed the evolution of Cleisthenic democracy into the 
radical democracy associated with the name of Pericles, 
the dominant figure in Athenian public life from the early 
450s until his death in 429 B.c. It also witnessed another 
event of momentous consequence for the future of 
Greece: Athens succeeded in gradually transforming the 
Confederacy of Delos, organized on that island in 478 B.c. 
by the Athenians and the Aegean Greeks for the purpose 
of liberating the Ionians and driving the Persians out of 
the Aegean, into its own maritime empire. It was this 
empire, and the wealth and naval supremacy it entailed, 
that provoked the grand conflict between Athens and 
Sparta known as the Peloponnesian War (431-404 B.c.). In 
the course of this war, Athens’ strategic advantages and 
military successes were mitigated by a plague that reduced 
her population by a third, by a failure to accept peace at 
the appropriate time, and above all by a disastrous attempt 
to conquer the island of Sicily; eventually, there were no 
more triremes and Athens was blockaded into surrender. 

Athens had. inflicted mass executions and enslavements 
on a number of Greek states that had defied its will; and 
many Athenians reasonably feared that they themselves 
would suffer similar punishment. But the terms of peace 
imposed by Sparta in the spring of 404 B.c., though harsh 
enough for an imperial city, were much more lenient: 
Athens was to relinquish its empire, limit its navy to a 
dozen warships, and demolish a goodly portion of its 
fortifications. Later that year, the democracy was over- 
thrown and the oligarchical regime notorious as the Thirty 
Tyrants began its bloody career; in scarcely more than a 
year, however, the Thirty had been deposed and the de- 
mocracy restored. 

Athens quickly undertook to recover what it could of its 
lost prestige and power, and Athenian maritime fortunes 
prospered to the extent that in 377 B.c. Athens was able to 
form a Second Athenian Confederacy. But Athens’ impe- 
rialist tendencies drove its allies into revolt, and by 348 B.c. 
the Confederacy had disintegrated. In the meantime, a 
new challenge to Athenian maritime supremacy had 
arisen: Philip II of Macedonia, who in the 350s and 340s 
B.c. methodically extended his hegemony over the N Ae- 
gean littoral and into Thessaly and central Greece. The 
Theban and Athenian hoplites who confronted him on the 
plain of Chaeronea in Boeotia (338 B.c.) were unequal to 
the task required of them, and on that day Athens, and 
the other city-states of Greece, ceased to be a determining 
factor in the political life of the ancient world. Philip, 
however, was uncommonly lenient in his treatment of 
Athens: he refrained from invading Attica, restored with- 
out ransom the 2,000 Athenians captured in the battle, 
and conveyec| the Athenian dead to their city under royal 
escort. Once more, as in 404 B.c. and as would be the case 
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again and again, Athens had been saved by its past, notably 
its service to Hellas when the Persians had invaded, and by 
the artistic and intellectual stature it had achieved. 

2. Hellenistic Age. The Hellenistic Age was ushered in 
by the battle of Chaeronea and by the subsequent con- 
quests of Alexander, Philip’s son and successor. As it 
dawned, Athens made a futile attempt to recover its inde- 
pendence by revolting from Macedon in 323 B.c. (at the 
news of Alexander’s death); the following year the Mace- 
donian regent Antipater put down the revolt, replaced the 
Athenian democracy with an oligarchy, and stationed a 
Macedonian garrison in Piraeus, the port of Athens. By 
272 3.c. the grand struggle for power among Alexander’s 
successors had ended and in its course determined that 
the Hellenistic world would have 3 centers of power: the 
kingdoms of Antigonid Macedonia, Seleucid Asia, and 
Ptolemaic Egypt. For mainland Greece, the age ended in 
168 8.c. when the Romans deposed the last of the Antigo- 
nids and divided Macedon into 4 separate republics. Dur- 
ing the late 4th and 3d centuries, the Athenians had to 
accept the presence of foreign garrisons in Piraeus and 
even in the city itself; and the question of whether a citizen 
was pro-Macedonian or nationalist in his political sympa- 
thies gradually became more significant than that of his 
constitutional preference. 

The oligarchy set up by Antipater yielded in 317 B.c. to 
the rule of the Aristotelian philosopher Demetrius of 
Phalerum, maintained in power by Antipater’s son Cassan- 
der. In 307 B.c. Demetrius the Besieger took Athens from 
Cassander and reinstated democracy. Proclaimed as “sav- 
ior-god” by the Athenians, he and his seraglio took up 
residence in the Parthenon. By 276 B.c., Athens had be- 
come a more-or-less-permanent dependent of Demetrius’ 
son Antigonus Gonatas, the philosopher king who 
founded the Antigonid dynasty and treated Athens as the 
spiritual and philosophical capital of his Macedonian 
sphere of authority. This privileged position did not, how- 
ever, prevent Chremonides and his fellow nationalists from 
once again raising Athens in revolt. Despite Athens’ spir- 
ited failure in the Chremonidean War (267-262 B.c.), 
Antigonus was typically lenient when Athens surrendered. 
But the revolt had exhausted the Athenian yearning for 
the old freedom, and for the following century and a half, 
Athens would be content with its role and reputation as 
the cultural and intellectual center of Hellas. Its reward 
for acquiescence and political realism came in 228 B.c., 11 
years after Antigonus’ death, when the Macedonians for a 
price of 150 talents withdrew their troops from Attic soil. 

3. Athens and Rome. Athens remained at peace with the 
Antigonids until Philip V invaded Attica a few months 
before the outbreak of the Second Macedonian War (200- 
197 B.c.), his disastrous conflict with Rome. Athens sided 
with Rome, endured Philip’s repeated devastation of the 
Athenian countryside, and rejoiced with the other Greek 
states when the victorious Roman general Flamininus pro- 
claimed their freedom at the Isthmian Games of 196 B.c. 
Athens was again allied with Rome when the latter de- 
feated Philip’s son and heir Perseus in the Third Macedo- 
nian War (171-168 B.c.) and then converted his kingdom 
into republics. On this occasion (166 B.c.), Athens was 
rewarded more tangibly for its loyalty to Rome, and was 
given possession of the island of Delos, now a free port. 
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Athens nevertheless severed its friendship with Rome in 88 
B.c., when the nationalists exerted themselves one last time 
and seized control of the government from the pro-Roman 
oligarchs. They immediately accepted an alliance with 
Mithridates of Pontus, who was already in the process of 
invading Greece and was now able to use Piraeus as his 
base of operations. The Roman general Sulla soon drove 
Mithridates out of Greece, but Athens was stubbornly 
defended by the nationalists and had to be taken by storm 
(86 B.c.). Given the ancient protocol for dealing with cities 
so captured, Sulla was benign in his treatment of Athens: 
his soldiers were allowed to loot and massacre for a while 
and the ringleaders of the uprising were executed, but no 
further punishment was exacted; with the oligarchs re- 
stored to power, the city was left in possession of its former 
liberty. 

As Athens recovered from the devastation of the Mith- 
ridatic fiasco (the city’s final attempt at political action 
independent of the Romans), it became more than ever a 
cultural center and university town, where the study of 
philosophy and rhetoric flourished. It became the place to 
which Roman senators and other wealthy foreigners sent 
their sons to study (and came themselves to visit and to 
patronize). Hellenistic kings had done so in the past and 
so, before long, would Roman emperors. Julius Caesar 
pardoned Athens for following Pompey in 49—48 B.c., as 
did Octavian and Antony for espousing the cause of the 
republican Brutus in 44-42 B.c. The favors with which 
Antony then courted Athens while he ruled the East came 
to an end only when Octavian, soon to be Augustus, 
defeated him at Actium in 31 B.c., ushering in the period 
of the Roman Empire. Although Octavian deprived Athens 
of the island of Aegina (which Antony had given to Athens) 
and imposed some economic restrictions, he did not other- 
wise penalize the city for supporting his rival; indeed, he 
even confirmed Athenian possession of Attica and 8 is- 
lands, including Salamis and Delos. Athens in fact was 
never incorporated into the Roman provincial system and 
enjoyed the privileged status of civitas foederata, which gave 
Athens judicial authority over its own citizens and ex- 
empted them from the obligation to pay taxes to Rome. 

Athens lost some of its artistic treasures to Caligula and 
Nero, but the emperors of the Ist century otherwise 
treated the city with deference, and at the turn of the 
century (A.D. 98-117) Trajan attempted to rectify the city’s 
fiscal disrepair, which had been initiated by Sulla’s depra- 
dations and aggravated by the exactions imposed on Ath- 
ens during the civil wars marking the end of the Roman 
republic (49-31 B.c.). But the completion of ‘Trajan’s task 
was left to his philhellenic successor Hadrian (a.p. 117— 
138), who, in the most-favored-city tradition of Antigonus 
Gonatas, became Athens’ grandest patron ever. Hadrian 
engaged in a monumental building program intended to 
render the city worthy to be the material and spiritual seat 
of his Union of the Panhellenes (created for the purpose 
of revitalizing Greek civilization). Imperial favors contin- 
ued under Hadrian’s successors Antoninus Pius (A.D. 138— 
161), who endowed a chair of rhetoric, and Marcus Aure- 
lius (A.D. 161—180), who added 4 chairs of philosophy and 
thereby transformed Athens into a true university. 

The deterioration of Athens had already set in before a 
band of Heruli and other Goths overran Attica and pil- 
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laged the city in a.p. 268, the final year of the reign of 
Gallienus, another Athenian. Athens nevertheless man- 
aged to reassert itself, and even to persist as the leading 
center of Hellenic rhetoric and philosophy during the 2 
centuries extending from the conversion of Constantine in 
A.D. 312 to the reign of Justinian (a.p. 527-565), when 
paganism, at least as a publicly practiced religion and 
formally studied system of thought, was gradually (and for 
the most part benignly) eliminated from the Roman Em- 
pire. Athens indeed fared better than other cities at the 
hands of Christian emperors collecting the artistic trea- 
sures of old Greece: Constantine spared Athenian shrines 
when he assembled art works to adorn his new capital on 
the Bosporus, and though Theodosius (a.p. 408-450) 
confiscated famous statues throughout Greece, he did not 
remove the chryselephantine Athena from the Parthenon. 
The Visigoth Alaric left the city of Athens unharmed, but 
the mysteries of Demeter and Core were never revived 
after he sacked Eleusis in a.p. 397, and at some point, 
perhaps not until the 6th century, the Parthenon became 
the Church of the Virgin Mother of God. In a.p. 529 
Justinian, as part of his determined effort to eradicate the 
remaining traces of paganism from the empire, closed the 
philosophical schools of Greece and thereby officially ter- 
minated the intellectual history of classical Athens. 


B. Literature and Philosophy 

The extant literature of Athens begins at the turn of the 
7th—6th century B.c. with the fragmentary poetry of the 
lawgiver Solon, in which he set forth his moral and political 
views. After a hiatus of a hundred years, poetic literature 
resumed under the aegis of the state with the dramas 
produced in competition at the public festivals honoring 
the god Dionysus. The overlapping dramatic careers of 
the great tragic poets (first Aeschylus and then Sophocles 
and Euripides) span almost exactly the 5th century: of 
their surviving plays (which with one exception draw their 
plots from Greek myth and legend), 7 each were written 
by Aeschylus and Sophocles and 18 (possibly 19) were 
written by Euripides. The sole extant representative of the 
Old Comedy, with its fantastic plots and contemporary 
references, is Aristophanes; 11 of his plays have come 
down to us, the first produced in 425 B.c. and the last in 
388. We also possess one complete play and substantial 
portions of several others by Menander (died ca. 290 B.c.), 
the leading poet of the New Comedy—a theater of man- 
ners offering its audiences stylized plots and characters 
derived from daily life. 

The city’s extant prose, far greater in quantity than its 
poetry, may be described under the headings of rhetoric, 
history, and philosophy. Rhetoric was fostered by democ- 
racy with its attendant litigation and public discussion, and 
a large number of speeches on a comprehensive variety of 
topics has been preserved from a period extending from 
about the middle of the 5th to the last quarter of the 4th 
century B.c. Of the Alexandrian canon of ten orators, two 
perhaps are most worthy of mention. The first is Isocrates 
(436-338 B.c.), a failed public speaker but influential 
stylist, who opened a school of rhetoric and in a series of 
closet orations and open letters published his views on 
education, ethics, and political matters. The second is 
Philip II’s antagonist Demosthenes (384—322 B.c.), who 
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attacked the Macedonian king in his PAzlippics and other 
speeches and defended his own political career in his 
oration On the Crown. We possess a substantial historical 
literature by two Athenians: Thucydides (ca. 460—ca. 400 
B.c.), banished for dereliction of duty as a general during 
the Peloponnesian War, whose monumental but unfn- 
ished account of that conflict comes to an end in 411 B.c.; 
and Thucydides’ continuator Xenophon (ca. 428—ca. 354 
B.C.), a prolific writer on a variety of historical and quasi- 
historical subjects whose Hellenica records the history of 
Greece from 411 to 362 B.c. 

Athenian philosophy begins with Socrates, put to death 
in 399 B.c. after being convicted of impiety. Although he 
wrote nothing. the example of his moral convictions, per- 
sonal courage, and dialectic methodology inspired and 
informed the thought of Plato (427-348 B.c.), who was as 
great a writer as he was philosopher, and who made 
Socrates the central character and spokesman of his own 
thought in all but a few of his (later) dialogues. After Plato, 
Athens produced only a single resident philosopher of 
permanent significance, Epicurus (341-270 B.c.), who in 
fact had been born and raised on the island of Samos off 
the coast of Asia Minor. 

The Attic dialect as written by Plato and the orators 
would long continue to provide the dictional standard of 
rhetoric and learned discourse in Greece, and by the 4th 
century B.c. this dialect was spreading widely abroad as 
the Koine, in which the LXX and the NT would be com- 
posed. But by the early 3d century B.c. the literary and 
philosophic creativity of Athens had been spent. Even so, 
the influence of Plato and the Academy he founded about 
385 B.c., which enjoyed a continuous existence until Jus- 
tinian’s edict in a.p. 529, functioned as a kind of philo- 
sophical lodes-one, and the intellectual vigor and promi- 
nence of Athens was maintained by a constant and 
abundant influx of immigrant philosophers. The first of 
these was the greatest: Aristotle of Stagira (384-322 B.c.), 
who came to Athens at the age of 17 to study under Plato 
and returned in 335 B.c. to establish his own school at the 
Lyceum, that of the Peripatetics. Aristotle’s successor as 
head of the school, Theophrastus (died ca. 287 B.c.), best- 
known in more modern times for his Characters (30 
sketches of ridiculous character types), came from the 
island of Lesbos. Another such immigrant was Zeno (335- 
263 B.c.), who came from the island of Cyprus and was 
probably not even a Greek; he founded the Stoic school of 
philosophy and became the admired friend of Antigonus 
Gonatas. 

The permanently altered circumstances of Athens’ intel- 
lectual and political life, as well as the cosmopolitanism 
that characterized Hellenistic and Roman Greece, are svm- 
bolized by the composition of a political delegation the 
Athenians sent to Rome in 155 B.c.: its members were the 
heads of the Academy (Carneades of Cyrene), the Lyceum 
(Critolaus from Lycia), and the Stoa (Diogenes of Baby- 
lon). Foreigners continued to dominate the study of phi- 
losophy at Athens until the very end; for example, Proclus 
(5th century 1.D.), a leading representative of the final 
flowering of Greek philosophy known as Neoplatonism 
(mid-3d to mid-6th century A.D.), was born in Lycia, even 
though he spent much of his life at Athens and served as 
head of the academy. 
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The study of rhetoric, that other pillar of Athens’ intel- 
lectual life, was also sustained by immigrants after the 4th 
century B.c. But perhaps the most illustrious of this disci- 
pline’s later Athenian masters was a native, the fabulously 
wealthy Herodes Atticus, consul at Rome in a.p. 143, one 
of Marcus Aurelius’ teachers, «nd probably his city’s most 
munificent private benefactor. 


C. Antiquities 

This survey of the material remains of classical Athens 
will take the perspective of St. Paul (who visited the city in 
A.D. 51), and will make reference chiefly to those monu- 
ments whose state of preservation (or modern restoration) 
renders them easily identifiable even today (see Fig. 
ATH.01). Construction dates will be given in parentheses. 

If, as is virtually certain, Paul traveled by ship from 
Berea in Macedonia to-Athens (Acts 17:10—15), the Doric- 
style temple of Poseidon (ca. 444 8.c.) would have come 
into view on the edge of the cliff as his vessel rounded 
Cape Sunium at the tip of Attica on its way to the port of 
Piraeus. After disembarking at Piraeus, Paul would have 
approached the city passing through the outer Ceramicus, 
the burial grounds (just outside the W walls) whose streets 
were lined with graves and cenotaphs surmounted with 
stone stelae, often adorned with relief sculpture (many 
still 2n setu). Paul would have entered the city from the NW, 
through either the Dipylon Gate or the adjacent Sacred 
Gate. The road from either would have taken him into the 
Athenian agora where he could have talked with passersby 
and engaged in discourse with Stoic and Epicurean philo- 
sophers (Acts 17:16-18). On a knoll at its W edge stood 
the Hephaesteum (449-444 3.c.), a Doric temple dedi- 
cated to Hephaestus and Athena with metope sculpture 


ATH.01. Map of ancient Athens. 7, Outer Ceramicus; 2, Dipylon Gate; 3, Sacred 
Gate; 4, Agora; 5, Hephaesteum; 6, Stoa of Attalus; 7, Gate of Athena Archegetis; 
8, Roman Agora; 9, Horologion; 10, Areopagus (see Fig. ARE.01); 77, Acropolis 
(see Fig. ATH.02); 72, Theater of Dionysus; 73, Monument of Lysicrates; 14, 
Temple of Olympian Zeus; 75, Stadium; 76, Arch of Hadrian; 17, New Athens; 78, 
Library of Hadrian; 79, Monument of Philonappus; 20, Theater of Herodes Atticus. 
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depicting the exploits of Heracles and Theseus. Directly 
across from the Hephaesteum and running along the E 
side of the agora was the two-tiered Stoa of Attalus (a gift 
of Attalus II, king of Pergamum in Asia Minor from 159 
to 138 B.c.), fully restored in 1953-56 to serve as a mu- 
seum for the artifacts from the agora excavations con- 
ducted by the American School of Classical Studies at 
Athens. 

Strolling eastward from the S end of the Stoa of Attalus, 
Paul would have soon reached the gate of Athena Arche- 
getis (erected by Augustus ca. 10 B.c.), the Doric-style 
propylon that served as the W (and main) entrance to the 
Roman agora. Had he continued through the agora and 
exited by its E propylon, he would have observed before 
him and slightly to his left the Horologion or “Tower of 
the Winds” (built by the astronomer Andronicus of Cyr- 
rhus shortly after 50 B.c.), a low, octagonal marble tower 
that functioned as a combination sundial, water clock, and 
weather vane. 

When Paul stood on the Areopagus (Acts 17:19—22), he 
would have had an excellent view of the Acropolis, about 
140 ft. higher and a short distance to the SE, and of the 
four buildings that were constructed there in the 5th 
century B.c. These four buildings (see Fig. ATH.02), all in 
Pentelic marble, sum up the achievement of democratic 
Athens in the fields of architecture and sculpture. An 
entrance ramp ascended the Acropolis by its narrow W 
slope and terminated at the Propylaea (437-432 B.c.), its 
monumental gateway incorporating an interior Ionic col- 
onnade into a fundamentally Doric design. Atop the bas- 
tion that juts out W from the S wing of the Propylaea 
stood the temple of Athena Nike (427—424 B.c.), a small, 
graceful Ionic structure screened from the 3 edges of the 
bastion by a marble parapet with a frieze of Victories and 
seated Athenas sculpted around its outer face (ca. 410 
B.c.). Surmounting the Acropolis as its largest building and 
rising above all other structures was the Parthenon (447— 
438 B.c.), a Doric-style temple dedicated to Athena Polias 
whose proportions and optical refinements bring to its 
natural Doric sturdiness the gracefulness one associates 
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ATH.02. Plan of the Acropolis at Athens. 7, Propylaea; 2, Temple of Athena Nike; 
3, Parthenon; 4, Erechtheum; 5, Theater of Dionysus; 6, Theater of Herodes 
Atticus. (Redrawn from G. W. Botsford and C. A. Robinson, Jr., Hellenic History 
{New York: Macmillan, 1956], 246.) 


ATHENS 


with the Ionic order; its Doric frieze of triglyphs and 
sculpted metopes and the statuary of its two pediments 
were complemented with a continuous Ionic frieze depict- 
ing the Panathenaic procession. Near the N rim on the 
Acropolis, at about its midpoint, Paul would have seen an 
Ionic temple of unique design, the Erechtheum (421—405 
B.c.), where both Athena and Poseidon were worshiped; 
constructed on two levels, it has a lower N porch looking 
out toward the Roman agora; on its S (Parthenon) side at 
the higher level is the small, exquisite porch of the Cary- 
atids, columns sculpted in the form of maidens. 

Cut into the steeply rising SE slope of the Acropolis was 
the theater of Dionysus. Built mostly of wood during the 
golden era of Athenian drama, it was finally reconstructed 
with stone in the latter half of the 4th century B.c. and 
continued to receive modifications throughout antiquity. 
The space between the upmost level of seats and the 
Acropolis wall was lined with monuments erected by victo- 
rious choregi, the wealthy sponsors of the choral and dra- 
matic competitions, to support the tripods they had been 
awarded as their emblem of victory. The Street of the 
Tripods, a short distance E of the Acropolis, was similarly 
lined. There the monument of Lysicrates (334 B.c.) is still 
in situ; it is a splendid structure of fine marble with 6 
Corinthian columns describing its cylindrical form, and is 
the only choregic monument to have survived almost com- 
pletely intact. 

Had Paul journeyed SE as far as the city wall, one 
monument above all others would have impressed itself on 
his vision; the unfinished Temple of Olympian Zeus, 16 of 
whose grand columns remain in situ (all but one still 
standing). Begun in the 6th century by the tyrant Pisistra- 
tus as a Doric temple in poros, it was brought to half- 
completion in 174-165 B.c. as a Corinthian-style marble 
temple by Antiochus Epiphanes, king of Syria. Beyond the 
city gates in the SE and on the far bank of the Ilissus lay 
the stadium; built ca. 330 B.c. for the Panathenaic games 
and frequently modified and put to other uses in subse- 
quent antiquity. It was fully reconstructed at the turn of 
the last century and in 1896 was the inaugural site of the 
modern Olympic Games. 

The task of completing the Temple of Olympian Zeus 
fell to the emperor Hadrian (A.p. 117-38), who also 
adorned Athens with such additional monuments as the 
arch and the library which both bear his name. The 
former, located immediately N of the Temple, is a double- 
tiered edifice done in the Corinthian manner that func- 
tioned as a dividing gateway between old Athens and 
Hadrian’s New Athens. The latter was built just across a 
major thoroughfare from the N side of the Roman agora; 
a variety of marbles were prominently displayed in its 
construction. 

Finally, two other post-Pauline monuments require no- 
tice, each associated with an illustrious citizen and great 
private benefactor of Athens. The first is the monument 
of Philopappus (a.p. 114—16), the remains of which still 
rise 40 feet above the summit of the Hill of the Muses at 
what had been the SW corner of the ancient city (before 
Hadrian’s extension of the city walls in the W). Adorned 
with an elaborate arrangement of columns and statuary, it 
was erected by the Athenians as a burial vault for Antio- 
chus Phiiopappus, an exiled prince of Commagene who 
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settled in Athens and became a Roman consul. The second 
is the Roman-style theater located just off the SW corner 
of the Acropolis and donated by Herodes Atticus in honor 
of his wife (d. a.p. 160). It is the last of the grand monu- 
ments of Athens still represented by substantial remains, 
and in recent years it has been restored to regular usage 
for musical and dramatic performances. 
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ATHLAIT (FERSON) [Heb ‘atlay]. A descendant of Bebai 
and one of the returned exiles who was required to divorce 
his foreign wife (Ezra 10:28). Athlai is a shortened form 
of Athaliah—‘‘Yahweh has revealed his loftiness” (JPN, 
191). In the parallel text of 1 Esdr 9:29, the name Emathis 
appears in the position Athlai holds in Ezra 10:28. Athlai 
was a member of a family from which groups of exiles 
returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:11; Neh 7:16) and later 
with Ezra (Ezra 8:11). For further discussion, see BE- 
DEIAH. 
JEFFREY A. FAGER 


ATONEMENT IN THE NT. In discussions about 
the NT, “the Atonement” is generally understood to refer 
to the work o* Jesus in putting right the human situation 
in relation to God. Throughout the course of Christian 
history this has been associated above all with the death of 
Jesus. Such a view can claim considerable support from 
the NT (cf. 1 Cor 15:3; Col 1:22; 1 Pet 2:24). However, it 
should also be noted that the saving work of Christ is just 
as often associated with the resurrection (cf. 1 Cor 15:17; 
1 Pet 1:3; see especially Hooker 1978 in relation to Paul). 
One should therefore be wary of restricting NT views 
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about the atoning work of Christ to discussions of the 
meaning of Jesus’ death alone. 


Introduction 

Sacrifice 

Redemption 

Victory over Evil Powers 
Reconciliation 
Revelation 

Conclusion 
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A. Introduction 

One notable feature of NT ideas about the atonement is 
their variety. Not only are differences found between NT 
writers but even the same writer can use what appears at 
times to be a bewildering variety of models and images to 
describe how the life, death, arid resurrection of Jesus have 
changed the human situation. Sometimes too a writer can 
combine different images within a single sentence (cf. John 
1:29 discussed below). Further, the NT is “more con- 
cerned with the nature of salvation than the precise way in 
which it has been achieved” (Marshall 1974: 169). Thus it 
would probably be wrong to press any one image too far 
and claim that this represents the central NT view. 

The variety of different descriptions of the atonement 
is due in part to the variety cf ways in which the human 
situation itself is described. Very different models and 
categories are used to describe the “lost” condition of the 
human race prior to Christ, and the corresponding change 
brought about by the Christ event. Different descriptions 
of the human situation inevitably lead to different expla- 
nations of how this has been altered by the work of Christ. 
Thus if the human condition is described in terms of 
(individual) sins, the atonement can be naturally conceived 
as a sacrifice which deals with sins. If the human situation 
is described in terms of being under hostile powers, the 
atonement can be described as a rescue from, or a victory 
over, those powers. If the human situation is seen as one 
of ignorance, the atonement can be seen as enlightenment 
or revelation. Subsequent Christian theology has often 
fastened on to some of these: models of atonement and 
absolutized one (or more) of them. However, such a re- 
stricted view is never that of the NT writers. 

We consider in turn some of the various categories used 
to describe the atoning work of Jesus in the NT. 


B. Sacrifice 

The claim that Jesus’ death on the cross should be seen 
as a sacrifice has exerted enormous influence on subse- 
quent Christian theology and piety. It is quite clear that 
such language has deep roots in the NT itself. It is proba- 
bly reflected in references to fesus’ death as “blood” (e.g., 
Rom 5:9; cf. Dunn 1974: 133) and in many of the refer- 
ences to Jesus’ death being “for many/our sins/us/others” 
(cf. Mark 14:24; 1 Cor 15:3). Further, it is clear that this 
kind of language can be traced to a very early period 
within primitive Christianity, being reflected in the synop- 
tic tradition (Mark 14:24), in Hebrews (cf. 2:9; 7:27), in 
what are probably pre-Pauline formulations (Rom 3:25f.; 
1 Cor 15:3), as well as in the Johannine tradition (cf. John 
1:29; 11:50). Moreover, such language is frequently re- 
lated to an analysis of the human situation in terms of 
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sinfulness: Jesus’ sacrificial death enables the sins of the 
world to be forgiven. Indeed for many contemporary 
Christians, such an idea is regarded as the model of the 
atonement. 

The use of such ideas applied to Jesus’ death is not 
surprising, given the widespread use of sacrifice in the 
ancient world. However, the precise background of the 
application of such ideas to the death of Jesus is much 
debated. Despite the existence of the sacrificial cult in 
Judaism, it is recognized that the use of sacrificial language 
to apply to the death of a person is rather harder to parallel 
in pre-Christian Jewish tradition. The idea of people “dy- 
ing for (hyper)” others can be paralleled extensively in non- 
Jewish Greek thought (see Williams 1975; Hengel 1981: 
1-32). Such an idea is less easy to find in Judaism. It 
appears to surface in the text of 4 Maccabees, which may 
be extensively influenced by Hellenistic thought (see Wil- 
liams); it is also present in the famous Suffering Servant 
passage of Isa 52:13-—53:12, and also in later rabbinic 
traditions about the atoning value of the death of the 
righteous (though it is not certain how far these ideas 
would have been current prior to 70 c.g.; see Williams 
1975: 121-35). 

One must however be wary of making sacrificial lan- 
guage too monochrome. The sacrificial cult within Judaism 
and elsewhere was very varied and included provision for 
many different kinds of sacrifice (see Young 1979: 35-70). 
Some (but not all) sacrifices were to do with sins. In the 
Jewish cult these were the “sin-offerings.” But there were 
also thank-offerings, offered by the worshipper to God in 
grateful thanks, but with no explicit idea of atoning for 
sins. Judaism knew of other kinds of sacrifice as well: there 
was the Passover sacrifice, commemorating God’s great act 
of liberation of Israel at the Exodus; there was also the 
sacrifice which accompanied the ritual of the making of 
the covenant. Neither of these had anything to do with sin 
directly. Thus one should not necessarily subsume every 
reference to Jesus’ death as a sacrifice under the category 
of a sin-offering. 

The rationale of the Jewish sacrificial system has been 
much discussed, though with no very conclusive results. 
Judaism provided no explicit rationale for sacrifice: it was 
simply the God-given way of dealing with sin, and as such 
was to be accepted gratefully and humbly. Much discussion 
has also taken place over whether Jewish sacrifice, and/or 
Christian interpretations of Jesus’ death as a sacrifice, 
should be regarded as “propitiatory” (i.e., averting the 
anger of a personal deity) or “expiatory” (i.e., nullifying 
the effects of sin). The idea of appeasing an angry god by 
sacrifice is certainly present in some non-Jewish ideas of 
sacrifice. Much hinges on the translation of the word 
hilaskesthai (and cognates) in the NT, and the equivalent 
OT words (usually kpr). In non-Jewish Gk, the word clearly 
carries ideas of propitiation. However, in a classic essay 
Dodd (1935: 82-95) argued that Jewish and Christian 
usage differs from that decisively. Here, almost uniformly, 
the words are used in such a way that God (or His repre- 
sentative) is always the subject, not the object of the action 
in question; the object is always sin or its effects. This then 
demands an interpretation of expiation, not propitiation, 
since God can scarcely be said to propitiate himself in any 
very meaningful sense. Dodd’s arguments have convinced 
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many that the NT does not think of Jesus’ death as appeas- 
ing God’s anger; rather, God, through Jesus, deals with 
and nullifies sin and its effects. (Cf. Young 1975: 72 and 
many others; for the contrary view, see Morris 1955: 125— 
85; Hill 1967: 23-48.) 

The precise way in which an expiatory sacrifice was 
thought to “work” is never clarified. It has been maintained 
by some that an element of substitution was always under- 
stood and that the sacrificial victim was thought of as 
enduring the (divine) punishment for the sin committed, 
thus enabling the sinner to go free. Such a model has of 
course exerted considerable influence on popular Chris- 
tian piety as an interpretation of Jesus’ atoning death. 

This probably reads too much into the rationale of the 
sacrificial system. It is in fact very unlikely that the sacrifi- 
cial victim was ever thought of as a substitute in this way. 
Such a rationale might lie behind the ceremony of the Day 
of Atonement, when the priest laid hands on one of the 
goats, thereby transferring the sins to the goat (Lev 16:21). 
However, this goat was not sacrificed: the goat on whom 
the sins were “laid” was the scapegoat which was driven 
away into the desert, and it was the other goat which was 
offered in sacrifice. In fact it was considered vitally impor- 
tant that the sacrificial victim should be pure (see Young 
1979: 52). Thus it is unlikely that the sacrificial system was 
ever conceived of in such a substitutionary sense. 

Substitutionary ideas have been thought to lie behind 
much of Paul’s language, though many would argue that 
“representation” rather than “substitution” does far more 
justice to Paul’s thought. (See Hooker [1971 and 1978]. 
Dunn [1974] argues that this is inherent in the rationale 
of sacrifice itself, though this probably reads too much 
into the texts.) Jesus’ death is seen as the point at which 
Jesus joins humanity at its point of final annihilation and 
lostness; however, through the resurrection, Jesus over- 
comes death and becomes the source of new life for all 
who are “in” him. Such a model is well summed up by 
Irenaeus’ summary statement “he became what we are so 
that we might become what he is.” Jesus’ life, death, and 
resurrection are thus “vicarious” in the sense of achieving 
something for others by taking their place; but it is not 
“substitutionary” in the sense that Jesus takes the place of 
human sinners whilst they go free (or elsewhere): human 
beings are summoned to join Jesus. 

The importance of other sacrificial language in Paul is 
debated. Certainly Paul uses a variety of metaphors. Jesus’ 
death can be seen variously as a new Passover sacrifice (1 
Cor 5:7), a new covenant sacrifice (1 Cor 11:25), perhaps 
as a sin-offering (Rom 8:3, though the precise interpreta- 
tion is disputed), perhaps as the sin-offering of the Day of 
Atonement (cf. hilastérion in Rom 3:25: again the precise 
reference is disputed, but see Stuhlmacher 1986: 94-109). 
Some have argued that all such language is pre-Pauline, 
and that Paul’s “real” thought is to be located elsewhere 
(cf. BINT, 295-306; Kasemann 1971: 39—46). Certainly 
the importance of the solidarity of Jesus and the Christian 
is of vital importance for Paul (so Bultmann, cf. also the 
previous paragraph, though whether such an idea is due 
to the adoption of Gnostic categories [so Bultmann also] is 
more debatable). Also the importance of the cross as 
showing the radical lostness of human beings who cannot 
save themselves (so Kasemann) is fundamental for Paul (cf. 
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Romans |]—3). Nevertheless one should perhaps be wary of 
dismissing sacrificial categories as of no concern to Paul 
simply because they are taken over from tradition. Paul’s 
use of his tradition presumably implies a measure of 
agreement with it, and one should perhaps accept a rich 
variety in Paul’s interpretation of the atonement. 

Sacrificial language dominates in the exposition of the 
author of Hebrews. In particular, the writer sees Jesus’ 
death in termis of the great sacrifice of the Jewish Day of 
Atonement. (See especially Hebrews 9-10.) Here, in a 
highly suggestive use of imagery, the author sees the 
Jewish rite fulfilled in Jesus’ death whereby Jesus is both 
the priest and the sacrificial victim so that he offers him- 
self. It is peraaps worth noting, however, that the author 
does not use this language simply to explain the atone- 
ment. Rather, he uses it primarily to show that the whole 
of the old Jewish sacrificial cult has now been superseded. 
This then forms a crucial part of the writer’s exhortation 
to his readers not to lapse back into Judaism. The writer 
never gives arly rationale of the sacrificial system: he simply 
assumes without question that “without the shedding of 
blood there is no forgiveness” (Heb 9:22; cf. Taylor 1945: 
125). As far as the author is concerned, the only question 
is whether “blood” still needs to be sacrificed or not. 
Alongside this idea, the writer of Hebrews also develops 
the idea that Jesus’ death inaugurates the new covenant, 
and hence Jesus’ death is to be seen as a covenant sacrifice 
(cf. Heb 7:22; 8:6; 9:15; and see Young 1979: 149). Again, 
however, the main point of the discussion is to show that 
the old covenant has now become outmoded. Thus the 
whole argument of Hebrews, which is so clearly indebted 
to sacrificial categories, ends up by being almost anti- 
sacrificial in its insistence on the finality of Christ’s saving 
work. 

Sacrificial language is also to be found in John, though 
the highly ailusive way in which John writes sometimes 
makes it difficult to determine his precise meaning. How- 
ever, it is probable that the words of John the Baptist in 
John 1:29 (“Behold the Lamb of God”) refer to Jesus as 
the Paschal lamb. This would tie in with the fact that Jesus’ 
death in John coincides with the slaughtering of the Pas- 
chal lambs (cf. John 19:14); further, the fact that none of 
Jesus’ bones is broken “fulfills” scripture, and the scripture 
in question is probably the instruction about the way in 
which the Passover lambs are to be killed (John 19:36 cf. 
Exod 12:46). However, the further words of John the 
Baptist (‘. .. who takes away the sin of the world”) may be 
introducing quite different sacrificial ideas, since the Pass- 
over sacrifice was generally not thought of as expiatory. 

The exten: to which sacrificial ideas can be traced back 
to Jesus himself is debated. Many have claimed that Jesus 
did foresee, and interpret, his own death in terms of a 
sacrifice for sin, with reference to the prophecy of Deu- 
tero-Isaiah about the Suffering Servant. Prime evidence 
for this would be the two synoptic sayings in Mark 10:45; 
14:24. (See, with varying nuances, Taylor 1937; Jeremias 
1966: 225-31; Hengel 1981: 65-75; StuhIlmacher 1986: 
16-29.) However, the theory that Isaiah 53 was fundamen- 
tal for Jesus is radically questioned today (see Hooker 
1959). The language of Mark 14:24 is more closely con- 
nected with the idea of the (new) covenant than with that 
of expiatory sacrifice. The thought may be as much to do 
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with the establishment of a new (covenant) community as 
with the forgiveness of sins by a sacrifice. The language of 
Mark 10:45 is also difficult to relate directly to Isaiah 53. 
The “ransom” (lytron) of Mark 10:45 is not really the 
equivalent of the Servant’s death seen as an 7aSam (sin- 
offering) since the two ideas are quite different (see Bar- 
rett 1959; Hooker 1959: 74-79). In any case it is not 
certain how justified it is to trace these sayings back to the 
pre-Easter Jesus, and, for example, many would regard 
the ransom saying in Mark 10:45b as a post-Easter gloss 
on what may well have been a dominical saying about the 
importance of serving in Mark 10:45a (cf. Luke 22:27). 
(Cf. Lohse 1963: 117—22; Williams 1975: 211-12.) How- 
ever, the category of “ransom” (lytron) in Mark 10:45 leads 
on to the next major category} discussed here. 


C. Redemption 

The language of “redemption” (apolytrésts) would have 
had a rich background for any Ist-century audience. Slaves 
could be “redeemed” by paying a suitable ransom price; so 
too could prisoners of war. The association of this lan- 
guage with freeing slaves made it natural for Jews to use 
the vocabulary of redemption to refer above all to the 
great act of liberation by God in rescuing the Israelites 
from slavery in Egypt (cf. Lieut 7:8 and elsewhere). Al- 
though the redemption of slaves or prisoners in the secular 
realm always involved the payment of a ransom price 
(lytron), it is very doubtful if Jews ever thought in such 
concrete terms in speaking of God’s action at the Exodus 
as a redemption. Rather, Crod’s “redeeming” of Israel 
simply referred to His rescue. with no idea of a price being 
paid. (See Hill 1967: 49-81 contra Morris 1955: 9-59.) 

NT writers used this language freely, bringing out dif- 
ferent aspects of the imagery evoked. Thus texts such as 
Luke 24:21 simply refer to GGod’s hoped-for intervention 
in the future in bringing liberation. The same is probably 
true in Rom 8:23. 

Whether NT writers ever conceived of Jesus’ death as a 
“ransom price,” a price that had to be paid to secure the 
release of humanity, is more uncertain. This idea became 
extremely popular in patristic thought with great discus- 
sions about whom the pric was paid to (God? or the 
Devil?) and the nature of the transaction involved. It is 
however difficult to find such ideas in the NT itself (though 
see Marshall 1974 for a different view). Texts like Eph 1:7 
(“redemption through his blcod”) and 1 Pet 1:18—19 (“you 
were redeemed . . . with the precious blood of Christ”) can 
scarcely be made to support the theory of Jesus’ death as a 
ransom price paid, since both texts do not use the Gk 
construction of a genitive of price. Both are using the 
language of redemption more generally to claim that the 
liberation which the Christian can now enjoy has been 
achieved by means of Jesus’ death, without spelling out the 
means more precisely (see Hill 1967: 70—74). 

The related language of Paul, “you were bought with a 
price” (1 Cor 6:20; 7:23), should also probably not be 
pressed too far. Paul is simply using the language of the 
slave market to stress the fact that Christians have now 
changed their allegiance: they are no longer under their 
old master (sin or whatever); they are now under a new 
master in God. The precise nature of the price is not 
discussed. Similarly Paul’s language of Jesus “redeeming” 
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those under the curse of the Law by becoming a curse for 
us (Gal 3:13; 4:5) can only with difficulty support the view 
that Jesus’ death is being interpreted as a ransom price 
paid in a substitutionary sense. Far more important for 
Paul here seems to be the representative nature of Jesus’ 
death (see Hooker 1971). Jesus’ becoming a curse for 
humanity involves his joining humanity; his life of obedi- 
ence to death, and his vindication by God in the resurrec- 
tion, annuls the curse of the Law and enables the new life 
of freedom to be available to all who are “in” him (cf. Gal 
3:14). Again, the language of “redeeming” is probably 
being used in general terms to indicate the liberation (here 
from the Law) achieved by Jesus, but without pressing the 
analogy of secular redemption any further to think in 
terms of specific ransom prices. 

The nearest one gets to an idea of a price being paid is 
in Mark 10:45, where Jesus’ death is said to be a lytron anti 
pollon, “a ransom for many.” The use of anti (“in place of,” 
“for”), if pressed, does suggest ideas of substitution and 
equivalence, and the ransom idea in /ytron could be said to 
reinforce this. However, one should not read too much 
into this. There is for example no talk of “sin” here and 
one should not necessarily interpret the verse as implying 
a view of Jesus’ death as an expiatory sacrifice for sin with 
a substitutionary idea of sacrifice implied. This probably 
confuses categories unnecessarily. There is a close parallel 
to the ideas concerned in 4 Macc 17:22 (see Williams). 
However, it is as likely that the lytron vocabulary ts intended 
to evoke the language of the great act of redemption in 
the OT whereby Yahweh redeemed the Israelites from 
Egypt and established them as the chosen nation. The 
communal, even covenantal, overtones of the language 
may be just as important as any ideas of precise equivalents 
in ransom prices paid (see Hooker 1959: 77—78). 


D. Victory over Evil Powers 

The language of redemption, when used against an OT 
background, can very easily slide into a rather different 
model to describe the atonement: that of victory. Yahweh’s 
action on behalf of Israel constituted not only a setting 
free of the nation, but also a victory over the forces of 
Pharaoh. This idea of victory is certainly applied to the 
death of Jesus in the NT. The language assumes a some- 
what dualistic view of the universe, with other spiritual 
powers holding sway over the human race. Jesus’ death is 
then seen as a victory over these powers. Aulen (1931) has 
shown how influential this view of the atonement was in 
patristic thought and how it has dropped out of later 
theological reflection. The locus classicus for this view is Col 
2:14-15 and it is implied in many other NT passages. Paul 
sometimes speaks of various other spiritual powers being 
now subject to Christ (1 Cor 15:24-25; Phil 2:10; Rom 
8:35-38); indeed much of Paul’s language about the over- 
throw of the power of sin could be classified in this cate- 
gory, since frequently Paul appears to conceive of sin as a 
malignant power (cf. Rom 7:7—11) rather than a series of 
human wrongdoings (cf. also Kasemann 1971: 44). 

Elsewhere in the NT, the powers opposed to God are 
conceived as concentrated in a single Devil figure and 
Jesus’ death is interpreted as the final overthrow of Satan 
(Heb 2:14; John 12:31; 1 John 3:8; Rev 12:7—-12). As with 
the other categories considered, the precise details of the 
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image are never worked out. It is never stated just how the 
Devil and/or other powers are defeated by Jesus’ life, 
death, and resurrection. Col 2:14—15 uses the striking 
imagery of a military victory parade with the disarmed 
powers actually nailed to the cross. The Johannine tradi- 
tion appears to be based on a forensic model: Satan’s 
overthrow is his final condemnation in, and eviction from, 
the divine law court (cf. John 16:11; Revelation 12). All the 
NT talk of the resurrection as the victory over the powers 
of death and enabling the Christian to share the conse- 
quences of that victory (cf. 1 Cor 15:57) may also be 
included in this category. 


E. Reconciliation 

All the categories discussed so far could be considered 
slightly “impersonal” (God dealing with sin, or achieving 
victory over other powers, almost extra nos, “apart from 
us”). It is worth recalling that the NT can refer to the work 
of Christ in a much more personal way, with the language 
of reconciliation. This language is not common in the NT, 
being confined to the Pauline tradition. Where sacrificial 
language conceives of the human situation in terms of 
sinfulness, reconciliation language thinks in terms of per- 
sonal relationships, severed and restored. It is also striking 
that Paul is evidently not bound by any one language of 
atonement in that he can describe the effects of Jesus’ 
death in heavily cultic and forensic language in Rom 5:8— 
9, only to follow with a parallel statement in Rom 5:10 
using the quite different categories of personal relation- 
ships, an initial state of “enmity” being ended by God's act 
of “reconciliation.” This language is developed further in 
the deutero-Pauline tradition where Col 1:20 speaks of the 
reconciliation of the whole universe through the cross, and 
Eph 2:14—16 speaks of the reconciliation of the Jewish and 
Gentile nations. 


F. Revelation 

Mention must finally be made of the view that Christ’s 
work is primarily revelatory, both of God and of humanity. 
This is most characteristic of the 4th gospel. While other 
models of the atonement relate to human need described 
in terms of sin, guilt, slavery, or enmity, this model can be 
thought of in terms of humanity as ignorant or in (mental) 
darkness. Thus the dominant theme is of Jesus as the one 
who brings light and knowledge and who reveals the true 
nature of God. The thought of John is heavily influenced 
by this idea. The coming of Jesus reveals the glory of God 
(John 1:14) and Jesus as the only begotten Son is uniquely 
in a position to be able to “explain” or “make known” God 
(1:18). Jesus comes as the Light of the world, not to judge 
the world, for the light simply shows up human beings for 
what they are (cf. 3:16—21). Similarly the Johannine Jesus 
can speak of “knowing” as the all-important thing for the 
disciples (17:3). Much of Jesus’ talk about the cross in John 
is in this vein. The crucifixion is the great “hour” which 
stands over the whole of the ministry of Jesus. It is the 
moment when the Son of Man will be lifted up, both 
physically on a cross, and in glory, so that the cross is the 
moment at which the full glory of God is revealed (17:1). 
The cross is thus supremely the moment of revelation. 

Such a scheme is characteristically Johannine, but it has 
close affinities with Mark’s presentation as well. In Mark 
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the cross is the moment at which Jesus’ true identity is 
finally and definitively revealed to human beings as that of 
God’s Son (Mark 15:39). 

Much of this language in John has affinities with Gnostic 
thought, although it must be said that John is no Gnostic. 
Gnosis (“knowledge”) does not occur in John (perhaps 
deliberately); and the “knowing” which constitutes eternal 
life (cf. 17:3) is not the knowing about one’s origins, etc., 
which is so characteristic of Gnostic thought. John’s “know- 
ing” is much closer to the biblical idea of “knowledge” as 
signifying clcse personal relationships (cf. Hos 6:3; 13:5). 
Still the idea of Jesus’ work as above ail revealing the full 
character of God is an important aspect of NT beliefs 
about what the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus have 
achieved. 


G. Conclusion 

NT views about the atoning work of Christ are rnany 
and varied. NT writers use a wide variety of models and 
images to express their beliefs. Perhaps the very variety 
itself is indicative of the fact that theories about the atone- 
ment were probably of second-order importance. What 
was primary was the experience of forgiveness and new 
life which the first Christians claimed to enjoy. NT writers 
were unanimous in believing that this was the work of God 
Himself actirig in and through the life, death, and resur- 
rection of Jesus. In attempting to describe precisely how 
this had been achieved, the NT used a variety of ideas 
based on contemporary models in the Ist century thought 
world. However, common to all these articulations was the 
claim that what had happened was of universal significance 
and was the work of God Himself, acting in love. Any 
contemporary view of the atonement must take this with 
all seriousness if it is to be true to the NT- 
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ATONEMENT, DAY OF. See DAY OF ATONE- 
MENT. 


ATROTH-BETH-JOAB (PLACE) [Heb ‘atrét bét 
y@?4b]. A town in Judah, near Bethlehem, listed in the 
geneology of Hur (a descendant of Judah) through his son 
Salma (1 Chr 2:54). Some scholars, rather than accepting 
Atroth-beth-joab as a place name, choose to translate it 
“Crowns of the house of Joab,” from ‘édérdé, one of the 
Hebrew words for crown. They assume this phrase either 
modifies Bethlehem and Netophath (SBE 1: 349) or refers 
to a separate town in Judah ((Ddelain and Séguineau 1981: 
46). The LXX transliterates the phrase in question as a 
place name, Ataréth oikou Iéab. While not specifically iden- 
tifying Atroth-beth-joab, other scholars assume it was lo- 
cated between the 2 towns that surround it in the list: 
Netophah (tentatively identified as modern Kh. Bedd Fa- 
lah, M.R. 171119), which is SE of Bethlehem; and Mana- 
hath (modern el-Malhah, M.R. 167128), which is NW of 
Bethlehem (LBHG, 245). If the town was in this area it 
would have been on the edge of the Judean wilderness. 
This placement allowed Kallai (EncMigr 6: 168) to propose 
a connection between this iown and Joab, the head of 
David’s army, who was buried in his house in the wilder- 
ness (1 Kgs 1:34), a house earlier identified as his inheri- 
tance (2 Sam 15:30). 
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ATROTH-SHOPHAN (PLACE) [Heb ‘atrét span]. 
One of several towns built by the descendants of Gad in 
the Transjordan from territory given them by Moses (Num 
32:35). The exact location is unknown (Noth Numbers 
OTL), and scholarly attempis to locate the site are based 
primarily on textual or topegraphical evidence. The ele- 
ment ‘afrét is lacking from LXX, and the Vg adds et (“and”) 
between ‘dfrét and sé6pan, thus making 2 place names. In 
addition, sépdan has a variant in both the Samaritan Penta- 
teuch (Spym) and in the LXX (séphar). This suggests some 
connection between ‘afrét and Sdtérdt of the previous verse 
(Num 32:34) since the latter site is specifically mentioned 
in the Moabite Stone (line {0) as a Gadite city in Moab 
reconquered by Mesha (see ATAROTH). However, many 
scholars seem to follow Tristram (1873: 290) who sees the 
same name repeated for sites barely 2 miles apart, identi- 
fying Atroth-Shophan with Jebel (Rujm) ‘Attarus, ca. 2 
miles NE of Ataroth, and Ataroth with Khirbet ‘Attarus, 
ca. 8 miles NW of Dibon. Yet, there are those, like LaSor 
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(SBE 1: 363), who reject the identification of Atroth- 
Shophan with either Khirbet or Rujm ‘Attarus. 
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ATTAI (PERSON) [Heb ‘attay]. The name of 3 individ- 
uals in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. Mentioned in the genealogy of Jerahmeel in the 
Hezron clan of the tribe of Judah, he was the son of one 
of Sheshan’s daughters and his Egyptian servant Jarha (1 
Chr 2:35~36). Attai in turn fathered a son named Nathan. 
The Chronicler provides a linear genealogy for 12 further 
generations down to Elishama, possibly due to the anomaly 
of his Egyptian ancestry. 

2. One of the brave and skillful warriors from the tribe 
of Gad who joined David prior to his becoming king (1 
Chr 12:12—Eng 12:11). By reporting a contingent from 
Gad, one of the more northern and Transjordan tribes, 
the Chronicler emphasizes the breadth of support for 
David. 

3. The second son of King Rehoboam by his favored 
wife Maacah (2 Chr 11:20); the grandson of Solomon. 
Large families are often used as a measure of divine 
blessing in Chronicles (2 Chr 11:18—23). The Chronicler 
includes the note regarding Rehoboam’s favoritism toward 
Maacah as a way of explaining why Rehoboam’s eldest son 
did not attain the throne (cf. 2 Chr 21:3). (For further 
discussion, see Dillard 2 Chronicles WBC, 98-99.) 

RayMonp B. DILLARD 


ATTALIA (PLACE) [Gk Attaleia]. 1. A city of N Lydia 
near Thyatira formerly called Agoira. 

2. Modern Antalya (Adalia), a city on the coast of Pam- 
philia in S Asia Minor, modern Turkey, near the mouth of 
the Catarrhactes (Aksu) river (36°50'N; 30°46'E). Paul 
accompanied by Barnabas left from this port as he re- 
turned to Antioch at the completion of his first missionary 
journey (Acts 14:25), and he probably landed here when 
he traveled from Paphos to Perga (Acts 13:13) since the 
latter is landlocked. 

Attalia was founded by Attalus II Philadelphus of Per- 
gamum (159-138 B.c.), hence the name, and it became 
the chief port of Pamphilia. The city was built on a lime- 
stone plateau rising about 37 meters above the Catar- 
rhactes River basin near where it empties into the Mediter- 
ranean Sea. The city served as the harbor for Perga, the 
capital of the province. Today the river has dissipated due 
to local irrigation procedures. The Romans gained control 
of the region in 79 B.c. when P. Servilius Isauricus fined 
the territories of the city as a penalty for their alliance with 
the pirate Zenicetes. The area was later employed by 
Augustus for the settling of veterans. It did not become a 
colony, however, until the 3d century a.p. During the 
Christian era the city was under the ecclesiastical jurisdic- 
tion of Perga until it declined in power and Attalia was 
declared a metropolis in a.p. 1084. 

Attalia has substantial archaeological remains. The ruins 
of the walls and towers of the outer harbor, originally 
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closed by means of a chain, are still visible. The city was 
enclosed by a double wall encircled by a moat, and por- 
tions of the Hellenistic defensive wall can be seen in this 
wall of the medieval period. A triple arch built by Hadrian 
still remains as the most imposing structure of antiquity in 
the region. See Jones 1971: 130-47. 
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ATTALUS (PERSON) [Gk Attalos]. Attalus I], king of 
Pergamum (159-138 B.c.), son of Attalus I and brother of 
Eumenes II (1 Macc 15:22). He appears in a list of recipi- 
ents of the letter sent by the consul Lucius endorsing the 
leadership of Simon. The letter stresses the renewal of 
friendship and alliance between Rome and Judea, forbids 
war against Judea by Roman allies, and allows for the 
extradition of prisoners. Attalus II was the strongest ally 
of Rome in Asia Minor and would have supported such a 
decree issued by Rome. His position as 2d in the list 
following Demetrius II reflects the political situation of the 
day. In fear of the growing power of the Seleucid king 
Demetrius I, Attalus II had supported Alexander Epi- 
phanes (Balas), a pretender to the Seleucid throne, against 
Demetrius I Soter. In so doing he indirectly supported 
Jonathan (1 Macc 10:46—47). 
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ATTHARATES (PERSON) [Gk Attaratés]. Official who 
participated in the assembly of the returned exiles when 
Ezra read the law of Moses to the people (1 Esdr 9:49—52). 
His prominence among the exiles is suggested by the text 
recording the blessing he gave to those who responded to 
Ezra’s reading. Although the RSV follows the LXX by 
treating Attharates as a name, the consensus is that the 
term is a title the author of 1 Esdras misconstrued. Myers 
(1-2 Esdras AB, 91) and Coggins (1-2 Esdras CBC, 72-74) 
argue that it is a transliteration of the Persian title for 
governor (Heb ¢rst?). Almost certainly it is a variant of 
ATTHARIAS in 1 Esdr 5:40 (cf. Neh 8:9). Differences 
such as this raise questions about the sources of and 
literary relationship among | Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah. 
MICHAEL DaviD MCGEHEE 


ATTHARIAS (PERSON) [Gk Attharias]. In 1 Esdr 5:40 
this term appears as the proper name of an individual 
who, with Nehemiah supervised the priests. However, com- 
parison of this passage with the parallels in Ezra 2:63 and 
Neh 7:65 reveals that this may be a textual alteration in the 
transmission of the Heb tirsata? (LXX Athersatha), the Per- 
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sian title for a provincial governor. The title may belong 

to either Zerubbabel, Sheshbazzar, or Nehemiah, depend- 

ing on when one dates the historical context of this list. 
Craic D. BowMAN 


AUGURY. See MAGIC (OT). 


AUGUSTAN COHORT [Gk speira Sebasté]. An auxil- 
iary unit in the Roman army, one of whose centurions 
guarded Paul on his sea voyage from Caesarea to Rome 
(Acts 27:1). Acts 27:42 mentions that the centurion, named 
JULIUS, wa: accompanied by soldiers who shared respon- 
sibility for guarding the prisoners; it is reasonable to 
assume that these soldiers were also members of the Au- 
gustan coho-t. Most auxiliary cohorts were infantry units 
nominally composed of 500 or 1,000 troops, roughly the 
size of a moclern army battalion. Josephus, however, refers 
to auxiliary cohorts which joined Vespasian’s army during 
the Jewish War and contained 1,000 cavalry, or 600 infan- 
try combined with 120 cavalry W 3.4.2 §67). As an 
auxiliary unit, it was not composed of Roman citizens, but 
during and after the reign of Claudius its soldiers were 
promised citizenship upon completion of their 25 years 
service (Webster 1985: 142-43; Grant 1974: 56). 

The Augustan cohort mentioned in Acts was probably 
the Cohors Augusta I, which was based in the Roman prov- 
ince of Syria during the Ist century c.z. (JLS, 2683). The 
same cohort was probably stationed in Batanea, E of the 
Sea of Galilee, during the reign of Agrippa II late in the 
Ist century ‘Broughton 1933: 443). The Greek term Se- 
basté translates the Latin Augusta, which leads some scho- 
lars to ask if Luke may have confused this unit with the 
Sebastenian cohort, a unit recruited in the city of Sebaste 
( = Samaria). Josephus mentions several Sebastenian co- 
horts, all of which were stationed in Syria (Ant 19.9.2 §365; 
JW 2.4.2 §58). However, the Sebastenian cohort would have 
been referred to as the speira Sebasténén, and there is no 
evidence thzt Luke did confuse the two cohorts. Many 
cohorts were: granted the title “Augustan” for honorable 
service (Cheesman 1914: 46-47), and since there is proof 
the Cohors Augusta I did serve in the area near Caesarea 
during the ‘irst century C.E., it seems wisest to assume 
Luke’s reference to the unit is correct. Gealy (IDB 1: 317) 
believes that Luke mentions the cohort by name because it 
enhances Paul’s prestige to be placed in the custody of a 
unit carrying the Augustan name. This is possible, but 
Luke nowhere else emphasizes the unit’s name, even when 
mentioning soldiers presumably from that cohort (Acts 
27:31-32, 42). 
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AUGUSTUS (EMPEROR). When he composed his brief 
history of Rome in a.p. 30. the Roman senator Velleius 
Paterculus portrayed Augustus as the last and most suc- 
cessful in a series of grand figures who dominated Rome 
in the course of the Ist century B.c. A little less than a 
century later, the great historian Cornelius Tacitus took a 
similar line when he wrote that “neither the domination of 
Cinna nor that of Sulla lasted long; the power of Pompey 
and the power of Crassus soon gave way to Caesar, the 
arms of Antony and Lepidus soon gave way to Augustus, 
who received the whole state, worn out by civil war, under 
his command with the title of princeps” (Ann. 1.1.1). Tacitus’ 
contemporary, the biographer Suetonius, saw Augustus as 
the second in his series of Romans who gave form to the 
imperial system of government (the first was Julius Cae- 
sar); the anonymous author of some lines preserved in the 
Sibylline Oracles placed Julius first, but noted that Augustus 
passed on power to a successor (Orac. Sib. 5.11—20; 12.12- 
36). The view inherent in all of these authors was that it 
was difficult to place a firm clate on the foundation of that 
system of government which modern scholars traditionally 
describe as the principate ind associate with Augustus. 
Indeed, the Augustan principate arose out of the struggle 
for power among members of the Roman aristocracy in 
the course of the Ist century. B.c. and was moulded by the 
political circumstances of Augustus’ own rise to power after 
the assassination of his uncle and adoptive father, Julius 
Caesar on March 15, 44 8.c. He cannot truly be said to 
have become dominant until his victory over Mark Antony 
at Actium in 31 B.c., and it was not until 23 3.c. that he 
found a formula by which he could govern Rome with 
some security. For this reason, it is essential to understand 
the political crisis of the Roman state during his rise to 
power to understand the way that he modified the political 
system after his victory. 


A. The Early Years 

Augustus was born on September 19, 63 B.c., the son of 
Gaius Octavius, a successful politician who was the first 
member of his family to achieve prominence at Rome, and 
Atia, the niece of Julius Caesar. Rome was then in chaos 
because of the severe social disorder within Italy resulting 
from civil war and changes in the economic structure of 
the peninsula during the late 2d and early Ist centuries 
B.c. This disorder was enhanced by the tendency of ambi- 
tious aristocratic politicians to exploit social divisions in 
pursuit of what was then recognized as the proper ambi- 
tion for any able aristocrat: 2sersonal domination over the 
Roman state. 

By the end of 45 s.c. Julius Caesar emerged as the victor 
in a series of civil wars which began with his invasion of 
Italy in 49. It was during this time that the young Augustus 
(still known by his family name, Gaius Octavius) came to 
his attention. Impressed by /iis ability, Caesar intended to 
take him on the campaign against the Persians which he 
was planning in 44 and included him in his will as his 
primary heir and adoptive son. It was, in fact, this adoption 
in Caesar’s will which launched the future emperor on his 
career. The veterans of Caesar’s campaigns were devoted 
to the memory of their general and provided a powerful 
base of support for the young man when he returned to 
Rome to take up his inheritance as Gaius Julius Caesar 
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Octavian (it was customary for Romans to take their adop- 
tive father’s name while retaining an adjectival form of 
their own family name as an additional name, or cogno- 
men—-hence Octavianus or Octavian, as he is commonly 
known in English). He found the situation extraordinarily 
complicated, however. There was a substantial group 
which supported the assassins, led by Brutus and Cassius, 
and a serious split among Caesar’s remaining supporters 
as to whether Mark Antony should, as he intended to do, 
assume Caesar’s position. There was an equally important 
group of generals in W Europe who had decided to wait 
and see which of the other factions prevailed. At first 
Octavian appeared to be a convenient figurehead for the 
group opposing Antony, and when the senate declared 
war on Antony in 43, as nominal third in command, he 
accompanied the army under the consuls Hirtius and 
Pansa that was sent against Antony at Mutina, in N Italy. 
Two battles were fought outside of Mutina in the spring of 
that year and, although Antony was defeated, both consuls 
were killed. Octavian was now in command of a powerful 
independent force. 

At the end of the summer, Octavian made an agreement 
with Antony and the most important general in S France, 
Marcus Lepidus, to the effect that they would govern the 
state as triumvirs (essentially 3 dictators—before this a 
single dictator had occasionally been selected during a 
time of crisis with absolute power over the state) for a term 
of 5 years and avenge the murder of Caesar. In part to 
pay their troops and in part to terrify their political ene- 
mies, the treumvirs immediately issued an edict of proscrip- 
tion. Any man whose name appeared on the lists they 
published was thereby sentenced to death and his property 
was confiscated by the state. This action, for which all 3 
partners must have borne an equal measure of responsibil- 
ity, was long remembered as the bloodiest act of political 
terrorism in Roman history. 

Victory over Brutus and Cassius was won in November 
of 42 at Philippi in N Greece. After the battle, Octavian 
returned to Italy and Antony took charge of Rome’s E 
provinces. The next few years were difficult ones. In 41, 
Octavian had to crush a revolt at Perugia led by Antony’s 
brother, and between 38 and 36 he engaged in difficult 
naval campaigns against Sextus Pompey, who controlled 
the seas around Italy. It was only with the victory over 
Sextus, won by Octavian’s close friend Marcus Vipsanius 
Agrippa, and the subsequent deposition of Lepidus from 
the triumvirate that Octavian emerged as the dominant 
figure in the Roman west. It was also at this time that his 
relations with Antony, who had married his sister Octavia 
in 40 to seal a treaty between the 2 men after the war 
around Perugia, began to break down completely. 

Antony was estranged from Octavia in 36 and soon 
married Cleopatra, queen of Egypt. In 33 relations be- 
tween him and Octavian reached a crisis point; at the 
beginning of 32 Octavian led a thinly veiled coup at Rome. 
He forced the senate to declare war on Antony and as- 
sumed overall control with the title of dux, a position that 
was essentially that of dictator. The powers which Octa- 
vian, Antony and Lepidus had assumed as trrumvirs in 43 
were renewed for a 5-year term in 37; it was the approach- 
ing expiration of the 2nd term of the triumvirate that 
marked the beginning of the crisis at the end of 33 (see 
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Syme 1939: 202-312). On September 2, 31 B.c., the fleet 
of Octavian, under Agrippa’s command, crushed that of 
Antony and Cleopatra at Actium off the W coast of mod- 
ern Greece. In the next year Octavian completed his 
victory by annexing Egypt to the Roman empire. Antony 
and Cleopatra committed suicide. To honor the victor for 
his achievements the senate bestowed the name “Augustus” 
upon him in carefully managed ceremonies between Jan- 
uary 13 and 16, 27 B.c. Henceforth Octavian was known 
as Imperator Caesar Augustus. 


B. The Government of Augustus 

After his victory, Augustus was faced with administering 
the empire so as to secure his position and that of his 
family and to prevent a new outbreak of the chaos of the 
previous decades. He accomplished this through clever 
manipulation of the constitution, adroit alliances with 
leading members of the aristocracy, and skillful selection 
of commanders for Rome’s armies. He also attempted, 
with less success, to reform what he saw as the moral 
failings of the Roman state. 

The constitutional forms with which Augustus cloaked 
his autocratic position were many and varied. He felt that 
these contortions were necessary for a simple reason: 
There was a long-standing distaste at Rome for the out- 
ward forms of monarchy. These smacked of the “degen- 
erate” east or of the tyrant Tarquinius the Proud, the last 
of Rome’s legendary 7 kings, whose expulsion led to the 
creation of the republican form of government. Moreover, 
the excessive display of preeminence by one aristocrat was 
mortally offensive to the sensibilities of others. Caesar’s 
adoption of many of the symbols of monarchy and evident 
lack of respect for the traditional institutions of govern- 
ment had been the main reason for his assassination. 

In the early years Augustus had assumed the powers of 
a dictator as triumvir and then, between 32 and 28, as dux 
or “leader,” avoiding the title “dictator” itself because 
Caesar had adopted it in his later years. In 28 he laid aside 
these powers and contented himself with one of the two 
“ordinary” consulships. (These were distinguished from 
the increasingly common “suffect” consulships because 
“ordinary” consuls entered office on January | and gave 
their name to the year.) He also became governor of an 
extended province which included most of the areas in the 
empire with large garrisons. This state of affairs changed 
in 23, perhaps because he felt that his constant consulships 
were offensive to members of the aristocracy who desired 
the distinction for themselves, and perhaps because he felt 
that he was strong enough to adopt a new, more powerful 
position. In that year he laid down the consulship and 
received the powers of a tribune for life, the proconsulship 
for life, and the supreme power (imperium matus) over all 
other governors. These powers enabled him to control 
political life within the city of Rome (as tribune he had the 
power to bring public business to a halt) and to control 
Rome’s military forces. After receiving these powers and 
suppressing a conspiracy to murder him, either at the end 
of 23 or at the beginning of 22, he left Italy to set Rome’s 
eastern frontier in order (Badian 1982; cf. Syme 1986: 
387-389). When he returned in 19 he was given the 
powers of a consul for life and “freedom from the laws.” 
These powers—the consulship, the tribunate of the plebs, 
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and certain other extraordinary powers—served to define 
the office of princeps or emperor for the rest of his reign 
and for those of his successors. 

Augustus’ relationship with the aristocracy was summa- 
rized by Tacitus as follows: “[T]he most violently opposed 
had fallen in battle or through proscription, the rest of the 
nobles, insofar as those who were most readily obedient 
were raised up with wealth and honor and enhanced with 
new dignities, preferred the safe present to the dangerous 
past” (Ann. 1.2). The civil wars had had a devastating 
impact on the governing class of the old Republic; it was 
indeed true that the majority of those who had not joined 
Augustus in the course of the wars had been killed. But, 
even after Actium, Augustus could not depend on the 
loyalty of the survivors. He carried out revisions of the list 
of senators, in 29, 18, and 1] B.c. to remove those who he 
thought were unworthy (or dangerous), and he had a 
fourth revision carried out by a board of senators in +4 A.D. 
He also increased the property qualification necessary for 
entry into the senate and introduced a number of impor- 
tant changes in the way that offices might be held (see 
Nicolet 1984). 

In the course of his reformation of the senate, Augustus 
concentrated the power of patronage and promotion in 
his own hands. There were 2 principle features of this 
control. The first was his power over the provinces in which 
Rome’s mair armies were stationed. He therefore had the 
power to appoint the commanders of these forces; it was 
virtually impossible for a man of suspect loyalty to obtain 
one of the military commands that were still cherished by 
the bellicose members of the aristocracy. The second fea- 
ture was his virtual control over the electoral process. 
Tacitus described this as one of the greatest “secrets of 
power” (Ann. 2.36.1). It was very difficult for any man to 
win office without his approval, and he enhanced this 
control through the practices of “nomination” and “com- 
mendation.” For each election, Augustus would publish a 
list of men whom he supported, or “nominated.” These 
lists would contain fewer names than there were offices, 
but inclusion on the list meant that a man was virtually 
assured of election, thus saving him a great deal of stress 
and presumably a good deal of expense, since running for 
office often involved tremendous outlays on public specta- 
cles to court public support. A man who was “com- 
mended” as a “candidate of Caesar” would receive the 
office for which he had been “commended” without hav- 
ing to run for it. This was a very special and coveted 
honor; by the end of Augustus’ reign only 4 men would 
receive it each year. This put a very real premium on 
Augustus’ goodwill; the senatorial ideology which began 
to emerge in this period stressed service to the state under 
the empero:’s guidance rather than absolute personal 
dominance (see Mommsen 1887-88: 917—22; cf. Levick 
1967; for general discussion see Millar 1977: 299-313; 
Talbert 1984: 16-27; Eck 1984: 129-67). 

The importance of the emperor’s guidance was also 
stressed through Augustus’ constant consultations with the 
senate. It appears that he brought almost all public busi- 
ness before that body. Indeed, there does not seem to have 
been any important act of state for which Augustus did 
not seek senatorial approval. Where our sources tell us 
that Augustus “did” something, their language is masking 
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the process which involved Augustus either making a per- 
sonal appearance before the senate to make a proposal or 
writing to the senate asking it to adopt the course that he 
desired. He may have adopted this approach to cloak the 
autocratic nature of his regime, but the result was to 
promote the extreme subservience of the senate to the 
autocrat. Senators appear not to have been sure why they 
were consulted on issues ranging from the recognition of 
an imperial heir to the composition of provincial juries 
and thus strove all the more to please the emperor when- 
ever he expressed a desire to hear their views—there was 
no point to risking one’s career by crossing the emperor 
on such occasions. We hear of very few occasions when a 
debate in the senate in which the issues were not overshad- 
owed by the desire of the speakers to please the monarch 
or even to anticipate his desires (see Brunt 1984). 

The other great problem that Augustus inherited from 
the Republic was the poverty and unrest rampant among 
the Italian lower classes. One solution was simply to ensure 
peace, and this he was able to do after Actium. Another 
was to change the periodic redistribution of agrarian land 
to the rural and urban poor and the settlement of veterans 
on farms in Italy. He did this in the years after Actium by 
initiating an extensive program of overseas colonization. 
Such colonization had been attempted from time to time 
under the Republic and had been a major feature of Julius 
Caesar’s program just before his death, but nothing had 
been attempted on anything like the scale which Augustus 
introduced. A great number of new colonies were founded 
abroad, and they had the effect not only of alleviating 
problems in Italy and serving as garrisons in newly pacified 
areas, but also of speeding the spread of Latin culture 
throughout W Europe as well as into the east. This was 
one of Augustus’ most significant actions (Salmon 1969: 
134-44; Brunt 1972: 589-611). 

Within the city of Rome itself, Augustus introduced a 
more regular supply of subsidized grain for the poor and 
sought to keep better order through the institution of the 
vigiles, Rome’s first professional police force and fire de- 
partment. He engaged in a massive building program 
which served to beautify the city and celebrate the glory of 
his achievements. He issued regular distributions of food 
and money at festivals and to commemorate important 
moments in his reign. In doing so he not only alleviated 
the suffering of the poor, ut he also bound the lower 
classes to his house. Preferential treatment of the popula- 
tion of Rome was thus established as one of the founda- 
tions of imperial government (Veyne 1976: 557-791; Rick- 
man 1980: 61—66). 

Augustus not only sought to refashion the political struc- 
ture of the Roman state, ut also to restore what he 
thought was Rome’s “pristin:: moral virtue.” In 18 B.c. he 
issued laws that encouraged the upper classes to have more 
children by giving preferential treatment to fathers of 
more than 3 offspring and imposing severe penalties upon 
the childless. He also issued 2 severe law aimed at curbing 
adultery. Later in his reign he took strong action to ensure 
the “racial purity” of the Roman people by limiting the 
number of slaves that an individual could free and restrict- 
ing their access to Roman citizenship. He granted new 
privileges to senatorial and equestrian families, but he also 
imposed severe penalties upon members of those families 
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who married slaves or engaged in what he regarded as 
disgraceful professions, such as acting or fighting as glad- 
iators (Last CAH 10:425—64; Brunt 1972: 558-66; Levick 
1983: 105-15). 

The reign of Augustus was also notable as the golden 
age of Latin literature. Although Augustus himself can 
take little or no credit for the development of poets such 
as Vergil, Propertius, Tibullus, and Horace—all of them 
began writing well before Actium—he did have an active 
interest in the arts. Vergil’s Aeneid and Livy’s massive his- 
tory of Rome created images of Rome’s past which Augus- 
tus found congenial, even though neither, especially Ver- 
gil’s, can be considered wholly favorable. With the passing 
of time, however, his attitude towards literature began to 
harden. His later years were notable for the exile of the 
one great talent his reign produced, the poet Ovid, whose 
work Augustus found offensive (Syme 1978: 169-229; 
Griffin 1984: 189-215). 

There were also a number of developments in the overall 
governance of the empire and its relations with foreign 
peoples. One of these was the creation of a regular stand- 
ing army in place of the republican armies which were 
raised for specific campaigns. This new army engaged ina 
number of important campaigns carried out by Augustus’ 
lieutenants, often under the overall command of members 
of his family. The main areas of operation were Germany 
and the Balkans. Although there were some setbacks—the 
most important of which was the destruction of 3 legions 
by the Germans in 9 a.p.—the empire gained much new 
territory and began to develop fixed frontiers. There is 
still debate as to whether this was Augustus’ intention in 
beginning these wars; some have argued that he hoped to 
conquer the world and was only deterred from this aim by 
problems at the end of his reign. But it is certainly the case 
that the frontiers developing along the Rhine and Danube 
at the time of Augustus’ death were readily defensible and 
were to remain, with very few changes, the limits of Roman 
power down to the fall of the W empire in the 4th century. 
The administration of the provinces themselves became 
somewhat more efficient than it had been under the Re- 
public (Syme CAH 10:340-81; Brunt 1963: 170-76; Wells 
1972). Augustus was able to exercise some restraint over 
the rapacity of his officials. In addition, he began to create 
a new bureaucracy, staffed by freedmen and slaves from 
his own household as well as by members of the equestrian 
‘order, to oversee the administration of the grain supply, 
of certain minor provinces, of his own enormous estates 
throughout che empire, and of the significant contribution 
which he made to the finances of the state from his own 
funds. 


C. The Succession 

One of Augustus’ primary aims was to ensure that the 
heir to his “station” in the state, as he called it, would be a 
member of his own family. As he had no sons and only 
one daughter, Julia, he had to rely upon nephews, step- 
children, and grandchildren to satisfy his ambition. The 
first heir-apparent was Augustus’ nephew, Marcus Clau- 
dius Marcellus who married Julia in 25 B.c. He died in 23, 
and Augustus then turned to his old friend, Marcus 
Agrippa. Agrippa married Julia, by whom he had a num- 
ber of children before his own death in 12 B.c. At the same 
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time that Agrippa was marked out for succession, Augus- 
tus also promoted his two stepsons, Drusus and Tiberius, 
an insurance policy against the death of Agrippa. Tiberius, 
the elder of the two, was the favorite at this time, and after 
Agrippa’s death he married Julia. 

Drusus died in 9 B.c. and, as further insurance, Augus- 
tus began to promote the careers of two of his grandsons 
by Agrippa, Gaius and Lucius. This seems to have caused 
some friction with Tiberius and in 6 B.c. Tiberius retired 
from public life to live on the island of Rhodes, much 
against Augustus’ will. His retirement soon became little 
better than an exile, and a dynastic crisis ensued. Gaius 
and Lucius were too young to succeed, and as Augustus 
passed the age of 60, it seemed that he might soon die. 
Julia, who appears to have detested Tiberius, began to 
conspire with Augustus’ nephew Iullus Antonius (the son 
of Antony and Octavia). This conspiracy was uncovered in 
2 B.c.; Iullus. was executed and Julia was exiled on the 
charge of adultery with a number of members of the 
nobility (Syme 1974: 912~36). 

Augustus’ hopes for Gaius and Lucius soon foundered. 
Lucius died of disease at Marseilles in 2 a.p. and two years 
later Gaius died as the result of a wound he received while 
on campaign in the east. Tiberius was recalled and for- 
mally adopted by Augustus as his heir. At the same time 
Augustus also adopted his last surviving grandson, 
Agrippa Postumus—yet another insurance policy. Agrippa 
Postumus soon proved inadequate (there is some sugges- 
tion that he was insane) and was exiled to an estate outside 
Rome in 6 a.p.; in 7 he was sent into exile on an island. A 
year later, after yet another domestic scandal, Augustus’ 
granddaughter, the younger Julia, was also exiled. In 13 
Tiberius was granted the same powers as Augustus, and 
when Augustus died on August 19, a.p. 14, Tiberius as- 
sumed the sole government of the Roman empire. This 
succession, without civil war, was Augustus’ final political 
achievement. 

Augustus was a brutal and difficult man, given at times 
to severe delusions, and feared or disliked by those who 
knew him best. Nonetheless, he proved to be a master 
politician and administrator and, as a result, his reign 
marks the great watershed in Roman history. He managed 
to create a system of government that maintained the unity 
and peace of the Mediterranean world for centuries to 
come. 
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D. S. PoTTER 


AURANUS (PERSON) [Gk Auranos]. Commander of a 
temple guard (2 Macc 4:40). After reports circulated that 
Lysimacchus had stolen gold vessels from the temple and 
that crowds were forming into a mob, Lysimacchus armed 
3,000 men and placed them under the command of Au- 
ranus. The attack on the crowd failed, and Lysimacchus 
himself was killed near the temple treasury as divine 
retribution (2 Macc 4:39—42). The description of Auranus 
as “advanced in both age and folly” contrasts with that of 
the martyr Eleazar, who was “advanced both in age and 
noble presence/appearance” (2 Macc 6:18). Goldstein 
heightens the contrast by suggesting that auranos is a 
variant form of auaran, the nickname of Eleazar, son of 
Mattathias {1 Macc 2:5; 6:43). A pious Eleazar (2 Macc 
6:18—31) would be contrasted with the impious Hasmon- 
aean Eleazar (Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB, 242). However, 
the tentative nature of this identification and the closer 
contrasts tetween the martyr Eleazar and Mattathias 
(Goldstein 2) Maccabees AB, 282-86) speak against Auranus 
being associated with Eleazar, son of Mattathias. Further, 
the omission of the account of Eleazar’s noble death (1 
Macc 6:40--47) does not automatically suggest that the 
author of 2 Maccabees would seek a negative episode as a 
substitution (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 79-80). 
RussE.t D. NELSON 


AURELIUS, MARCUS. See MARCUS AURELIUS 
(EMPEROR). 


AUTHOR OF LIFE [Gk archégos zéés]. In this expres- 
sion (Acts 3:15), the word “author” is the rendering of 
archégos in some English versions (RSV, ASV [margin], 
NAB, NIV). In 2 other contexts, the word is also rendered 
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“author” in some versions: “author (of salvation)” in Heb 
2:10 (ASV, NASB, NIV), and the “author (of our faith)” in 
Heb 12:2 (KJV, ASV, NASB. NIV). The basic sense here is 
that of originator or founder (Delling TDNT 1: 487-88). 

Other renderings in these 3 passages and in Acts 5:31, 
reveal another line of interpretation of the term archégos: 
as “leader,” “pioneer,” “captain,” and “prince” (Miller 
EWNT 1: col. 393). For Acts 3:15, examples of this alter- 
native interpretation are evident in such translations as 
“him who led the way (to life)” (NEB); “the one who leads 
(to life)” (GNB); and, with less clarity, “the prince (of life)” 
(KJV, ASV, NASB, JB). 

These 4 passages (listed above) constitute all the NT 
occurrences of the word archégos, and in all of them the 
reference is to Jesus Christ. By this title he is recognized as 
the eschatological leader who, by way of the cross and 
resurrection, leads his followers to faith, salvation, and life, 
as Moses led God’s people in the Exodus (cf. Acts 7:36). 
This understanding of NT archégos as “leader” is probably 
preferable to understanding it as “originator” on the basis 
of Greek and Hellenistic sources. 

HERBERT G. GRETHER 


AUTHORITATIVE TEACHING (NHC VI,3). 
The 3d tractate of codex VI (pp. 22-35) of the Nag 
Hammadi codices. The text, a Coptic translation from a 
Gk original, is well preserved except for lacunas at the top 
of the first 7 pages (MacRae 1979: 258). The Coptic dialect 
is Sahidic with some non-Sahidic variations (Krause and 
Labib 1971: 44-47). 

Auth. Teach. offers a highly metaphorical account of the 
soul’s existence from its origin in “the invisible, ineffable 
worlds,” through its encapsulation in a physical body and 
struggle with the forces of the material realm, to its ulti- 
mate salvation and rest. Seams in the narrative structure 
of the text and changes in person suggest that the present 
version is dependent upon a collection of originally sepa- 
rate metaphorical accounts (MacRae 1979: 257). In its 
present form, Auth. Teach. 1s a didactic composition per- 
haps used as a homily (Ménard 1977: 2; 1978: 288). It 
belongs to the genre of literature on the soul first identi- 
fied by Festugiére in connection with the Hermetic corpus. 
Other Nag Hammadi tractates concerned with the soul 
include The Exegesis on the Soul (NHC II,6), The Teachings of 
Sylvanus (NHC VII,4) and The Book of Thomas the Contender 
(NHC II,7) (MacRae 1972: 478-79; Funk 1973: 254). 

The anticosmic stance of the Auth. Teach. is clear 
throughout the text. The spiritual soul is described as cast 
into a body that came from lust, which in turn came from 
material substance. The material body is the creation of 
the “dealers-in-bodies,” who seek to strike down the invis- 
ible soul. The soul is portrayed as a harlot who fell into 
bestiality, as wheat mixed with chaff. In the body, the soul 
contests against the wiles of the evil adversaries, who 
spread hidden nets in order to snare her and draw her 
down to “man-eaters.” An extended metaphor portrays 
the adversary as a fisherman who baits a hook with various 
kinds of food (passions). The food is the ruse which draws 
the soul to the hook by which it is caught and pulled out 
of freedom into slavery. But the rational soul seeks God 
and gains salvation and rest through knowledge. She is 
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aided in her quest by her bridegroom, who “applies the 
word (logos) to her eyes as a medicine to enable her to see 
with her mind” (22,26~28). 

Auth. Teach. offers an important witness to the interest in 
and speculation on the nature, origin, and fate of the soul 
in the religious and philosophical cauldron from which 
Christianity emerged. The language of the text is non- 
philosophical (MacRae 1972: 477; Ménard 1977: 3), al- 
though its understanding of the soul is thoroughly Pla- 
tonic (van den Broek 1979). The surviving text contains 
no clear evidence of a typical gnostic cosmogonic myth 
(MacRae 1979: 259; Funk 1973: 253), but the strong 
anticosmic dualism, the dichotomy between ignorance and 
knowledge, and the various metaphors of salvation (e.g., 
bridal-chamber and rest) would certainly be at home in a 
gnostic context (Funk 1973: 254; Ménard 1977: 5-6). 
While no passage in the tractate betrays certain depen- 
dence on Jewish or Christian texts, practices or beliefs 
(MacRae 1972: 476; 1979: 258-59), various passages do 
suggest that the author knew the NT and considered it 
authoritative (Funk 1973: 254; van den Broek 1979: 271- 
76). The use of the term logos in the title, Authentikos logos, 
has no relation to the Johannine use of the term as a title 
for Christ. It is more closely related to the use of the term 
in Hermetic literature and/or the role of the logos as 
medicine found in the text itself (MacRae 1972: 476-78; 
1979: 257; Ménard 1977: 3—4). 

The document supplies no certain internal evidence of 
provenance or date. Its use of a logos concept, its strong 
anticosmic stance, and its Platonic doctrine of the soul 
would be at home in Alexandria by the end of the 2d 
century c.E. (van den Broek 1979: 281-82). 
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Pp. 287-94 in Paganisme, judaisme, christianisme; Influences et 
affrontements dans le monde antique: Mélanges offerts @ Marcel 
Simon. Paris. 

James E. GOEHRING 


AUTHORITIES, CITY. See CITY AUTHORITIES. 


AUTHORITY OF SCRIPTURE. See SCRIP- 
TURAL AUTHORITY. 


AUTHORIZED VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, EN- 
GLISH (AUTHORIZED VERSIONS). 


AVARAN (PERSON) [Gk Auaran]. Nickname of Eleazar, 
the 4th son of Mattathias (1 Macc 2:5). His well-known 
heroic deed was the killing of an elephant at the battle of 
Beth-zechariah (1 Macc 6:46). There also his nickname is 
mentioned (1 Macc 6:43). Several suggestions have been 
proposed for the meaning of Avaran, but none are con- 
vincing. Two Hebrew roots are possible: (1) ‘wr = “Awake” 
(i.e., he was not a soundly sleeping baby?); and (2) hwr = 
“pale(face).” The suggestion of Awr as a root may be 
combined with the feat of killing the elephant which 
suggests the meaning of “hole” for hor. However, this 
assumes a different function of all the nicknames of Mat- 
tathias’ sons, which does not fit their intention and as- 
sumed meanings. For the nicknames of Mattathias’ sons 
see GADDI and MACCABEE. (See also ELEAZAR.) 
URIEL RAPPAPORT 


AVEN (PLACE) [Heb ?awen]. A Hebrew word meaning 
‘Gdolatry,” “iniquity,” or “nothingness” used by the OT 
prophets as a derogatory substitute or wordplay in certain 
place names. Since the Hebrew words ?6n (“power” or 
“riches”) and ?dwen have identical consonants, Aven may be 
a derisive pun. 

1. A place mentioned in the phrase “the high places of 
Aven” (Hos 10:8). “Aven” has traditionally been under- 
stood as an abbreviation of Beth-aven (“House of Idola- 
try”), Hosea’s pejorative name for Bethel (“House of 
God”). See BETH-AVEN. However, several modern scho- 
lars prefer to translate >dwen as a common noun, i.e., “the 
high places of transgression” (Mays Hosea OTL, 138; Wolff 
Hosea Hermeneia, 171). 

2. A valley cited in Amos’ denunciation of Syria (Amos 
1:5). “The Valley of Aven” may be the plain between 
Lebanon and Anti-lebanon. Several scholars have at- 
tempted to identify Aven more precisely with “Baalbek” 
(Eissfeldt 1936; Mays Hosea OTL, 30-31). 

3. A derisive wordplay or misvocalization of the name of 
the Egyptian city “On” (Heb ?6n) found in the MT (Ezek 
30:17). The LXX has héliou poleds (Heliopolis), the Gk 
name for On. KJV follows MT with “Aven,” while the RSV 
and NEB render “On.” See also ON. 


AVEN 
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CAROLYN J. PRESSLER 


AVENGER OF BLOOD. See BLOOD, AVENGER 
OF. 


AVESTAN LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (AN- 
CIENT IRAN). 


AVITH (PLACE) {Heb ‘“dwit]. The residence of the 
Edomite “king” Hadad son of Bedad (Gen 36:35; | Chr 
1:46). See HADAD (PERSON). According to the rules of 
postexilic Heb and Aram orthography, Swyt may render Ar 
Ghuwaith, attested as a personal name in Safaitic, S Safaitic, 
Minaean, and Qatabanian (Harding 1971: 459). Ghuwaith 
is the diminutive of Ghauth, which occurs in Safaitic over 
150 times (Harding 1971: 452; note that the vocalizations 
of the two Safaitic names here differ from those of Har- 
ding), and ia the Aramaic (Idumaean) ostraca from Tell 
es-Seba?, ca. 400 B.c. (Knauf 1985: 250, n. 28). Knauf (zbzd) 
suggested that *Ghuwaith was the clan or tribe to which 
Hadad son of Bedad belonged, and that Avith was the 
more or less permanent encampment of this clan or tribe. 

According to Burckhardt (1822: 375), the mountain 
range which terminates the Moabite plateau to the FE was 
called el-Ghuwaithah. This information is not corrobo- 
rated by later explorers (cf. A. Musil in Briinnow and 
Domaszewski 1905: 325). Burckhardt’s reference is insuf- 
ficient evidence to speculate about a Moabite origin for the 
Edomite “king” Hadad son of Bedad, or to suggest a 
localization for Avith. 
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF 


AVOT, KHIRBET (M.R. 193276). A site which occu- 
pies a small rise on a large hill at the head of Nahal Avivim, 
a winding ravine which drains into the Huleh Valley basin 
to the E. Two short emergency seasons of exploratory 
excavations were undertaken on one of a series of broad 
terraces on the W slope of the hillock. 

The region is mountainous and well-watered, but with 
few perennial springs. Adjacent to the site is a seasonal 
water supply which collects in a natural basalt pool at the 
SE edge of the hill. It is difficult to establish the economic 
basis for the early settlements on the site, but it seems 
likely, despite the rugged nature of the terrain and the 
somewhat harsh winters, that it was primarily agricultural. 
A tedious but not impossible journey across the ravine 
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leads to the large expanse of the Yiron plateau, still used 
for pasturing animals, and the lower slopes of the larger 
hill on which the site lies still bear traces of agricultural 
terracing. 

The earliest evidence of occupation was found in several 
places above the basalt bedrock and included fragments of 
a curvilinear wall and related floor on which were found 
partial vessels belonging to the EB I or EB II horizon. In 
two other soundings evidence of human interments, in- 
cluding an infant jar-burial, were accompanied by MB 
pottery, although nothing cf a settlement dating to this 
period was found. 

Major architectural remains of the Iron Age I were 
uncovered which included a number of successive and 
distinct building phases. No complete plans of buildings 
were recovered but the buildings seem to have been large, 
rectangular, multiroomed dwellings, some with plastered 
floors and adjacent stone-lined storage pits. The buildings 
were solidly built of heavy stone foundations, and the 
sophistication of some of the construction techniques is 
attested by the discovery of one semisubterranean storage 
room, the lower floor of what must have been a two-story 
structure. The plan of these buildings, which seems to 
follow the contours of the hill, suggests that they may have 
been built adjacent to each cther to create a barrier to the 
outside. 

The Iron I occupation at Kh. Avot could be evidence of 
the historical process of Naphtali’s settlement in the Upper 
Galilee (cf. Josh 19:32-—39). However, on the basis of the 
archaeological record, there: are some real objections to 
the identification of this site as Israelite. 

A distinctive type of pithos at one time identified as a 
hallmark of Israelite presence (Aharoni 1957) is found at 
Kh. Avot in quantity and is known from numerous other 
sites in the region as well as at Stratum XII at Hazor (Yadin 
et al. 1961: Pl. CLXVII, CLXVIII). Recent excavations of 
a Canaanite-Phoenician town in W Galilee, TELL 
KEISAN, have uncovered this same type of vessel (Briend 
and Humbert 1980: Pl. 68:1—3) making its ethnic identity 
less viable. 

A 2d type of pithos found at Kh. Avot is even more 
problematic because of what is presently known of its 
distribution and also what appears to be its foreign pedi- 
gree. With its stump base, globular body, tubular neck, 
and raised wavy-line decoration (see fig. AVO.01), it is 
totally alien to local ceramic traditional forms and is sug- 
gestive of Cypriot forms which can be traced back to at 
least the 3d millennium B.c.£. Examples of these vessels 
have been found at the Upper Galilean sites of Sasa, Mt. 
Adir, Tel Dan V, possibly at Hazor XH (Yadin et al. 1961: 
Pl. CCII:19), and at the Phoenician coastal city of Tyre 
(Bikai 1978: Pl. XL) in level XIII; they are dated to the 
Iron I Period. Despite its Tyrian provenance it does not 
seem to be a Phoenician type nor could the pottery of Kh. 
Avot be considered Phoenician. 

To what extent these 2 tvpes of pithoi may reflect the 
ethnic identity of the inhabitants of Kh. Avot is unclear. 
What seems certain is that there are N and other foreign 
elements in the material culture of this Iron I occupation 
which make its identification with an Israelite tribal settie- 
ment problematic. 

A further obstacle to the “Israelite” identification is the 
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AVO.01. Upper Galilean pithos from Kh. Avot—tron |. (Courtesy of Israei Depart- 
ment of Antiquities and Museums.) 


well developed architectural styles at Kh. Avot which are in 
direct contrast to the squatter occupation of Hazor XII, 
identified with Israelite tribes (Yadin 1972: 129). While the 
ceramic repertoires of these two occupations are compa- 
rable, sharing many elements, the contrast in the life styles 
as implied by the architecture or lack of it can not be easily 
explained. To what, if any extent the Iron I occupation at 
Kh. Avot reflects the biblical account of the settlement of 
Naphtali must remain a matter of conjecture. 

Directly above some of the walls of the Iron I stratum 
were found the very poorly preserved remains of a large, 
multi-roomed structure of the Persian period. Associated 
pottery suggests a date somewhere in the 4th century 
B.C.E. 

A number of intrusive burials into thi’ stratum and the 
earlier strata were encountered over large portions of the 
terrace that were excavated. The style of these burials, the 
lack of accompanying grave goods, the state of preserva- 
tion of the bones, and the anthropological data all indicate 
a Bedouin population of at least several centuries. Excava- 
tions have not been conducted on other parts of the now- 
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protected site, and it is unlikely that the entire occupa- 
tional sequence of the settlement is known. 
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E.LrioT BRAUN 


AVVA (PLACE) [Heb ‘awwa?]. AVVITES. A town whose 
residents were deported by the Assyrians and resettled in 
Samaria sometime after 721 B.c. (2 Kgs 17:24). A number 
of mss spell the name ‘awwé (final he). Simons (GTTOT, 
111) proposed identifying Avva with SAvvah/‘Ivvah in Syria 
(modern Tell Kafr‘faya, on the Orontes SW of Homs). 
However, because the biblical text notes that the people of 
Avva “made Nibhaz and Tartak” after their resettlement (1 
Kgs 17:31), others have suggested that these people were 
Elamites deported from the city of Ama (Akk m is often 
rendered w in Heb) who were successful in reestablishing 
in Samaria the cults of their native deities Ibnahaza and 
Dirtaq (Cogan and Tadmor, 2 Kings AB, 212). 
Gary A. HERION 


AVVIM (PLACE) [Heb ha‘awim]. 1. A “place” listed in 
the Ist city list of the tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:23) 
between Bethel and Parah (modern Kh. Abu Musarrah, 
M.R. 177137). There is general agreement among scholars 
that Avvim actually represents not a geographical name 
but a gentilic (Joshua AB, 430). Thus, the Avvim were 
probably the people of either Ai (HGB, 401) or Aiath 
(modern Kh. Haiyan, M.R. 175145; Press 1955: 687). 

2. The early inhabitants of the S coastal region who were 
displaced from some of their holdings by the people of 
Caphtor (Deut 2:23), and who continued to live S of the 
Philistines in the time of the conquest (Josh 13:3). While 
some consider these people to be the autochthonous in- 
habitants of the S frontier region (LBHG, 237), the LXX 
rendering of these people (Gk Euaioz) is that also used for 
“Hivites.” This may indicate that one must look to earlier 
Sea Peoples for their origins (Joshua AB, 338). The text in 
Deuteronomy indicates that the Avvim dwelt in villages 
(bahdsérim) as far as Gaza. The LXX, however, translates 
this en aséréth (or en Asérath). It is therefore possible that 
these people occupied the land from Hazoroth (Num 
11:35; modern Ar ‘Ain Khadra, M.R. 096814) deep in the 
Sinai to the S coast of Palestine near Gaza. It is more 
common, however, to translate the place where the Avvim 
dwelt as “villages” or “enclosures.” Speiser (1932: 30-31, 
n. 67) connected these hdsérim with the terra pisée ram- 
parts that were discovered at Tell el-Far‘ah and Tell el- 
?Ajjal in the Negeb. Following Albright (1932: 8), he iden- 
tified these ramparts with a Hyksos occupation and con- 
cluded that the Avvim were part of this Hyksos settlement 
that was succeeded by the Aegeans. Simons (GTTOT, 31) 
argued that because hdsérim were either small unwalled 
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villages of secondary importance or encampments for 
nomadic or seminomadic people, they could not be con- 
nected with tae major fortified cities that were situated on 
these tells. The Avvim reappear in Josh 13:3 as a S neigh- 
bor to the 5 cities of the Philistines (LBHG, 237). They 
probably occupied the land between the Philistines ancl the 
Egyptians (GTTOT, 111). 
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AVVITES. See AVVA (PLACE). 


SAYIN. The 16th letter of the Hebrew alphabet. 


AYYAH (PLACE) [Heb ‘ayya]. In 1 Chr 7:20-30, we find 
a description of the tribe of Ephraim. Their possessions 
(vv 28-29) included Bethel, Naaran, Gezer, Shechem, 
Ayyah, Beth-shean, Taanach, Megiddo, and Dor. The tra- 
ditional tribal allotments include Shechem and the last 4 
sites in Cis-Jcrdanian Manasseh. 

For 1 Chr 7:28 several ms traditions (some LXX exam- 
plars, Vg, ard Targum) support a reading ‘zh (Gaza) for 
MT ‘9h (SAyyah). If the former reading is correct it would 
not be the Philistine Gaza, but another site in the hill 
country (as the context of 1 Chr 7:20-—30 demands). The 
variant name was most probably the result of a confusion 
between the letter z and y in the square Jewish script (see 
Cross 1961: 133-202; Freedman, Mathews, and Hanson 
1985: 15-231. 

In regard to the identification of Ayyah, Myers (J Chron- 
icles AB, 51) states that the site is unknown. Reed ([DB 1: 
324), however, suggests equating Ayya with Ai or the 
nearby Khirbet Haiyan (M.R. 175145). Albright (1924: 
144) rejects the equation of Ayyah with Ai, favoring the 
alternate reading Gaza. 

Simons (GTTOT, 169; NWBD, 79) proposes Turmus ‘ajja 
(M.R. 177169) as probably Ayyah. It is located in a small 
fertile plain E of Sinjil between Sinjil and Seilun (Shiloh). 
Abel (GP, 257) notes it was called Turbasaim in the Middle 
Ages. 
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AZAEL (PERSON) [Gk Azcélos]. A descendant of Ezora 
who divorced his foreign wife during Ezra’s reform (1 
Esdr 9:34). Although | Esdras is often assumed to have 
been compiled from Ezra, Azael does not appear among 
the list of names in Ezra 10. Omissions such as this also 
raise questions about | Esdras being used as a source by 
Ezra. Furthermore, problems associated with dating events 
and identifying persons described in | Esdras have cast 
doubt on the historicity of the text. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


AZALIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?dsalyahii]. The son of Me- 
shullam and the father of the secretary Shaphan (2 Kgs 
22:3). Azaliah’s son Shaphan was the state secretary who 
figured prominently in connection with the discovery and 
publication of the celebrated. book of the law during the 
reign of King Josiah. “Azaliah” is a verbal sentence-name 
formed with the perfect conjugation followed by a noun— 
a type of construction occurring frequently throughout 
the monarchy. Noth (IPN, 103-94) is inclined to link slyh 
(i.e., Azaliah) with the Ar asula, “to be firmly rooted; to be 
noble,” as well as with the He ?syl ( = Ar asi), “noble,” of 
Exod 24:11 and to translate the name as “Yahweh has 
shown himself to be noble” An alternative etymology 
would produce “Yahweh has set aside.” Located in BMAP 
line 44 of papyrus 7 (a Jewish document; pp. 206-7, 222), 
a possible short form of Azaliah appears in the personal 
name ’swi, father of one of the Jewish witnesses. 
Epwin C. HosTEeTTEeR 


AZANTIAH (PERSON) [Heb ?dzanyah]. A Levite and the 
father of Jeshua, who was a signatory to the code of 
Nehemiah (Neh 10:10—Eng 10:9). The name is most 
likely a shortened form of ?é2anyahii which means “Yahweh 
has heard” (Fowler 1988: 156, 335). 
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AZAREL (PERSON) [Heb ‘azarel]. Var. UZZIEL. A few 
Heb mss vocalize the name as “Azriel” [Heb Sazr?él]. LXX 
mss exhibit a wide range of variations on the name {azarael, 
azaria, ezerel, ezriel, ehel, esdricl, esriel, oz(e)iel, oziel, ozr(e)iel, 
and ozriel]. The KJV renders the name as Azareel with one 
exception: Azarael (Neh 12:36). Interestingly, the NEB 
has both Azareel (1 Chr 12:6; 25:4; 27:22; Ezra 10:41) 
and Azarel (Neh 11:13; 12:36). The AB upholds the RSV 
in its consistent use of the name Azarel in the 6 relevant 
passages below. 

1. One of the men supportive of David during his 
“outlaw” period (i Chr 12:7-—Eng 12:6). His name occurs 
in a list of 23 bowmen, archers, and stone-slingers who 
joined David at Ziklag. If the men were all Benjaminites (1 
Chr 12:2), the reference to “Korahites” [Heb haggorhim] in 
1 Chr 12:7—Eng 12:6 is strange. This might suggest that 
these Korahite Levites were once resident in the territory 
of Benjamin, but the greater probability is that the Kora- 
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hites here have nothing to do with the Levitical Korah, nor 
even with the Calebite Korah mentioned in 1 Chr 2:43 
(Myers I Chronicles AB, 96). Although there can be no 
certainty, the word may refer to an unattested place in 
Benjamin or even a place in Judah where these Benjamin- 
ites had been living (see Aharoni and Avi-Yonah MBA, 
maps 93—94 and 113). The Chronicler’s point in the con- 
text (1 Chr 12:1-8—Eng 12:1—7) was to emphasize the 
loyalty which came to David from outside Judah, from 
Benjamin, King Saul’s own tribe. 

2. A Levite, a son of Heman, one of the persons set 
apart for the service of music and song in the time of 
David (1 Chr 25:18). He is called Uzziel [Heb Suzz?él] in 1 
Chr 25:4. The Chronicler reports, somewhat artificially, 
how each of Heman’s 14 sons was assigned by lot a priestly 
course of temple musicianship; this Azarel is associated 
with the so-called 11th course out of a grand total of 24 
courses, each with 12 members (1 Chr 25:4, 8-31). 

3. A Danite, the son of Jeroham [Heb yéréham; LXX 
i6ram] (1 Chr 27:22). His name occurs in a list of military 
and civil administrators in the time of David. The list 
constitutes an attempt by the Chronicler to show the tribal 
inclusiveness of David’s “Israel” (1 Chr 27:16—22; Coggins 
1 and 2 Chronicles CBC, 134). 

4. A Levitical priest, the son of Ahzai and father of 
Amashsai, descended from Immer (Neh 11:13). Amashsai, 
his son, was representative of one of the Levitical families 
serving in the restored Jerusalem temple in the days of 
Nehemiah. His correspondent in the synoptic parallel, 1 
Chr 9:12, seems to be Adiel [Heb ‘Sad?e/], father of Maasai 
(= Amashsai?), likewise a descendant of Immer. 

5. Son of a priest, a musician who participated in the 
procession for the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem in 
the time of Nehemiah (Neh 12:36). 

6. One of the sons of Binnui (RSV), and a contemporary 
of Ezra (Ezra 10:10, 38, 41). He is included in a list of 
persons who married foreign women and were induced by 
Ezra to divorce them along with their children. On the 
text adopted by the RSV in Ezra 10:38, see the discussion 
under AMARIAH 10. The parallel, 1 Esdr 9:34, speaks of 
Azarel (LXX ezril} as a son of Ezora [LXX ezéra]. See 
further Braun 1 Chronicles WBC. 

ROGER W. UITTI 


AZARIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘azaryah, Sdzaryahii|. Aza- 
riah is a personal name (meaning “Yahweh has helped”) 
given to a number of individuals in the books of the Heb 
Bible and the LXX. Identification of some of the individ- 
uals remains tentative because of differences between par- 
allel genealogical texts, differences between the MT and 
the versions, and questions about the intended function of 
the genealogical material in the various books. 

1. Azariah (1 Kgs 4:2) is listed first in the register of 
King Solomon’s officials. Since his title is given as hakkohén 
“the priest”—in contrast to the titles of Zadok and Abi- 
athar (1 Kgs 4:4) who are identified as priests [Heb ké- 
hanim] or Zabud (1 Kgs 4:5) who is called a “priest and 
king’s friend” [Heb kéhén r&eh hammelek|—it is likely that 
he was the high priest responsible to the king for the 
supervision of the priests and cult of the Jerusalem temple. 
Here Azariah is called “son of Zadok”; however, the refer- 
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ences to “Azariah son of Johanan” in | Chr 5:36—37—Eng 
6:10~—11 and to an ancestor of Ezra in Ezra 7:3 and 2 Esdr 
1:2 (“Azariah son of Meraioth”) may refer to the same 
person. The genealogies given for this family differ (see 
Braun I Chronicles WBC, 84; Myers I—2 Esdras AB, 154), 
and are probably intended to be only partial (indicating 
membership in the family of the high priests) rather than 
complete for the family. 

2. Azariah son of Nathan (1 Kgs 4:5) is identified as the 
official in King Solomon’s administration who supervised 
the 12 officers responsible for securing provisions for the 
palace. Commentators generally emend the MT of 1 Kgs 
4:7-19b; however, since 12 individuals are named in the 
MT, the “one officer” in 1 Kgs 4:19b could be understood 
to refer to Azariah and show that the officials listed in 1 
Kgs 4:8b—19a were his subordinates. 

3. Azariah son of Amaziah and Jecoliah was made king 
of Judah at the age of 16 following the assassination of 
Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:19-22; 15:1-2; 1 Chr 3:11; 2 Chr 
26:1). 2 Chr 26:7a involves a play on the name Azariah, 
although the king is called Uzziah (Heb ‘Suziyah, Suziyahi 
(sic codex Leningradensis); ‘uzziyah, ‘uzziyahii] in 2 Chron- 
icles and elsewhere (see 2 Kgs 15:13, 30, 32, 34; 2 Chr 
26:1-23; 27:2; Isa 1:1; 6:1; and others). Some scholars 
hold with Myers (Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 149) that Azariah was 
the king’s personal name and Uzziah was adopted as a 
throne name. Others (Williamson 1—2 Chronicles NCBC, 
333-34; Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB, 165-66) note 
that the roots ‘zr and ‘zz are semantically similar and treat 
Azariah and Uzziah as variants of one name. His achieve- 
ments included the restoration of Elath to Judah (1 Kgs 
14:22). He is credited with a reign of 52 years during 
which he did “what was right in the eyes of Yahweh” (2 
Kgs 15:2—3; 2 Chr 26:3—4). Scholars usually assume that 
Azariah was put on the throne of Judah when his father 
was captured by Jehoash, king of Israel; however, chrono- 
logical reconstructions vary. Both 2 Kings and 2 Chroni- 
cles report that Yahweh smote Azariah with leprosy. In 2 
Kings the report follows the statement that the high places 
were not destroyed and the people continued to sacrifice 
and burn incense at the high places (2 Kgs 15:4—5). 2 
Chronicles reports that he entered the temple to burn 
incense and became angry when the chief priest [Heb 
kohén haér6?s|, also named Azariah, and a company of 90 
priests challenged him. When he became angry with the 
priests, a skin disease (“leprosy”) broke out on his forehead 
(2 Chr 26:16—21). His affliction forced him to turn over 
much of the administration of both the palace and the 
people of the land to his son Jotham. 

4. Azariah son of Ethan (1 Chr 2:8) is identified as a 
grandson of Zerah and great grandson of Judah. 

5. Azariah son of Jehu (1 Chr 2:38—39) is mentioned 
among the descendants of Judah in | Chr 2:3—4:24. He is 
identified as the father of Helez. 

6. Azariah son of Ahimaaz (1 Chr 5:35—Eng 6:9) was a 
Levite, a descendant of such important priestly figures as 
Kohath, Aaron, Phinehas, and Zadok; according to the 
Chronicler, he was the grandfather of the Azariah (see I. 
above) who served as priest in the temple of Solomon. 

7. Azariah son of Hilkiah (1 Chr 5:39—Eng 6:13) is 
identified as a Levite and a descendant of the same family 
as Azariah son of Ahimaaz (6. above) and Azariah (1. 
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above). He was the father of Seraiah and an ancestor of 
Ezra (Ezra 7:); 1 Esdr 8:1; 2 Esdr 1:1). 

8. Azariah son of Zephaniah (1 Chr 6:21—Eng 6:36) is 
identified as a Levite, a descendant of Kohath through 
Izhar and an ancestor of Heman the singer. Heman and 
Asaph were appointed by David to be in charge of the 
service of song for “the tabernacle of the tent of meeting” 
and later for the temple of Solomon (1 Chr 6:16—17—Eng 
6:31-32). 

9. Azariah son of Hilkiah (1 Chr 9:11) is identified as 
one of the priests who returned from the exile to live in 
Jerusalem. Axvariah’s name stands out from those of the 
priests listed in 1 Chr 9:10 because his pedigree is given. 
Some of the names of Azariah’s forebearers are reminis- 
cent of the names of the forebearers of Azariah son of 
Hilkiah (see 7. above). The title “chief officer of the house 
of God” [négid bét h@ éléhim] properly belongs to Azariah 
and not to Ahitub, the last name in Azariah’s pedigree. 
Thus Azariah should be understood to be another impor- 
tant figure from the family that included other priests 
named Azariah (1., 6., and 7. above). 

10. Azariah son of Oded (2 Chr 15:1), with the spirit of 
God upon him, went out to meet King Asa as the king was 
returning to Jerusalem from a successful campaign against 
an army of Ethiopians commanded by Zerah and against 
the cities arcund Gerar. His message (2 Chr 15:2a-7), 
directed to tre king and the people, stressed that God 
would be with them when they were with God, and that if 
they would seek God they would be allowed to find God. 
Azariah warned them, however, that should they forsake 
God, God would forsake them. He used an example drawn 
from the his:ory of Israel to illustrate his point (2 Chr 
15:3-6). He exhorted Asa to take courage and not let his 
hands be weak because there would be a reward for his 
deeds (2 Chr 15:7). In both the MT and the LXX, 2 Chr 
15:8 reports shat on hearing these words “and the proph- 
ecy of Oded the prophet,” Asa continued to remove al! the 
abominable idols from the land. Even the image of Ash- 
erah made and worshiped by Asa’s mother was removed 
and destroyed, and she was removed from the office of 
queen mother. Asa led the people in swearing to enter 
into a covenaat to seek the LORD God of Israel. 

11. Azariah [Heb ‘dzaryéh] is identified as a son of 
Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 21:2). King Jehoshaphat had given 
him and his brothers great gifts of silver, gold, precious 
stones, and fortified cities in Judah. Jehoram was desig- 
nated to succeed his father as king, however, because he 
was the firstborn. When Jehoram gained the throne, he 
killed Azariah and his brothers as well as some of the 
officials of Israel. 

12. Azariah [Heb ‘dzaryahii] is listed as another son of 
King Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 21:2) who was killed by Jehoram 
after Jehoram had gained the throne of their father. 

13. Azariah son of Jeroham (2 Chr 23:1) was one of the 
commanders of hundreds [Saré hamméé6t] who acted with 
Jehoiada in the crowning of Joash as king, the execution 
of Athaliah, the making of a covenant declaring that all 
the people and the new king would be a people of Yahweh, 
and the destruction of Baal’s temple, altars, and priest (2 
Chr 23:1-21). 

14. Azariah son of Obed (2 Chr 23:1) was another of the 
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commanders of hundreds who cooperated with Jehoiada 
to depose Athaliah and make Joash king (see 13. above). 

15. Azariah (2 Chr 26:17, 20) is identified by the Chron- 
icler as the chief priest [Heb kohén haro?3] who withstood 
King Azariah/Uzziah (see 3. above) when the king entered 
the temple to burn incense upon the incense altar. He 
declared that it was not for the king to offer incense but 
for the priests, the descendants of Aaron, who were con- 
secrated, and he warned that what the king was doing 
would bring no honor to him. | Kgs 4 lists Azariah (see 1. 
above) as one of the top level officials of Solomon’s admin- 
istration. He was the chief priest [Heb hakkohén] but was 
subordinate to the king. The impression of the relation- 
ship between chief priest ancl king given by the report of 
the confrontation between Azariah and Uzziah is differ- 
ent, and raises questions about the role of the chief priest 
or high priest in the period of the monarchy. To what 
extent might the Chronicler’s report reflect the power of 
the postexilic high priesthood? How might the power of 
the high priesthood have changed over time during the 
monarchy? 

16. Azariah son of Johanan (2 Chr 28:12) is listed as one 
of the chiefs of the Ephraimites [Heb 1as¢ béné-éprayim) 
who spoke in support of the prophet Oded when the 
prophet called upon the army of Israel to release the 
prisoners they had taken when Pekah was at war with 
Ahaz. Azariah and the other chiefs gave provisions to the 
captives from the spoil that had been taken and returned 
the captives to Jericho. 

17. Azariah (2 Chr 29:12) is identified as a descendant 
of Kohath and Zadok. He was the father of Joel, one of the 
leaders of the Levites who aided in the cleansing of the 
temple under King Hezekiah. The Chronicler may have 
held that he was the chief priest during the reign of 
Hezekiah (see 18. below) and belonged to the important 
Levitical family of Israel’s high priests which included 
several men named Azariah (see 1., 6., 7., 9., and 15. 
above). 

18. Azariah (2 Chr 31:10, 13) served as chief priest [Heb 
kohén har6’s] and as chief officer of the house of God [Heb 
négid bét-haélohim] during the reign of Hezekiah. The 
Chronicler seems to have unclerstood him to belong to the 
family of Israel’s high priests (see 1., 6., 7., 9., 15., and 17. 
above). 

19. Azariah son of Jehallelel (2 Chr 29:12), a descendant 
of Merari, was one of the Levitical leaders who participated 
in the cleansing of the temple under King Hezekiah. The 
emphasis on the role played by the Levites in the cleansing 
of the temple and in helping; the priests to flay the burnt 
offerings, the inclusion of the names of the Levitical lead- 
ers, and the statement that the Levites “were more upright 
in heart than the priests in sanctifying themselves” (2 Chr 
29:34) illustrate the Chronicler’s interest in the Levites as 
an important priestly group in Israel’s cult. 

20. Azariah son of Maaseiah (Neh 3:23, 24) is identified 
as one of the people who worked to rebuild the wall of 
Jerusalem. He restored the section of the wall that was 
next to his house. The individuals named in Nehemiah 3 
should be understood as the leaders of groups of workers 
presumably including their extended families. This is clear 
in the cases of Eliashib the high priest (Neh 3:1), Shallum 
(Neh 3:12), Hanun (Neh 3:13), and Pedaiah (Neh 3:25- 
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26), instances in which individuals are named with groups. 
In other cases, groups are mentioned but no individuals 
are named as leaders: the sons of Hassenaah (Neh 3:3), 
the Tekoites (Neh 3:5, 27), the priests, the men of the Plain 
(Neh 3:22), and the goldsmiths and merchants (Neh 3:32). 

21. Azariah (Neh 7:7) is identified as a leader of exiles 
returning to Judah from Babylonian exile. The list of 
leaders and returned exiles in Neh 7:4—72a differs from 
those found in Ezra 2:1-70 and | Esdr 5:7—42 (Myers 
Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 10-22; 1-2 Esdras AB, 58-71). 

22. Azariah (Neh 8:7) was one of the Levites listed by 
name who helped the people to understand Ezra’s reading 
of the Torah. Whether their help involved both translation 
and interpretation or interpretation only is a matter of 
scholarly debate (Fensham Ezra and Nehemiah NICOT, 217- 
18; Williamson 1-2 Chronicles NCBC, 277-99). 

23. Azariah (Neh 10:3—Eng 10:2) was one of the priests 
who put his seal on the covenant made by those who had 
returned from exile. The covenant obligated the people to 
live by the commandments and ordinances of Yahweh (Neh 
10: 29-30—Eng 10:28-29), to avoid intermarriage with 
foreigners (Neh 10:31—Eng 10:30), to refrain from buy- 
ing from foreigners on the sabbath or holidays, to observe 
the sabbatical year and to refrain from charging interest 
(Neh 10:32—Eng 10:31), to give one-third of a shekel each 
year for the service of the temple (Neh 10:33-34—Eng 
10:32—33), to provide wood for the altar (Neh 10:35—Eng 
10:34), and to bring the first fruits, firstborn, and tithes 
(Neh 10:36-—40—Eng 10:35—39). 

24. Azariah (Neh 12:33) was one of those who partici- 
pated in the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem (Neh 
12:27—43). He may perhaps be identified with Azariah son 
of Maaseiah (see 20. above). 

25. Azariah son of Hoshaiah (MT Jer 43:2) is named as 
one of those who refused to heed Jeremiah’s warning not 
to go to Egypt following the assassination of Gedaliah. The 
MT lists a Jezaniah son of Hoshaiah as a member of the 
party that had approached Jeremiah to request that he ask 
Yahweh what they should do (Jer 42:1). The RSV assumes 
that this was Azariah. In the LXX (Jer 49:1) the 2 named 
leaders of the party that approached Jeremiah are Johanan 
and Azariah, but here and in the report of the people’s 
reaction to Jeremiah’s warning (Jer 50:2) the LXX identi- 
fies this person as Azariah son of Maaseiah. 

26. Azariah (Dan 1:6, 7, 11, 19; 2:17) was one of the 
young Judean men selected to be trained in the “letters 
and language of the Chaldeans” (Dan 1:4). He was given a 
new name, Abednego, and along with Daniel, Hananiah, 
and Mishael ate vegetables and drank water rather than 
defile himself by eating the food appointed by the king 
(Dan 1:8—16). At the end of the training period the king 
found these 4 young men superior to his own magicians 
and enchanters (Dan 1:17—21). When the king’s magicians 
and enchanters were unable to tell him both the dream he 
had dreamed and its interpretation (Daniel 2), the king 
issued a decree that all the magicians and enchanters were 
to be killed. Daniel called upon Hananiah, Mishael, and 
Azariah to seek God’s mercy that they might not be de- 
stroyed with the rest of Babylon’s sages, and the mystery 
was revealed to Daniel in a night vision. When the king 
made an image of gold and commanded that when every- 
one heard the sound of music they were to worship the 
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image (Daniel 3), Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah (here 
called Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednego) refused to wor- 
ship the image, even when the king threatened to have 
them thrown into a fiery furnace. Their faith, courage, 
and deliverance made them examples for others who faced 
coercion by foreign rulers (1 Macc 2:59; 4 Macc 16:21; 
18:12). The LXX includes a prayer attributed to Azariah 
and a hymn of praise attributed to the 3 young men (LXX 
Dan 3:24-—90; Pr Azar). 

27. Azariah is identified as a “leader of the people” who 
commanded forces under Judas Maccabeus. When Judas 
divided the forces, sending Simon and his forces to Galilee 
while he and Jonathan took their forces to Gilead, he left 
Azariah and Joseph son of Zechariah with part of the 
forces, ordering them to guard Judea but not to engage in 
battle with the Gentiles until the return of the rest of the 
forces (1 Macc 5:18-19). Azariah and Joseph, wishing to 
make a name for themselves, disobeyed their orders and 
led their forces in attacking Jamnia. Their forces were 
routed with 2,000 casualties reported (1 Macc 5:55-62). 

28. Azariah, a descendant of Immer (1 Esdr 9:21), is 
listed as one of the priests who had married foreign wives 
and who were required to put away these wives and their 
children. 

29. Azariah (1 Esdr 9:43) is listed as one of those 
standing at the right side of Ezra at the reading of the 
law—perhaps to be identified with Azariah the descendant 
of Immer (27 above). 
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AZARIAH, PRAYER OF. See DANIEL, ADDI- 
TIONS TO. 


AZARIAS (PERSON) [Gk Azarias]. The name assumed 
by the archangel RAPHAEL in the book of Tobit (5:13— 
Eng 5:12). Tobit, blind and destitute except for money left 
for safekeeping with a man named Gabael in Rages, 
prayed for help. God sent Raphael to assist him. The 
archangel identified himself to Tobit and his son Tobias as 
Azarias (meaning “God helps”), the son of the great Ana- 
nias (“God favors”), one of Tobit’s relatives (5:13—Eng 
5:12). Zimmermann (1958: 75) argues that the names were 
chosen to please the reader through word plays. The book 
appears to be one of a couple of dozen efforts to combine 
two well-known folk tales, familiar to moderns as “The 
Grateful Dead” and “The Unlucky Bride” (Dancy 1972: 2— 
3). As is typical in folklore, neither Tobit nor Tobias rec- 
ognized that Azarias was an angel in disguise. 

True to the meaning of his name, Azarias assisted at 
every hand. He accompanied Tobias to collect Tobit’s 
money from Gabael and instructed Tobias to take the 
heart, liver, and gall of a huge fish he had caught (6:5— 
Eng 6:4). Next (7:10—Eng 7:9), Azarias negotiated the 
marriage between Tobias and Sarah, a beautiful kins- 
woman widowed seven times by a jealous demon (Asmo- 


AZARIAS 


deus) before her marriages could be consummated (3:8). 
Azarias instructed Tobias to burn the fish’s heart and liver 
on the wedding night to drive away the demon (6:17—18— 
Eng 6:16—17). During the fourteen-day wedding feast, 
Azarias took ‘Tobit’s receipt to Gabael to secure the money 
(9:5). Finally, Azarias instructed Tobias to anoint Tobit’s 
eyelids with the fish’s gall, thus healing Tobit (11:7-13). 

In the intertestamental period, Jewish speculation about 
ARCHANGELS flourished. Their number varied (princi- 
pally four or seven), as did their identities. One basic list, 
which agrees with the book of Tobit (12:15) concerning 
their number, appears in | En. 20:1—7, where they include 
Uriel, Raphael, Raguel, Michael, Seraqael, Gabriel, and 
Remiel. Rabinnic commentary on Gen 18:1 (Gen. Rab.) 
attributes their names to Babylonian influence, but mod- 
ern day scholars contend that the real source was Zorovas- 
trianism (Russell 1964: 258—59). 

The Hebrew form of the name, AZARIAH, appears as 
Abednego in the Hebrew Bible (Dan 1:7). In the addition 
to Daniel known as The Prayer of Azarias and the Song of 
the Three Young Men, Azariah offers the prayer on behalf 
of the three captives and is mentioned again in v 66. 
Azariah also appears as the name of a Levite who assisted 
Ezra by interpreting the law (Neh 8:7, 1 Esdr 9:48), and as 
a general of Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 5:18, 56, 60). 
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AZARU (PERSON) [Gk Azarou]. Forefather of an exiled 
family numbering 432 which returned to Judah with Ze- 
rubbabel acccrding to the list in 1 Esdr 5:15. If AZZUR 
[Heb ‘azzér] (Neh 10:18—Eng 10:17) is accepted as an 
equivalent variant, then 1 Esdr 5:15 supplements Ezra 
2:16b as BHS suggests (see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah 
WBC, 25). 
CraiGc D. BOWMAN 


AZAZ (PERSON) [Heb ‘azaz]. Name of a Reubenite (1 
Chr 5:8), the father of Bela, a kinsman of Beerah (who 
went into exile under Tiglath-pileser III in the second half 
of the 8th century according to 1 Chr 5:6). The name 
Azaz is a hypocoristic form of the theophoric Azaziah, 
which means “Yahweh is strong.” Interestingly enough, 
although the name is vocalized by the Masoretes as ‘azaz 
(which would agree with Jerome’s Azaz, as well as the Ar 
“azazun), the LXX reads 6zouz, while the Syr Peshitta reads 
“azi. The Syr is probably explained as being a “Syrianiza- 
tion” of a root which is geminate in Heb, but middle weak 
in Syr. The LXX may be evidence for a late @ > 6 shift in 
some dialects of Heb at the time of the LXX, analogous to 
that which took place in Phoenician, or may simply be an 
example of the LXX translators not knowing what to do 
with this name. 
H. ELpon CLEM 
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AZAZEL [Heb ‘azazél]. Tne destination or goal to or 
for which the scapegoat is sent on the Day of Atonement 
(Lev 16:8, 10, 26). 


A. The Term 
B. The Character of Azazel 
C. Azazel before Leviticus 16 


A. The Term 

The meaning of the term ‘éza?zél is not entirely clear. 
The main interpretations are: (a) It is the name of ademon 
(e.g., Delcor 1976: 35-37; Loretz 1985: 50-57; Tawil 
1980). (b) It is a geographical designation meaning some- 
thing like “precipitous place” or “rugged cliff” (Szpra, 
Ahare Mot 2:8; Tg. Ps.-J. Lev 16:10, 22; Driver 1956: 97— 
98). (c) It is an abstract noun meaning “destruction” or 
“entire removal” (e.g., BDB 736). (d) It is made up of the 
terms 7éz >6zél “goat that goes (away)” and is a description 
of the dispatched goat (cf. the LXX, Vg; it is from this 
interpretation that we get our term “scapegoat”). 

Of the four views, understanding ‘éza?zél as an epithet 
of a demonic personality is the most reasonable. The main 
evidences for this are: (a) Lev 16:8 prescribes that Aaron 
is to place a lot on each of the two goats provided by the 
Israelites. One lot designates one goat as being “for Yhwh” 
while the other lot designates the other goat as being “for 
‘aza@zél.” As the first lot is for a supernatural being, Yhwh, 
so the second lot should be for a supernatural being of 
some sort. (b) The goat designated for ‘éz@?zél is sent out 
to ‘dz@zél in the wilderness which is one of the usual 
abodes of demons (Isa 13:21~-22; 34:11—15; perhaps also 
Lev 17:7; cf. Tob 8:3; Matt 12:43). (c) In pseudepigraphic 
literature Azazel appears as a. full-fledged demonic being 
Us Enoch 8:1; 9:6; 10:4-8; 13:1; cf. 54:5-6; 55:4; 69:2: 
Apoc. Ab. 13:6-14; 14:4-6; 20:5—7; 22:5; 23:11; 29:6-7; 
31:5; on the problems of this tradition, see Hanson 1977: 
220-33; Nickelsburg 1977: 397—404; Grabbe 1987: 153-— 
55). (d) While the name could be interpreted as the epithet 
of a supernatural being while retaining the order of the 
consonants in the MT (‘z?z/), the etymology of the name 
has been explained as a metathesized form of ‘zz-?! mean- 
ing something like “fierce god” or “angry god” which, if 
correct, would reveal decisively the demonic character of 
the being (cf. Tawil 1980; Loretz 1985: 50-57). The Temple 
Scroll and other literature at Qumran contain the form 
“221 (11QTemple 26:13 and see Grabbe 1987: 156). 


B. The Character of Azazel 

Though Azazel is a demonic personality, caution must 
be observed in determining his exact character in the Day 
of Atonement ritual. Just because he is a demon does not 
automatically mean that he functions like demonic person- 
alities in other religions of the ANE. In fact, there is reason 
to suppose that in the biblical rite he was to be considered 
a rather peripheral and impotent figure, hardly more than 
a place-holder representing the geographical goal of the 
scapegoat’s dispatch (Wright 1987: 21-25). A main reason 
for believing that the formulators of Leviticus 16 thought 
of Azazel in this way is the tendency of Israel’s monotheis- 
tic religion to reject or at least limit any power that would 
compete with Yahweh (Duhm 1904: 28, 32). Another rea- 
son is that the Priestly writings have very little to say about 
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demons. The only other reference to demons besides that 
to Azazel is in Lev 17:7. But the use of sé&érim (‘‘goat- 
demons”) here seems to be more a pejorative belittling of 
such beings than an expression of belief in their reality 
and vitality (cf. similar use of demonic terminology in 
Deut 32:17; Ps 106:37). 

The entirely different treatment of corresponding de- 
monic figures in rites of elimination from the ANE seems 
to confirm this picture of Azazel (for examples from 
ancient Anatolia and Mesopotamia, see Wright 1987: 31— 
74). Many of these rituals speak of offended or angry 
deities or demons who must be propitiated so that a plague 
or other evil might be lifted from mankind or an individ- 
ual. The attacking supernatural beings are addressed with 
incantations which reveal in some detail the personality of 
the demonic beings. The human sufferers send offerings 
of appeasement and substitution to assuage the demonic 
wrath. For example, in the Hittite ritual of Ashella which 
seeks to dispel a demon-caused plague among the Hittite 
army (see Wright 1987: 50-51), leaders of the army deco- 
rate rams with colored wools and other materials. They 
recite: “Whatever god is moving about, whatever god has 
caused this plague, for you, behold, these rams I have tied 
up. Be herewith appeased!” The next day the animals are 
driven into the open country with beer, bread, and per- 
haps milk as offerings. Before the rams are sent away, the 
leaders place their hands on the animals and say: “What- 
ever god has caused this plague—now, behold, the rams 
are standing; they are very fat in liver, heart, and genital 
member. Let the flesh of humans be hateful to him. 
Moreover, be appeased with these rams!” In other rituals, 
instead of being attacking demons, gods may be custodians 
of evil. They are called upon to take away and dispose of 
the evil caused by another source. For their help they 
receive offerings of thanksgiving. For example, in the 
Hittite ritual of Ambazzi (Wright 1987: 57), a woman cult 
officiator removes a bowstring with tin on it from a ritual 
patient, puts it on a mouse, and says: “I have taken away 
from you [i.e., the patient] evil and I have put it on the 
mouse. Let this mouse take it to the high mountains, the 
deep valleys (and) the distant ways.” After this she lets the 
mouse go, saying: “O Alawaimi [a god], drive this (mouse) 
forth, and I will give to you a goat to eat.” In contrast, 
Leviticus 16 does not speak of Azazel in any of these 
terms: he causes no harm, he receives no offerings (the 
scapegoat is not a sacrifice), prayers are not made to him. 
Such a laconic treatment of Azazel in view of these other 
rituals suggests that Azazel is not an active being that is 
due any sort of veneration or attention. 


C. Azazel Before Leviticus 16 

Finally, that Azazel appears in repressed form in the 
Priestly ritual intimates that he is not an invention of that 
school of thought but comes from a pre-Priestly form of 
the rite in which he played a more active role, either as an 
angry deity as one proposed etymology of his name may 
suggest (‘zz-J) or as merely a beneficent custodian of evil. 
The reason that he was retained in the Priestly version of 
the rite may be due to popular belief which would not 
allow total expunging of the personality. 
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AZAZIAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘azazyahi]. The name 
means “Yahweh is strong.” In certain instances, the ver- 
sions (LXX and Vg) read ‘Suzzéyaéhi (Uzziah) for Sazazyahii 
(Azaziah). There are 3 people in the MT who bear this 
name. 

1. A Levite who was appointed to play the lyre during 
the transfer of the ark of the covenant from the house of 
Aminadab to Jerusalem (] Chr 15:21). 

2. The father of Hoshea, the chief officer of Ephraim in 
the reign of David (1 Chr 27:20). 

3. One of 12 temple overseers (presumably a Levite) 
who was in charge of tithes and dedicated contributions. 
He was appointed by Hezekiah and Azariah the chief 
temple officer during Hezekiah’s reform. 
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AZBUK (PERSON) [Heb ‘azbiiq]. A Judahite of the time 
of Nehemiah (Neh 3:16). His son, also named Nehemiah, 
acted as supervisor of half of the Judean district of Beth- 
zur during the rebuilding of the wall of Jerusalem. The 
meaning and grammatical analysis of the name ‘azbigq is 
uncertain (perhaps “[the god] Buk is strong”; cf. ‘azgad, 
“tthe god] Gad is strong,” Neh 10:16). 
Nora A. WILLIAMS 


AZEKAH (PLACE) {Heb azéké]. A town within the 
confines of the N Shephelah district of Judah (Josh 15:35). 


A. Historical References 

Azekah is first mentioned in the story of the 5 Amorite 
kings whom Joshua defeated at Gibeon and pursued as far 
as Azekah (Josh 10:10—11). During the encounter of David 
with Goliath, the Philistines camped in the valley of Elah 
between Socoh and Azekah (1 Sam 17:1). Rehoboam (922— 
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915 B.c.) fortified Azekah and included it within the de- 
fensive systern erected after the division of the United 
Monarchy (2 Chr 11:9). 

An Assyrian inscription mentions Azekah in connection 
with Sargon |I’s campaign against Iamani, ruler of Ash- 
dod, in 712 ».c. (Tadmor 1958). Still later, Azekah and 
Lachish are mentioned as the last remaining fortresses of 
Judah to withstand the Babylonian onslaught (Jer 34:7). 
Similar inforraation appears in Lachish letter no. 4 (ANET, 
322). The town was conquered by Nebuchadnezzar appar- 
ently in 588 B.c., a short while before the fall of Jerusalem. 
With the return from exile, several families of the tribe of 
Judah resettled in Azekah (Neh 11:30). Fragmentary infor- 
mation from the period following the destruction of the 
2d Temple indicates that Azekah was still occupied. Euse- 
bius located A.zekah between Eleutheropolis (Beth Govrin) 
and Jerusalern (Onomast. 18:10), a possible reference to 
Khirbet al-’Almi, E of Tell Zakariya. The Madeba map, 
which dates from the 2d half of the 6th century a.D., calls 
the area “Be:hzakar,” the present-day Kefar Zechariah, 
which has given its name to Tell Zakariya (Avi Yonah 1954). 


B. Site and Identification 

Tell Zakariva (M.R. 143123) is located 5.5 miles NE of 
Beth Govrin. It stands about 117 m above the Elah Valley, 
which skirts the hill on the N and E. The mound is flat- 
topped, triangular in shape, and measures 330 by 170 m. 

Over a century ago, J. Schwartz identified Tell Zakariya 
as the site of Azekah on the basis of written sources. F. J. 
Bliss, who excavated the site (Bliss and Macalister 1902), 
suggested the name had been transferred later from 
Azekah to Khirbet Shuweikeh, some 6 km further S in the 
Elah valley, and that biblical Socoh might conceivably be 
in the area of Tell Zakariya. However, after the discovery 
of a large Israelite site at Khirbet Abad (adjacent to Khir- 
bet Socoh), Tell Zakariya has become generally accepted as 
the site of the town of Azekah. 


C. Exploration of the Site 

Tell Zakariya was excavated in 1898-99 under the aus- 
pices of the Palestine Exploration Fund, and was directed 
by F. J. Bliss, assisted by R. A. S. Macalister (Bliss and 
Macalister 1902). 

In the SW, building foundations were examined and 
were found t> belong to 3 towers built of rough stones 
bonded with clay. There were no traces of a wall connect- 
ing the towers, which led the excavators to conclude that 
the towers coristituted individual forts intended to protect 
this side of the mound, which was particularly vulnerable 
to attack. On the basis of the depth of the foundations and 
some ceramic finds, the towers were assigned to the Ro- 
man-Byzantine period. 

A rectangular fortress with towers at each corner was 
uncovered on the elevated SE section of the mound. Tow- 
ers also stood along the middle of the E wall. The fortress 
gate was not discovered, although several doorways were 
found inside the towers. The entrance levels varied in 
elevation, and it thus seems that the fortress interior was 
not of equal height throughout. 

Bliss felt that the towers in section I were a later addition 
to the fortress in section II, while Macalister assumed that 
they were contemporaneous but constructed by different 
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groups of masons. Both attriute the construction of the 
fortress to Rehoboam (2 Chr [1:9). 

Half of the fortress area was excavated, and bedrock was 
reached at a depth of approximately 6 m. The excavators 
were unable to assign periods to the buildings and other 
remains, nor did they determine the exact number of 
periods, although they initially distinguished 4 main occu- 
pation periods. 

Period A is clearly defined by pottery of the type they 
labeled “Early Pre-Israelite” (see below). Among the ob- 
jects found was a vessel containing assorted Egyptian jew- 
elry, including two scarabs, cne with the name of Thut- 
mose III and the other of Amenhotep II. Period B is a 
plastered floor slightly above bedrock, with stamped han- 
dies containing the word Imi: (“[belonging] to the king”) 
and two-winged scarabs. In period C, which the excavators 
labeled “Jewish” and considered to be later than period B, 
another plastered floor was discovered, containing four- 
winged scarab stamped jar handles. Period D has several 
rock-hewn tombs assigned to the Roman period. Also 
found were Seleucid, Roman, and Byzantine shards, as well 
as several graves close to surface level and considered of 
Arab origin. 

A trial] pit approximately 30 by 20 m was dug in the 
center of the mound, where bedrock was reached at no 
more than 4 m. The pottery consisted mainly of sherds of 
the so-called Late Pre-Israelite and Jewish periods. Since 
Seleucid pottery was extremely rare and no Roman-Byz- 
antine shards were uncovered, the excavators concluded 
that the mound had been deserted by these periods. 

All these finds led the excavators to conclude that the 
settlement had lasted, with short interruptions, from ca. 
1500 B.c. until the Byzantine period. However, Albright 
(1960) subsequently examined! the pottery tables published 
in the excavation reports and suggested the following 
amended dates: 


Period Bliss-Macalister 
A Early Pre-Israelite 
ca. ?-1500 B.c. 
B Late Pre-Israelite 
ca. 1550-800 B.c. 
C Jewish ca. 800-300 3.c. 
D Seleucid ca. 300—- B.C. 


Albright 
ca. 3000-1800 B.c. 


1800-1000 B.c. 


1000—587 B.c. 
4th—lst cent. B.c. 


Today it is possible to introduce additional revisions in 
the chronology of the various structures on this site. The 
excavators attributed the fortress to Rehoboam (928-911 
B.c.) and dated the 3 towers at the SW extremity of the 
mound to the Roman-Byzantine period. More recently, S. 
Yeivin (Avi-Yonah and Yeivin 1955: 289-90; cf. Horowitz 
1980) assigned the construction of the fortress to the 
period of the Judges, and the towers (which in his opinion 
form part of the city wall) to Rehoboam, who also had the 
fortress repaired. 

Other Israelite fortresses of similar construction have 
since been found in Judea (Mazar 1982). Also, since the 
various types of lmlk seal impressions can be assigned to 
the end of the 8th century, tt may be assumed that the 
fortress was in existence at that time. 
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EPHRAIM STERN 


AZEL (PERSON) [Heb asel]. Var. AZALIA(?). A descen- 
dant of Saul through the line of Jonathan. His name occurs 
6 times in the Heb Bible and twice in the Talmud (Pesah. 
62b). In the former, the name is part of a list of persons 
(1 Chr 8:35—-36) which cannot be traced to any extant 
earlier source. When Azel was thought to have lived cannot 
be determined exactly. The names in the genealogy have 
been viewed as extending down into late preexilic times or 
even into the Exile itself. On the whole, it seems reasonable 
to suppose that Azel lived in the late 7th to early 6th 
centuries B.c.£. The occurrences of Azel in 1 Chr 9:43, 44, 
45 are due to a repetition of the Saulide genealogy in 1 
Chronicles 8. This duplication serves to introduce 1 
Chronicles 10 which tells the story of Saul’s death on 
Mount Gilboa. Not having chapter and verse divisions by 
which to cite a biblical text, the writer of the Talmud cites 
the material from 1 Chr 8:37-9:44 by reference to the 
name Azel in these verses. The name appears to be a 
variant form of AZALIAH (2 Kgs 22:3) and may designate 
“noble” or “laid aside, reserved” in the sense of being 
protected. 
James M. KENNEDY 


AZETAS (PERSON) [Gk Azétas]. Ancestor of a family 
which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 
5:15). Although | Esdras is often assumed to have been 
compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not 
appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2:16; 
Neh 7:21). Omissions such as this also raise questions about 
1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. 
Furthermore, problems associated with dating events and 
identifying persons described in | Esdras have cast doubt 
on the historicity of the text. 
MicHarEt Davin MCGEHEE 


AZGAD (PERSON) [Heb ‘azgéd]. Head of a family of 
Babylonian exiles who are listed as returnees under the 
leadership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:12 = Neh 
7:17 = 1 Esdr 5:13) and later under Ezra (Ezra 8:12 = 1 
Esdr 8:38). The leader of the clan affixed the family name 
to the covenant of Nehemiah in Neh 10:16—Eng 10:15. 
For further discussion of the exilic name lists and bibliog- 
raphy see AKKUB and ATER. The etymology of the name 
is uncertain. It has been identified as a theophoric name 
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meaning: “Gad (deity) has proved himself strong” (Noth 
IPN, 190) or “Gad is strong” (Fowler, TPNAH, 64). Since 
these names occur only in the postexilic list, the name may 
have Persian derivation: izgad “messenger” (Fowler, 
TPNAH, 64). 

CHANEY R. BERGDALL 


AZIEL (PERSON) [Heb “az?él]. See JAAZIEL (PERSON). 


AZIZA (PERSON) [Heb ‘aziza?]. A descendant of Zattu 
and one of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra 
to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:27). Aziza is derived 
from the verbal root “zz “to be strong” and probably means 
“the strong one” (IPN, 225). In the parallel text of 1 Esdr 
9:28, the name Zerdaiah appears in the position Aziza 
holds in Ezra 10:27. Aziza was a member of a family from 
which a group of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 
2:8; Neh 7:13). For further discussion, see BEDEIAH. 
JEFFREY A. FAGER 


AZMAVETH (PERSON) [Heb ‘azmawet]. The name of 
several men in the OT. The name Azmaveth itself means 
“strong (‘az) as Death (mdweth)” or “strong is Death,” 
where Death is the personification of the god of death (cf. 
Hos 13:14; Hab 2:5; Pss 18:5, 49:5, 116:3; Prov 13:14). 
The LXX reading, Azmoth, is a legitimate variation on 
Azmaveth, with the same meaning (see DEATH). See also 
AZMAVETH (PLACE). 

1. One of DAVID’S CHAMPIONS (the salisim; RSV 
Mighty Men), called the Barhumite (Heb habbarhumi; 2 
Sam 23:31; LXX ho Barsamites). 1 Chr 11:33, conversely, 
lists Azmaveth as the Baharumite (Heb habbahartimi; LXX 
ho Beermi), apparently identifying him as a native of Ba- 
hurim, a place on the road from Jerusalem into the Jordan 
valley, and N of the Mount of Olives (see BAHURIM; 2 
Sam 3:16; 16:5; 17:18; 19:17, etc.). The disagreement of 
both parallel texts in the MT as well as the quite different 
variants in the LXX suggest that the problem here is a 
corrupt text. Of the available readings, the Baharumite 
makes the most sense, though the other possibilities are 
not thereby excluded. 

2. The father of Jeziel and Pelet, two archers and slingers 
of the tribe of Benjamin who were outlaw companions with 
David at Ziklag (1 Chr 12:3). This Azmaveth may possibly 
be the same as Azmaveth (1. above). 

3. The son of Jehoaddah, a descendant of Saul and 
Jonathan (1 Chr 8:36, 9:42). 

4. The son of Adiel, the treasurer in Jerusalem under 
David. (1 Chr 27:25). 

5. The founder of a house in Israel, father of 42 men 
who returned from the exile (Ezra 2:24). This verse may, 
however, refer to 42 men of the city of Beth-Azmaveth (cf. 
Neh 7:28; see AZMAVETH [PLACE]; Ezra Nehemiah WBC, 
26). 

D. G. SCHLEY 


AZMAVETH (PLACE) [Heb ‘azméwet]. Var. BETH- 
AZMAVETH; BETHASMOTH. A village in the Judean 
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hills N of Jerusalem probably established during the Isra- 
elite period (LBHG, 108), but remembered in the text from 
the time of the return from exile. The village is remem- 
bered as Azmaveth (Ezra 2:24, Neh 12:29), Beth-Azmaveth 
(Heb bét-“azmdwet, Gk Béthasméth; Neh 7:28), and Bethas- 
moth (Gk Baitasmén; 1 Esdr 5:18). Though these names 
vary, they each appear in parallel accounts of a census of 
the people who returned to Jerusalem and Judah from 
captivity in Babylon. The same number of returnees (42) 
was recorded for each of them, and they appear in the 
same place in the list between Anathoth and Kiriatharim. 
The Azmaveth region is also remembered for providing 
singers for the dedication of the reconstructed wall of 
Jerusalem (Neh 12:29). The village has been identified as 
modern Hizmeh (M.R. 175138), a suggestion first made 
by Robinson and widely accepted by scholars (Albright 
1922: 156). The site near Geba (modern Jeba‘, M.R. 
175140) and Anathoth (modern Ras el-Kharrtibeh, M.R. 
174135), whose patriarch was most likely the Asmaveth 
who was a descendant of Saul, has provided archaeological 
remains from the 2d Temple period (EncMigr 2: 95). See 
also AZMAVE'TH (PERSON). 
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AZMON (PLACE) [Heb ‘asmén]. A station named both 
in the description of the S frontier of Canaan (Num 
34:45), and in the delineation of the extreme 5 border of 
the tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:4). It is the last 
station W of the BROOK OF EGYPT. Alt (1953) has 
persuasively argued that the border list of Joshua 15 is 
derived from an ancient legal document delineating the 
territorial claims of the tribes during the period of the 
Judges. The parallel nature of the S border descriptions 
in Numbers 34 and Joshua 15 suggests that both depend 
on a single, presumably premonarchical, tradition. Azmon 
has often been identified with Ain Qoseimeh, a small 
spring in the vicinity of Ain el-Qudeirat (KADESH-BAR- 
NEA[?]), (DB 1:327), but a more plausible possibility is 
Ain Muweilih (M.R. 085010), where archaeological survey 
(Rothenberg and Aharoni 1961: 36-37) has revealed a 
station on the ancient road to S Sinai dating to the Iron I 
period. 
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AZNOTH-TABOR (PLACE) (Heb aznét tabér]. A 
town that serves as the starting point of the description of 
the W border of the territory of the tribe of Naphtali (Josh 
19:34). Noth (1935: 199-200) has suggested that Josh 
19:33 described the N border of the tribal territory; how- 
ever, the opening phrase of v 34 clearly shows that v 33 
actually describes the S border from W to E. Verse 34 
opens with the formula “And the border turned back 
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westwards.” This formula appears several times in Joshua, 
indicating that the border description returns to the start- 
ing point and then continues in the opposite direction, in 
this case northwards. The border of the territory of Zebu- 
lun is described in opposite directions from one starting 
point—Sarid (Josh 19: 10, 12); the border of the territory 
of Asher is described similarly, the starting point being 
Helkath (Josh 19:25—in LX “from Helkath’-—and in v 
27 “And the border turned back eastwards”). It would 
appear that in the case of Naphtali the starting point is Mt. 
Tabor; but in order to achieve greater accuracy, two start- 
ing points appear, HELEPH for the S border (to be sought 
to the E of Mt. Tabor) and Aznoth-Tabor for the W border 
(to be sought N of the mountain). Saarisalo (1927: 127) 
identified the latter at Kh. Umm-Jubeil (M.R. 186237), 4 
km N of the mountain, situated on a small hill ideally 
suited as a starting point for a border description. Saaris- 
alo reported LB pottery from the site, but recent archae- 
ological surveys report only pottery from Iron Age II and 
later (Zori 1977: 105; Gal 1982: 20). 
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RAFAEL FRANKEL 


AZOR, TEL (M.R. 131159). Tel Azor is situated about 
6 km SE of Tel Aviv. The Arabic name Yazur preserves the 
ancient name of the site, which should probably be identi- 
fied with “Azor” mentioned in the Vatican edition of the 
LXX (Joshua 19:45) where it appears as one of the cities 
of Dan (instead of MT yhd). Azor (Azuru) is mentioned in 
the late 8th century B.c. as a place Sennacherib captured 
from Sidqa king of Ashkelon (ANET, 287). 

The site, measuring some |5 dunams, has not yet been 
excavated. A survey has revealed shards of almost all 
periods from the Chalcolithic to the medieval. On the 
summit of the mound stand the ruins of a Crusader 
fortress (Chateau des Plains). In the Kurkar hills adjacent 
to the site, many tombs were discovered dating to the 
Chalcolithic, EB I, MB II, LB, and Iron I-II periods. The 
extent of this vast cemetery is not known; most of it is now 
covered by the houses of present-day Azor, as well as by 
the Holon industrial area. The large number of burials in 
a relatively small tell suggests that this was a regional 
cemetery, although this hypothesis still needs to be sub- 
stantiated. 

“Salvage excavations” have been carried out from time 
to time as necessitated by the current building activity. 
The following excavators should be mentioned: J. Perrot 
and M. Dothan (1950s); R. Gophna, A. Druks, and Y. 
Shapira (1960s); A. Ben-Tor and O. Negbi (1970s). So far 
only a small part of these excavations has been fully 
described in published writings. 

Since J. Perrot’s excavations, Azor has become the type- 
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site for Chalcolithic burials in ossuaries. More than 120 
such ossuaries made out of clay were unearthed in a burial 
cave, in which 9 phases have been observed, including one 
habitation phase. Most of the ossuaries are house-shaped 
and some have zoomorphic shapes; others are jars. The 
house-shaped ossuaries are of major importance since they 
give some idea of the type of dwelling common in this 
period. Pottery constitutes the great majority of the funer- 
ary offerings: the assemblage is typologically closer to the 
Beer-Sheba than to the Ghassulian culture. 

A large number of burial caves date to this period. They 
are cut into the Kurkar and all have a similar plan: 3 or 4 
steps descending into a kidney-shaped burial chamber of 
ca. 20 square m. The number of those interred in each 
tomb may reach 100; burials are usually secondary; an 
occasional cremation has been observed. Most of the in- 
terred are of the local Mediterranean stock, but in several 
cases African-types (most probably Egyptians) have been 
noted. This corresponds well to the burial offerings: While 
most of the ceramic finds are clearly paralleled in other 
EB I assemblages throughout the country (mainly of the 
Proto-Urban A family of Kenyon’s topology), some of the 
finds (clay vessels, a slate cosmetic palette, a flint knife, and 
various beads) are imported from Egypt. 

An MB II tomb in which humans were buried side by 
side with horses is noteworthy. This phenomenon has so 
far been observed in only one other site in Israel, Tell el- 
Ajjul. In LB tombs, imported pottery (mainly of Cypriot 
origin) constitutes an important part of the assemblage. 

Several tombs are dated to the 12th or 11th century B.c. 
Burials in pits, in jars, in brick coffins, as well as some 
cremations, are among the burial practices observed. In all 
those tombs, rich assemblages of burial gifts were found: 
the large variety of Philistine ware is especially noteworthy. 

Several communal burials belong to this period: bodies 
and offerings were placed in successive layers in tombs 
surrounded by a stone fence. Also noteworthy is a group 
of burials in typical Israelite jars, one of which bears an 
inscription of the Hebrew name Slmy. 
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AMNON BEN-ToR 


AZOTUS (PLACE) [Gk Azotus]. The name for the Phil- 
istine city of ASHDOD in the Apocrypha and the NT. 
Located halfway between Gaza and Joppa, the ancient city 
stood less than 3 miles inland. Ashdod was excavated in 
1962-72, and its history during the Maccabean and Roman 
periods is well-documented, particularly in 1 Maccabees 
and Josephus. 

The city of Azotus appears (1 Macc 4:15) as a place of 
retreat (see Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 265) to which sol- 
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diers in the army of Gorgias (one of the officers of Lysias 
sent to defeat Israel) fled when routed by Judas. Also, 
Jonathan attacked the city in 147 B.c. (1 Macc 10:78) and 
burned it along with its villages and its temple to Dagan 
(10:83~84). Apollonius, the governor of Coele-Syria who 
was besieging Jamnia, had challenged Jonathan to fight 
(10:70—73), so Jonathan captured a garrison of Apollonius 
headquartered at Joppa (10:74—76). Then Apollonius took 
3,000 cavalry S to Azotus (i.e. away from Joppa), as though 
retreating from Jonathan, and left a cavalry of 1,000 
behind to catch Jonathan between the two units (10:79; 
Josephus says [Ant 13.4.4 §92] that Apollonius first 
marched N and then retreated). Apollonius probably 
chose to fight at Azotus because the level terrain there was 
better-suited for cavalry than the terrain at Joppa (so 
Goldstein | Maccabees AB, 422). 

Azotus is mentioned again (1 Macc 16:10) in connection 
with the defeat of Cendebeus, “commander-in-chief of the 
coastal country” (15:38) under Antiochus VII (reigned 
139/8—129/8). John Hyrcanus defeated Cendebeus on a 
plain outside Modein, sending Cendebeus fleeing to the 
stronghold at Kedron which he had built (16:9, cf. 15:41). 
Some of his soldiers fled to the “towers at Azotus.” i Macc 
16:10 reads: “John burned it with fire.” The antecedent 
for “it” is unclear. One might suppose that Azotus was 
intended, and two Latin MSS read “them,” i.e., the towers 
of Azotus. However, John had followed Cendebeus to Ked- 
ron, which is probably the city he torched. 

Elsewhere, Azotus appears as the name of a district, 
rather than a city. In 164 B.c. Judas attacked Azotus (1 
Macc 5:68), which was further defined by the appositional 
phrase “the land of the Philistines” (Goldstein 1 Maccabees 
AB, 305). Later (ca. 142 B.c.), Simon fortified Joppa and 
Gazara (a city on the border of [the territory] of Azotus; 1] 
Macc 14:34). 

One other text mentioning Azotus (1 Macc 9:15) is often 
considered erroneous. In 160 B.c. Judas fought his last 
battle, against Bacchides, who had marched from Syria to 
Jerusalem and then to Berea (9:1—4). Judas was encamped 
at Elasa nearby (9:5). During the battle Judas attacked the 
strong flank of the enemy, putting Bacchides’ soldiers to 
flight and pursuing them “as far as Mount Azotus” (9:15). 
Since Azotus lay approximately 35 miles away, and since 
the city sits near the coast, and not on a mountain, scholars 
have often suspected the reading. The Oxford Annotated 
Apocrypha suggests el-asur, which lay 6 miles NE of Berea 
(el-Bireh). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 373), however, follows 
the conjecture of Johann David Michaelis (Deutsche 
Ubersetzung des ersten Buchs der Maccabéer mit Anmerkungen, 
1778) that a copyist misread ?%dwt (“watersheds” or 
“slopes”) as >%dwd (“Ashdod”). On the other hand, Van 
Henten (1983: 46) points out that in 3:24, 4:14 and 16:9 
the retreating army is also pursued a great distance. In 
addition, he wants to read the Greek word orous not as the 
genitive singular form to horos (mountain) but as an accu- 
sative plural of ho horos, (boundary) (1983: 47). Thus, the 
enemy would have fled, not to Mount Azotus (since Azotus 
is located on the coastal plain), but to the boundary of the 
territory of Azotus. To the objection that the preposition 
heos takes nouns in the genitive as its object, Van Henten 
lists examples of its use with the accusative. 

Josephus recounts the ensuing history of the city. Alex- 
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ander Jannaeus held Azotus at the beginning of his reign 
(Ant 13.15.4 §395), and the ruins show evidence of an 
attack during the Maccabean period, so scholars often 
assume it was captured by John Hyrcanus. Archaeologists 
uncovered a coin of Antiochus VIII, dated to 114 B.c., 
which presumably sets the date after which the city fell 
into Judaean control. In 63 B.c. Pompey took Azotus away 
from Judah (/W 1.7.7 §156), but Gabinius (governor of 
Syria from 57—55 B.c.) restored it to Judah under Hyr- 
canus II (JW 1.8.4 §166). Herod’s kingdom included the 
city, which he willed to his sister Salome (JW 2.6.3 §98). 
During the First Revolt the city was captured by the Ro- 
mans under Vespasian, who stationed a garrison there 
UW 4.3.2 §130). 

In the NT, Azotus is mentioned (Acts 8:40) as the city 
where Philip the Evangelist was found after baptizing the 
Ethiopian Eunuch. 
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AZRAQ (PLACE). Several oases located at the center of 
a 12,000-km-square internal drainage basin, 80 km E of 
Amman. The rainfall over the basin varies from just over 
200 mm along the N and W fringes to less than 50 mm in 
the SE, hence pastoralism is the only viable subsistence 
activity over much of the area. The N portion of the basin 
is covered by late Tertiary and Quaternary basalts while 
the S area comprises early Tertiary limestones and marls, 
and is covered by a pavement of chert gravel. At Azraq 
there are a number of copious perennial springs which 
feed 2 areas of marshland (Biraket el-Ora and Biraket 
Qeissiyeh). There is also a substantial sabkha (Qa el-Azraq) 
from which salt is extracted by the villagers. (For further 
environmental details and modern history see Nelson 
1973.) 

The springs at Azraq have provided a focus for settle- 
ment since the Stone Age. In 1956, mechanical diggers 
uncovered two impressive late Acheulian/Levallois Mous- 
terian sites a: Ain el-Assad and C spring. These were 
briefly examined by Harding and Kirkbride but have only 
been recently excavated (Rollefson 1980; 1982; Garrard et 
al. 1987). Numerous sites of Epipalaeolithic and Neolithic 
date have been located around the marshes and several 
were sounded in 1985 (Garrard, Stanley Price, and Cope- 
land 1977; Garrard et al. 1985; 1987). One of these, known 
as Azraq 31 and dating to ca. 6000 B.c., has produced the 
earliest evidence of ovicaprid pastoralism from the E 
desert of Jordan. Betts (1983; 1984; 1985) has found many 
stone corrals, wheel houses, and “desert kites” in the basalt 
desert N and E of Azraq. Desert kites are V-shaped 
structures with a corral at the junction end of the V. They 
usually open onto areas of good grazing and are thought 
from historic descriptions, rock drawings, and ethno- 
graphic accounts to have been used for capturing gazelle 
and other large herbivores. Some of these structures are 
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associated with Neolithic artifacts, but from travelers ac- 
counts others were still in use in the last century (Mendels- 
sohn 1974). 

During the classical and medieval periods, Azraq seems 
to have been an important watering point on the trade 
route from the Levant through the Wadi es-Sirhan to 
central Arabia. Three forts guard the approaches to the 
oasis—Qasr el-Uweinid, Qasr Aseikhim, and Qasr el-Azraq 
(Kennedy 1982; Bowersock 1983). Qasr el-Uweinid sits on 
a basalt bluff overlooking the Wadi el-Uweinid, 13 km SW 
of modern Azraq ed-Duruz. It is a trapezoid structure with 
remnants of a tower inside. An inscription at the site refers 
to it as a castellum novum Severianum, suggesting a date of 
around 200 a.p. A second inscription documents the estab- 
lishment of a praesidtum Severianum with a vexillation of the 
legion Third Cyrenaica. Qasr Aseikhin is located about 13 
km NE of Azragq ed-Duruz on the summit of a basalt peak. 
It is a square fortress with rooms arranged around a 
central courtyard, and it mav also date to the reign of 
Septimius Severus. Qasr el-Azraq is adjacent to Biraket el- 
Ora in Azraq ed-Duruz, and seems to have been rebuilt on 
several occasions. Early aerial photographs show the out- 
line of a large, square encarnapment which could be of 
Severan date. The present structure was built inside the 
encampment before the end of the 3d century a.D., as 
inferred from an inscription which dates to the period of 
the Tetrarchy. A later inscription inserted in the castle 
entrance suggests that the fortress was rebuilt during the 
governorship of Azz el Dyn Avbak between 1213 and 1238 
A.D. 

Approximately 5 km S of Azraq el-Duruz are the springs 
and marshes of Biraket Qeissyeh. Surrounding the springs 
and enclosing an area of about 10 dunums, is a well-built 
buttressed wall of either classical or early Islamic date. A 
second similarly well-constructed wall extends from the 
first wall around the S and E sides of the marshes. Ken- 
nedy (1982) suggests it may have been built to separate the 
fresh water of the marshes from the more saline water of 
the sabkha, but recent sondages by Garrard indicate that 
it was not deep enough to achieve this objective, but that it 
probably represented an estate boundary. Until the large- 
scale pumping of water of the last two decades, the Azraq 
marshes supported a very rich wildlife and was a focus for 
the spring and autumn bird :migrations through the area 
(Nelson 1973). 
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ANDREW N. GARRARD 


AZRIEL (PERSON) [Heb ‘azrié/]. A name, the precise 
meaning of which is uncertain (TPNAH, 133). It is borne 
by 3 persons mentioned in the Bible. 

1. In the historical review of the tribes of Israel, the 
Chronicler mentions Azriel as one of the 7 eponymous 
leaders of the half-tribe of E Manasseh (1 Chr 5:23-24). 
Famous for their military prowess, political leadership, and 
enlightened leadership as the heads of their father’s 
house, they are credited with enlarging their constituency 
and its territory, so that the territory from the land of 
Bashan to Mount Hermon became the land of East Manas- 
seh in the early days of the Transjordanian conquest. The 
addendum in | Chr 5:25,26 must be read with the subject 
understood as the 2% tribes, not the 7 East Manasseh 
leaders and their constituency. 

2. The father of Jerimoth (so MT) and the tribal head 
of the tribe of Naphtali in the Chronicler’s reconstruction 
of the officialdom of David (1 Chr 27:16—19). 

3. The father of Seraiah who functioned as a member 
of the court of Jehoiakim (Jer 36:26). In 605 B.c., when 
the relations between Judah and Babylon were deteriorat- 
ing, Jeremiah collected his oracles and bid Baruch his 
secretary read them to the people who would attend a fast 
to be observed in the 9th month. The revolutionary words 
of the prophet so disturbed the princes in the audience 
that they brought word immediately to the king. No doubt 


in fierce anger, Jehoiakim commanded 3 high officers of 


the royal court to apprehend Baruch and Jeremiah. These 
3 court officials were Jerahameel the king’s son, Shelemiah 
the son of Abdeel, and Seraiah the son of Azriel. Since all 
other data are absent, one can but speculate about Azriel 
on the basis of his son’s high court position and royal 
mission. 

EDwarD R. DALGLISH 


AZRIKAM (PERSON) [Heb ‘azrigam]. 1. The 3d son of 
Neriah, a descendant of Zerubbabel. His name appears in 
1 Chr 3:23 in an extended genealogy of exilic and postex- 
ilic Davidic descendants. Scholars are in disagreement 
about whether the genealogy from v 21b on—from the 
phrase “the sons of Hananiah”—should be understood as 
listing the descendants of Zerubbabel or is composed 
merely of unconnected lists which have been attached at 
this point (see Williamson /—2 Chronicles NCBC, 58; Myers 
1 Chronicles AB, Ixxxviii-Ixxxix). If Azrikam is considered 
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a descendant of Zerubbabel then he lived 5 generations 
later, if v 21b is understood as listing the sons of Hananiah; 
or if the reading of the LXX for v 21b is adopted (see 
RSV), he lived 9 generations later. The former is more 
likely (see Myers, AB, 18-21; Williamson, NCBC, 58). 

2. A Levite, a descendant of Merari the 3d son of Levi. 
Azrikam occurs in Merari’s line only in the genealogies 
given in Neh 11:15 and 1 Chr 9:14. In the partially 
overlapping lists in 1 Chr 6:19, 29-30 = 6:44—47, only 
Hashabiah appears from | Chr 9:14 = Neh 11:15. This 
may indicate preservation of different lines of the geneal- 
ogy in different settings. Azrikam belonged to the house 
which was given responsibility for the outside work of the 
House of the Lord (Neh 11:15). 

3. A descendant of Jonathan, the son of Saul. In both 1 
Chr 8:38 and in the repetition of this genealogy in 1 Chr 
9:44, Azrikam is listed as the son of Azel in the extended 
genealogy of Benjamin (1! Chr 8:1—40). 

4. The steward or commander of the royal palace (Heb 
ndgid habbayit) of Ahaz, king of Judah ca. 735-715. In 2 
Chr 28:7 he is mentioned along with Maaseiah, the king’s 
son, and Elkanah, second in command to the king. All 
were killed by Zikri the Ephraimite in an incident con- 
nected with the Syro-Ephraimite war. Some have suggested 
that this Azrikam is identical to 3. above, but this is uncer- 
tain (/DB 1, 327). 

RUSSELL FULLER 


AZUBAH (PERSON) [Heb ‘ézéba]. 1. Mother of Jehosh- 
aphat, king of Judah (1 Kgs 22:42 = 2 Chr 20:31). Azu- 
bah’s name appears in the regnal formula of her son, 
Jehoshaphat. She is the daughter of Shilhi, whose place of 
origin is unknown. 

2. Wife of Caleb (1 Chr 2:18). Her name appears in the 
genealogy of Judah in | Chronicles 2, where she is listed 
as one of the mothers of Caleb’s children. Three sons are 
mentioned specifically in v 18—Jesher, Shobab, and Ar- 
don—but the identity of their mother is unclear (being 
either Azubah or Jerioth). Upon Azubah’s death, Caleb 
took another wife, Ephrath (1 Chr 2:19). 

Linpa S. SCHEARING 


AZZAN (PERSON) [Heb ‘azzén]. The father of the 
leader of the tribe of Issachar, Paltiel (Num 34:26). The 
name is derived from the root ‘wz, meaning “strength” 
(EncMiugqr 6: 132), and Johnson (IDB 1: 327) has translated 
Azzan as “the deity has shown strength.” In LXX, this 
name appears as oza, and, in Syr, as ‘azor. The name occurs 
in both Ug (UT 455, no. 1837), possibly as an abbreviation 
of ‘zmlk (Benz 1972: 165), and in a Phoenician seal from 
Syria (PTU, 378). 
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AZZUR (PERSON) [Heb ‘azzir]. 1. The father of Han- 
aniah, the prophet from Gibeon (Jer 28:1). Whether a 
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court prophet or not, Hananiah appears to have been well- 
known and a leader of a pro-royalist movement in the days 
of Zedekiah (Jer 28:1-17). 

2. The father of Jaazaniah, one of the princes of the 
people in the days of Ezekiel (Ezek 11:1—25). In a vision 
experience, the exiled prophet Ezekiel discovers himself at 
the E gate of the house of Yahweh, where he beholds 
Jaazaniah and Pelatiah, both princes of the people, sharing 
in a council of 25 men in the formulation of an undisclosed 
plot. It appears to be either a plan to seek an alliance with 
Egypt or to usurp unwarranted power in Judah. Ezekiel is 
advised of the utter failure of the intrigue; a confirmatory 
sign followed in the death of Pelatiah. We know nothing 
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about Azzur’s relationship to his son’s political ambition; 
since the Judean aristocracy would be disposed to assume 
the power vacated by the exiled royalty, it is most likely 
that Azzur would be in general sympathy with the move- 
ment. At least, he invested his son with the dignity of a 
prince. 

3. One of the 84 signatories who, as one of the chiefs of 
the people, confirmed the covenant of Nehemiah (Neh 
10:14). Among the several prescriptions of the compact 
were: (1) avoidance of interracial relationships; (2) strict 
observance of the sabbath; and (3) provision for the sup- 
port of the temple establishment (Neh 10:1-39). 

EpwarD R. DALGLISH 


BAAL (DEITY) [Heb ba‘ai]. Canaanite storm and fertil- 
ity god. The name, which means “lord,” is an epithet of 
the god Hadad (lit. “thunderer”). Well-known from the 
OT, he is now extremely well-attested in the Ugaritic texts, 
in addition to being mentioned in other ancient texts. 


A. Baal in Extrabiblical Texts 
1. The Ugaritic Texts 
2. Later Phoenician Sources 
B. Baal in the OT 
1. Israelite Worship of Baal 
2. OT Use of Baal Motifs 


A. Baal in Extrabiblical Texts 

1. The Ugaritic Texts. This deity is first attested in the 
Ebla texts from the second half of the 2d millennium B.c., 
where he appears as 7a-da, and in the Egyptian Execration 
Texts of about 1800 B.c., but it is the Ug mythological texts 
from Ras Shamra on the Syrian coast which shed the most 
light on him. He is clearly the most active and prominent 
of all the Canaanite deities, even though El is technically 
the supreme god, to whose ultimate authority Baal is 
subordinate. The Ug texts depict him primarily as the 
great storm god: the fertility of the land depends on the 
rain this god supplies. His character is well-represented on 
a famous stele discovered at Ugarit, which shows him 
standing (on mountains or clouds?) brandishing a club in 
his right hand and a lance in his left, the upper part 
having the form of a tree or stylized lightning (cf. ANEP, 
pl. 490). In one of the Baal myths, the god uses 2 clubs, 
clearly symbolizing thunder and lightning, to defeat Yam. 

While Baal is regularly spoken of in the Ug texts as the 
son of Dagon, a god who otherwise is only rarely men- 
tioned there (e.g., KTU 1.2.1.19; 1.5.V1.23-24 = CTA 
2.1.19; 5.1V.23-24), he is also referred to as the son of the 
supreme god Il (cf. KTU 1.3.V.35; 1.4.1V.47 = CTA 
3.VE.43; 4.1V.47). How these statements are to be recon- 
ciled is not completely certain. They could reflect diver- 
gent traditions, but it is more likely that Dagon is under- 
stood to be literally his father, and that Baal was also the 
“son” of El in the sense that he was a descendant of El (his 
grandson?), a member of the pantheon of gods which had 
its ultimate origin in El. 

We come now to Baal’s consorts. In the Ug texts it is the 
goddess Anath who appears as Baal’s primary consort. It 
is she who goes searching for him after his descent into 
the underworld and participates in his conflict with Mot, 
for example. Astarte also appears as his consort, though 
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she is not so prominent. As we shall see, the situation is 
reversed in the OT: Anath appears only as the name of 
Shamgar’s father and vestigially in place names (Anathoth 
and Beth-Anath), whereas Astarte, her name distorted to 
Ashtoreth or often Ashtaroth (the plural form), appears 
frequently even though we are not told much about her. 
Moreover, Asherah is often paired with Baal in the OT, 
suggesting that she too is considered to be Baal’s consort, 
a point discussed later in greater detail. Returning to 
Anath, it is curious to note that she is constantly referred 
to as “the virgin Anath.” It is not to be understood from 
this that she never had sexual intercourse with Baal; 
rather, the title appears to be explained by an Egyptian 
reference to her as the goddess who conceives but never 
bears (Papyrus Harris). 

According to the Ug texts, Baal’s dwelling was on Mt. 
spn, probably to be vocalized Sapan (some scholars call it 
Zaphon following the Heb vocalization). The mountain in 
Hittite is called Hazzi, whence its classical name Casius. It 
is located about 40 km N of Ugarit, at Jebel el-Aqra‘, 1,759 
m above sea level—appropriately enough, the highest 
mountain in Syria. The mountain’s location to the N of 
Canaan accounts for the apparent derivation of the Heb 
word for “north” (sépén) from its name. Echoes of its 
mythological sense are found in Ps 48:3—_Eng 48:2, where 
the term is applied to Zion, and also in Isa 14:13. There 
were also various places in Egypt called Baal-zephon, one 
of which is mentioned in connection with the Exodus 
deliverance in Exod 14:2. 

The god Baal in the Ugaritic texts has a number of 
epithets. The most frequently occurring are ’al?iyn 6‘1 “the 
victor Baal,” rkb ‘rpt “rider of the clouds,” and zbl b‘/ ?ars 
“the prince lord (Baal) of the earth.” Suggested echoes of 
the latter 2 expressions in the Bible are discussed below. 

Although the god Baal is mentioned in many Ug texts, 
one work in particular is of central importance, the Baal 
cycle on 6 tablets in KTU 1.1-6 ( = CTA 1-6). This is 
broadly divisible into 3 main sections: (i) the conflict be- 
tween Baal and Yam (“Sea”) in KTU 1.1—2 ( = CTA 1-2); 
(ii) the building of Baal’s house (palace/temple) in KTU 
1.3-4 ( = CTA 3-4); and (ii) the conflict between Baal and 
Mot (“Death”) in KTU 1.5-6 ( = CTA 5-6). The following 
is a summary of the main points made in these 6 tablets 
concerning Baal. 

(i) The god Yam sends messengers to El and the assem- 
bly of the gods on Mt. Li, demanding that Baal be given 
up to him. Baal refuses to be given up, and eventually a 
battle takes place between Baal and Yam. Yam at first 
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appears victcrious, but in the end Baal defeats Yam with 
the help of two clubs made by the craftsman god Kothar- 
and-Hasis, and Baal is proclaimed king. 

(ii) A king must naturally have a palace, and so the 2d 
main division is to a considerable degree taken up with the 
building of Baal’s palace. Anath first demands a palace for 
her consort from El, using threats, but is unsuccessful. 
Subsequently, following the urging of Baal and Anath, 
Athirat requests El to grant Baal a palace; unlike Anath 
she is successful. Kothar-and-Hasis builds the palace, and 
particular interest centers on the question of constructing 
a window for the palace, which Kothar-and-Hasis urges on 
Baal. Baal first declines this but eventually comes round to 
the idea. 

(iii) The 3d section concerns the conflict between Baal 
and Mot. Mot uses threats to bring Baal, together with his 
accompanying meteorological phenomena, down into the 
underworld, which is Mot’s realm. This duly takes place 
and a period of dryness comes over the earth. E] and 
Anath each engage in ritual lamentation over Baal’s dis- 
appearance. Athtar is nominated to be king in Baal’s place 
by Athirat, but he is not tall enough to occupy Baal’s 
throne, so he descends from it. There is a scene in which 
Anath destroys Mot, the various verbs employed suggesting 
that she is treating him as if he were corn. El then has a 
dream in which he sees the fertility of the earth restored, 
which gives him confidence that Baal is now alive again. 
Baal smites the sons of Athirat and ascends his throne. 
Then we read that in the 7th year Mot complains about his 
fate at the hands of Baal, and a scene follows in which Baal 
and Mot struggle with each other. After the intervention 
of Shapash (the sun goddess), Mot concedes defeat. 

One problem concerns the relationship between Baal’s 
conflict with Yam and the creation of the world. In the OT 
we find the conflict with the waters associated with the 
creation of the world on a number of occasions (cf. Pss 
74:12-17; 89:10-15—Eng 89:9—14, etc.). Similarly in the 
Babylonian text Enuma elish, Marduk’s defeat of the sea 
monster Tiamat is connected with the creation of the 
world. No such conflict occurs in the Baal-Yam text. but 
the OT and Babylonian parallels nevertheless cause some 
scholars to assume this connection. There does not seem 
to be room in our Ug Baal-Yam text for an account of the 
creation of the world, although it is possible that there was 
also a primeval conflict between Baal and Anath, on the 
one hand, and Yam, Leviathan, etc., on the other, which 
was a prelude to El’s creation of the world. Various Ug 
texts may allude to this (KTU 1.3.111.39—46; 1.5.1.1-3; 
1.82.1-3; 1.83.3-10 = CTA 3.IIID.36—43; 5.1.1-3; UT 
1001.1-3; 1003.3-10; cf. KTU 1.6.VI.51-53 = CTA 
6.V1.50—52). 

There has been considerable discussion whether the 
Baal cycle and, in particular, the Baal-Mot cycle reflects 
the seasonal cycle of an ordinary agricultural year or a 7- 
year (sabbatical) cycle. The chief proponent of a cyclic 
seasonal interpretation of the whole of the Baal epic is J. 
C. de Moor (1971), who compares the allusions in the 
various sections with current climactic conditions known 
from Syria today. However, there are a number of objec- 
tions to the cetails of de Moor’s thesis, as for example his 
reordering of the tablets so that the first 3 are to be read 
in the sequence 3, 1, 2. Thus, tablet 3 is related to the 
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autumn, tablets 1 and 2 to the winter, tablets 4 and 5 to 
the spring, and tablet 6 to the summer. However, de Moor’s 
reordering creates a problem in connection with the build- 
ing of Baal’s house, which «le Moor has to suppose was 
begun, then abandoned, and only later completed. An- 
other problem is that de Moor sometimes advocates novel 
and debatable translations, e.g. shrr “be dust colored” 
instead of “be hot.” 

It would be incorrect, however, to reject all seasonal 
elements in the work. The crucial passage concerns An- 
ath’s destruction of Mot, where she is clearly treating him 
like corn. Why would a whole series of agricultural images 
be used if, as some suppose, we simply have a picture of 
destruction and nothing more? We read that Anath “seized 
divine Mot, with a blade she split him, with a sieve she 
winnowed him, with fire she burnt him, with millstones 
she ground him, in a field she sowed him . . .” (KTU 
1.6.11.30-35 = CTA 6.11.30-35). From this it would ap- 
pear that Mot symbolizes the corn in some way, clearly 
indicating a seasonal rather than a sabbatical cycle. There 
would be no corn to be symbolized in a period of famine 
as presupposed by the sabbatical-cycle view, and in any 
case, nothing else in the text suggests a famine. How then 
are we to understand the reference to “the 7th year” (KTU 
1.6.V.8-9 = CTA 6.V.8—9)? ‘This is not entirely clear, but 
proponents of a sabbatical rather than a seasonal interpre- 
tation of the Baal-Mot cycle appear to overlook the fact 
that the destruction of Mot and the resurrection of Baal 
take place only after “months” have passed (cf. KTU 
1.6.11.26-27 = CTA 6.11.26- 27) and that the reference to 
the 7th year occurs after this. The text clearly is therefore 
not saying that Baal is in the underworld for 7 years. 
(Contrast the Hadad text, KTU 1.12.11.44-45 = CTA 
12.11.45—46, and the Aghat text, KTU 1.19.1.42-44 = CTA 
19.1.42-44, where Baal does disappear for 7 or 8 years.) 

One considerably disputed subject is the relation be- 
tween Baal and EI. Is Baal in conflict with El or are the two 
gods in harmony? The latter would appear to be nearer 
the truth, though there are signs of tension. The extreme 
claim, made, for example, by M. H. Pope (1955: 27-32), 
the Baal deposed El, on the analogy of Zeus’ dethroning 
of Kronos, and that there may be a reference to this in the 
fragmentary and obscure KYU 1.1.V (= CTA 1.V) is cer- 
tainly false. El remains throughout the supreme deity 
(L’Heureux 1979: 1-108) and there are allusions which 
make it almost certain that Baal was appointed king by E] 
(cf. KTU 1.3.V.35-36 = CTA 3.VE.43—44; 4.1V.47—48) just 
as other deities were. Moreover, although Mot is called 
“the beloved of El,” El does lament when he hears of Baal’s 
death (KTU 1.5.V1I.11-25 = CTA 5.VI.11-25) and rejoices 
when he has his vision of Baal’s resurrection, following the 
destruction of Mot (KTU 1.6.111.4-21 = CTA 6.II1.4—21). 
Moreover, Shapash says that El will take away Mot’s throne 
if he goes on opposing Baal (KTU 1.6.VI.22-29 = CTA 
6.V1.22-29). Again, although Yam is called “the beloved of 
Fl” and El appears prepared to give up Baal to Yam’s 
messengers, the context suggests that this was due to fear 
on El’s part (cf. KTU 1.2.1.21-24 = CTA 2.1.21-24). To be 
sure, there are signs of tension between El and Baal, and 
open hostility does seem to be present in KTU 1.12 (= 
CTA 12), the so-called Hadad text, where El is ultimately 
responsible for the devouring: beasts which lure Baal to his 
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death. This, however, belongs to a work separate from the 
main Baal cycle: in this latter there are references indicat- 
ing hostility between Baal and the sons of Athirat (KTU 
1.6.1.39-43; 1.6.V.1 = CTA 6.1.39—43; 6.V.1), though not 
with El himself. 

2. Later Phoenician Sources. In the Phoenician inscrip- 
tions, various manifestations of the god Baal are attested, 
e.g., Baal-Shamem (KAI 4.3), Baal of Lebanon (KAI 31.1, 
2), Baal of Sidon (KAJ 14.18). In Punic inscriptions the 
leading deity is called Baal-hammon (e.g. KAI 102.1; 
103.1), and it is widely believed that he is to be equated 
with El, largely because he was called Kronos by classical 
writers. However, it seems likely, as the name suggests, that 
this deity was actually a form of Baal: “Baal of the incense 
altar” (an incense altar features in a number of depictions 
of his cult). Sometimes he is simply called Baal in Punic 
texts (he is never called El), which suggests that Baal is the 
god’s name and that it is not simply an epithet meaning 
“lord.” Moreover, in Latin inscriptions he bears the epi- 
thets frugifer and deus frugum (e.g. CIL 8.4581), indicating 
a fertility god, and his consort Tinnit is equated with 
Astarte (Baal’s wife) in a text from Sarepta in Phoenicia 
(Pritchard 1978: 105). Finally, there is evidence that 
Kronos could, on occasion, denote Baal as well as El, and 
in Hannibal’s oath in his treaty with Philip V of Macedon, 
recorded in Polybius 7.9.2-3, Baal-hammon actually ap- 
pears to be called Zeus. It was probably the fact that 
Kronos devoured his own children that encouraged his 
equation with Baal-hammon, the god of child sacrifice. 

Philo of Byblos in his Phoenician History clearly has 
knowledge of the god Baal, but what he says is far removed 
from the authentic Baal of the Ug texts. In addition to 
Beelsamen (i.e. Baal-Shamem), who is equated with the 
sun, Baal appears in Philo both under the name of Zeus 
Belos, who is one of Kronos’ (El’s) children, and also under 
the name of Demarous (= Zeus = Adodos, i.e., Hadad). 
We read that “greatest Astarte and Zeus,” called both 
Demarous and Adodos, king of gods, were ruling over the 
land with the consent of Kronos (Attridge and Oden 1981: 
55). We may compare the picture in the Ug texts, where 
Baal’s kingship seems to be exercised under the authority 
of El. It is also stated that “Demarous advanced against 
Pontos, but Pontos routed him (Attridge and Oden 1981: 
53). This allusion is possibly a reflection of Baal’s conflict 
with Yam (Sea), though it should be pointed out that 
whereas Baal defeated Yam, Pontos routed Demarous! 
Although Muth (= Mot) is mentioned, Philo of Byblos 
displays no knowledge of the Baal-Mot cycle with its ac- 
count of Baal’s death and resurrection. 


B. Baal in the OT 

1. Israelite Worship of Baal. Prior to the discovery of 
the Ug texts it was sometimes thought that there were 
various and quite-separate gods called Baal. This idea was 
encouraged by the presence in the OT of various com- 
pound place names involving Baal, e.g. Baal-peor, Baal- 
hermon, Baal-meon, Baal-hazor, Baal-gad, etc. However, 
with the discovery of the Ug texts it became clear that 
there was one great Canaanite storm-and-fertility deity 
Baal-Hadad of cosmic stature, so that we must assume that 
these OT allusions refer to particular local manifestations 
of this one god. We may compare the variety of local 
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manifestations of the Virgin Mary within Roman Catholi- 
cism. The OT itself speaks a number of times of “the 
Baals” (Judg 2:11; 3:7; etc.). It is not clear whether this is 
a way of speaking of the different local manifestations of 
Baal or whether it is speaking of Canaanite deities more 
generally. We have the same problem over the references 
to “the Ashtaroth” (Judg 2:13; 1 Sam 7:4; etc.), which 
could mean local manifestations of Astarte (Ashtoreth) or 
Canaanite goddesses generally (cf. Akkadian iddni u istarati, 
“gods and goddesses”). 

Reading the OT, it becomes clear that it was the Baal 
cult that provided the greatest and most enduring threat 
to the development of exclusive Yahweh worship within 
ancient Israel. The fact that the Israelites were settled 
among the Canaanites, for whom the worship of Baal was 
so important, and that Palestine is a land utterly depen- 
dent for its fertility upon the rain, which was held to be 
Baal’s special realm of influence, accounts for the tempting 
nature of this cult as well as the strength of the OT polemic 
against it. 

At the time of the entry into the promised land we hear 
of the temptation to participate in the cult of Baal-Peor at 
Mt. Peor in the land of Moab (Num 25:1—9; Deut 4:3; Ps 
106:28; Hos 9:10). Subsequently, during the period of the 
Judges, Israel worshiped the Baals (Judg 2:11, 13; 3:7; 
10:6, 10; 1 Sam 7:4; 12:16). The text recounts that Gideon 
pulled down an altar of Baal and cut down an Asherah 
(Judg 6:25-32). During the Divided Monarchy Ahab mar- 
ried Jezebel, daughter of Ethbaal, king of the Sidonians, 
and worshiped Baal. He erected an altar for Baal in the 
house of Baal, which he built in Samaria and made an 
Asherah (1 Kgs 16:31-33). Ahab’s promulgation of the 
Baal cult provides the background for the famous con- 
frontation between Elijah and the prophets of Baal on Mt. 
Carmel in | Kings 18. Unlike Elijah, Ahab clearly did not 
see his promulgation of Baal as being incompatible with 
Yahweh worship; in fact, Ahab’s sons Ahaziah and Jehoram 
bear Yahwistic names. (On the identification of Ahab’s 
Baal, see below.) Ahaziah is said to have worshipped Baal 
(1 Kgs 22:53)—indeed, we read that he consulted Baal- 
zebub, the god of Ekron, when he was ill (2 Kgs 1:2—16), a 
name (lit. “lord of the fly”) which looks as though it is a 
distortion of Baal-zebul (“Baal the Prince,” cf. Ug zbl ‘1 
and NT Beelzebul). Ahab’s other son, Jehoram, is said to 
have put away the pillar of Baal which his father had made 
(2 Kgs 3:2), though he is still regarded by the Deuterono- 
mist as an evil king (2 Kgs 3:2—3). It is clear, however, that 
Baal worship persisted, for Jehu was later ruthlessly to 
massacre the Baal priests, prophets, and worshipers in the 
temple of Baal as weil as destroy the temple itself and the 
pillar of Baal within it (2 Kgs 10:18—27). This act was later 
to receive the condemnation of the prophet Hosea (cf. Hos 
1:4). In addition to the N kingdom (2 Kgs 17:16), Manas- 
seh is singled out as worshipping Baal (2 Kgs 21:3), but 
Josiah in his great reformation put an end to his cult (2 
Kgs 23:4-5). Among the canonical prophets it is Hosea 
and Jeremiah who seem most exercised by the Baal cult 
(e.g., Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8; 13:1; Jer 2:8; 23:13). 

In the postexilic period we do not hear of Baal, apart 
from a reference in Zech 12:11 to the Aramean cult of 
Hadad-rimmon in the plain of Megiddo. Also we need to 
remember that Antiochus IV Epiphanes rededicated the 
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temple in Jerusalem in 168 B.c. to Zeus Olympios, who was 
a Hellenistic form of Baal-Shamem. “The abomination of 
desolation” (siggiis 36mém or Siggtts mé&émém) in Dan 9:27; 
11:31; 12:11 is a play on the name of the god Baal- 
Shamem. 

Some discussion of the identity of the Baal propagated 
by Ahab and Jezebel is necessary. It has often been thought 
that this is a different god from the one presupposed 
elsewhere in the OT, and is rather to be equated with the 
Tyrian deity Melqart. This view, however, is to be rejected 
(Mulder 1979). It is not until a 2d century B.c. inscription 
from Malta that we find Melqart referred to as Baal (“the 
Baal [or lord] of Tyre,” KAI 47:1). There is every reason 
to believe that Jezebel’s Baal was in fact Baal-Shamem, 
another Tyrian deity who is in fact identical with the Baal 
attested elsewhere in the OT. (i) The Baal of 1 Kings 18 is 
clearly a god who was believed to bring lightning and rain; 
classical sources, however, reveal that Melqart was thought 
of as being asleep during the winter months when these 
phenomena abounded. (ii) The treaty between Baal king 
of Tyre and Esarhaddon king of Assyria in the 7th century 
B.c. Clearly distinguishes Baal-Shamem and 2 other Baal 
deities, who manifest themselves in the storm, from the 
god Melgart (ANET, 534). (iii) The god of Carmel, where 
the contest takes place in | Kings 18, was always equated 
with Zeus. Now it was Baal-Shamem who was regularly 
identified with Zeus, Melqart being rather equated with 
Herakles. 

Because the god Baal was so detested by the biblical 
tradition, the word bdéset “shame” has sometimes been 
substituted for the god’s name by a scribe. This is the case 
in Jer 3:24; 11:13; and Hos 9:10. This substitution also 
occurs in various personal names: cf. Ish-bosheth (2 Sam 
2:10) for Eshbaal (1 Chr 8:33; 9:39), Mephibosheth (2 Sam 
4:4; 9:6; etc.) for Meribaal (or Meribbaal) (1 Chr 8:34; 
9:40), and Jerubbesheth (2 Sam 11:21) for Jerubbaal (Gid- 
eon, Judg 6:32). Similarly Astarte (Ashtart) is distorted to 
Ashtoreth, reflecting the vowels of the word béset, and 
Molech is probably a comparable distortion, the original 
form perhaps being Melek. 

The worship of the Baals in the OT is sometimes associ- 
ated with that of the Ashtaroth (Judg 2:13; 10:6; 1 Sam 
7:4; 12:10), which must reflect the fact that Astarte was 
one of Baal’s consorts in Canaanite religion. More curious 
is the repeated pairing of Baal and Asherah (cf. Judg 3:7; 
6:25-32; 1 Kzs 16:32-33; 18:19; 2 Kgs 17:16; 21:3), since 
in the Ug texts Asherah (Athirat) was the consort of El, not 
of Baal. Did Baal take over Asherah as his consort? The 
Hittite-Canaanite Elkunirsa myth (ANET, 519), with its 
evidence of Asherah’s (ASertu’s) flirting with the storm 
god and alienation from El (Elkunirga), might possibly 
lend support to this. Alternatively, the pairing of Baal and 
Asherah may be a sign of confusion on the part of the OT; 
or again, perhaps this pairing is not intended to imply that 
one was the consort of the other. Certainty is not possible. 
As for Anath, who appears prominently as a consort of 
Baal in the Ug texts, she appears in the OT only vestigially 
in the place names Anathoth and Beth-Anath, and as the 
name of Shamgar’s father. 

There is evidence from the OT that Yahweh and Baal 
could be equated in syncretistic circles. One may compare 
the personal name Bealiah, lit. “Yahweh is Baal” (1 Chr 
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12:6—Eng 12:5), and Hosea’s declaration, “And in that 
day, says the Lord, you will call me ‘My husband,’ and no 
longer will you call me ‘My Baal’ ” (2:18—Eng 2:16). This 
syncretism made the Baal cult all the more insidious from 
the point of view of the Yahweh purists. The Baal cult or 
Baalized Yahweh cult is associated in the OT with the high 
places (bamét), whose characteristic appurtenances include 
pillars (massébét), i.e., symbols. of the male deity, Asherim 
(wooden cult symbols of the goddess Asherah), and altars. 
These are sometimes spoken of as being situated “on every 
high hill and under every luxuriant tree” (cf. 1 Kgs 14:23). 

Although there are no indications of this in the Ug texts, 
it seems likely from a number of OT allusions that sacred 
prostitution formed part of what was involved in the 
fertility cult of Baal. That sacred prostitutes existed in 
Israel is clear from a number of allusions, cf. Hos 4:14, 
where hazzénét “the prostitutes” are mentioned parallel 
with haggédes6t (lit. “the holy ones”) in a cultic context, and 
Gen 38:21—-22, where Tamar is described as a qédé¥é, 
whereas in v 15 she is called a zénd. This makes it clear 
that the word qédé@ refers to a sacred prostitute. The 
masculine form gddés “male cult prostitute” occurs in | 
Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:46; 2 Kgs 23:6—7; and Deut 23:17. 
The fact that “harlotry” and “adultery” constitute such a 
common metaphor for apostasy to Canaanite worship in 
the OT is perhaps accountable for in the light of sacred 
prostitution’s role within the Baal cult—cf. Hos 5:3-—5; 
6:10; 7:4; Jer 2:20; 3:24, 9:1(—Eng 9:2); Ezekiel 16 and 
23. In fact it is not always clear whether the terminology is 
literal or metaphorical. 

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs. That Yahweh was seen as Baal 
in some circles is shown by Hos 2:18—Eng 2:16, which 
criticizes those who refer him as “my Baal,” and by the 
personal name Bealiah (1 Chr 12:6—Eng 12:5), as noted 
above. However, the OT opposes the equation of Yahweh 
with Baal (Hos 2:18—Eng 2:16), in contrast with its atti- 
tude to El, whose identification with Yahweh is admitted 
(Exod 6:3). But it is clear that the OT does nevertheless 
ascribe certain Baalistic functions to Yahweh. For example, 
there are a number of references in the OT to Yahweh's 
conflict with the dragon and the sea (e.g., Ps 74:12—15; Isa 
27:1; Job 7:12). As at Ugarit the sea conflict is associated 
with the deity’s kingship (cf. Ps 74:12-15; Isa 27:1; Job 
7:12). Following Baal’s victory over the sea his palace/ 
temple was built for him, and similarly in Exod 15:17 we 
read of the establishment of Yahweh’s sanctuary, described 
in terms reminiscent of Baal’s, following his victory at 
(rather than with) the sea. In Daniel 7 the imagery of the 
one like a son of man coming with the clouds of heaven, 
enthroned by the Ancient of Days and victorious over the 
beasts of the sea, ultimately derives from the figure of 
Baal, “rider of the clouds,” whose kingship resulted from 
his victory over the sea, and was subordinate to the su- 
preme god El, “father of years.” 

Yahweh’s manifestation in the storm is sometimes de- 
picted in terms reminiscent of Baal. Thus, in Psalm 29 we 
find not only the theme of Yahweh’s kingship and his 
conflict with the waters (vv 3, 10), reminiscent of Baal, but 
also a glorious theophany in the thunderstorm, with seven 
thunders (vv 3a, 4a, 4b, 5, ’’, 8, 9) which are doubtless 
related to Baal’s “seven lightnings . . . eight storehouses of 
thunder” (KTU 1.101.3-4 = Ugaritica V.3.3—4) (“seven/ 
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eight” appears to mean “seven”). It is doubtful, however, 
whether the expression rékéb ba‘drabot used of Yahweh in 
Ps 68:5—-Eng 68:4 is to be rendered “rider on the clouds” 
on the analogy of Baal’s Ugaritic epithet rkb ‘rpt, contrary 
to a widely held view. The expected translation of the 
Hebrew expression would be “rider through the deserts,” 
since ‘draébé regularly means “desert” in the OT, and it 
should be noted that this fits the context in the Psalm, 
dealing as it does with the wilderness wanderings. (Cf. too 
Isa 40:3, ba“drabé mésillé “a highway in the desert” with Ps 
68:5—Eng 68:4, sélla larokéb baSdbét “raise a highway for 
him who rides through the deserts.”) Probably the Hebrew 
expression is to be understood as a deliberate distortion of 
Baal’s epithet rkb ‘rpt. 

Various other imagery ultimately related to Baal has also 
been taken up in the OT. Allusion has already been made 
to the use of the term sapén to denote Yahweh’s dwelling 
place in Ps 48:3—-Eng 48:2 and Isa 14:13, though the 
context of the latter passage possibly indicates mediation 
of the imagery through the Jebusite cult of El-Elyon (cf. 
Isa 14:14). The imagery of Baal’s death and resurrection 
appears to have left its mark on the book of Hosea. It has 
long been noted that the imagery of the death and resur- 
rection of Israel (a metaphor for its exile and restoration) 
in Hos 5:12—6:3 appears to reapply the imagery of a dying 
and rising fertility deity, in view of the reference to the 
coming of the rain in the context of resurrection in Hos 
6:3. What appears not to have been noticed is the relevance 
of the parallel imagery of death and resurrection applied 
to Israel in Hosea 13~14, which is introduced with the 
words “but he (sc. Israel) incurred guilt through Baal and 
died” (Hos 13:1). This strongly suggests that the imagery 
of Israel’s death and resurrection has been consciously 
appropriated from the Baal cult, against which the 
prophet is clearly polemicizing throughout his preaching. 
In these and other ways Baalistic imagery is appropriated 
by the OT. (For further discussion see Mulden and de 
Moor, ba‘al, TDOT 2: 181-200). 
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BAAL (PERSON) [Heb 6a‘al]. This name is shared by 2 
people in the Hebrew Bible, both preexilic figures men- 
tioned only in 1 Chronicles. The name’s interpretation is 
debated: some understand it as a reference to the Syro- 
Canaanite deity Baal (JPN 120-22), while others claim that 
ba‘al is “master,” and is an appellation of YHWH (Gray 
1896: 141-46). Each of these interpretations is based on 
different understandings of preexilic Israelite religion, 
especially the extent to which it was monotheistic, polythe- 
istic, or syncretistic. The evidence is inconclusive; accord- 
ing to 2 Sam 5:20 a place was named Baal-Perazim, “Baal 
has broken through” because “the LORD has broken 
through my enemies before me, like a bursting flood,” and 
according to | Chr 12:6—Eng 12:5 one of David’s heroes 
was named Bealiah (bé ‘alyé) which may fit either “Baal is 
Yah(weh)” or “Yahweh is the master.” The name of one of 
David’s heroes alternates between Beeliada, 6‘lyd‘ “Baal 
knows” or “attends to” (1 Chr 14:7) and Eliada, ?lyd‘ “God 
knows” or “attends to” (2 Sam 5:16; 1 Chr 3:8). This 
interchange could either suggest that Baal is being used as 
an appellation of YHWH, who is “master,” or that among 
certain groups, the deities Baal and YHWH were syncre- 
tistically identified, a process that is strongly suggested by 
Hosea, especially 2:18—Eng 2:16 (“And in that day, says 
the LoRD, you will call me, ‘my husband,’ and no longer 
will you call me, ‘my Baal.’ ”). Whether or not the personal 
name Baal is a pagan theophoric name depends on the 
extent to which ancient Israel was polytheistic; Kaufmann 
(1972) and more recently Tigay (AJR, 157-94) claim that 
preexilic Israel was not polytheistic, while Smith (1971: 
13—56) and others (e.g., Freedman AIR, 315-35) claim 
that it was. 

Other biblical names have the element Baal in them 
(TPNAH, 54-63). These names are from the period of 
Saul and David, and one of the editors of the book of 
Kings has changed the Baal element in them to béset, 
“shame.” Names with the element Baal are also attested to 
5 umes for the later preexilic period in the extrabiblical 
epigraphic corpus, 4 times in the Samaria ostraca, and 
once in an inscription from Mesad Hashavyahu (Tigay 
1986: 65-66). None of these attestations clarify whether 
the element ba‘al refers to the divinity or should be ren- 
dered “master,” as an appellation for YHWH. 

1. A Reubenite according to the genealogy of 1 Chr 5:5. 
This genealogy lists the descendents of Joel, whose exact 
relationship to Reuben is not known. According to v 6, 
Baal’s son Beerah was exiled to Assyria by Tiglath-pileser 
III, in the 2d half of the 8th century 8B.c.£. However, “son” 
in these genealogies often indicates a linear descendent, 
rather than a “son” of the next generation, so it is difficult 
to date when this Baal lived. The presence of the poten- 
tially problematic name Baal within this genealogy proba- 
bly attests to its antiquity (Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 
85). The genealogy in vv 4—5 shares the names Joel and 
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Shimaiah/Shimei/Shema with the Reuben genealogy in v 8. 
Verse 8 also contains the name Bela (bela‘), which is nearly 
identical with Baal (ba‘al). Furthermore, the Peshitta to v 5 
reads Bela (b/‘) for Baal (6%), and this reading is favored 
by some scholars (Richter 1932: 130). Thus, the genealo- 
gies in vv 4--5 and in v 8 are variants of each other, and, 
as is typical of genealogical fluidity (Johnson 1969; Wilson 
1977), one tradition records the name of the descendent 
of Joel as Baal, while another lists him as Bela. 

2. According to 1 Chr 8:30 and 9:36, a Benjaminite who 
was not the firstborn son of Gibeah and whose descendents 
later moved to Jerusalem (8:32 and 9:38; Demsky 1971: 
17). The use of a Baal name with a Benjaminite is espe- 
cially interesting because the relatively infrequent names 
compounded with Baal are found with three members of 
the family of Saul, a Benjaminite. On the repetition of the 
Benjaminite genealogy in 1 Chronicles 8 and 9, see AHAZ. 
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Marc Z. BRETTLER 


BAAL (PLACE) {Heb da‘al]. In 1 Chr 4:33, an alternative 
form of the toponym BAALATH-BEER. 


BAAL-BERITH (DEITY) /ba‘al bérit]. The phrase 
Baal-berith, “lord of the covenant,” which appears only in 
Judg 8:33 and 9:4 (a similar form “El Berith” occurs in 
Judg 9:46) has attracted many different interpretations. 
Albright, in his 1941 Ayer Lectures (ARI 110), thought 
that Baal-berith was an appellation of the god Haurén, yet 
this proposal has found few adherents. While no other 
proposal has met with consensus among scholars due 
primarily to the scant evidence, there is a good deal of 
speculation centering around the identity of Baal-berith 
of Shechem and any connection between this deity and the 
development of covenant theology in ancient Israel. 

Many scholars have speculated on the relation between 
Baal-berith and El Berith. Some favor 2 separate deities. 
Soggin (Judges OTL, 170-71, 186) sees 2 different deities 
corresponding to the 2 sanctuaries at Shechem (cf. ‘(DOT 
2: 194). Others (Good HBD, 84) have argued that Baal- 
berith and El Berith are one and the same. Clements 
(1968: 26 n.3) believes that “the title El-Berith was simply 
an alternative for Baal-berith, with El used in a purely 
appellative sense.” Cross (CMHE, 49) has argued that what 
we have here is an original epithet of the Canaanite deity 
EI who was known at Shechem as both ?éPélahé yisr@ él, “El, 
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the god of (the patriarch Jacob) Israel” and 7él ba‘l bérit “El, 
the lord of the covenant.” Cross (CMHE, 39) also pointed 
out that i brt ( = El Berith) occurs in a Hurrian text (RS 
24.278) published in Ugari:ica V (so too Lipifiski 1973: 
50-51). 

Another topic of discussion is the relation of Baal-berith 
and El Berith to Yahweh. Most scholars (e.g. Cooke Joshua 
CBSC, 221) describe a process whereby as the Israelites 
took over the LB Canaanite sanctuary at Shechem (cf. 
Dever’s remarks on Migdal Temple I {1987: 232]), the 
Canaanite god Baal-berith/Fl Berith came to be regarded 
as a manifestation of Yahweh. Kaufmann (KRI, 138-39, 
260) argues that ba‘al was an epithet for Yahweh in early 
times which fits with his theory that “during the age of the 
judges . . . there are no Baal priests or prophets, nor any 
other intimation of a vital effect of polytheism in Israel’s 
life.” Tigay, who has followed up on Kaufmann’s work, 
holds out the possibility that we have polytheism in Judges 
9:4, 46 (Tigay 1986: 41 n.13). See also the discussion of 
the relation of Yahweh anc El in Cross (CMHE, 44-75) 
who suggests that Yahweh was “recognized as originally a 
cultic name of ?El.” It is further advocated by Cross that El 
may have borne the epithet di yahwi sabaét, “He who 
creates the heavenly armies” (CMHE, 71). 

In later biblical tradition, as evidenced by the Deuter- 
onomistic editing in Judg 8:33, ba‘al bérit was seen to be a 
pagan deity. Mulder (TDOT 2: 194) has pointed out the 
association of this deity with wine festivals in Judges 9:27, 
which would support the notion that Baal-berith was “a 
god of vegetation and a loca. manifestation of the Baal par 
excellence.” 

Baal-berith has also attracted a good deal of attention 
by those who have speculated on the origin of the idea of 
covenant in ancient Israel. How did Baal-berith, “the lord 
of the covenant,” function in the treaty itself? Two viable 
options have been proposed. Outside of the Bible, there 
are few parallels in the ancient Near East to deities enter- 
ing into covenant relationships with peoples. Weinfeld 
(TDOT 2: 278) says that “the idea of a covenant between a 
deity and a people is unkncwn to us from other religions 
and cultures” yet compare the inscription from Arslan 
Tash (KAI 27; see Zevit 1977: 110-18) and 7% brt men- 
tioned above. Baal-berith and El Berith could be seen as 
rare examples of a deity in the role of a divine partner or 
suzerain in the covenant. The Shechemites, who would be 
seen as the vassal party, are referred to as béné hdmér, “sons 
of the ass,” which seems to de a covenanta! designation to 
judge from parallel Mari texts (ARI, 110; Noth 1984: 108— 
17). Some who follow this line of interpretation have gone 
so far as to suggest that the Israelites’ development of 
covenant theology was influenced by the cult of Baal-berith 
which they encountered when they came to Shechem. 
Clements (1968: 31-32), however, argues that though 
Baal-berith played the role of divine partner, this does not 
imply that there was any profound influence on the Isra- 
elite notion of covenant. 

Alternatively, Baal-berith could refer not to a deity in 
the role of a divine partner (parallel to “unique” biblical 
usage) but rather to a deity in the role of witness or 
guardian to the treaty. Here there are abundant parallels 
in ANE treaties where this was the normal role of the 
gods. Following this line of interpretation, Baal-berith’s 
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function would be as the witness or guarantor of the 
covenant between two peoples. There is no reference to 
any battle or conquest of Shechem and most scholars agree 
that this is due to a covenant which was made between the 
Israelites and the Shechemites. In fact, every fragment of 
Shechemite tradition which has come down to us refers to 
some type of treaty. See SHECHEM (PLACE); COVE- 
NANT. 
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THEODORE J. Lewis 


BAAL-GAD (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al géd]. A Canaanite city 
in the valley of Lebanon below Mount Hermon (Josh 
11:17). It was the N point of the territory conquered by 
Joshua, beyond which lay the land that remained uncon- 
quered (Josh 13:5). When describing this same region, 
Judges uses the name Mount Baal-Hermon in place of 
Baal-gad (Judg 3:3). 

According to the descriptions in the Bible, Baal-gad 
must be located in the region of Laish, a beautiful, lush 
area which has been hallowed ground from time imme- 
morial. In fact, it is possible that the present-day Banias 
could be the ancient Baal-gad. It would be no wonder that 
such a fertile region would be a major seat of Baalism. In 
later times, the Greeks worshiped Pan in a cavern there, 
and called the sanctuary-town Paneion and the district 
Paneas. Later, Philip the Tetrarch beautified the town and 
called it Caesarea Philippi, while Agrippa II renamed it 
Neronias. 

Baal-gad may have had an important theological func- 
tion in the biblical text. The Deuteronomistic theologian, 
by referring to it, shows that a significant part of Yahweh’s 
promise to Israel (Josh 1:4; 11:23) was fulfilled. Moreover, 
just as the land from Mount Halak in the S to Baal-gad in 
the N was given by the Lord to Israel under the leadership 
of Joshua, who observed all the words of the command- 
ment, the land from Baal-gad to Lebo-hamath was also 
subsequently given to Israel under the leadership of David 
(2 Sam 8:9—10), yet another obedient leader according to 
the Deuteronomist (1 Kings 11:38). For further discussion 
see GB. 

PauL BENJAMIN 


BAAL-HAMON (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al hamén]. A city or 
district mentioned in the Song of Songs (8:11). It was the 
location of a plantation of Solomon’s that he granted to 
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planters who made it highly profitable. The name is not 
attested elsewhere in the MT; it may correspond to the 
place Balamén mentioned (in Greek) in Jdt 8:3 (see BAL- 
AMON). Tell Bel‘ame (M.R. 177205) has been suggested 
as the site (Gordis 1974; Pope Song of Songs AB, 686), but 
this is more likely Ibleam (so LBHG, 148). 

Paul Haupt (1902: 223; 1903: 6) suggested that the 
spelling of the second element with initial he was an inten- 
tional alteration of an original name *ba‘al hammén (with 
initial het), avoided because it was the name of a Phoenician 
god (on the name of this deity, see Schmitz 1990: 255- 
57). The suggestion was furthered by Pope (Song of Songs 
AB, 686-87) with citations of a Phoenician inscription (KAI 
19.3-4) mentioning the city Hammén and allegedly show- 
ing the biblical passage to allude to an ancient ritual or 
myth associated with the goddess Astarte. This, and the 
interpretation of a Palmyrene text mentioning the divinity 
bl hmn, are highly speculative and of doubtful relevance. 
There is no cause to link the name Baal-hamon with the 
Phoenician divine name. 

Interpreted literally, Heb ba‘Sal hamén means “possessor 
of a crowd,” reflected in the Vulgate’s quea habet populos 
(Cant 8:11), or “possessor of wealth” (“Ownalot:” Goulder 
1986: 69), implicit in Syr we?inbé sagg? “and its fruit (was) 
plentiful” (on the word hdmén, TDOT 3: 414-18). The 
transparency of the name has led to speculation that it is 
an imaginary site in the imagistic world of the supreme 
song (suggested by Gordis 1974; assumed by Goulder 
1986: 69). Others (e.g., Robert 1948) understood the term 
as a particular application of the image of the vineyard 
used broadly in biblical language as a metonymy for all of 
Israel. It seems best, however, to interpret Baal-hamon as 
an actual site, even if its location cannot be established. 
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Puivire C. SCHMITZ 


BAAL-HANAN (PERSON) [Heb ba‘al handn}. This 
name, meaning “Baal has shown mercy” ([PN, 187), be- 
longs to 2 persons in the OT (see below). Outside the OT, 
the name occurs for the ruler of Arwad at the time of 
Ashurbanipal! (Phoenician *Ba‘alhanén, in Akkadian tran- 
scription Ba-?-al-ha-nu-nu, Asb. Prism A II 84; 91). 

1. In Gen 36:38-39 = 1} Chr 1:49—50, Baal-Hanan is 
the 7th ruler in the list of “the kings who ruled in the 
country of Edom before there was a king of the Israelites,” 
Gen 36:31. Opinions vary about the date of the “Edomite 
King List,” ranging from the I 1th century B.c. (Weippert 
1982: 155), through the 8th to 6th centuries (Bennett 
1983: 16), to the 6th/5th centuries (Knauf 1985a). Scholars 
tend to agree, however, that the succession scheme of this 
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list is artificial, and that in all likelihood the rulers listed in 
it were contemporaries (Bartlett 1972: 27; Weippert 1982: 
155). The name Baal-Hanan is Canaanite, as is the name 
of the father of this Edomite “king,” ‘Akbér “Jerboa” 
(Knauf 1985a: 248). 

2. According to 1 Chr 27:28, a certain “Baal-Hanan of 
Geder” was King David’s “commissioner for the olives and 
sycamores in the lowlands.” The list of David’s officials 1 
Chr 27: 25-31 can be regarded as fictitious (Knauf 1985b: 
13). In this case, this Baal-Hanan might refer to an Idu- 
maean of the postexilic period. 
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF 


BAAL-HAZOR (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al hasér]. A location 
near the town of EPHRAIM (2 Sam 13:23) where ABSA- 
LOM held a sheepshearing celebration at which he had his 
brother AMNON murdered for having raped his half- 
sister TAMAR (2 Sam 13:24-—29). The generally accepted 
location of the place is Jebel el-SAsur (M.R. 177153), a 
remote place of rugged Cenomanian limestone slopes 
3,332 feet above sea level (GB, 174; Simons GTTOT, 30). It 
may be the same site as the Hazor mentioned in Neh 11:33 
(LBHG, 410), though Simons (GTTOT, 390) identifies this 
Hazor differently. 

Baal-hazor is not to be confused with the fortified city 
Hazor N of the Sea of Galilee. Absalom’s mountain home 
was 15 miles N of Jerusalem and about 5 miles S of Shiloh. 
Simons (GTTOT 334) points out that there is no fell at Jebel 
el-‘Asur that would indicate the ruins of a formerly inhab- 
ited city. The Genesis Apocryphon calls the place where 
God appeared to Abraham after his separation from Lot 
(Gen 13:14) by the name Ramath-hazor. A late tradition 
identifies Rarath-hazor as another name for Baal-hazor 
(IDB 1: 331). 

Henry O. THOMPSON 


BAAL-HERMON (PLACE) {Heb ba‘al hermén]. A bor- 
der point on the land inhabited by the Hivites (Judg 3:3) 
and intended for the half-tribe of Manasseh on the E side 
of the Jordan River (1 Chr 5:23). The Deuteronomistic 
historian concludes that the sons of Manasseh failed to 
conquer the Hivite lands, including Baal-Hermon, so that 
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Yahweh could test Israel’s rebellion in future generations. 
By this explanation the historian can rationalize Israel’s 
inability to fulfill the potential of completely possessing 
the promised land. 

Baal-Hermon belongs to the mountains of the Anti- 
lebanon (see Josh 11:17) range at the edge of ancient 
Hivite territory, and it is mos! likely a place on the top of 
Mt. Hermon, if not one of the 3 peaks comprising Mt. 
Hermon. The half-tribe of Manasseh is located by 1 Chr 
5:23 in 3 places (Baal-Hermon, Senir, and Mt. Hermon). 
Senir is one of the peaks (see Cant 4:8 and the dual 
herménim in Ps 42:7—Eng 42:6) and Mt. Hermon is the 
name of another. Baal-Hermcn is possibly the third peak, 
which means that the E-Jordan tribe of Manasseh is re- 
stricted by the Chronicler to the base of this mountain. 
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BAAL-MEON (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al mé6n]. Var. BETH- 
BAAL-MEON; BETH-MEON A locality listed among the 
towns and villages of the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:28) 
which originally belonged to Moab. It is also known as 
Beth-baal-meon (Josh 13:17) and Beth-meon (Jer 48:23). 

Mesha’s reference on the Moabite Stone (ca. 830 B.c.) to 
having built a reservoir for Baal-meon implies that the city 
reverted to Moabite control (cf. ANET, 320, line 9). It may 
have come back under Israelite control (ca. 770 B.c.) as 
inferred from a reference to ‘‘Baala the Baal-meonite” on 
Ostraca 27 from Samaria (assuming that this is the same 
city). The Jeremiah passage (48:23) clearly indicates Moa- 
bite possession of the town (ca. 600 B.c.). 

Eusebius (Onomast. 44.21) identified Baal-meon with 
“the big village in the environs of (the hot springs of) 
Baaru ... with the name of Beelmaus, distant nine miles 
from, Esbous, place of origin of the prophet Elisha.” In 
1807, Seetzen identified it with the ruins of Khirbet Ma‘in 
(M.R. 219120), 9 km SW of Madaba. The ruins were 
carefully studied by Musil in 1902. 

The investigations have revealed no Iron Age remains, 
but in 1934 the mosaic floor of a church on the acropolis 
was unearthed. Two other churches were excavated in 1973 
and 1977, 

The main feature of the mosaic floor in the church on 
the acropolis, dated a.p. 719/720, are 11 city plans of 
Palestine and Jordan: Nikopolis, (Eleuthero)polis, Asca- 
lona, Maioumas, (Ga)za, Od(10a), (Charach M)ouba, Ar- 
eopolis, Gadara, Esboun(ta), Belemoun(ta). North of the 
W church a xenion (a hostel for pilgrims) and a room of a 
pribaton (bath) were found—two buildings associated with 
the public assistance for pilgrims, particularly necessary in 
a village like Ma‘in, which was near the hot springs of 
Baaru. Among the ruins were stone inscriptions, fine Na- 
batean sculptures, together with several Byzantine capitals 
which were richly decorated with geometrical, floral, and 
figurative motifs. See also MAON; MEUNIM. 
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BAAL-PEOR (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al-p&ér). The place as- 
sociated with the idol of Moab that tempted Israel while in 
the wilderness (Deut 4:3; Hos 9:10). According to the 
Narrative account (Numbers 25), while Israel was en- 
camped at Shittim, the men of Israel engaged in immoral- 
ity with women of Moab. This activity was linked to the 
idolatrous worship of Baal of Peor. As a result God 
brought a plague on Israel in which 24,000 died, and this 
was only stayed when Phinehas, the son of the high priest, 
killed Zimri, a Simeonite man, and Cozbi, a Midianite 
woman with whom Zimri violated the covenant (Num 
25:18). According to Mendenhall (1973: 105-21) it was an 
act of ritual intercourse that yoked this Israelite man to 
the pagan god; thus he broke covenant with the God of 
Israel. 

Baal-peor or Baal of Peor was one of the leading gods 
of the Moabites, Midianites, and Ammonites, but akin to 
the Canaanite Baal and Moloch. The sensual rites of 
worship indicate a connection with the Phoenician Baal 
and the Moabite Chemosh. The Baal-peor incident carried 
this sensual aspect in the history of biblical interpretation 
as well. In particular, Marvin Pope (Song of Songs AB, 217— 
20) points out how sacral sexual intercourse in the Baal- 
peor festivals relates to interpretation of the biblical Song 
of Songs. From Jerome’s time, writers have commonly 
associated Baal and Chemosh with the Roman Priapus. 
Rather than associating Peor, as the rabbis thought, with 
Heb pa‘ar “to fracture,” and thus to deprive of virginity, it 
is best understood as a form of worship in this locality, 
Baal-peor or Beth-peor, in the mountains of Moab (Deut 
3:29, 4:45). For further discussion, see Budd Numbers 
WBC, 274-83 (and bibliography there); Andersen and 
Freedman Hosea AB, 537-38, 540-41; Albright ARI, YGC. 
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BAAL-PERAZIM (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al pérdsim]. The 
place where David had his first victory over the Philistine 
army after moving his capital from Hebron to Jerusalem 
(2 Sam 5:18-20; 1 Chr 14:9-11). It is identified with 
“Mount Perazim” (Heb har Pérdsim) in Isa 28:21. Thus 
Baal-perazim must be a mountain from where David’s 
army could attack Philistines who “spread themselves out 
in the valley of Rephaim.” The Greek name Epdné Diako- 
pon means “upper breaches,” but the first element of the 
Heb name Ba‘al “lord” may be understood as the noun of 
relation. So the meaning of Ba‘al Pérasim is literally “lord 
of breaches,” but idiomatically “breach-maker,” like the 
“dreamer” in Gen 37:19 (“the lord of dreams”), the “de- 
stroyer” in Prov 18:9 (“the lord of destruction”), and the 
“archer” in Gen 49:23 (“the lord of arrows”). The second 
element of the Heb name Pérdsim figuratively means the 
“outburst” of Yahweh’s wrath in 2 Sam 6:8. So the Heb 
name Ba‘al Pérdsim here may mean “(divine) Outburster” 
which is supported by the expression in 2 Sam 5:20: 
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“Yahweh has broken through my enemies before me like 
the breakthrough of waters.” The use of this place name 
in 2 Sam 5:20 (“So David came to Baal-perazim”) is an 
example of a biblical practice to modernize geographical 
names. Here, the place name Baal-perazim was used in the 
context when this name had not yet been given to the 
place, like “Dan” in Gen 14:14, “Eben-ezer” in 1 Sam 4:1 
and 5:1], and “Lehi” in Judg 15:9, 14. 
YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI 


BAAL-SHALISHAH (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al salisa]. A 
town (or region) from which a man came bringing “bread 
of the first fruits, twenty loaves of barley, and fresh ears of 
grain” to feed Elisha and the sons of the prophets during 
a famine (2 Kgs 4:42). The Talmud reinforces Baal-shalis- 
hah’s reputation for agricultural productivity and fertility 
(Sanh. 12a). 

The location of Baal-shalishah is tied in with the location 
of Gilgal, where Elisha and the sons of the prophets were 
staying. On the one hand, Gilgal here is often assumed to 
refer to the place near Jericho. Thus, Kallai (1972) identi- 
fed Baal-shalishah with Kh. el-Marjameh (M.R. 181155) 
along the upper course of the wadi Samiya (its lower course 
enters the Jordan valley about 10 km N of Jericho). This 
identification is problematic, however, insofar as el-Marja- 
meh lies in the wilderness of Ephraim, where the rain- 
shadow limits annual rainfall and where one would not 
expect to find a site noted for abundant harvests. On the 
other hand, because Elisha had been in Shunem and Mt. 
Carmel immediately before this, it is likely that this “Gil- 
gal” lies somewhere in the N part of the central hill 
country, probably Jiljulieh (M.R. 171159), 12 km N of 
Bethel. See GILGAL (PLACE) #2. Eusebius had identified 
it with “Bethsarith/Bathsarisa” (Jerome rendered “Beth- 
salisa”), locating it 24 km N of Lydda/Lod. Thus, Baal- 
shalishah may be identified with Kh. Sirisya (M.R. 151168), 
overlooking the Sharon plain. The name of Kefr Thilth 
(M.R. 154174), a village 5.5 km N of Kh. Sirisya, contains 
the Arabic equivalent of Heb Sali@. The famine recorded 
in 2 Kings 4 therefore must have been localized, so that a 
man from Baal-shalishah about 25 km away could bring 
surplus food for Elisha and the sons of the prophets. 
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BAAL-TAMAR (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al tamar]. The place 
on the highway between Gibeah (modern Tell el-Ful, M.R. 
172136) and Bethel (modern Beitin, M.R. 172148) where 
the soldiers of Israel mustered to fight against the Benja- 
minites who were pursuing them from their garrison at 
Gibeah (Judg 20:33). The 2 main armies fought here while 
a second portion of the army of Israel that had been 
encamped W of Geba (modern Ar Jeba‘, M.R. 175140) 
attacked Gibeah and secured the victory over the Benja- 
minites. Baal-tamar was one among many locations in 
Israel bearing a divine name. It is possible that it was 
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connected with a temple (LBHG, 108). Its site has not been 
conclusively identified, though several possibilities have 
been mentioned. Press (1951: 115) connected Baal-tamar 
with the palm (témer) of Deborah (Judg 4:5) on Mount 
Ephraim. He proposed that Baal-tamar was at the site, 
upon which the later Judean city of Ataroth was built 
(modern Kh. Atarah, M.R. 170142), that was called Beth- 
tamar in the Byzantine period. Other possibilities are Ras 
et-Tavil (M.R. 174137) which is NE of Givat $a°ul, and 
Sabre al Gibiyeh 500 m E of Tel el-Ful (EncMigr 2: 293). 
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BAAL-ZEBUB (DEITY) [Heb ba‘al zébiib]. A god of 
Ekron, whom King Ahaziah wished to consult to learn if 
he would reccver from a sickness he was experiencing as a 
result of a fall (2 Kgs 1:2, 3, 6, 16). However, Elijah 
pronounced Yahweh’s judgment of death on the king for 
failing to inquire of Yahweh and instead seeking a word 
from Baal-zebub of Ekron. 

The word baal, “lord,” can be understood as the name 
of Baal, the zreat Canaanite deity, or as a generic title 
which could be used for Baal or for any other male 
divinity. Most scholars are of the opinion that the cult of 
Ekron mentioned in 2 Kings | was a localized form of Baal 
worship. Nevertheless, the main debate concerning “Baal- 
zebub” involves understanding the 2d element in the 
name, with 2 major positions being taken: (a) zébib is the 
original form, and (b) zbb is a deliberate distortion of an 
original zbl by Hebrew copyists. The majority of those 
holding to the Ist position translate zébtib as “fly” or “flies” 
(cf. Isa 7:18; Eccl 10:1), interpreting the full name as “lord 
of the fly/flies.” This name, it has been proposed, signifies 
that the deity of Ekron had control over flies, having the 
power to send or repulse these noxious disease-bearing 
insects (and other pests). Comparisons are made with the 
Greek god Zeus Apomuios (“averter of flies”) and the 
Roman god Myiagrus (on the weakness of these compari- 
sons see Gaster IDB 1: 332). By extension, Baal-zebub, 
“lord of the fly/flies,” is viewed as a health god warding off 
pestilence. The question arises, though, as to why Ahaziah, 
whose “illness” (or injury) was due to a fall and not a 
disease, would want to consult specifically this divinity of 
Ekron, supposedly revered for averting disease-bearing 
flies and pestilence (Gaster IDB 1: 332). A 2d suggestion, 
that “Baal-zebub” sent oracles by means of flies, lacks 
reliable supporting evidence. Gordon (UT, 388) explains 
that “lord of the fly” should be compared with the fly (“= 
divine symbol?”) on cylinder seals. Yet on the example 
cited the representation, if it is a fly, is of undeterminable 
significance, its relationship to the seal’s other images 
being problernatical. Fensham (1967: 361-63), noting the 
fire motif in the Elijah narratives (including 2 Kings 1), 
thinks zébaib may be “flame” (thus “Baal the flame”), on the 
basis of dbb (Ug d changed to z in Heb) in CTA 3.3.43. 
However, the meaning of dbb in the Ug passage remains 
uncertain. 

The other major position, again, sees b%] zbl as the 
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original name of the god, which was intentionally distorted 
by scribes to show contempt for the deity and to mock his 
worshipers (6‘I zbb meaning “lord of the fly/flies”). Exam- 
ples (inexact parallels) from the Heb Bible are mentioned 
where the theophoric element “Baal” in personal names is 
known to have been deliberately changed. As to the mean- 
ing of zbl, the Heb zébil, “loftv abode,” “exalted dwelling,” 
has been cited (thus: “lord of the lofty abode”). A zdl, 
which can be translated “sick (one),” appears in the Ug 
literature, but it is doubtful that this word is involved in 
2 Kings 1 (ie., “lord of the sick one”), since it carries 
connotations of disease or plague. Another proposal inter- 
prets zbl as “prince.” In the mythology of Ugarit Baal 
several times is referred to as zbl bT ars, “the prince, the 
lord of the earth.” Baal is alsc called simply zl b‘/, “Prince 
Baal,” as are other deities (e.g., zbl ym, “Prince Yam”). 
Further, the word order of a divine name preceding zbl 
occurs in the Ug texts; e.g., rsp zbl and yrk zbl, which in 
context are translated “Prince Resheph” and “Prince Ya- 
rikh.” Thus, 6 zbl could be “Baal the prince,” “Prince 
Baal,” or “Baal is prince” (cf. the name Beelzebul in Matt 
10:25 and 12:24, 27; Mark 3:22; Luke 11:15, 18, 19). 

In summary, on the basis of the available evidence, one 
cannot reach a proper understanding of “Baal-zebub.” 
Nevertheless, in light of the context of 2 Kings 1, the Ug 
evidence, and the tendency of Heb scribes at times to 
distort certain names, it seerns best at present to regard 
“Baal-zebub” as a caconymic (“lord of the fly/flies”) for an 
original “Baal-zebul,” “Baal the prince.” Why Ahaziah 
wanted to consult this Baal of Ekron remains unknown. 
See also BAAL; BEELZEBUL; and RE 2: 514-16. 
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BAAL-ZEPHON (PLACE) [Heb ba‘al sépén]. A site in 
the Egyptian E Delta that is mentioned together with 
Migdol to help locate Pi-hahiroth, near the place where 
the Israelites crossed the sea (Exod 14:2, 9; Num 33:7). 
The precise location of Baal-zephon (and of Migdol and 
Pi-hahiroth as well) is uncertain, but the question is impor- 
tant for the debate regarding the location of the sea 
crossing and the route of the Exodus. Baal-zephon, after 
whom the biblical site was named, was a Canaanite god 
who is well known from the Ugaritic texts. His dwelling 
place was on Jebel el-Aqra‘, about 40 km north of Ugarit, 
which the Semites called sapaénu (Heb sdépén) and the non- 
Semites called hazi, later Kasios (TDOT 2: 186). 

At least 3 sanctuaries of Baal-zephon in N Egypt are 
known: Memphis, Tahpanhes (Tell Defneh), and Mt. Cas- 
ius at Ras Qasrun. Possibly one of the temples at Tell el- 
Dab‘a, located 2 km south of Qantir, was dedicated to Baal 
(Bietak 1981: 253). A migdoi that is probably called “of 
Baal-zephon” is mentioned in the Cairo papyrus 31169. 
Its location seems to have been near Wadi Tumilat (Davies 
1979: 81). There were probably additional Baal-zephon 
sites in N Egypt, since the Canaanite religion was popular 
there at various times (Helck 1962; Stadelmann 1967). 

Four locations for biblical Baal-zephon have been pro- 
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posed: two N, one central, and one S. (1) Some posit its 
location at the Egyptian Mt. Casios near Lake Sirbonis. 
Eissfeldt (1932) argued that Mt. Casios was located at 
Mahammidiye on the Mediterranean coast, about 13 km E 
of Pelusium, but Cazelles (1955) has demonstrated that it 
was located at Ras Qasrun on the N strip separating Lake 
Sirbonis from the Mediterranean. (2) The other suggested 
location in the N is Tahpanhes, modern Tell Defneh near 
the S tip of Lake Menzaleh (Albright 1950; Wright 1962: 
62). (3) Others propose a central location near the Bitter 
Lakes (Simons 1959: 248-51; Davies 1979: 82). (4) The 
traditional view located the site near the head of the Gulf 
of Suez (Servin 1948-49). To a great extent one’s view 
regarding the location of biblical Baal-zephon is tied in 
with one’s view regarding the route of the Exodus. The 2d 
and 3d options appear to be the most plausible. For per- 
suasive arguments against the Ist and 4th options, see 
Davies (1979: 81-82). 
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BAALAH (PLACE) [Heb ba‘aia]. 1. City on the N border 
of Judah (Josh 15:9, 10; 1 Chr 13:6). Owing to its biblical 
identification with Kiriath-Jearim (Josh 15:9; 1 Chr 13:6), 
it is to be located at Tell el-Azhar (Boling Joshua AB, 369), 
alongside one of the major routes leading through the 
Judean hill country E to Jerusalem (LBHG, 59). Noth 
considers the identification of Baalah and Kiriath-Jearim 
to be a redactional error, although he concedes that Baa- 
lah, which in his opinion may have been no more than a 
cultic site, lay in the vicinity of Kiriath-Jearim (Josua HAT, 
88-90, 110). He further views variant names for Baalah/ 
Kiriath-Jearim, such as Kiriath-Baal (Josh 15:60, 18:14) 
and Baale-Judah (2 Sam 6:2), as artificial constructions. He 
bases his argument on the putative antiquity of the name 
Kiriath-Jearim and denies the possibility of multiple con- 
current names. Boling (Joshua AB, 369), reflecting the view 
of most modern scholarship, views Baalah as an ancient 
Canaanite name (meaning “wife” or “lady”), reflecting the 
worship of one of the Canaanite goddesses (Asherah, 
Astarte, or Anath). He further speculates that the name 
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Baalah was demythologized by the Israelites into Kiriath- 
Jearim “Woodsville.” 

2. One of the towns of Judah (Josh 15:29). It was located 
in the Negeb toward the Edomite border (Josh 15:21). 
Abel (GP 258) located it at Tulul el-Medbah, near Tel Masos 
(Khirbet el-Meshash). In the lists of the Simeonite tribal 
allocations within Judah’s territory it is called Balah (Josh 
19:3) and Bilhah (1 Chr 4:29). Although most scholars do 
not commit themselves on the question of the original 
form of the name, Noth (Josua HAT, 88) supported Balah, 
which Albright (1924: 150 n. 4) viewed as secondary, 
choosing what in his view is the most difficult reading, 
namely Bilhah. 

3. A point on the NW border of Judah, called Mount 
Baalah {Heb har-habba‘dla] (Josh 15:11). It is commonly 
identified with the ridge of Mughar, NW of Ekron (Kallai- 
Kleinmann 1958: 145). 
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BAALATH (PLACE) [Heb ba“alat]. A town in the W 
part of the territory of Dan (Josh 19:44), within the low- 
land regions which that tribe failed to inherit from the 
Canaanites (Judg 1:34). Baalath appears to have come 
under Israelite control only in the days of Solomon, when 
it was fortified (1 Kgs 9:17-18; 2 Chr 8:5—6), along with 
recently annexed Gezer and with Lower Beth-horon, in 
order to guard the roads leading to Jerusalem from the 
plain. Baalath is apparently to be equated with Mt. Baalah 
(Josh 15:9), on the W boundary of Judah. It has been 
identified with the site of el-Maghar (M.R. 129138), where 
sherds of the Bronze and Iron ages have been collected 
(Kaplan 1953: 140-41). 
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BAALATH-BEER (PLACE) [Heb ba‘alat b@ér]. A site 
mentioned in the list of towns purportedly assigned to the 
patrimony of the tribe of Simeon by Joshua after the 
conquest (Josh 19:8) and called Baal in a later version of 
this list (1 Chr 4:33). The list, widely believed to derive 
from administrative documents of the monarchy, locates 
Baalath-beer at an indeterminate distance and direction 
from the vicinity of 4 other towns: Ain, Rimmon, Ether, 
and Ashan. If Rimmon (En-rimmon?) is to be identified 
with Tel Halif, then Baalath-beer might be sought in the S 
Shephelah or N Negeb. Alternatively, the list’s vague asso- 
ciation or identification of Baalath-beer with Ramath-Ne- 
geb might place the site in the Negeb E of Beer-sheba 
(HGB, 358-59), a location which might suggest the site’s 
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identification with the BEALOTH mentioned in Josh 
15:24. In any case, any modern location of Baalath-beer is 
clearly a matter of conjecture. The meaning of the topo- 
nym “lady of the well” suggests that the patron deity of 
Baalath-beer may have been a local goddess related to the 
Canaanite fertility god Baal. 

Patrick M. ARNOLD 


BAALBEK (PLACE). A Canaanite, Phoenician, and 
Greco-Roman town and cult center in Lebanon, 53 miles 
(85 km) ENE of Beirut in the N part of the fertile Beqa 
valley, between the region’s 2 major mountain ranges. The 
cultus was dedicated chiefly to the Semitic god Baal 
(Hadad/Adacl) in his capacity as a deity of sky, storm, and 
fertility of the land. Although excavations have shown 
occupation of the site as early as the 3d millennium B.c. 
(Ragette 1980: 16), little is known of the pre-Roman devel- 
opment of Baalbek. Attempts to identify the town with a 
biblical site, such as Baal-gad, have not been successful. 

During the 3d or 2d century B.c. the shrine and town 
were renamed Heliopolis “City of the Sun” echoing the 
name of an Egyptian sacred city. From the time of this 
renaming (if indeed not earlier) until the Islamic conquest 
in the 7th century a.D., a triad of deities was venerated at 
the site: Zeus/Jupiter, who may have assumed solar char- 
acteristics alcng with the traditional attributes of Baal; the 
goddess Aphrodite/Venus (the Syrian Anath/Atargatis); 
and the youthful god Hermes/Mercury. The assumption 
that Dionysus/Bacchus was the 3d member of the triad has 
been shown to be erroneous. 

In spite of earthquakes and human destruction, the site 
has extensive remains dating largely from the Ist through 
the 3d centuries A.D.; the most important are 6 immense 
standing columns and other remnants of a temple of 
Jupiter, a remarkably well-preserved temple popularly 
known as that of Bacchus, and a small circular temple that 
has been taken, perhaps mistakenly, to have been dedi- 
cated to Venus. Major archaeological excavations were con- 
ducted by a German expedition during 1898-1905 (Wie- 
gand); since that time further excavation, along with 
considerable consolidation and restoration, has been car- 
ried out by the Department of Antiquities of Lebanon. 
Guidebooks to the site include Alouf and Harding; fuller 
analysis as well as numerous excellent photographs will be 
found in Jidejian (1975), while Ragette (1980) is helpful 
for its numerous line-drawings depicting the major tem- 
ples of Baalbek as they are today and as they may have 
looked in the past. 
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BAALE-JUDAH (PLACE) [Heb baSdlé yéhidd]. See 
KIRIATH-JEARIM (PLACE). 
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BAALIS (PERSON) [Heb (a‘alis]. An early 6th-century 
B.c. Ammonite king mentioned only in Jer 40:14. The 
context indicates that Baalis was either: (1) anti-Babylonian 
in his foreign policy, seeking to restore the Davidic throne 
under Ammonite control, and collaborating with and har- 
boring Judean royalty involved in the murder of Gedaliah, 
the Babylonian-appointed governor residing in Mizpah; 
or (2) at least disruptive of a stable Judean government in 
an effort to serve his own er.ds, perhaps being jealous of 
any neighbor who had the potential of rivaling his own 
power. 

This king has been identified with the Ba‘al-yish‘a men- 
tioned on a seal impression found in 1984 at Tell el- 
“Umeiri, just S of Amman in Jordan (Geraty 1984; 1985). 
It was found in the sift from topsoil excavated near the W 
rim of the mound about 50 cm above the remains of a 
major public structure termed the Ammonite Citadel by 
the excavators. The seal impression itself (19 mm in diam- 
eter) was on the flat end of a fired ceramic cone (21 mm in 
length) which may have served as a stopper with identifi- 
cation for a juglet of unknown contents. 

The finely conceived and executed seal impression is 
divided into 3 panels. The top and bottom panels contain 
the Ammonite inscription, dated paleographically to ca. 
600 B.c. (Herr 1985b and fc.). The middle panel depicts 
typically Ammonite iconography (Younker 1985): a 4- 
winged scarab beetle pushing a solar ball flanked by stan- 
dards, solar discs, and crescent moons in an assemblage 
reminiscent of Zeph 1:4—6. The inscription reads lmlkm- 
-wr Sbd 54-955, “belonging to Milkom-?ur, servant of Ba‘al- 
yish‘a (or Ba‘al-yasha‘).” Both of the personal names, that 
of the owner of the seal and that of the king he served, 
constitute “firsts.” Milkom-cr (“Milkom is light”) or Mil- 
kom~ur (“Milkom’s flame”), represents the first-known 
occurrence in which Milkom, the well-known Ammonite 
divine name, appears as one of the elements in an Am- 
monite proper name. According to his title, “servant,” this 
individual would have been a prominent government offi- 
cial in the service of the Ammonite king, Ba‘al-yish‘a 
(“Baal is salvation”) or BaSal-yasha‘ (“Baal saves”). The 
latter is identified with the Baalis of Jer 40:14, and this 
reference to him is his first extrabiblical confirmation— 
despite Wright’s (1974: 3) claim about “Ba‘lay” being on 
the Tell Siran bottle (a misunderstanding of Cross 1973), 
misinformation perpetuated by Feinberg (1982: 272). 

The spellings for the name of the Ammonite king pre- 
served in Jer 40:14 (5‘lys) and in the seal impression 
(bys are different enough that one may legitimately 
question the identification. The following points argue in 
its favor (Shea 1985: 112): 


1. Of the 9 Ammonite kings now known from the Bible, 
Assyrian texts, and Ammonite inscriptions (cf. 
Cross’s listing in Herr 1985b: 171), the Baalis of 
Jeremiah is the only one containing “Baal” as a theo- 
phoric element. 

2. In the more than 100 names assembled thus far in 
our Ammonite onomasticon, Baalis is the only name 
containing “Baal” as its -heophoric element. Thus the 
use of “Baal” in an Ammonite king’s name is exclu- 
sive to the king of the ‘Umeiri sealing and the king 
mentioned in Jer 40:14. Even though the verbal ele- 
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ment in the names differ, it is reasonable to conclude 
that the 2 references are to the same Ammonite king. 


The spelling difference in the verbal element of the 
name thus requires an explanation. Before the discovery 
of the seal impression, both Cross (1973: 15) and Landes 
(IDB 1: 112), recognized that the name Baalis makes no 
sense as it stands in the MT, so suggested it could be 
hypocoristicon. Subsequent to the find, Shea (1985) has 
argued an intentional pious change in the Bible to avoid 
heathen theology, a view disputed by Herr (1985a). It is 
also possible that it could be an unintentional change 
reflecting the way Judeans heard the name pronounced in 
Ammonite, partially preserved, perhaps, in Jer 47:14 
LXX, as Belisa, where the final vowel would reflect the 
presence of a final Sayin which would, of course, not have 
been written in Greek (Geraty 1985: 100). That Transjor- 
danian sin was pronounced Sn in Cisjordan is well known 
from the Shibboleth story. in Judg 12:6. Whatever the 
reason for the difference in spelling, it was accurately 
hypothetically reconstructed by Puech (1985: 10) before 
the archaeological discovery. 
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BAALSAMUS (PERSON) [Gk Baalsamos]. See MAA- 
SEIAH. 


BAANA (PERSON) [Heb ba‘ana?]. Three persons in the 
OT. Baana and Baanah are apparently variant spellings of 
the same name, as are uzz@ (2 Sam 6:3) and uzzé (6:7-8), 
mik@ (2 Sam 9:12) and méké (1 Chr 8:34—35). There are 2 
main approaches to the meaning of Baana(h). The Ist sees 
it as deriving from ben- “son of” plus a 2d element. The 
loss of nun in bn- is known, for example, from 10th—9th 
century B.C. inscriptions from Byblos (KAI 6.1; 7.3; 8). 
The interpretation “son of distress,’ from bn-‘nh (BDB, 
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128) founders mainly on the lack of a noun Sand “distress.” 
Somewhat more likely is the view that the 2d element is 
the name of a deity ‘An (perhaps the masculine counter- 
part of ‘Anath), believed to be referred to in personal 
names from Ug (e.g. bn. Sn), Amarna (DUMU [Bin]-a-na), 
and elsewhere (Hoffmon APNM, 199; cf. 168-69). 

The 2d approach understands Baana(h) to begin with 
the element 0‘ “Baal/the Lord” (with lamed dropped; Noth 
(IPN, 40; cf. TPNAH, 56) adduces a Phoenician example 
of b’smm for bismm). Noth saw the name as b%(J) + n + 
hypocoristic -d, the nun being the first radical of the name’s 
2d element; the apparently analogous names Baasha and 
Baara may also be analyzed in this fashion. Alternately, 
Baana(h) may derive from ba‘al<andé “Baal has answered” 
(Montgomery Kings ICC, 125). 

Possibly related names in extrabiblical sources include 
Palmyrene bwn? (IPN 40), Minean bS‘n and Safaitic ‘nh 
(Ryckmans 1934: 54, 257). 

1. Son of Ahilud and a prefect over Solomon’s 5th 
administrative district (1 Kgs 4:12). Baana was charged 
with supplying provisions for the palace during 1 month 
of each year (1 Kgs 4:7). His district corresponded roughly 
to the Jezreel and Beth-Shean valleys, areas dominated 
until David’s time by major Canaanite cities such as Taan- 
ach and Megiddo. More precise boundaries cannot be 
delineated with confidence due to the uncertainty of site 
identifications (notably Zarethan and Jokmeam, which 
some read as Jokneam) and difficulties in the text of 1 Kgs 
4:12, parts of which appear to have been transposed. See 
further Wright 1967: 59*, 60*, 66*; LBHG, 308, 313; 
Na?aman 1986: 187—90. Baana may have been the brother 
of Jehoshaphat son of Ahilud, a high official (mzkyr “Re- 
corder”) under David and Solomon: 2 Sam 8:16, | Kgs 
4:3. 

2. Son of Hushai and a prefect over Solomon’s 9th 
district (1 Kgs 4:16; for his duties see Baana #1 above). 
Baana’s district is described as b’sr wh‘lwi, either “in Asher 
and in Aloth” or “in Asher and Bealoth.” Both alternatives 
are problematic inasmuch as no town Aloth, or N town 
Bealoth, is known, and it seems unusual for the name of a 
well-known tribe to be paired with that of an obscure 
locale. Reading Maaloth (m‘Iwt) or the like (unconvincingly 
connected with the Ladder of Tyre, see Montgomery Kings 
ICC, 126) with some Gk witnesses merely exchanges one 
unknown for another. A conjectured reading “in Asher 
and Zebulon” is supported by Cross’ demonstration 
(Wright 1967: 59* fig. 1 and n. 8) that zbwlwn could have 
been misread as wb‘/t in some scripts. The conjectured 
reading remains viable in spite of objections which have 
been raised (Montgomery Kings ICC, 126; Ahlstrém 1979), 
notably on the grounds of lectio difficilior, although, the 
lack of versional support for the reading ‘“Zebulun” is 
surprising in view of the lateness of Cross’ examples. See 
further LBHG, 308, 315; Na’aman 1986: 192-94. 

It is quite possible that Baana’s father was Hushai the 
Archite, David’s loyal advisor (2 Sam 15:32—37). 

3. The father or ancestor of Zadok, one of those who 
repaired a section of Jerusalem’s walls in the days of 
Nehemiah (Neh 3:4). Possibly identical to BAANAH #3 or 
#4. 
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FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH 


BAANAH (PERSON) [Heb baSénd]. 1. One of the mur- 
derers of King Saul’s son Ishbosheth (2 Sam 4:2-12). 
Baanah and his brother Rechab were both company com- 
manders under Ish-bosheth (2 Sam 4:2), who had suc- 
ceeded Saul as king of Israel. Having slipped into Ish- 
bosheth’s house as he rested at midday, the two killed the 
king in his bed and brought his head to David, then king 
of Judah and Ish-bosheth’s rival, in anticipation of a re- 
ward. David, however, denounced the deed, had the two 
executed, and had their severed limbs hung beside the 
pool in his capital Hebron—no doubt powerful deterrents 
to further regicide and vivid reminders that David denied 
any involvement in the assassination. 

There is no consensus as to whether Baanah was an 
Israelite, an important issue in understanding Ishbosh- 
eth’s murder. According to one reading of 2 Sam 4:2-3, 
Baanah’s father Rimmon was a Benjaminite (mbny bnvmn) 
who lived in Beeroth (hd?rty). The passage goes on to tell 
how Beeroth came to be populated by Benjaminites, viz. as 
a result of the flight of the (native) Beerothites to Gittaim, 
which presumably allowed Benjaminites to move in. This 
reading involves taking b°rty “Beerothite” in a geographical 
sense in v 2 (“one who lives in Beeroth”) but in an ethnic 
sense in v 3 (“Beerothite”). In this view Baanah and Rechab 
were motivated solely by the expectation of a reward from 
David (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 127-28). 

Alternately, Baanah was the son of “Rimmon the Beer- 
othite (hb?rty) from (among) the Benjaminites (mbny 
bnymn),” and was therefore of Gibeonite extraction, Beer- 
oth being one of the 4 Gibeonite cities (Josh 9:17). Verse 2 
goes on to explain why a foreign Beerothite is associated 
with the Benjaminites: because Beeroth was located within 
Benjamin’s borders. (Verse 3, loosely connected to the 
foregoing, adds an explanation of why there were Beer- 
othites living in Gittaim.) If Baanah the Gibeonite killed 
Saul’s son, one cannot fail to connect the episode to the 
well-known Gibeonite hatred of Saul, even though the 
biblical narrative does not stress the point. Saul, the Gib- 
eonites said, attempted to exterminate them (perhaps the 
occasion of the Beerothite’s flight to Gittaim); in retaliation 
the Gibeonites, after Saul’s death, demanded and received 
permission from David to execute 7 of Saul’s sons (2 Sam 
21:1—9). In this view Baanah and Rechab were motivated 
by revenge as well as profit (Yervin 1971: 150-54; see 
references in McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 127). 

2. Man from Netophah in Judah, the father of one of 
The Thirty, an honor roll of David’s warriors (see DAVID’S 
CHAMPIONS). Baanah’s son was named Heleb (2 Sam 
23:29), Heled (1 Chr 11:30), or Heldai (McCarter 2 Samuel 
AB, 492). 

3. Leader of the exiles who returned from Babylon with 
Zerubbabel (Ezr 2:2; Neh 7:7; 1 Esdr 5:8). Possibly the 
same as BAANA #3. 

4. One of the leaders who, in the days of Nehemiah, set 
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his seal on a pledge to observe the law of Moses (Neh 
10:28—Eng 10:27). 
For the meaning of the name BAANAH, see BAANA. 
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BAARA (PERSON) [Heb 62‘Gra?]. One of the 4 women 
mentioned in a very detailed genealogy of Benjamin in 1] 
Chr 8:1—40 (v 8). Her name appears nowhere else in the 
MT (LXX Baada) and is not found in the Apocrypha or 
the deuterocanonical literature. Baara means “coarse” or 
“brutish one.” Three of the 4 women mentioned in 1 Chr 
8:8-9 are wives of the Benjaminite, Shaharaim—Baara, 
Hushim, and Hodesh. Baara, along with Hushim, was 
divorced by Shaharaim. No children are indicated for 
Shaharaim by Baara, whereas such is the case with the 
other two. Perhaps this contributes to the divorce. The 
genealogy in which Baara appears seems to conclude the 
major genealogical emphases of the Chroniclers (other 
emphases being Judah and Levi). Shaharaim appears for 
the Ist time in v 8, which supports scholars such as Wil- 
liamson (Chronicles NCBC, 82) in pointing out that there is 
no apparent structure to the extended Benjaminite gene- 
alogy. Rudolph (Chronikbiicher HAT, 77) emphasizes cer- 
tain geographical breaks in the genealogy which seem to 
show parallel lists of Benjaminite families and their dwell- 
ing locations at a particular time, probably either during 
the reign of Josiah or the postexilic period. However, the 
fact that v 9 locates the family of Shaharaim, and thus of 
Baara, in Moab might point to a relationship that goes 
back to earlier times. Certainly Israelites resided in Moab 
as indicated in Ruth | and 1 Sam 22:3, 4. This would have 
been more likely prior to the time that Moab regained its 
independence from Israel. Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 60) 
states that while Moab was under Israel’s control the Ben- 
jaminite association could clearly have been accurate. 
G. Epwin HARMON 


BAASEIAH (PERSON) [Heb ba‘aseya]. A Levite, ances- 
tor of Asaph the musician (] Chr 6:25—Eng 6:40). The 
name Baaseiah is found only once in a genealogical list of 
levitical singers which attempts to trace ancestry back to 
the time of David. The list is secondary, perhaps based 
upon the preceding list (1 Chr 6:1—15—Eng 6:16-30). 
The name should probably be read Maaseiah with several 
mss, LX XBL and Syr. 
Tom Wayne WILLETT 


BAASHA (PERSON) [Heb ba‘sa?]. King of the N king- 
dom of Israel ca. 900-877 B.c. (1 Kings 15-16). Baasha 
was the son of Ahiah of the tribe of Issachar and of 
common birth (1 Kgs 16:2). Baasha is first mentioned 
abruptly and without introduction in 1 Kgs 15:16 as the 
opponent in a border war against King Asa of Judah. This 
border dispute between the N and S kingdoms in I Kings 
15 represents a literary crossing of the border from stories 
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predominantly about kings of Judah in the Deuteronom- 
istic History (1 Kings 1—14) to stories about kings of N 
Israel (1 Kings 16—2 Kings 17). 

Baasha was the 3d in the series of kings of the N 
kingdom, following the reigns of Jeroboam and _ Jero- 
boam’s son Nadab. Baasha gained his kingship by assassi- 
nating Nadab in the field in a battle against Israel’s arch- 
enemy the Philistines after Nadab had ruled for only a few 
months. Baasha then killed the whole family of Jeroboam 
and Nadab in order to avoid any rival claims to the king- 
ship. The Deuteronomistic History interprets Baasha’s 
devastation of the house of Jeroboam as a fulfillment of a 
previous prophecy against Jeroboam (1 Kgs 15:25—30). On 
a sociopolitical level, the action illustrates the climate of 
competing rivalries in N Israel with its 10 tribes and their 
several competing tribal centers and groups. In contrast, 
the S kingdom was essentially one tribe with one center in 
Jerusalem, which made for a less tumultuous political 
atmosphere. 

The border war between Baasha and the S king Asa was 
of long-standing (1 Kgs 15:16, cf. Jer 41:9). The conflict 
apparently had to do with the position of the boundary 
between the two kingdoms in the central hill country which 
was a strategic link in the main transportation route run- 
ning from S to N. Initially, Baasha gained the upper hand 
with his control of the town of Ramah which was only 5 
miles from the S capital of Jerusalem (1 Kgs 15:17). How- 
ever, the S king Asa shrewdly used expensive gifts to entice 
the Syrian king of Damascus Ben-hadad into breaking his 
covenant of peace with N Israel and invading Israel along 
its N border. Baasha was thus forced to abandon the 
border dispute on his S flank in order to deal with the 
threat from Damascus. Asa then immediately seized the 
border town of Ramah and pushed a few miles further N 
to Mizpah where he used building material left by Baasha 
for his own fortifications (1 Kgs 15:18—22). 

Baasha was told by the prophet Jehu that because of his 
sinful reign the fate of his house would be like that of 
Jeroboam. Baasha reigned for nearly a quarter of a cen- 
tury and died a peaceful death, but Baasha’s son Elah, 
who succeeded him as king, was promptly assassinated by 
a usurper to the throne named Zimri (1 Kgs 16:1—7; cf. 2 
Chr 16:1; 1 Kgs 21:22; 2 Kgs 9:9). According to 1 Kgs 
16:7, Baasha thus came under judgment not only for 
destroying the house of Jeroboam but also because Baasha 
was no better as a ruler than the evil Jeroboam. See Gray 
Kings OTL; Jones Kings NCBC. 

Dennis T. OLSON 


BAB EDH-DHRA<‘ (M.R. 202074). One of several EB 
settlements in the SE Dead Sea plain (Rast and Schaub 
1974), situated on the E edge of the Lisan peninsula. Its 
importance, among other reasons, lies in being continu- 
ously occupied through most of the EB Age (ca. 3300- 
2100 B.c.), and thus it serves well as a type site for devel- 
opments during the various phases of this period. 

The name for the ruins, Bab edh-Dhra‘ (“gate of the 
arm”), is apparently not very old. Irby and Mangles 
(Schaub and Rast 1989) referred to this site by the same 
name in connection with their explorations in the area in 
1818. Unlike es-Safi, however, whose ancient name is now 
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commonly accepted to have been Seghor (Roman) and 
Zoora (Byzantine), that is, the biblical Zoar, the ancient 
name of Bab edh-Dhra‘ has passed completely from mem- 
ory. 

Although visited by a number of 19th century explorers, 
Bab edh-Dhra‘ was unrecognized as a significant archaeo- 
logical site until a 1924 survey in the SE Dead Sea plain 
led by Albright and Kyle who identified it as an EB Age 
site (Albright 1924-25: 56-62; Kyle 1928; Mallon 1924; 
Albright, Kelso, and Thorley 1944). 

The Ist excavations at the site were conducted by P. W. 
Lapp between 1965 and 1967. Lapp’s excavations deter- 
mined that the cemetery contained a variety of tomb types 
of the different phases of the EB. Lapp also determined 
that during EB IJ and III a sizable walled city existed at 
the site. Since 1973, W. Rast and R. T. Schaub have fol- 
lowed up on Lapp’s work, adding new interdisciplinary 
objectives to the expedition, which grew out of the survey 
of the entire SE plain (Rast and Schaub 1974). As a result 
of this work, the site is being studied within the regional 
framework of the SE Dead Sea plain as a whole. 

The earliest EB phase, 1A, is known almost exclusively 
from tomb evidence. These tombs exemplify the widely 
practiced tradition of shaft-tomb interment, best known 
from the EB IV phase a millennium later. Vertical shafts, 
which provided access to the tombs, average somewhat less 
than 2 m in both depth and diameter. At the base of the 
shafts a stone-blocked doorway opened into the tomb 
chamber (average diameter 2 m). A pile of human bones, 
always toward the center of the chamber, contained small 
bones in the lower levels surmounted by long bones (hu- 
meri and femora) stacked in parallel over the pile. Skulls 
were normally arranged in a line left of the bone pile. The 
number of those buried varied between 2 and 10, with 
both sexes represented, and occasionally adolescents, 
preadolescents, and even infants. Pottery was typically 
clustered around the edges of the bone pile on the left 
and right, and sometimes toward the rear of the chamber. 
Additional objects in some of the tombs were basalt bowls, 
mace-heads, basketry, shell bracelets, and clay figurines. 
In 1 or 2 chambers, remains of what must have been 
wooden staffs used for herding animals were found. The 
bone piles were normally placed on reed matting made 
from plants which still grow in the marshy areas of Wadi 
Kerak today. 

Lapp’s interpretation, followed by Rast and Schaub, is 
that the EB IA occupants were non-sedentary, and that 
their relation to the site was for the purpose of burial. The 
few cases of primary burial during the EB IA were proba- 
bly accounted for by the deaths among members of a 
group temporarily at the site. Campsite remains are all 
that have been found in the way of settlement by the EB 
IA people. 

The EB IA population seems not to have been large at 
any one time, despite early projections of extraordinarily 
high numbers of burials. Lasting perhaps for little more 
than a century, the EB IA society consisted of nuclear and 
extended family groups. Their larger social organization 
was more in the nature of a “band” than a large tribe. 
Endogamy was apparently practiced, but exogamy is also 
indicated by the coexistence of 2 EB IA burial plots, each 
with its own tradition (Cemeteries A and C). 
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Schaub ancl Rast (1984: 34—35) have proposed that the 
dynamics leading to permanent settlement at Bab edh- 
Dhra‘ are to be sought in the EB IB. Since no substantial 
settlement remains have appeared in association with the 
EB IA yet are attested for the following phase, it was 
during EB IB that year-round settlement began. The EB 
IB phase is easily recognizable by its decorated pottery, 
with a line-group painting technique applied to various 
vessel types. The earliest mudbrick structures, found at 
the lowest levels of the town site, date to the EB IB. 

Along with the beginning of a permanent settlement, a 
new type of burial tradition consisting of circular houses 
also occurs. The funerary buildings (or charnel houses) 
were made from plano-convex mudbricks. The doors of 
these buildings were flanked by stone slabs, and the entries 
were also sealed by large stones. The burials in these 
houses were primary interments, with as many as 20 to 30 
interments in a single house. As new burials were depos- 
ited, earlier ones were moved against the walls following 
decarnation. 

Urbanizaticn thus did not occur at once at Bab edh- 
Dhra‘, but was a gradual development from the EB IB 
village settlement to the walled city of EB III. The devel- 
oping town of the EB II phase was an intervening stage 
between these two. EB II witnessed the establishment of 
large numbe-s of rectangular brick houses of the type 
found at Arad, Jericho, and elsewhere during the EB Age. 
During this phase as well, the Ist of two sanctuaries was 
constructed, succeeded in EB III by a later sanctuary of 
nearly identical proportions directly above it. In the cem- 
etery the circular charnel houses became elongated and 
rectangular, making it possible to receive an even larger 
number of burials. The charnel houses of the EB II and 
EB Iil phases continued in use until they became over- 
loaded, at which time they were permanently closed. 

The EB civilization in the SE Dead Sea plain reached its 
zenith during EB III. Encompassing more than 10 acres 
during this phase, a 7 m wide defensive wall girdled Bab 
edh-Dhra‘, and a gateway on the W provided access to the 
Mazra’a plain, where barley, emmer wheat, and other 
products were cultivated. As in EB II, the interior of the 
city was densely built up with brick structures, the most 
prestigious building being the sanctuary with its courtyard 
and altar. The EB III occupation was the most long-lasting 
of all the EB phases, as evidenced by cultural residue 
found to a depth of 4 m in some excavated areas. This 
phase lasted approximately 350—400 years. The EB III 
settlement ex panded beyond the walled settlement, so that 
the population numbered perhaps 1,000 people. The 
nearby site of Numeira was an offshoot of the flowering 
EB III city at Bab edh-Dhra*. 

Several of the EB II charnel houses were reused during 
the EB III, and new buildings were constructed. Two of 
the largest tombs of this type (A 51 and A 52), however, 
were mainly used during the last phase. 

Two important historical questions at Bab edh-Dhra‘ are 
how the EB III city came to an end and what the relation 
of the succeeding EB IV settlement was to that of the 
previous EB [II city. At approximately 2350 B.c., the EB 
III city suffered some sort of trauma, leaving it in ruins. 
In fields XIIJ and IV the upper part of the defensive wall 
made of brick fell onto the natural slopes of the site. The 
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mudbrick superstructure of the sanctuary also collapsed, 
apparently after burning. The charnel houses that were 
still in use were burned. Their brick walls either fell in, or 
as seems to be indicated by their position, were pushed in. 
Many of the charnel house bricks were also burned in the 
conflagration. 

Although a natural disaster such as an earthquake may 
have been responsible for these events, an external attack 
against the city, as also at Numeira, cannot be ruled out. 
However the EB III city met its demise, the following EB 
IV occupants chose for the most part not to reoccupy the 
area of the earlier city. Their main areas of settlement 
were found NE and S of the previous city, in fields 1X and 
X. The one exception was what appeared to be a cult area 
in field XVI on the N edge of the EB II site. EB IV tomb 
construction abandoned the use of charnel houses, making 
use rather of shaft tombs reminiscent of those 1,000 years 
earlier. The EB IV tombs, however, contained mostly 
primary rather than secondary burials, which also sug- 
gested that the EB IV occupation at Bab edh-Dhra‘ was 
more permanent than transient. 

Most recently, survey and excavation have discovered 
further evidence for EB IV near Khanazir in the SE Dead 
Sea plain. Consisting of numerous shaft tombs enclosed 
within rectangular structures, these tombs and the lack of 
evidence for settlement nearby suggest, in contrast to Bab 
edh-Dhra‘, a pastoralist population. The EB IV phase in 
the SE Dead Sea plain lasted approximately 2 centuries 
until, at about 2150 B.c., the plain was abandoned alto- 
gether, perhaps for ecological reasons. Thereafter the 
region was largely unoccupied until the Iron Age, and 
more extensively during Roman and Byzantine times. Bab 
edh-Dhra‘ itself, however, was permanently abandoned 
following the EB IV. 

In addition to its cultural and historical importance, Bab 
edh-Dhra‘ also figures into discussions regarding the lo- 
cation of biblical Sodom and Gomorrah. The question is 
whether Bab edh-Dhra‘ (specifically its EB III city) can be 
related in any way to the biblical city of Sodom, which 
biblical (Gen 13:10—-13; 14; 19) and postbiblical (cf. Philo 
Somn 2.192; Abr 140-41) traditions place in the general 
region of the Dead Sea. Although certain scholars earlier 
in this century argued to locate Sodom and its related 
cities at the N end of the Dead Sea, recent scholarship has 
generally placed the cities at the S end of the Dead Sea 
valley. Both Albright and Lapp concluded that Bab edh- 
Dhra‘ was indirectly connected with ancient Sodom. Al- 
bright considered the site as a cultic center for the “cities 
of the plain” which he conchided were buried irrecovera- 
bly beneath the waters of the S basin. Lapp (1968: 25) 
concluded that the Bab edh-Dhra‘ necropolis was the 
cemetery of the “cities of the plain,” and he also assumed 
that Sodom and the related cities in the biblical accounts 
lay buried below the waters o/ the S end of the Dead Sea. 

Good reasons now seem to exist to place Bab edh-Dhra‘ 
more directly into the discussions about the biblical tradi- 
tions of these cities (Rast 19&7). The accounts in Genesis, 
and references to them in prophetic threats and judg- 
ments, show that the location of Sodom was only generally 
perceived by the Israelites as lying somewhere in the Dead 
Sea region. Two possibilities exist for explaining the uncer- 
tainties in their perceptions of the location. One is that 
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Sodom was a fictional place name to begin with, that a city 
by this name never existed, and that the name came into 
being as an element in a local story or tale stressing a 
destruction severe enough to account for the startling 
physiography of the Dead Sea region. Those who have 
taken this approach to the Sodom accounts have tended to 
see the account of Sodom’s destruction as a story similar 
to that of the great flood. 

A 2d and different approach to the problem, however, 
assumes that an ancient city did exist in the Dead Sea 
region during antiquity, and that its name was remem- 
bered but the location of its ruins was forgotten. The latter 
came about partly because the SE plain was so sparsely 
inhabited between the end of the EB and the Iron Age 
(1200-600 B.c.) that local memory scarcely managed to 
preserve the recollection. Associated with this were also 
traditions of destruction of the cities which took various 
forms, all based on something only dimly remembered. 
Perhaps the disturbances at the end of EB III are at the 
heart of these recollections. 

If the 2d of these approaches is followed, the evidence 
from Bab edh-Dhra‘ and Numeira becomes important as 
the only ancient sites in the Dead Sea region with remains 
which can possibly be tallied with the biblical accounts. 
The theory of buried cities beneath the sea seems more 
tenuous, given our new understanding of ancient settle- 
ment patterns in the region. Biblical scholarship may 
therefore find that Bab edh-Dhra‘ is more immediately 
related to the formation of the traditions about Sodom 
than earlier recognized. 
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WALTER E. Rast 


BABEL (PLACE) [Heb dbdbel]. The name given to a city 
in the plain of Shinar whose completion was thwarted by 
Yahweh’s intervention (Gen 11:1—9). Conventionally 
known as the “Tower of Babel” story, Gen 11:1—9 is actually 
about a city that features a tower (Heb migdal), which was 
perhaps a fortress or more likely a temple. The episode 
took place when humankind possessed one common lan- 
guage and had migrated to a single region: Shinar (vv 1- 
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2). There the people decided to make bricks for the 
construction of a city. Such a city, it was hoped, would 
establish a reputation for its inhabitants and therefore 
prevent their dispersal (vv 3-4). On seeing what was taking 
place, Yahweh confused their language and scattered them 
over the face of the earth in the belief that inhabiting the 
same locale and possessing one language would allow 
human beings to do anything they desired (vv 7—8). This 
divine act explains the name bdbel, which sounds like the 
Heb word for “confuse” (balal; Gk synecheen). 

Scholars have been divided over the question of the 
literary makeup of this story as well as over what inspired 
the account. There is general agreement that the narrative 
is part of the Yahwist (J) source, but that is the extent of 
the consensus. Some argue that the Yahwist inherited a 
single unified tradition, or at least one which had already 
been combined from multiple sources in the course of oral 
transmission. Others contend that the Yahwist himself 
fused the various traditions. 

Those who hold that discrete traditions were at some 
stage combined point to the separate motifs of dispersion, 
erecting a tower to storm the realm of the gods, and the 
confusion of tongues found in extrabiblical sources (Kra- 
mer 1943; 1968; Westermann 1984: 539-40). In their 
original form, such narrative motifs emphasized either: (1) 
an important etiology, e.g., why humankind speaks more 
than one language; or (2) a significant religious teaching, 
e.g., the danger of encroaching upon the habitat of the 
gods. Scholars who argue that the Yahwist reworked a 
fixed tradition or composed a story from separate strands 
of traditional materials suggest simple literary depen- 
dence, citing, for example, the building of the sacred 
precinct (the Esagila) in Babylon as recorded in the Enuma 
Elish (Tablet 6: 60-62 in ANET: 69; Speiser Genesis AB, 
75-76). 

Some believe that the inspiration for the Babel story was 
provided by actual temple ruins in Mesopotamia. Accord- 
ing to this view, the tower refers to the famous ziggurat 
architectural form (a kind of pyramid structure in which 
each successively higher layer is smaller than the one below 
it) and possibly to the Entemenanki, the great ziggurat 
temple of Babylon (Borger 1956: 24, 29; AHW, 1531-32; 
LAR 1: 58, 194, 252; LAR 2: 111, 252-53, 309-10, 390, 
405; Hammond 1972: 38-40; Oppenheim 1944). Adher- 
ents of this interpretation (cited by Westermann 1984: 
540) posit a Mesopotamian provenance for the account. 
Given the highly polemical and obviously anti-Babylon 
slant of the story, however, a Mesopotamian origin seems 
unlikely, unless one posits that it was written by a citizen 
of a Mesopotamian city which saw itself as a rival of 
Babylon. If the story were indeed inspired by actual ruins, 
it appears more plausible to postulate the original compo- 
sition of an anti-Babylon tale by an Israelite as opposed to 
the reworking of an already existent Mesopotamian story. 
The putative Israelite polemicist, playing on likeness be- 
tween two words, may have wanted to say that although in 
the Babylonian language (Akkadian) “Babel” means the 
“gate of god” (Bab-ilu), in our language (Hebrew) it means 
“confused.” Logic would locate such an Israelite composi- 
tion sometime during the Babylonian exile (after 587 
B.C.E.), but this raises the problem of the story’s relation- 


BABEL 


ship to the Yahwist Source (J), which is usually dated much 
earlier (Ellis 1968: 40-42). 

Some scholars believe that this account is historical, 
arguing not only that it contains allusions to authentic 
architectural or cultural realities (a viewpoint with which 
many scholars would concur) but also that it narrates an 
actual event ‘DeWitt 1979; Livingston 1974: 145-50; 
Aalders 1981: 251-55; Harrison 1969: 559-60). Such 
scholars range from those who suggest that the account is 
generally and broadly historical (Livingston; Harrison) to 
those who insist that historicity extends even to the details 
(Aalders). While marshaling whatever evidence is available 
to support their contention, these scholars also reveal that 
their insistence on the Bible’s historicity generally is based 
on a particular theological construal of divine inspiration 
and the nature of biblical truth. 

Other interpreters direct attention to the theological 
role of the story. Von Rad (Genesis OTL, 148—50) views the 
account as part of the sin-judgment-grace theme which he 
believes characterizes the Primeval History (Genesis 2-11). 
Clines (1978: 61-79), however, thinks that von Rad under- 
estimates the ‘act that, unlike the previous episodes (e.g., 
Adam/Eve, Ca.n/Abel, Noah/Flood, etc.), there is no direct 
message of grace in the Babel story. Thus, the story poses 
a haunting question: “Is humankind doomed to the pun- 
ishment of being scattered and confused?” If the Primeval 
History concluded with the Babel episode the answer to 
that question would have to be affirmative. Since, however, 
the subsequent genealogy (Gen 11:10—26) connects the 
Primeval History to the Ancestral History (Gen 11:27- 
50:26) by pointing out that Shem (Gen 6:10; 9:18-.19; 
10:21—31) was the ancestor of Abraham, a negative answer 
is possible. Tle punishment inflicted in the Babel storv is 
mitigated by God’s renewal of the grace extended to hu- 
mankind through Abraham, Sarah, and the other ances- 
tors (Clines 1978: 76—79; de Pury 1978: 80-82). 

Others explain the narrative as an explicit 10th century 
criticism of Solomon, referring either to the hubris uncler- 
lying the desire for a “name,” or to the failure to see that 
one’s “house” and “name” consist of a people and not a 
temple (Brueggemann 1968: 173-74; Lundbom 1983: 
203-9). 

The story may also be interpreted in terms of its final 
canonical shaping, i.e., one may focus on the effect of the 
present composite text rather than its constituent parts. 
Thus, the message of Gen 9:1, 7 that humankind after the 
Flood was to increase and fill the earth (J) accords with 
God’s original purposes expressed in Gen 1:28 (P = 
Priestly Source). Genesis 10 (P; cf. 10:32) demonstrates 
that God’s will was being achieved again when humankind 
once more okstructed the divine plan by regathering in 
the plain of Siinar. Because of their sin, God once again 
scattered them (cf. Gen 10:5, 18, 20, 32), this time an act 
not of blessing but of judgment (Brueggemann Genesis 
IBC, 99-102). 

Similarly, the acts of naming provide a clue to canonical 
significance. Throughout the Primeval History, naming is 
positive, whether done by God or humankind (cf. Gen 
2:19—-20, 23; 3:20; 4:25-26; 5:29; 9:26). There are, how- 
ever, two possible exceptions. One involves the sin cominit- 
ted by the “sons of God” (Gen 6:1—4), who as divine beings 
or corrupt human beings (Eslinger 1979: 65-73) cohab- 
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ited with the “daughters of men” to produce an extraor- 
dinary race. This prompted divine judgment (Gen 6:3). If, 
as seems likely, the offspring of this union are to be 
associated with the Nephilim mentioned in Gen 6:4, who 
are known also as “mighty men” and perhaps more signif- 
icantly as “men of renown” (Heb “men of the name”), and 
if the extremely negative appraisal in Gen 6:5-—7 is to be 
understood as Yahweh’s further reaction to what has just 
transpired, then the final canonical shaping may actually 
be calling attention not only to the fame of these “men of 
the name” but to their infamy as well. 

The other exception is in the Babel story itself, where 
the attempt to “make a name for ourselves” (v 4) is seen as 
resistance to God’s will for populating the earth (Brueg- 
gemann Genesis IBC, 99), which prompts God’s judgment. 
This is tied to what follows by the subsequent genealogy 
which proceeds from Shem ( = “Name”!) to Abraham 
(Gen 11:10—26 [P Source]) and by the allusion to the “great 
name” in Gen 12:2 ({J Source]; cf. von Rad Genesis OTL, 
148-50). Indeed, from the point of view of canon, all 
divine actions subsequent to the Babel incident constitute 
God’s gracious attempts to reverse its effects, thus the 
theologically strategic placement of the story. In the con- 
text of the Hebrew canon, the consequences of Babel are 
initially reversed in God’s involvement with the Hebrew 
ancestors (Genesis 12—50). Ultimate reversal occurs when 
God makes David’s name great and blesses him (2 Sam 
7:9, 29). 

Finally, within the Christiar. canon, the account of Pen- 
tecost (Acts 2:5—13) may be urderstood as a NT version of 
God’s gracious reversal of the “Babel condition” (Bruce 
Acts NICNT, 64; Davies 1952: 228-29). In the LXX version 
of the story, God decided to confound (Gk sygcheémen) the 
people’s language (Gk gldssen) so that they could not 
understand one another’s speech (Gk phénén). Conversely, 
in Acts the disciples “began to speak in other tongues” 
(2:4; Gk gldssais). This in turn produced a “sound” (2:6; 
Gk phénés) at which the multitude was “bewildered” or 
“confused” (2:6; Gk synechythé). At Babel, God transformed 
a single language into many, creating confusion; at Jeru- 
salem the Holy Spirit made it dossible for many languages 
to be understood as one, creating unity. At Babel, lan- 
guage was used to promote a human agenda (“Let us make 
a name for ourselves.”); at Jerusalem, the “new” language 
was used to announce the “righty works of God” (Acts 
2:11). At Babel, God scatterz:d the people in judgment 
(Gen 11:9; Gk diespeiren); at Jerusalem, God scattered (Acts 
8:1, 4; Gk diesparésan; diaspaventes) the people to spread 
the news which would eventua'e in worldwide unity (Davies 
1952: 229). 
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FRANK ANTHONY SPINA 


BABYLON (PLACE) [Heb babel; Gk Babylén]. A major 
city in central Mesopotamia, located on the Euphrates 
(32°33'N; 44°24’E). It played an important role in the 
history of the ANE during the 2d and Ist millennia B.c. 
Its present name comes from the Hellenized form of the 
Akk Babd-Ilu, literally meaning “the gate of god” which 
appears in the Bible in the usual form as “Babel.” Un- 
doubtedly, it was the most famous E city of antiquity, and 
also the most fascinating one—for many people it symbol- 
ized the whole Mediterranean civilization. 

Two different sources explain this exceptional fame. It 
was first through the writings of Herodotus, who visited 
the city in the 5th century B.c., that the West became aware 
of the metropolis. The other source is the biblical writings, 
both OT and NT. This source does not treat the city with 
admiration as the Greek writers did, but in a negative 
manner based on the memory of conflicts between the 
great Mesopotamian empires and the kingdoms of Israel 
and Judah. Indeed, “Babylon” became symbolic of wick- 
edness in many biblical writings. 


A. Babylon in the OT 

In the 11th chapter of Genesis, Babylon first appears as 
the location of the mythical Tower of Babel. However, it is 
only in the books of Kings and Isaiah that historically 
useful material is to be found: The Babylonian king Mar- 
duk-apal-iddin II (722-711 B.c.) sent an envoy to Hezekiah 
(2 Kgs 20:12-13 and Isa 39:1), with the intention of 
fighting against Sargon of Assyria, who however defeated 
him. During the time of the Neo-Babylonian Dynasty 
(founded by Nabopolassar in 626 s.c. and continued by 
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Nebuchadrezzar his son), Babylon first destroyed Nineveh 
(612 B.c.) and then built up an empire that was to overturn 
the kingdom of Judah. In 597 B.c. the Babylonians cap- 
tured Jerusalem, exiled thousands of Israelites including 
the prophet Ezekiel, and installed Zedekiah on the throne 
(2 Kings 24; 2 Chronicles 36). Jerusalem was finally de- 
stroyed in 586 8.c., Zedekiah was blinded, and much of 
the population was deported to Babylonia. The fall of 
Babylon to Cyrus of Persia in 539 B.c. marked the end of 
the contentions between Babylon and the Hebrews; but it 
is clear that that century of difficult relationships greatly 
influenced the people of Israel and their writings. Conse- 
quently, one can understand how the biblical and Greek 
traditions joined together to confer on Babylon a place of 
exceptional importance in western thought. 


B. The Present Ruins 

The ruins of Babylon lie within the suburbs of modern 
Baghdad. On entering the field of the present ruins one is 
struck by how widely scattered the tells are. To the N is 
Tell Babil, which is 22 meters high—an imposing presence 
in the countryside. It was not a part of the city proper, but 
constituted the summer palace of Nebuchadrezzar II. It is 
with the Qasr (fortress) that the ruins of the city really 
begin, and they extend for nearly 2 km N-S and 1.2 km E- 
W. However, because the topography is very rugged, the 
mass of tells does not give a clear idea of the limits of the 
ancient city. Yet the shape of certain features permits 
identification. Long, narrow hills which run in a straight 
line for hundreds of meters are clearly what is left of the 
2 city walls; the Ist starts to the N at Tell Babil, runs for 
about 4 km toward the SE, and then turns toward the SW 
in the direction of the Euphrates which it meets 3 km 
further on. A gigantic triangular-shaped space is thus 
circumscribed by this outer city wall on the E bank of the 
river; within it, marked off by another chain of hills which 
formed the inner city wall, is a trapezoidal section whose 
side measures 1.5 km; it is located along the edge of the 
river and represents the heart of the city. Finally, a last 
chain of these distinctive hills encloses a quadrilateral area 
of 1 km by 1.5 km, which forms the inner city area on the 
right bank of the river. Thus the limits of the ancient city 
are still well marked on the ground and testify to the 
vastness of the city. It is inside the inner city wall that the 
most important ruins are found, but they do not portray 
any clear cut plan or design. 


C. The Stages of the Excavations 

Despite the prestige and infamy surrounding the name 
of Babylon, none of the 19th century excavators was inter- 
ested in the city. Yet the reliefs in glazed, baked bricks 
which were still emerging from the superstructures of the 
Ishtar gate were the decisive element which finally con- 
vinced the Germans Sachau and R. Koldewey to choose 
Babylon as the inaugural excavation when the Deutsche 
Orient-Gesellschaft was founded in 1897. On March 26, 
1899, the excavation began and continued nonstop until 
March 7, 1917, when the approach of the British troops 
led to the departure of the German team and the closing 
of the work site. Thus for 18 years R. Koldewey directed a 
team in which the greatest German names in the archae- 
ology of Mesopotamia took their first steps in excavating— 
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W. Andrae, J. Jordan, A. Néldeke; they worked without 
ceasing in order to resurrect the best-known city in Meso- 
potamia. 

Starting from Qasr, the Ist excavation involved the N 
and S Neo-Babylonian palaces, located on either side of 
the rampart. Following that the work site was expanded to 
embrace the temple of Ninmah. They then excavated 
along the processional way from the Ishtar gate to the 
temple of Marduk and to the ziggurat, pausing to investi- 
gate the temple of Ninurta as they progressed (1899-— 
1904). From 1904, it was the discovery of the theater of 
the Hellenistic period connected to a pilaster and the 
systematic research on the ramparts which caught their 
attention; 1907 marked the beginning of the study of a 
residential area where domestic architecture was the object 
of a systematic analysis and also where the temple of Ishtar 
of Agade was uncovered. This was a gigantic task, unreal- 
istic in many respects, and its results may not have been up 
to expectations. Koldewey himself recognized this when he 
said that he had not accomplished half of the tasks he had 
set for himself, for the study of a city of that magnitude 
was beyond the possibilities of any one team. Furthermore, 
the collection of materials has not been what one would 
expect in light of the renown of the capital. Finally it was 
only the neo-Babylonian city of Nebuchadrezzar which was 
revealed by all the excavating. With the exception of a 
deep sounding, practically nothing has been found of the 
city of Hammurabi, the founder of the 1st Babylon empire 
(1950-1892 8.c.). Unfortunately the rising of the level of 
the water table has blocked all the ancient periods of the 
site. 

After that long period of intense archaeological activity, 
Babylon experienced a period of relative calm; occasion- 
ally, a mission accomplished a specific research task such 
as that conducted by the Warka team, which unsuccessfully 
attempted to find the house of festivals (Akk bit akiti) to 
the N of the Ishtar gate. The Department of Antiquities 
had heavily stressed the conservation or even the restora- 
tion of ancient monuments such as the temple of Ninmah 
immediately to the E beyond the Ishtar gate or the proces- 
sional way itself, but for the past 15 years, the policy has 
been even more ambitious: besides new excavations, such 
as the temple of Nabu, which was immediately restored 
after its uncovering, the Department of Antiquities has 
envisaged a general rescue of the site with a network of 
systems designed to protect the monument. Although this 
is an undertaking which ought to be supported, one may 
wonder if it is entirely realistic. As of the moment, the 
amount of work which has been carried out helps one to 
grasp the organization of the city, to become acquainted 
with the large categories of monuments, and to define 
those aspects which have made the capital of the Neo- 
Babylonian empire so original. 


D. The City 

The city proper was enclosed by a double wall which ran 
along the edge of a canal bordering a quay made of baked 
bricks and bitumen and fed by the Euphrates. Nearly a 
quarter of the surface was occupied by royal or religious 
buildings located along the river: the great S palace or 
Nebuchadrezzar’s palace, protected at the NW corner by a 
fortress, the ziggurat called Etemenanki and its immediate 


564 - I 


buildings—Esagila, the great temple of Marduk, as well as 
the temples of Nabu, Gula, and Ninurta. There, between 
the Euphrates and the axis formed by the processional 
way, was indeed the heart of the capital, even if it is 
exposed in a disjointed fashion by the excavations. The E 
part of the inner city, divided by main roads which split 
up the space into large separate sections, seems to have 
been occupied by big private dwellings. However, one also 
finds temples (those of Ishtar of Agade and Ninmah) near 
the processional way. Judging from the excavated areas, 
this part was occupied mostly by public buildings and the 
dwellings of the upper class. 

The 2d section of the city extended along the right bank 
of the river opposite some large religious monuments. It 
was connected to the main section by a bridge spanning 
the Euphrates upon 7 piers of brick joined with bitumen 
and capped with paving stones. It seems that this section 
was occupied by the common people, no great monuments 
having as yet been found there. The 3d section of the city, 
triangular in shape, extended between the right bank of 
the river and the outer city wall built by Nebuchadrezzar, 
which was actually 2 parallel walls that encompassed the 
entire city. Although at present it is impossible to describe 
the exact nature of what was found to the E and the §S, the 
N appears to have had official buildings. Against the inner 
city wall, between the river and the Ishtar gate was the N 
palace; further on there was undoubtedly a festival house 
which is known from the writings but which the excava- 
tions have not succeeded in identifying. To the extreme N, 
at the place where the outer «ity wall joined the Euphrates, 
stood Nebuchadrezzar’s summer palace. Nothing is known 
about the gates of the outer city wall; there were 9 huge 
gates in the inner city and the right bank called Ishtar, 
Sin, Marduk, Zabada, Enlil, Urash, Shamash, Adad, and 
Lugalgirra. The Ishtar gate. the only one that has been 
excavated, is justly famous for the quality of reliefs in 
baked, glazed bricks, displaying lions and dragons in inter- 
minable lines continuing along the walls of the proces- 
sional way. This gate has been moved and reconstructed 
in the Berlin Museum. 


E. The Palaces 

Of the 3 palaces found, the S palace and the summer 
palace have been excavated. While they have features in 
common, the S palace, which is of trapezoidal shape, is the 
most remarkable. It comprises blocks of buildings round a 
large courtyard juxtaposed with still other buildings 
doubtless devoted to economic or administrative functions; 
on the N side are officials’ quarters, sometimes with apart- 
ments, and on the S side is a large reception room leading 
to a courtyard. Five blocks of buildings have been located. 
The ist has usually been considered as the headquarters 
of the garrison. The 2d was used for the administration 
and its staff. The 3d was for official receptions; the throne 
room was found there, and the structure was superbly 
decorated with blue-glazed bricks on which small columns 
with capitals crowned with half rosettes hung together by 
garlands of. palmettes. The 4th building was the king’s 
apartments and the 5th housed the harem. On discovering 
a beautiful series of arched rooms at the NE corner, the 
German excavators thought they had come upon the sub- 
structures of the famous hanging gardens of Queen Se- 
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miramis; but they turned out to be only the rooms used 
for storage—thus the location of one of the Seven Wonders 
of the World is still unknown. 


F. The Houses and Temples 

The dwellings in the domestic quarter were complex 
edifices normally composed of a major block of buildings 
with a large courtyard. This was entered through a recep- 
tion room. The whole structure was surrounded by rooms 
with annexes and other blocks of buildings were often 
built up around this foyer. 

Religious architecture of Babylon is particularly well 
known and is seen as very typical of the city and of 
Babylonian civilization in general. The layout of temples is 
never stereotyped, but one always finds the same basic 
organization, namely a square or rectangular courtyard 
usually embellished with pilasters or redans. On one of the 
short sides is a lopsided room with a central entrance 
followed by a 2d room (and occasionally a 3d one) with 
exactly the same axis. It was in the last of the group of 
temples that the podium stood which served as the base of 
the divine statue. The entrance to the temple was often 
found opposite the cella and long rooms which at times 
seem to have given access to an upper level. Outlying 
buildings which undoubtedly accommodated the clergy 
were sometimes added to this initial block. The temple of 
Marduk, which has not been fully excavated, is the largest 
of these sanctuaries and may be considered as fully repre- 
sentative of this series of temples which includes the tem- 
ples of Ninmah, Gula, Ninurta, Ishtar of Agade, and 
Nabu. 


G. The Ziggurat 

It is surely the ziggurat which has been the focal point 
of scholarly attention because of its ties with the Tower of 
Babel. Unfortunately, there is hardly anything left of the 
ancient monument due to the common practice of reusing 
mud bricks; excavators have found only the quadrilateral 
base on a few courses of bricks. The numerous restorations 
proposed have relied until recently on the scanty archaeo- 
logical remains, the description by Herodotus, and on a 
scribe’s tablet dating from the Seleucid era which gave a 
rather obscure description of the monument. These facts 
led to the restoration of a very tall and straight ziggurat 
which had little in common with the monuments of this 
kind discovered at other Mesopotamian sites. However, 
very recently, J. Vicari has studied the Seleucid tablet and 
has furnished the basis for a very reasonable restoration 
of that famous edifice. 
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H. Babylon in the NT 

Babylon is used in the NT in a variety of senses: literal, 
symbolic, or both. All of these categories have been subject 
to debate. 

1. Literal Sense. Babylon used as the name of the 
ancient Mesopotamian capital and empire which took Ju- 
dah captive into exile in the 6th century B.C.£. or as a 
pivotal epoch in Israel’s history is found in the Matthean 
genealogy (1:11, 12, 17) and in Stephen’s defense (Acts 
7:43). In the latter, the MT and LXX of Amos 5:27 is 
changed in light of historical events from “beyond Damas- 
cus” to “beyond Babylon” as the specific place of Israel’s 
captivity. 

2. Literal or Symbolic Sense. In | Pet 5:13 greetings are 
sent from “she who is at Babylon.” Babylon has been taken 
literally as the Mesopotamian Babylon or the Egyptian 
Babylon. Mesopotamian Babylon was still inhabited in the 
Ist century c.e. and Peter could have visited it (Erasmus 
and Calvin). However, it is difficult to believe that Mark 
and Silvanus, who accompanied Peter, would also go to 
Mesopotamian Babylon (5:12-13). There is no church 
tradition linking Peter, Mark, or Silvanus with Mesopota- 
mian Babylon. Neither is there evidence of a church there 
in the Ist century (but cf. Acts 2:9). In fact the Jews were 
driven out of Babylon in the reign of Claudius (41—54 c.£.; 
Ant 18 §371-79), a situation which would have limited the 
possibilities of missions in the city. Dio Cassius (68.30) 
records that Trajan found Babylon mostly deserted when 
he visited in 115 c.e. The fact that the Eastern church 
claims Peter for itself is of litthe import because it is a 
recent tradition based upon } Pet 5:13. 

Egyptian Babylon was a settlement in Egypt near Old 
Cairo, possibly founded by a portion of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
army and still inhabited in the Ist century (Ant 2 $315; 
Strabo 17.1.30; Diod. Sic. 1.56.3). Clement of Alexandria 
(Strom. 7.17) states that the Alexandrine heretic Basilides 
claimed to hold Peter’s apostolic tradition through Peter’s 
interpreter Glaukias. A strong tradition links Mark with 
the Alexandrian church and Mark as the companion of 
Peter. However, Babylon was litthe more than a Roman 
military outpost, providing little reason for Peter to have 
gone there, and there is no evidence that he ever went to 
Egypt. 

Babylon has also been interpreted as a symbol of the 
church using feminine imagery. It has been suggested that 
Babylon is a cryptogram used for reasons of security 
against the Romans, but the content which exhorts obedi- 
ence to the state (2:13—17) and adherence to moral virtues 
makes such measures unnecessary. It has also been sug- 
gested that Babylon is a symbol of Christians’ earthly exile 
as opposed to their heavenly home, and recalls the lan- 
guage of exile and dispersion in 1:1, 17; 2:11. However, 
since all Christians are exiles, there is no reason for Peter 
to refer to writing from exile. The very particular greet- 
ings which conclude | Peter (5:12—14) indicate that a 
particular church is in mind. 

The general consensus of the church from earliest times 
is that Babylon in | Peter is a symbol for Rome. Two early 
cursives add en Romé as an explanatory addition to 5:13. 
Early church tradition claims that Babylon in 5:13 is a 
metaphor for Rome and | Peter was written from Rome 
(Clem. Al. ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 2.15.2). Strong tradition links 
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Peter to Rome, a tradition virtually unchallenged until the 
Reformation when efforts were made by Erasmus and 
Calvin to dissociate Peter from the Roman Papacy. Mark is 
also strongly linked to Rome (Col 4:10; 2 Tim 4:11; Phim 
24) and to Peter as his companion and interpreter in Rome 
(Papias ap. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.39.5—7; Iren. Haer. 3.1; Clem. 
Al. ap. Eus. (dist. Eccl. 2.15.2; 6.14.5—-7). A comparison of 
the contents of 1 Peter and / Clement strongly suggests a 
common background in Roman Christianity. 

3. Symbolic Sense. In the book of Revelation, all refer- 
ences to Babylon are symbolic of either a place or a place 
and an idea (14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2, 10, 21). This is 
indicated in 17:5 (cf. v7) where the name Babylon is said 
to be a mysterion, a name to be understood figuratively (cf. 
names in 2:14, 20; 11:8). As a place, Babylon has been 
understood as a symbol for Jerusalem, an interpretation 
based on two questionable assumptions: (1) the prophecies 
of Jesus in the Gospels have Jerusalem as a central focus. 
Although this is true, these same prophecies have a world- 
wide impact and those of Revelation need not be restricted 
to Jerusalem; (2) Jerusalem persecuted the prophets and 
Christians as here in Revelation 17-18. However, Rome is 
better knowr in the late Ist century for this characteristic. 

Asa place and an idea, Babylon is symbolic of the power, 
influence, idolatry, and wickedness of Rome. This was the 
position of the early church (Tert. Adv. Marc. 3:13; Adv. 
Jud. 9; Jerome; Augustine) and has remained the majority 
opinion. Romie is identified with Babylon in early Judaism, 
for like Babylon it overthrew Jerusalem and destroyed the 
temple (2 Bar. 11:1-2; 67:7; 2 Esdr 3:1-2, 28; Sib. Or. 
5.143, 155-31, 434, 440; Str-B 3.816). The similarities 
between Batylon and Rome as capitals of great empires 
led naturally to their pairing in symbolism. Like Babylon, 
Rome ruled the kings of the earth (14:8; 17:1-2, 15, 18), 
was a center of world trade (14:8; 18:2-3; 11-19, 23), 
reveled in luxury (18:7, 11-17, 22-23), was a persecutor 
of God’s covenant people (17:6; 18:24; 19:2), and was 
destined to fall (14:8; 18:2, 10, 21). The portrayal of 
Babylon in Jer 51:6—10 as a cup in God’s hand making all 
the nations drunk seems to have had considerable influ- 
ence upon the symbolism of Rome as Babylon in Revela- 
tion. Rome is clearly indicated by particular details such as 
its location on the seven mountains (17:9; cf. vv 3, 7). 

As a symbol, Babylon embraces more than the empire, 
city, and culture of Rome. It is the sphere of idolatry and 
worldliness under the temporary control of Satan, a world- 
liness in opposition to the people and work of God, a 
worldliness epitomized first by Babylon and then by Rome. 
Babylon as :-he mother of harlots and abominations in 
opposition to God (17:5) is the antithesis of the Church as 
the Bride of Christ, the New Jerusalem, and the Kingdom 
of God. 
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BABYLONIA (HISTORY AND CULTURE). See MES- 
OPOTAMIA, HISTORY OF 


BABYLONIAN JUDAISM. See JUDAISM (BABY- 
LONIAN). 


BACA, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ‘emeg habbaka’). 
The “valley of Baca” (Ps 84:]—Eng 84:6) is either a histor- 
ical place name or a symbolical expression for “deep 
sorrow.” The first part of Ps 84:6 seems to mean that by 
“passing through the experience of deep sorrow, righteous 
ones can make it the source of life.” The Septuagint 
translated the phrase into Gk as “the valley of weeping.” 
The word ‘emeq “valley” has the root meaning of “deep,” 
so the expression may mean “deep sorrow.” 

However, some have considered it as the “valley of the 
balsam tree” from the same word in plural form found in 
2 Sam 5:24. This is based on the assumption that baka? 
may be a “gum-exuding [weeping] tree” (Morton JDB 1: 
338). Another possibility is that the word bék@im (pl. of 
baka’) may mean “weeping rock-walls” in the valley of 
Rephaim on whose tops David and his troops were waiting 
for the coming of the Philistine army passing through the 
valley below (2 Sam 5:24). It seems safe to seek the mean- 
ing of bék@ in relation to the dripping water, since we 
often find this word in the names related to rivers and 
wadis, such as Wadi el-Baka in the Sinaitic district and 
Baca on a wadi in the central Galilee area, W of Meroth. It 
is also possible to understand Béka?im as the place of 
“weepings” of the Philistine army for their defeat by David. 
After all these considerations, the expression the “valley 
of baka?” can best be taken as a symbolical expression 
“weeping” or “deep sorrow” which fits well in the context 
of Ps 84:6. 

YOSHITAKA KOBAYASHI 


BACCHIDES (PERSON) [Gk Bakchidé]. An important 
supporter of Demetrius I (162—50 B.c.E.). He was ranked 
as a “friend of the king” and may have held this position 
already under Antiochus IV (Joseph Ant, 12. 393). In the 
first stages of Demetrius I’s reign he was entrusted with 
the governorship of the Trans-Euphrates province (1 Macc 
7:8). 

The exact position of Bacchides and the extent of his 
province are debated among scholars. Some think that he 
was governor of Coele-Syria, called “beyond the river.” 
Others suggest that all the Trans-Euphrates region was 
assigned to him temporarily at the time Demetrius was 
occupied with war on his E frontiers. 

The name Bacchides is first mentioned in 2 Macc 8:30 
as one of the officers outside Judea, with whom Judas 
fought. But it remains uncertain whether it is the same 
person with whom we are concerned here. 

Our Bacchides is mentioned for sure first in 1 Macc 7:8 
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as the person who was sent by Demetrius I to help the 
reinstallment of Alcimus as high priest. Afterwards Bac- 
chides was involved continuously in the events in Judea. As 
the highest officer in charge he took the field against Judas 
Maccabeus, after the latter’s victory over Nicanor. Bac- 
chides arrived in Judea with a considerable army, and after 
some movements he met with Judas at Elasa. After a long 
and fierce battle Judas fell and his army dispersed (1 Macc 
9:1-18). It is difficult to ascertain the details of this en- 
gagement (see MACCABEAN REVOLT). Yet it is evident 
that Bacchides generalship was good and professional. 

After his victory as Elasa (160 B.c.E.) Bacchides pursued 
his foes. Though it may be that some truce was achieved 
for a while, in which Judas’ brothers took his body for 
burial, the conflict continued. Bacchides drove the rebels, 
now under Jonathan’s leadership to the outskirts of Judea 
(1 Macc 9:32—49) and tried to stabilize the situation under 
Alcimus. For that aim he fortified various strategic places 
in Judea, and took hostages (1 Macc 9:50-—53). 

Yet, in spite of this considerable effort the internal 
conflict in Judea went on, and Bacchides was called again 
to interfere in favour of the “Hellenizers” (Alcimus died 
about May 159 B.c.r.). He got involved in indecisive battles 
with the rebels at the borders of the Judean desert and 
being unsuccessful he spent his anger on the Hellenizers, 
who involved him in this war. Then in negotiations be- 
tween him and Jonathan a peace treaty was agreed upon. 
From this moment the Hasmonean regime progressed 
continuously. 

Summarizing Bacchides’s activity and policy in Judea 
(and this is all we know about him), it may be said that he 
was an able and efficient officer both militarily and admin- 
istratively. He did not involve himself with religious affairs, 
but mainly concerned himself with the political and mili- 
tary aspects of the situation. As with Lysias, when Bac- 
chides became convinced that the material (military and 
political) investment of the Seleucid government in sup- 
porting the Hellenizers was not worthwhile, he changed 
his policy and came to terms with Jonathan. 
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BACENOR (PERSON) [Gk Bakénér]. A military com- 
mander of Dositheus (2 Macc 12:35). According to 2 Macc 
12:32-35, Dositheus captured Gorgias during a battle. 
While attempting to bring Gorgias back alive, a Thacian 
horseman cut off Dositheus’s arm, allowing Gorgias to 
escape to Marisa. The name Bacenor occurs nowhere else 
and is supported here only by texts AqLa’. Bacenor may 
be used to distinguish this Dositheus from a captain of 
Judas Maccabeus of the same name (2 Macc 12:17—25). An 
alternative is to read with texts La?’ and the Armenian 
toubiakénon, “one of the Toubiankenoi.” In this case Dosi- 
theus would come from the region of the Tobiads men- 
tioned in 2 Macc 12:17. (See Goldstein 2 Maccabees AB.) 
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BAEAN (PLACE) [Gk Baian]. According to | Macc 
5:1-2, when the Gentiles in the cities surrounding Judah 
heard that the Jews had restored the temple (164 B.c.), 
they began to murder Jews. Judas Maccabeus, however, 
waged war against the Idumeans and (v 4) “He also re- 
membered the wickedness of the sons of Baean,” besieging 
them in their towers, which he burned (v 5). 2 Macc 10:15— 
23 sets these events in the context of Gentile oppression 
against Jews in Judah, but clearly describes the same cam- 
paign. The phrase “the sons of Baean” has presented 
scholars with at least two problems: (1) the derivation of 
the name and (2) its referent. 

Num 32:3 lists a city named Beon among the cities of 
Gilead requested by Gad and Reuben, and scholars often 
suppose that Baean refers to Beon (cf. Tedesche and 
Zeitlin 1950: 110). However, Simons (1959: 405) suggests 
that the term derives from the Heb name bhn in “sons of 
Bohan” (cf. Josh 15:6, 18:17). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 
295) argues instead that Baean derived from the Heb sb‘n 
(Sabaanites), but so little detail is given in 1 and 2 Macca- 
bees that one cannot choose the best among these options. 

Also debated is whether Baean represents a tribal or a 
place name, or perhaps both. Simons (1959: 405) thinks 
that the term probably refers to a clan and not—at least 
primarily—to a region. He cites similar phrases in the 
context: “sons of Esau” (5:3) and “sons of Ammon” (5:6). 
Dancy (1954: 103) agrees with earlier scholars who under- 
stood Baean as the name of a tribal ancestor. Tedesche, 
however, understands the term as a place name (1950: 
110). On the whole, Simons’ reading of Baean as a clan or 
tribal name seems best. This tribe lived in Transjordan 
near the river, and likely operated as highway robbers. It 
is possible that they lived near the stone of Bohan, though 
one might hold open the option that they moved around 
in a region. 
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BAGOAS (PERSON) [Gk Bagéas]. The eunuch in charge 
of Holofernes’ personal affairs (Jdt 12:11). Bagoas is a 
Persian name, and according to Pliny (HN 13.41), eunuchs 
were regularly called “Bagoas.” Therefore, this may not be 
a personal name but a title. The name occurs frequently 
in extrabiblical sources. Josephus (Ant 11.7.1) describes a 
certain Bagoas as a general of Artaxerxes II Mnemon, 
who later became the governor of Jerusalem. A Bagoas 
appears in Diodorus Siculus (Hist 31.19.2—3; 16.47.4) as 
an adviser of Artaxerxes III Ochus in his campaign against 
Phoenicia and Egypt. In the Elephantine papyrus #30 
(CAP), the name Bagoas appears in Aramaic as baggoéhi 
(this is the Bagoas who was the governor of Jerusalem). 
Either of these figures may have been in the mind of the 
author of the book of Judith when he called the servant of 
Holofernes “Bagoas” (see JUDITH for a discussion of the 
genre of the book of Judith). 


BAGOAS 
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BAGPIPE. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRU- 
MENTS. 


BAHURIM (PLACE) [Heb bahirim]. Var. BAHARUM. 
A Benjaminite village on the road from Jerusalem into the 
Jordan valley, north of the Mount of Olives. Bahurim has 
been identified tentatively with the site of Ras et-Tmim 
(M.R. 174133) or Khirbet Ibqe‘dan. It is mentioned as the 
place on the road from Mahanaim to Jerusalem where 
Abner compelled Paltiel to turn back from following his 
wife Michal, =the daughter of Saul, when she was being 
taken back to David, her first husband (2 Sam 3:16). 
Bahurim is also given as the domicile of Shimei ben Gera, 
who came out cursing David and his men as they fled 
Jerusalem before the onslaught of Absalom (2 Sam 16:5; 
19:17(—Eng [6]; 1 Kgs 2:8). Two of David’s spies, Jona- 
than and Ahimaaz, hid from Absalom in the well of a man 
of Bahurim (2 Sam 17:18). One of David’s champions, 
Azmaveth, was probably from Bahurim as well (1 Chr 
11:33; cf. 2 Sam 23:31). 
D. G. SCHLEY 


BAITERUS (PERSON) [Gk Baitérous]. Ancestor of a 
family which returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 
Esdr 5:17). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed to have 
been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does 
not appear arnong their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 
2; Nehemiah 7). Omissions such as this also raise questions 
about | Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or Nehe- 
miah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating 
events and identifying persons described in | Esdras have 
cast doubt on the historicity of the text. The Vg contains 
the textual variant Gebbarus. 
MIcHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


BAKBAKK.AR (PERSON) [Heb bagbaqqar]. One of the 
Levites who lived in Jerusalem after the return from Bab- 
ylonian exile (1 Chr 9:15). Bakbakkar was one of 4 Levites 
in Jerusalem at that time who could trace his ancestry back 
to Asaph, the head of one of three families of Levitical 
singers appointed by David (1 Chr 15:16—17, 25:1—8) and 
the author of several psalms (Pss 50, 73-83). It is likely 
that Bakbakkar continued in his ancestor’s footsteps as a 
Levitical singer. The parallel passage in Nehemiah (Neh 
11:15-—18) does not mention Bakbakkar but does list a 
Bakbukiah (Neh 11:17). Curtis and Madsen (Chronicles 
ICC, 172) suggested that these 2 names might refer to the 
same person. This is possible, but another plausible expla- 
nation is that the author of 1 Chronicles 9 simply em- 
ployed different traditions than did the author of Neh 1] 
(Braun I Chronicles WBC, 136). 
Rosert C. Dunston 
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BAKBUK (PERSON) [Heb tagbiig]. The head of a family 
of Netinim (temple servants! listed among those exiles 
returning from Babylon to Jerusalem and Judah (Ezra 
2:51 = Neh 7:53; 1 Esdr 5:31). The name is a gatqiit 
formation of the Heb root 6gq which means “empty (out)” 
(Zadok 1980: 113). The noun bagbug denotes a “flask/ 
bottle” (Jer 19:1, 10; 1 Kgs 14:3). The name could be a 
shortened form of the name bagbugyah (Neh 11:17; 12:9, 
25) where yah is to be understood as an emphatic rather 
than a theophoric afformative (Noth JPN, 105). In 1 Esdr 
5:31 the name is rendered Akouph, Akoum, or Akoub. 
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BAKBUKIAH (PERSON) [Heb Bagbugyah]. A Levite 
known for singing who is found in the list of priests and 
Levites (Neh 11:17; 12:9; 12:25). Bakbukiah is likely to be 
the same person in all 3 places, but some problems exist. 

First is the problem related to Nehemiah 12:25. In the 
Heb text, Bakbukiah is listed as the gatekeeper while 
Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, and Obadiah are grouped as sing- 
ers in other related texts (Neh 11:15—18; 12:8—11; 1 Chr 
9:14—16; 25:1-8). The last 3 names in Neh 12:25, Meshul- 
lam, Talmon, and Akkub, are noted in other lists of gate- 
keepers (1 Chr 9:17; Ezra 2:42; Neh 7:45; 9:19). William- 
son (Ezra-Nehemiah WBC, 16) asserts Mattaniah, 
Bakbukiah, and Obadiah, listed in v 25, actually complete 
v 24. Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 195) suggests that in v 25 
the proper name Meshullam has been mistaken for the 
Heb word singer. Both agree that the 3 singers appropri- 
ately fit with the description cf musicians and singers in v 
24. 

Second, Bakbukiah is not found in the Septuagint, sug- 
gesting that Bakbukiah may be a late addition to the Heb 
text. This agrees with problerns that parallel chronologies 
found in 1] Chr 9:15 and 25:4. In each of these places, 
Mattaniah is listed with families of Levites who are singers. 
However, in 1 Chr 9:15, Bakbakkar is paired with Mattan- 
iah, and in 1 Chr 25:4, Bukkiah is paired with Mattaniah. 
Ward (IDB 1: 340) and Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 187), 
suggest that these other 2 names may be variants or mis- 
spellings of Bakbukiah. 


Bibliography 
Kaufmann, Y. 1977. History of the Religion of Israel. Vol. 4: From the 
Babylonian Captivity to the End of Prophecy. Trans. C. W. Efroym- 
son. NY. 
Gary C. AUGUSTIN 


BAKER’S STREET (PLACE) [Heb his ha opim]. Street 
in Jerusalem referred to in Jer 37:21. At the order of King 
Zedekiah, Jeremiah was placed in the courtyard of the 
guard and given bread from the area called the Baker's 
Street. It was customary in ancient times in Near East cities 
for trades and crafts to be grouped together in one street 
or area—compare the gold shops located in one area of 
modern Amman. In the OT, baking was highlighted in 
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Gen 40:1—41:13 in the story of Joseph; in 1 Sam 8:13, 
bakers are listed along with perfumers and cooks as im- 
portant for governmental service; and in Hos 7:4, the 
baker and his oven are a fitting metaphor for wayward 
Israel. In 1 Kgs 20:34, the markets in Damascus which 
Ben-Hadad offered King Ahab may have included baker- 
ies along with other trades as well as offices for interna- 
tional trade. Later in NT times, besides the foreign trade 
in luxury garments, precious ointments and jewelry, etc., 
the baker’s trade was important among the local industries 
of weaving, leather working, dealing in sheep and cattle, 
woodworking, pottery making, etc. (Jeremias 1967: chaps 
I and II). Josephus (Ant 15. 309) makes reference to the 
need of professional bakers in a time of famine. No doubt 
the individual baker’s establishment included his living 
quarters, ovens, and selling area. 
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BALAAM (PERSON) {Heb bil‘am]. A seer summoned by 
Balak, king of Moab, to curse Israel prior to its entrance 
into Canaan. 


A. Appearances in the OT 
B. Source Criticism, Numbers 22-24 
C. History of the Traditions 
1. The Priestly Account of Balaam 
2. The Second Grouping 
3. Oracles 3 and 4 
. Literary Relationships 
Balaam’s Homeland 
The Balaam Text from Tell Deir ‘Alla 
. Later Literature 


Ommye 


A. Appearances in the OT 

Our sources for the story of Balaam are varied and 
often conflicting. In the Heb Bible, we have first the fa- 
mous and, in their present form, largely positive stories in 
Numbers 22-24, of Balaam son of Beor, the intermediary 
called by Balak son of Zippor, king of Moab, to curse Israel 
and therefore give Moab the advantage in any hostilities 
between the two peoples. Then there are the negative 
Priestly notices in Num 31:8, 16 that tie Balaam to the 
apostasy at Peor and maintain that he was killed by the 
Israelites in a battle against Midian (and the reflex of that 
tradition in Josh 13:22). Next, the implication in Deut 
23:5b-6—Eng 23:4b—5 (cited in Neh 13:2) and the He- 
brew of Josh 24:9—10 is that Balaam tried to curse Israel, 
but that Yahweh would not listen to him, and so Israel was 
blessed instead. Finally, the mention of Balaam in Mic 6:5 
can be interpreted either positively or negatively, i.e., as 
reflecting the point of view of the Numbers 22-24 stories 
or the more negative tradition in Deuteronomy 23 and 
Joshua 24. Balak is mentioned in Judg 11:25, but no 
reference is made there to Balaam or to the connection 
between Balak and Balaam reported in Numbers 22-24. 
The incident at Peor also appears in Deut 4:3; Josh 22:17; 
Hos 9:10; and Ps 106:28—31, but Balaam is not mentioned 
in these passages. 
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The relationship between the character Balaam and the 
Edomite king Bela son of Beor from Gen 36:32—33 (and 1 
Chr 1:43~—44) is unclear, but the similarities in their names 
and even their patronymics suggests either that they both 
represent reflexes of the same character, or else that the 
tradition of one character has been conflated with that of 
another. 


B. Source Criticism, Numbers 22-24 

The doublets and inconsistencies in the Numbers 22-24 
account of Balaam have long led scholars to posit evidence 
of the J and E sources in these chapters, even though use 
of the divine names does not correspond perfectly to the 
expected pattern. It is certainly posstble to see that even 
these “positive” stories can be further divided between a 
“southern” picture of an intermediary and a “northern” 
or “Ephraimite” one (to use Robert Wilson’s [1980] terms). 
The following represents something of a consensus: south- 
ern/J—at least Num 22:3b, 4, part of 5, part of 6, 7a, 11, 
22--34, 37, 39, 40a; 23:7a, 18a; 24:1, 2b—3a, 10a, 11b, 15a; 
northern/E—at least Num 22:2—3a, part of 5, part of 6, 7b— 
10, 12-21, 35-36, 38, 40b—41; almost all the prose in 
chapter 23; 24:10b-lla, 12a—l4a, 25. In the verses that 
many commentators assign to the J source, Balaam is a 
diviner, a form of intermediary apparently acceptable in 
court circles in preexilic Judah, as elsewhere in the ANE; 
the elders of Moab take “fees for divination” (qésamim) to 
Balaam (22:7); Balaam is one who as a rule looks for 
omens (néhasim) before pronouncing (24:1). The introduc- 
tions to the oracles, and particularly to the 3d and 4th 
oracles, could also be a reflex of a southern view of 
prophecy. We read (Num 23:7, 18; 24:3, 15, 20, 21, 23) 
that Balaam “took up his discourse” (way-yiss@ mésalé), and 
the pairing of the verb n° with madi turns up (besides Job 
27:1 and 29:1) also and only in Isa 14:4; Mic 2:4; and Hab 
2:6. Furthermore, in Num 24:4 and 16 Balaam “sees the 
vision of sadday,” and the description of a prophet as one 
who sees visions (with derivatives of the root hzh) is one of 
the hallmarks of the southern view of prophecy. (The 
mention of the réah éldhim in 24:2 is perhaps another 
connection with southern prophecy: cf. the role of the 
“spirit” in Ezekiel.) Most would place the episode involving 
Balaam’s she-ass within this southern strand, although 
many consider the ass pericope to be a completely inde- 
pendent story only secondarily connected to the rest of 
Numbers 22-24. 

In those verses generally called E, however, we see in 
Balaam a typical Yahweh-prophet, one who can only speak 
the word that Yahweh puts in his mouth, a phrase reflect- 
ing the paradigmatic description of a prophet in Deut 
18:18 (see Num 22:38; 23:5, 12, 16; similarly 22:8, 18, 19, 
20, 35, 38; 23:3, 15, 17, 26; 24:13). Such a description 
marks this picture of Balaam as issuing from northern, i.e. 
Ephraimite circles. It is this strand of the Balaam material 
that includes the familiar picture of elaborate sacrifices 
provided by the king, and Balaam’s conferences with Yah- 
weh wherein Balaam is given the substance of the first two 
blessings that so disappoint Balak. Further connections 
with northern concerns are the names of the hills from 
which Balaam pronounces his oracles in chaps. 22-23; 
Bamoth-baal, Pisgah, and Peor describe the area of the 
same Transjordanian mountain range where Deuteron- 
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omic tradition records that Moses delivered his final dis- 
courses, died, and was buried (note Beth-Peor in Deut 
3:29 and 34:6, and the addition of Pisgah to P’s Nebo in 
34:1). The mountain range where Balaam delivers his 
oracles is a sacred place, then, to the northern circles that 
produced Deuteronomy. 


C. History of the Traditions 

In terms of their tradition history, the biblical passages 
concerning Balaam son of Beor divide neatly into two 
groups: (1) chose related to the P traditions that Balaam 
was responsible for the apostasy with the Midianites at 
Peor, for which he was killed in Israel’s battle against the 
Midianites reported in Numbers 31; and (2) all the rest, 
which maintain in some form that Balaam son of Beor, a 
non-Israelite intermediary, was called by the Moabites (at 
Jeast) to curse Israel but instead blessed them in the end. 

1. The Priestly Account of Balaam. According to the P 
passages, Balaam was responsible for the apostasy of the 
Israelites at Peor and was killed by the Israelites in a battle 
against Midian (Num 31:8, 16); this source lumps Balaam 
together with Moses as the objects of an Aaronid polemic 
surrounding the incident at Peor and directed also at the 
Midianites (cf. 25:6 and 10 for suggestions of Moses’ 
complicity with the apostasy and 25:7—8 and 1 1~13 for the 
elevation of Phinehas the Aaronid because of his opposite 
reaction). This seems to be a completely separate Balaam 
tradition, but one that did apparently influence the final 
form of the earlier stories with the insertion of the extra- 
neous “elders of Midian” in 22:4, 7. This Aaronid tradition 
has also made its mark on Josh 13:22, where Balaam’s 
demise along with the Midianite leaders is reiterated. this 
time not because of his association with the apostasy at 
Peor, but simply, it would seem, because he was a diviner, 
a qosém. Josh 13:22 shows evidence of familiarity: (1) with 
the anti-Balaam, anti-Midianite P-tradition in Numbers 
31; (2) with the southern/J tradition in Num 22:7 to the 
effect that the elders of Moab (and the elders of Midian) 
took gésdmim, divination fees, Balaam’s acceptance of 
which would have made him a gésém; and finally (3) with 
the Deuteronomic description of diviners (along with sev- 
eral other types of intermediaries) as abominations (Deut 
18:10—14), and therefore sentenced to die. 

2. The Second Grouping. Those passages where a po- 
tential curse is turned into a blessing can be further 
divided into 3 subgroups, according to the reason supplied 
for this subs:itution of a blessing. 

a. The Northern Tradition. In Numbers 22-24 the 
change from curse to blessing is attributed to Balaam’s 
inability to do or say anything that Yahweh has not com- 
manded him. The blessing comes about because of Yah- 
weh’s desire that Israel be blessed and because of Balaam’s 
position as a true Yahweh-prophet. 

b. The Southern Tradition. In Numbers 22-24 the 
hoped-for curse is again thwarted by Yahweh’s desire to 
bless and power to sway Balaam, this time not because 
Balaam is a typical Yahweh-prophet, but because of the 
display of power Balaam encounters on the road (the ass 
episode, 22:22-34, generally attributed to J). In this ver- 
sion, Balaam had not consulted any deity before leaving 
on his journey to Balak, but is impressed with the deity 
who can send an invisible messenger (maPak) with the 
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power to reveal himself to a donkey, in order to convey his 
wish that Balaam not go tc: curse Israel. In response to 
that wish, Balaam abandons his usual procedure of look- 
ing for omens (24:1) and simply pronounces his oracles 
under the influence of the “spirit of God” (riiah >élohim). 
The result is a blessing. 

It has been suggested that the original ending of the ass 
story has been lost in the combining of the 2 sources, and 
that the story would have ended either with Yahweh’s 
permission for Balaam to proceed (something like the 
present v 35, but without the Deuteronomic language), or 
else with Balaam simply returning home. In the latter 
case, v 37 of the same chapter could be excised from its 
present position and interp:eted as a continuation of the 
southern story. The verse could be read literally to mean 
that Balaam had not gone to Balak at that point but that 
Balak had, in fact, found it necessary to travel to Balaam. 
V 37 would be continued by v 39, which describes Balaam’s 
going with Balak, finally, to Kiriath-huzoth. 

c. The Tradition in Deuteronomy 23, Joshua 24, and 
Nehemiah 13. According to these texts, Balaam made an 
attempt to curse Israel, but Yahweh turned the curse into 
a blessing. This time there is no indication that Balaam 
was a Yahweh-prophet or that he was a diviner who knew 
a powerful deity when he saw one. The implication is 
rather that Balaam was inclined against Israel, up to and 
including the pronouncing of a curse, and that Yahweh 
simply closed his ears to Balaam’s speech. Note that all 3 
of these passages relate the Balaam episode in contexts 
where current fears of pollution from foreigners are clear- 
cut issues of the author’s day: who can enter the sanctuary, 
whose worship is appropriate, who is an appropriate mar- 
riage partner. Therefore, the appearance of a foreigner 
as a Yahweh-prophet or even as a diviner who could 
recognize Yahweh’s power and pronounce Yahweh’s oracles 
would be unacceptable. 

These 3 notices are either representative of a completely 
different strand of tradition, or else they are creative 
expansions of the traditions already outlined from Num- 
bers 22-24, perhaps reflecting the tendency that we have 
noticed in the Priestly tradition to denigrate Balaam. This 
tendency may be present even in the narrative of Balaam’s 
she-ass, who “sees” the messenger from Yahweh when 
Balaam the “seer” is blind to the appearance, surely not a 
good advertisement for Balaam’s powers as an intermedi- 
ary. If the ass episode was ineant to poke fun at Balaam, 
then its use in the story as we have it would portray 
Yahweh’s blessing in the following chapters as even more 
extraordinary—not only coming from a famous, non-Is- 
raelite intermediary, but even from one who is on his own 
somewhat inept. 

3. Oracles 3 and 4. Even within Numbers 22—24, oracles 
3 and 4 seem to represent a tradition separate from oracles 
1 and 2, and from the prose that surrounds the oracles. 
(Most commentators would leave 24:21—23 out of consid- 
eration here as later additions to the 4th oracle, and some 
would excise v 20 also.) Whereas oracles 1 and 2 depend 
on the prose setting for amy meaningful interpretation, 
oracles 3 and 4 can be read and appreciated without any 
reference to the prose story. Furthermore, Balaam is 
introduced at the beginning of each of these oracles (24:3— 
4 and 15-16); such an introduction would not have been 
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necessary had the oracles been composed along with the 
prose and transmitted originally in anything like their 
present context. The 3d and 4th oracles, then, are gener- 
ally thought to have originated separately from the prose 
story and from oracles | and 2, and to have been transmit- 
ted separately for some time before being combined with 
the narrative of the curser-turned-blesser summoned by 
the Moabite king. It has even been suggested that the rest 
of Numbers 22-24 was composed specifically to provide a 
context for the traditional Balaam oracles now in chapter 
24, the theme of blessing and cursing suggested by 24:9. 
If one reads only oracles 3 and 4, one sees nothing of the 
call from Balak for Balaam to curse Israel, but only clear 
blessings, in the natural and military realms, so that if we 
give these poems priority over the rest of the Balaam 
traditions, we would have to assign them to yet a 3d 
category, besides C.1 and C.2 above, carrying the simple 
theme that a foreign seer was the bearer of blessings for 
Israel. The plausibility of such a tradition concerning 
Balaam son of Beor has increased recently since the dis- 
covery of a non-Israelite (or at least nonorthodox) Balaam 
tradition in the plaster text from Tell Deir ‘Alla in Jordan 
(see below). 

The 3d and 4th oracles might date from the time of the 
early monarchy, since 24:17—18 can be interpreted to refer 
to David’s defeat of Edom and Moab (with the béné-sét, 
children of Sheth, identified with the Palestinian tribal 
name Shutu known from 2d millennium documents). 
Moreover, 24:7, as well as v 20 and the LXX reference to 
Agag (?) in v 23, if these be admitted to the 4th oracle, 
could plausibly refer to Saul’s defeat of Agag and the 
Amalekites. (Albright’s attempt to date the oracles even 
earlier, based on orthographic typology, has not met with 
much approval; neither has von Gall’s proposal [1900] that 
they were composed in the Maccabean era.) 


D. Literary Relationships 

The 3d and 4th oracles have literary connections with 
the well-known lists of tribal features that occur in early 
Israelite poetry: the leonine characteristics in Gen 49:9 
referring to Judah and in Deut 33:20, 22 referring to Gad 
and Dan (cf. Num 24:9); the horns of an ox in Deut 33:17 
(cf. Num 24:8); and the scepter and predominance of 
Judah in Gen 49:10 (cf. Num 24:17). The introductory 
phrase in 24:3, 15 describing each oracle as né@’um hag- 
geber Séttim ha-‘dyin, “oracle of the man whose eye is per- 
fect,” is remarkably similar to what is said about the “Last 
Words of David” in 2 Sam 23:1, n®um haggeber huqam “al, 
“oracle of the man who was raised on high” (if not “estab- 
lished by God,” reading 4QSam#*’s hqym 7), and to the 
obscure n@um haggeber 1PitPél in Prov 30:1. Once the 
separateness (and perhaps even priority) of oracles 3 and 
4 is established, it is logical to propose that the similarities 
between the 2d and 3d oracles arise from deliberate imi- 
tation in composition, probably of the 2d in imitation of 
the 3d: so, 23:22 is a reference to 24:8 and 23:24 plays 
with 24:9. 


E. Balaam’s Homeland 

The location of Balaam’s homeland has occasioned 
much discussion in the scholarly literature. There are 
several choices offered in the biblical tradition. Pethor, 
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Heb pétéra, “on the river,” in Num 22:5, has been plausibly 
identified with Pitru on the upper Euphrates, known to us 
from Assyrian inscriptions. The ancient versions are di- 
vided as to whether to interpret this word as a geographic 
reference with locative -é, or to read it as a description of 
Balaam himself as a dream interpreter, from the Heb root 
pir. A home for Balaam on the upper Euphrates would 
also bring together the references in Num 23:7 and Deut 
23:5—Eng 23:4 that he had come from Aram (Naharaim) 
and the suggestion that he was operating with the knowl- 
edge and methods of a Mesopotamian bdrié-diviner 
(Daiches 1909). The upper Euphrates is too far for the 
southern tradition, however, where Balaam sets off (Num 
22:22) riding on a donkey, with just 2 servants to accom- 
pany him, hardly preparations for a journey from Pitru to 
the Arnon. Num 22:5 goes on to say that Balak sent to 
Balaam in the land of béné-‘ammé, which phrase has been 
variously interpreted as the land of “his people,” of 
“Amaw,” or as a scribal error for “the Ammonites.” The S 
tradition would fit more comfortably, certainly, with either 
the noncommittal “his people” or with “Ammon,” to which 
several of the ancient versions also attest, categorizing “on 
the river (Euphrates),” at least, and even better “Pethor on 
the river (Euphrates),” as glosses. It must be pointed out 
that °eres béné-‘ammé never occurs elsewhere in the Bible as 
a phrase for “his homeland,” but in favor of this translation 
is Balaam’s statement in 24:14 that now that Balak has 
banished him, he will go to his “people,” indicating that 
that is a reasonable description of his situation when Balak 
called him. 


F. The Balaam Text from Tell Deir ‘Alla 

Contemporary with these biblical Balaam traditions, but 
from a separate source, is the plaster inscription discov- 
ered at Tell Deir ‘Alla in the E Jordan Valley dating to the 
end of the 8th century B.c.£. Like the passages usually 
assigned to J in Numbers 22-24, the Deir SAIlIa inscription 
offers a picture of Balaam as a southern intermediary, 
referred to as hzh >lhn, “seer of the gods,” in the first line 
of the inscription, and sees a vision (wyhzh mhzh) like an 
oracle (ms?) from El (I, 1, 2). (The reference to the inter- 
mediary as hézéh and the description of the oracle as massa’ 
are 2 of the hallmarks of Wilson’s southern intermediary.) 
The extant lines of this inscription have no connection 
with the content of the Balaam traditions in the Heb Bible, 
although their language is often reminiscent of the more 
familiar Balaam story: wytw *lwh 7lhn blylh in I, 1, corre- 
sponds nicely to wayyab6 >élohim el-bil’am layla “and God 
came to Balaam at night,” in Num 22:20 (without Jaylé in 
v 9); and wygm blSm mn mhr in I, 3, of the Deir ‘Alla text is 
close to wayydgom bilSdm babbéger “so Balaam rose in the 
morning,” in Num 22:13, 21. 

Yahweh is nowhere mentioned in the extant (very frag- 
mentary) text, although several other deities are: at least 
El and the plural 7/hn, jadday-gods, and a goddess whose 
name begins with §-. The existence of a (presumably non- 
Israelite) sanctuary in the E Jordan Valley in the 8th 
century, where Balaam is revered as prophet, must have 
influenced the redaction of the biblical Balaam stories: It 
might, for instance, have been offensive to the Aaronid 
priestly group as a rival to their Jerusalem sanctuary and 
traditions, and so have contributed to the negative attitude 
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toward Balaam in Numbers 31 and Joshua 13. See also 
DEIR SALLA. 


G. Later Literature 

Philo, Josephus, and Pseudo-Philo all mention Balaam 
in a more o= less negative light. Philo, particularly in his 
De vita Most: and De migratione Abrahami, deals with the 
thorny problem of a foreigner and an evil man who was 
said to be a prophet. Philo concludes that he was indeed a 
soothsayer, but not a true prophet. 

Josephus (Ant 4), in line with some of the biblical pas- 
sages discussed above, sees in Balaam a diviner who 
wanted to curse Israel, but could not because it was not 
God’s will tt.at they be cursed. He found a way to harm 
Israel, however, in advising Balak to have Midianite women 
entice Israelite men away from their true worship. 

Pseudo-Philo is more forgiving toward Balaam in the 
Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum (18). Here Balaam under- 
stands that Balak is wrong to want to curse Israel, but goes 
to him anyway. He gives Balak the counsel that led to the 
Baal-Peor incident after he realizes that in going to Moab 
he has forfeited divine favor. 

Rabbinic commentators generally saw in Balaam a rep- 
resentative of all that was bad in “the nations.” He was 
greedy and he was a sorcerer. He is acknowledged to have 
prophetic powers, but is seen as all the more dangerous 
because of his powers. It has been suggested that Balaam’s 
portrayal became more and more derogatory as rabbinic 
sources used him as an example of a gentile seer in order 
to comment on the Christian exegetes of their own time. 

Balaam is mentioned 3 times in the New Testament: 2 

Pet 2:15-16; Jude 11; Rev 2:14. In each case the tendency 
toward a negative appraisal of Balaam noticeable in the 
later Heb Bible traditions is carried on, although the 
authors are not always negative for the same reasons. In 
the first 2 passages, Balaam is used as an example of 
someone who took money for wrong purposes, and the 
obvious inte-pretation is that they refer to the tradition 
that Balaam indeed tried to curse Israel (and was presum- 
ably paid for it, despite Num 24:11). This interpretation 
may also proceed from a belief that Balaam was wrong to 
ask God a 2d time for permission to travel with Balak’s 
messengers, but that he did so out of a desire for the 
money Balak might pay him. It is possible, however, given 
the references to lust and animal passions in the 2 Peter 
and Jude passages, that they, like Revelation 2:14, have 
combined several of the Hebrew Bible traditions about 
Balaam and are also referring to the Priestly version of the 
apostasy at Peor where there is the suggestion of sexual 
immorality (Num 25:6—8) instigated by Balaam (Num 
31:15-16). The food sacrificed to idols of Rev 2:14 is 
clearly an interpretation of the J version of the Baal-Peor 
apostasy (cf. Num 25:2 and Ps 106:28), for which Balaam 
is here also blamed. 
_ The statement in Balaam’s 4th oracle that “a star shall 
come forth out of Jacob/and a scepter rise out of Israel” 
was widely interpreted in the early church as a messianic 
prediction, as it had been at Qumran and in the Bar 
Kokhba movement. A non-Israelite sorcerer or magician 
himself, Balaam was regarded as the founder of the order 
that produced the Magi of Matthew, the first Gentiles who 
recognized Jesus as messiah. 
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BALADAN (PERSON) {Heb ba?ddan]. According to 2 
Kgs 20:12 ( = Isa 39:1), the father of Merodach-baladan, 
a ruler of Babylon who serit a diplomatic delegation to 
King Hezekiah of Judah. However, it is very uncertain 
whether this name is actually that of Merodach-baladan’s 
father. Merodach-baladan [Heb mérédak baPadan] was a 
Chaldean ruler of the Bit-Yakin tribe who fomented rebel- 
lion against the Assyrians at the end of the 8th century 
B.c.E. He twice succeeded in wresting control of Babylon 
from the Assyrians, where he ruled from 721-710 B.c.£. 
and again for 9 months in 703 B.c.£. (DB 3: 355; Wildber- 
ger Isaiah 1-12 BKAY, 1474-75). See MERODACH-BAL- 
ADAN. The name Merodach-baladan (Akk marduk-apal- 
iddina) means “Marduk has given a son.” While it has been 
suggested that Baladan might be an abbreviated form of 
the father’s name without the name of the deity (X has 
given a son), it appears more likely that the phrase “son of 
Baladan” is simply an attempt at some stage of the Biblical 
text to fill out the name of this king by interpreting the 2d 
part of his name as a patronym. Merodach-baladan him- 
self claims descent from Eriba-Marduk, a king of Babylon 
from 782-762 B.c.£. It is possible, but not certain, that this 
is the true name of his father (Kaiser Isaiah 1-12 OTL, 
409). In Babylonian sources Merodach-baladan is called 
son of Yakin, but this is surely a reference to membership 
in his tribe or dynasty and not the name of his father 
(Hobbs 2 Kings WBC, 294). 
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BALAH (PLACE) [Heb d4/4]. Town allotted to Simeon in 
the Negeb within the tribal territory of Judah (Josh 19:3). 
See BAALAH. 


BALAH, DEIR EL- (PLACE). See DEIR EL-BALAH. 


BALAK (PERSON) [Heb bdlaq]. A king of Moab, the son 
of Zippor, whose encounter with Balaam is described in 
Numbers 22-24. After the Israelites had defeated the 
Amorites and were camped in the plains of Moab opposite 
Jericho, Balak and the elders of Moab and Midian decided 
to protect themselves from the Hebrews-with supernatural 
power. Acting out of great fear and willing to pay a large 
fee, Balak sought the assistance of Balaam, a Mesopota- 
mian diviner; Balak was convinced that Balaam’s curse on 
Israel would guarantee a Moabite victory in some future 
conflict (22:1—7). 

After meeting Balaam on the border of Moab (22:36), 
Balak made every effort to invoke the seer’s efficacious 
pronouncement. Balaam was taken to 4 different loca- 
tions, including several mountaintops where he could look 
down upon the people he was expected to curse (22:39, 
41; 23:14, 28). Acting as priest, Balak assisted the diviner 
in sacrificial rituals (22:40; 23:1-4, 14—17, 29-30). As is 
well known, Balak was frustrated and greatly disappointed, 
since Balaam could pronounce only blessings on the Moa- 
bite king’s enemies (23:23). 

Balak is virtually unknown in the Bible outside of Num- 
bers 22—24. Balak is mentioned in passing elsewhere in the 
OT as an example of a futile attempt to thwart God’s plans 
(Josh 24:9-10; Judg 11:25; Mic 6:5). Rev 2:14 discusses 
Balak and Balaam because of their involvement in the 
incident at Shittim, the matter of Baal of Peor (Numbers 
25; cf. Mic 6:5). While there is much debate concerning 
the date of the Balak-Balaam traditions, it is obvious that 
these figures were etched in the memories of later gener- 
ations. 

GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BALAMON (PLACE) {Gk Balamén]. One of two settle- 
ments marking the location of a field in which Manasseh, 
the husband of Judith, was buried (Jdt 8:3), the other 
location identified being Dothan (Gk Dothaim). Although 
its precise location remains unknown, the text of Judith 
makes it clear that Balamon, like Dothan, was to be found 
approximately 8 miles north of Samaria. This is the only 
reference to Balamon unless, as Stummer (1947: 7), Enslin 
(1972: 110), and Moore (Judith AB, 44, 180) have conjec- 
tured, the word is a corruption of other place names, such 
as Belmain (4:4) or Belbaim (7:3). Without explanation, 
but (presumably) on the same basis, Reed (JDB 1: 378) and 
others suggest that Balamon might be identified with the 
villages of Bebai (15:4), Bileam (1 Chr 6:55—Eng 6:70), 
Ibleam (Josh 17:11—12), and Abel-beth Maacah (2 Sam 
20:14—15). Located 20 miles north of Lake Hula, the last 
of these would appear an unlikely location for Balamon, 
given the circumstances described in Jdt 8:3. The possibil- 
ity of corruption, then, remains a real one, given the large 
number of place names in Judith which remain unidenti- 
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fied (Moore Judith AB, 39-44) and the difficulties inherent 
in any attempt to reconstruct the book’s Heb original. Its 
clearly fictional character and the general unreliability of 
the book’s geography may, however, preclude any identifi- 
cation (Pfeiffer 1949: 296-97; Nickelsburg 1981: 106—7). 
See also BAAL-HAMON. 
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BALAS, ALEXANDER (PERSON). See ALEXAN- 
DER (PERSON). 


BALBAIM (PLACE) [Gk Belbaim]. A site mentioned in 
the book of Judith, whose exact location is unknown (Jdt 
7:3). It is often assumed to be identical with the BELMAIN 
in 4:4 and the BALAMON in 8:3. If this is the case, it may 
be identified with Abel-maim (M.R. 204296) some 13 miles 
south of Scythopolis (so Aharoni and Avi-Yonah MBA). Of 
course, given the genre of the book of Judith, it is entirely 
possible that the town is fictitious. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


BALDNESS. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE. 


BALM. A historically convenient English translation of 
the Heb word séri, found in the OT just 6 times, all with 
reference to a plant or a derived plant product. The 
modern botanical identification cannot be established pre- 
cisely. The LXX translated the Heb word as the Gk rhétiné 
“resin of pine.” For the Hellenistic botanist Theophrastus 
(Hist. Pl. 9.2), rhétiné was the resins or saps extracted from 
Aleppo pine and silver fir, the terebinth of Syria, and 
Phoenician cedar. If the Gk rhétiné of Theophrastus and 
the LXX is an accurate translation of the Heb sor?, then 
“balm” was a resinous substance harvested from one or 
several of these few trees which grew in the regions of 
Palestine and Transjordan, not one of the resinous aro- 
matic spices or incenses imported into Palestine from 
Arabia or Abyssinia. 

In the past, scholars have often placed balm (séri) within 
a somewhat larger group of aromatic plants and plant 
products which included other plant substances such as 
bosem (balsam) and néfdp, as some references to them 
occasionally overlap in meaning, description, or usage. 
This confusion has been retained even in modern transla- 
tions of the OT; for instance, in the NEB, Ezek 27:17, séri 
is translated “balsam” not “balm,” and there are many 
other examples. 

It seems necessary to regard balm (sdré) as a distinct 
substance in biblical study for several reasons. Balm (séré) 
appears to have been native to Palestine or Transjordan 
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and specifically produced in this area, whereas balsam 
(bosem) was imported into Palestine from Arabia or Abys- 
sinia (Miller 1969: 101-2; Groom 1981]; cf. 1 Kgs 10:2; 
Ezek 27:22). Famous as a product of Gilead, balm is said 
to have been exported from there to places like Egypt and 
Tyre (cf. Gen 37:25, 43:11; Ezek 27:17), but the Hebrew 
bosem is never mentioned as having a special association 
with Gilead. Balm (séré) is mentioned as a medicinal prod- 
uct, whereas other incenses or spices such as bosem and 
natap have no such specific distinction and use. In contrast, 
bosem was refined and compounded as a fragrant ingredi- 
ent of the priestly anointing oil (Exod 25:6; 1 Chr 9:29), 
of which sdr7 is never mentioned as a component. Further, 
bosem is often mentioned as a spice with qualities which 
made it suitable for use by women as a fragrance (Cant 
4:10, 4:16, 5:13; Esth 2:12; Isa 3:24), but sér7 is never 
described as such (see also PERFUMES AND SPICES). 
Bosem also had other uses. It was among the fragrant 
garlands on funeral biers (2 Chr 16:14), but there is no 
evidence that sér? had such versatile applications. Indeed, 
it is difficult to see any clear synonymity between s677 and 
other substances such as bosem (balsam) or ndtap. Natap has 
been associated in the past with both of the above, but is 
too poorly attested to be considered here. 

A number of proposals for the identification of séri 
(balm) have been made previously, some of which, how- 
ever, assumed the erroneous identification of sér? with 
other plant products such as bosem and ndatap. Previous 
botanical identifications have included Commiphora opobal- 
samum, Pistacia lentiscus, Balanites aegyptiaca, and others (see 
also FLORA). These must be rejected in favor of one or 
several of the aromatic tree resins mentioned in the Greek 
botanists. Irdeed even today, remnants of the ancient 
forests of Gilead (the district of Ajlun in modern Jordan) 
still contain the ancient sources of rhétiné mentioned in the 
classical writers—Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis) and Phoe- 
nician cedar (Juniperus phoenicia) (Rushbrooke 1943: 427). 

In the OT, at least half of the references to balm are to 
a healing medicinal ointment of some sort, probably made 
of resin which had been compounded with oil (compare 
the parallelism of Ugaritic zrw and smn, and possibly a 
similar Heb parallelism in Job 29:6 as well if one allows a 
slight emendation of the text [see Fisher 1972: 359]). In 
Jer 8:22 and 46:11, balm is some sort of salve or ointment 
which was applied to wounds where there was a loss of 
skin: “Why has not skin grown over their wound?” Fur- 
ther, Jer 51:8 suggests that balm was a medicine applied to 
wounds apparently as a soothing salve. It is important to 
note, however, that our knowledge of the medicinal use of 
balm is derived from Jeremiah alone, who speaks allegori- 
cally of societal and national healing. From passages in 
Jeremiah it can be inferred that sér7, the “Balm of Gilead,” 
was regarded with high esteem as the healing salve specific 
to the regior. of Gilead (“for which our country is famous,” 
see Gen 43 11), or was an ingredient of this product. 
There seems to be no reason as yet to reject the current 
English translation of séré as “balm,” as the English word 
balm implies both a soothing medicament as well as a 
pleasant odcr. 
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BALSAM. See BALM. 


BAMOTH (PLACE) [Heb bamét]. One of the Israelite 
encampments in N Moab E of the Shittim Valley near Mt. 
Nebo (Num 21:19-—20). Many scholars (e.g., Gray Numbers 
ICC, 291) identify Bamoth with BAMOTH-BAAL (Num 
22:41; Josh 13:17) and with the bt bmt (“Beth-bamoth”) of 
the Moabite Stone (line 27 [ANET, 320]). Noth (Numbers 
OTL, 182) rejected the interpretation of MT bémét-ba‘al as 
a geographic name in spite of Josh 13:17, but his view is 
not typical. Boling (Joshua AB, 342) has reaffirmed the 
identification of Bamoth with Bamoth-baal, and proposes 
Khirbet el-Qeiqiyeh S of Mt. Nebo as the probable ancient 
site. 

The Moabite itinerary of the Wilderness/Conquest nar- 
ratives is problematic (see Meek 1960: 41-48; Walsh 1977; 
Briend 1986), and the text of Num 21:10—20 is arguably 
conflated (see Miller 1989: 585-87, citing earlier studies). 
Conclusions regarding the iclentity of sites must therefore 
remain open to revision. 
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BAMOTH-BAAL (PLACE) [Heb bamét ba‘al]. One of 
the stopping points in the Hebrew migration through 
Moab (Num 21:19-—20, where the place is listed by its 
shorter name of Bamoth). /t is most likely that Bamoth- 
baal and Bamoth are identical because the names are 
similar and the geographical information in the OT that 
relates to these place-names localizes both to the same 
region. This settlement was assigned to the tribe of Reuben 
and was counted among the towns in the tableland of 
Heshbon (Josh 13:17). Although the identification is not 
certain, it is possible that Bamoth-baal/Bamoth is the same 
as Beth-bamoth, mentioned in the Mesha Inscription (line 
27). 

The Num 21:10—20 narrative on Israel’s journey around 
S Moab and through N Moa! names Bamoth in a series of 
4 locations: Mattanah, Nahaliel, Bamoth, and “the valley 
lying in the region of Moab by the top of Pisgah” (Num 
21:19-20). While the Ist 2 sites are unknown, the 4th 
place is clearly in the NW corner of Moab, near Mt. Pisgah 
and Mt. Nebo, in the mountains of Abarim. The 3d place, 
therefore, Bamoth, is in the same general direction as 


I + 575 


Pisgah and Nebo and is some distance to the N of the 
Arnon. The edge of the Transjordanian plateau in NW 
Moab is also the appropriate setting for the episode involv- 
ing Balak and Balaam (Numbers 22-24). 

More specifically, the RSV text of Num 22:41 says that a 
place called Bamoth-baal was one of several peaks to which 
Balak took Balaam. This elevated locale was chosen by the 
Moabite king so that Balaam could see the people whom 
he had been hired to curse, the Israelites who were en- 
camped in the plains of Moab, opposite Jericho. While the 
RSV regards Bamoth-baal as a proper name, the KJV 
translates these Hebrew words in 22:41 as “the high places 
of Baal.” This is, of course, a literal rendering of the 
Hebrew, but there are many biblical place-names with 
significant meanings that are not translated. Furthermore, 
the other 3 places to which Balak took Balaam had specific 
designations, proper names. It is likely that many of the 
hills on the Abarim ridge provided the setting where a 
number of deities were worshiped (e.g., Baal, Nebo/Nabu, 
Peor). Some of these hills were probably crowned with 
cultic installations of some sort, including high places. 
There is every reason to believe that a specific place named 
Bamoth-baal could have served such a function, as is 
indicated in the description of the sacrificial ritual per- 
formed by Balak and Balaam (cf. Num 23:1—6). 

The exact location of Bamoth-baal is unknown, but it 
was undoubtedly on one of the heights of Abarim, in the 
vicinity of Pisgah and Nebo. One specific site is usually 
mentioned by those inclined to localize Bamoth-baal, a 
place called Khirbet el-Quweiqiyeh. Musil (1907-8) re- 
ferred to this site as el-Quézije (or Qweiziyeh), which is 
located ca. 3 miles northwest of Medeba and 1'% miles S of 
Khirbet el-Mekhaiyet, which is often identified as the town 
of Nebo. Archaeological confirmation is lacking, but the 
location fulfills all of the geographical requirements of the 
Bible and the place is revered by the local population. 
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BAN (HEREM). See DEUTERONOMY, BOOK OF. 


BANDITRY. Robbery, outlawry, and related resistance 
movements were elements of the social world of early 
Judaism and formative Christianity. 


. Studies of Banditry 

. Banditry in Lebanon 
Banditry in Trachonitis 
. Banditry in Judea 

1. Before a.p. 66 

2. a.D. 70~132 

3. After Bar Kokhba 
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A. Studies of Banditry 

Banditry has attracted the attention of social historians 
(e.g., Hobsbawm 1985) in recent years for several reasons. 
First, from a distance banditry has a certain air of ro- 
mance. Second, it is a phenomenon of great complexity 
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which can assume various forms, some of which involve 
resistance against the existing social order. Third, the 
extent to which banditry occurs in a society is often consid- 
ered a reflection of the degree of internal control and 
social stability achieved by the system. 

Banditry was frequent at least in some periods and some 
areas of the Roman empire. For Judea and its vicinity there 
is a good deal of evidence from various periods. Here too 
it assumed various forms. In the mountains of the Leba- 
non and in Trachonitis in S Syria an impoverished popula- 
tion harassed the farmers in the plains and the traders 
traveling along the roads through the area. These forms 
of robbery were sometimes condoned by local dynasts who 
shared in the profits. In Judea banditry had often strong 
ideological roots and some of the bandits might be called 
guerilla fighters by those sympathetic to their cause, for 
the prime target was the Roman authorities whose rule 
some considered illegitimate. 

Banditry did not come to an end with the suppression 
of the Ist Jewish Revolt (A.p. 66-70) or the Bar Kokhba 
war (A.D. 132-135). In fact there is a good deal of evidence 
from the Byzantine period which cannot be considered 
here (Isaac 1984; fc. chap. 2). What follows is a brief 
survey of the evidence in roughly chronological and geo- 
graphical order. 


B. Banditry in Lebanon 

At the time of Pompey’s E campaign in 63 B.c. several 
regions are known to have suffered from brigandage. One 
people well known for their bellicose nature were the 
Ituraeans who lived in the Lebanon mountains and the 
Beqa‘ Valley. In the reign of Augustus, the geographer 
Strabo writes in his description of the Lebanon: 


Now all the mountainous parts are held by Ituraeans 
and Arabians, all of whom are robbers, but the people 
in the plains are farmers; and when the latter are 
harassed by the robbers at different times they require 
different kinds of help. These robbers use strongholds 
as bases of operation; those, for example, who hold 
Libanus possess, high up on the mountain, Sinna and 
Borrama and other fortresses like them, and down be- 
low, Botrys and Gigartus and the caves by the sea and 
the castle that was erected on Theuprosopon. Pompey 
destroyed these places; and from them the robbers 
overran both Byblus and the city that comes next after 
Byblus, I mean the city Berytus, which lie between Sidon 
and Theuprosopon. (Strabo 16.2.18 §756; trans. H. L. 
Jones, Loeb.) 


C. Banditry in Trachonitis 

Further E there were similar problems. In the same 
work, Strabo claims that the Roman army had taken effec- 
tive measures following the annexation of the area into the 
province of Syria. The lava plateau between Damascus and 
Bostra, modern El Leja ( = “a refuge”; a place in which to 
hide), was known in antiquity as Trachonitis. Strabo has 
the following to say: 


And then, toward the parts inhabited promiscuously by 
Arabians and Ituraeans, are mountains hard to pass, in 
which there are deep-mouthed caves, one of which can 
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admit as many as four thousand people in times of 
incursions, such as are made against the Damasceni 
from many places. For the most part, indeed, the bar- 
barians have been robbing the merchants from Arabia 
Felix, but this is less the case now that the band of 
robbers under Zenodorus has been broken up through 
the good government established by the Romans and 
through the security established by the Roman soldiers 
that are kept in Syria. (Strabo xvi 2,20 [756]; trans. H. 
L. Jones, Lceb) 


In 23 B.c. Augustus gave Trachonitis, Batanaea (Ba- 
shan), and Auranitis (Hauran) to the allied king Herod of 
Judea. His task here was to suppress the robber bands in 
Trachonitis who had operated in Damascus with the sup- 
port of a loca. ruler, Zenodorus the Tetrarch (Joseph. Ant 
15. 10.1 §§343-48; JW 1.20.4 §§398—400; concerning 
Zenodorus see HJ/P2 1.565—66). Zenodorus received a 
share of the profit, according to Josephus. 


It was not easy to restrain people who had made brig- 
andage a habit and had no other means of making a 
living, since they had neither city or field of their own 
but only underground shelters and caves, where they 
lived together with their cattle. They had also managed 
to collect supplies of water and of food beforehand, and 
so were able to hold out for a very long time in their 
hidden retreat. Moreover, the entrances (to their caves) 
were narrow, and only one person at a time could enter, 
while the interiors were incredibly large and constructed 
to provide plenty of room, and the ground above their 
dwellings was not high but almost level with the (sur- 
rounding) surface. The whole place consisted of rocks 
that were rugged and difficult of access unless one used 
a path with a guide leading the way, for not even these 
paths were straight, but had many turns and windings. 
(Joseph. An‘ 15.10.1 §§346—-47) 


It is worthwhile to consider these passages in full because 
they are independent sources which agree and supple- 
ment each other. Strabo and Josephus both mention that 
the major problem was the fact that the territory of Da- 
mascus and the roads there suffered from bandits. Both 
say that the bandits hid in caves. These caves have been 
identified by archaeologists working in the region. In 
Israel numerous artificial caves have been found in recent 
years, clearly used as hiding places in the Roman period. 
Strabo adds that the banditry was of special concern to the 
Romans because both the rural population around Damas- 
cus, and traders were attacked. Josephus, on the other 
hand, insists on the economic cause of brigandage, and 
there can be no doubt that economic hardship lay at the 
root of the difficulties in the region. (It may be added that 
the lava fields of Trachonitis were a dangerous area as 
recently as the beginning of this century.) 

Wetzstein, who knew the area in the 1850s, alleges that 
the Turkish authorities never dared to act against the 
inhabitants of the region, no matter how much the villag- 
ers around Damascus suffered from their depredations. 
He notes that they might be controlled only by a perma- 
nent garrison in their land. The caves described by Jose- 
phus were famous in Wetzstein’s time as well. We may note 
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the expression “a robbers’ cave” used as a matter of course 
in the NT (Matt 21:13). 

In the 19th century, as in antiquity, brigands used to 
hide in caves in Trachonitis, and, as in Josephus, there was 
the need for a guide to lead the way. According to Jose- 
phus, who presumably relied on his source Nicolaus of 
Damascus, Herod pacified the region. However, 14 years 
later the inhabitants rebelled. Herod (according to Jose- 
phus) prevented them from practising banditry and forced 
them to till the soil and live quietly. This they did not want 
to do, and even had they been willing the land was too 
poor, so they again attacked their neighbours. Here again 
the economic roots of the problem become apparent. 
Herod’s army took action anc. some of the robbers fled to 
Arabia. There they were provided with a base of opera- 
tions against Judea (i.e., Galilee) and Coele-Syria (i-e., the 
territory of Damascus). This is another instance of support 
and involvement on the part of local rulers. Herod first 
attacked the home base of the bandits in Trachonitis, but 
the foray was ineffective because the brigands had a base 
of operations in Nabatean territory. There “they num- 
bered about a thousand” (An: 16.9.1—2 §§271—85). Herod 
attacked them there and destroyed their base, which led to 
conflict between Herod and the Nabataeans. As a supple- . 
mentary measure in his efforts to suppress banditry, 
Herod settled 3,000 Idumaezns, his own countrymen, in 
Trachonitis. This got Herod into difficulties with the em- 
peror Augustus, for allied rulers were not allowed to inter- 
fere independently in the affairs of other allies. He was 
reprimanded, following which the inhabitants of Trachon- 
itis and the Nabateans returned to brigandage and at- 
tacked the Idumaean settlers in Trachonitis. 

Herod obviously failed to gain control of Trachonitis, 
for afterward he planted Jewish settlers at Bathyra in 
Batanaea (perhaps to be identified with Basir, E of as- 
Sanamein [Aere]) (Joseph. Ant 17.2.1 §§23—30; for the 
identification see Dussaud 1927: 331; HJ/P? 1.565). The 
settlement in itself was successful. The presence of Jewish 
settlers is attested by carvings found at Nava, which is a 
site on the route from Damascus to Scythopolis used by 
Jewish travelers to and from Babylonia. The Jewish settle- 
ments were intended to serve as a buffer between Trachon- 
itis and Galilee (Joseph. Ant 17.2.1-2 §§23-31). This im- 
plies that Herod had given up attempts permanently to 
subdue the population of Trachonitis itself. 

A well-known but fragmentary Gk inscription set up at 
Canatha on the slopes of Jebel] Druze SE of Trachonitis in 
the reign of either Agrippa I or Agrippa II mentions 
people who hide in holes like animals (OGI/S 424; IGRR iii 
1223; Waddington and Le Bas 1870, no. 2329, with exten- 
sive comments). 

The ancient sources make it clear that Trachonitis was a 
poor region which did not allow of profitable cultivation, 
and the very factors which contributed to its poverty made 
it suitable as a shelter for brigands. This had consequences 
not only for the region itself, but also for neighboring 
fertile lands which suffered depredations. Because impor- 
tant trade routes passed through and near by the region, 
international trade also suffered from such insecurity. At 
first Augustus gave his client Herod instructions to solve 
the problem, but this resulted in armed conflict with 
another client, a state of affairs that the Romans would not 
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tolerate. The system failed to function. Local problems 
such as these, often not mentioned in literary sources, 
might convince the Romans that it was preferable to annex 
a region. Eventually the Roman army took the matter in 
hand. However, arms alone cannot solve such problems for 
good. The factors of geography which cause instability, 
poverty, and inaccessibility, do not change. Hence we learn 
that Samaritan rebels fled to Trachonitis in the 6th century 
(Theophanes A.M. 6048; Historia Miscella xvi, PL 16.991). 

The information regarding banditry in Trachonitis is 
important, for the situation there had nothing to do with 
the specifically Jewish resistance to Roman rule in Judea. It 
was a state of insecurity with social and economic causes in 
which ideology played no major role. Yet we know of this 
only thanks to the diligence of 2 good sources, Strabo and 
Josephus. The possibility must be considered that there 
was banditry in Trachonitis in other periods of antiquity 
when there was no author interested in writing about it. 
Further it is quite possible that there were other areas with 
endemic unrest of which we know nothing. The complex- 
ities which the Romans faced in Syria-Palestine will have 
occurred in other areas and other times as well. 


D. Banditry in Judea 

Several sources accuse the Jews in Judaea of brigandage 
before the Roman conquest. Josephus represents the Has- 
monean Hyrcanus as accusing Aristobulus before Pompey 
of instigating raids against neighboring peoples and acts 
of piracy at sea (Ant 24.3.2 §43). Strabo says that 


the tyrannies (scil. of the Hasmonaeans) were the cause 
of brigandage, for some rebelled and harassed the coun- 
tryside, both their own and neighbouring lands, while 
others collaborated with the rulers and seized the pos- 
sessions of others and subdued much of Syria and Phoe- 
nicia. (Strabo 16.2.37 §761) 


Again, in his description of the coast of Sharon from Joppe 
(Jaffa) to Mt. Carmel, Strabo says that “the ports of robbers 
clearly are merely robbers’ dens” (16.2.28 §758). Similar 
accusations are found in the Historia Philippica in Justin’s 
epitome of Pompeius Trogus (Prologus, L. xxxix; 11.2.4). 
There it is stated that the Jews and the Arabs harassed 
Syria by brigandage. It is difficult to say whether this refers 
only to the Hasmonean conquests of territory outside 
Judea proper, or also to armed clashes or raids of which 
we possess no written record. 

Statements like these must be distinguished from the 
information on banditry in Trachonitis. Accusations of 
Jewish state-sponsored brigandage, like those levelled by 
Strabo against Zenodorus and by Josephus against the 
Nabateans, may not be true. Their intention was to justify 
armed intervention by a third party. The alleged purpose 
of Pompey’s E campaign was the suppression of piracy, 
and accusations of robbery and piracy clearly served as 
justification for the subjugation of various peoples. How- 
ever, it is possible as well that there really was a good deal 
of banditry in the region in the period of Seleucid decline 
and before the Roman takeover. 

In Judea and Arabia there is much evidence of internal 
problems. For some periods the sources regarding Judea- 
Palestine are relatively good as compared with other prov- 
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inces. Banditry was a problem in periods other than those 
well known through Josephus’ work. In the period which 
he covers, before and after the Roman conquest, various 
forms of banditry described by him were endemic. 

1. Before a.p. 66. It has been shown that the Roman 
army was faced with problems of banditry in Lebanon and 
S Syria. According to ancient sources, banditry was fre- 
quent in mountainous and inaccessible areas where the 
population could not and would not maintain itself at 
subsistence level by means of agriculture. Judea, and par- 
ticularly Galilee, were relatively rich countries, but there, 
as is seen in the next section, banditry of a different kind 
undermined security. 

Josephus provides a good deal of information on unrest 
in Judea from Herod’s death until the outbreak of the Ist 
Jewish Revolt. Josephus is extremely hostile toward those 
who physically resisted Roman rule. Moreover, for his 
account the early part of the Ist century, he relies on a 
source close to Herod which accordingly was hostile itself. 

It was Herod’s task as client king to suppress banditry. 
His first act as governor of Galilee in 47—46 B.c. was an 
attack on a bandit leader Ezekias who harassed Tyrian 
villages, a symptom perhaps of tension between ethnic 
groups in the region. Many of Ezekias’ followers were 
killed, the Syrians were satisfied, and so was the governor 
of Syria, Sextus Julius Caesar (Ant 14.9.2 §159; JW 1.10.5 
§204). Herod, however, was called to account before the 
Sanhedrin in Jerusalem because he had killed Jews. We 
have no further information on Ezekias and his followers, 
but it is significant that his son Judas was one of the first 
Zealots, and many of his descendants were active in the 
resistance to Rome before and during the Ist Revolt, all of 
them called leistai (bandits) by Josephus. The last was 
Eleazar ben Yair, commander of the defendants of Ma- 
sada. The manner in which Josephus describes these men 
and their followers leaves no doubt that the primary motive 
for their resistance to Rome was religious commitment. It 
is therefore possible that the banditry practised by Ezekias 
had other motives besides purely economic ones (see also 
ZEALOTS). 

In 38 B.c. Herod led a campaign against (what Josephus 
calls) bandits in caves near Arbela in Galilee. There is no 
information on the nature of the bandits’ activities (Ant 
14.15.4 §415-16; 15.5 §420-30; JW 1.16.2 §304—5; 16.4 
§309-13). However, an old man who killed his family and 
jumped down a cliff himself, “submitting to death rather 
than slavery,” apparently was motivated in his struggle by 
religious ideology rather than economic misery. Martyr- 
dom and suicide by those resisting the foreign tyrant go 
back at least to 2 Maccabees (see SUICIDE). 

The militants are described by Josephus sometimes with 
admiration, more often with animosity. He recognizes the 
force of their convictions. They have “an invincible passion 
for liberty and take God for their only leader and lord” 
(Ant 18.1.6 §23). Their willingness to die for their way of 
life was an integral part of their ideology, connected with 
a belief in recompense in the world to come (JW 1.33.1 
§650; cf. Ant 17.6.1 §152; JW 1.16.2 $311). Josephus does 
not hide the fact that he was expected by his comrades to 
commit suicide rather than surrender at Jotapata (JW 3.8.4 
§355). The speech of Eleazar ben Yair, commander of the 
defendants of Masada, is Josephus’ eloquent statement of 
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their determination “neither to serve the Romans nor any 
other save God” (JW 7.8.6 §323). More often, however, 
Josephus describes the rebels as plain criminals. It is also 
impossible to distinguish resistance against Rome as the 
foreign powe- from resistance against the Jewish ruling 
class which represented the Roman authority in Judea 

The extant information is scanty and colored by the 
hostility of the sources. There is no basis mn the evidence 
which would justify distinguishing between social and rev- 
olutionary banditry (if such a distinction should be made), 
but it is clear that Judea, from Herod’s rise to power until 
the outbreak of the Ist Jewish Revolt, saw the emergence 
of groups which refused to accept the order which Rome 
generally imposed on clients and new provinces. When- 
ever the sources speak of bandits or murderers, the possi- 
bility exists that these are not merely economic or antiso- 
cial elements, but Jews motivated by ideology and religion. 

It is therefcre important to note that there are instances 
of popular support for, or collaboration with, brigands. 
The Barabbas released upon popular request at the time 
of Jesus’ trial was, according to Mark, “among the rebels 
(Gk stasiast6n] who had committed murder in the insurrec- 
tion” (Mark (5:7; cf. Luke 23:19), but John calls him a 
bandit (Gk /@:tés; John 18:40). Around the middle of the 
century there was serious trouble between Jews and Samar- 
itans. “The masses . . . took up arms and invited the 
assistance of Kleazar ben Dinai—he was a brigand who for 
many years lad had his home in the mountains” (Ant 
20.6.1 §121; FW 2.12.4 §235). Eleazar is also known from 
Talmudic sources. He is said to have inspired so many 
murders that the regular sacrifice of atonement for an 
unknown murderer was discontinued. He began to be 
called Ben Harazhan, son of the murderer (m. Sota 9:9). 
However, elsewhere in Talmudic literature he is described 
as “one who prematurely tried to free the Jews” (Cant. Rad. 
2:18). Here we have one and the same man seen from the 
perspective of local, non-Roman sources, as either a mur- 
derer or a premature freedom fighter. Even at the stage 
when these scurces were composed, there were differences 
of opinion atout those who practiced armed resistance to 
Rome. 

The Romans held the local population collectively re- 
sponsible for guerilla attacks in the countryside. These 
were followed by massive retaliation. When a Roman com- 
pany was attacked near Emmaus, the town was burned at 
the orders of Varus (Ant 17.10.9 §291; JW 2.5.1 §71). In 4 
B.c. the arser.al of the royal palace at Sepphoris in Galilee 
was attacked and the arms stored there were seized. Varus 
burned the city and reduced the inhabitants to slavery (JW 
2.5.1 §68; Ant 17.10.9 §289). On the road from Emmaus 
to Jerusalem a slave of the emperor was once attacked and 
robbed. The governor Cumanus then sent troops to the 
neighboring villages to bring the inhabitants to him and 
reprimanded them because they had let the bandits escape 
(Ant 20.5.4 8113; JW 2.12.2 §228). These incidents also 
give an impression of the tactics followed by the rebels. 
They would attack small groups of soldiers or officials on 
the move and attack arsenals in order acquire arms, sup- 
plies, and mecney for themselves. From an incident told by 
Josephus it is clear that the villages were often searched in 
a manner which could easily lead to violence. This was in 
fact standing procedure established by law, as later for- 
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mulated by Ulpian on the duties of the proconsul: “He 
must besides pursuing temple robbers, kidnappers and 
thieves, mete out to each of them the punishment he 
deserves and chastise people sheltering them; without 
them a robber cannot hide for very long” (Digest 1.18.13, 
Praef.). Such practices, however, could easily be accompa- 
nied by acts of provocation which would aggravate tension 
and hostility. 

As a commander of the Jewish insurgents in Galilee, 
Josephus incorporated into his army 4,500 so-called brig- 
ands, which he then proceeds to call mercenaries because 
he paid them (Life 14 §77; cf. JW 2.20.7 §581). These were 
the troops in whom he placec. most confidence (JW 2.20.7 
§583). It is clear also that these were ideologically moti- 
vated bandits. They might rob anyone, Jew or gentile, 
poor or rich, but they would never support the Romans. 

It is typical of their attitude toward the empire that 
Talmudic sources, which all belong to the period after the 
major wars with Rome, often describe representatives of 
the Roman government as bandits (Heb/Aram list?#m). Many 
sources describe tax collectors and customs officials in such 
terms (e.g., t. B. Mes 9:25; ¢. Sebu. 2:14). The Roman 
occupation is depicted as a direct cause of instability and 
banditry. In the words of R. Aha: “Where the empire takes 
over government, there appear bands and bands of listim” 
(Lev.Rab. 9:8). It is not clear whether the implication is 
that Roman rule causes impoverishment and hence ban- 
ditry among the population, or whether Roman officials 
and tax collectors are themselves bandits. Josephus recog- 
nized the connection between maladministration and the 
breakdown of security. During the crisis in a.p. 39/40, 
Jewish leaders asked the governor of Syria to point out to 
Caligula “that, since the land was unsown, there would be 
a harvest of banditry because the requirements of tribute 
could not be met.” This is a clear expression of the reali- 
zation that banditry could ke the result of poverty and 
oppressive taxation. Yet, the occasion for this statement 
was a conflict about a purely religious affair which nearly 
led to revolt. Elsewhere Josephus says that famine strength- 
ened the zealots (Ant 18.1.1 §8). 

These pronouncements show again that social and eco- 
nomic factors could reinforce banditry and insecurity in 
Judea as elsewhere, but it does not justify a denial of the 
obvious conclusion: that resistance to Roman rule was 
particularly fierce in Judea, as a result of the single feature 
which distinguished the Jews from other peoples, namely 
their religious attitudes. 

2. a.D. 70-132. Banditry with ideological overtones did 
not come to an end with the suppression of the Ist Jewish 
Revolt. This appears from Talmudic sources. For instance, 
a source relating to the 2d century tells of the arrest of a 
member of a band of listim (bandits) in Cappadocia (¢. 
Yebam. 5:5; cf. y. Yebam. 2:4b; 5. Yebam. 25b). The Palestinian 
Talmud says he was arrested in Caesarea in Cappadocia; 
the Babylonian Talmud mentions Magiza, i.e. Mazaca. Before 
he was executed he had a last request: “Go to the wife of 
Shimon ben Cahana and tell her that I killed him as he 
entered the town of Lydda.’ Shimon ben Cahana was a 
pupil of R. Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (ca. 100-130), who 
taught at Lydda, and a teacher of Raban Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, ca. 130—160 (cf. t. Para 12:6.). This establishes a 
rough chronology: Shimon ben Cahana belongs to the 
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period between the Ist Revolt and the revolt of Bar 
Kokhba. The sources discuss when a confession of murder 
may serve as evidence which would allow the widow of the 
victim to remarry. The murderer of Shimon ben Cahana, 
by his declaration, saw to it that his victim’s wife was legally 
declared a widow and so could remarry. This is remark- 
able behavior for the murderer of a well-known scholar 
and can be accounted for by the hypothesis that this was a 
case of political murder. 

Another case also refers to a well-known scholar in the 
same period, R. Hanania ben Teradion, one of the wealth- 
iest men in Galilee and treasurer of a fund for the poor (6. 
B. Bat. 10b). His son first joined a band of listim and then 
proceeded to betray them (Lam. Rab. 3:6; cf. Sem. 12.13). 
This was discovered and he was killed by his former 
comrades. After 3 days they gave his body up for burial 
out of respect for the father. However, instead of mourn- 
ing him in the usual manner, his father, mother, and sister 
vehemently cursed the son. The father, R. Hanania, was 
executed by the Romans after the revolt of Bar Kokhba 
(cf. b. SAbod. Zar. 17b—18a). It is obvious that his son would 
not have joined a band of robbers for economic reasons, 
nor would one expect simple bandits to have particular 
respect for a wealthy scholar—as expressed by the return 
of the body. The behavior of the family can be explained 
by the assumption that (1) the term /ést#m here stands for 
“guerrilla fighters” and (2) the scholar and the fighters 
supported a common cause. 

A 3d source describes /éstim who met with pupils of R. 
Akiba making for the S on their way to Acco. They made 
their way together for a distance, and when they separated 
the bandits expressed their admiration for R. Akiba and 
his pupils (6. SAbod. Zar. 25b; cf. Alon 1984: 570-72). This 
again is evidence of a relation of respect and even warmth 
between a distinguished scholar and people described as 
bandits. The scholar was one of the leaders of the revolt of 
Bar Kokhba, and the obvious explanation is that the “ban- 
dits” were guerilla fighters who maintained good relations 
with Jewish leaders. 

To the same period belongs a story of some Galileans 
who had killed a man. They fled to Lydda and there 
appealed to R. Tarphon to hide them. R. Tarphon, influ- 
ential in the years before the Bar Kokhba revolt, did not 
help them, but he did not betray them either (6. Nid. 61a; 
cf. Alon 1984: 570-72). Two points are significant: first, 
the fact that the murderers thought an influential rabbi 
might be prepared to help them, and second, the circum- 
stance that R. Tarphon did not hand over murderers to 
the authorities. It is likely that the murder again was a 
political execution. 

In recent years remarkable material evidence has been 
found of the methods used by the guerilla fighters in 
Judea in the form of numerous subterranean hiding 
places. Most are found in ancient settlements, their en- 
trances masked by cisterns or innocent-looking cavities in 
the rock (Gichon 1982: 30—42; Kloner 1983: 210-21). 
The evidence has now been published fully in a book with 
copious illustrations but questionable conclusions regard- 
ing the dating (Kloner and Tepper 1987). 

3. After Bar Kokhba. Jewish sources give the impression 
that banditry remained endemic in the 2d century and 
afterward. Talmudic sources rarely provide explicit or 
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unambiguous statements. It is not uncommon for each 
source to be analysed in isolation and interpreted in a 
different manner, but this ignores the historical reality 
which the sources, taken together, indicate in outline (see 
Schafer 1981). 

A source of the 2d century mentions a hypothetical case 
in which a Nazirite (who is not allowed to shave) is shaved 
by listim (m. Nazir 6:3; cf. Sipre Num. 25). That probably 
would not be the work of ordinary robbers. To the same 
period belongs the rule concerning payment of ransom 
for a wife taken captive. If she was imprisoned by the 
authorities, the husband was not obliged to pay ransom; if 
she was taken by listim, he was (t. Ketub. 4:5; cf. 6. Ketub. 
51b). The reason for this distinction was that a wife in the 
hands of the authorities might be expected to consent to 
having sexual relations with her captors. When she was the 
prisoner of listim there was no such risk. It is an implicit 
assumption which says much about the sort of people listim 
are taken to be. 

It is generally assumed that Judea essentially became a 
quiet province in the later 2d century. The evidence on 
listtm in Talmudic sources, however, relates to the 3d cen- 
tury as well. In the 3d century R. Jose ben R. Bun pre- 
dicted that /ist?¢m would occupy the throne of Israel “in the 
fourth generation.” (y. Hor. 3:7c) The source ostensibly 
discusses the biblical period, but it is improbable that R. 
Jose here refers to a tradition from biblical times. The 
statement reflects the realities of his own time, the 3d- 
century period of crisis marked by anarchy and various 
forms of banditry. 

Another source of the early 3d century reminds one of 
the episode, described above, concerning the murderers 
who appealed to R. Tarphon. Here it is a conspirator 
sought by the authorities who actually was hidden by R. 
Judah ben Levi. (Gen Rab. 94:9; j. Ter. 8:6b). It is significant 
that there is no indication in any of these cases of moral 
condemnation of the bandits as such. 

There are many more references to listtm in Talmudic 
sources. They appear 12 times in the Mishnah, 17 times in 
the Tosephta, 20 times in the Jerusalem Talmud, and 40 
times in the Babylonian Talmud. Often they cannot be 
dated accurately, and it is not always possible to determine 
whether the examples reflect historical reality of purely 
academic dispute. Where this is not in doubt it is not 
always clear whether the listim mentioned in the sources 
were regular robbers and, when they were not, whether 
they were part of the imperial establishment or belonged 
to its enemies, as observed above. Since the Roman author- 
ities were not considered a legitimate government by the 
Jews, any representative of the occupying forces could be 
called a bandit by the Jews. The term “bandit” might be 
applied to anyone who used force to achieve his aims, 
whether on behalf of the Romans or in the struggle against 
them. The sources discussed above as well as the great 
number of other references to bandits in Talmudic sources 
leave no doubt that guerrilla fighting, terrorism, and ordi- 
nary brigandage were a chronic problem in Judea 
throughout the 2d and 3d centuries. 

This impression is strengthened by a story in the History 
of Cassius Dio. In the reign of Severus, according to Dio, 
a remarkable event took place: “While Severus was very 
proud of his achievements [in the East], as if he had 
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surpassed all people in insight and courage, . . . a certain 
bandit named Claudius was overrunning Judea and Syria 
and was therefore being chased with great ardour. And 
once he came to Severus with some cavalry, as if he were a 
tribune, and greeted him and embraced him, and he was 
not found out then nor caught afterwards” (Dio 75.2.4). 
There is no reason to believe that these bandits were Jews. 
The story resembles another recounted by Dio regarding 
the Italian bandit named Bulla (76.10). Dio tells the story 
of Claudius with relish, for his point is that Severus was 
engaged in futile foreign wars while he could not control 
banditry at home, right under his nose. We know of these 
events simply because a senator disliked imperial policy at 
the time, but that cannot lead to the conclusion that there 
was no banditry at other times. In fact, the Severan period 
is usually considered a time of relatively good relations 
between the fews in Judea and the imperial authorities. 
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BENJAMIN Isaac 


BANGLES. See JEWELRY. 
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BANI (PERSON) [Heb d4ni]. The name of several per- 
sons found especially in the postexilic literature of Chron- 
icles and Ezra-Nehemiah. Bani is a short form of the more 
recognizable name BENAIAH [Heb béndyah, béndyahi], 
meaning “Yahweh has built” (from the root band, “to 
build”). 

1. Bani the Gadite is listed as one of David’s champions 
in 2 Sam 23:36. The corresponding reference in 1 Chr 
11:38, however, reads Mibhar the son of Hagri (Heb hagri, 
“Hagri”; instead of Heb haggadi, “the Gadite”), suggesting 
a corrupt text. The LXX references, which read “the son 
of Gaddi” (2 Sam 23:36) and “the son of Agari” (1 Chr 
11:38) confirm this conclusion. It is thus impossible to 
know whether the mention o/ Bani here is in fact accurate. 

2. Bani, the father of Azmi, was the 5th ancestor re- 
moved from Levi in the clan of Merari (1 Chr 6:31—Eng 
v 46). His descendant, Asaph (to whom many psalms are 
attributed), served in the cultic services under David. 

3. Bani, from the sons of Perez, the son of Judah, was an 
ancestor in the family line of Uthai, one of the exiles who 
returned to dwell in postexilic Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:4), 
according to the conjectural RSV reading based on the 
LXX. The MT, however, reads “the son of Benjamin (Heb 
bnymn), of the sons of Perez.” The name Bani here is 
without substantial textual support, and the MT reading 
of Benjamin should be preferred. 

4. According to Ezra 2:10, the ancestor of one of the 
large family groups returning from the Exile: the sons of 
Bani, numbering 642. The parallel text in 1 Esdr 5:12 
records the sons of Bani as numbering 648, while the 
parallel reading in Neh 7:15 lists “the sons of Binnui,” 
numbering 648. Inasmuch as Bani and Binnui are short 
forms of the same name (see BINNUI) and that the Heb 
sémona (eight) is easily corrupted to sénayim (two)—or vice 
versa, it is likely that the text of the lists has been corrupted. 
The parallel list in 1 Esdr 5:8 names one Baanah as a clan 
leader returning from the Exile, while 1 Esdr 5:26 lists the 
line of Bannas returning with the Levites. Since the names 
Bani, Binnui, Baanah, and Bannas are all variations on the 
name Benaiah, the parallel references in Ezra 2:10 and 
Neh 7:15 probably refer to the same person. It is not clear, 
however, that 1 Esdr 5:8, 26 refer to the same person listed 
in Ezra 2:10 and Neh 7:15. A proposed deletion of Bani 
in Ezra 2:10 and its reinstatement in Ezra 2:40 and Neh 
7:43 lacks textual support. 

5. On the other hand, Bani may have been dropped 
from the list in Ezra 8:10, as is suggested by several LXX 
variants, as well as | Esdr 8:36 (“and from the sons of 
Bani, Asalimoth, the son of Josaphias, and with him one 
hundred sixty men;” cf. MT [Ezra 8:10]: “and from the 
sons of Shelomith, the son cf Josipiah, and with him one 
hundred sixty men”). The name Bani appears to have 
been dropped inadvertently from the MT at this point on 
account of its similarity to the preceding mibbéné. If this 
deduction is correct, Bani was another clan chief who 
accompanied Ezra back from Babylon. 

6. According to the lists (E.zra 10:29, 34 = 1 Esdr 9:30 
[Gk mani], 34) of those whc had married foreign wives, 
several of the sons of Bani were among the accused. The 
MT reading of Ezra 10:38--“and Bani and Binnui: Shi- 
mei”—is probably a corruption of “and from the sons of 
(Heb timibbéné) Binnui: Shimei” (the difficulty the scribes 
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had in distinguishing the Heb bani from mibbéné has been 
noted above (#5). 

7. Bani occurs twice in the list of those who set their seal 
to Nehemiah’s covenant: once as a Levite (Neh 10:14— 
Eng v 13), and once as a chief of the people (Neh 10:15— 
Eng v 14). 

8. Bani was one who helped Ezra the scribe instruct the 
people in the law (Neh 8:7). 

9. Bani, the father of one Uzzi, an overseer of the Levites 
and a singer of the order of Asaph under Nehemiah (Neh 
11:22). 

10. Bani, the father of one Rehum, a Levite under 
Nehemiah charged with repairing a section of Jerusalem’s 
wall adjoining that repaired by Nehemiah (Neh 3:17). 

11. Bani is listed 3 times in Neh 9:4—5, twice in the series 
“Jeshua, Bani, Kadmiel,” as one of the Levites calling out 
the liturgy at the Feast of Tabernacles under Ezra. The 3d 
instance, following the name Sherebiah in Neh 9:4, may be 
a dittography of the previous occurrence. 

D. G. SCHLEY 


BANKING. See INTEREST AND USURY; TRADE 
AND COMMERCE. 


BANNAS (PERSON) [Gk Bannos]. Possibly a variant of 
BANI or BINNUI, Bannas is found in 1 Esdr 5:26 as the 
levitical ancestor of some of the exiles who returned to 
Jerusalem. 

D. G. SCHLEY 


BANQUET, MESSIANIC, See MESSIANIC BAN- 
QUET. 


BANQUETING HALL/HOUSE [Heb 2ét hayyayin; 
bét misteh; bét marzéah]. In the ANE, banqueting was com- 
mon among humans and gods (cf. Judg 9:13). While a 
“house of banqueting” may certainly refer to any place 
where drinking takes place, the frequent occurrence of a 
“house” in ceremonial and ritual contexts (cf. especially bét 
marzéah below) suggests that specific meeting places were 
built which functioned specifically for these banqueting 
purposes. Even the gods could own such “houses” (cf. KTU 
1.114). 


A. House of Wine 

B. House of Drinking 

C. The Marzéah 
1. At Ugarit 
2. In the Hebrew Bible 
3. Elsewhere 

D. Conclusions 


A. House of Wine 

The expression “house of wine,” (bé hayydyin), which 
occurs only in Cant 2:4, has occasioned a good deal of 
discussion. Some scholars have proposed meanings such as 
a wedding banquet hall, a ritual banquet house, a wine 
cellar, and a tavern, while others have stated that nothing 
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more is intended than simply a house in which wine is 
drunk (cf. Pope Song of Songs AB, 374~—75). The latter is 
more probable in the present context (cf. Cant 1:16b—17). 
Fox (1985: 108, 283-84) has pointed out similar booths 
for lovers’ trysts in the Egyptian love songs. 


B. House of Drinking 

A more common term for a banqueting house is bét 
misteh which literally means “house of drinking.” Jeremiah 
was forbidden a normal life as a sign of the impending 
disaster about to befall the nation. He was commanded not 
to enter a bét miiteh which may refer to a wedding celebra- 
tion (Jer 16:8—9). Alternatively, some (e.g. Pope Song of 
Songs AB, 216) have argued that the bét misteh here is 
roughly synonymous with a banquet house by another 
name mentioned in Jer 16:5, the bét marzéah (see below). 
Similarly, Qoh 7:2 contrasts the “house of feasting” with 
the “house of mourning.” 

A similar term bét misteh hayyayin is used in Esth 7:8 to 
refer to the place where Esther had prepared the “wine 
feast,” misteh hayydyin. In Daniel 5, Belshazzar holds a feast 
in his banquet hall (bét mistéya@) and invites his lords, wives, 
and concubines to drink wine from the vessels which 
Nebuchadnezzar had stolen from the Jerusalem temple. 


C. The Marzéah 

The Semitic institution known as the marzéah has gener- 
ated a considerable number of studies (for up-to-date 
bibliography, see Lewis 1989: 80 n.1). Although the word 
is spelled differently in the various languages (e.g. Akk 
ma-ar-zi-hi, mar-ze-i, mar-zi-i, mar-za-1; Ug mrzh and presum- 
ably mrz‘), most scholars have, for the sake of discussion, 
adopted the convention of using the Hebrew term marzéah. 
Suggestions for a possible etymology for the word marzéah 
date back to Joseph Qimhi, yet no proposal has found 
wide acceptance among scholars (Lewis 1989: 93). Refer- 
ences to the marzéah are widespread in the literature of the 
ANE and span nearly 2 millennia, as evidenced by Ug and 
Akk texts from Ugarit; passages in the books of Amos and 
Jeremiah; an unpublished Transjordanian settlement text 
of the late 7th century; Phoenician texts from Carthage 
and Piraeus; Aram texts from Elephantine, Palmyra, and 
Nabatea; rabbinical references by both the Tannaim and 
the Amoraim; and the mosaic map at Madeba (6th century 
A.D.). For convenient collections and analyses of the rele- 
vant texts see Bryan (1973), Porten (1968: 179-86), and 
Lewis (1989: 80—94). 

Pope (Song of Songs AB, 210—29; 1981: 176-79) is the 
best example of scholars who have argued that the marzéah 
was a feast for and with the departed ancestors. On the 
other hand, scholars such as Bryan (1973) feel that such 
interpretations go beyond the evidence. The question of 
whether the marzéah was associated with the dead has 
recently been reexamined (Lewis 1989: 80-94). 

1. At Ugarit. The marzéah at Ugarit was a socioreligious 
organization whose leader was called a “chief,” (rb), and 
whose members were called “the men of the marzéah,” (mt 
mrzh). The property of the marzéah organization included 
vineyards, fields, storerooms, and most notably a “house.” 
The bét marzéah occurs in almost every text and seems to 
designate the meeting place for the organization. It was 
presumably owned by the organization and paid for out of 
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membership dues. It seems that the “house” could be 
leased as well (KTU 3.9). The most conspicuous activity of 
the marzéah is its association with drinking (cf. El’s behavior 
in KTU 1.114 and the organization’s ownership of vine- 
yards). The marzéah organizations could grow quite pow- 
erful as evidenced by their participation in large transac- 
tions requiring many witnesses (RS 14.16) and their 
property-owning status. Greenfield (1976: 451-55) has 
noted that the organization “had state sanction since the 
king transferred and confirmed the ownership of marzéah 
property.” A notable religious feature is the association of 
the marzéah organizations with a particular patron deity 
(cf. Satrana in RS 15.70; Hurrian Ishtar in RS 18.01; and 
most likely Anat in KTU 4.642). 

2. In the Hebrew Bible. The marzéah occurs twice in the 
Heb Bible. In Amos 6:7 it is vocalized mirzah (< *marzah < 
*marzih) and occurs in a context where the prophet is 
denouncing the complacent and self-sufficient in Zion. In 
an elaborate woe-oracle he cries out against those living a 
life of luxury, sprawled on their ivory beds and taking 
their fill of food, drink, and music. The marzéah described 
here (usually translated as “revelry”) is a luxurious banquet 
with no hint of funerary imagery. 

Jeremiah 16:5 provides the strongest evidence for the 
marzeah as a funerary banquet. The context is undeniably 
one of mourning and bereavement over the dead. Jere- 
miah is commanded not to enter the bét marzéah (cf. the 
same architectural entity in the Ug texts) nor to go there 
to lament or grieve. In Jer 16:8 we have mention of a bét 
misteh, “a drinking house,” which seems to be roughly 
synonymous ‘with bét marzéah. Some scholars have argued 
that bét misteh 16 tabd? in v 8 forms an inclusio with °al 146 
bét marzéah in 16:5 (note also the chiasm). 

The common denominator between the marzéah of 
Amos and Jeremiah is not its funerary characteristics but 
its association with drinking. This is similar to the picture 
we get from the Ug texts. The marzéah was an organization 
known for its drinking festivals which in some cases came 
to be associated with funerary feasts, perhaps due to the 
large quantity of beer which was consumed by mourners 
to console themselves. 

3. Elsewhere. The marzéah is mentioned in the follow- 
ing: (a) an unpublished Transjordanian “deed of removal” 
(spr mrhq) frorn the late 7th century B.c.£.; (b) 3 Phoenician 
texts including the Marseilles Tariff (KAJ 69.16), the Pi- 
raeus inscription (KAJ 60.1) and a recently published 4th 
century dedicatory inscription inscribed on a bronze philaé 
(Avigad and Greenfield 1982: 118-28); (c) an ostracon 
from Elephartine (Sayce 1909: 154-55; Lidzbarski Ephem 
3: 119-21), (d) a Nabatean text referring to “the marzéah 
of Obodas the god” (Dalman 1912: 92-94) and a series of 
fragmentary Nabatean inscriptions (Negev 1961: 127--38; 
1963: 113-17), (e) a large body of Palmyrene material (du 
Mesnil du Buisson 1962; Milik 1972; Bryan 1973: 170--97, 
213-25); (f) two rabbinic texts (Targum Pseudo -Jonathan and 
Sifre Numbers) referring to the Baal-peor incident in Num- 
bers 25; and (g) the phrase BETOMARSEA [= bét marzéah] 
E K(Al) MAIOUMAS on the Madeba Map. 


D. Conclusions 
Four features appear quite consistently throughout 
much of the marzéah material: the reference to a banquet 
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“house” belonging to the murzéah organization or guild; 
the reference to a leader (rb mrzh? or symposiarchés); devo- 
tion to a deity or deities; and a good deal of drinking. The 
LXX of Jer 16:5 translated marzéah to thiasos which evokes 
images of Bacchic revelry. The strongest evidence for the 
association of the marzéah with the deceased is the Naba- 
tean text referring to “Obodas the god.” Nabatean kings, 
starting with Obodas I were regularly deified. As a social 
institution, the marzéah was ar organization focused on the 
more affluent of the various societies (Greenfield 1976: 
455). 

In conclusion, banqueting Halls were commonplace in 
the ANE as evidenced by the textual and archaeological 
material (see Stager 1985: 172-87; King 1988: 137-61). 
One can only wonder whether drinking was used as a 
means of entering into communion with the dead. Com- 
pare the 3 parts of the Anthesteria (“opening of jars” 
[pithoegia], “beakers” [choes], “kettles” [chytri]) which was 
the collective name for the 3-day feast of Dionysus during 
the Anthesterion, the month when people thought that 
the ghosts of the dead returned (Burkert 1985: 238). 
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A. Introductory 

1. Greek Terminology. The Gk verb for “baptize,” bap- 
tizein, is formed from baptein, “dip,” and means “dip fre- 
quently or intensively, plunge, immerse.” By Plato’s time 
and onwards it is often used in a figurative sense (e.g., in 
the passive, “soaked” in wine, Plato Symp. 176 B). It appears 
4 times in the LXX: 4 Kgdms 5:14 (Naaman in the Jordan), 
Jdt 12:7 (purification), Sir 34:30—Eng 34:25 (purification 
after touching a corpse), Isa 21:4 (figuratively of lawless- 
ness). The noun baptisma is only used in Christian litera- 
ture, where it refers to the baptism of John or to Christian 
baptism. The word baptismos is used in a wider sense for 
dipping, washing (of dishes Mark 7:4), of ritual washings 
(Heb 9:10; John’s baptism, Joseph. Ant. 18.117; Christian 
baptism, Col 2:12 [variant]. A synonymous noun is loutron 
“bath” used of both ordinary and ceremonial baths, but in 
the NT only with reference to baptism. The correspond- 
ing verb louein “wash, bathe” is encountered in its everyday 
use in, e.g., 2 Pet 2:22 and John 13:10. It refers to cere- 
monial baths in Lev 15:11 and to Christian baptism (prob- 
ably) in the compound form apolouein in 1 Cor 6:11. 

2. Phenomenology. Rites of immersion were not uncom- 
mon in the world in which early Christianity developed. 
One type of symbolism with which they were frequently 
connected was that of purification: from sin, from destruc- 
tion, from the profane sphere before entering an holy 
area, from something under a taboo, etc. See, e.g., Lev 
16:4, 24 (the high priest before and after the rites of 
atonement); Leviticus 15 (on menstruating women); 1 QS 
3:5-9 (cleansing from sins); Sib. Or. 4.165 (a baptism of 
repentance); Joseph. Ant. 18.117 (on John’s baptism); Jo- 
seph. Life. 11 (on Bannus’ ablutions for purity’s sake); 
Apul., Met. 11.23 (purification at the initiation into the Isis 
mysteries); b. Yebam. 47 ab (on proselyte baptism). 

Such cleansings can take place when one stands on the 
verge of a new state in life or is entering into a new 
community or upon a new phase of life, etc. Thus they 
can function as rites of initiation or as rites of passage. 
Depending on the way in which one regards the situation 
being left behind and the one being entered, such rites 
can be connected with ideas of a new birth, of a new life, 
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or of salvation as contrasted to nothingness, chaos, death, 
or destruction. 

3. General Orientative Remarks. In this article attention 
is concentrated on the ideas of baptism conveyed by the 
different existing NT texts from the perspective of their 
historical situation. This does not mean that questions of 
“history of tradition” are totally left aside or that problems 
of the prehistory of motifs, etc., are not touched upon, 
nor that issues of origin are not dealt with. Such problems, 
however, play a less important role in this presentation. 
Although one’s way of assessing them often has conse- 
quences for one’s work on the Pauline material, for exam- 
ple, the NT passages themselves will occupy the center of 
interest. While the results of such exegetical work are 
subject to the same lack of security as those of all historical 
research, attempts at reconstructing backgrounds, origins 
and hidden developments and changes in a history of 
tradition—legitimate and necessary as they are—take place 
on even shakier ground. 

The reader should be prepared to allow for different 
understandings of our material. Insofar as texts are part 
of the communication process, it is normal to try to take 
into account the situation in which somebody said some- 
thing to somebody in order to achieve something. But that 
does not necessarily mean that the author’s basic ideas 
behind the text and their connotations were the same as 
those of the reader or audience even in the original situa- 
tion. If, for example, Paul himself, when writing Romans 
6, was not inspired by ideas concerning the initiates’ dying 
and rising with a divinity celebrated in some mystery 
religion, the readers of his epistles in antiquity might very 
well have had their understanding colored by such associ- 
ations or experiences (cf. ‘Tert. De Bapt. 5, accusing the 
cults of Isis, of Mithras, and of Eleusis of imitating the 
Christian rite). 

4. History of Religions Background. As already inti- 
mated, many religions in antiquity practised different 
washings and baths. This holds true for the mysteries of 
Eleusis, of Mithras, and of Isis; the OT prescribed several 
ablutions to be performed, rules which were observed by 
Jews also in NT times (John 2:6); the Qumran community 
laid a particular stress on them, and Bannus (Joseph. Life. 
10) and John the Baptist were not alone in practising 
baptisms outside of mainstream Judaism; other baptismal 
movements also appeared in the Transjordanian/Syrian 
area. Sometime during the Ist century C.E. proselyte bap- 
tism was introduced in Judaism, and when baptism re- 
ceived a central place in Mandeism, the rite as such was 
certainly no novelty, regardless of whether it should be 
regarded as pre-Christian or not. 

One should beware of assigning the same or even similar 
meanings to these rites. As rites they are open to several 
interpretations; in each case it is to be expected that the 
meaning of the rite is provided by the ritual context or 
otherwise through instruction or tradition. 


B. Baptism of John 

1. The Rite and Its Significance. The sources for our 
knowledge of John’s baptism are the notices in the NT and 
a brief passage in Josephus (Ant 18.116—18). The baptism 
he performed was closely bound to his preaching, which 
looked forward to God’s coming for judgment. He sum- 
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moned his audience to repentance from this perspective, 
and in view of the coming judgment one underwent the 
baptism “unto the remission of sins” (Mark 1:4; cf. Joseph., 
Ant 18.116—13). 

Although a scholarly consensus holds that John did not 
take over or adapt any particular baptism from his milieu, 
his appearance and preaching, as well as his baptism, can 
be regarded as one expression of expectations and ideas 
concerning the eschaton which are reflected in, among 
others, OT pseudepigrapha and Qumran texts. In addi- 
tion, passages of such contents often contain echoes of OT 
passages such as Deuteronomy 30-31, Isaiah 40, Ezekiel 
36, or Jeremiah 31. Thus, e.g., Jub. 1:22~25 and 1 QS 
4:18-23 look forward to a time of repentance, when God 
will cleanse his people from evil through holy spirit, or 
give them a holy spirit and cleanse them so they do not 
turn away from him any more. Furthermore, when NT 
passages aprcpos of the Baptist (Mark 1:2; Matt 11:3, 10, 
14; Luke 1:17, 78, etc.) indirectly refer to Malachi 3-4, 
this means aclducing a text which illustrates the spiritual 
climate in which John appeared. There, in the perspective 
of the coming Day of Yahweh, we encounter the following 
motifs: a messenger sent before God (3:1), God’s coming 
(3:1-2, 5), the coming of the Day (3:2; 4:1, 5), purification 
through fire (3:2—4), burning (4:1), returning to God (3:7) 
from sins against fellowmen (3:5) and against God (3:8-9, 
13-15), the sending of Eliah before the Day comes (4:5). 

John’s baptism took place in view of the “coming one,” 
who was to “saptize with the Holy Spirit and fire” (Matt 
3:11-12 = Luke 3:16—-17; to be preferred to Mark 1:8: 
“the Holy Spirit” only). The fire baptism is almost certainly 
an instance of judgment imagery (cf., e.g., Dan 7:10; Rev 
20:10; 4 Esdy 13:10; Mek. Exod. to 18.1; ed. Lauterbach 
vol. 2, p. 163); if we assume that “the spirit” is not a 
Christian interpretation, it may originally either have 
meant something like Isa 4:4 “a spirit of judgment and a 
spirit of burning”; or it may have referred to the positive 
outcome of the Day, which is more probable with regard 
to material lke the passages from 1 QS and Jud. just 
mentioned. 

The same background material also gives a reasonable 
context for distinguishing John’s baptism from most other 
ritual baths and washings in that one most likely under- 
went it but once and did not perform the rite on oneself 
but received the baptism passively. These features, under- 
stood in the light of the Jewish material cited above, 
indicate that John’s baptism meant that prior to the ap- 
proaching divine judgment the repentants who had con- 
fessed their sins received the gift of remission. (This seems 
more probable than interpreting the baptism as meaning 
an assurance or a hope of being remitted in the coming 
judgment.) In contrast to the Qumran community, John 
directed his call for repentance and baptism to all the 
people, notwithstanding which the rite came in fact to 
function like a rite of initiation into a group of people 
who, being pardoned, expected “the stronger one” to 
come. They also probably followed an ethic which was 
inspired by John’s preaching and its eschatological outiook 
(Mark 2:18; Luke 3:10-14; 11:1). John’s appearance in the 
wilderness and baptizing in the Jordan point to some sort 
of Exodus typology, meaning that here a renewed Israel 
was being created. The group hardly formed anything like 
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a community or a sect, but NT passages (Mark 2:18-19; 
6:29; Matt 11:2; Luke 11:1; John 1:35-37; 3:22; 25; Acts 
19:1—7; see also Ps. Clem. recogn. 1.54, 60; ed. Rehm), as 
well as certain traces in the Mandean material, point to the 
existence of groups that regarded themselves as “disciples 
of John,” both in his lifetime and after. 

In the NT gospels, John and his baptism are given a 
two-sided treatment. On the one hand, they are seen as 
the necessary preparation for Jesus, the Messiah; on the 
other, their importance is played down. For Mark, John 
and his baptism certainly belong to “the beginning of the 
gospel of Jesus Christ, God's son” (Mark 1:1), but his 
baptism is contrasted with that of him who follows after, 
“the stronger one,” viz., Jesus, who will baptize “with the 
Spirit.” (Consequently, Jesus does not begin his public 
preaching until “after” John has been arrested; Mark 
1:14). Mark does not return to the topic of baptism, but 
presumably his readers have had the common early Chris- 
tian conviction of being equipped with the Holy Spirit, and 
consequently have associated John’s words with Christian 
baptism. 

Matthew (3:5—6) does not say that John’s baptism was 
for the remission of sins—perhaps the evangelist was of 
the opinion that remission was only given through Jesus 
(Matt 1:21; 26:28). That the coming one was to baptize “in 
Holy Spirit and fire” (3:11) may possibly have been under- 
stood as saying 2 things: the “fire” probably refers to the 
judgment (3:10, 12; 7:19; 15:40, 42, 50; 18:9; 25:41), a 
judgment held by the Son of Man (13:40—43; 25:31-46). 
On the other hand, the Matthew context suggests that the 
baptism “in the Holy Spirit” is the baptism in the name of 
the Trinity (28:19), ordered by the risen Son of Man. 

In Luke the baptism with the Spirit clearly is the one 
described in Acts, through which “the coming one” gathers 
his people (Luke 3:17); since the author repeats John’s 
saying in Acts (1:5) without mentioning the fire (in spite of 
Acts 2:31), it seems that by baptism “in fire” (Luke 3:16) he 
refers to the future burning of the chaff, i.e., the annihi- 
lation of the evil in judgment. John’s water-baptism is 
contrasted to the Christian community’s receiving of the 
Spirit (Acts 1:5; 19:1-7). 

In the Gospel of John, finally, John’s water-baptism is 
still seen as ordered by God (1:33), but John’s role is only 
that of the precursor. He must “diminish” (3:30) at the 
arrival of him over whom the Spirit descends and who 
baptizes with the Holy Spirit (1:33). Thus, the importance 
of John’s baptism is further played down and contrasted 
with Christ’s Spirit-baptism. In the context of John, the 
latter means that through the completion of the work of 
the Son, leading to his “glorification” (cf., e.g., 7:39), the 
life-giving effects of this work are given to men (see fur- 
ther below, on John 3:5). 

2. Jesus’ Baptism by John. That Jesus was baptized by 
John is historically certain. It must have been embarrassing 
to the early Church that its Lord had taken on the ritual 
sign of repentance, and thus, in some way or another, 
regarded himself in the light of John’s preaching of con- 
fession of sins and a return to God in view of the approach- 
ing final crisis, including the coming of the stronger one. 
The history of tradition of the story is problematic (Mark 
1:9-11; the “Q” version, distinguishable in Matt 3:13-17 
= Luke 3:21—-22, is rather similar; see also John 1:32—34). 
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As presented finally in all 3 of the Synoptic Gospels, the 
story has a Christological accent. 

Thus, in Mark (1:9-11) the brief mention of Jesus’ 
baptism (v 9b) is immediately followed by a report of a 
combined vision and audition by Jesus, which make evi- 
dent to the reader who the main character of the Gospel 
is, viz., the divinely authorized messianic Son. In Matthew 
a dialogue between John and Jesus is added (3:14-15), 
which explains that Jesus is baptized, not because he—the 
stronger one—needs it, but because both of them must 
“fulfill (5:17) all righteousness,” i.e., the baptism belongs 
to that which God wants. This motif of righteousness is 
related to the sonship (in 3:17 proclaimed to others than 
Jesus): in Matthew divine sonship means radical obedience 
to God’s will (4:1-11; 26:39; 27:43). Thus, Matthew’s bap- 
tism story presents Jesus as an example in humility and 
obedience (Matt 5:9, 45). For Matthew’s reader, Jesus’ 
baptism may also have been taken to indicate that he 
became a model: as he was baptized, so were the Christians 
of later times (28:19), and as he fulfilled all righteousness, 
so righteousness was demianded from them (5:20; 28:20). 

In Luke’s version (Luke 3:21—22), the baptism itself is 
pushed even further aside and separated from what fol- 
lows through a reference to Jesus’ praying; in this way the 
language of the story moves it rapidly towards the public 
presentation and proclamation of Jesus as God's son, work- 
ing under God’s Spirit (3:38; 4:1, 14, 18). Finally, in John 
knowledge of Jesus’ baptism seems to be presupposed 
(1:32-34; 3:26), although it is not explicitly mentioned. 

We have seen that in their redaction Mark and Luke 
have not connected Jesus’ baptism with that of the Church, 
but given it a Christological function. So has Matthew, but 
in such a way that Jesus can be seen also as an example in 
baptism. On the other hand, Christian readers of Mark 
and Luke who believed that their baptism was combined 
with the receiving of the Spirit and who were wont to see 
themselves in some sense as God’s sons or children (Rom 
8:14; Gal 3:26)—or who at least knew to turn to God as 
“Abba” (Luke 11:2; cf. Mark 11:25; Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6)— 
might naturally have seen their own baptism prefigured in 
Jesus’ baptism by John. 


C. Baptism of the Early Church 

1. The Beginnings. a. Origin of Christian Baptism. 
Several reasons favor the assumption that baptism was 
practised from the very beginning in the early Church as 
some sort of initiatory rite. Not only does Luke take it for 
granted in Acts, but so do authors who represent other 
strands of the early Church and as far as we can see they 
do so independently of each other (Paul, “John,” “Mat- 
thew”). Indications that in some place there was no baptiz- 
ism from the beginning fail to convince most NT scholars. 
Thus, the lack in Matthew 10 of a commission to baptize is 
usually explained in other ways. The case is similar to that 
of the prohibition to go the Gentiles (10:5): In both in- 
stances Matthew has his reader wait until 28:17—20. Luke 
takes care of baptism as the initiatory rite in Acts 2. (It 
seems to have been an impossible thought to the synoptists 
to insert a commission to baptize into the story of Jesus’ 
public ministry.) Acts 18:24—19:7 certainly raises some 
questions for anyone who assumes that baptism was gen- 
erally practised in early Christianity from its beginning. 
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But it seems that the difficulty is rather the result of Luke’s 
redaction in combining the 2 passages than an indication 
that in the A.p. 50s there were Jesus-disciples who did not 
know of Christian baptism. 

Thus, if the practice of baptism was general from the 
beginning of the early Church, all the more intriguing is 
the question of its origin. John 3:22 and 26 suggest that 
Jesus had been involved in baptizing, but this is corrected 
in 4:2 which says that it was his disciples who baptized. 
Should this be a case in which John provides us with more 
and better historical knowledge than the Synoptic Gospels, 
it would point only to such an activity occurring at the very 
beginning of Jesus’ career. Jesus himself apparently did 
not baptize, and thereafter, in the main part of his public 
ministry, baptizing apparently had to give way to his 
preaching and disappeared. Thus, the Jesus who preached 
the gospel of the Kingdom and summoned people to 
conversion and belief, did not combine this proclamation 
with a demand for or invitation to baptism. 

The historical riddle is not solved by Matt 28:19, since, 
according to a wide scholarly consensus, it is not an au- 
thentic saying of Jesus, not even an elaboration of a Jesus- 
saying on baptism. Jewish proselyte baptism has been pro- 
posed as the usage the early Church took over and chris- 
tianized. The practice did exist in the Ist century c.E. and 
therefore early enough to be adopted by the Christians. 
Certainly it was more of an initiation rite than the purifi- 
cation baths and the sprinklings prescribed in the OT, and 
thus invites a comparison with Christian baptism. But it 
was not associated with any remission of sins or with any 
other eschatological meanings, nor was it a passive rite: 
one immersed oneself, although in the presence of 2 men 
learned in the Law (b. Yebam. 47a). Thus, proselyte baptism 
was hardly the occasioning factor behind Christian bap- 
tism, nor for that matter behind John’s baptism. 

Instead, according to a rather common scholarly opin- 
ion, John’s baptism is the point of departure of Christian 
baptismal practice. We have already seen that John’s bap- 
tism was connected with eschatological expectations, and 
so was the baptismal rite of the early Church (Acts 2:38— 
40; John 3:5; Rom 6:4-—5; Tit 3:5—7). Both were associated 
with an act of conversion and were performed “unto the 
remission of sins” (Mark 1:4; Acts 2:38 etc.). Repentance 
opened the door to a community which in some respect or 
another formed a preparatory stage for the eschaton. Thus 
each of the two rites also became a kind of initiation rite, 
which was only performed once. (This is certain in the 
case of Christian baptism and probably in that of John). 
Last, but not least, as already mentioned, both rites were 
received passively, in that someone else immersed the 
person being baptized or poured water on him. That Jesus 
and (some of) his disciples had been baptized by John 
should have favored the adoption of a baptismal rite, but 
as we now have them, the versions of the baptism of Jesus 
show no traces of its having been an etiological story with 
the function of explaining the adoption of the rite. 

If the early Church thus inherited its baptism from 
John, we would like to know the reason why but are only 
left with the impression that it was a natural practice—one 
did not have to defend or to explain it, at least not in such 
a way as to be visible in the documents left behind. But the 
conviction of Jesus’ followers that his resurrection brought 
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about a decisive shift in eschatological perspective (Acts 
17:31; 1 Cor 15:20—21; 1 Thess 1:10) is most likely to have 
been an important factor that made it natural to take up 
John’s baptism, loaded as it was with eschatological associ- 
ations. But the role of Jesus Christ and the Christ-event 
necessitated its becoming a baptism “into the name of the 
Lord Jesus” or something similar. 

b. “Into the name of the Lord Jesus.” It is relatively 
certain that ir. the early Church one commonly referred 
to baptism as being done “into the name of the Lord Jesus” 
or something similar. One strange thing with this phrase 
is that the construction in what seems to be its earliest 
form, viz. “into the name of . . .” (Gk ezs to onoma) was not 
otherwise used in normal Gk, except for the language of 
banking, in which it referred to the account/name “into” 
which a sum of money was placed. It does not occur in the 
LXX. 

NT scholarship has generally assumed that the phrase 
meant that the baptized person was dedicated to the heav- 
enly kyrios. One has either assumed (with W. Heitmiiller) 
that the one baptized was compared with a sum of money 
added to somebody’s bank account, or one has adduced a 
Mishnah passage quoted by P. Billerbeck, m. Zebah. 4.6, 
which states that a sacrifice has to be offered “into the 
name of the Name.” This expression is then understood 
as saying that the sacrifice must be offered to God. The 
difficulty with the first explanation is that it is hard to 
imagine how one came upon the idea of using such odd 
imagery. The second one certainly explains the Gk phrase: 
it is a literal translation of Heb-Aram lm/liwm. The sug- 
gested meaning of the phrase has not enough support, 
however, in the material adduced. The context of the cited 
m. Zebah. 4.6 rules that the sacrifice also has to be offered 
“into the name of the offerer,” i.e., that one should bear 
in mind who it is that presents the offering. This observa- 
tion shows that the Heb-Aram phrase does not have any- 
thing to do with dedication. Nor does the Gk phrase 
insofar as it would be a literal translation of the Sem 
wording. 

In this situation the present writer has suggested that 
the phrase wes coined by the Palestinian Church in Heb 
(or Aram) and that it was then translated literally into Gk. 
One should Icok, however, for a different meaning of the 
phrase than the ones noted so far. Among other usages of 
the /sm/lswm there was also one which is found in ritual 
contexts. Thus we hear of gatherings “into the name of 
Heaven” (m. ?Abot 4.11), of sacrifices slaughtered “into the 
name of the Name” (m. Zebah. 4.6), or “into the name of 
the mountains” (m. Hul. 2.8), of circumcision “into the 
name of Mount Gerizim” (¢. ‘Abed. Zar. 3.13), and of 
knowing “into whose name” one vows (m. Nid. 5.6). In 
these and similar examples the phrase indicates what the 
fundamental reference of the rite in question is. I]t is 
reasonable to assume that early Christianity characterized 
its baptism using this halfway technical language, and that 
the formula followed the rite also into Gk-speaking circles. 
Matthew is witness to the usage of the expression also in 
other contexts (10:41—42; 18:20), as well as applied to 
baptism (28:19). In Acts, Luke reveals that “into the name 
of the Lord Jesus” (Acts 8:16; 19:5) was the formula that 
he had learned. It is also known by Paul, perhaps as 
connected with another way of naming Christ (1 Cor 1:13, 
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15 say only “Christ,” Gal 3:27 “into Christ,” and Rom 6:3 
“into Christ Jesus.” 

Applying baptism to the analogies mentioned in the 
preceding paragraph should indicate that baptizing “into 
the name of Jesus” (etc.) meant that one saw Jesus as the 
fundamental reference of the rite. This could involve a 
negative and a positive definition. Negatively it distin- 
guished Christian baptism from other similar rites (not 
least the baptism of John, as in Acts 19:1—7). Positively it 
should suggest what baptism meant with Jesus as its fun- 
damental reference, viz., there should be some sort of 
Christology behind it. But the more specific implications 
of the expression are likely to have been different in 
different times and places. If it meant one thing in its first 
context, this would not preclude its being understood or 
interpreted in a different manner in another situation or 
by other early Christian theologians. 

In Acts 2:38 and 10:48 the phrase is “in the name .. .” 
(the Gk prepositions being ep: and en respectively). It has 
been assumed that they represent variant traditions. In 
the opinion of the present writer they should rather be 
explained as examples of Luke’s technique as an author of 
letting the characters in his book speak in a way that suited 
them. Thus Peter, the reverecl apostle, is made to express 
himself in a biblical style when talking of baptism in 2:38 
and 10:48: The prepositiona: phrases in these cases are 
common in the LXX (which Luke also imitates elsewhere), 
whereas, as we have seen, the Gk “into the name. . .” (eis 
to onoma) is both unbiblical and a bit strange as compared 
to normal Gk. 

It should also be mentioned, however, that both in Bibli- 
cal Gk and in rabbinic traditions the “name” phrases could 
be rather loose and have relatively small weight. Thus, in a 
rabbinical discussion one could slip from “into the name 
of x” to “into x” without changing the sense of the phrase 
(e.g., m. SAbod. Zar. 3.7; cf. l. SAbod. Zar. 48a). In Luke 
21:12, Luke can write “because of my name,” where the 
parallels in Mark and Matthew say “because of me,” and 
the same Luke in Acts 10:43 can write about forgiveness 
of sins “through his name” and in Acts 13:38 “through 
him.” Similarly in the Psalms, one calls “on the Lord’s 
name” as well as “on the Lord.” This flexibility probably is 
true also of the baptismal formula and would then be the 
explanation why Paul can switch between “into the name” 
(1 Cor 1:13) and “into” without “the name” (as in | Cor 
10:2 etc.). Such a flexibility may have facilitated Paul’s 
finding a particular meaning in the phrase “baptized into 
Christ,’—viz. that of being put into and united with the 
body of Christ. Luke’s usage of “in the name” (en or epi; 
Acts 2:38; 10:48), apparently without meaning anything 
else than do the “into” formulas, is another indication of 
how the name phraseology was not very fixed. In spite of 
the normal conservatism of ritual language, one was not 
totally bound; thus Paul is probably thinking of baptism in 
1 Cor 6:11, but there the phrase is “in the name of the 
Lord” instead of “into. . . .” 

The repeated use of “intc the name” etc., raises the 
question whether the name of Jesus (etc.) was actually 
mentioned at the ministration of baptism. In the NT, Jas 
2:7 has been cited as support for the supposition that it 
was. Herm. Sim. 8:6, 4 alludes to the passage, but without 
clear reference to baptism, while Just. J Apol. 61.10—-13 
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refers to such a practice using similar language. The usage 
of the im phrase in the rabbinic regulations may possibly 
add some extra strength to the supposition. It seems that 
when somebody presented an offering in the temple, he 
declared what kind of offering he was giving: cf., e.g., d. 
Pesah. 60a: “Behold, I slaughter the Pesah into its name,” 
ie., “this is a passover sacrifice.” The parallel would then 
intimate that the purpose or the fundamental reference of 
baptism was mentioned at the rite and that this was done 
in such a way that Jesus was mentioned. Indirectly Paul’s 
argument in | Cor 1:13, 15 also suggests such a practice. 

2. Corpus Paulinum. a. Paul. Paul does not present any 
direct teaching on baptism as such, but several times he 
argues other matters by making use of ways of thinking of 
baptism. In order that his argument be accepted by his 
addressees, he often refers to or quotes opinions on or 
understandings of baptism which have also been held by 
other early Christian theologians, including his opponents 
or those addressees whom he did not know personally. In 
most of these cases we can feel certain that Paul has agreed 
with them; in others he may have modified the opinion he 
cites (Rom 6:3—4) or just quoted it as an argument without 
sharing it (1 Cor 15:29). Given this place of baptism in 
Paul’s writings, we have to realize that his view on baptism 
is largely hidden behind his epistles, in which we mostly 
only perceive what he regards as implications or conse- 
quences of his theology of baptism. Consequently any 
attempt to make a historically based reconstruction of 
Paul’s thinking in these matters runs the risk of stressing 
wrong aspects and leaving out others which may have been 
important to him, but did not happen to be needed for his 
arguments in the letters we have access to. To these cau- 
tions should be added the circumstance that one of the 
more important texts, Rom 6:1—14, places the interpreter 
before an exceptionally great number of difficulties in 
terms of language, content, and function with regard to 
the receivers. 

In 1 Cor 1:12—17 Paul says that he is thankful that he 
baptized only a few of the Corinthians, “for Christ did not 
send me to baptize but to preach the gospel” (v 17). This 
remark is generally understood as showing no contempt 
on Paul’s part for baptism. Rather he let his coworkers 
baptize, and it is probable that baptizing meant not only 
performing the rite but also taking an active part in prep- 
aration for it. This can explain how people came to rally 
around a teacher like Apollos (1 Cor 1:12). 

As noted, Paul knows of the baptismal formula “into the 
name of... .” But in his arguments he may instead write 
“into (Gk es) Christ” (Rom 6:3; Gal 3:27; cf..1 Cor 10:2: 
“into Moses,” and 1 Cor 12:13: “into one body”), or “in 
(Gk en) the name of the Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Cor 6:11). 
In this way Paul connects certain concepts about Christ 
and his importance with baptism. Thus in 1] Cor 1:12 it 
seems that the “party” designations (“I belong to Apollos” 
etc.) make Paul think of one effect of baptism, viz., that 
one can say “I belong to Christ” (1 Cor 1:12; 3:23; Gal 
3:29). Then he immediately ironically states that he him- 
self was not crucified for the Corinthians, nor were they 
baptized “into Paul’s name.” This indicates that to Paul 
baptism somehow made Christ’s crucifixion a crucifixion 
“for” (Gk hyper) the one baptized. In other words, one 
“belongs to Christ” through baptism, which applies 
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Christ’s vicarious death to the person being baptized. Thus 
the soteriological center of Paul’s thinking was a central 
motif in his understanding of baptism. 

The preaching which gathered around this center had 
to be received in faith, a faith that meant that the believer 
was put right with God (justified), according to the con- 
tents of the kerygma. Inasmuch as it also is intimated that 
one enters this blessed state through baptism, the question 
arises regarding the relationship between faith and bap- 
tism. There is no tension or contradiction to be seen 
between the two. Thus, according to Gal 3:26-29 men are 
“God’s sons through faith in Christ Jesus,” but this state- 
ment is explained by the next one, which says “for all of 
you who were baptized into Christ, put on Christ.” One 
may say that faith is the subjective side of the receiving of 
the gift of salvation, baptism the objective side. Further- 
more, although 1 Cor 6:11 might be traditional, in its 
Pauline context it interprets the gifts of baptism as not 
only “you were washed,” and “you were sanctified,” but 
also “you were justified,” namely “in the name of the Lord 
Jesus Christ.” Here baptism is associated with all the wealth 
Paul otherwise connects with the salvific gospel which 
reveals the righteousness of God through faith (Rom 1:16— 
17; 5:1-2, etc.). 

Already the short remark in 1 Cor 1:13 and its implica- 
tions point to how Paul—and other early Christian theolo- 
gians—have wrestled, in part unconsciously, with a task 
that occurs in many religions: how to relate a fundamental 
divine act in the past to later times, be that act creation, 
the Exodus, the death and refinding of Osiris, or Christ’s 
death and resurrection. One needs a bridge between past 
and present, or, to use different language, an actualization 
of the past in the present or an understanding of the 
present in the light of the past. In our case, a kind of 
actualization of Jesus’ salvific act was made in the preach- 
ing of the gospel and in its reception in faith and in 
baptism as well. 

The topic of actualizing Christ’s death and resurrec- 
tion—the fundamental salvific act—reappears somewhat 
more specifically, in Rom 6:1-14, where it is part of Paul’s 
argument in defense of the principle of justification by 
faith without following the Law. His real or imagined 
opponents accuse him of holding that the law-free gospel 
he preached meant that one had better “remain in sin, in 
order that grace may abound” (3:8; 6:1, 15). Over against 
this accusation Paul launches a tightly knit and rather 
complicated argument, which partly makes use of ele- 
ments from tradition. His thesis is that “we who died to 
sin” cannot “live in it” (6:2). 

The argument takes its departure in the statement that 
baptism “into Christ Jesus” means baptism “into his death” 
(v 3), indeed, being “buried with him” (v 4) (cf. the tradi- 
tion in 1 Cor 15:3—7: “Christ died, ... was buried, . . . was 
raised . . .”) The statement in v 3 is something on which 
Paul and his opponents agree—otherwise the argument 
would not work. In other words, baptism “actualized” 
Christ’s death for the one being baptized. The dying and 
burial with Christ also had an aim, namely that, as he was 
raised, “so also we should walk in newness of life” (v 4b), 
i.e., here it is Christ’s resurrection which is actualized. In v 
5 the consequences of baptism are expressed in a slightly 
different way. The sentence presents them in a protasis- 
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apodosis construction. The protasis (v 5a) “if we are united 
with the counterpart of his death” is a variation of the 
statement concerning the sharing of Christ’s death (v 3). 
Also the apodosis varies the preceding argument, viz., that 
baptism means that one should walk in newness of life: 
“we shall be (united with the counterpart) to his resurrec- 
tion” (a literal rendering of a relatively common way of 
understanding the difficult construction.) It is now note- 
worthy that, according to Paul, baptism into Christ’s death 
meant life with the raised Christ in an ethical duty to 
“newness of life” in the present time (v 4b), and also a 
hope of sharing his resurrectional life in the (personal or 
cosmic) eschaton. (Some, however, take the future in v 5b as 
hortative.) From v 6 onwards Paul explains, reconfirms 
and develops his argument: “we (who died in baptism)” is 
specified as “our old person,” who was “crucified with 
(Christ),” i.e.. the former (“adamitic”) conditions under 
the reign of sin in hostility to God (cf. 5:10) or in estrange- 
ment from him, were abolished. Step by step, Paul then 
forces his way through to a conclusion in 6:12—14:; “Thus 
sin must not reign in your mortal body, so that you obey 
its passions” (v 12). He arrives there via these stepping 
stones concerning Christ: “somebody who is dead is not 
accused of sin (lit.: is justified from sin)” (v 7); Christ died, 
and did so “to sin once for all” (v 10); Christ is alive (v 9); 
Christ “lives to God” (v 10). Here are the parallel steps 
concerning Christians: “we died with him” (v 8); “you rust 
consider yourselves dead to sin (v 11a); “we shall live with 
him” (v 8); “wwe must consider ourselves alive to God” (v 
11b). 

This sketchy scrutiny of Rom 6:1—14 has pointed to 
some negative and some positive consequences of baptism 
as Paul sees it: It meant a liberation not from sinning, but 
from sin’s reign, from living according to the conditions 
of its power. Liberation is real but not automatic; it must 
be realized in a life lived to God, a life that looks forward 
to its fulfillment in resurrection (v 5, 8) and eternal life (v 
22-23). 

The baptismal liberation from sin’s power is a positive, 
dynamic factor in the life of the Christian: In Rom 6:4 it is 
called “newness of life.” This can be contrasted to “our old 
man” (v 6), and stands for new conditions in which one 
lives in and under Christ (cf. “new creation,” 2 Cor 5:17; 
Gal 6:15). These conditions are described in another pic- 
ture in Gal 3:27: in baptism one “puts on Christ.” In 
Biblical language, clothes can be a metaphor for life con- 
ditions, essential equipment, etc. (2 Chr 6:41 and Isa 
61:10: salvation; Ps 93:1: power; Bar 5:1: glory of God, 
etc.). Thus Christ, what he has achieved, what he is, and 
what he stands for, is the life-conditioning, decisive basis 
of a Christian existence. 

The same new conditions are also touched upon in 1 
Cor 6:11, “you were sanctified,” i.e., brought into a realm 
which more than others belongs to God and where he is 
present in a particular sense. This “sanctification,” to- 
gether with a “washing” and a “justification” took place “in 
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ” and “in the Spirit of 
our God,” i.e., the Christ-related blessings of baptism were 
given through the powerful working in the present by God 
himself, who stands behind the giving as well as the recep- 
tion of these blessings. Lastly it must be pointed out that, 
precisely as in Romans 6, Paul is arguing a case of morality 
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in | Cor 6: It is important to his argument that these God- 
given new life-conditions bring with them a duty to prac- 
tice them in an ethically responsible life. Once again, the 
eschatological perspective is present: In the argument Paul 
says as a warning, “The unrighteous will not inherit the 
kingdom of God” (6:9). 

That the Spirit is the power at work in baptism is also 
expressed in 1 Cor 12:13. Also here Paul takes a recog- 
nized opinion as a point of departure for an argument: 
“We were baptized in (or: through) one spirit into one 
body.” We need not discuss whether the Spirit is thought 
of here as the mode or the means of baptism into the one 
body-—it is both. But it is also a gift connected with bap- 
tism, as is seen from the next clause “and we were all made 
to drink of one Spirit” or, better, “we all had one Spirit 
poured over us” (v 13b). Possibly 2 Cor 1:22 also refers to 
baptism (as a seal) on which occasion God also gave the 
Spirit as a pledge—a pledge of the further eschatological 
gifts, the Spirit itself being one of them (Rom 8:23; cf. Acts 
2:16—21). 

1 Cor 12:13 also points zo another aspect of Paul’s 
thought on baptism: that it brings with it a unity of the 
ones baptized. This unity is constituted by the one life, 
which is given from and in community with the one Christ 
(in his body, the church in Corinth), as well as by the one 
Spirit. Whereas in 1 Cor this view is a point of departure 
for an argument concerning how to deal with the different 
pneumatic gifts, the same theme also appears in Galatians 
(3:26—29), and there is an argument for the view that 
Gentile Christians are God’s sons through faith and there- 
fore Abraham’s seed (see also 1 Cor 1:10—13). In both 
passages we encounter what raay be a traditional formula: 
“there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor 
freeman, there is no male and female” (the last clause only 
in Galatians; cf. also Col 3:11). This means seeing baptism 
as having rather radical consequences. The common life 
in Christ, into which one was baptized, implied a unity and 
a solidarity which questioned religious, cultural, and social 
conditions of the ordinary world order. 

It has been suggested that this close Christ-relationship 
which, according to Paul, is a consequence of baptism, was 
also implied in his use of the formula “(baptize) into 
Christ.” Namely, should this expression be understood 
locatively, so that baptism meant being put into Christ, the 
New Adam, a kind of corporate personality? As the ex- 
pression is so vague and, therefore, so capable of several 
interpretations, such an understanding is not impossible. 
For the same reason | Cor 10:2 (“our fathers . . . were all 
baptized into Moses”) cannot decisively speak against it, 
although the idea is certainly not that the Israelites were 
incorporated, so to speak, into Moses, but rather that 
“Moses” represented the salvation and revelation at the 
Exodus. 

Finally, Paul can also speak of the Christ relationship 
established through faith and baptism using terms of 
ownership (1 Cor 1:12; Gal $:27; cf. 1 Cor 3:23). That a 
man “belongs to” or is a slave to his god, who is his 
“master” or “lord,” is a common idea in the world of 
religions (see, e.g., Isa 44:5). Man’s god has him at his 
command and takes care of him. Given the widely spread 
confession of Jesus as the Lord (kyrios), the idea of belong- 
ing to him is near at hand (1 Cor 7:22). The metaphor of 
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sealing in 2 Cor 1:22 has a similar meaning and may 
possibly refer to baptism. As a matter of fact, the idea of 
being sanctified at baptism (1 Cor 6:11) has similar con- 
notations, for priests, offerings, buildings, etc., are “sanc- 
tified” (see, e.g., Exod 28:36; 29:44; Judg 17:3; 2 Chr 
29:5) to God, and belong to him for that reason; they are 
there for his service and are under his protection. We 
should also remember that an essential aspect in the think- 
ing concerning the covenant between God and his people 
was that he was their God and they his people (e.g., Deut 
29:13; for the new covenant see, e.g., Jer 31:31). 

b. Extra-Pauline Understandings of Baptism in Paul’s 
Letters. We have touched upon interpretations of baptism 
which Paul presupposes are known and accepted by his 
addressees. Since these addressees in some cases are un- 
known to him (which is largely true of his Roman address- 
ees) and are sometimes opposed to him (Romans; 1, 2 
Corinthians), it is reasonable to assume that these interpre- 
tations are also held by non-Pauline theologians in the 
early Church. 

Such “extra-Pauline” interpretations of baptism involve 
views of entering a relationship to Christ, receiving the 
remission of one’s sins for Christ’s sake (1 Cor 1:13; 6:11), 
dying and rising with him (Rom 6:3-8), becoming his 
possession or his slave (1 Cor 3:23; 2 Cor 1:22; Gal 3:29). 
The Spirit was somehow also connected with baptism in 
other minds than Paul’s. Thus, some have been of the 
opinion that the Spirit was at work in baptism and that 
Christians then were endowed with it (1 Cor 6:11; 12:13). 
In Rom 6:3-8 there are good reasons to believe that Paul 
subjects the more widespread view to adaptation. This 
view may have been that baptism meant sharing Christ’s 
resurrection (Col 2:12; 3:1), i.e., some sort of “realized 
eschatology,” whereas Paul is anxious to stress that the 
resurrection belongs to the future. The adaptation may be 
caused by an enthusiastic understanding of baptism that 
Paul has met in Corinth, and which he seeks to restrain. It 
can be discerned behind the overestimation of glossolalia 
(the language of the angels, | Cor 13:1?) and behind the 
denial of the coming death and resurrection (1 Corinthi- 
ans 15; 2 Tim 2:18). A belief that baptism ensured life in 
an almost magic way may also explain the practice of being 
baptized on behalf of dead people, mentioned in 1 Cor 
15:29. A similar attitude of overestimating the effect of 
baptism (and of the eucharist) in Corinth seems to lie 
behind | Cor 10:1—13. Paul attacks a sense of security that 
can be built on such an attitude. That “the fathers” were 
baptized (in the sea), ate the spiritual food, and drank of 
Christ (the rock) as Paul points out, did not save them 
from God’s wrath when they sinned. 

c. The Pauline School. The author of Colossians stands 
close to Paul and is well versed in his letters. (Note, how- 
ever, that some exegetes do not think that Colossians is 
deutero-Pauline.) In using baptismal motifs as a basis for 
arguing against a certain “philosophy,” he differs some- 
what from Paul’s thinking as seen in Rom 6:4—5: Accord- 
ing to Colossians baptism is not only a death and a burial 
with Christ (2:12, 20), but also a resurrection with him 
“through faith in the power of God who raised him from 
the dead” (2:12). The role of faith is natural also to this 
author, but it is emphasized that it is directed towards a 
victor: Baptism means, namely, sharing the destiny of 
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Christ who, in his resurrection, triumphed over the cosmic 
powers (2:15) which were the authorities to which the 
“philosophy” referred (2:8, 16-23). As united with this 
sovereign, the baptized Christians are carried—indeed 
even “filled”—by his divine “fullness” (2:9-10). Entering 
the flock of this supreme ruler meant being pardoned all 
previous sins (1:14; 2:13) and being saved from the power 
of darkness (1:13), and being moved instead by God into 
the kingdom of his son and becoming an heir of the lot of 
the holy ones in light (1:12). The life the Christian has 
“with Christ” after the death “with him” is a “hidden” one, 
but one which looks forward to glory at Christ’s “revela- 
tion” (3:4), which is to say that the present participation in 
Christ’s triumph is coupled with an eschatological expec- 
tation. 

Baptism is mentioned also under the imagery of circum- 
cision (2:11). On the one hand, this is made to signify that 
in baptism the “body of the flesh” (2:11), or the “old 
person and his deeds” (3:9), was put away, i.e., the previous 
conditions were changed in which one’s person was domi- 
nated by this-worldly, nondivine factors. On the other 
hand, it also indicated that the hindrance to belonging to 
God’s people was eliminated (cf. 2:13). 

The optimistic and empowering aspect of the conse- 
quences of baptism in Colossians is balanced by the pare- 
nesis in 3:1—4:6. As in Romans 6, it is a principal point 
that the life given in baptism has to be lived. The new— 
indeed radically new—conditions of a new humanity 
united with Christ and sustained by him as the true image 
of God (3:10-11; Gal. 3:27-28) imply an imperative to 
strive for their realization in life and may even have been a 
social challenge. 

Ephesians contains many echoes from the author’s 
thought on baptism, so many, in fact, that it has been 
suggested that the epistle is a baptism homily or represents 
a baptismal liturgy. This can hardly be regarded as more 
than conjecture. But given that the epistle stands in the 
same Pauline tradition as Colossians (although later), one 
cannot but recognize the indirect references to baptism 
and its impact. In Ephesians, however, as distinguished 
from earlier texts in the Pauline tradition, baptism is not 
brought in to serve an argument concerning something 
else, but seems to be almost the warp on which the whole 
letter is woven. 

Baptism becomes a focus of God’s immense salvific 
work: He is the one active behind it and in it (1:3—-14; 2:4— 
10), from the election before the foundation of the world 
and via the work of Christ on to the eschatological goal, 
the “heritage,” of which the Spirit is a pledge (1:14). The 
pre-Christian state of the addressees was like a death or a 
darkness or a sleep (2:1, 5; 5:8, 14). More specifically, they 
were sinful Gentiles, not belonging to God’s people (2:1- 
3, 11-12). But faith in the gospel of salvation, along with 
receiving baptism (1:13), meant forgiveness (1:7; 2:7; 
4:32) and life and light—already now—through Christ 
(2:5—6; 5:14). They were “sealed” through the Spirit of 
the promise (1:13), i-e., the Spirit signified that they be- 
longed to God and had the promise of receiving the 
heritage (cf. Ezek 9:4; Isa 44:5). Given this picture of the 
pre-Christian situation, baptism is not described as a death 
or burial with Christ, but as a resurrection with him, 
indeed, being enthroned with him (Eph 2:6). The Chris- 
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tian is carried by the same divine power as Christ (1:20) 
and has “access to the Father” (2:18), or using another 
image, the Christian is joined to a Temple of God, built on 
Christ, the cornerstone (2:20--22). This ecclesiological per- 
spective of “realized eschatology” is found also in 5:25~26: 
Christ gave |imself up for the Church “in order that he 
sanctify her, cleansing her by the washing of water, in the 
word.” In individual baptisms, Christ’s self-sacrifice is ap- 
plied, and the rite adds new members to the Church, 
which is presented as a bride, cleansed by the bridal bath. 
The phrase ‘in the word” is difficult: Either it refers to 
something said at baptism which in some way mentioned 
Christ and/or his work, or it has to do with Christ’s sancti- 
fying the Church through his word. That this Church is 
one is mentioned in the formula of 4:5—6: Baptism unites 
all believers in the same faith in the one Lord. 

Also in Eyhesians the new, real conditions given in 
baptism are the basis of a duty to live a moral life (4:22- 
24). The older conditions are certainly left behind (2:1, 5; 
5:8, 14), but nevertheless they still make their claims; so 
“the old man” must be put off and “the new man” must be 
put on (4:20--24), i.e., the life in Christ has to be realized 
as exemplified in the parenesis in 4:25-5:14. 

Also in Titus (3:5) baptism is the crucial point in the 
application of God’s saving act through Christ to the 
individual. In imitation of Paul, the author contrasts God’s 
grace behind this means of salvation to man’s deeds of 
righteousness, which did not bring this salvation. The pre- 
Christian situation is painted in dark colors: foolishness, 
disobedience, lusts, etc. (3:3). In baptism, however, God 
saved the Christian from this condition for a life of “right- 
eousness” (1 Tim 6:11; Titus 2:12; 3:7). The effect of 
baptism is described as “regeneration” (cf. John 3:5; | Pet 
2:2) and rer.ewal (cf. 2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15; Eph 2:15; 
4:24). The former imagery can be compared with the 
Jewish statement that a proselyte is as a newborn child (0. 
Yebam. 48b). Che renewal is effected by the Holy Spirit, the 
gift of which is connected with baptism, and it all gives the 
Christian the hope of inheriting eternal life (3:5-—7). ‘That 
the admonitions in 3:8—11 follow the utterances on bap- 
tism is a sigr. that also for this author baptismal renewal 
has to have a counterpart in real life. 

3. Gospel of Matthew. It has been noted above that 
Matthew’s version of the story of Jesus’ baptism (3:13—17) 
not only has a Christological point; it also presents Jesus’ 
baptism as a model of the audience’s baptism. Matt 28:19 
represents the evangelist’s conviction that his Church prac- 
ticed baptism in accordance with Jesus’ will and reflects the 
baptismal formula in use there (cf. Did. 7:1, 3). The main 
verb of the commission in 28:19 is “make disciples.” Be- 
coming a disciple in Matthew’s view means to cling to Jesus, 
to whom the Father has given all authority (v 18), listen to 
his words, and do his will. Baptism is the step into disciple- 
ship—faith is not mentioned, but is presupposed (cf. 18:6). 
Matt 18:20 (“gather ‘into’ my name”) demonstrates that 
Matthew retains what above was claimed to be the original 
meaning of performing a rite “into the name of .. .,” viz., 
that the name indicated the fundamental reference of the 
rite. What is new in Matthew is the mention of the Trinity 
in the baptisrnal formula (the actual thought of the Father 
and the Spirit together with the Son is found also in 
Ephesians 1--2 and Titus 3, dealt with above). God the 
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origin and goal, whom Jesus called his Father (7:21; 10:32; 
26:42 etc.) and whose will he performed (26:42), was also 
the Father of the disciples (5:16, 45, 48; 6:9 etc.). He 
turned to man in the words and works of the Son, but also 
in the Spirit, the power of the present, active God (1:18; 
12:28; cf. 10:20). Thus, the rite of baptism had as its basis 
the salvific work of a God who communicated with man in 
these ways. Probably the words of John the Baptist in 3:11 
(“baptize in holy spirit”) are seen as fulfilled in Christian 
baptism—because of the central position of Jesus Christ 
for discipleship it can be said that, in a sense, he is the one 
who baptizes. 

4. Acts of the Apostles. It should be borne in mind that 
Acts is simply a narrative telling how the witnesses of Jesus 
advanced step by step from Jerusalem to the world with 
the gospel (1:8). What is said of baptism therefore belongs 
to the story of this process and should not be isolated from 
it. The attempts to reconstruct different baptismal rites 
and/or theologies using Acts as a source rest on rather 
unstable ground, and will be left aside here. 

Luke takes baptism for granted. It is treated as the 
undisputed initiation rite of the Church, and when mission 
enters a new, decisive phase, baptism is mentioned as a 
natural step in connection with people’s acceptance of the 
message about Christ, i.e., becoming believers (or some- 
times “repenting,” 2:38; 11:18 etc.). Thus, baptism is re- 
ported at the following milestones in the narrative: 2:38— 
41 (Pentecost in Jerusalem); 3:12 (Samaria); 8:35—39 (the 
Ethiopian eunuch); 9:18 (Paul); 10:44-48 (Cornelius); 
16:14-15, 30-34 (Lydia ancl the jailer in Philippi); 18:8 
(Corinth). 

Entering the Christian community through faith and 
baptism means to be “saved” (2:40; 11:14; 16:30—31), and 
in 2:40 what one is saved from is specified: “this crooked 
generation” (cf. Deut 32:5), i.e., from those who have 
turned away from God. In 8:10—13 the magic practices of 
Simon form a dark background to faith and baptism. One 
side of this salvation is the remission of sins, which explic- 
itly is one of the gifts of baptism in 2:38; 10:43, 48; 22:16. 
However, both “salvation” and remission of sins are among 
the eschatological blessings which, according to Luke, are 
present already in the Christian community (2:17—21); the 
final kingdom is not yet there (1:6—8), but God is present 
in the community bestowing: some of the eschatological 
gifts. To these also belongs the Holy Spirit (2:17—18), the 
gift of which is connected with baptism (2:38; 8:14—-17; 
9:17-18; 10:47—48; 19:1-6). 

Four times Luke cites something like a baptism formula 
“in the name of Jesus Christ” (2:38; 10:48) or “into the 
name of the Lord Jesus” (8:16; 19:5). The differences are 
probably more a matter of Luke’s style than anything else 
(see “Into the name of the Lord Jesus” above), but the 
question arises as to what the expression may mean in the 
context of Acts. A likely suggestion is that the “name” 
expression indicates that the rite in some way was based on 
and/or was an objective application of the message about 
Jesus Christ which lead to faith in him. Basic points in the 
preaching of the apostles are these, according to the pro- 
gram in Luke 24:44—49: In Christ’s name one shall preach 
repentance and remission of sins to all nations (v 47), a 
presupposition of which is his (the Messiah’s) death and 
resurrection, predicted by the Scriptures (v 44—46); and, 
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in addition, his glorified status (v 50—51, 26) from which 
he sends the Spirit (v 49). Thus, the apostolic message, as 
presented also in the speeches of Acts, has some important 
items in common with what is said of baptism. The chris- 
tological basis of baptism is the same: Jesus is the vindi- 
cated and glorified one, the promised Messiah, the mighty 
and generous Sovereign, the Lord. The one who repents 
and believes is received by him and graciously pardoned 
(the death of Jesus seems to play but a minor part in this 
connection; compare, however, Luke 22:20). From his ex- 
alted position on the right hand of the Divine Majesty, 
Jesus sends the Spirit, who is active in the preaching of the 
gospel and in giving spiritual gifts. 

In 2 instances Acts seems to present “irregularities.” The 
first is 8:14—17, where Peter and John are reported to have 
to come from Jerusalem to Samaria to lay their hands on 
the baptized converts in order that they should receive the 
Holy Spirit. The second is 10:47—48, according to which 
the Spirit falls on Cornelius and those in his house, so as 
to compel Peter to order their being baptized. When 
regarded within the framework of the story of Acts as a 
whole, these irregularities can be explained without seri- 
ous problems. Precisely as irregularities they become sign- 
posts in the development of the Christian mission. In the 
Ist case the Samaritans’ place within the fulfillment of the 
promises is confirmed, and in the 2d the move into the 
Gentile world and the reception of uncircumcised Gentiles 
into God’s people are enforced by God’s Spirit itself. This 
is acknowledged by the Jerusalem Christians in 11:1—18); 
the conclusion is that “God has given the (opportunity of) 
repentance unto life also to the Gentiles” (v 18). 

Lastly, it should be mentioned that in Acts we can 
surmise some details in the ritual of baptism. A laying on 
of hands (with prayer for the Spirit) is mentioned in 8:15— 
17 and 19:6 (cf. 9:17); a question arises whether there is 
any hindrance that a particular candidate be baptized 
(8:36; 10:47); there is a mention or invocation of the name 
of the “Lord Jesus” (22:16) in such a way that the rite 
could rightly be called a baptism “into the name of the 
Lord Jesus” (or something similar). Finally, the designation 
“the believers” for the Christians may possibly indicate that 
the rite included a question as to whether one believed in 
Jesus the Lord (etc.), which received the answer “I believe” 
(cf. Hipp., Apost. 21.12-18, ed. Dix, and the variant read- 
ing in Acts 8:37). 

5. First Peter. Although baptism is mentioned only once 
in 1 Peter (3:21), it plays an important role as a basic 
presupposition for the presentation in the epistle. In fact, 
it is so important that scholars have suggested that it 
represents (parts of) a baptismal liturgy or a baptismal 
homily. Even though such a supposition may go somewhat 
too far, there is a wide consensus that 1 Peter makes 
substantial use of ideas associated with baptism. Further- 
more, such ideas, to a large extent, seem to be expressed 
in more or less established turns of phrase. 

The writer does not really argue a case in a progressive 
chain of reasoning, and thus the logical relationships be- 
tween the ideas are not always explicit. This is also true of 
the passages where baptism appears to be of some impor- 
tance to the contents. He seems, however, to want to 
strengthen and comfort his addressees in leading a faithful 
and moral Christian life in the face of pressures from the 
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surrounding world. He does so by affirming that suffering 
as Christ’s disciple is part of the discipleship and, not least, 
that the Christians also have a hope of glory—‘an inheri- 
tance imperishable and undefiled and unfading, kept for 
you in heaven” (1:4). 

Baptism is obviously a decisive part of the Christian 
initiation, to which the author refers repeatedly, although 
not explicitly, as a foundation of his exhortations. It is 
called a rebirth (1:3, 23; cf. 2:2); it means a new human 
existence, one brought about by God himself (1:3, 23) 
through his living word, the gospel (1:23-25). This new 
existence is sustained and guarded by God (1:5) and looks 
forward in hope to the coming salvation when Christ is 
“revealed” (1:4—5, 7, 9, 13, 21; 3:15). The Christ-relation- 
ship of the Christian initiation means, not least, that it is 
his resurrection that is the reason for the hope (1:3, 21) 
and for the salvific effects of baptism (3:21). His vicarious 
and redemptive passion and death are mentioned (1:2, 
18-19; 2:24; 3:18); they are apparently a presupposition 
for the possibility of being reborn, but are not brought 
into any explicit connection with baptism. In the present 
time, awaiting faithfully the coming glory, the Christians 
are tested (1:7) and may have to suffer as Christ had to 
(2:19-23; 3:14-18; 4:1-2, 12-14, 19). Being a minority 
(3:20), the addressees may feel tempted to conform to 
their old existence marked by Gentile vices (1:14; 4:2—4), 
but their new life means that they are holy, belonging to 
God (1:15—16, 22-25); so they are called instead to live 
this holiness in obedience in communion with Christ 
(1:13-14, 22; 2:1-10). 

In 3:20—21, the only passage in | Peter which explicitly 
mentions baptism, there are a couple of linguistic difficul- 
ties which complicate its understanding. Much, however, is 
clear enough. Thus, the OT story of Noah and the Flood 
(Genesis 6-9) is made to prefigure what baptism means to 
the addressees. Like Noah’s family they are few, living in a 
world which deserves judgment from a patient God. And 
as Noah and his family were saved in the ark, in a corre- 
sponding way the addressees are saved (present tense) 
“through water” in baptism. One of the linguistic difficul- 
ties occurs here, but regardless of how one tries to solve it, 
the meaning should be something like the one just inti- 
mated. The author’s explanatory comment does not make 
matters easier: Baptism is said to mean “not the removal 
of dirt of the flesh, but an appeal to God for a good 
conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ,” or 
“... but a pledge to God of a good conscience through the 
resurrection ...”. There is a tendency in modern transla- 
tions and commentaries to favor the latter understanding. 
Actually, it is in harmony with that which the author 
otherwise indicates as being one of the aspects of Christian 
initiation: namely, an upright entering into a covenant 
with God, a pledge to be holy and obedient (1:13—16; 22— 
23; 3:8—12), with divine salvation also implied. According 
to 3:21 this salvation is something taking place in baptism, 
and according to 1:5, 9 it is a goal, owned in hope. Its 
foundation, both in 1:5, 9 and 3:21, is Christ’s resurrec- 
tion, the Christ who is now enthroned in glory (3:22). 
Thus also in 3:19-—22 baptism means being brought by 
God into a new existence, different from the former one, 
and, because of Christ’s resurrection and glory, one can 
look forward to the glorious fulfillment. On the other 


BAPTISM 


hand, the new existence means engaging in a life that 
demands to be realized, even under pressure. 

6. The Johannine Writings. In the 4th gospel as we now 
have it, 3:1-21 is the only passage which, with some cer- 
tainty, deals with Christian baptism. (John 13:8-10 and 
19:34 are debatable as witnesses and, for that matter, 
hardly give more information than we already have in 3:1— 
21). 

It is important to take the whole of the dialogue of 3:1- 
21 into account when assessing 3:3, 5, where baptism is 
almost explicitly mentioned (“reborn” and “reborn of wa- 
ter and Spirit,” respectively). The dialogue is constituted 
by 3 phases, each leading to a statement of Jesus, intro- 
duced by a repeated “amen” (3:3, 5, 11). The Ist phase 
states the precondition of seeing the kingdom of God: 
being born anew and/or from above (the Greek word 
anéthen having both meanings; 3:3). The 2d statement 
specifies the Ist: in order to enter the kingdom of God 
one must be born of water and Spirit (3:5). In the 3d and 
prolonged statement, the conditional clauses of the Ist 
and 2d phases are changed into a semantically equivalent 
construction: “Whoever believes in him (i.e., the Son), will 
... have eternal life” (3:15). Thus, the basic question is 
how to attain. eternal life, which puts this term in its 
specifically Johannine context, i.e., it is owned already in 
this life (cf. 3:36; 5:24; 17:3, etc.). It is not this-worldly, 
limited and conditioned by “flesh” (3:6; cf. 6:63) or death 
(the implicit background of 3:14), but has its ultimate 
source in God (3:3, cf. 1:13) and depends on God’s loving 
initiative (3:16-—17). It has come to this world through the 
Son, whose life-giving activity in word and deed culmi- 
nated in his “exaltation” on the cross (3:14) and his ascen- 
sion (3:13). This “going to the Father” was the presuppo- 
sition for the giving of the Spirit, which pursues the work 
of the Son. Thus, though in its own way, the 4th gospel 
works out the Christ-connection of baptism. Christ’s death- 
exaltation makes its life-giving “possible” (3:9), viz., 
through the activity of the inscrutinable Spirit (3:8). On 
the other hand, faith on man’s side is the necessary dispo- 
sition for accepting this life (3:15—-18; cf. 1:12; 3:36; 5:24; 
11:25; 20:31, etc.). 

There is no clear mention of baptism in | John, although 
5:7-8 (the 3 witnesses, Spirit, water, blood) may refer to it 
as one testimony to the life-giving death of Jesus. At the 
same time, ideas which occur in baptismal contexts in 
other NT books are so numerous that there have been 
suggestions that the epistle cites parts of a rite of initiation, 
including baptism; that it reflects a baptismal homily: or, 
less specifically, that it contains echoes from instruction in 
connection with entrance into the Christian community. 
In any case, a central concept is the one of being born of 
God (2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:1, 5, 18; cf. John 3:5) and this out 
of his love (3:1; 4:9, 10, 16). Thereby Jesus Christ is of 
central importance (3:5; 4:9-10, 14). Sinless, he took away 
sin (1:7; 2:2; 3:5; 4:10). When the Christian life of the 
addressees “began” (2:24; 3:11), they received the remis- 
sion of their sins (2:12) and obtained life in the name of 
Jesus Christ (3:14; 4:9; 5:12); they were instructed not to 
love the worlc but to overcome it (2:15—17; 5:4—5) and to 
live under the Spirit (3:24; 4:13) in love for one another 
(2:7-11; 3:1&, 23; 4:7-11, 17-21), confessing Jesus as 
Christ, God’s Son (3:23; 4:2, 15; 5:1). This complex is the 
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frame of reference for the warnings and the admonition 
of the epistle: Being pure and holy they should live accord- 
ingly (2:1, 5-6; 3:3). It is quite likely that it reflects essen- 
tial features in the author’s thought on baptism. 

7, Other NT Writings. Heb 10:19-25 probably contains 
an allusion to baptism and baptismal practice: Using 
priestly imagery, the author summons his audience to 
“draw near,” “with the hearts sprinkled from an evil con- 
science and with the body washed with pure water” (v 22). 
This should refer to the remission of sins as a gift of 
baptism. In 9:9-10, 13-14, etc., the remission is brought 
about by Christ’s self-sacrifice, which, then, would be “ap- 
plied” in baptism. There is a homology connected to 
baptism, a confession to Christ which gives hope (10:23; 
see further 3:1; 4:14). A 2d conversion for the one who 
willfully turns away, is declared to be impossible in 6:4—6 
and 10:26-29. The idea is probably also associated with 
baptism, which meant “enlightenment,” “tasting a heav- 
enly gift,” “partaking of the Holy Spirit,” and of “the power 
of the coming age” (6:4—5). Given the short eschatological 
perspective of the author (10°37), he has no hope for the 
renegade. The same Hebrews 6 seems to start with a 
reference to the instruction given to the catecumens (v 1- 
2). 

If 2 Pet 1:9 refers to baptism, it represents a widely 
spread early Christian conviction in its understanding of 
it, when it mentions cleansing from previous sins. 

Mark 16:16 does not belong to the original gospel of 
Mark, but to a secondary, though canonical ending, dating 
from the 2d century (16:9—20). Verses 15-16 contain a 
commissioning of the disciples to preach the gospel to the 
whole world. This proclamation is received in belief or 
unbelief, and as usual belief is combined with baptism. As 
in Tit 3:5 and 1 Pet 3:21, it means salvation. Here it means 
the salvation at the eschaton and is contrasted to condem- 
nation, the lot of those who have not accepted the procla- 
mation. 

8. “One baptism’”—Many Interpretations? The pres- 
entation above has investigated the different ways in which 
some early Christians have thought about baptism. The 
differences are great enough to justify the conclusion that 
one can hardly add all the views together, call the result 
“The NT Doctrine of Baptisra,” and assume that one has 
done justice to the NT authors by doing so. This is so, 
even when taking into consideration that Paul is the author 
who beyond comparison delivers the most material on the 
topic and easily may dominate such an additive presenta- 
tion. Given the differences, there are, however, more re- 
semblances between the different witnesses than one 
might expect in view of the foregoing exposition. It may 
therefore be justified to conclude with a few words on this 
aspect. 

At the very beginning of Christian baptismal practice 
there were some aspects and circumstances pertaining to 
it which seem, somehow, to have been determinative for 
the ways in which different theologians and traditions in 
early Christianity came to think of baptism. In all proba- 
bility, the rite was taken over from John the Baptist, which 
has an important implication: that eschatological expecta- 
tions similar to those of the Baptist were associated with 
Christian baptism. Another decisive element was the con- 
viction that Jesus had risen “rom the dead and that his 
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resurrection meant a new situation in man’s relationship 
to God, notably as seen in the (short) eschatological per- 
spective. Furthermore, baptism was connected with the 
Christian preaching to Jews and Gentiles; it had the Christ- 
event at its center and demanded conversion and/or faith. 
Lastly, the ones who believed were baptized “into the name 
of the Lord Jesus” (etc.), which presumably meant that 
Jesus the Lord—his person and his work—was the funda- 
mental reference for the rite. 

NT interpreters of later times easily overlook the con- 
stancy with which the eschatological outlook reappears in 
baptismal passages in the NT. It is realized in different 
ways: in demand for ethical responsibility in view of the 
approaching judgment; in references to the hope which 
looks forward to the final salvation or to the promised 
heritage; in the question how one enters the kingdom of 
God or receives eternal life. 

But the eschatological perspective does not only mean 
looking forward. It also means an inaugurated eschatol- 
ogy, in that the salvific gifts of the eschaton are regarded as 
already present, although in varying degrees and in differ- 
ent ways by different authors. The Christ-event, especially 
the resurrection of Christ, is the beginning of this inaugu- 
rated eschaton; the preaching of the gospel continues this 
inauguration; and baptism is the door through which men 
enter it In connection with faith and/or conversion. It 
means leaving behind sin, alienation from God, etc., and 
entering a new, trusting, and sound relation to God. The 
remission of sins and the activity and presence of the Holy 
Spirit thus belong to the gifts of this inaugurated eschaton. 
These radically new life-conditions are described in differ- 
ent ways, often in terms from Jewish eschatological expec- 
tations. They imply a duty to lead a Christian life which 
deserves this designation. The degrees in which one be- 
lieves eschatology to be “realized” vary, and we encounter 
a relatively wide range of views. On the one hand, there is 
the eschatology behind 2 Tim 2:18 which is “over-realized” 
according to Pauline standards, and several scholars sug- 
gest that the case is the same with some enthusiasts in 
Corinth. On the other hand, there are the more tempered 
views of the authors of Acts or of the Epistle to Titus. 

When baptism is performed “into the name of the Lord 
Jesus” (etc.), this indicates the key position held by Christ 
in relation to this inaugurated eschaton. It was inaugurated 
through his life, death, and resurrection. And though he 
was also the extramundane guarantee and point of orien- 
tation of the new life-conditions, he was nevertheless not 
distant. 

It seems fair to suggest that the general ideas concerning 
early Christian baptism, intimated in the preceding few 
paragraphs, form what appears to be a common ground 
on which different theologians and traditions of the early 
Church have developed their understandings of baptism 
in keeping with their respective theological outlooks. This 
is not to say that this common ground should be something 
like an abstraction or generalization of NT statements on 
baptism which one could call the NT doctrine of baptism. 
But in so far as such a “doctrine” is to have a basis that ts 
historically motivated, it should do justice to the general 
aspects of baptism found on this common ground. How- 
ever, such a statement already means starting to ask her- 
meneutical questions which need to be dealt with when 
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wrestling with such a “doctrinal” problem, but which can- 
not be taken up here. 
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BAQ‘AH VALLEY (JORDAN). A valley 15 km NW 
of Amman and 625 meters above sea level on the Transjor- 
danian plateau which has been the focus of a University 
Museum (Univ. of Pennsylvania) expedition since 1977. 
The project is under the general directorship of P. E. 
McGovern and has been jointly funded by the Museum 
and its Applied Science Center for Archaeology (MASCA), 
the National Geographic Society, the Jordanian Depart- 
ment of Antiquities, and several private foundations. A 
major goal of the project, in addition to recovering strati- 
graphic sequences of poorly known periods, has been to 
demonstrate how scientific techniques can be integrated 
into archaeological investigations, especially salvage oper- 
ations where constraints of time, manpower, and money 
exist. 


A. General Description 

The Baq‘ah (derived from the ancient Semitic root for 
“valley”) is 2 unique geomorphological feature on the 
plateau at tke juncture of three flexures in the earth’s 
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crust. Its elliptical, self-contained area of 10 x 5 km stands 
in marked contrast to the surrounding terrain of hills and 
deep wadies cutting down to the Jordan Valley. The almost 
continuous human occupation of valley from the late Mid- 
dle Paleolithic (ca. 50,000 years ago) to the present is a 
consequence of several factors: its centralized position on 
the plateau (the ancient King’s Highway probably ran 
through the middle of the valley); the rich soil (terra rossa) 
suitable for agriculture; one of the highest concentrations 
of perennial springs on the plateau; a moderate upland 
climate sustaining diverse plant and animal species; and 
other natural resources (e.g., large clay deposits). 


B. Archaeology of the Valley 

Based on the data recovered in four seasons of survey 
and excavation (1977, 1978, 1980, and 1981), five periods 
in particular stand out: (1) the Early Bronze Age; (2) the 
Late Bronze Age; (3) the Early Iron Age; (4) the Late Iron 
Age, extending into the Persian period; and (5) the early 
Roman period. 

Archaeological investigation has focused on the NW 
(Umm ad-Dandanir) region of the Baq‘ah, which has more 
springs and visible ancient remains than any other sector 
of the valley. See Fig. BAQ.01. A 52.5-hectare area was 
systematically traversed, ancl based on artifact clusters, 
architectural remains, and specific research problems, sev- 
eral sites were chosen for geophysical prospecting. With 
the additional subsurface data from the latter surveys, 
certain areas were then targeted for test excavations. The 
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BAQ.01. Area map of Umm ad-Dananir region of the Baqah Valley. (Courtesy of 
PE. McGovern.) 
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archaeological results of such an approach attest to its 
value. Other areas of the valley, according to a preliminary 
assessment, would appear to have had much sparser occu- 
pation, apart from Tell Safait on the SW periphery of the 
valley; the stratigraphic sequence of this site is comparable 
to that of Khirbet Umm ad-Dananir (below). 

1. Early Bronze Age. Urban settlement began in the 
Baq‘ah at least by EB II (ca. 2900 B.c.). The impressive site 
of al-Qesir (“the fortress”; site 7 on Fig. BAQ.O1) covers 
the 5-hectare summit of the hill of the same name at an 
elevation of about 800 m above sea level (200 m above the 
valley floor). An encircling stone fortification wall further 
enhanced the site’s defensive position. Al-Qesir is one of a 
number of large hilltop EB settlements in central Transjor- 
dan, none of which has as yet been excavated. 

Aerial photography revealed the ground plans of many 
circular and rectangular stone buildings. Cisterns up to 
several hundred meters in diameter, hewn out of the 
bedrock, were located on four sides of the summit. System- 
atic sharding of the area within the walls showed that the 
site had been most intensively settled during EB II-III (ca. 
2900-2300 B.c.). A marked decrease in occupation oc- 
curred in the subsequent transitional period of EB IV (ca. 
2300-1950 B.c.), after which the site was abandoned. 

2. Late Bronze Age. LB remains are exceptionally well 
represented in the Umm ad-Dananir region, considering 
that no earlier survey had found evidence for the period 
and that the traditional hypothesis (see Glueck 1970, 
which is a later modification of his 1940 hypothesis) main- 
tained that Transjordan S of the Wadi Zargqa had been 
occupied primarily by nomads or “semi-nomads,” with 
urban centers confined to a few larger sites, throughout 
the MB and LB Ages. The archaeological findings from 
the Baq‘ah over the past eight years conflict with this 
hypothesis (McGovern 1986a), and in conjunction with 
investigation elsewhere on the central! plateau, it now ap- 
pears more reasonable to posit a settlement pattern of 
variously sized LB communities, at least in the area from 
the Wadi Zarqa S to Madaba (cf. Harding 1967: 32-34; 
Zayadine 1973: 19-21). 

A large LB cemetery of 20 burial caves on the lower 
slopes of Jebel al-Qesir and Jebel al-Hawayah (Fig. BAQ.01) 
were located and investigated. Many of these had been 
fully or partly robbed out, but it was possible to obtain 
details about the sizes and shapes of LB caves (circular, 
elliptical, and two-chambered, with maximum dimensions 
varying from | to 10 m) and their phases of use. The 
location of undisturbed caves and burial deposits was 
achieved using a highly sensitive magnetic detecting de- 
vice, a cesium magnetometer. The burial features were 
generally silted-up features, and the greater accumulation 
of soil was more magnetic than the surrounding bedrock; 
consequently, they showed up as magnetic highs, even 
where there was no visible evidence of tombs on the 
surface. 

The two most important LB burial deposits were recov- 
ered from Caves A2 and B3, belonging to LB I (ca. 1550- 
1400 B.c.) and LB II (ca. 1400-1200 B.c.), respectively. 
From a sounding confined to a 20-m area of Cave A2 
(about a quarter of the tomb) came over fifty whole vessels, 
numerous small finds (including 4 scarabs, 4 cylinder seals, 
and 75 glass beads), which had been buried with 22 indi- 
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viduals of both sexes and various ages (infants, children, 
adolescents, and adults). The burial assemblage, which was 
similar to that of urban communities elsewhere in Palestine 
(e.g., Tomb 1145 at Megiddo [Guy 1938: 94-99] and Tomb 
1 at Pella (Smith 1973)), testified to a sedentary lifestyle 
and well-developed trade connections. This was also borne 
out by the local origin of the majority of the pottery; it 
derived from a clay deposit in the wadi near the spring of 
‘ain Umm ad-Dananir as confirmed by neutron activation 
analysis. 

The urban character of the LB Baq‘ah community was 
further emphasized by the finds from Cave B3, including 
about 300 vessels (most of which were made from the local 
clay), 4 Mycenaean ITIB/IIIA(2) stirrup jars (from central 
mainland Greece, according to their chemical profiles), a 
Cypriot White Slip II “milk bowl” and Base Ring II juglet 
fragments, and a large collection of jewelry (including an 
iron anklevbracelet fragment comparable to Iron IA ex- 
amples, a cylinder seal, an Egyptian signet ring, and glass 
and faience beads). The burial goods were associated with 
a minimum of 64 individuals of all ages and both sexes. 
The principal paleopathologies (arthritis and dental car- 
ies), which were also observed in the Cave A2 population, 
are characteristic of sedentary groups, and two cultivants 
(emmer wheat and bread or club wheat) from Cave B3, 
along with the remains of large herding animals (cattle) in 
both LB burial caves, supported this interpretation. 

The LB settlement at Khirbet Umm ad-Dananir (site 3), 
although thus far excavated only to a limited extent, pro- 
vided the remaining piece of the puzzle posed by the 
burial cave evidence. The site was strategically situated on 
a cliff overlooking the pass into the Baq‘ah through the S 
branch of the Wadi Umm ad-Dananir, along which an 
ancient route to the Jordan Valley probabiy ran. It was 
located downhill from the EB settlement of al-Qesir 
(above) on the same hill and closer to the strongest spring 
in the region, ‘ain Umm ad-Dananir. 

Detailed mapping of visible surface remains showed that 
an area of approximately 2.5 hectares had been enclosed 
by a wall comprising two lines of boulders (1—-1.5 m in 
length). The size and stratification of the site, as revealed 
by subsequent excavation, are considerable by Transjor- 
danian standards. 

A major discovery was made in the one excavation 
square where LB levels were reached. More than 3 m from 
the surface, beneath primarily Iron Age and Roman re- 
mains, an LB II refuse pit, about 1 m in diameter and 0.5 
m deep, was exposed and half excavated. It was found to 
contain the charred remains of a variety of animals (sheep/ 
goat, Equus, cattle, and some kind of carnivore, possibly a 
mountain lion), half of a hollow bull rhyton (almost iden- 
tical to an example from Cave A2), and several large 
pottery vessels (kraters, jugs, bowls, a storage jar, and a 
cooking pot), which were all made from the local clay and, 
except for their larger sizes, were identical to pottery types 
from Cave B3. Further, the clay lining of the pit merged 
with a floor that was attached to a boulder wall similar to 
the proposed city wall. The pit can be compared to refuse 
pits in the vicinity of buildings at other LB sites (e.g., the 
Lachish Fosse temple). Its contents and association with a 
massive wall point to a well-established sedentary commu- 
nity during this period. 
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Rujm al-Heni East (site 1), which is more than 500 m 
SW of Khirbet Umm ad-Dananir, near the middle of the 
valley, was most probably constructed in the LB Age 
(McGovern 1983), as evidenced by the discovery of over 20 
LB sherds from a surface survey and five test soundings. 
However, the deposition on the inside was less than 1.0 m 
thick and only several courses remained of the structure, 
most of whose large boulders (over | m in length) had 
most likely been used to construct the corners and towers 
of Rujm al-Heni West (site 2) in the Iron IIC/Persian 
period. Moreover, the LB sherds all derived from mixed 
loci containing Roman, Byzantine, and Islamic material, 
and may represent only robbing and dumping activity 
sometime between the Roman period and the present. 

The surface ground plan of Rujm al-Heni East resem- 
bles that of the LB Amman Airport Building (Hennessy 
1966: figs. 1 and 2, pl. 33A), 15 km to the SE. The latter is 
of the Quadratbau architectural type, which, as the name 
implies, has a square layout with a central unit (“court- 
yard”) surrounded by outer rooms. Because of the rich 
deposits within the airport building and the minimal evi- 
dence of a permanent settlement in that vicinity (Hennessy 
1966), it was proposed that the building might have been 
a tribal shrine, possibly a temple or mortuary cult struc- 
ture of a nomadic group such as the Israelites (Campbell 
and Wright }969). Rujm al-Hena East provided the oppor- 
tunity to test this hypothesis at another building of a 
similar type. 

Rujm al-Hend East differed from the airport structure 
in being rectangular (ca. 24 x 31 m) and in not having any 
surface remains of crosswalls that defined the central 
courtyard and rooms on the north. An electrical resistivity 
survey was first carried out to locate additional crosswalls 
and to determine the extent of buried structures in the 
vicinity, which might constitute a settlement. This geo- 
physical technique takes advantage of the fact that dense 
materials (such as the stones of a wall) will block an applied 
electrical current and give higher resistivity readings than 
the surrounding soil. 

The follow-up test excavations revealed that most of the 
high anomalies were due to irregularities in the near- 
surface bedrock. An undated wall, found extending sev- 
eral meters westward, along the same line as one of the 
interior walls, might belong to a pathway boundary, an 
addition to the building, or a separate structure. No addi- 
tional interior crosswalls, however, were discovered; in- 
deed, several crosswalls on the E and S sides of the building 
proved to be secondary. Thus, it is likely that the original 
layout completely lacked crosswalls, which would represent 
a major departure from the classical Quadratbau type. On 
the other hand, there might well be variant architectural 
traditions of the same general type, especially in the Am- 
man area, where boulder construction was common (e.g., 
the Iron IIC/Persian gasr type buildings could be rectan- 
gular or square and did not adhere to a fixed pattern). 
Possibly, Rujm al-Heni East served as an agricultural villa 
(cf. ArchPal 2.6, 92-93 on the interpretation of the MB ITI- 
LB I Quadratbau structure on Mt. Gerizim). It was built on 
a bedrock outcrop in the midst of rich agricultural fields, 
like the Iron IIC/Persian structures which probably func- 
tioned as farmsteads (below); and as the nearby primary 
settlement at Khirbet Umm ad-Dananir increased in popu- 
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lation, it would have been an obvious area in which to 
expand. 

3. [ron IA. An early Iron Age burial cave (A4), which 
was located by the magnetometer survey, turned out to be 
one of the largest tombs of this period ever discovered in 
Palestine. Into a circular cave only 4.5 m in diameter, 227 
individuals of all ages and both sexes had been crammed. 
Most of the burials had been secondarily disturbed and 
commingled as a result of moving older skeletons to make 
space for new interments. The cave had two entrances: the 
main one, which was blocked by five boulders and which 
faced onto a 20 m? “forecourt,” entered by a sloping ramp; 
and a back entrance, with a single boulder wedged into it 
and with a series of bedrock steps leading down from it 
into the cave. 

The associated burial goods attested to a lower standard 
of living and fewer foreign contacts in Iron IA than in the 
LB Age. Thus, the pottery vessel-to-burial ratio (70:227) 
for Cave A4 was approximately the inverse of that for the 
LB burial groups. Imports were limited to marine mol- 
lusks, most of which were cowries from the Red Sea. Even 
more notably, marked changes were apparent in the three 
basic industries: pottery, metals, and silicate technology. 

In the case of the pottery, some of these changes could 
be traced back to LB II. The amount of inclusions (quartz 
and especially calcite) gradually increased from LB I 
through Iron IA, even though the same clay source at ‘ain 
Umm ad-Dananir was exploited throughout this period. 
Perhaps to avoid calcite disintegration, lower firing temper- 
atures became the rule in the early Iron Age. 

A similar trend can be traced in fabrication techniques. 
Whereas most vessels were made on the wheel in LB I, coil 
building of medium-sized vessels was the preferred 
method in LB II. Coil building became the exclusive 
technique in Iron IA, often with a greater appreciation 
for the advantages and limitations of the materials and 
method. Rather than representing a low point in the 
Palestinian potter’s craft, coiling, turning, surface wet- 
smoothing, trimming, and firing were now directed toward 
making pottery well suited to the admittedly poorer clay 
body. Well-contoured forms whose walls and bases were 
trimmed to a uniform narrow thickness were the result. 
Some of the changes in traclitional pottery styles and the 
introduction of new forms in Iron IA may reflect this 
transformation in the pottery industry. Similarly, the rel- 
ative lack of paints and slips in the early Iron Age may well 
be more a function of the reduced availability of fine clay 
fractions than of a deliberate change or the introduction 
of a new tradition from the outside. 

One of the most important discoveries in the Iron IA 
burial cave was a group of 11 complete mild steel jewelry 
artifacts (anklets, bracelets, and rings), which more than 
tripled the number of published iron objects from early 
Iron Palestine. Some continuity between the Bronze and 
Iron Ages was evident from the discovery of a similar iron 
anklet or bracelet in LB IH Cave B3. However, the number 
of Iron IA artifacts and their very uniform carbon com- 
position demonstrated an especially well-developed metal- 
lurgical expertise in smelting and working iron (steel) in 
Iron IA. The 78 copper-base artifacts, again only jewelry 
and of essentially the same types as those in iron (steel), 
exhibited similarly high technological standards; they were 
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exclusively tin-alloyed bronzes which had very consistent 
and high levels of tin, averaging 11 percent. 

Glass/frit technology, which probably developed locally 
on the central Transjordanian plateau in the LB Age 
(McGovern 1985b), had virtually disappeared by Iron IA 
in the Baq‘ah. Only one faience, two frit, and five beads of 
a dark red glass were found in Cave A4. The high amounts 
of iron oxide in the red glass (up to 50 percent by weight 
in contrast to the 5-10 percent content in LB red glass) 
suggested that they were reworked iron ore slag, which 
constituted a by-product from the contemporary iron 
(steel) industry. 

By the early Iron Age, a very obvious shift was apparent 
in the three basic industries. The specific changes leading 
up to the transformed industries, however, had already 
begun to occur in the LB Age, and presumably some of 
the underlying causes of change were to be found in the 
earlier period as well. Moreover, the lack of traumatic 
injuries in the LB and early Iron populations, as well as 
the total lack of weapons in Cave A4, suggested that these 
changes had come about peacefully. Cultural continuity 
between the LB and early Iron periods was clear from the 
uninterrupted use of the same cemetery and the continu- 
ous occupation of Khirbet Umm ad-Dan§anir into Iron IA 
(numerous surface sherds of the latter period were recov- 
ered, although excavated evidence is yet to be recovered, 
possibly because the Iron IA settlement was small in size). 

The changes in the three basic industries (pottery, met- 
als, and silicates) on the central Transjordanian plateau 
can best be understood within a framework of indigenous 
socioeconomic transformation (in contrast to the standard 
hypotheses for understanding the LB/early Iron transi- 
tion: invasion, peaceful infiltration, or peasant revolt). The 
very isolation of the central Transjordanian plateau and 
the availability of certain raw materials there (e.g., copper, 
iron, and manganese ores) might account for some of the 
changes. Well-documented invasions elsewhere in Pales- 
tine, particularly along the coast toward the end of the LB 
Age, would also have had serious repercussions on the 
socioeconomic structure of city-states in the interior of the 
country. An even more general circumstance contributing 
to change would have been a gradual climatic deterioration 
with lower precipitation levels, beginning in LB II (Horo- 
witz 1978; for Greece, see Betancourt 1976). With a con- 
tracting subsistence base, the symbiotic relation between 
transhumant and sendentary groups would have been 
seriously threatened. 

If this reconstruction is correct, at least in its general 
outlines, then the LB city-state could not have survived. 
Many of those in the urban population, who would have 
been thrown out of work by economic dislocations, would 
have needed to seek out alternative means of support. The 
establishment of small outlying village communities, which 
have been documented in other parts of the hill country, 
and the contraction of larger settlements would be antici- 
pated. The consolidation of technological advances in a 
frontier setting, even its accentuation as a manifestation of 
the “new culture,” especially after the collapse of hierar- 
chical control in the urban centers, would also be expected. 
For example, in the case of the highly innovative iron 
(steel) industry, one of the few known sources of iron ore 
in the Levant is located a short distance N of the Baq‘ah in 
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the Wadi Zarqa-Ajlun area, which appears to have been a 
hinterland in most periods. It may be hypothesized that 
native metalsmiths began to exploit some of the deposits 
in this area on a larger scale as a result of the disintegration 
of LB urban culture and the dispersal of the population 
(the large tracts of oak forest there could also have met the 
extensive fuel requirements of iron smelting). 

4. Iron TIC/Persian. Numerous Iron IIC/Persian struc- 
tures are scattered throughout the Baq‘ah. Some of these 
are isolated buildings, primarily circular towers (rujitm 
malfif); others form extensive complexes of large rectan- 
gular and square enclosures (gasr type) and rujiim malfif. 

Five Iron IIC/Persian sites were located by intensive 
surveying of the Umm ad-Dananir region (sites 2, 3, 4, 5, 
and 6 on Fig. BAQ.01). Apart from Khirbet Umm ad- 
Dananir, all were constructed on bedrock outcrops in 
proximity to arable land. This accords with an interpreta- 
tion of the buildings as primarily habitation quarters for 
the rural Ammonite population (Glueck 1939: 163). The 
Iron IIC/Persian period appears to have been an especially 
prosperous one in ‘Transjordan, and the spatial distribu- 
tion of the sites implies a settlement pattern that maximally 
exploited available agricultural land and accommodated a 
growing population (McGovern 1985a). 

The standard interpretation of the gasr and rujiim malfuf 
buildings as watchtowers or fortresses that protected ap- 
proaches to Amman (Glueck 1970: 183) does not rule out 
their use as farming communities or vilias. Rujm al-Heni 
West and Rujm al-Hawi (sites 2 and 5) are virtually mirror 
images of one another, with circular towers facing the 
western pass and rectangular bastions opposite one an- 
other. They are equidistant from the main road, which 
probably follows the line of an ancient route, and as such 
are ideally situated to have served as border posts. 

5. Early Roman III. Extensive building projects were 
carried out at Khirbet Umm ad-Dananir during the Early 
Roman III period. Ina 4 X 20 m area on a middle terrace 
of the site, a large structure of this period emerged im- 
mediately below the surface. A central room of the build- 
ing was characterized by a northern wall with seven ortho- 
stats, placed about 0.5 m apart and several still having the 
overlying stretchers in place. A representative collection of 
Early Roman III pottery and artifacts (including glass 
vessel and bracelet fragments, iron pins and rods, and 
limestone vessels of Herodian design) were recovered. 
Large Roman architectural elements were discovered fur- 
ther down the slope, and most of the visible remains on 
the lower terraces probably belong to this period (4 B.c.— 
A.D. 73). 
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BAR KOKHBA. The name given to Simon bar Kosiba, 
leader of the unsuccessful Jewish revolt against Rome ca. 
132-135 c.g. Today the name is often used as an adjective 
to modify this “Second Jewish Revolt” or “Bar Kokhba 
Revolt” (the first being the Jewish War of 66—70 c.r.), as 
well as a cache of documents discovered in the Judean 
desert that were written at the time of this war, including 
some letters written by Simon himself (1.e., “Bar Kokhba 
Letters”). Rabbi Akiba, who considered Simon bar Kosiba 
to be the Messiah, called him “son of the star” (Aram 
kokba?), perhaps suggesting a messianic interpretation of 
Num 24:17. In rabbinic writings the s in the name is 
usually changed to a z (bar Koziba), implying in derogatory 
fashion that Simon was regarded as “the son of a lie” (i.e., 
a liar). 


BAR KOKHBA REVOLT 


Jewish armed resistance against Roman rule in Judea 
reached its culmination and exhausted itself in the Revolt 
of Bar Kokaba (132-35 c.£.). Great numbers of rebels 
participated in the insurrection, employing guerrilla tac- 
tics, and large reinforcements were needed to suppress it. 
The rebels were united under the leadership of one man: 
Simeon Bar Kokhba. The revolt resulted in the emergence 
of a short-lived independent state marked by the organi- 
zation of local authorities, the issue of coinage, and the 
leasing of state land. 


A. Evidence 

1. Talmudic Sources 

2. Greek and Latin Sources 

3. Samaritan Chronicles 

4. Archaeological Exploration 
B. Causes of the War 
C. Prior Unrest 
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D. Course of the War 
1. The Geographical Scope of the Revolt 
2. Conquest of Jerusalem 
3. The Roman Forces 

E. Bar Kokhba, Leader of the Revolt 

F. Aftermath 


A. Evidence 

1. Talmudic Sources. The revolt of Bar Kokhba is men- 
tioned rather extensively in Talmudic literature. Most ref- 
erences to the revolt are found in three groups: j. Ta‘an. iv 
68d—69b; Lam. Rab. ii 4; and b. Git. 57a—58a. They focus 
on (1) Bar Kokhba’s leadership; (2) the attitude of the 
sages toward the rebellion and Bar Kokhba himself; (3) 
the fall of Bethar; and (4) the aftermath of the revolt. 
Talmudic sources must be taken into account especially 
when considering the geographical scope of the war and 
the possible conquest of Jerusalem and the reconstruction 
of the temple by the rebels. For discussion see Alon 1980— 
84: 430-60, 570-637; Schafer 1981; Isaac and Oppenhei- 
mer 1985. 

2. Greek and Latin Sources. The account of Cassius Dio 
forms the only consistent survey of the war, but the text is 
preserved only in the medieval epitome of Ioannes Xiphil- 
inus, a monk of the 11th century (D.C. Ixix 12.1-13, 111 
15.1). It is to be noted also that this is a general description 
of the war, not a chronological account. It must also be 
noted that Xiphilinus produced not so much a précis of 
Dio’s work as a selection usually but not always keeping to 
the original order and retaining much of Dio’s wording. It 
is therefore quite likely that we have most of what Dio 
wrote on the subject. The Historia Augusta is the only 
source to mention a ban on circumcision preceding the 
revolt as the cause of the revolt (Scriptores Historiae Augustae, 
vita Hadriani 14.2). There are altogether four contempo- 
rary references to the war: Appianus, Syriaca 50.252; 
Fronto, de bello Parthico 2; Pausanias, Graeciae descriptio 15.5; 
and Apollodorus of Damascus 8.10. The last does not even 
refer to the revolt specifically. Christian sources, remote in 
time and antagonistic toward the Jews, yet have features in 
common with the Talmudic sources: references (1) to Bar 
Kokhba as leader of the revolt, (2) to Tineius Rufus the 
legate of Judea, and (3) to the fall of Bethar (for the Greek 
and Latin sources see Stern 1980, nos. 332; 342; 353; 340). 

3. Samaritan Chronicles. The Samaritan Chronicles 
have not been discussed systematically. They date to the 
Middle Ages and are very probably influenced by the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans as it developed 
in the period after the revolt. See discussion by Alon 1980— 
84: 603-7. 

4. Archaeological Exploration. Archaeological evidence 
is immediately relevant for the study of the Bar Kokhba 
revolt, the more so given the paucity of literary sources. 
Particularly important is the coinage, now fully treated by 
L. Mildenberg (1984). Coin hoards help to determine the 
geographical scope of the revolt (Barag 1980: 30-3). The 
great size of the Bar Kokhba coinage, and the quantities 
of coins issued, give an impression of the organization of 
the rebel government and of the population and the 
economy of Judea at the tirne of the revolt. The legends 
and symbols on the coins embody the only extant contem- 
porary pronouncements of the values and objectives of the 
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insurgents. Among the most spectacular discoveries are 
the hiding places in the Judean desert with personal be- 
longings and documents of insurgents (see Bar Kokhba 
Letters below). Also of interest are the numerous subter- 
ranean hiding places, some of which were certainly used 
during the revolt of Bar Kokhba. 


B. Causes of the War 

The modern literature disagrees on the origins of the 
war. The following causes or combination of causes are 
found in recent publications: 


(1) The revolt was caused by Hadrian’s decision to trans- 
form Jerusalem into a pagan city, as stated by Cas- 
stus Dio. 

(2) It was caused by a ban on circumcision as indicated 
in the Historia Augusta. 

(3) These sources are combined. The revolt was then 
caused by the decision to found Aelia Capitolina and 
by a ban on circumcision. 

(4) Hadrian declared, or was believed to have decided, 
that the temple in Jerusalem might be rebuilt. When 
it appeared that he would not permit this the Jews 
rebelled. 

(5) Various scholars have suggested that the destruction 
of the temple created a psychological climate which 
led to renewed violence, irrespective of any decisions 
which may have formed the immediate cause of the 
revolt. 

(6) It has been suggested that the economic situation 
contributed to the outbreak of the revolt (Alon 
1980-84: 572-77; Applebaum 1976: 385-95). 


Most scholars advocate the third alternative in one form 
or another. Several consider the foundation of Aelia Capi- 
tolina the sole cause of the revolt. The various opinions 
are listed in Isaac and Oppenheimer (1985: 44-46). The 
alleged permission given by Hadrian to rebuild the temple, 
subsequently withdrawn, is not now ever considered a 
primary cause of the revolt, but some contemporary stud- 
ies are not prepared to reject the theory absolutely and 
assume there may be some truth in it. In this connection 
the importance of the coinage must be emphasized. The 
coin legends “Jerusalem” and “For the Freedom of Jerusa- 
lem” and the design of the temple on the coinage are to 
be considered progammatic declarations (Mildenberg 
1980: 325; 1984: 29-31). This evidence does not allow a 
determination as to whether Jerusalem was taken by the 
insurgents, but the coins are the only extant contemporary 
pronouncements regarding the values and objectives of 
the rebels. They provide clear evidence of the central 
importance of Jerusalem in the war. 

Far more obscure is the testimony of the fifth Sibylline 
Oracle, composed by a Jew before the end of Hadrian’s 
reign. Lines 46-50 contain praise of Hadrian which has 
been variously interpreted (1) as confirmation that Ha- 
drian was popular among the Jews early in his reign (Alon 
1980-84: 453) or (2) as an indication of the attitude of the 
Jews toward Hadrian at the time of his visit in Judea in 130 
c.E. (Bowersock 1980: 134). Note also the different view of 
Schafer 1981: 48-50. 

The date of the formal foundation of the Roman colony 
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of Aelia Capitolina before the outbreak of the war can still 
be inferred only from the testimony of Cassius Dio. Ar- 
chaeological excavations in Jerusalem have so far produced 
few remains of the Roman city and certainly do not allow 
any chronological conclusions as regards the foundation 
of the colony. Attempts to resolve the problem once and 
for all with the help of numismatic evidence are uncon- 
vincing (Mildenberg 1980: 333). The lack of proof natu- 
rally does not justify conclusions to the contrary, for Cas- 
sius Dio still contains the only explicit pronouncement on 
the subject. 

It may be added that the various opinions expressed in 
the modern literature on the causes of the revolt often 
reflected and still reflect varying attitudes toward the Ro- 
man empire, the Jewish people, and resistance to imperial 
authority. Another factor which often determines inter- 
pretations is the evaluation of Talmudic sources, consid- 
ered by some unsuitable as historical source material, by 
others valuable if judiciously interpreted. 


C. Prior Unrest 

There is no historical source which offers a running 
account of the period between the first revolt in 70 C.£. 
and the Bar Kokhba war, and recourse must be had to 
Talmudic literature and isolated items such as inscriptions 
and archaeological material. It is likely that there existed a 
connection between the activities of the Jewish authorities 
at Jabneh and the outbreak of the revolt, notably their 
emphatic expectations of the speedy reconstruction of the 
temple and the unity of the Jewish people (Alon 1980-84: 
111-8; 253-65; 288-307). The fierce rebellion of the Jews 
in the Diaspora in 115-117 c.£. is well attested, but it is a 
matter of debate to what extent the Jews in Judea partici- 
pated (Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985: 50, n. 70). One 
Roman action is certain and may be relevant: the Roman 
garrison was strengthened well before the outbreak of the 
revolt, possibly in or after 117 c.£. (Isaac and Roll 1979: 
54-66). This definitely shows that the garrison left by 
Titus in 70 c.£. was insufficient after several decades and 
that there was serious unrest in Judea. 

The only explicit statement in any historical source is 
again found in the work of Cassius Dio, who tells that 
preparations for the war were made during the period 
between Hadrian’s visit to Judea (in 130 c.£.) and the 
outbreak of the revolt. The latter is dated 132 according 
to Eusebius’ Chronicle (see Schiirer HJP? 1: 542, n. 126). 


D. Course of the War 

Given the paucity of literary sources, any attempt to 
describe the course of the war is speculative. We know 
nothing of the first stage of the revolt beyond the fact that 
it was successful enough for a provisional administration 
to function, as reflected in the documents discovered in 
the Judean desert. Another major project realized by the 
rebel government was the reissue of great quantities of 
local city coinage (Mildenberg 1984). 

1. The Geographical Scope of the Revolt. The available 
evidence relates almost exclusively to Judea in the narrow 
and proper sense. A number of references in Talmudic 
sources may point to incidents in Galilee, but otherwise 
there is no clear proof that the war spread to that region. 
There is, however, no consensus on these matters (various 
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opinions cited in Isaac and Oppenheimer 1985: 53, n. 88). 
Nevertheless. it is indisputable that all hoards containing 
Jewish coins of the revolt were discovered in Judea, notably 
in the Hebron mountains, west of Jerusalem, and in the 
Judean desert (Barag 1980). Further confirmation of the 
fact that the focus of rebellion was in Judea is found in 
Talmudic sources which contain enactments dealing with 
the acquisition by Jews of landed property, confiscated by 
the Romans (sigérigén). These were temporarily annulled 
in Judea, but not in Galilee. This is best explained by 
assuming that it was a response to large-scale land expro- 
priations by the Romans. The intention was to preserve 
Jewish occupation of the land in Judea, while there was 
apparently no need for such measures in Galilee (j. Git. v 
47b). 

After the revolt the focus of Jewish life was transferred 
to Galilee and the authorities established themselves at the 
village of Ushah (Alon 1980-84: 663-80). The movement 
of refugees from Judea to Galilee is illustrated by the 
organization in settlements in Galilee of priestly courses 
which were in Judea in the period of the Second Temple 
(Klein 196”: 62-68; Avi-Yonah 1962: 137-9; Kahane 
1978-79: 9--29). 

2. Conquest of Jerusalem. There is no decisive evidence 
to show whether Jerusalem was captured by the Jews in the 
revolt. The best source, Cassius Dio, is silent on the subject. 
Appianus and Christian authors lend support to the view 
that the city fell into Jewish hands and was reconquered by 
Roman troops (Appianus, Syriaca 50.252; Eusebius, d.c. vi 
18.10; he. tv 5.2; v 12.1). The coin legend “For the Free- 
dom of Jerusalem” has been explained as celebrating the 
capture of the city, and the legend “Jerusalem” has been 
interpreted as a mint indication. Both, however, may 
equally well be considered programmatic statements, ex- 
pressing hopes or aims rather than achievements (Milden- 
berg 1984: 29-31). Serious doubts are raised by the ar- 
chaeologica] evidence, for in the excavations carried out in 
the Old City of Jerusalem since 1967 almost no coins of 
the Bar Kokhba revolt have been found (Applebaum 1976: 
27; more recent publications have not altered the validity 
of this observation). 

3. The Roman Forces. Since there is no literary source 
which gives a full list, at least of the legions involved in the 
suppression in the revolt, we must have recourse to ran- 
dom information derived from epigraphic discoveries. As 
a result it is impossible to estimate the numbers of troops 
in Judea at any stage of the war (Schirer H/P? 1: 547-9, 
n. 150; further references in Isaac and Oppenheimer 
1985: 56, n. 102). The governor of Judea at the outbreak 
of the war was Tineius Rufus (Eusebius, f.e. iv 6.1; Chron. 
Hadr. xvi; see also the Talmudic sources). He was a consular 
by that time (H/JP? 1: 518). Fronto, de bello Parthico 2, refers 
to great numbers of Roman soldiers killed under Hadrian 
in Britain (ca. 118 c.£.) and in the Jewish rebellion. Pausa- 
nias, Graeciae descriptio 15.5, another contemporary author, 
mentions the Jewish war as the only event to disturb the 
peace in Hadrian’s reign. Cassius Dio states that Hadrian 
sent his best officers to Judea under the supreme com- 
mand of Julius Severus (Ixix 13.2; cf. the career inscription 
ILS 1056) and also notes the great number of Roman 
casualties (14.3). Finally it may be considered certain that 
Hadrian himself traveled to Judea during the war. This 
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may be inferred from Dio (loc. cit.), Hadrian writing to the 
Senate, and from a letter written by Appollodorus of 
Damascus to Hadrian about siege implements (Stern 1980: 
136, no. 322; also: Jerome, in Joel i 4; Chrontcon Paschale i). 
It is proved by several inscriptions: ILS 1065, which men- 
tions Q. Lollius Urbicus as legate of Hadrian; and CIL vi 
974, which refers to Hadrian himself. Finally there is 
evidence of the participation of praetorian cohorts in the 
war which presumably indicates that these accompanied 
the emperor to Judea (ILS 2081). 


E. Bar Kokhba, Leader of the Revolt 

It is no coincidence that the revolt of Bar Kokhba was 
the only Jewish war fought against foreign rule in antiquity 
to have been named after one leader (for instance: S. Olam 
Rab.: “the war of Ben Koziba”). In Talmudic sources he is 
given the titles nas? (“ruler” or “prince”) and “Messiah,” 
and the years of his reign ave described as “kingship” (for 
instance, b. Sanh. 97b). In his letters he assumes the title 
nésP yisra?él, and on coins he appears as “Sim‘én nés?? 
yisr@ el.” The title nas? has been interpreted in various 
ways. It has been explained as denoting a limited form of 
authority, lower in status than that of king and comparable 
to that of ethnarch, the title of the first Hasmonaean rulers 
(Alon 1980-84: 622). Others assume that it refers to the 
ideal king as in Ezekiel’s vision of the end of Days (Oppen- 
heimer 1982: 51). 

R. Akiba declared of Bar Kokhba, “This is the King 
Messiah” (j. Ta‘an. iv 68d; cf. Lam. Rab. ii 4). The role of 
messiah, attributed to him, has also been variously inter- 
preted as a divine and supernatural savior and redeemer, 
and as a general and leader of ordinary human stature 
whose title merely emphasives his royal rank (see Oppen- 
heimer 1983, with further references). 

Bar Kokhba is not mentioned by Cassius Dio or in the 
Historia Augusta. In literary sources he appears only in 
Talmudic literature and in Christian sources. These de- 
scribe him as a murderer and a bandit, but at the same 
time they attribute to him miracles and supernatural signs 
(Eusebius, h.e. iv 6, 2; Jerome, Apol. in Libr. Rufini iii 31; 
and Alon 1980-84: ii.34). 

Talmudic sources refer to Bar Kokhba ambivalently. On 
the one hand they emphasize his legendary strength, R. 
Akiba’s admiration for him, and even his obedience to the 
sages. On the other, they criticize his addresses to God, 
“Do not help and do not humiliate,” and it is said that he 
was put to death by the sages when it appeared that he was 
a false messiah. The Talmud recalls him as Ben Koziba, 
“son of a lie,” a pejorative play on his actual name, Bar/ 
Ben Kosiba (as found in the Bar Kokhba letters). He 
apparently was designated Bar Kokhba, “son of a star,” (a 
messianic designation) by his supporters. 

Bar Kokhba’s letters, discovered in the Judean desert, 
give a partial but genuine impression of his personality. 
He seems to have been a forceful general and ruler who 
dealt in person with details of discipline and daily life in 
his army units. His leadership extended beyond the sphere 
of military matters, for part of his letters are concerned 
with the leasing of lands on his behalf. It can be seen that 
he insisted on the observance of religious commandments 
such as those of the Sabbath, the four types of tree 


I + 601 


branches for swkkét (the Feast of Tabernacles), and precepts 
connected with the produce of the land. 


F. The Aftermath 

Talmudic literature gives vivid and extensive descrip- 
tions of the horrors of the Jewish defeat, and much is 
written about the bitter fate of the besieged at Bethar (j. 
Ta‘an. iv 69a; Lam. Rab. ii 4; archaeological evidence from 
the “Cave of Horrors,” Aharoni 1962: 186-99). Cassius 
Dio emphasizes the extent of the destruction in Judea, the 
numbers of those fallen in battle and the destruction of 
forts and settlements. After the revolt the Romans issued 
a series of disciplinary decrees, the nature of which has 
been much debated (Herr 1972; Lieberman 1939-44; 
1975; Schafer 1981: 194-235). 
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BAR KOKHBA LETTERS 


The Bar Kokhba Letters are autograph letters and doc- 
uments written in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, which 
were discovered in caves W of the Dead Sea between 1950 
and 1965. Some were actually written by Simon bar Kosiba, 
leader of the Second Jewish Revolt (ca. 132-135 c.£.), and 
all constitute important sources for this historical event. 


A. Introduction and History of the Finds 
B. Description and Contents 
C. Historical Significance 

1. Course of the War 

2. Administration of Israel 

3. Prosopography 


A. Introduction and History of the Finds 

It is a rare and transporting occurrence in the study of 
the ancient world when one comes face to face with new 
and unquestionably genuine material written by a known 
historical figure. Yet that is what has happened in the case 
of the legendary leader of the Second Jewish Revolt against 
Rome, Bar Kokhba—and not just once, but several times. 
Classical and rabbinic sources had provided some infor- 
mation on this man and the war, usually dated 132—135 
c.E. But the Greek and Latin authors had no interest in 
the details of the conflict, about which they were silent. 
The rabbinic sources added little in the way of solid histor- 
ical facts; they incarnated a minimal skeleton of fact with 
the flesh of fantasy and legend. Thus there was tremen- 
dous excitement when, beginning in the early 1950s and 
continuing for about a decade, documentary materials 
from the time of Bar Kokhba came to light. It is necessary 
to consider the letters in the context of all of these materi- 
als for reasons which will become clear. 

Written materials from caves in the Wadi Murabba‘at 
began to turn up in Jerusalem late in 1951. An archaeolog- 
ical expedition was mounted to explore four caves between 
21 January and 21 March 1952. Along with significant 
biblical manuscripts, documents written in Hebrew, Ara- 
maic, Greek, and Arabic were discovered. These docu- 
ments spanned the period from the Ist century C.E. to 
about the 10th century, but by far the most important 
ones date to the time of the Second Revolt. In addition to 
a number of letters from Bar Kokhba to his lieutenants, 
contracts written during his regime or just prior to it shed 
significant light on the situation at the time of the war. 
Without them the already enigmatic letters would be even 
more difficult to interpret. 

At this same time, Bedouin had discovered and now 
offered for sale additional materials related to the revolt. 
The find spot for these materials was for long a mystery, 
but it later was discovered that Bedouin had pilfered one 
or more caves in the Wadi Seiyal (Nahal Seelim). They 
apparently also had found materials in the nearby caves of 
Wadi Habra (Nahal Hever). Nahal Seelim was explored by 
Israeli archaeologists between 24 January and 2 February 
1960, but the documentary finds were extremely fragmen- 
tary. Archaeologists also investigated Nahal Hever during 
a two-week campaign in 1960 and again in the spring of 
1961. The discoveries here were spectacular. One of the 
caves, known as the “Cave of Letters,” yielded three sepa- 


BAR KOKHBA 


rate collections of documents. The first was a packet of 
fifteen letters, many from Bar Kokhba himself but some 
from subordinates, to military leaders in charge at En- 
Gedi. This was an important military site in the Second 
Revolt located four and one-half km N of the caves. A 
second group of materials, the “Archive of the En-Ged- 
ites,” comprises a group of six contracts concerned with 
the leasing of state lands. These are written in Hebrew and 
Aramaic. The third group of documents from the Cave of 
Letters was the archive of Babatha daughter of Simeon. 
This group numbered 36 or 37 (the number is uncertain 
because of unplaceable fragments), and deals with prop- 
erty and litigation concerned with Babatha and her family. 
The dates span the years 93/94—132 c.x., and the docu- 
ments are in Nabatean, Aramaic, and Greek. Although 
Babatha lived most of her life in Maoza, in the Roman 
province of Arabia, at the outbreak of the war she evi- 
dently fled to En-Gedi and, eventually, to the cave where 
her archive was unearthed. 

Many of these materials are still not fully published. All 
the Murabba‘at texts were published in volume two of the 
series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert. Texts 42~48 are Bar 
Kokhba letters, and numbers 49—52 may be also, but are 
so fragmentary that a certain identification of their genre 
is not impcssible. The fifteen letters from Nahal Hever 
have not been published. One must rely on prepublication 
descriptions, which contain significant excerpts. The 
Greek materials of the Babatha archive are now available, 
while the Semitic materials from that group are expected 
to be publisied by 1992. 


B. Description and Contents 

The Bar Kokhba letters thus derive from two different 
find spots, the caves of Murabba‘at and Nahal Hever. They 
number 22 (or perhaps as many as 26 depending on the 
identification of Mur 49—52) and are written in three 
languages, Jebrew eleven, Aramaic eight, and Greek two 
(Hev 13 is so fragmentary that it is uncertain whether it is 
in Hebrew or Aramaic). With one exception, where an 
addressee is identifiable, those from Murabba‘at involve a 
man named Yeshua b. Galgula, who is designated by Mur 
42 as “camp commander.” The only missive which does 
not concerr: him is Mur 46, addressed to one Yose b. x 
(patronym lost) from Yonatan b. MHNYM (vocalization of 
patronym unknown). It may be that Yose was an underling 
of Galgula’s, for it seems likely that the letters of the 
Murabba‘at cave were brought there by Galgula or his 
family. The letters from Nahal Hever, again with one 
exception, zlso have an obvious common denominator in 
their addressee, Yehonatan b. Ba‘yan (also spelled Ba‘yah). 
Most of the letters also mention Masabala b. Shimon, but 
as Hev 4, 5, 6 and 9 omit his name, it seems likely that this 
collection is Yehonatan’s rather than Masabala’s. These two 
men were co-commanders of the military forces centered 
in En-Gedi; perhaps Yehonatan was the senior officer, thus 
explaining why some matters did not involve Masabala. In 
the case of both groups of letters, from Murabba‘at and 
from Nahal Hever, the great majority were sent by Bar 
Kokhba or, as the letters reveal, Shimon b. Kosiba (his real 
name). Mur 42, 46, and 48 are exceptions to this generali- 
zation, as are Hev 6 and perhaps Hev 3. The latter was 
sent by a man called Soumaios, a Hellenized form of the 


602 + I 


Hebrew name Shimon. The cloubt as to the sender’s identity 
arises because in another G-eek letter Bar Kokhba’s name 
is simply rendered Simon ‘a second way in which Greek 
could handle the Heb Shimon). Since Hev 3 is addressed to 
Yehonatan and Masabala in the manner of superior to 
inferior, however, and since a position of superiority is one 
that a “Shimon” other than Bar Kokhba is unlikely to have 
occupied given the considerable authority of the address- 
ees, it is probable that “Soumaios” was simply one scribe’s 
way of rendering his leader’s name. Hev 3 is therefore 
likely to be from Shimon b. Kosiba. 

The letters for the most part concern relatively trivial 
matters; there is no clear mention of a specific battle, for 
example, in a way which would enable scholars to coordi- 
nate the letters with information from classical and rab- 
binic sources. Further, not a single letter bears a date. The 
relevance of the matters which are raised to the course of 
the war will be considered below. The following table 
schematizes the addressee, sender, concerns, and language 
of each letter. 


Table 1. An Overview of the Bar Kokhba Letters 


Designation To From Language Concerns 
Mur 42 Yeshua b. Yeshua b. Eleazar Heb Ownership of 
Gaigula Eleaz ar b. Yehosef cow 
Camp commander 
Mur 43 Yeshua b. S1imon b. Heb Treatment of 
Gaigula Kosiba “Galileans” 
Mur 44 Yeshua b. Shimon Heb Shipment of 
Galgula wheat 
Mur 45 — — Heb Food shortage; 
death in fight- 
ing 
Mur 46 Yose b. [ ] Yonatan b. Heb Difficulties of 
MHNYM [ ] bar Eliezer 
Mur 47 — -— Heb A matter in Te- 
koa (?) 
Mur 48 — [] b. Yohanne Heb Uncertain 
Hev 1 Yehonatan Shimeon b. Aram Confiscation of 
Masabala Kosiba wheat; punish- 
ment of Te- 
koans for re- 
pairing homes; 
arrest of Yeshua 
b. Tadmoraya 
Hev 2 Yehonatan (?) Shimon b. Aram Uncertain 
Masabala (>) Kosiba 
Hev 3 Yehonatan b. Soumaios Gk Gathering of 
Ba*yan citrons by one 
Masabala Agrippa 
Hev 4 Yehonatan b. Shimon b. Aram Yehonatan is to 
Bayan Kosiba assist one Elisha 
in all he does 
Hev 5 Yehonatan — Heb Mentions the 
“people of En 
Gedi” 
Hev 6 Yehonatan Ananos Gk Sending of sup- 
‘ Hanan) plies to troops; 
Hanan trans- 
mits order from 
B. Kokhba 
Hev7 (very badly Shimon b. Heb Uncertain 
preserved) Kosiba 
Hev 8 Yehonatan b. Shimon b. Aram Sending of 
Bayan Kosiba Eleazar b. Hitta 
Masabala b. to B. Kokhba 
Shimon immediately 
Hev 9 Yehonatan Shimon b. Kosiba (?) Heb Uncertain 
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Hev 10 Yonatan Shimon Aram Sending sup- 
Masabala plies to camp(s) 
Hev II Yehonatan b. Shimon b. Aram Mentions Ro- 
Bayan Kosiba mans; requires 
Masabala the two to come 
to Shimon and 
bring Thyriss b. 
Tinianus; men- 
tions a rabbi, 
Bitniya b. Mesa 
Hev 12 The men of Shimon b. Heb Negligence of 
En Gedi Kosiba addressees; 
Masabala mentions a ship 
Yehonatan b. 
Ba‘yan 
Hev 13 Masabala — ? — 
(2) + () 
very 
fragmentary 
Hev 14 Yehonatan Shimon b. Aram Mobilization or 
Masabala Kosiba punishment of 
Tekoans refus- 
ing to fight 
Hev 15 Yehudah b. Shimon Aram Gathering of 
Manasseh the four 
“kinds” for 
Feast of Taber- 


nacles 


C. Historical Significance 

It is commonly remarked that the Second Revolt lacked 
a historian such as the First Revolt possessed in Josephus, 
author of Bellum Judaicum. This remark may be a little 
naive if it means to suggest that by virtue of Josephus the 
course of events in the First Revolt (66—74 c.E.) is entirely 
clear, but it contains a basic truth: we are almost entirely 
ignorant about the Bar Kokhba rebellion. Basic questions 
such as the causes of the outbreak, the geographical extent 
of the conflict, and even the dates of the war are impossible 
to answer definitively because of lack of evidence. The Bar 
Kokhba letters are teasers in regard to these questions: 
scholars may feel that by reading between the lines, it will 
be possible to deduce something more than the immediate 
exigencies which provoked their composition. 

Thus the scholarly literature on the war is replete with 
speculations of varying plausibility. The fact remains that 
in spite of the discovery of the letters and the contracts 
which often help in their understanding, it is not possible 
to write a history of the Second Revolt. Still, the letters and 
accompanying documents do shed considerable light on 
certain limited aspects of the situation. Among other 
things they illumine the course of the war, the administra- 
tion under Bar Kokhba, and the prosopography of those 
involved in the conflict—but even here scholars are often 
divided on how to understand the new evidence. 

1. The Course of the War. According to the ancient 
historian Cassius Dio, the war between Rome and the Jews 
was the result of the Emperor Hadrian’s attempt to build 
a shrine to the Roman god Jupiter Gapitolinus on the site 
of the ruined Jewish temple to Yahweh. The effort was in 
connection with the emperor’s rather aggressive policy of 
building Hellenistic cities throughout the eastern portions 
of the empire. The Life of Hadrian, on the other hand, 
attributes the outbreak of the conflict to Hadrian’s prohi- 
bition of castration which, in Roman eyes, included “half- 
hearted” efforts such as circumcision. Many scholars think 
that these two suggested causes ought to be understood as 
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complementary rather than mutually exclusive; indeed, 
this seems a reasonable interpretation. Typically, Greco- 
Roman sources do not mention another aspect of the 
Jewish situation which may well have been equally signifi- 
cant in provoking conflict: messianic speculation and es- 
chatological calculations. It is said in rabbinic literature 
that Rabbi Akiba, one of Bar Kokhba’s principal support- 
ers, was among the méhaksébé *ittét, “calculators of the (end) 
times.” In other words, he was taken up with messianic 
speculations and the attempt to calculate when the Messiah 
would appear based on hints in the Scriptures. The pseud- 
epigraphic work Apocalypse of Baruch, now extant only in 
Syriac, is a writing from the period immediately after the 
destruction of the temple in 69 c.£., one with many con- 
nections to rabbinic Judaism in terms of concept and legal 
interpretations. It is therefore not unreasonable to suggest 
that it represents the type of thinking which was going on 
in some circles of nascent rabbinic Judaism in the period 
between the revolts. The dominant typology of Baruch 
involves the temple: it draws parallels between the destruc- 
tion of the first temple at the time of Jeremiah and that of 
the second in 69 c.r£. Just as there was a rebuilding of the 
first temple under Ezra and Nehemiah 70 years after its 
destruction, Baruch promises a future rebuilding, a third 
temple, to inaugurate messianic times. For a people satu- 
rated in scriptural knowledge such as these circles of 
ancient Jewry, who were convinced of such typologies, it 
was natural to think that another seventy-year period 
would be involved. And thus the date of the outbreak of 
the revolt is perhaps connected to an understanding of its 
causes: here the Bar Kokhba material may be helpful. 
Scholars usually prefer the dates Cassius Dio supplies 
for the revolt, 132-135 c.£., to those of other ancient 
sources. Mur 24 appears to confirm the first date. This 
document belongs to the genre of lease contract known in 
Greek as diastréma; examples have long been known from 
the Oxyrhynchus papyri of Egypt. Mur 24 specifies in lines 
9 and 10 that the lease is to last “until the end of the eve 
of Remission, which is five full fiscal years.” Since the 
document is dated “the twentieth of Shebat, the second 
year of (the era of) the redemption of Israel by Shimon b. 
Kosiba, Prince of Israel,” it must have been composed in 
the second year of the seven-year sabbatical cycle. Earlier 
sabbath years are known, making it possible to affirm that 
131/132 c.£. was the first year of the cycle and, therefore, 
this document was written in early February 134; concom- 
ittantly, the revolt must have begun in 132/133. It is not 
known whether the years of the revolt were dated from 
Nisan, the first month of the Jewish year for some func- 
tions, or from Tishri, the seventh month but considered 
the first for other functions. Mur 24 is not the earliest 
dated document among those of Bar Kokhba’s era—that 
honor belongs to Hev 42, which dates to April 132 c.r. 
Given that the temple in Jerusalem had been destroyed 
in 69 c.£. and that, on the basis of a “seventy-year” typol- 
ogy, the next would be built in 139 c.£., it appears that the 
revolt broke out seven years prior to what some expected 
to be the dawn of the messianic era. Seven is, of course, a 
number pregnant with significance in eschatological spec- 
ulation, and one might suspect that such passages as Dan 
9:24—27 and the prophecy of “Seventy Weeks” helped 
guide those calculating the end. The Bar Kokhba materials 
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thus suppor the suggestion that eschatological fervor fu- 
eled the outbreak of the war, confirming the possible 
relationship between the war’s outbreak and the expected 
dawn, after a seven-year period of “tribulation,” of messi- 
anic peace. 

With regard to the end of the war, Greco-Roman evi- 
dence is not specific. The few known facts seem to require 
that it ended in late 135 c.e. The Bar Kokhba materials 
accord with such a date. The latest dated document is Mur 
30, written in October 135. The place where it was written 
is not fully preserved, but what can be read fuels another 
debate about the Second Revolt for which the Bar Kokhba 
materials are relevant: whether the rebels ever succeeded 
in capturing Jerusalem. 

Little doubt attaches to the question whether the rebel- 
lion aimed at the conquest of Jerusalem. Coins minted by 
the rebels ainply demonstrate the significance of the city 
in contemporary ideology. They picture numerous images 
connected with the sacrificial cultus, which had apparently 
ceased with the defeat of the First Revolt. Some coins bear 
the inscriptions yrslm, “Jerusalem,” or more fully /hrwt 
yrwslm, “of the freedom of Jerusalem.” That they sought 
to capture the city, indeed, that its capture from the 
Roman occupiers was perhaps the preminent goal of the 
warriors under Bar Kokhba, is not at issue. But did they 
succeed? On this point scholarly opinion is divided. 

Against the possibility of conquest is the silence of the 
best ancient authority, Cassius Dio. Also weighing on the 
side of the negative is the numismatic evidence. Almost no 
coins of the Bar Kokhba period have been discovered in 
Jerusalem, in face of the relatively numerous hoards 
known from elsewhere in Judea. But this negative evi- 
dence, significant as it is, may not be enough to decide the 
issue. Christian authors of the patristic period are unani- 
mous in asserting that Jewish forces took the city and that 
the Romans eventually won it back. And two of the Bar 
Kokhba documents seem to confirm this assertion. 

Mur 29, inscribed in August/September 133, says that it 
was transacted b/ ]slym. Apparently only two letters are 
missing, probably spelling dyrslym, “in Jerusalem” (similarly 
Mur 30, dating as noted to October 135). The reading is 
unfortunately broken, but it is not apparent what toponym 
could fit the letters which remain, other than “Jerusalem.” 
(One must be cautious about being overly assertive on this 
point, however, for the documents under discussion have 
revealed quite a few previously unknown toponyms.) Also 
in favor of the view that the rebels held Jerusalem at some 
point in the war is the evidence of the dating formulas 
used in the 3ar Kokhba contracts and, in modified form, 
on the coins. 

The full form of the standard dating formula was sel- 
dom used. Usually contracts would abbreviate by dropping 
one or more elements. All the contracts would begin, 
however, with a notation of the day, month, and year of 
the Bar Kokhba era. A contract from Kefar Baru may 
provide the best example of the full form. After noting 
day, month, and year it reads “of the Freedom of Israel at 
the hands of Shimon ben Kosiba, Prince of Israel.” Other 
contracts, and coins, read “of the Redemption of Israel.” 
The coins and contracts use either “redemption” or “free- 
dom” capriciously, so that, contrary to what was once 
believed, nothing can be inferred from these terms as to 
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the ideology or progress of the war. One contract, Mur 25, 
reads “year three of the Freedom of Jerusalem.” Taking all 
this evidence together, it appears that the Bar Kokhba era 
was dated alternately by “the Freedom of Jerusalem,” the 
“Freedom of Israel,” or “the Redemption of Israel.” (The 
dated contracts so far known are, from earliest to latest, 
Hev 42, Mur 22, Mur 23, Mur 24, Mur 29, Kefar Baru, 
Mur 25, Hev 44, Hev 45-46, Hev 47, “Kefar Bebayu” [now 
known to come from Kefar Baru], and Mur 30.) The 
implication of this prosaic dating phraseology is therefore 
that there existed an equivalence between the freedom of 
Israel and that of Jerusalem. The formulas thus suggest 
that the war began with an uprising led by Bar Kokhba 
which liberated Jerusalem arid began the new era by occu- 
pying the city. If the readings in Mur 29 and 30 are indeed 
referring to Jerusalem, then it would seem that the city 
was in the hands of the rebels for a substantial portion of 
the war. It is possible, of course, that this period was 
punctuated by one or more Roman reconquests of the city. 
But it would seem that, toward the end of the war, the city 
was under rebel control for ong enough to provide some 
feeling of security. This impression arises from two of the 
Bar Kokhba letters, Hev 3 and Hev 15, which apparently 
belong together. 

Hev 3 is written in Greek and follows Greek epistolo- 
graphic conventions. It reads in full: 


Soumaios to Jonathan son of Baianos and to Masabala, 
greetings: I already sent Agrippa to you. Make haste to 
send me...and citrons. And he [Agrippa] will transport 
these things back to the headquarters of the Jews. And 
be sure you do so! It was written in Greek because no 
one was found [was able?] to write it in “Hebrew.” 
Dismiss him very speedily in view of the festival. And be 
sure you do so! Soumaios. Farewell. [author’s transla- 
tion] 


Hev 15 is written in Aramaic and, accordingly, follows 
the conventions then governing Hebrew and Aramaic let- 
ters. It reads: 


Shimon to Yehudah bar Menasseh, at Qiryat Arabayah. 
I have sent to you two donkeys that you should send 
with them two men to Yehonatan bar Ba‘yan and Masa- 
bala. They are to load them with branches and citrons 
and send them to the carnp, to you. As for you, send 
other men to bring to you myrtles and willows. Prepare 
them (= tithe them?) and send them to the camp (c.e., 
to Shimon) because the men comprising the forces are 
numerous. Be well. [author’s translation] 


It is impossible to be certain of the relation of these 
letters to one another, if indeed they are referring to the 
same situation. One scenario which seems to make sense is 
to assume that Shimon wrote the Greek letter first. Yehon- 
atan and Masabala carried out their orders and sent 
branches and citrons to the main camp of the Jews located, 
perhaps, at Jerusalem. There the forces were about to 
celebrate the Festival of Tabernacles—those who could be 
spared and could disengage the Romans for a week or so. 
Shimon had previously arranged to get myrtles and wil- 
lows, the other two of the “four kinds” used in the celebra- 
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tion, elsewhere. As men (with their families?) continued to 
arrive, however, it became evident that not enough of the 
four kinds had been gathered, so Shimon sent a letter to 
Yehudah b. Menasseh to arrange for more to be sent. 
Other interpretations are equally cogent, but the impor- 
tant point is this: Shimon b. Kosiba, a man known from 
other letters as a Jew who adhered strictly to the legal 
requirements of Jewish observance, was about to celebrate 
the Festival of Tabernacles. 

In addition to the procession bearing the four kinds, the 
Feast of Tabernacles was distinctive in two regards: like 
Passover and Pentecost, it was a pilgrimage festival; adult 
males were required to journey to Jerusalem. Second, it 
required the most burnt offerings of any occasion of the 
religious calendar. While by the time of Bar Kokhba it was 
perhaps not always legally necessary to journey to Jerusa- 
lem, it was always desirable. If offerings were to be made, 
they, of course, could be made nowhere else. Thus it is 
likely that at the time of these two letters Jewish forces 
controlled Jerusalem, although, as noted, it is not abso- 
lutely certain. We are ignorant of precisely how the feast 
was to be celebrated. 

Assuming the reading of Mur 30 is indeed “Jerusalem,” 
then it is clear that Bar Kokhba was in control of the city 
at the time of the Feast of Tabernacles (Tishri 15-22) in 
the year 135. Do the two letters date from that year, the 
only year in which there is direct evidence of Jewish control 
of the city at the time of the festival? Again, the data are 
of uncertain interpretation, but it appears that the answer 
is no. 

Both letters come from Nahal Hever and, presumably, 
the “papers” of Yehonatan b. Ba‘yan. It appears that b. 
Menasseh had sent his letter on to Yehonatan and Masabala 
as an explanation of his requirements from them. Now, 
among the Hever materials no document thus far pub- 
lished postdates Hev 47, a contract of January 135, some 
eight months before Tabernacles of that year. During this 
year, the last of the revolt, Roman forces were presumably 
wiping out the last centers of Jewish resistance. Thus it 
seems likely that En Gedi, Yehonatan’s village, had already 
been conquered before Tabernacles of 135—a date which 
is, after all, at most two months prior to the end of the 
revolt. 

Thus, from this rather lengthy excyrsus, it would seem 
that the letters pertain to the year 134 or perhaps earlier. 
Since according to Mur 29, rebel forces apparently held 
Jerusalem in late August of 133—only a short time before 
the Festival of that year—the letters may refer to that 
occasion. The problem with that hypothesis is that the 
other Bar Kokhba letters addressed to En Gedi seem to 
presuppose a deteriorating situation in which the men of 
Tekoa, for example, have lost heart and refuse to support 
the now clearly failing rebellion. If this intuition is correct, 
and if the En Gedi letters all date to the last months before 
it fell to the Romans, then once again we are back to the 
year 134. And if so, then we may perceive Jewish control 
of Jerusalem at the beginning of the revolt in 132, in 
August 133, in October 134, and in October 135. The 
implication is of a rather lengthy Jewish control of the 
capital city whose loss signaled the ultimate failure of the 
revolt. 

The Bar Kokhba materials also indicate something of 
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the geographical extent of the war. Taken together with 
the findings of archaeology and the numismatic evidence, 
it appears that the revolt was very largely, if not entirely, 
confined to Judea. Thus the mention of “Galileans” in Mur 
43 should not be understood to imply any large-scale 
hostilities to the north. The reference is probably to Jews 
from Galilee who had joined the efforts in the south and 
who now required discipline. 

2. Administration of Israel. Indirectly, and if one or 
two reasonable assumptions are admitted, the Bar Kokhba 
materials reveal a considerable amount about the political 
administration during the period 132-135 c.r. It is per- 
haps fortuitous that among the names which are promi- 
nent either in these materials or in the little evidence we 
possess from classical sources, there are several which 
served as the capitals of toparchies in the time of the First 
Revolt and, apparently, in the period which led up to the 
Second Revolt. Josephus, in JW 3.54—55, provides a list of 
the toparchies in his time, and there one finds, among 
others, Jerusalem, the central toparchy; Acraba; Hero- 
dium; Beth Gubrin (very near Betar, the site of the final 
battle of the war); and En Gedi. One of the two toparchies 
of Peraea, Livias, is mentioned prominently in Papyrus 
Yadin 37 (part of Babatha’s archive). In addition, new 
discoveries in the caves at Ketef Jericho from the time of 
the revolt may suggest that Jericho, another toparchy men- 
tioned by Josephus, was still functioning as such under b. 
Kosiba. 

Of course, the mere mention of these localities in the 
Bar Kokhba materials does not alone indicate that he had 
taken over the administrative machinery he found operat- 
ing under the Romans. But the evidence that he did so 
consists of more than mere names. He appears to have 
taken over imperial lands which had belonged to Hadrian 
and to have continued the system of leasing them which 
the Romans employed. For example, in Mur 24, several 
men lease lands from the administrator in Herodium, a 
man named Hillel b. Garis. These lands were in a village 
by the name of ‘Ir Naha’ of uncertain location. It is clear 
that the men had to travel to Herodium in order to transact 
the lease and, therefore, it would seem that it was the 
capital of a toparchy for at least a part of the war. Later it 
may have fallen, for while Mur 47, presumably addressed 
to Yeshua b. Galgula, appears to require him to act in 
Tekoa (as one would expect the commander of nearby 
Herodium to do), both Hev 1 and 14 direct the attention 
of the commanders of En Gedi to matters there. Presum- 
ably such would not have been necessary if Herodium still 
functioned. We know from Mur 24 that it was still in Jewish 
hands in February 134, but later in that year Tekoa was 
administered from En Gedi. In addition to larger capitals 
of toparchies, there were smaller centers of bureaucracy 
as well. 

At each administrative center b. Kosiba appears to have 
appointed one or more “civilian” administrators to lease 
the state-held lands. These were designated in Hebrew by 
the term parnds, and in Aramaic, if our inference is cor- 
rect, by sa¢érd. The names of a number of such officials are 
known from the letter and contracts. The administrators 
of Beth Mashiko near Herodium (?) were Yeshua b. Eleazer 
and Eleazer b. Yehosef, the men who sent Mur 42 to b. 
Galgula. In the first year of the revolt the administrators 
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of state lands in En Gedi were Yehonatan b. MHNYM and 
Horin b. Ishmael. By the third year only Yehonatan is 
mentioned in Hev 44—46. It appears that Horin was re- 
moved or killed in battle. Hev 1 mentions a Hanun b. 
Ishmael who is in trouble with b. Kosiba because of some 
dealings involving wheat. If the two men were brothers— 
an uncertain point, since about two percent of Jewish men 
bore the narne Ishmael—then perhaps Horin was guilty, 
with his brozher, of malfeasance. At Herodium Hillel b. 
Garis apparently functioned as parnds, although he is not 
so called. At Kefar Baru, located perhaps in Transjordan 
near Machaerus, Eleazer b. Eleazar is called a Satéré. and 
sells a house (his own, not one belonging to the state). Just 
north of Beth Gubrin, an archaeological survey has discov- 
ered a lead plaque which reads, “Bar Kosiba, Prince of 
Israel, and hts administrator, Shimon DSWY, one half.” 

In addition to these civilian administrators who leased 
out the vast estates to which b. Kosiba had fallen heir, 
there were military commanders in charge of “carps.” 
Yeshua b. Galgula was one such, apparently stationed at 
Herodium. Yehonatan and Masabala were the two in En 
Gedi. Yehudah b. Menasseh of Hev 15 was apparently 
another, as may have been Ananos of the Greek letter Hev 
6 (= Hanur. b. Ishmael of Hev 12). These men were in 
charge of military operations; from the surviving letters 
they seem to have been greatly involved with problems of 
supplies, especially of wheat. En Gedi served as b. Kosiba’s 
port, wheat coming thence across the Dead Sea. Yehonatan 
and Masabala saw to it that it was sent where it was needed. 
From Mur 42 one may deduce that civilian administrators 
were subordinate to the military commanders of camps. 

3. Prosopography. Space permits only a brief indication 
of the application of the Bar Kokhba finds to this aspect of 
2d century Palestine. Actually, prosopographical analysis 
of these texts is difficult and risky because of the fact that 
so many Jews of both sexes bore the same overwhelmingly 
common names. It is comparable to a situation in which 
seventy or eighty per cent of all male Americans would be 
named Tom, Dick, Harry, Mike, John, or Jim. How can 
one decide which Tom is the one in question in a given 
text? In spite of this obstacle, some insights are possible. 

First, we now know, as indicated, the real name of the 
leader of the revolt. From Christian texts we had known 
him as Bar Kokhba, “the son of the star.” Rabbinic texts 
call him Bar Koziba, “the son of the Liar.” It is now clear 
that both these appellations are puns on Bar Kosiba’s given 
name. “Bar Kokhba” refers to his messianic claims, which 
are evident, for example, in the star depicted on some of 
his coins. The reference is to Num 24:7, “a star shall arise 
from Jacob,” a traditional messianic text. The rabbinic pun 
is, of course, reaction to the failure of the revolt. 

His letters reveal b. Kosiba as a man involved in the small 
details of affairs in the various camps. They show him to 
be a man of piety in the sense of legal observance, and of 
harsh threats. The degree to which this messianic claimant 
had to resort to threats to get his own men to carry out his 
orders is both surprising and revealing. He seems to have 
commanded little awe from his peers, although ordinary 
soldiers may have been more impressed. And, of course, it 
must be remembered that most or all of the letters date 
from a period in the revolt when it was becoming clear to 
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all but the most idealistic of the faithful that the war could 
not be won. 

From the Babatha materials it seems that she was related 
to the military commandes of En Gedi, Yehonatan b. 
Ba‘yan. Babatha was married twice in her short life (she 
probably did not live to be older than 30), and the second 
of her husbands came from En Gedi. Upon his death she 
inherited property there, and the descriptions of those 
holdings give us some insight into the topography of the 
village. The legal materials belonging to her also reveal 
her to have been a womar of some wealth. Given her 
relation to Yehonatan b. Ba‘yan, one may hazard that he, 
too, was a relatively wealthy individual and that their 
family was one of the leading families of En Gedi. Yehon- 
atan could apparently read all three languages—Greek, 
Hebrew, and Aramaic——which were in common use among 
the Jews of Palestine. If his appointment as camp com- 
mander is paradigmatic, then we may conclude that b. 
Kosiba drew his administrators and highest military offi- 
cers from the village upper classes and families of elders. 
The ordinary soldiers of his army may have been more 
like Eleazar b. Hashiloni, Halifa b. Yehosef, and Naqalah 
b. Yehonatan, three illiterates who leased land in Mur 24 
but were unable to sign their own names. 

In addition to the aspects of their study here discussed, 
the Bar Kokhba letters and related materials contain pre- 
cious information on many other areas of ancient Pales- 
tinian life which space preciudes discussing. These areas 
include sociolinguistics, legal and religious practice, Ro- 
man administration, and the economics of early 2d cen- 
tury Palestine. While they leave many questions unan- 
swered and frustrate scholars who wish to pull the veil 
back a little further, they are a priceless legacy of the 
ancient world. 
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BAR KOSIBA. See BAR KOKHBA. 


BAR-JESUS (PERSON) [Gk Bariésots]. A magician, also 
called a “Jewish false prophet” (Acts 13:6), in the court of 
Sergius Paulus, proconsul of Cyprus at Paphos. When 
Sergius Paulus requested to hear Paul and Barnabas, Bar- 
Jesus opposed them, which resulted in his being struck 
blind at Paul’s denouncement. He is called a false prophet 
because of his opposition to the message of Paul and 
Barnabas rather than his association with the practice of 
magic. In his denunciation, Paul called Bar-Jesus “son of 
the devil,” a play on his name, “son of Jesus.” The element 
bar is Aramaic for “son” (Acts 13:10). Bar-Jesus was also 
known as ELYMAS, a name sometimes interpreted to 
mean “magician,” based on the statement in Acts 13:8. 
The awkward phrasing in 13:8, however, is likely meant to 
identify Bar-Jesus with Elymas rather than suggesting Ely- 
mas means “magician.” 
FRANK E. WHEELER 


BARABBAS (PERSON) [Gk Barabbas]. The name “Ba- 
rabbas” occurs in all four Gospels for the criminal chosen 
by the crowd—at the prompting of the priests, in prefer- 
ence to Jesus Christ—for Pilate to release on the feast of 
the Passover. His name does not occur elsewhere in the 
NT, and there is no extra-biblical account of his activities 
leading up to the biblical account, nor of his subsequent 
history. 

“Barabbas” is evidently the Gk rendering of an Aram 
name, although the precise origin is debated. Most scho- 
lars suggest that it is a patronymic derived from Bar Abba, 
“son of Abba.” Some suggest that Barabbas’ father was 
named “Abba.” Although no written evidence exists for 
the use of Abba as a personal name in Jesus’ day, a 
contemporary of Johanan ben Zakkai (ca. a.p. 75) was so 
named (m. Pea ii. e), and thereafter the evidence for the 
use of Abba as a personal name is quite conclusive (Abra- 
hams 1924: 201-2). Others suggest that Barabbas was the 
son of a well-known rabbi, because “Abba” was used for 
esteemed scholars and rabbis. There are even some codices 
with a double “r” in the name, suggesting the possibility 
that Barabbas is derived from Bar Rabba(n), meaning “son 
of a teacher.” A less likely suggestion is that Barabbas finds 
its origin as a disguised abbreviation for the venerated 
name Abraham (“son of Abraham”). 

An interesting variant occurs in Matt 27:16—7, where he 
is called “Jesus Barabbas.” While extant manuscript evi- 
dence is weak, Origen implies that most manuscripts in his 
day (ca. A.D. 240) included the full name. Many scholars 
today accept the full name in Matthew as original and 
suggest that it was probably omitted by later scribes be- 
cause of the repugnance of having Jesus Christ’s name 
being shared by Barabbas (TCGNT, 67-8). It is not improb- 
able for Barabbas to have the very common name Jesus. 
Matthew’s text reads more dramatically with two holders 
of the same name: “Which Jesus do you want; the son of 
Abba, or the self-styled Messiah” (cf. Albright and Mann 
Matthew AB, 343—4). There is some evidence that the full 
name “Jesus Barabbas” also originally appeared in Mark’s 
gospel (Mann Mark AB, 637). 
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Barabbas is called “one of those among the rebels who 
had committed murder in the insurrection” (Mark 15:7; 
Luke 23:19; cf. Acts 3:14), a “notorious prisoner” (Matt 
27:16), and a “robber” (John 18:40). These terms closely 
resemble the characteristics of social banditry uncovered 
in recent studies of the social history of Ist century Pales- 
tine (e.g., Horsley and Hanson 1985: 48-87). As a bandit 
(léstés, the same term used of the two criminals between 
whom Jesus was crucified [Mark 15:27]), Barabbas may 
have belonged to one of the rural brigands. These brig- 
ands were popular with the common people because they 
preyed upon the wealthy establishment of Israel and cre- 
ated havoc for the Roman government. Barabbas was being 
held prisoner by the Roman authorities at the time of 
Jesus’ trial and was released by Pontius Pilate to carry out 
the customary paschal pardon (Mark 15:6-15). The rea- 
son given for the crowd choosing Barabbas over Jesus is 
said to be the instigation of the chief-priests and elders 
(Matt 27:20; Mark 15:11), but quite likely the Jerusalem 
crowds also preferred Barabbas’s active methods of Roman 
resistance to Jesus’ way of nonresistance. 

The absence of extra-biblical historical verification for 
the paschal pardon custom remains a problem. Some 
scholars have attempted to resolve the difficulty by sug- 
gesting that the entire incident, including Barabbas him- 
self, is an apologetic creation of the evangelists (e.g., Rigg 
1945; Maccoby 1970; Davies 1980). But recent studies have 
produced evidence of widespread customs of prisoner 
releases at festivals in the ancient world (e.g., Merritt 1985: 
53-68). The gospel account of a custom of reprieve of a 
prisoner at the Passover echoes the practice of the ancient 
world. 

The portrait of Barabbas in the gospel account remains 
hazy. In contrast, the portrait of the innocently charged 
Jesus is thrown into sharp focus. Such appears to be the 
purpose of the evangelists. 
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BARACHEL (PERSON) [Heb barak?él]. The father of 
Elihu from the land of Buz (Job 32:2). Barachel is not 
otherwise attested, whereas Berechiah is attested as a Jew- 
ish personal name both epigraphically and in the MT (see 
BERECHIARH). The name does, however, occur in Safaitic 
(Harding 1971: 102). Although the speech of Elihu (Job 
32-37) most probably is an early orthodox addition (and 
commentary) to the original book of Job, the Elihu-author 
obviously took pains to accommodate his hero to the 
Arabian locale of the book of Job by means of Elihu’s 
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patronym ancl country of origin. The Masoretic tradition, 
as represented by the Leningrad Codex, may acknowledge 
the Arabian context of Barachel by its peculiar vocaliza- 
tion, which dces not accord to the rules of classical Hebrew 
word formation (one might expect *bérakél or barak?él). 
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BARAITA [Aram barayta@ = Heb hisénd, “outside”). 
The Babylonian Talmud often (and the Jerusalem Talmud 
once) uses this term in reference to a text that is to be 
distinguished from the Mishnah of R. Judah Hanasi. Thus, 
a baraita is a “mishnah” that is “outside” the recognized 
Mishnaic canon. More correctly, a baraita is any text or 
tradition not included in the Mishnah for which tannaitic 
status is claimed (the Tannaim were religious leaders of 
the Mishnaic period). 

Baraitot (pl. of baraita) are preserved in independent 
collections and in both Talmuds. Collections of baraitot 
include the Tosefta and the legal midrashim (Mekilta, Sifra, 
and Sifre). See also MIDRASH. The Talmuds preserve 
thousands of individual baraitot. The Babylonian Talmud 
generally introduces them with technical terms, including 
téné rabbanan (“our teachers taught’), détanya (“from the 
teachers”), etc.; in the Jerusalem Talmud there is often no 
such introduction. 

Baraitot originated in various ways. In addition to tan- 
naitic traditions that were preserved independently of R. 
Judah Hanasi’s Mishnah, there are others that, given their 
dependence cn Judah’s Mishnah, were clearly composed 
later (Albeck 1960: 32-33). The Babylonian Talmud pre- 
serves Babylonian baraitot (Higger 1948: 36-41), some of 
which may have been composed by tannaim who settled 
there in the 2cl century (Neusner 1962) but others of which 
were authorect by Amoraim (religious leaders of the ‘Tal- 
mudic period). In addition, baraitot of all kinds were 
transformed by the Babylonian rabbis (Jacobs 1971; 
Hauptman 1938). 

The form in which baraitot circulated in the talmudic 
period is subject to question. For example, Albeck (1969: 
58-72) claims that the Tosefta (a standard collection of 
baraitot) was not yet present before the authors of the 
Babylonian Tzlmud; Neusner widely assumes that it was. 
Hauptman (1988) shows that there were at least organized 
collections of baraitot at this time. 

The authority of baraitot among rabbinic traditions is 
second only to the Mishnah. An Amora could (theoreti- 
cally) dispute a Mishnah or baraita only with the support 
of another baraita. Thus, the presence of such a wide 
variety of baraitot in the talmudic tradition provided for 
immense Hexibility in the developing system. 
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BARAK (PERSON) [Heb taraéq]. The son of Abinoam 
and military commander from Kedesh, located in Naph- 
tali, north of lake Huleh (Judg 4:6). His name (meaning 
“lightning”) is widely attested among the Semitic peoples 
(HALAT 155). Barak was surnmoned from the north by 
DEBORAH in Ephraim to ight against a coalition of 
forces commanded by Sisera (note the plural mélakim 
“kings” in Judg 5:19; Judges AB, 94). Not all the tribes of 
Israel were enthusiastic about the mobilization (Judg 5:16— 
17), but contingents from Benjamin (probably brought by 
Deborah), Issachar, Zebulun, and Naphtali were led to 
battle near Meggido by Deborah and Barak. Sisera’s army 
was routed all the way to his home town of Harosheth 
Haggoyim and was murdered by Jael as predicted by 
Deborah (Judg 4:15—-21). The story contrasts the role of 
Barak with Deborah. The narrator named Deborah the 
judge, not Barak. It is possible that he occupied a similar 
position in the north by virtue of his military stature, but 
the texts do not say so. It is Deborah who manifests a 
greater faith in Yahweh than Barak. And Barak loses the 
opportunity to personally humiliate his foe. Yet ironically 
it is Barak and not Deborah who is cited by the New 
Testament writer of Hebrews for his faith (Heb 11:32). If 
we read with the LXX and leshitta bardq instead of the 
MT bédén in 1 Sam 12:11, then Barak has once again 
usurped Deborah’s place in the tale of heroes. 
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BARDAISAN OF EDESSA (PERSON). A nobleman 
of Edessa (ca. a.p. 155-222) and associate of its ruler King 
Abgar VIII (d. a.p. 212; Drijvers ANRW 8:2.876; not 
Abgar IX as Duval 1891-92: 12). Bardaisan was reputed 
to be of Parthian or Armenian origin, skilled in archery 
and schooled in Greek philosophy and rhetoric (Sextus 
Julius Africanus, Kestoi, cf. PG 10.45-46; Eusebius h.e. 
4.30; p.e. 6.9; Hieronymus vir. ill. 33; Epiphanius haer. 56). 
The earliest known Syriac author, Bardaisan invented the 
madrasé (Syr), a hymn composed in isosyllabic verse which 
uses parallelism, rhyme, alliteration, and a variety of word- 
play to achieve its effects. Later Greek tradition errone- 
ously attributes this accomplishment to his son Harmonius 
(Sozomenus h.e. 3.16; Brock 1980: 6). According to 
Ephrem Syrus (d. a.p. 373), in imitation of David’s Psalms, 
Bardaisan composed 150 such hymns, fragments of which 
are preserved by later Syriac authors (Beck 1957: 203 = 
Ephrem HCH 53.6; cf. Drijvers 1966: 165). Also extant is 
a dialogue, composed on the Platonic model by his disci- 
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ple, Phillip, entitled in the Syriac manuscript The Book of 
the Laws of the Countries (Nau 1907 = BLC; cf. Drijvers 
1965) but known by Eusebius as On Fate. Substantively and 
formally influenced by Carneades’ nomima barbartka, it sets 
forth as Bardaisan’s view a subtle reconciliation of natural 
law, astrological determinism, and free will (Eusebius h.e. 
4.30; p.e. 6.10.6 and Clem. recogn. 9.19; Schaeder 1932: 
32-41; Drijvers 1966: 60-95). Later sources attribute to 
him works on astronomy, astrology, chronology, and eth- 
nography, particularly on Indian customs, and a history 
of Armenia. 

A clear and unbiased view of Bardaisan’s teaching is 
virtually impossible since all relevant information is medi- 
ated by later sources originating with either his followers 
or their opponents. The formulation of the content of his 
doctrine depends which of diverse and often conflicting 
sources are seen as most reliable. Having distinguished 
three distinct cosmogonic traditions preserved in the later 
Syriac sources, Drijvers (1966: 96-152) harmonizes the 
earliest with BLC and Ephrem. By contrast, Jansma (1969; 
cf. Davids 1971) argues that “catholicising” and “mani- 
chaeicising” tendencies among the later Bardaisanites mil- 
itate against this approach; in his view, BLC and Ephrem 
ACH 55 best represent the two later tendencies and should 
be distinguished both from one another and from Bar- 
daisan’s views. Essentially following the method of Drijvers 
produces the following cosmogony: There are four entities 
(Syr 7ityé = Gk ousiai), water, fire, light, and wind, arranged 
horizontally according to the cardinal points of the com- 
pass, as N, E, S, and W, respectively. Each entity has 
characteristics associated with each of the five senses, pro- 
ducing in the case of sight a correspondence between the 
entities and the colors: water with green, fire with red, 
light with white, and wind with blue (Mitchell, Bevan, and 
Burkitt 1921 = Ephrem Pr. Ref. 2.223-24). Above them is 
God and below them darkness (Syr heséké). A chance 
movement causes the mixing of the pure entities with 
darkness, resulting in the creation of matter (Syr halé from 
Gk hyle). The entities call upon the Most High, Who Sends 
the Primal Word (Syr mémré = Gk logos) to order the 
matter. The four entities and the darkness are repurified 
and returned to their places through the “mystery of the 
cross” (Mitchell 1912 = Ephrem Pr. Ref. 1.52-60, 138- 
40, 2.220.29-33; Nau 1932: 191-92 = Barhadbesabba 
Arb. 1.5). Bardaisan’s tripartite anthropology of body (Syr 
pagrad = Gk séma), soul (Syr nafs4 = Gk psyche), and mind 
(Syr mad‘@ or re‘yané = Gk nous) corresponds to three 
realms in the cosmos, the natural world, the planetary, 
and the spiritual, which are ruled respectively by Nature 
(Syr kyana), Fate (Syr helgd), and Freedom (Syr herutd). The 
body, subject to the law of Nature, is determined by biolog- 
ical needs; economic and social status are determined by 
the rules of astrology; moral life and therefore eternal 
destiny are ruled by freedom of the will (Drijvers 1966: 
76-95, 152-61). Consequently resurrection of the body is 
rejected (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 2.143-69; cf. Pr. Ref. 1.146; 
Beck 1963 = Ephrem Car. Nis. 46:8, 51:2-3), and the 
Bardaisanites are said to hold a docetic Christology (Ada- 
mantius dial. 5.8-10). Mythological elements emerge more 
strongly in some doctrines attributed by Ephrem to the 
Bardaisanites if not to Bardaisan himself: Wisdom (Syr 
hekmeta = Gk sophia), appearing before the archons and 
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governors, stirred them up to produce the human body 
(Ephrem Pr. Ref. 1.122.45-123:14). “Something flows and 
comes down from the living Father and the Mother con- 
ceives and gives birth to him in the mystery of the fish and 
he is called the living Son” (Ephrem HCH 55.1.3—5). The 
Holy Spirit has two daughters, one of whom is the reflected 
image of her sister (HCH 55:3-5). 

As a whole Bardaisan’s work consists of a blend of ideas 
and imagery with parallels in the NT, Odes of Sclomon, 
Philo, the Hermetic literature, the literature of various 
Gnostic sects, Aramaean paganism, astrology, Stoicism, 
and later Platonism. Some scholars argue that his is an 
independent syncretism without special affinities to Gnos- 
ticism of any sort (Schaeder 1932; Drijvers 1966: 166- 
228; de Halleux 1968; Brock 1970). Some, beginning with 
Hippolytus, have considered Bardaisan a Valentinian, 
Ophite, or Saturninian Gnostic (Hippolytus haer. 6.35; cf. 
Ephrem HCH 21:10; Ehlers 1970). Other early Greek and 
Latin writers thought him a Valentinian who converted to 
orthodoxy or vice versa (Eusebius h.e. 4.30.3; Hieronymus 
vir. ill. 33; Epiphanius haer. 56.2). Notably, although they 
consider him a heretic, neither Ephrem nor any later 
Syriac writer alludes to ties with Valentinianism. Ephrem 
frequently associates him with Marcion and Mani from 
whose views, however, he carefully distinguishes those of 
“the Aramaean philosopher” (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 2.7.48—8:1, 
225.2526). There is substantial scholarly agreement with 
Ephrem’s remark that “unwillingly, Mani entered by the 
door Bardaisan opened,” i.e., that Mani’s cosmological and 
anthropological notions were based on Bardaisan’s views 
pushed in a strongly dualistic direction (Ephrem Pr. Ref. 
1.122.25-—31; cf. 123.15-22; Schaeder 1932: 63—73; Aland 
1975; Drijvers 1975; but cf. Jansma 1969). Bardaisan’s 
followers survived in the Syriac speaking Christian envi- 
ronment at least until the episcopate of Rabbula of Edessa 
(d. a.p. 435), and perhaps as late as the 8th century. 
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KATHLEEN E. McVEyY 


BARIAH (PERSON) [Heb bériah]. The third son of 
SHEMAIAH in the list of postexilic Davidic descendants 
in 1 Chr 3:22. The text of MT is problematic, however: 
the phrase which appears earlier in v 22, “. .. and the sons 
of Shemiah .. .,” is probably best deleted as a dittography 
(see Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 58). This makes Bariah 
not the third son of Shemiah, but rather the fourth son of 
Shecaniah, who then had a total of six sons, which agrees 
with the tally zt the end of v 22. The name “Bariah” means 
“fugitive.” 
RusseLL FULLER 


BARKOS (PERSON) [Heb bargés]. The head of a family 
of nétinim (temple servants) (see NETHINIM) listed 
among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem 
and Judah (Evra 2:53 = Neh 7:55; 1 Esdr 5:32). It is a 
theophoric Aramaic name meaning “son of Qés” (Zadok 
1980: 114). Although Qés appears in Edomite names, 
evidence from. the Arab world suggests that the deity is 
Arab in origin and, with the westward tribal movements of 
the 8th and "th centuries, entered Edom and gave his 
name to a deity long established there (Rose 1977: 29-30). 
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BARLEY. See AGRICULTURE; FLORA. 


BARNABAS (PERSON) [Gk Barnabas]. An apostle, an 
associate of Paul, prominent in the church of Antioch-on- 
the-Orontes in Syria, and an early leader in the mission to 
gentiles. According to Acts, his name was Joseph, but he 
was called Barnabas by the apostles. Luke, the author of 
Acts, translates Barnabas to mean “son of encourage- 
ment,” (from Aram bar nébi’é) but it may simply mean 
“son of (the god) Nebo,” or something similar. Acts reports 
that Barnabas was a Levite whose family came from Cy- 
prus; hence he was a Diaspora Jew. He is first mentioned 
as a man who sold some land and donated the proceeds to 
the apostles in Jerusalem (4:36-—-37). Thus in vivid contrast 
to Ananias and Sapphira, who withheld a portion of their 
property (5:1-11), Barnabas is shown to typify the spirit 
of communal sharing which Luke emphasizes in the earli- 
est Jerusalem community. 


A. Association with Paul 

In Acts, Barnabas receives extensive mention in connec- 
tion with Saul (later to be known as Paul) and with the 
emergence of a mission to gentiles. When the disciples in 
Jerusalem were afraid to meet with Saul after his call, 
Barnabas brought him to them and gave him a favorable 
introduction (9:27). Later, when the Jerusalem church 
received reports that believers from Cyprus and Cyrene 
were making converts of Greeks in Antioch (11:20—22), 
Barnabas was sent to investigate. He encouraged them in 
this missionary activity, then »rought Saul with him from 
Tarsus to Antioch, where they taught together (1 1:25-26). 
As leaders in the Antioch community, Barnabas and Saul 
were sent to deliver a contribution for famine relief to the 
community in Jerusalem (11:227—30). Collecting contribu- 
tions of gentile communities for “the poor” in Jerusalem 
was evidently an arrangement agreed upon between the 
missionaries to gentiles—Paul and Barnabas, and the lead- 
ers of the Jerusalem community (Gal 2:9—10). Such contri- 
butions continued to be of great concern in Paul’s later 
work (Rom 15:25~—28; 1 Cor 15:1—4; 2 Cor 8-9). 

Next, Acts recounts that Barnabas and Saul were com- 
missioned by the Antioch community for a missionary 
journey to Cyprus, bringing as an assistant John Mark, 
who had joined them in Jerusalem (12:25-13:3). That 
Barnabas was Paul’s senior partner in the relationship is 
evident from the fact that Barnabas’ name is mentioned 
before Paul’s name in all Acts accounts thus far. But while 
recounting their stay in Paphos, Luke shifts to the name 
Paul for Saul just as he performs a miracle to effect the 
conversion of the Roman proconsul Sergius Paulus (13:8- 
12). At this point Luke begins to give Paul greater promi- 
nence than Barnabas in the mission narrative, calling their 
party “Paul and his company” (13:13) and mentioning 
Paul’s name several times before that of Barnabas (13:43, 
46, 50). Upon leaving Cyprus, Paul and Barnabas traveled 
without John Mark through the southern regions of cen- 
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tral Asia Minor, visiting the cities of Pisidian Antioch, 
Iconium, Lystra, Derbe, Perga, and Attalia. Acts reports 
that they conducted their mission through preaching in 
synagogues and performance of miracles. In Lystra Paul’s 
miraculous healing of a crippled man led the crowd to call 
Barnabas “Zeus” and Paul “Hermes” (14:8-18). Despite 
threats from Jews and gentiles (14:5) and physical violence 
against Paul at the hands of some Jews (14:19), Acts states 
that the mission of Paul and Barnabas met with success in 
several cities among Jews, recent converts to Judaism 
(13:43), gentiles (13:48), and Greeks (14:1). But the sum- 
mary of their activity reported to the church at Antioch 
makes it clear that the success of Barnabas’ and Paul’s 
pioneering work among gentiles is what Luke wishes most 
to stress (14:27). 

However in Antioch the question of how a gentile mis- 
sion ought to be conducted came to be hotly debated. 
According to Acts “some” from Judea were teaching there 
that circumcision according to the custom of Moses was a 
prerequisite for salvation. Paul and Barnabas argued 
against requiring circumcision for gentiles and were ap- 
pointed to a delegation which brought the question before 
apostles and elders in Jerusalem (15:1—3). During the 
debate at this Jerusalem Council, Barnabas and Paul re- 
ported on their success among gentiles (15:12), and the 
council eventually adopted a position which must have 
been largely favorable to them, since it did not require 
gentile circumcision. Paul and Barnabas returned to Anti- 
och together with delegates appointed from Jerusalem 
who carried a letter detailing the decision of the Council 
(15:22-32). 


B. Separation from Paul 

After resolution of the question of required gentile 
circumcision, Paul and Barnabas made plans in Antioch to 
revisit the cities of their previous mission together, but 
there arose between them what Luke terms a “sharp disa- 
greement.” According to Acts, Barnabas wished to bring 
John Mark along, but Paul did not (15:37). Consequently 
Paul left without Barnabas, bringing Silas with him 
through Syria and Cilicia to the cities of Asia Minor; 
Barnabas took Mark with him to Cyprus (15:38—40). That 
there was a close association between Barnabas and Mark 
is corroborated in Col 4:10, where Mark is called Barnabas’ 
“cousin.” 

But the parting of ways between Barnabas and Paul may 
well have been occasioned by more than the personal 
disagreement mentioned in Acts. Although Acts hints at 
no disagreement between Barnabas and Paul on the con- 
duct of a mission to gentiles, Paul’s letter to Galatia indi- 
cates that the two did not share identical views on the 
observance of Jewish dietary laws. Paul writes that at Anti- 
och he was distressed when Peter refrained from eating 
with gentiles out of deference to representatives from 
James. Paul objected to Peter’s abrupt withdrawal from his 
practice of table fellowship and writes that “even Barna- 
bas” sided against Paul (Gal 2:11—13). On this occasion 
Barnabas, like Peter, took a moderate position between 
those associated with James, who advocated a strict sepa- 
ration of Jews from gentiles, and Paul, who strongly op- 
posed such separation. Because Paul does not claim to 
have persuaded Barnabas and the others, it may be in- 
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ferred that he lost this debate in Antioch and consequently 
left. Galatians suggests, then, that the split between Bar- 
nabas and Paul arose over different views of proper social 
practice in Christian communities, perhaps due to a theo- 
logical disagreement about the continuing validity of Jew- 
ish laws. It is uncertain how bitter the rift remained be- 
cause Paul’s reference to Barnabas in 1 Cor 9:6 seems to 
reflect a sympathetic attitude toward his former mentor. 
Here Barnabas is mentioned as an apostle who, like Paul, 
practiced a trade and earned his own living while a mis- 
sionary. It is possible that they had established this practice 
as a joint policy during their early mission work together. 


C. Mention of Barnabas in Extra-Canonical Sources 

Concerning Barnabas’ career after separating from Paul 
and journeying to Cyprus, we have no early information. 
Later Christian writers make legendary claims about Bar- 
nabas: e.g., that he preached in Rome during Jesus’ life- 
time and introduced Clement of Rome to Christianity (Ps.- 
Clem. Recogn. 1.7—13), and that he was one of the seventy 
(Luke 10:1) sent out by Jesus (Clement of Alexandria Str. 
2.20). The 5th- or 6th-century Acts of Barnabas purports to 
describe his later mission and martyrdom in Cyprus. Bar- 
nabas is also named as the author of some early Christian 
texts. Clement of Alexandria credits him as the author of 
the Epistle of Barnabas, a treatise which was included in 
some early biblical manuscripts, e.g., Sinaiticus. Some 
Western traditions regard Barnabas as the author of He- 
brews, and he is also listed (in the Decretum Gelasianum) as 
the author of a gospel. 


Bibliography 
Koester, H. 1982. History and Literature of Early Christianity. 2 vols. 
Philadelphia. 
Meeks, W. A., and Wilken, R. L. 1978. Jews and Christians in Antioch 
in the First Four Centuries of the Common Era. Missoula, MT. 
Meeks, W. A. 1983. The First Urban Christians. New Haven. 
Jon B. DANIELS 


BARNABAS, EPISTLE OF. An early Christian writ- 
ing, the significance of which lies not so much in its later 
influence as in what it preserves of earlier traditions, both 
Jewish and Christian. The anonymous Christian teacher 
who wrote Barnabas passed on traditional instruction re- 
garding “spiritual” understandings of the Jewish scriptures 
and God’s requirements. Many issues concerning Barnabas 
are problematic and must remain unresolved. 


Form, Structure, Style 
Text 

The Author and His Circle 
Use of Tradition 

Thought 

1. Gnosis 

2. Ethics and Eschatology 
3. Israel 

4. Christology 

5. Interpretation of Scripture 
F. Recipients 
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G. Provenance 
H. Date, Occasion, and Significance 


A. Form, Structure, Style 

Although Barnabas has several characteristics of an epis- 
tle, itis probably best understood as a tractate in epistolary 
dress. Its contents may be outlined as follows: 


I. Introduction (framework), chap. 1 
II. First major section: correct understanding of scrip- 
ture, 2:1--16:10 
A. What the Lord requires: not sacrifice and fasting, 
2-3 
Warnings in a lawless age facing judgment, 4 
Why the Lord endured suffering in the flesh, 5— 
6 
The Lord’s suffering foreshadowed in scapegoat 
and red heifer, 7-8 
Circumcised understanding, 9-10 
Baptism and cross foreshadowed, 11—12 
Correct understanding of the Covenant and its 
heirs, 13—14 
. Correct understanding of the Sabbath, 15 
I. Correct understanding of the Temple, 16 
Il}. Transition (framework), 17:1-18:la 
IV. Second major section: The “Two Ways” tradition, 
18:1b—20:2 
A. Introduction, 18:1b—2 
B. The Way of Light, 19 
C. The Way of Darkness, 20 
V. Conclusion (framework), 21 
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Barnabas 17:1--18:1a explicitly divides the tractate into two 
major sections of teaching. The two sections are set into an 
epistolary fraraework (Wengst 1971: 5-14; cf. Scorza Bar- 
cellona 1975: 14-21). 

The tractate’s stylistic norms resemble those of Jewish 
literature. Its rough transitions and awkward arrangement 
have the benefit of making it easier to isolate its sources. 


B. Text 

The Gk text of Barnabas is relatively well preserved. The 
chief witnesses to the text are Codex Sinaiticus, Codex 
Hierosolymitanus, a family of late Gk manuscripts, and an 
OL translation in Codex Corbeiensis. There are also frag- 
ments of a Gk papyrus and of a Syr translation, and several 
quotations by Clement of Alexandria and later church 
writers. Althoagh there may have been a “first edition” 
which lacked the Two Ways tradition, the “final form” 
presumably ccnsisted of chapters 1-21. The critical edi- 
tion by Prigent and Kraft (1971) provides a carefully 
researched eclectic text. 


C, The Author and His Circle 

Barnabas is anonymous. Clement of Alexandria, Origen, 
Jerome, Serapion of Thmuys, Codex Sinaiticus, and later 
manuscripts attribute the work to “Barnabas,” but few 
contemporary scholars accept this attribution. Most scho- 
lars consider it unlikely that the Barnabas described by 
Paul as participating in a literal observance of Jewish cult 
(Gal 2:13) could write the anti-cultic polemics of Barnabas. 

It appears that the work as a whole is produced by one 
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person, a male, and that he primarily uses traditional 
materials to which he contributes little more than a frame- 
work within which he arranges them and makes simple 
transitions between them. He is a teacher who wants his 
readers to see him not as a teacher but as a friend and 
peer (1:4; 1:8; 4:6, 9; 9:9). He describes himself with 
conventional modesty (4:9; 6:5), but he participates as one 
“who is wise and understanding, and who loves his Lord,” 
in a community which God has allowed to understand 
secrets (6:10). In the face of the impending final scandals 
(4:3, 9), he is concerned to pass on some of the traditional 
teachings of his circle (1:5; 4:9). 

Because many of his traditions retain both the style and 
the substance of Judaism, a significant number of scholars 
see him as a Jewish Christian (Barnard 1978: 54—58; 
Manns 1981: 125-146). In view of Barnabas 16:7, it prob- 
ably makes more sense to sec him as a Gentile who had 
access to Jewish traditions in Gk (Kraft 1965: 39; Prigent 
and Kraft 1971: 28; Wengst 1984: 119). 

It is often quite difficult to distinguish the teacher from 
his sources, many of which are much older. He does not 
rise above his tradition as a clearly defined individual 
creator; he is primarily a spokesman for a living tradition, 
even if he has shaped it her2 and there. In the case of’ 
“evolved literature” such as this, it may be preferable to 
focus on the tradition rather than on the individual 
through whom the tradition speaks. The circle that pre- 
served this tradition was a “school” in the sense that it had 
teachers who developed and transmitted teaching materi- 
als concerned with exegesis and moral instruction (Kraft 
1965: 19-22; Wengst 1971). 


D. Use of Tradition 

The teacher indicates in 1:5 that he is passing on tradi- 
tional materials (see 4:9; 19:1; 21:1). Kraft (1961), Prigent 
(1961), and Wengst (1971) have examined the sources of 
these materials in detail. 

The traditions in Barnabas 2-16 are concerned with 
understanding the (Jewish) scriptures. Analysis of the quo- 
tations show that the tradition represented by Barnabas did 
not use the Heb text (Kraft 1961: 57; Wengst 1971: 69). 
Apparently the teacher had access to OG translations in a 
variety of oral and written forms: complete OG scrolls of 
a few books of scripture (Isaiah; perhaps Psalms, Genesis, 
and Deuteronomy), individual sayings, independent col- 
lections of extracts, free renderings of narratives, and 
quotations already associated with midrashic commentary 
(Kraft 1961: 69; Wengst 1984: 129). 

The Two Ways section (chapters 18-20) is the largest 
block of tradition in Barnabas. It presents ethical teachings 
under the rubrics of the way of light and the way of 
darkness. Barnabas 21:1 shows that the teacher considered 
the Two Ways teaching an authoritative written form of 
God’s requirements. This tradition is found in similar 
forms in other church writings, notably in Didache 1—5. 
Most contemporary scholars agree that the Two Ways sec- 
tions in Barnabas and Didache derive directly or indirectly 
from a common source. Two Ways concepts in the Manual 
of Discipline show that some form of the tradition existed 
in a Semitic-speaking Jewish environment. After being 
translated into Gk and passing through various recensions, 
it is used independently by S8arnabas and Didache. The 
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teacher incorporates the Two Ways tradition into his writ- 
ing with relatively few changes (Prigent 1961: 20; Wengst 
1971: 66-67). 

The themes of the two ways of darkness and light also 
pervade the whole tractate. Parallels between Barnabas 
4:9-10 and Didache 16:2 suggest that certain forms of the 
Two Ways tradition may have had an apocalyptic appendix 
(Kraft 1965: 12-16). 


E. Thought 

The teacher and his circle are not systematic thinkers, 
and their traditions are occasionally in tension. Whether 
or not Barnabas has a central theological perspective, the 
following concepts characterize the tract (Kraft 1965: 22— 
39; Wengst 1971: 71-99). 

1. Gnosis. One explicit purpose of Barnabas is to supple- 
ment its readers’ faith with “perfect knowledge” (Barnabas 
1:5). This knowledge (gnésis) is a central concept for Bar- 
nabas. The circle seems to use the term in an exegetical 
sense and a related ethical sense. Exegetical gnosis is the 
insight God gave to Abraham, Moses, David, and the 
prophets, and now gives to believers. This gift enables its 
recipients to understand the secrets of scripture and of 
past, present, and future events. Ethical gnosis enables its 
recipients to understand the conduct required by God 
(5:4; 23:5). 

2. Ethics and Eschatology. Ethical concerns pervade 
Barnabas, as do apocalyptic eschatological imagery, expec- 
tation, and motivation. Salvation is primarily a future 
reward for obeying God’s requirements in this lawless age. 
The day of judgment is near (21:3). At that time, the 
obedient will be made holy and will receive the promised 
inheritance: the end of lawlessness and the renewal of the 
universe (6:13; 15:5—9). Believers should not live as if they 
were already justified (4:10; 15:7). Instead, they must 
make use of the evil days before the judgment to perform 
the will of God, because they will be judged according to 
their conduct and Satan can use his power to drive them 
from the Lord’s kingdom (2:1, 10; 4:9-14; 19:10; 21:6, 8). 

3. Israel. According to Barnabas, God promised the 
patriarchs that he would give a Covenant to “the people” 
but Israel proved unworthy to receive it (4:6-8; 14:1-4). 
Instead, Jesus gave it to a “new people” (5:7), made worthy 
to receive it by his suffering and death (14:4—6). In con- 
trast, an evil angel (9:4) misled Israel into interpreting 
God’s requirements in a literal, external fashion rather 
than in the intended spiritual manner. Barnabas criticizes 
major aspects of Jewish ritual observance (sacrifice, fasting, 
circumcision, food laws, the sabbath rest, and the temple) 
as resulting from this misunderstanding of scripture. 
Christians, the true heirs of the Covenant, understand the 
scriptures in their intended spiritual sense. 

There is a tension in the circle’s relation to Judaism. On 
the one hand, it defines itself in contrast to Israel, who 
never received the Covenant and who err in their under- 
standing of what God wants. On the other hand, the circle 
has taken its ethical teachings, its citations of scripture, its 
hermeneutics, and even its criticisms of Jewish ritual obser- 
vance from Jewish sources. 

4. Christology. Barnabas refers to Jesus as Son of God, 
the Beloved One, the Beloved Heir, and most frequently, 
the Lord. Preexistent, he participated in creation (5:5, 10; 
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6:12). The circle denies that he is a son of David or a son 
of man (12:10—11), but he suffered in the flesh to purify a 
once-sinful people (“us”) for the Covenant and to fill up 
the measure of “their” sins (5:1—14; 6:7; 7:2; 14:4—5). He 
will soon come to end this evil age, judge the living and 
the dead, and recreate the universe (5:7; 7:2; 15:5; 21:3). 

Barnabas is concerned to interpret the suffering and 
death of Jesus by means of scripture. Apart from his 
suffering in the flesh, the circle shows little interest in the 
earthly Jesus’ words and works as found in written gospel 
traditions. It looks to scripture rather than to Jesus’ sayings 
for authority in teaching. 

5. Interpretation of Scripture. The interpretive method 
is closely related to what is known of Christian and Jewish 
schools of Alexandria. The “spiritual” (rationalistic, alle- 
gorical) understanding of ritual law appears more radical 
than that of Philo when it excludes a literal understanding. 
For example, Barnabas 9-10, except for the gematria in 
9:8—9, resembles the position of those Philo (Migr. 89.92— 
93) opposed for neglecting the literal meaning of circum- 
cision. 


F. Recipients 

Barnabas is addressed to both men and women (1:1; see 
10:8). The recipients are Christians, probably uncircum- 
cised but not necessarily from the teacher’s own sect. 

Barnabas gives clues about their community—or at least 
about his own circle’s ideals for a community of believers. 
The teacher admonishes his readers not to live as hermits 
but to assemble together (4:10) and to share their posses- 
sions (19:8). He mentions no church functionaries other 
than teachers, “those highly placed” (21:2), and those 
“who proclaim the Lord’s word” (19:9). The community 
celebrates Sunday, “the eighth day” (15:8—9). They prac- 
tice baptism (by immersion) as a means of receiving remis- 
sion of sins and new life (11:1-11). They experience in- 
spired speech (16:9-10). 


G. Provenance 

Barnabas does not give enough indications to permit 
confident identification of either the teacher’s location or 
the location to which he writes. His thought, hermeneuti- 
cal methods, and style have many parallels throughout the 
known Jewish and Christian worlds. Most scholars have 
located the work’s origin in the area of Alexandria, on the 
grounds that it has many affinities with Alexandrian Jew- 
ish and Christian thought and because its first witnesses 
are Alexandrian. Recently, Prigent (Prigent and Kraft 
1971: 20-24), Wengst (1971: 114-18), and Scorza Barcel- 
lona (1975: 62-65) have suggested other origins based on 
affinities in Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor. The place of 
origin must remain an open question, although the Gk- 
speaking E Mediterranean appears most probable. 


H. Date, Occasion, and Significance 

Since Barnabas 16:3 refers to the destruction of the 
temple, Barnabas must be written after 70 c.£. It must be 
written before its first indisputable use in Clement of 
Alexandria, ca. 190. Since 16:4 expects the temple to be 
rebuilt, it was most likely written before Hadrian built a 
Roman temple on the site ca. 135. Attempts to use 4:4—5 
and 16:1—5 to specify the time of origin more exactly have 
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not won wide agreement. It is important to remember that 
traditions of varying ages have been incorporated into this 
work. 

Barnabas does not provide sufficient clues to identify an 
occasion for its writing. Neither the view that it is a polemic 
in response tc Jewish rivals (Lowy 1960: 32) nor the view 
that it is propaganda to persuade Christian opponents 
(Wengst 1971: 100-105) accounts for its ethical orienta- 
tion. 

The work appears to have had little impact in the West, 
although it was translated into Latin in N Africa (or 
possibly Rome), probably during the 3d century. Clement 
of Alexandria quotes it as the epistle of the apostle Barna- 
bas, and Origen refers to it as the catholic epistle of 
Barnabas. Its inclusion in Codex Sinaiticus suggests that it 
was sometimes considered canonical in 4th century Egvpt. 
Other church writers who mention it (e.g., Eusebius, Je- 
rome, Mkhitar) categorize it with disputed writings or 
apocrypha. 

Although Barnabas 4:14 appears to quote Matt 22:14, it 
must remain an open question whether the Barnabas circle 
knew written gospels. Based on Koester’s analysis (1957: 
125-27, 157), it appears more likely that Barnabas stood in 
the living ora] tradition used by the written gospels. For 
example, the reference to gall and vinegar in Barnabas 7:3, 
5 seems to preserve an early stage of tradition that influ- 
enced the forrnation of the passion narratives in the Gospel 
of Peter and the synoptic gospels. 

Barnabas is also significant for preserving early stages of 
Jewish tradition. It preserves halakhic traditions about 
atonement and red heifer rituals from a century before 
the Mishnah was compiled. It contains midrashic material 
and the Two Ways tradition in forms not greatly removed 
from their Jewish antecedents. It also quotes fragments of 
Jewish religious literature otherwise unknown (Kraft 1965: 
182-84). 


Bibliography 

Barnard, L. W. 1978. The Epistle of Barnabas in its Jewish Setting. 
Pp. 52-106 in Studies in Church History and Patristics. Thessalon- 
iki. 

Koester, H. 1957. Synoptische Uberlieferung bei den Apostolischen Va- 
tern. TU 65. Berlin. 

Kraft. R. A. 1961. The Epistle of Barnabas: Its Quotations and their 
Sources. Diss. Harvard University. 

. 1965. The Apostolic Fathers. Volume 3: Barnabas and the 
Didache. New York. 

Lowy, S. 1960. The Confutation of Judaism in the Epistle of 
Barnabas. J/S§ 11: 1-33. 

Manns, F. 1981. Les rapports synagogue-eglise au début du [le 
siécle aprés j.-c. en palestine. SBFLA 31: 105-46. 

Prigent, P. 1961. Les testimonia dans le christianisme primitif: VEpitre de 
barnabé I-XVI et ses sources. EBib. Paris. 

Prigent, P., and Kraft, R. A. 1971. Epitre de barnabé. SC 172. Paris. 

Scorza Barcellona, F. 1975. Epistola di Barnaba. Corona Patrum. 
Torino. 

Wengst, K. 1971. Tradition und Theologie des Barnabasbriefes. Arbeiten 
zur Kirchengeschichte 42. Berlin. 

. 1984. Scnriften des Urchristentums. Didache (Apostellehre), Bar- 

nabasbrief, Zweiter Klemensbrief, Schrift an Diognet. Munich. 


614 -I 


Windisch, H. 1920. Die Apostolischen Vater III: Der Barnabasbrief. 
HNT Erganzungsband. Tubingen. 
Jay Curry TREAT 


BARODIS (PERSON) [Gk Barédis]. A servant of Solo- 
mon whose descendants returned from Babylon with Ze- 
rubbabel (1 Esdr 5:34). Although 1 Esdras is often as- 
sumed to have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, 
this family does not appear arnong their lists of returning 
exiles (cf Ezra 2:57; Neh 7:591. Omissions such as this also 
raise questions about ] Esdras being used as a source by 
Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermcre, problems associated with 
dating events and identifying persons described in | Es- 
dras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


BARSABBAS (PERSON) |Gk Barsabbas]. Name of 2 
persons in NT. The name Barsabbas most probably repre- 
sents the Aram Bar-Shabba, “son of the sabbath.” 

1. A surname of Joseph, who also had the Lat surname 
Justus (Acts 1:23). He was considered, but not chosen, for 
the place among the twelve disciples left vacant by the 
treachery of Judas Iscariot. Evidently, he had been a disci- 
ple of Jesus, for the one to take Judas’ place was to be a 
personal witness to the ministry, resurrection, and ascen- 
sion of Jesus (Acts 1:21—22). Joseph Barsabbas reportedly 
was one of the seventy disciples (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 1:12; see 
Luke 10:1). He allegedly drank snake venom in the name 
of Jesus without suffering any ill effects (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 
3:39; see Mark 16:18). 

2. A surname of Judas, one of two leading Christians in 
the church at Jerusalem who were sent to the churches of 
Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia to convey the church council’s 
decision on the acceptance of gentile believers (Acts 15:22- 
33). Judas and Silas, his companion, preached at Antioch 
for some time until the church dismissed them (v 33). 
According to v 34, a spurious text, Judas returned to 
Jerusalem, but Silas remained in Antioch. This verse prob- 
ably was originally a marginal note that explained how 
Silas was in Antioch for Paul tc choose him as a companion 
(v 40). 

Viroit R. L. Fry 


BARTACUS (PERSON) [Gk Bartakos]. Bartacus, who 
has the epithet “the Illustrious,” was referred to once in | 
Esdr 4:29 as the father of Apame, the concubine of Darius. 
While nothing is known of Bartacus outside of this single 
reference, names similar to his own appear in other litera- 
ture. For instance, the name “:Artachaeas,” a high-ranking 
official in Xerxes’ army, was mentioned by Herodotus 
(7.22.117). The name of Bartacus’ daughter, “Apame,” is 
identical with the name of the Persian princess who mar- 
ried Seleucus I and became the mother of Antiochus I. 
Apamea, a city in Asia Minor, was established by Seleucus 
I in honor of his wife by the same name. 

There are several ways to interpret the phrase “the 
Illustrious” (Tou thaumostou) appended to Bartacus’ name. 
The name may have been an epithet, implying that Barta- 
cus was a man of renown or even perhaps a wonder- 
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worker. It is unlikely that the epithet was a second name 
for Bartacus because the Persians normally used only one 
name. There is also no evidence that “the Illustrious One” 
was an Official title in the Persian state. The appendage 
may have been the proper name of his father. The similar 
Greek name “Thamasios” appears in Herodotus 7.194, 
and “Themasios” occurs in Josephus Ant 11.3.5. 
Scott T: CARROLL 


BARTHOLOMEW (PERSON) [Gk Bartholomaios]. 
Bartholomew appears in all four lists of the twelve disciples 
of Jesus (Matt 10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:14; Acts 1:13), but 
he is otherwise unmentioned in the NT. Bartholomew is 
quite likely an Aram patronymic [Bar-Talmai] for “son of 
Tholami” (cf. LXX Josh 15:14) or “son of Tholomaeus” 
(cf. Jos. Ant. 20.1.1§5), a name found in several forms in 
the Gk OT and Josephus. 

From the 9th century onward Bartholomew generally 
has been identified with NATHANAEL. This is based on 
the conjecture that Nathanael is a surname of Bartholo- 
mew, so that his full name would have been Nathaneal 
Bar-Tholami (cf. Simon Bar-Jonah). Several factors point 
in this direction. (1) Since the synoptic gospels never men- 
tion Nathanael, while John never mentions Bartholomew, 
the juxtaposition of the names Philip and Bartholomew in 
the synoptic lists of the Twelve (not in the list in Acts) 
suggests the close relationship between the two depicted in 
John 1:43—51. Study of the apostolic lists indicates pairing 
and grouping into fours; this suggests that Bartholomew 
and Philip were companions in the second group headed 
by Philip. (2) John’s gospel treats Nathanael as an apostle. 
All of the companions of Nathanael are apostles (John 
1:35-51) and Nathanael appears as a member of a group 
of apostles (John 21:1—2). Christ’s promise to Nathanael, 
that he would be a witness to the central role of the Son of 
Man in God’s revelation to men, suggests an apostolic 
function (John 1:50—1). (3) Since Bartholomew is quite 
likely a patronymic, its bearer would be expected to have 
another name as well. 

Arguments have been raised against each of the above 
factors. (1) The juxtaposition of Philip and Bartholomew 
in the synoptic lists may be fortuitous, because in the Acts 
list they are not together. (2) Since there is no mention of 
Nathanael during Jesus’ ministry, his interaction with Jesus 
in John 1:43-51 does not necessarily imply a formal call to 
apostleship. (3) The name “Bartholomew” may stand by 
itself in the apostolic lists as a proper name. It is not 
necessarily a patronymic. The patronymic is normally ex- 
pressed in the lists by the Greek genitive, not by the 
Aramaic bar. 

If the identification of Bartholomew with Nathanael is 
correct; Philip brought Bartholomew (Nathanael), a native 
of Cana of Galilee (John 21:2), to acknowledge Jesus as the 
Messiah (John 1:45—46). The description of his encounter 
with Jesus is found in John 1:47—51. A true Israelite, 
without guile, Nathanael gave a profound declaration of 
the messianic identity of Jesus. Jesus, in turn, stated that 
Nathanael would see even greater demonstrations of mes- 
sianism. If the identification of Bartholomew with Nathan- 
ael is incorrect, then we have no NT information about 
Bartholomew other than the four lists. 
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Since the identification of Bartholomew with Nathanael 
is not conclusive, to assume it without question is to go 
beyond the evidence. Certainty is unattainable with the 
present evidence, but to reject categorically the identifica- 
tion is likewise unwarranted. 

Traditional stories about Bartholomew abound, but few 
appear to be trustworthy. According to the “Genealogies 
of the Twelve Apostles,” Bartholomew was of the house of 
Naphtali, and his name was formerly John, but Jesus 
changed it because of John the son of Zebedee, the be- 
loved. Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 5.10.3) reports that Bartholo- 
mew preached the gospel in India and left behind the 
Gospel of Matthew “in the actual Hebrew characters.” 
Traditions also claim that Bartholomew ministered in Ar- 
menia, Phrygia, Lycaonia, Mesopotamia, and Persia. Sev- 
eral traditions are also associated with his death. One 
tradition states that Bartholomew brought the Gospel to 
India and to Greater Armenia, where he was flayed alive 
and beheaded. The Martyrdom of Bartholomew states that he 
was placed in a sack and cast into the sea. 

A few apocryphal works are also traditionally associated 
with Bartholomew. Jerome, in the preface to his commen- 
tary on Matthew, mentions a Gospel of Bartholomew. Apart 
from its condemnation by the Decretum Gelasianum we 
know little about this work. A later work, “Fhe Questions 
of Bartholomew,” extant in five recensions, may be based 
in part on this earlier work. A Coptic “Book of the Resur- 
rection of Christ by Bartholomew the Apostle” is extant in 
several fragments. Authentic association of these works 
with the apostle Bartholomew is highly doubtful. 
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BARTHOLOMEW, GOSPEL (QUESTIONS) 
OF. A writing mentioned by Jerome in the prologue of 
his commentary on Matthew (which reference may derive 
from Origen), and by Epiphanius the Monk (vita virg. 24— 
25). A reference by the venerable Bede (Luc. ev. expos. 1) 
probably stems from Jerome, as does one in the Decretum 
Gelasianum, which lists “gospels in the name of Bartholo- 
mew” as ones to be avoided. A Gospel of Bartholomew may 
be quoted by pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita (myst. 3), who 
attributes two sentences to “the blessed Bartholomew.” 
The Syr Book of Hierotheos also contains a one-sentence 
quotation written by “the divine Bartholomew.” 

There are no extant texts of a Gospel of Bartholomew, but 
two works associated with the name Bartholomew are 
preserved: Questions of Bartholomew is preserved in Greek, 
Latin, and Slavonic manuscripts; the Book of the Resurrection 
of Jesus Christ, by Bartholomew the Apostle is preserved in one 
complete Coptic manuscript and in several other Coptic 
fragments. Both works stem from Greek originals, and 
they share affinities with one another, such as Jesus’ de- 
scent into hell and deliverance of Adam, in addition to the 
prominence of Bartholomew as the guarantor of the tra- 
ditions. It is possible that “both streams of tradition go 
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back to a special Bartholomew tradition of the 3d or 4th 
centuries” (NTApocr 1.508), but it is unclear whether they 
derive from an underlying Gospel of Bartholomew. 

Questions of Bartholomew. This work, perhaps a 5th-cen- 
tury composition of Egyptian provenance, is a collection 
of revelatory dialogues. Bartholomew is featured as the 
bold main questioner, seeking knowledge from the risen 
Jesus, from Mary, and from Beliar, particularly about 
heaven and the underworld. The contents of the book may 
be described according to the five chapters into which it 
has been divided. (1) At the request of Bartholomew, the 
risen Jesus recounts how he vanished from the cross in 
order to descend into the underworld. He reports a con- 
versation there between a fearful Hades and Beliar (the 
devil) and briefly describes how he bound Hades and 
brought up the patriarchs and especially Adam. The dia- 
logue ends with a brief exchange about the sacrifices and 
the souls that Jesus receives in paradise. (2) At the behest 
of the other apostles, Bartholomew asks Mary how she 
“conceived the incomprehensible,” or how she “carried 
him who cannot be carried.” After a prayer, she directs 
the apostles to restrain her while she reveals that she was 
visited in the temple by an angelic figure. She receives a 
baptism from heavenly dew and partakes in a Eucharist 
when the angelic figure miraculously produces a loaf and 
cup. She is then promised that after three years she will 
conceive his son. But her tale is interrupted: fire comes 
from her mouth and the world is about to be consumed 
when Jesus silences her. An account of the conception 
itself, about which Bartholomew had inquired, is therefore 
prevented. (3) Seven days before his ascension the risen 
Jesus grants the apostles a brief glimpse of the abyss. They 
are overwhelmed at the sight, but it is not described. 
(4) Peter entreats Mary to ask for a revelation of “all that is 
in the heavers.” In a brief exchange Mary declines, but 
reveals that in her the Lord restored “the dignity of 
women.” Jesus then grants Bartholomew’s request to see 
and to question Beliar, whose dreadful appearance is 
described. Bartholomew, with his foot upon Beliar’s neck, 
then learns about numerous angels and punishments for 
the wicked. The devil also recounts how he and his angels 
had refused Michael’s command to worship Adam, the 
image of God, and how he made Eve susceptible to diso- 
bedience by defiling her drinking water with sweat from 
his body. The dialogue is interspersed with three reverent 
prayers by Bartholomew. In the end Jesus admonishes 
Bartholomew that the revelations should be kept secret, 
and Bartholomew concludes with a doxology. (5) When 
Bartholomew asks Jesus to name the worst of sins, he 
names hypocrisy, slander, “the sin against the holy spirit,” 
i.e., speaking ill of any one who serves the Father, and 
swearing an oath by the head of God. Bartholomew then 
receives a commission to preach and raises a final question 
about the consequences of sins of lust. Jesus’ reply praises 
celibacy and also allows for the validity of marriage. But 
he adds that “he who sins after the third marriage is 
unworthy of God.” 

In terms of genre the Questions of Bartholomew may be 
compared with other early Christian post-resurrection di- 
alogues between Jesus and his followers, e.g., Epistula Apos- 
tolorum, Dialogue of the Savior, Sophia Jesu Christi, and Pistis 
Sophia. In terms of content, scholars have noted affinities 
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to the Acts of Pilate, the Gospel of Gamaliel, and the Gospel of 
Nicodemus, especially in the descent into the underworld. 
The depictions of the underworld may draw upon motifs 
of Egyptian popular religion. The text also may reflect 
knowledge of the Protevangelium of James and the Infancy 
Gospel of Thomas. The recommendation on marriage is 
paralleled in the Apostolic Cor:stitutions. Parallels to gnostic 
texts have been noted in an early study by Bonwetsch, but 
Beeston denies any gnostic proclivities in Mary’s account 
of the Annunciation (2) and stresses the account’s devel- 
opment of a Catholic doctrine of the Eucharist (Beeston 
1974: 127; see also TRE 3: 316-62). 
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BARTIMAEWUS (PERSON) [Gk Bartimaios]. A blind 
beggar whom Jesus healed while on his last journey to 
Jerusalem (Mark 10:46—52). ‘Throwing his outer garment 
aside, leaping to his feet, and rushing to Jesus when called 
demonstrated his faith in Jesus and his eagerness to be 
healed. Since Mark records the name of only one other 
person whom Jesus healed (5:22), the occurrence of the 
name “Bartimaeus” here implies that he became a full- 
fledged disciple who was well known in the early church 
(Cranfield Mark CGNT, 346). 

As the title “Son of David” suggests, Bartimaeus thought 
of Jesus in messianic terms. This title expressed Jewish 
nationalistic hopes for a Davidic king to come as the 
deliverer of the Jews from foreign domination (see Pss. Sol. 
17:21; Ezek 34:23-24; Taylor 1966: 448). This interpreta- 
tion of the address fits well with the multitude’s association 
of Jesus with the coming Davidic kingdom in his triumphal 
entry into Jerusalem (see Brarscomb Mark MNTC, 192). 

Accounts of restoration of sight occur also in Matt 
20:29-34 and Luke 18:35—43 with some differences. Mat- 
thew and Mark agree that the miracle occurred as Jesus 
left Jericho, but Luke places it as Jesus approached the 
city. Matthew says Jesus healed two blind men. Mark and 
Luke mention only one. Yet more than one miracle is 
unlikely because the accounts are so similar and consistent 
in most details. The main event is so clear and the differ- 
ences in detail are so insignificant that any attempt at 
harmonization seems unnecessary. 

Mark usually introduces the Aramaic word first and then 
the Greek translation (3:17; 7:11, 34; 14:36). The reverse 
order in v 46 may be the result of a scribal insertion into 
the text of a comment in the margin of an early manu- 
script (Branscomb Mark MNTC, 192). Although the deri- 
vation of the name Bartimaeus is a matter of controversy, 
it is most likely from the Aramaic bar, “son,” and tim?ai, 
“Timaeus” (see Taylor 1966: 447—48). 
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BARUCH (PERSON) [Heb barié]. 1. A scribe in Jerusa- 
lem during the years just prior to the Babylonian destruc- 
tion of 587 B.c. and a close friend of the prophet Jeremiah. 
The book of Jeremiah recognizes his professional status as 
a “scribe” (Heb sépér; 36:26, 32). The earlier supposition 
that he was a royal scribe (Muilenburg 1970: 231) is now 
all the more likely following the discovery of a seal impres- 
sion in a royal archive which reads, “Belonging to Bere- 
chiah, son of Neriah, the scribe” (Avigad 1978 [“Bere- 
chiah” is the long form of “Baruch”]). The mention here 
and in the book of Jeremiah of Baruch with his patronym 
(double patronym in 32:12) suggests that he comes from a 
prominent scribal family (Gevaryahu 1973: 209). Baruch’s 
brother, Seraiah, was “quartermaster” [Heb sar ménihé] 
under Judah’s last king, Zedekiah (Jer 51:59); he, too, was 
no doubt a professionally trained scribe. It was not only in 
Masoretic times, but much earlier, even as far back as the 
Old Babylonian period, that scribes were known to cluster 
in families (Lundbom 1986). 

Baruch had an important role in preserving the Jere- 
miah legacy. In chapter 36 of the book of Jeremiah he is 
reported to have written the first Jeremiah scroll at the 
prophet’s dictation (v 4). Then, on a fast day in the year 
following, 604 8.c. (or 601 B.c. if the LXX reading of 36:9 
is accepted), Baruch read this scroll to a large temple 
gathering and again to a group of the king’s ministers. 
The scroll was read a third time to King Jehoiakim, though 
not by Baruch, and the king responded by burning the 
scroll in the fireplace. Jehoiakim ordered the seizure of 
both Baruch and Jeremiah, but they were duly warned and 
managed to escape. Baruch was then instructed by Jere- 
miah to write a new scroll to replace the one which had 
been destroyed. To this scroll was added more material of 
like substance (Jer 36:32). At the time the first scroll was 
written, Baruch had received a personal word of prophecy 
concerning his disappointment about not having the op- 
portunity to achieve distinction in his career (Jeremiah 45). 
In this prophecy Jeremiah informed him that the whole 
nation was doomed; nevertheless, Baruch would escape 
with his life. 

During the final siege of Jerusalem, when Jeremiah was 
under house arrest, Baruch served as a witness to the 
purchase of a piece of family real estate which Jeremiah 
had made in order to symbolize the nation’s future resto- 
ration (Jeremiah 32). Baruch was entrusted with the deed 
of purchase and told to place it in an earthenware jar for 
safekeeping. He was very likely a signatory to the deed 
and also the one who affixed the seal (Avigad 1978: 55; 
Lundbom 1986). Baruch survived the fall of Jerusalem 
and, like Jeremiah, was apparently released by the Baby- 
lonians and allowed to remain in the land. His close asso- 
ciation with Jeremiah continued, as can be seen from a 
charge made against him that he had convinced Jeremiah 
to dissuade a group from going to Egypt after the assassi- 
nation of Gedaliah, the Babylonian-appointed governor of 
Judah. In the end, however, both Jeremiah and Baruch 
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went to Egypt and settled with this group at Tahpanhes 
(Jer 43:1-7). 

Many scholars believe Baruch was responsible for the 
eyewitness accounts in the book of Jeremiah and was, in 
fact, Jeremiah’s biographer. Some go even further and 
attribute to him the bulk of the book’s prose (Muilenburg 
1970: 237; Gevaryahu 1973; Lundbom 1986). Baruch is 
known to be the person who wrote the first of the Jeremiah 
scrolls (Jeremiah 36); his close association with the prophet 
over a period of years would seem to preclude his being 
simply a one- or two-time amanuensis. Also, the colo- 
phonic nature of 36:1—8 and chapter 45 points to Baruch 
as the scribe who wrote large portions of the Jeremianic 
text. In the LXX, the latter colophon concludes the entire 
book (less chapter 52) at 51:31-35. This passage was at 
one time Baruch’s colophon to the “first edition,” i-e., 
chapters 1-20 (Lundbom 1986). The LXX contains the 
shorter and generally earlier text of Jeremiah, with its 
provenance in Egypt, where the biblical tradition also last 
locates Baruch (and Jeremiah). 

The notoriety denied Baruch during his lifetime is more 
than compensated for in later Jewish literature and tradi- 
tion, where he appears bigger than life (Muilenburg 1970: 
237-38). An apocryphal letter is attributed to him (2d 
century B.C. with later additions), as well as several apoca- 
lypses (Grintz EncJud 4: 266-67; for texts see Charles- 
worth OTP 1: 615-79). See also BARUCH, BOOK OF. 
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2. Son of Zabbai and a contemporary of Nehemiah (Neh 
3:20). He shared with his fellow Levites in the reconstruc- 
tion of the walls of Jerusalem laboring in the section 
described as “from the Angle to the door of the house of 
Eliashib,” the high priest (Neh 3:17, 20). 

3. One of the 22 signatories of the priestly contingent 
who ratified the covenant of Nehemiah (Neh 10:6). Besides 
these, 17 Levites, 44 chiefs of the people, and Nehemiah 
the governor entered into this compact, which provided 
for an abstinence from interracial relations and the more 
scrupulous observance of the Sabbath and other religious 
duties (Nehemiah 10). 

4. Son of Colhozeh and the father of Maaseiah (Neh 
11:5). In the three censuses of the returned exiles (Nehe- 
miah 7; 11, and Ezra 2), this Baruch is mentioned but 
once. His son Maaseiah was among the chiefs of the 
province who lived in Jerusalem, a commendatory exam- 
ple in view of the incessant danger within the capital. Two 
Judahite leaders are singled out for particular notice in 
Nehemiah 11: Athaiah of the Judahite family of Perez, and 
Maaseiah the son of Baruch of the family of the Shelanite, 
that is, presumable from Shelah (Gen 38:5; Num 26:20). 
Since both have their ancestry traced for seven genera- 
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tions, it suggests their importance. Not only did they share 
the plaudits of the people for their courage (Neh 11:2), 
but they were accounted as “chiefs of the people” and 
“valiant men” (Neh 11:2, 6). Since Baruch is the father of 
Maaseiah, it seems reasonable to believe that he, too, was 
of statesmanlike character and a revered leader of the 
Judean repatriates. (See Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 181-86, 
254; Gunneweg Nehemia KAT, 64-76, 180-94.) 
EDWARD R. DALGLISH 


BARUCH, BOOK OF. An apocryphal text containing 
five chapters (in the Vulgate and Authorized Version, the 
Epistle of Jeremiah is added as a sixth chapter) attributed 
to Baruch, the son of Neriah, Jeremiah’s secretary and 
amanuensis (Jer 36:1—32; 43:1—7). This is one of three 
compositions among the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha 
attributed to him (cf. 2 Baruch, 3 Baruch). There is virtual 
unanimity among scholars that the book was not composed 
by Baruch the son of Neriah (who, according to biblical 
tradition, never reached Babylon). Some pseudepigraphic 
works may well have been attributed to him because in 
biblical traditon he occupied a position between prophet 
and scribe, and could therefore become a symbol for the 
transition from prophets to scribes. The earliest preserved 
text of Baruch is in Greek, in the Septuagint (cf. in LXX4 
and LXXB, but not in Codex Sinaiticus), and in most 
Greek manuscripts it appears between Jeremiah and Lam- 
entations. The later versions, i.e., Latin (in the oldest 
known mss. of the Vulgate, Amiatinus, both Baruch and 
the Epistle of Jeremiah are omitted), Syriac, Arabic, Ethi- 
opic, and others are based on the Greek version, and 
already in Origen’s time (a.p. 1852-254) there was no 
Hebrew text «available. No text of Baruch has as yet been 
identified among the fragments from Qumran. The date 
and place of composition are uncertain; it may have been 
composed in the Diaspora, but Palestine cannot be entirely 
ruled out. See also JEREMIAH, ADDITIONS TO. | 


A. Contents and Literary Genre 

The book is a collection of three compositions of differ- 
ent literary genres, linked by one common motif: Sin— 
Exile—Return. 

1. Historical Introduction. In this section (1:!—14) the 
purpose of the book is stated, and its fictitious date ts 
given. We are told that Baruch wrote a letter in Babylon in 
the fifth year, on the seventh day of the fifth month, the 
date on which the Chaldeans captured Jerusalem and set 
the temple and city on fire (i-e., 582/581 B.c.). Baruch read 
out the letter to Jeconiah son of Jehoiakim, king of Judah, 
and to a general assembly of the Diaspora, including 
nobles, princes, and elders, gathered in Babylon by the 
river Soud (perhaps Ahava). Money was collected to be 
sent to the (High) Priest Joakim son of Hilkiah in Jerusa- 
lem together with the silver vessels which Zedekiah had 
made in place of the temple vessels that had been taken 
away by Nebuchadnezzar. According to Baruch’s letter, the 
message of the Diaspora to the Jews of Jerusalem consisted 
of four main points. First, they should sacrifice on the 
altar in Jerusalem, the sacrifices to be bought with the 
money sent by the Diaspora Jews. Second, they are asked 
to pray for Nebuchadnezzar and “his son” Belshazzar (an 
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error also found in Dan 5:2, .3, 18, 22; Belshazzar was the 
son of Nabonidus) that “their days may be as long as the 
days of heaven are above the earth.” Third, they should 
pray for the Diaspora, because the Jews living there have 
sinned against God, and God is still angry with them. 
Fourth, the Jerusalemites shculd read Baruch’s letter sent 
to them and use it as a liturgy in the temple during the 
feasts and festivals. This first section of the book is in prose 
and sets its purpose as being a collection for liturgical 
purposes. The use of a letter to comment on liturgical 
matters is known elsewhere in the Apocrypha (2 Macc 1:1— 
2:18). 

2. Confession of Sins. The prayer (1:15—3:8) is repeti- 
tive and at first sight seems unorganized. However, an 
inner logic can be traced and it can be divided into four 
parts. 

a. 1:15-2:5. In these verses the Palestinian Jews are the 
ones who confess. They declare that the “men of Judah 
and the inhabitants of Jerusalem” have transgressed 
against the Torah and God’s word ever since God led them 
out of Egypt and “until this day.” They were therefore 
punished and subjected to all the disasters which Moses 
predicted when he promised them the Holy Land (Deuter- 
onomy 28-32). Nevertheless they did not follow God’s 
prophets and continued worshiping other gods, and even 
ate their own offspring, although God had already carried 
out his threats against the “judges, kings, nobles and the 
men of Israel and Judah.” They were then dispersed 
among the nations. 

b. 2:6-2:30. This section cf the prayer is partially par- 
allel to 1:15—2:5. This time, it is probably formulated from 
the standpoint of the Diaspora Jews (2:13-14, 30). Again 
we hear a confession about past sins and transgressions 
against Mosaic Law. The wish is expressed that God should 
save his people because “only a few of us are left among 
the nations” (2:13). A reminder is given of God’s words 
through his prophets, and a summary of Jeremiah’s words 
(25:8-11; 27:11—12; etc.) is condensed into three verses: 
God requested his people to serve the king of Babylonia; 
the people of Israel ignored his words; thus, they were 
punished in the Diaspora and their temple is desolate. 

c. 2:31-2:35. A turning point will arrive, and the people 
of Israel will repent through remembering their fathers’ 
sins. Then God will return them to the promised land, 
and will renew his covenant with them “and never again 
will I drive my people Israel cut of the land.” 

d. 3:1—3:8. Another prayer for salvation. Although the 
Jews in exile have repented, they still suffer in the Dias- 
pora. 

The prayer shares much of its language and ideas with 
Dan 9:4—19, Jeremiah, and Deuteronomy 28-32, but Bar 
1:15-—3:8 is 47 percent longer than Dan 9:4—19 and differs 
from it in mood. Both prayers have the elements of confes- 
sion and repentance in common and show a resemblance 
to liturgical texts from Qumran (4QDibHam). See also 
WORDS OF THE LUMINARIES. Whereas in Daniel 9 the 
desolate temple and the deserted city are central, in Bar 
1:15—3:8 this is not the case. Moreover, it seems that Daniel 
prays in Palestine, whereas Baruch prays in the Diaspora. 
There are two significant aclditions in Baruch’s prayer: 
first, an emphasis on the transgression of God’s command 
to serve the king of Babylonia; second, God’s forgiveness 
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and the Return motif (2:30—35). It is difficult to decide 
which prayer derives from the other. Possibly there may 
have existed two versions of a well-known prayer, one in 
the Diaspora (Bar 1:15—3:8), and the other in Palestine 
(Dan 9:4—19). The core of these prayers can already be 
discerned in Ezra 9:6—10 (and Nehemiah 9). Significantly, 
in both prayers (Daniel 9 and Baruch) there is little em- 
phasis on data taken from Israel’s past (unlike in Nehe- 
miah 9 and in other prayers of this kind (e.g., 3 Macc 6:1- 
15). 

3. Eulogy of Wisdom. In these verses (3:9—4:4) the 
people of Israel were said to have been subjected to tribu- 
lations because they had deserted the origins of Wisdom, 
which is described here as the “way of God.” It is often 
assumed that vv 3:9-13 are a later interpolation, but this 
assumption appears unfounded. In this poem the author 
echoes Proverbs (2:4 and elsewhere), Job (28:12—38), and 
Ben Sira (chap. 24), and asks where Wisdom dwells in the 
world: “Learn where Wisdom is, where strength, where 
understanding is, and so learn where longevity and life 
are, where there is light for the eyes, and peace. Who has 
found where she lives . . .” (3:14—15). Then comes a list of 
places where Wisdom can not be found: neither among 
the rulers of nations, the rich or the young, nor in Canaan 
or in Yemen. The giants, too, were not chosen by God to 
be the bearers of Wisdom, and so were destroyed (3:26- 
28). Only God the Creator possessed Wisdom, and He 
granted it to His people (3:32—37); only then did it become 
available to human beings in general (3:38). Wisdom is the 
Torah which gives life (cf. Deut 30:15-19); those who 
abandon the Torah will die. This section ends on a felici- 
tous note: “Israel, we are happy because we know the 
things that please God” (4:4; cf. Deut 33:29). Unlike Ben 
Sira (chap. 24) who deals with the same theme, Baruch 
adopts the more general approach to the abode of wisdom 
(found in Job and Proverbs). He identifies Wisdom with 
the Torah (Deut 30:11-13), and emphasizes its place 
among the people of Israel, whereas Ben-Sira stresses the 
link between Wisdom, Jerusalem, and the land of Israel. 

4. A Psalm of Solace (Zion Poem). The final part of the 
book (4:5—5:9) ends with the presentation of an antithesis 
between present and future against the background of the 
calamities of the past. True, the people of Israel are dis- 
persed among the nations, Zion is deserted, and her ene- 
mies rejoice. However, this will change: the people of Israel 
will return to Jerusalem, which will regain its past gran- 
deur; Jerusalem will once more become a city of “Peace 
through Righteousness and Glory through devotion” (5:4). 
The enemies will be destroyed. This part of the book is 
suffused with thoughts current in both Deutero-Isaiah 
(chaps. 40-55) and Deuteronomy. Lamentations, which in 
some of the LXX mss. is the following book, has also 
influenced this section. Whereas in 4:9-29 Mother Zion 
recounts her sorrows, in 4:30—5:9 the tone of prayer is 
again used to express hope for salvation and return. Bar 
5:1—9 resembles Psalms of Solomon 11, but is considerably 
shorter. 


B. Unity of the Book 

The unity of the book has been questioned by many. It 
has been attributed to two (1:1—3:8; 3:9-5:9), three (1:1— 
3:8; 3:9-4:4; 4:5-5:9; but also other divisions have been 


BARUCH, BOOK OF 


claimed), or even four authors (1:1—3 + 3:9-—4:4; 1:4-14; 
1:15-3:8; 4:5-5:9). Many scholars identify the author of 
Baruch with the final editor of this pseudepigraphic collec- 
tion, who may also have been the author of one of its 
constituent parts. The possibility of a later editor is not 
ruled out and the entire question remains unresolved. 
However, it is clear that the book contains an unusual 
collection of compositions of different literary genres 
which draw on different source material. Whereas 1:1—3:8 
draws heavily on Jeremiah and Deuteronomy, 3:9—4:4 
show a strong dependence on wisdom hiterature, while 
4:5-5:9 echoes Deutero-Isaiah, Deuteronomy, and to a 
lesser extent, Lamentations. In this respect the three dif- 
ferent sections of the book are almost independent of each 
other. Many thematic differences can also be detected. For 
instance, the attitude towards the Babylonians in 1:1—-3:8 
is positive, but is not so toward the enemies in 4:5—5:9, 
while the Wisdom Psalm is indifferent about the con- 
queror. The first section (1:1—3:8) emphasizes the four 
pillars on which the people of Israel’s life rests: the Temple 
(2:26), the Torah (2:28), the land of Israel (2:34), and the 
People (2:35, and 2:23, where they are called “the People 
of Judah and Jerusalem”). The second section (3:9—4:4) 
emphasizes only the Torah and the people of Israel, and 
4:5—5:9 is centered on Jerusalem and its people (and much 
less on the Torah, 4:12—13). Another difference is that in 
the first and third sections there is a strong awareness of 
the Sin—Exile—Return theme, while this is not the case in 
the second section. In addition, whereas the second section 
commonly uses theos, the two other sections prefer either 
kurios (1:1—3:8) or he aionios (4:5—5:9). 


C. Language 

There is a virtual concensus since Kneucker (1879) that 
the original language of 1:1-3:8 was Hebrew. Concerning 
the second part (3:9-5:9) views are still divided between 
either a Hebrew or Greek original. Already Thackeray 
(1902-3) argued that the Semitic texts of Baruch had been 
translated into Greek by two different translators. The 
first translated Jeremiah 29-52 through Bar 3:8; the sec- 
ond was responsible for Bar 3:9-5:9. Whitehouse and 
others thought that Baruch used the Greek of Jeremiah, 
whereas Schiirer (RE, 642) and Thackeray (1923) were of 
the opinion that the translator of Baruch merely imitated 
the style of Jeremiah. A good case has been made in recent 
years by E. Tov (1975; 1976) for the following solution: 
the LXX version of Jeremiah 29—52 (Jer b) shows that a 
revision was made in an earlier Greek translation (called 
the Old Greek translation), which is still preserved in 
Jeremiah 1—28 (Jer a). This section of Jeremiah did not 
undergo such a revision. Bar ]:1—3:8, which draws heavily 
on Jeremiah 29-52, shows that the same hand which 
revised Jer b also revised Bar 1:1—3:8. This argument is 
supported by instances where Baruch draws on Jer a, but 
where the reviser changed the style in line with his style in 
Jer b. Because Bar 3:9—5:9 quotes neither Jeremiah nor 
Bar 1:1—3:8 it is impossible to establish in terms of vocab- 
ulary whether the reviser of Bar 1:1—3:8 also revised Bar 
3:9-5:9. 


D. Date 
The date of composition of Baruch is unknown, and the 
issues become even more complicated if one accepts the 
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disunity of the book. In fact, many suggestions have been 
put forward regarding the date of the book (or its constit- 
uent sections). These range from the 6th century B.c. to 
A.D. 70-135. There is no internal evidence which points 
decisively to some specific date. Even some of the potential 
clues are not very helpful. The sayings of Jeremiah were 
popular in Judaism at several junctures. The references to 
Nebuchadnezzar’s “son” Belshazzar is a common error 
shared by both Baruch and Daniel. Originally it may have 
been made by Baruch, or else its author may have copied 
it centuries later from Daniel or some other source. Al- 
though in Baruch, Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar can be 
identified either with Antiochus IV and his son or with 
Vespasian and Titus, alternatively they can be accepted as 
authentic figures. The theme of the return of the sacred 
vessels is borrowed from Ezra 1:7—11, and the name of the 
high priest Joakim is only known from Neh 12:10, 26. The 
dependence of Baruch on these facts does not provide any 
clue to a later date. The resemblance of Baruch 1:15--3:8 
to Dan 9:4—19 does not take us much further, since Daniel 
9 could be an interpolation into Daniel 7-11 (composed 
circa 164 B.c.). Both prayers may derive from a common 
source, rather than being interdependent. Baruch could 
have used Daniel 9 (or vice versa) at a time much later than 
164 B.c. The same holds true of the similarity between Bar 
5:1—9 and Psalms of Solomon 11; the latter may have been 
composed after 67 B.c. The psalms may be based on one 
another, or derive from a common source. Scholars are 
inclined to the view that the related verses of Psalms of 
Solomon 11 are secondary to Baruch 5 (Pesch). Even if 
3:9-5:9 (or any other part of the book except 1:1—3:8) are 
by a different author, the dating of the entire book still 
remains uncertain.) The absence of the theme of resurrec- 
tion (even where one expects it, Bar 2:17), and the silence 
of the text regarding angelology, messianism, etc., does 
not necessarily point to a particular date of composition. 
The author of Baruch imitated biblical themes and style, 
and this could be done at any time from the Return until 
A.D. 135 or later. According to 1:10—14 (but perhaps not 
according to 2:26), the temple appears to be in operation. 
Jer 41:5 and Lam 1:4 maintain that worship in the burnt 
temple (2 Kgs 25:9) continued even after the conquest of 
587 B.c. The question whether Baruch borrowed from 
these data to allude to his own times remains open. 

Four positive determinations can be made concerning 
the date of Baruch. First, if the LXX of Jeremiah can be 
approximately dated, then at least Bar 1:1-—3:8 can be 
fixed to some point before the end of the 2d century B.c. 
(116 B.c.). Second, throughout the book the Jews seem to 
have religious freedom, but not political independence. 
Moreover, the mood of the entire book excludes the pos- 
sibility of dating it to the Hasmonean independent state 
(140-67 B.c.). Third, despite the prevalent mood of deso- 
lation and despair, hope is expressed for redemption and 
complete return of the people of Israel to their land. 
Fourth, the insistent plea to serve the Babylonian king and 
his ‘‘son” may refer—taken together with the other points 
mentioned—either to the period of ca. 200 B.c., when 
much hope was placed in Antiochus III (who had con- 
quered Palestine from the Ptolemies), or to the period 
after a.p. 70, when it was hoped that many would return 
to the Jand of Israel from all parts of the Roman Empire 
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(4:37): “See, your sons whom you sent away are coming! 
They are coming, gathered from east and west at the Holy 
One’s command, rejoicing in God’s glory.” At the present 
stage of research, the question of dating must remain 
open. 
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Doron MENDELS 


BARUCH, BOOK OF 2 (SYRIAC). Approxi- 
mately 30 to 50 years after the destruction of the temple 
by the Roman soldiers in 70 c.£. a gifted Jew, using old 
traditions, many of which antedate 70, struggled to assert 
that Judaism is a religion based on Torah—Law—and that 
the loss of the temple was due to the failure of the chosen 
nation to be obedient to God and his Law. His central 
message is the continuing obligation to obey the Law (note 
44:5-7; 51:3; so also Collins 1984, contra Murphy 1985). 
In many ways the concerns and expressions in 2 Baruch 
indicate how Early Judaism was moving toward Rabbinic 
Judaism. Some scholars speculate that the author may have 
been Akiba (Rosenthal 1885) or belonged to Akiba’s group 
at Jamnia (Violet 1924); Bogaert (1969) suggests that he 
may have been Rabbi Joshua ben Hananiah (ca. 40-125). 
The document, which is a full-blown apocalypse (con- 
trast 4 Ezra), is extant in only the following corrupt or 
partial manuscripts: one 6th- or 7th-century Syriac manu- 
script (Milan, Ambrosian Library, MS B.21 Inf. fols. 2574- 
265>), which is sometimes meaningless and is based on a 
lost Greek text; one 10th- or 11th-century Arabic manu- 
script (St. Catherine’s Monastery, Arab. MS no. 589), 
which is defective and based on a late Syriac text; two 4th- 
or 5th-century fragments among the Oxyrhynchus Papyri 
(P.Oxy. 403); and three late excerpts in Jacobite lectionaries 
(BM Add. MS 14686 [13th cent.], BM Add. MS 14687 
[13th cent.], Kerala, India, A. Konath Libr. MS 77 (4) [16th 
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cent.]). Without a doubt the major witness to this docu- 
ment is the Syriac manuscript in the Ambrosian Library, 
but emendations are sometimes necessary. 

Although not obvious, it is possible that the apocalypse 
was intended to have seven sections: the destruction of 
Jerusalem (1-12); the impending judgement (13-20); ret- 
ribution and the messianic era (21-34); Baruch’s lament 
and an allegory of the vine and the cedar (35-46); the 
endtime, the resurrected body, paradise (47-52); Baruch’s 
vision of a cloud (53-76); and the epistle of Baruch (77— 
87). Some scholars think the epistle was later added to the 
apocalypse (Sayler 1984), others (Bogaert 1969; Klijn OTP 
1: 615-52) rightly see it as an original part of the docu- 
ment, as a kind of epilogue (Collins 1984). 

While there is a consensus that the document was prob- 
ably composed in Palestine, there is no agreement on 
whether it was composed in Greek (Bogaert 1969), Hebrew 
or Aramaic (Denis 1970a, b), or Hebrew (Charles 1896; 
Klin OTP 1: 615-52). Earlier in this century, scholars 
concluded that the work is a combination of sources 
(Charles isolated six), but today most scholars (Bogaert 
1969; Sayler 1984; Murphy 1985) are rightly impressed 
with the unity of the work. Brockington thinks that 2 
Baruch is roughly contemporaneous with 4 Ezra and 
Pseudo-Philo, but there is sufficient evidence to conclude, 
with many specialists, that the chronological order seems 
to be Pseudo-Philo, 4 Ezra, then 2 Baruch (cf. Klijn OTP 1: 
615-52. No literary dependence, however, proves this se- 
quence; but in view of the numerous and striking parallels 
between 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch (viz. cf. 4 Ezra 7:118 with 2 
Bar. 48:42 and 54:19) it is possible that the author of 2 
Baruch attempted to correct the pessimism of 4 Ezra (cf. 
Collins 1984). 

The brilliant mind of the author is readily apparent. He 
claims apologetically that Israel’s enemies were allowed to 
enter Jerusalem only after “all the sacred vessels” had been 
removed and the angels had destroyed the walls (7:1—8:5). 
He thereby removes the Romans’ reason for boasting (7:1). 
Eschewing the explanation that evil derives from fallen (1 
Enoch) or evil angels (cf. 1QS), the author of 2 Baruch puts 
the blame on humankind, lamenting in poetic language 
that insinuates some free will: “Adam is, therefore, not the 
cause, except only for himself, but each of us has become 
our own Adam” (54:19; Klijn OTP 1). His explanation for 
the delay in the consummation of the ages is that the 
endtime will not come until the number of those to be 
born is fulfilled (23:4—7). One of the most beautiful es- 
chatological passages in the history of the Jewish apoca- 
lypses is the following: “For the youth of this world has 
passed away, and the power of creation is already ex- 
hausted, and the coming of the times is very near and has 
passed by. And the pitcher is near the well, and the ship to 
the harbor, and the journey to the city, and life to its end” 
(85:10; Klin OTP 1: 615-52; this passage is truncated in 
the Arabic version). 
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James H. CHARLESWORTH 


BARUCH, BOOK OF 3 (GREEK). Attributed to 
Baruch and extant in two Slavonic versions (both probably 
derived from Greek manuscripts) and in Greek, this work 
is an apocalypse in which Baruch, Jeremiah’s scribe, la- 
ments over the destruction of Jerusalem until an angel 
sent by the Lord leads him through five heavens and 
reveals to him the mysteries of this world and time. 

It is possible that Greek is the original language (Gaylord 
OTP 1: 655). The date of composition is uncertain; it 
obviously must postdate 70 c.£. since the author knows 
about the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, and 
probably antedates 231 c.£., if Origen alludes to it in Prine. 
2.3.6 (James 1897). Since the pseudepigraphon is closely 
linked with the apocryphal Baruch literature, especially 2 
and 4 Baruch, which were written in the early 2d century 
C.E., it is either subsequent to or contemporaneous with 
them (Argyle 1984: 898). Diez Macho (1984: 295) con- 
cluded that 3 Baruch was composed near the end of the Ist 
century c.£. in Egypt. A non-Palestinian provenience 
seems probable (APOT, 527-32; JSHRZ 5/1: 15-44). 

The document was drawn to the attention of modern 
scholars in 1896 (by E. Cuthbert Butler), and M. R. James 
concluded soon thereafter that the work was composed in 
the 2d century c.£. by a Christian. Most scholars now 
contend that the document is Jewish (Ginsberg, Hughes, 
Picard, Rost, Hage) and has been redacted by a Christian 
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(but many cf the Christian passages in the Greek version 
are absent in the Slavonic). Thus, while the work is origi- 
nally Jewish the extant versions are the result of Christian 
redaction. 

The author struggles with many questions, including 
the relation between the human and the divine since the 
sacrifices in the temple have been abolished. The author 
explains that the oil of mercy and glory of God will still be 
available, because there is a heavenly temple in which 
Michael offers to God the prayers and virtues of humans. 
In the fifth heaven Baruch sees “Michael take hold of a 
very large bowl, its depth being so great as from heaven to 
earth, and its width so great as from north to south. And 
I [Baruch] said, ‘Lord, what is it that Michael the archangel 
is holding?’ And he said to me, “This is where the virtues 
of the righteous and the good works which they do are 
carried, which are brought by him before the heavenly 
God’ ” (11:8—9). See also OTP 1: 653-79; APOT 2: 527— 
41. 
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James H. CHARLESWORTH 


BARUCH, BOOK OF 4. The pseudepigraphon gen- 
erally designated as 4 Baruch is actually entitled in Greek 
Paraleipomena Ieremiou, “Things omitted from the Prophet 
Jeremiah,” and in the Ethiopic mss “The Rest of the Words 
of Baruch.” The document represents itself as an account 
of the events surrounding the conquest of Jerusalem and 
the destruction of the temple by the Babylonians in 587 
B.C.E. 

According to this narrative, the night before the catas- 
trophe, the Lord revealed to Jeremiah that because of the 
sins of the people, the holy city was about to be attacked 
by his angels and then delivered into the hands of the 
Chaldeans, who could not otherwise have prevailed over 
Jerusalem. Jeremiah is instructed to entrust the vessels of 
the temple to the earth and the keys of the sanctuary to 
the sun. The Lord further instructs him to accompany the 
exiles to Babylon, but to leave Baruch the scribe behind in 
Jerusalem until the return of the people. 

Jeremiah asks the Lord if his faithful servant Abimelech 
might not be spared, and the Lord agrees, instructing 
Jeremiah to send Abimelech out of the city early in the 
morning to gather figs at the farm of Agrippa. There 
Abimelech takes a nap under a tree and sleeps for 66 
years. 

When Abimelech finally awakens from his slumber, the 
figs in his basket are still fresh, but he is disoriented and 
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unable to recognize the city or other landmarks. At last an 
old man deduces what has happened and tells Abimelech 
about the destruction and subsequent events. When Abi- 
melech is reunited with Baruch, the scribe takes his awak- 
ening as a sign that the return of the exiles is imminent 
and interprets Abimelech’s still-fresh figs as tokens of 
personal and national resu: rection. Baruch then sends a 
letter to Jeremiah along with some of the figs, instructing 
the prophet to prepare the exiles for their return. 

Jeremiah returns to Judea with the exiles, but as they 
are crossing over the Jordam river, those who will not put 
away their Babylonian wives are turned back. Eventually 
these settle down in Samaria, the progenitors of the Sa- 
maritans. In Jerusalem, Jeremiah has another marvelous 
vision in which he sees many divine mysteries. Following 
this vision, Jeremiah preaches about the future coming of 
Jesus Christ the Son of God. and is finally stoned to death 
by the people. 

The date of the final form of 4 Baruch must certainly be 
after the middle of the Ist century c.£., as witnessed by 
the reference to the farm of Agrippa and the resurrection 
of Jesus. Because Herod Agrippa I didn’t come into con- 
trol of Judea until 41 c.£., the text must date after that 
time. Moreover, most scholars believe that the concern for 
the destruction of the city and temple and for the restora- 
tion of the nation reflects a period after the destruction of 
the Jerusalem temple by Titus in 70 c.£. and before the 
Bar Kokhba revolt. Indeed, if this line of reasoning is 
correct, the document ought to be dated to the first third 
of the 2d century since an upper limit of 136 C.E. is 
obtained by adding the 66 years of Abimelech’s sleep, the 
maximum period envisioned by the author before resto- 
ration, to the date of the desiruction in 70. The knowledge 
apparently displayed in the text about Jerusalem land- 
marks such as the farm of Agrippa or the marketplace of 
the gentiles suggests, but does not prove, that 4 Baruch was 
written in Palestine, or perhaps even in Jerusalem itself. 

4 Baruch contains three redactional levels, two Jewish 
and one Christian. In the olcest portion of the text, chaps. 
1-4, the central figure is Jeremiah the prophet; Baruch 
the scribe is either a subordinate or not present at all. This 
agrees with traditions preserved in canonical Jeremiah, 2 
Maccabees, and Lives of the Prophets. The later Jewish redac- 
tor, particularly in chaps. 7 and 8, elevated the figure of 
Baruch the scribe above that of Jeremiah the prophet, and 
otherwise gave the documen: a distinctly Pharisaic charac- 
ter. This fits well the historical developments in Judaism 
during the early 2d century B.c.£. Finally, a Christian 
redactor made a few interpolations in the body of the text 
and added the prophecy of Christ in chap. 9. 

After the Bar Kokhba revolt, Judaism repudiated much 
of its apocalyptic tradition and the literature it produced, 
including 4 Baruch. This left only the Christianized redac- 
tion preserved in Greek, Ethiopic, Armenian, Old Church 
Slavonic, and the Romanian versions. However, the linguis- 
tic evidence strongly supports a Semitic original, probably 
Hebrew, behind these later versions (see OTP 2: 413-25). 
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BARZILLAI (PERSON) [Heb barzillai]. The name of 
three men in the OT. 

1. A Gileadite who supported David during his difficul- 
ties with Absalom (2 Sam 17:27-29). When David, 
hounded from Jerusalem by Absalom, camped at Mahan- 
aim, Barzillai supplied him with materials and food from 
his own considerable wealth. David’s refreshed and 
strengthened troops then defeated Absalom’s army. Bar- 
zillai's kindness made him the object of David’s peculiar 
favor: David invited him to Jerusalem for permanent resi- 
dence, proximate to the palace where he might enjoy the 
privileges of royal friendship. Barzillai declined, however, 
because of the debilities of his advanced age which would 
inhibit such enjoyment. Instead he sent his son, Chimham, 
whom David received as his surrogate. After a solemn and 
ceremonious benediction pronounced upon his benefac- 
tor, the king proceeded toward Jerusalem, accompanied 
by Chimham; Barzillai returned to his home in Gilead (2 
Sam 19:31—40). David rewarded Barzillai’s kindness, gen- 
erosity, and loyalty by instructing Solomon to extend to 
Chimham and his sons a continuing royal friendship to- 
gether with its accompanying privileges (1 Kgs 2:7). 

2. A resident of Abel-Meholah in Gilead (2 Sam 21:8). 
His son Adriel married Merab, King Saul’s daughter, 
though she had been promised to David. From Adriel he 
gained five grandsons, but he suffered the shameful loss 
of those grandsons to the hostilities between Saul and 
David. David surrendered them to the Gibeonites, whom 
he knew to be hostile to Saul; the Gibeonites hanged the 
five, exposed on a mountain (2 Sam 21:8—9). 

3. The father of a family of sons who lived in Jerusalem 
during the postexilic period (Ezra 2:61 = Neh 7:63). He 
derived his name from #1 above when he took a wife from 
his progeny and took the name with the wife. His name is 
given as “Jaddus” (‘Jaddous” in one manuscript) in 1 Esdr 
5:38, a passage in which his wife’s name is given as “Au- 
gia.” But these names are both doubtful for reasons which 
Bewer (1922: 31) summarized already in 1922 and which 
subsequent students of the passage have found persuasive. 
“Jaddus” is the corrupted Gk transliteration of the Heb 
zlly, from which the preceding syllable br was lost. “Augia” 
is a corruption of the Gk Agzliadi, which was the transliter- 
ation of the Heb hglydy, “the Gileadite.” If his sons’ claims 
were legitimate, he was a priest. His sons claimed the 
privileges and duties of priests in postexilic Jerusalem, 
though they were unable to establish their claim when they 
sought, in vain, their registration in the priestly genealo- 
gies. This lack marked them as unclean and excluded 
them from the priesthood (Ezra 2:62-63 = Neh 7:64— 
65). Kidner (Ezra Nehemiah TOTC, 42) suggests that when 
Barzillai appropriated a name from a non-priestly family, 
he compromised his status as a priest; subsequently, his 
and his sons’ names were deleted or excluded from the 
priestly registers. 
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BASEMATH (PERSON) [Heb basémat]. Derived from 
bosem/besem “balm (tree),” the name belongs to two women 
in the OT (see below). Outside the OT, the name bdsgmt 
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occurs in Minaean for a women from Gaza married to a 
Minaean merchant (M 392 C 47; 3d century B.c.) and in 
Sabaic for a man (CIS IV 725); the Sabaic reference may 
be vocalized according to classical Arabic Basémah, which 
is a man’s name as well (Caskel 1966: 225; Knauf 1985: 
93, n. 509). 

1. One of the wives of Esau, the legendary ancestor of 
Edom (Gen 26:34; 36:3, 4, 10, 13, 17). According to Gen 
26:34, she was the daughter of “Elon the Hittite.” In the 
ist millennium B.c., “Hittite” could denote any native of 
Syria/Palestine (the name “Elon” is Canaanite). In the 
perception of the priestly source (or layer), to which this 
verse is generally attributed, it could denote any non- 
Jewish inhabitant of Syria/Palestine. 

According to Gen 36:3, Basemath was the daughter of 
Ishmael and sister of Nebaioth. This contradicts Gen 28:9 
(P), where the daughter of Ishmael married to Esau is 
called Mahalath. Most probably, Gen 36:1—5 is a redac- 
tional addition to Genesis 36 which is more recent than 
36:6-9, 40-43 (P) and 36:10—14, 20-28 (from the geo- 
graphical source of P?). For this geographical source and 
its date, see Knauf 1985: 61-63, and for the stratigraphy 
of Genesis 36, Weippert 1971: 437-46. The redactor may 
have realized that “Basemath” sounds more “Arabic” than 
“Hittite.” The “sister of Nebaioth” probably refers to the 
immigration of the Qedarite clan or subtribe Nabaj (the 
later Nabataeans) into Edom, which may have occurred as 
early as at the end of the 6th century B.c. (Knauf 1985: 
108f). 

According to the old (7th century B.c.?) and probably 
Edomite tradition in Gen 36:10—-14, Basemath is the 
mother of the major Edomite tribe Reuel. This informa- 
tion is copied from Gen 36:10, 13 into Gen 36:4 and 17 
(Weippert 1971: 437—46). Judging from the parallels to 
the name, it is conceivable that the legendary ancestor of 
the Reuelites could have been either male or female. Only 
with the incorporation of Reuel into the Edomite state, or 
even later with the compilation of the biblical lists concern- 
ing Edom, Basemath became a wife of Esau. 

2. According to 1 Kgs 4:15, Basemath was a daughter of 
King Solomon and married to one of Solomon’s twelve 
provincial governors. The authenticity of the list in 1 Kgs 
4:7-19 is generally accepted. 
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BASHAN (PLACE) [Heb daian]. The fertile area of 
upper Transjordan east of the Sea of Galilee and mainly 
north of the Yarmuk river. The ancient boundaries of 
Bashan, although impossible to determine exactly, appear 
to be the area north of Gilead, west of Salecah and the 
Jebel Druze Mountains (though some biblical texts appear 
to include Jebel Druze; see GB, 222), south of Mount 
Hermon, and east of the Jordan and the Sea of Galilee. Its 
southern boundary was apparently not far from the pres- 
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ent border of Syria and Jordan which coincides with the 
lower Yarmuk River. One of Bashan’s early capitals, Edrei 
(Num 21:33, Deut 3:10), was situated on a tributary of the 
Yarmuk. Other cities located in Bashan included Karnaim, 
Ashtaroth (Deut 1:4, Josh 9:10), and Salecah (Deut 3:10) 
in the regions of Argob (Deut 3:4), Golan (Deut 4:43), and 
Hauran. The ancient capital of Bashan was Ashtaroth, 
replaced later by Karnaim. 

Bashan always appears with the definite article as “the 
Bashan,” meaning “smooth” or “stoneless plain,” or “fer- 
tile, fruitful.” It was a broad, fertile plateau surrounded by 
basaltic, volcanic mountains, and hills. The plateau, at an 
altitude of 2000 feet above sea level, was perfectly suited 
for agriculture and cattle. The area was well known for its 
cattle (Ps 22:12; Amos 4:1—3) and timber (Isa 2:13; Ezek 
27:6). Because of its fertility and productivity, Bashan was 
the prize in wars between Syria and Israel. 

Bashan was inhabited as early as the late 4th millennium 
B.c. by whom the Bible calls the Rephaim. By the time of 
Moses, a prosperous agricultural area had been built 
around sixty cities (Deut 3:4—6). All of Bashan’s cities were 
defeated by Moses at Edrei (Num 21:33-35; Deut 3: 1-9). 
After the area was subdued, Moses assigned it to the half- 
tribe of Manasseh and even set aside Golan to be one of 
the cities of refuge east of the Jordan. Some of the families 
of Gad settled in Bashan (1 Chr 5:11—12). Ultimately, 
Israel was removed from Bashan by Tilgath-pileser III 
(745-727 B.c.) of Assyria. 

In the Greco-Roman period, the area was known as 
Batanea. Its cities included Seleucia, Hippos, Gamala, De- 
capolis, Abila, and Dion. The district of Hauran became 
well developed in the centuries following Christ, as evi- 
denced by the construction of aqueducts, reservoirs, tem- 
ples, theaters, and basilicas. From the period following 
Trajan (a.p. 117-38), inscriptions abound in the area. 

Jort C. SLayTon 


BASILIDES. Basilides, active in the first half of the 2d 
century, was a highly influential Christian gnostic philoso- 
pher who established his own philosophical school in Al- 
exandria (see GNOSTICISM). Also influential were the 
early followers of Basilides, like his most popular disciple 
and “son” Isidore and possibly the great gnostic reformer 
VALENTINUS. The school of Basilides was apparently 
still active in the mid-4th century. The present writer is 
indebted to text anthologies and studies by W. Volker 
(1932), K. Rudolph (1977), R. Grant (1979), and B. Layton 
(1987). 


A. Patristic Sources 

As in the case of most original gnostic literature, the 
intense heresiological polemic against Basilides and his 
followers resulted in the effective censorship and eventual 
elimination of their writings from the medieval manuscript 
tradition. What we know of Basilides and his teaching 
comes down to us in the form of incomplete descriptions 
and quotations by the patristic heresiologists (Grant 1979: 
201-16). As yet, there have been no genuine Basilidean 
texts identified among the papyri including the Nag Ham- 
madi codices (see NAG HAMMADI [CODICES)). 

The most important patristic evidence is the description 
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by Irenaeus (ca. 180; Haer. 1.24.3-—7), possibly based on a 
now lost writing of Justin Martyr (ca. 160; Layton 1987: 
418), which was later reused! in summary form by the 4th 
and 5th century heresiologists Epiphanius of Salamis 
(Haer. 24.1.1-24.10.8) and Theodoret of Cyrrhus (Compen- 
dium 4; Layton 1987:420-25; Rudolph 1977:309-12). Ir- 
enaeus transmits a descriptive summary of Basilides’ myth- 
ological system which is in line with the contents of the 
fragments quoted by Clement and Origen (below) and 
other extant early evidences of the classic gnostic myth 
(see GNOSTICISM). The myth begins with the “unengen- 
dered parent” (first principle) who expands into a complex 
spiritual universe. This is followed by the creation of a 
material universe of 365 concentrically nested heavens, 
each of which is controlled by its own rulers (archons), and 
at the core center of which ts the lowest point of creation: 
humankind’s material world. The lowest heaven, that visi- 
ble to humans, was created by the evil angels who populate 
it. According to the myth, their ruler was the minor but 
effectively evil creator-god of the Jews who rules over a 
material world and is at odds with the spiritual aspirations 
of humankind. Humans, whose true home is the spiritual 
universe, are thus spirits trapped in the material world 
and can only escape by bodiless spiritual ascent through 
the 365 levels of dominating authorities if they know (i.e., 
if they are gnostic) that the way has been opened by the 
descent and ascent of Christ the spiritual Savior. The 
Christ was not truly incarnate and did not suffer but 
instead escaped as Simon of Cyrene died on the cross. 
This Christ (the laughing Savior), having overcome the 
shackles of the evil god, thus ascends back to the unengen- 
dered father and so prepares the way through the heavens 
for human spirits to ascend. It is clear that the gnosticizing 
spirit-matter dualism, the inverted interpretation of Gen 
1-3, and the denigration of biblical history with its good 
creator god, certainly put Basilides’ teaching at odds with 
developing orthodox positions (Rudolph 1977:310-12; 
Layton 1987:420—25). 

Clement of Alexandria (cz. 200) quotes and comments 
on seven sections from unknown works of Basilides in 
Clement’s famous Stromata 4—5 (cf. frags. A through E, G 
and H in Layton 1987:427-37, 440-44). Two of the frag- 
ments focus on cosmological issues (Layton 1987:428—31): 
the first is a quote (frag. A; Strom. 4.162.1) which refers to 
two of the constituent members of the octet in the godhead 
and is in agreement with Irenaeus’ description (Haer. 
1.24.3), while the other is a quote and discussion (frag. B; 
Strom. 5.74.3) refering to the Stoic concept of the unique- 
ness of the world. The five remaining fragments focus on 
ethical issues (in line with Stoic ethics; cf. Layton 1987: 
418, 432-44): the first (frag. C; Strom. 5.3.2~3) refers to 
Basilides’ teaching on election in relation to faith and 
virtue; the second (frag. D; frag. 4 in Vélker; Strom. 4.86.1) 
describes Basilides’ teaching on the will of god (fate) to 
which the virtuous person aspires; the third (= frag. E; 
Strom. 4.165.3) describes Basilides’ teaching that human 
souls retain their identity through their various incarna- 
tions and so transcend the world; the fourth (frag. G; frag. 
2 in Volker; Strom. 4.81.2—4.83.2) is a series of lengthy 
quotes introduced by Clement with the statement that they 
are from Book 23 of Basilides’ now lost Commentaries (the 
Exegetica), quotes which seem to be from a commentary on 
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1 Pet 4:12—19 in which he argues that the will of god (fate) 
is “all-powerful and all good” (Layton 1987: 440-43); the 
fifth (frag. H; Strom. 4.153.3) is a single sentence referring 
to forgivable sins. 

Origen, in his commentary on Romans (ca. 244), quotes 
a Basilidean text (frag. F; frag. 3 in Vélker; Origenes, 
Opera Omnia 4) in which Basilides interprets Rom 7:7 to 
refer to incarnation (which Origen accepted) and a certain 
gnostic cosmology (which Origen rejected). This text may 
also come from Basilides’ Commentaries like frag. G in 
Clement, suggesting that Basilides and the eastern Valen- 
tinian gnostic Heracleon (ca. 150; Rudolph 1977:323-24) 
are the first known authors of commentaries on NT texts. 

Other early and descriptive patristic refutations of Basi- 
lides’ teachings are known. One is found in an extant 
heresiology by Hippolytus of Rome (first half of the 3d 
century; Haer. 7:20—27). But Hippolytus’ report is not in 
tandem with the descriptions and quotations of Basilides’ 
system which we find in the summaries and quotations in 
Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen (see discus- 
sion in Layton 1987:418 n. 2; Rudolph 1977:310). Another 
is the now lost Refutation of Basilides by the heresiologist 
Agrippa Castor (ca. 135) mentioned by Eusebius (Hist. 
Eccl. 4.7.6—8) at the beginning of the 4th century (Rudolph 
1977: 309-10). 


B. Basilides’ Gnostic System and its Development 

It is clear from the preceding survey of patristic quotes 
and discussions that Basilides’ system was eclectically based 
on a variety of sources including classic gnostic teaching, 
Stoic ethics, and Platonic-Pythagorian soteriology. Yet 
through it all he employed traditional Christian scripture, 
language, and terminology (Rudolph 1977:310—12). This 
eclectic mix was quite common in Christian philosophies 
of 2d century Alexandria and is also found, on the more 
orthodox side, in Clement of Alexandria (Layton 
1987:417—-18). 

Basilides was careful to base his teaching on broadly 
accepted apostolic authority like most innovative theologi- 
ans of his day. While Valentinus was to base his authority 
on Paul (through a certain Theudas), Basilides based his 
authority on Peter (through a certain Glaucias), further 
strengthening the suggestion that the quote from Basi- 
lides’ exegetical commentary (frag. G) was from a text in 
the Petrine tradition (1 Peter; Layton 1987:417, 440—43; 
Rudolph 1977:309-10). 

After the death of Basilides, and in contrast to the 
popular reception of Valentinus’ teachings, his school 
spread little beyond Egypt. His disciple and “son” Isidore 
was his most well-known disciple, developed Basilides’ 
teachings independently, and produced at least three 
works (On the Grown Soul, Ethics, and Expositions of the 
Prophet Parchor) which are preserved only in fragmentary 
form in Clement of Alexandria (Rudolph 1977:309-13; 
cf. 258-59). At least two centuries after Basilides’ death, 
the heresiologist Epiphanius (ca. 375, Panarton) seems to 
know the movement as a relatively small gnostic group still 
confined to Egypt. 
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BASKAMA (PLACE) [Gk Baskama]. The town in Gilead 
where Jonathan Maccabeus was executed by Trypho, the 
commander of the Seleucid army ca 142 B.c. (1 Macc 
13:23). Josephus (Ant 12.6.6 §210) refers to this location as 
Baska. 

The Maccabees after leading an extended rebellion 
against Seleucid control of Palestine, had come to be 
recognized by the parties which struggled for control of 
the Seleucid empire. Jonathan had been affirmed as the 
religious and secular leader of Judea by the faction that 
Trypho supported (1 Macc 11:57) and as a result militarily 
opposed and defeated the advance of Demetrius’ forces (1 
Macc 12:25-—30). Trypho however, realizing the increasing 
independence of Jonathan, sought to depose him. Unable 
to defeat Jonathan militarily Trypho resorted to subter- 
fuge. Jonathan was taken hostage in Ptolemais where he 
had expected to receive additional territory as a reward 
for his allegiance (1 Macc 12:43—45). Trypho’s subsequent 
efforts to regain control of Judea, however, were thwarted 
by Simon Maccabeus, and Trypho was forced to retreat in 
the face of inclement winter weather via the sheltered Rift 
Valley route to the N. When the Seleucid forces ap- 
proached firmly held Seleucid territory and Jonathan’s 
value as a hostage was reduced, he was executed. 

Baskama was located within territory where the Hasmo- 
nean forces could be effective. This is demonstrated by 
the fact that Simon was able to retrieve his brother’s body 
(1 Macc 13:25). 

Baskama has not been identified through archaeological 
research. Possible locations include Tell Bazuk and Wadi 
Jummeimeh (M.R. 211256) which are both located NE of 
the Sea of Galilee. 

RoBERT W. SMITH 


BASTION. See FORTIFICATIONS. 


BAT. See ZOOLOGY. 


BATASHI, TELL EL- (M.R. 142132). A site located 
in the alluvial Sorek valley 7 km W of Beth-shemesh and 9 
km S of Gezer. The site is often identified with TIMNAH, 
the city that figures predominantly in the Samson story 
(Judges 14). This identification is based on the identifica- 
tion of Ekron with Tel Miqne to the W and of Beth- 
shemesh with Kh. Rumeila to the E, since Timnah is listed 
between the two in Josh 15:10—11 and since Tell el-Batashi 
is the only important mound along this line. 

Excavations around the tell in 1955 revealed Neolithic, 
Chalcolithic, EB, and MB remains (see BATASHI, TULEI- 
LAT EL-). Excavations on the mound itself, however, be- 
gan in 1977 and have clarified the history of the mound 
from the MB Age until the Persian period. Located in the 
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center of a fertile valley, near the brook of Sorek, where 
wells easily could be dug, Timnah controlled a main road 
linking the region of Jabneh and Ekron in the coastal plain 
to the inner Shephelah near Beth-shemesh. Timnah thus 
was ideally situated for agriculture and as a cultural and 
commercial link between the coastal plain and the hill 
country. 

The tell itself is a 200 m square mound. The construc- 
tion of a massive earthen rampart inside a protective moat 
during the MB Age established its symmetrical shape. This 
rampart created a central crater-like depression which the 
site retainec through its final occupation at the end of the 
Iron Age. 


Period 


I Persian (6—5th cent. B.c.) 
HI Iron IIC (7th cent. B.c.) 
Ill Iron IIB (8th cent. B.c.) 
IV Iron IC (10th cent. B.c.) 
V Iron IA-B (12—11th cent. B.c.) 
VI LB IIB (13th cent. b.c.) 
LB IIA (14th cent. B.c.) 
LB IB (late 15th cent. B.c.) 
IX  LBIJA (early 15th cent. B.c.) 
X Transitional MB—LB (16th cent. B.c.) 
XI MB 


Stratum 


The MB fortifications have been exposed in 2 sections. 
The massive rampart was constructed of layers of alluvial 
earth and pebbles and support a huge mud brick city wall 
on its crest. During the LB Age (strata X-VI) an unwalled 
Canaanite town flourished at Tell el-Batashi. The outer 
walls of large buildings exposed in the NE corner of the 
mound appear to have created a defensive line. The town 
appears to nave suffered from continuous attacks, since 
each of the 5 LB strata provided evidence of extensive 
burning. The destruction levels contained an abundance 
of finds, including seals, scarabs, metal objects, and various 
local and imported pottery vessels. Of particular impor- 
tance is a large building of stratum VII (mid-14th cent. 
B.c.), with its ground floor divided by two rows of wood 
pillars supporting its ceiling and the 2d floor. This is a 
unique exaniple of the use of pillars in Canaanite architec- 
ture and may be a forerunner of the later Iron Age 
pillared buildings. 

Exposure of the Philistine town of Timnah (stratum V) 
has been limited. Brick and stone structures from this 
period as well as wide open areas containing baking ovens 
and silos have been excavated. Typical Philistine pottery 
together wit other artifacts such as seals and seal impres- 
sions have been found in this level. The site was abandoned 
in the late 11th century. During the period of the United 
Monarchy (10th century B.c.) the town was partially re- 
built. Architectural remains covered limited sections of the 
excavated areas. A large public building partially excavated 
in the S part of the mound may have been a palace of that 
period. In the city gate area (Area C), two massive square 
towers may have been built during this phase. Red-slipped 
and hand-burnished pottery found in this level is of types 
characteristic of Israelite sites in the Shephelah. 

The 10th-century town may have been destroyed during 
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the Egyptian invasion by Shishak 5 years after the division 
of the kingdom. After an occupational gap, probably last- 
ing most of the 9th century B.c., the town was rebuilt in 
the 8th century B.c. (stratum HI), perhaps when the 
region was part of the Kingdom of Judah during the reign 
of Uzziah. The newly planned city was surrounded by a 
massive stone city wall and was entered through a double 
gate consisting of outer and inner gate structures. The 
exterior gate was composed of a massive outer tower and 
inner tower flanking a well-c.efended approach ramp. The 
interior gate was composed of two pairs of guard cham- 
bers. The city suffered viclent destruction which safely 
may be attributed to the Assyrian conquest of 701 B.c. One 
of the most important discoveries in this city was a store 
building containing over 30 storage vessels of the imlk type, 
characteristic Judean jars with handles stamped with the 
Judean royal seal. One of the handles was sealed with a 
private impression of Safar: son of Abimaas, identical to 
seals found at Jerusalem and Azekah. The other seals are 
of either the “four-winged” or the “two-winged” type. 
These jars are evidence of Judean activity in Timnah, 
probably during Hezekiah’s preparations for the war 
against Sennacherib. 

During the 7th century s.c. (stratum II) the city was 
rebuilt on a grander scale. The city wall and gate were 
reconstructed, and new buildings were erected in the town. 
The use of monolithic pillars to divide courtyards of 
buildings is characteristic of this phase, though it probably 
started already in the earlier period. The buildings, form- 
ing well-defined architectural units, reflect superb urban 
planning. A large fort or public building in the NE quad- 
rant of the mound and a series of houses to its W were 
excavated. One of these units contained a complete oil- 
press installation, with a large stone trough or crushing 
basin, two adjoining pressing vats, and stone weights and 
stone rollers in various sizes used to crush the olives. Parts 
of another oil press found nearby suggest that, as in 
nearby Ekron, oil production was one of the main indus- 
tries of the town during this period. The houses were 
destroyed by intense fire ca. 600 B.c., most probably dur- 
ing Babylonian military campaigns in the region. Rich 
assemblages of pottery and other finds throw light on the 
material culture of Timnah during that period. This cul- 
ture was characterized by the combination of coastal (late 
“Philistine”) and Judean cultural traditions. The identity 
of a local pottery, similar to that of Ekron, is particularly 
interesting, and points to the existence of a local regional 
culture. 

Pits and some poor structures are evidence for a limited 
settlement during the Persian period. 
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BATASHI, TULEILAT EL- (M.R. 142132). A site 
on the N bank of Wadi Sorek, about 7 km NW of ancient 
Beth-shemesh and about 750 m from Tell el-Batashi (bib- 
lical Timnah?), which lies on the opposite bank of the wadi 
and contains remains from the Israelite period onward 
(see BATASHI, TELL EL-). The Tuleilat el-Batashi site, 
however, is characterized by two barrows (or tumuli) 
around which have been found remains dating to the 
Neolithic, Chalcolithic, EB, and MB periods, reinforcing 
the assumption that occupation first started in this location 
and then later shifted S to the site of the mound. 

Excavations were conducted in three areas around the 
barrows during March and July—August of 1955. Area A, 
to the S of the larger barrow (T-1), yielded two Neolithic 
shelter pits, each distinguished by the same two occupation 
levels (1Va and IVb). The pottery of the upper level (IVa) 
is identical with that of Jericho IX and Kenyon’s Pre- 
Pottery Neolithic A. The pottery of level [Vb differs from 
that of IVa mainly in its decoration; especially common 
are shards of the “dark-faced burnished ware” first noted 
in the Amuq plain and at Mersin (Hole 1959: 154; Kaplan 
1969). Level III, which is above level [Va and dates to the 
Chalcolithic period, can be correlated with the culture of 
Wadi Rabah stratum II (see RABAH, WADD). The artifacts 
of this level included several Neolithic Yarmukian shards, 
thus confirming that Jericho IX preceded the Yarmukian 
culture, as already established by Garstang and Kenyon. 
Level II, dated to the EB Age, was exposed only in the 
NW part of area A. Level I is represented by the remains 
of a MB pit which had penetrated into level IT. 

Three Chalcolithic occupation levels were exposed in 
area B, also near barrow T-1. The upper two levels (IIIa 
and IIIb) contained Ghassulian pottery, while the lowest 
(IIIc), resting on virgin soil, included pottery identical to 
that of Wadi Rabah stratum II. This is significant insofar 
as it provides evidence that the Wadi Rabah culture pre- 
ceded the Ghassulian. 

The excavations in area C cut across the T-1 barrow and 
exposed two chambers (each measuring 1.7 X 1.9 m), and 
behind them to the S was uncovered part of a third 
chamber. MB II-III pottery was found on the floor, as 
were other artifacts including round ovens of baked clay 
and a Hyksos scarab. To the E of the chambers were 
concentric walls which decreased in height toward the edge 
of the barrow, the space between the walls tightly packed 
with small stones. This type of barrow is otherwise unat- 
tested in Israel, although it is common in W Europe, where 
it is known as the “long barrow” type. Thus, in addition to 
the various burial types already attested for this period in 
Palestine must be added this “long barrow” type. The 
barrow is not far from area A, whose level I remains (an 
MB pit) are linked with the MB remains from this T-1 
barrow. 
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. 1969. A Suggested Correlation Between Stratum IX, Jeri- 
cho, and Stratum XXIV, Mersin. JNES 28: 197-99. 
J. KAPLAN 


BATH [Heb bat}. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


BATH-RABBIM (PLACE) [Heb bat rabbim]. The name 
of a gate of Heshbon, located near the famous pools, 
mentioned in Cant 7:4. Although no evidence for this gate 
was found during the recent excavations of Hesban (bibli- 
cal Heshbon), the excavators have wondered whether or 
not a large 2,000,000-liter reservoir built on the S shelf 
and associated with Stratum 17 (9th—8th centuries) could 
be one of the pools referred to in this text (Geraty and 
Willis 1986: 31). If so, the gate would probably have been 
located nearby. 
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BATHING. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN. 


BATHSHEBA (PERSON) [Heb bat-seba‘]. The daughter 
of Eliam and wife of Uriah the Hittite (2 Sam 11:3), who 
became one of David’s wives (2 Sam 11:27) and mother of 
his son and heir, Solomon (2 Sam 12:24—25). The name 
may mean “daughter of abundance” (IDB 1: 366). The 
story of David’s adulterous affair with Bathsheba, resulting 
in her pregnancy, and David’s stratagem to cause her 
husband’s death and take her as wife (2 Sam 11:1—27) is 
one shrouded in ambiguity (Yee 1988:240—253). The char- 
acter of Bathsheba and her motivations are particularly 
puzzling. The author gives no clues to the emotions of a 
woman who commits adultery, becomes pregnant, loses 
her husband, and marries her royal lover. From a literary 
perspective, according to Berlin (1983:25—27), Bathsheba 
is simply an agent, a person necessary for the plot, and 
not a full-fledged character. Since 2 Samuel 11 is a story 
about David’s adultery, and since such a story requires a 
married woman, Bathsheba fulfills this function. 

However, according to Bailey (1989), David and Bath- 
sheba are co-conspirators in a political scheme to marry. 
Their nuptial union is similar to David’s other political 
marriages, where he weds a woman from an influential 
family who will assist in either his rise to or his mainte- 
nance of power (Cf. also Levenson and Halpern 1980). In 
this view, Bathsheba is no longer an innocent victim, but a 
willing partner in the affair who wishes her own son to 
become David’s royal successor. Her claim in 1 Kgs 1:17, 
that David had swore that Solomon would rule after him, 
suggests that David was able to convince Bathsheba to 
marry him by promising that her son would be his heir to 
the throne. 

One finds a portrayal of Bathsheba in 1 Kings 1—2 which 
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would support the view of her as a co-conspirator in the 
adultery. Here she a key figure in the ruthless political 
intrigue surrounding her son Solomon’s rise to power. 
With the prophet Nathan, she holds David to his oath that 
Solomon would succeed him as king (1 Kgs 1:11-31). 
Moreover, she plays a vital role in Adonijah’s death by 
personally bringing his request to Solomon to marry Dav- 
id’s concubine, Abishag. Since such a request is equivalent 
to a claim to the throne, Solomon is provided with grounds 
to eliminate his rival (1 Kgs 2:13—24, Berlin 1983:27--30). 
Bathshebz. is called BATHSHUA I Chr 3:5. 
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BATHSHUA (PERSON) [Heb bat-sia‘]. The name of 
two women in the OT. 

1. The Canaanite wife of Jacob’s fourth son, Judah, and 
the mother of his sons Er, Onan, and Shelah (1 Chr 2:3). 
In Hebrew, Bathshua literally means “daughter of Shua.” 
Hence, Bathshua may not be a proper name, but rather 
the familial designation of an unnamed woman (Cf. Gen 
38:2). It may, however, also mean “daughter of error” 
(IDB 1:366). 

2. Daughter of Ammiel, wife of David, and mother of 
his sons Shimea, Shobab, Nathan, and Solomon, according 
to 1 Chr 3:5. The LXX and Vg of this text read “Bath- 
sheba.” The change of name may be due to the phonetic 
similarity of the consonants bet and waw in bt-5bS and bt-3w*. 
According to 2 Sam 11:3, the father of Bathsheba is 
ELIAM, which may have become Ammiel in the transpo- 
sition of the consonants lamed and mem. The name changes 
of Eliam to Ammiel and Bathsheba to Bathshua may be 
due to the Chronicler’s systematic efforts to eliminate any 
references to the David-Bathsheba-Uriah affair which he 
found in his sources. If the “daughter of error” translation 
is accepted, however, the name change becomes a moral 
statement. 

GALE A. YEE 


BAVVAT (PERSON) [Heb bawway]. A Levite, the son of 
Henadad, ard ruler of half the territory of Keilah, who 
was charged by Nehemiah with repairing a section of 
Jerusalem’s walls (Neh 3:18). The evidence from various 
manuscripts suggests that Bavvai may be a corruption of 
Binnui, and therefore the same individual recorded in 
Neh 3:24 (see BINNUI #4). 
D. G. SCHLEY 


BAWDLERIZATION. See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM 
AND DYSPHEMISM IN THE. 
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BAZAAR. See TRADE AND COMMERCE (ANE). 


BAZLITH (PERSON) [Heb baslit]. Var. BAZLUTH. 
Head of a family of nétinim (‘temple servants) (see NETH- 
INIM) listed among those exiles returning from Babylon 
to Jerusalem and Judah (Neh 7:54 = Ezra 2:52; 1 Esdr 
5:31). While the Greek in all three occurrences is Basaléth, 
Ezra employs the variant Heb form baslit. Noth UPN, 231) 
believes the name derives from a plant designation, i.e., 
Heb dsi, “onion.” Zadok (1930: 113) agrees by suggesting 
the name may be formed from the root basi (Biblical Heb 
plural bésalim—Num 11:5; late Heb basél or besel; Ar basal; 
Aram busla@) and the hypocoristic suffix it or at, which 
Jastrow (1926: 158a, 1384b, and perhaps 290a, 324a) 
shows is attached to other post-biblical names some of 
which may derive from vege.arian foods. 
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BDELLIUM. See PERFUMES AND SPICES. 
BEADS, BEADWORK. See JEWELRY. 


BEALIAH (PERSON) [Heb b&alyah]. One of the ambi- 
dextrous warriors from the tribe of Benjamin, a kinsman 
of Saul; he supported David before he became king (1 Chr 
12:6—Eng 12:5). The inclusion of the element baal (6‘/) in 
his name suggests that this name and the list in which it 
occurs come from an early date; compounds with baal are 
unlikely for later periods in the history of Benjamin. (For 
further discussion, see Williamson I and 2 Chronicles 
NCBC, 85, 106.) 
RayMonp B. DiLLarp 


BEALOTH (PLACE) [Heb 62alét]. A town in the S 
reaches of the territory of Judah in the Negeb (Josh 15:24). 
This is the sole reference to the town of this name in this 
geographical area, so its exact location is in doubt. Identi- 
fication of the place with the similar name Baalah found 
in the same literary context (Josh 15:9, 10, 11, 29) is not 
satisfying. The latter is identified with Kiriath-jearim 
(M.R. 159135) and is located on the N side of Judah’s 
holdings rather than the S (MBA, 73). 

Another suggestion which is more attractive geographi- 
cally is the identification of Bealoth with Baalat-beer (Josh 
19:8; Woudstra Joshua NICOT, 244; M.R. 138043). This 
town is within the allotmer.t of Simeon, which itself is 
included within and lies to the S of Judah’s holdings (MBA, 
82). 

Some translations suggest a town of Bealoth further N 
in Israel. In the list of Soleminic district governors and 
their jurisdictions, the ninth, Baana, governs “in Asher 
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and Bealoth” (1 Kgs 4:16; RSV; NASB; HGB, 66). The 
Heb grammatical structure would favor a reading of “in 
Asher and in Aloth” (KJV; NEB; NASB margin), or, 
translating the last term, “in the highlands” (JB). The 
reading of LXX4, “Maaloth,” could also be so translated. 
It is probable that this verse does not indicate a second 
location called Bealoth. 
Davip W. BAKER 


BEAM. See PLANK. 
BEAN. See FLORA. 
BEAR. See ZOOLOGY. 


BEATITUDES. Although “beatitudes” is frequently 
used as a proper noun to denote a collection of eight 
dominical logia at the beginning of the Matthean Sermon 
on the Mount (Matt 5:3-10; par. Luke 6:20b—21), the term 
“beatitude” properly designates a whole body of sayings 
with a similar literary form. Such sayings, found in Egyp- 
tian, Greek, and Jewish literature, are technically known as 
macarisms (from the Greek makarios, “blessed” or 
“happy”). Matthew’s collection of sayings is nonetheless 
known as the Beatitudes, a term derived from the Latin 
beati (similarly, “blessed” or “happy”), the word with which 
each of the eight sayings begins in the Latin Bible. 


A. Literary Form 
B. Jewish Beatitudes 
C. New Testament Beatitudes 
1. Jesus 
2. Matthew 
3. Luke 
4. Johannine Literature 


A. Literary Form 

In form, the macarisms begin with the adjective makarios, 
followed by a relative or personal pronoun introducing a 
clause which describes a particular conduct or quality 
which prompted the praise of the person who is pro- 
nounced blessed. Typically, macarisms are formulated in 
the third person, and more commonly in the singular than 
in the plural. The oldest known example of a macarism is 
found in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (480-83), “Happy is 
he among men upon earth who has seen these mysteries.” 

Macarisms or beatitudes are to be distinguished from 
blessings, an effective pronouncement in which God him- 
self is deemed to be the real agent. In the LXX, blessings 
are frequently expressed in the formulation “blessed 
be... ,” but the pertinent term is the verbal adjective 
eulogétos or the participle eulogémenos, not the adjective 
makarios. In the Jewish tradition the latter term is not used 
of God, even though, in the Greek world, the gods were 
deemed to be supremely happy (makares; Homer, Od. 
5, 7). 

Beatitudes are expressions of praise or congratulation. 
As such they belong to the literary subgenre known as 


BEATITUDES 


ascription. Four types of macarism have been identified: 
the secular macarism (in which one is praised on account 
of wealth, beauty, etc.), the macarism of the wise man (in 
which one is praised on account of wisdom or virtue), the 
satirical macarism (J Enoch 103:5—6, “Blessed are the sin- 
ners; they saw all their days. And now they have died in 
prosperity and wealth . . .”), and the religious macarism 
(Ps 1:1, “Blessed is the man who walks not in the counsel 
of the wicked.”; [Betz 1985:25]). 


B. Jewish Beatitudes 

In the Hebrew Bible “the man who” (asré h@is), an 
expression reflected in the LXX anér hos or anthropos hos, is 
commonly cited as the object of praise. The Hebrew Bible 
contains 45 beatitudes, most of which are found in the 
wisdom literature: Deut 33:29; 1 Kgs 10:8 (twice); Isa 
30:18; 32:20; 56:2; Ps 1:2; 2:12; 32:1, 2; 33:12; 34:9; 
40:5; 41:2; 65:5; 84:5, 6, 13; 89:16; 94:12; 106:3; 112:1, 
119:1, 2; 127:5; 128:1, 2; 137:8, 9; 144:15 (twice); 146:5; 
Job 5:17; Prov 3:13; 8:32, 34; 14:21; 16:20; 20:7; 28:14; 
29:18; Qoh 10:17; Dan 12:12; 2 Chr 9:7 (twice). To these 
the LXX adds an additional 15: Sir 14:1, 2, 20; 25:8, 9; 
26:1; 28:19; 31:8; 34:15; 48:11; 50:28; Tob 13:14 (twice); 
Wis 3:13; and Isa 31:9. Of the 45 beatitudes in the Hebrew 
Bible, all but 4 (Deut 33:29; Ps 128:2; Qoh 10:17, in the 
2d person singular; and Isa 32:20, in the 2d person plural) 
are in the 3d person. 

Scholars have long been debating about the original 
form and life setting of the beatitudes in the Hebrew 
tradition. Some (Kaser 1970) think that the original form 
of the beatitude was a simple propositional statement (e.g. 
Ps 2:12; 34:9; 41:2; 84:13; Job 5:17; Dan 12:12), while 
others (Kahler 1974) think that an expanded form of the 
beatitude, certainly more common in the extant literature, 
is more faithful to the original form. 

E. Lipiriski (1968) argued for a cultic setting for the 
beatitudes, noting that the oldest biblical beatitudes are in 
some of the early Psalms, that many have a national and 
collective character (Ps 33:12), that Prov 16:20; 28:14; 
29:18 are dependent on the Psalms, and that parallel 
Egyptian beatitudes are found in religious contexts. The 
dominant opinion is, nonetheless, that the biblical beati- 
tudes are essentially wisdom sayings. Scholars who advance 
this view note the preponderant appearance of beatitudes 
in the biblical wisdom literature and often cite Job 5:17 as 
a significant example. In any case, the biblical beatitudes 
frequently assume religious or paraenetic overtones. Al- 
though the beatitude is essentially a declarative statement, 
its content is such that it readily functions as an implicit 
exhortation. 

The specifically religious beatitude is typically found in 
apocalyptic literature (1 En. 58:2; 81:4; 82:4; 99:10; 103:5; 
2 En. 41:1; 42:6-14; 44:4; 48:9; 52:1-14; 61:3; 62:1; 66:7; 
Sib.Or. 3:371-—372; cf. Pss.Sol. 4:26; 5:18; 6:1; 10:1; 17:50; 
18:7; 4 Macc. 18:9). These religious beatitudes frequently 
assume eschatological overtones. Typically a seer pro- 
nounces a beatitude because of his visionary experience. 
Prophetic knowledge enables judgment to be brought to 
bear upon present conditions. Apocalyptic beatitudes can 
occasionally function as “anti-macarisms” (Betz: 33), imso- 
far as praise is extended to those who do not measure up 
to traditional values. 
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Beatitudes typically appear as isolated sentences. The 
use of the isolated beatitude passed over into rabbinic 
literature: e.g., “Blessed are thou Aqiba, because thou wast 
arrested for words of Torah” (Ber. 61b). The collection of 
beatitudes (9 in 2 En. 42: 6-14; and 7 in 52:1-14) isa 
distinctively literary phenomenon. Although collections as 
such are relatively rare, isolated beatitudes frequently ap- 
pear at the beginning or end of a longer body of material 
(Psalm 1 or Sirach 25, where 9 types of persons are 
praised). 

Beatitudes are sometimes to be found in a variety of 
antithetical formulations. The one who is praised for his 
qualities or conduct is contrasted with one who is not to be 
so praised (Ps 1:1, 4; Tob 13:12, 14). Qoh 10:16 contrasts 
a woe with the beatitude of v 17. Because the content of 
some conditional sentences in Jewish literature corre- 
sponds to the content of some beatitudes (Ps 32:10; Wis 
28:25), it has been occasionally suggested (Kahler 1974) 
that the origin of the beatitude lies in the conditional 
sentence. A consequent distinction can be made aniong 
Jewish beatitudes, i.e., between the beatitude which pro- 
nounces someone blessed because of a given condition or 
situation (Ps 33:12) and the beatitude which is conditional 
and thereby serves as an implicit exhortation (Ps 32:2). 


C. New Testament Beatitudes 

The NT contains 37 beatitudes (Matt 5:3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11; 11:6 13:16; 16:17; 24:46; Luke 1:45; 6:20. 21 
(twice), 22; 7:23; 10:23; 11:27, 28; 12:37, 43; 14:15; 23:29; 
John 20:29; Rom 4:7, 8; 14:22; Jas 1:12; Rev 1:3; 14:13; 
16:15; 19:9; 20:6; 22:7). Since seven of Matthew’s beati- 
tudes have parallels in Luke (Matt 5:3 = Luke 6:20b; Matt 
5:4 = Luke 6:21b; Matt 5:6 = Luke 6:21a; Matt 5:11 =Luke 
6:22; Matt 11:6=Luke 7:23; Matt 13:16= Luke 10:23; 
Matt 24:46 = Luke 12:43) and two of the Pauline beatitudes 
are a biblical citation (Rom 4:7-8=Ps 32:1—2), the NT 
adds 28 new beatitudes to the biblical collection. 

1. Jesus. Seventeen of the gospel beatitudes are sayings 
of Jesus. Among the evangelists, Luke alone attributes a 
beatitude to a spokesperson other than Jesus (Luke 1] :45; 
11:27; 14:15}. The attribution of beatitudes to Jesus rep- 
resents a venerable Christian tradition. The seven beati- 
tudes found in both Matthew and Luke undoubtedly de- 
rive from the Q source (ca. 50 ap). Luke 12:37 seems to 
have been adopted by the evangelist from his unique 
material. Six of the NT beatitudes, including that pro- 
nounced by the woman in the crowd, appear, in a modified 
form, in the 2d century Gospel of Thomas, dated by many 
into the 1st century (Matt 5:3 = Gos.Thom. 54; Matt 5:6 = 
Gos.Thom. 69b; Matt 5:11 = Gos.Thom. 68—69a; Luke 
11:27-28 = Gos.Thom. 79a—b; Luke 23:29 = Gos.Thom. 
79c), a text which cites an additional six beatitudes as 
sayings of Jesus (Gos.Thom. 7, 18, 19, 49, 58, 103). 

Given the antiquity of the tradition and the widespread 
distribution of beatitudes throughout the gospel material 
(although none are found in Mark), scholars frequently 
ask whether the gospel beatitudes represent authentic 
sayings of Jesus. The question is raised most often with 
regard to the beatitudes which have received a classic 
formulation as the beatitudes of Matthew’s Sermon on the 
Mount (Matt 3:3—12), with a parallel in Luke’s Sermon on 
the Plain (Luke 6:20b—23). 
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Although both Matthew and Luke have modified the 
beatitudes taken over from the Q source, it is quite likely 
that the substance of the four common beatitudes (Matt 
5:3 =Luke 6:20b; Matt 5:4= Luke 6:21b; Matt 5:6= Luke 
6:21a; Matt 5:11 =Luke 6:22) goes back to the proclama- 
tion of the historical Jesus. Since the Q formulation can 
only be reconstituted on the basis of a comparative study 
of the two extant gospel texts, and the Matthean beatitudes 
are in the third person while the Lukan beatitudes are in 
the second person, scholars «lisagree among themselves as 
to whether Jesus’ proclamation used the form of direct 
address (thus akin to the Lukan form) or the form of 
declarative sentence (thus akin to the Matthean form). 

The Q collection of four beatitudes is the result of an 
earlier collection of three beatitudes, similar in form, to 
which the longer double beatitude of Matt 5:11=Luke 
6:22 was added. These three beatitudes (Matt 5:3= Luke 
6:20b; Matt 5:4= Luke 6:21t; Matt 5:6 = Luke 6:21a) rep- 
resent a terse formulation of the gospel proclamation. 
They proclaim salvation, in =he form of an eschatological 
reversal of conditions (peripetzia) for the dispossessed. The 
poor, the hungry, and those who mourn represent the 
entire range of the needy. The concepts are not spiritual- 
ized, nor are poverty, hunger, and sadness extolled per se. 
If the poor, the hungry, and those who mourn are called 
happy, it is because the Kingdom of God will be offered to 
them in their helplessness. 

As proclaimed by Jesus, the Kingdom of God is an 
eschatological concept. God’s initiative and decisiveness are 
the primary elements. He is to reign as king. According to 
the oriental understanding, the righteousness or justice of 
a king is manifest in his action on behalf of the weak and 
oppressed; thus God as the king par excellence must 
necessarily act on behalf of the poor, the hungry, and 
those who mourn. Jesus’ availability to them is a sign of the 
future kingdom of God. Accordingly, the three common 
beatitudes proclaim God’s ini-iative on their behalf and the 
gratuity of his grace. They constitute “an unconditional 
promise of salvation” and thus epitomize Jesus’ good news. 

The fourth beatitude of the Q collection (Matt 
5:11 =Luke 6:22) derives from a time when the church 
was undergoing persecution and most likely received its Q 
formulation (a community formulation) as a result of that 
experience. Its appearance in Q as an appended saying 
supports the contention that the beatitudes spoken by 
Jesus were originally isolated statements. 

2. Matthew. Differences between the Matthean and Lu- 
kan versions of the beatitude point to the editorial activity 
of the respective evangelists. Editorial activity is particu- 
larly apparent in the Matthean collection of “The Beati- 
tudes.” His eight—Matthew seems not to have considered 
Matt 5:11 as an integral part of the series—are formed 
into a unified whole by means of ring construction, i.e. the 
opening and closing formula, “for theirs is the kingdom 
of heaven.” “The kingdom of heaven” is a typical Matthean 
expression (Matt 3:2; 4:17) as is the “righteousness” of 
Matt 5:6, 10 (3:15; 6:33). Isa 61:1-2 seems to have influ- 
enced the Matthean formulation of the first two beatitudes 
and Ps 107: 5, 8-9 to have influenced the fourth, all of 
which begin with the letter “p” in the Greek text. Since 
Matthew has a predilection for seven-part compositions 
and Matt 5:5 has no constant position in the manuscript 


I + 631 


tradition, many scholars think that the third beatitude, 
influenced by Ps 36:11, is a later addition to the Matthean 
text. The eighth beatitude, formulated in such a way as to 
bring the series to a close, appears to be a Matthean 
adaptation of the ninth, originally independent beatitude. 

Matthew’s spiritualization of the traditional first and 
fourth beatitudes and his formulation of the fifth, sixth, 
and seventh, more active beatitudes, imparts to the entire 
collection the character of an ecclesial exhortation. Those 
who are praised in the Matthean beatitudes are those 
whose lives reflect authentic Christian existence from the 
viewpoint of continuing church life. 

3. Luke. Luke’s Sermon on the Plain has only the four 
beatitudes of Q (Luke 6:20b—23). The people praised in 
the Lukan collection of three similarly formulated beati- 
tudes (6:20b—21) are the physically and materially de- 
prived. Luke accentuates the social referent by the juxta- 
position of parallel woes (6:24—25). The fourth woe (6:26) 
highlights the blessedness proclaimed for the persecuted 
(6:22—23). In the Lukan collection, the evangelist’s edito- 
rial work is apparent in his emphasis upon the present 
(the sapiential “now” of 6:21a, b and “in that day” of 6:22) 
which stands in contrast to the eschatological future. 

Among the five beatitudes proper to Luke (1:45; 11:28; 
12:37; 14:15; 23:29), two emphasize the importance of 
belief in God’s word (1:45; 11:28), and are both within a 
context of reflection on the mother of Jesus. 

4, Johannine Literature. Faith is also the basis for praise 
in the Johannine beatitude (John 20:29), the final procla- 
mation of John’s Easter Jesus. In context, the beatitude 
extols believers of the second and subsequent Christian 
generations. As such, it functioned as a proclamation of 
praise of those who belonged to the Johannine community. 

Six beatitudes appear in the Book of Revelation, in the 
form of isolated sayings. Two of them form a distinct pair 
(Rev 1:3; 22:7), lauding those who keep the words of the 
book. The parallel sayings function as a sort of inclusio 
unifying Revelation’s collection of disparate materials. The 
other four beatitudes bear a distinctively eschatological 
stamp. Those formulated in the plural praise those who 
die in the Lord (Rev 14:13, with pertinent commentary in 
v 13b) and those invited to the marriage feast of the Lamb 
(Rev 19:9), while those formulated in the singular laud the 
vigilant (Rev 16:15), and those who share in the first 
resurrection (Rev 20:6). Their literary form is clearly that 
of the religious beatitude. 
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RayMOND F. Co.tins 


BEATTY, CHESTER (PAPYRI). See CHESTER 
BEATTY PAPYRI. 


BEAUTIFUL GATE (PLACE) [Gk hé héraia piiz]. Gate 
of Herod’s temple where John and Peter healed a lame 
man (Acts 3:2, 10). The gate is not mentioned by its NT 
name in any of the Jewish sources. Christian tradition, and 
some modern scholars, identify it with the Golden or Susa 
(Shusan) Gate. “Golden is derived from a mistranslation of 
Gk horaia, “beautiful”, and the Latin aurea, “golden.” The 
Susa Gate is on the eastern wall of Old Jerusalem facing 
the Mount of Olives. ‘Today it is marked by the now-closed 
Byzantine gate. Excavations in 1971 and 1972 revealed an 
earlier gate 7 to 8 feet beneath the Byzantine Gate (Mare, 
1987:158). The lower gate, equal in size to the latter, was 
in use during Christ’s time, and it would have been the 
very gate mentioned in Acts 3. However, the Nicanor Gate, 
funded by a wealthy Alexandrian Jew of that name, is a 
more likely candidate for the Beautiful Gate. But even the 
location of the Nicanor Gate cannot be identified with 
certainty. If its location was the gate on the east side of the 
Court of Women leading from the Court of Gentiles, this 
would have been the ideal location for beggars. The other 
leading candidate for the Nicanor, and possibly the Beau- 
tiful Gate, is on the west side of the Court of Women at the 
entrance to the Court of Israel. The designated corner for 
lepers was nearby—in the NW corner of the Court of 
Women, and it was highly likely that beggars would have 
frequented the facility. Also, both of the suggested loca- 
tions for the Nicanor Gate coincide with to hieron, the NT 
Gk usage of “the temple.” Strong support for the Nicanor 
Gate being the Beautiful Gate, whether on the E or W side 
of the Court of Women, comes from Josephus (JW 5.201). 
He describes the inner gate (on the E side of the Court of 
Women) as being more valuable “than those overlaid with 
silver or even with gold,” for it was made of Corinthian 
bronze. But the gate on the W side was much larger, and 
“the decoration was more magnificent, the gold and silver 
plates being extremely thick.” The Mishna infers that the 
Nicanor Gate was the inner of the two gates, and the 
current majority of opinion places the Beautiful Gate on 
the outer W wall (Mid. i.4; ii.3-6). 
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BEBAI (PERSON) [Heb débay]. The name of two individ- 
uals in the Hebrew Bible. 

1, The eponymous ancestor of a group of returning 
exiles from Babylon (Ezra 2:11). Under Zerubbabel, the 
number of Bebai’s descendants varies from 623 (Ezra 2:11) 
to 633 (1 Esdr 5:13, Codex Vaticanus) to 628 (Neh 7:16). 
In the reign of Artaxerxes, more of his descendants are 
said to have returned with Ezra (Ezra 8:11, | Esdr 8:37); 
these included ZECHARIAH, the chief of the farnily. 
Zechariah’s father is also named Bebai; in 1 Esdr 9:37 his 
name reads Babi (babi; Var. Baier, Bemai, and Bokchei), 
but the underlying Hebrew name is clearly Bebai (see :zra 
8:11). Besides Zechariah, Bebai’s descendants included 
twenty-eight other males (Ezra 8:11, | Esdr 8:37; LXX of 
Ezra 8 reads 78). Some of his family intermarried with 
foreign women, e.g., JEHOHANAN, HANANIAH, ZAB- 
BAI, ATHLAI (Ezra 10:28), and Emathis (Ezra 10:28 
[LXX], I Esdr 9:29). 

2. One of the individuals who set his seal to the docu- 
ment of cover.ant renewal under Ezra and Nehemiah (Neh 
10:16—Eng 10:15). He is listed as one of the “leading 
men” who pledged among other things to obey the Law 
and to keep their families from intermarriage (Neh 10:30). 
It is likely that the head of Bebai’s descendants signed in 
the name of his ancestral clan; the names in Nehemiah 10 
roughly coincide with the names of the clans originally 
returning from exile in Ezra 2:1-60 and Neh 7:6--62. 
There has been much discussion concerning the timing 
and nature cf the agreement in Nehemiah 10 and the 
sources of the list of names (see Williamson Ezra, Nehemiah 
WBC, 325-3)). 

Gary S. SHOGREN 


BEBAI (PLACE) [Gk Bébai]. Town in the book of Judith 
which participates in the destruction of the “Assyrian” 
army after the death of Holofernes (Jdt 15:4). It has not 
yet been iden :ified. According to the author of Judith, it is 
adjacent to Betomasthaim, a town which is placed in the 
north of Palestine, although its exact location is unknown. 
Although there is mention of a “Bebayou” in an Aramaic 
contract of the 2d century C.£., it throws no light on the 
location of Bebai, for, according to J. T. Milik, “Bebayou” 
was located ir southern Palestine. It is probable that, like 
most geographical names in the book of Judith, Bebai is 
fictitious. See Moore Judith AB. 
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BECHER :PERSON) [Heb beker]. BECHERITES. The 
second son of Benjamin, according to two Benjaminite 
genealogies (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7:6,8). Efforts have been 
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made to restore Becher to the two other Benjaminite 
genealogies of the OT (Num 26:38; 1 Chr 8:1). Johnson 
(IDB 1:248, 372) suggests that Becher was misplaced in 
Numbers 26 from the Benjaminite genealogy of v 38 to 
the Ephraimite genealogy of v 35. In the MT he is listed 
as the second son of Ephraim and head of the Becherites. 
The LXX omits this reference to Becher among the sons 
of Ephraim, and the inclusion of a “Bered” as Ephraim’s 
second son in the Ephraimite genealogy of 1 Chr 7:20 has 
caused some to conclude that “Becher” is a mistake for 
“Bered.” In 1 Chr 8:1, Johnson suggests that Becher (Heb 
beker) was mistakenly treated as “his firstborn” (Heb békér6). 
Williamson is critical of atternpts to emend 1 Chr 8:1 to 
read “Becher” as Benjamin’s +econd son, pointing out that 
the series of ordinals, “the second, the third, etc.,” con- 
tinue through all five of Berjjamin’s sons, making a har- 
monistic emendation unlikely in this text (Chronicles 
NCBC, 83). See ASHBEL. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


BECORATH (PERSON) [Heb dékérat]. An ancestor of 
Saul son of Kish (1 Sam 9:1): likewise, the son of Aphiah 
and father of Zeror. The name, meaning “firstborn,” is 
feminine in form, suggesting that the individual may have 
been the daughter of Aphi:th, rather than his son, al- 
though the LXX reads “Bakir,” a masculine name formed 
from the same Hebrew root. The variant reading “Machir” 
in G" has mistaken the initial bet as a mem. 

The narrator has begun the story of Saul in 1 Sam 9:1 
by employing a seven-generation genealogy as a literary 
device to indicate that Saul was destined to greatness from 
birth (Sasson 1978:185). Becorath represents the third 
generation in the genealogy. See also APHIAH. While 
meant to represent an individual in the Saulide genealogy, 
the name also was associated with a Benjaminite clan, and 
the two may ultimately be related (Luther 1901: 55;-Cas- 
pari Samuelbiicher KAT, 105: Malamat 1968: 171). The 
gentilic form Bichri is used as a designation of the clan to 
which Shimei (2 Sam 20:1), the instigator of the northern 
revolt against David, belonged, while the masculine form 
Becher, displaying slightly different vocalization, appears as 
a clan name in the tribal genealogies for Benjamin in Gen 
46:21 and 1 Chr 7:6, 8. Beccrath may be the eponymous 
ancestress of the clan or lineage group of the same name. 
See also BICHRI; BECHER. 

The name’s absence from the Saulide genealogy in 1 
Chr 8:33-—40 and 1 Chr 9:39--44 can be explained in three 
ways. One possibility would be to argue that the name was 
dropped when competing factions for royal succession 
within the larger family no longer found it necessary to 
trace descent through this particular ancestor (Flanagan 
1981: 59). A second approach would be to posit that Bakir 
appears in the Chronicles’ lists in 8:30 and 9:36 in the 
reference to the “firstborn” son of Jeiel, Abdon, and that 
Abdon somehow dropped out of the corresponding list in 
1 Samuel (Dhorme Samuel EB, 74, n. 1). A third approach 
would be to suggest that the name was eliminated by the 
Chronicler along with Abiel, ‘Zeror, and Aphiah so that he 
could artificially graft the Saulide family tree onto the 
postexilic genealogy of the inhabitants of Gibeon (see 
NER). 
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BECTILETH (PLACE) [Gk Bektileth]. Unidentified 
plain in or near northern Cilicia (Jdt 2:21). According to 
the author of the book of Judith, it is located a three-days’ 
march W of Nineveh. It is sometimes identified with Bak- 
atailloi, located to the south of Syrian Antioch, or with 
Beq?ah, a valley between Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon. The 
problem with these identifications is that they place Becti- 
leth some three hundred miles from Nineveh, a rather 
long distance for a three-day march. Given the genre of 
the book of Judith, it is entirely possible that the place is 
fictitious. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


BEDAD (PERSON) [Heb bédad]. The father of the Edom- 
ite “king” Hadad (Gen 36:35; 1 Chr 1:46). The root bdd 
“to separate; to be separated, isolated” produced personal 
names in Ugaritic (bddn; Gréndahl 1967: 380), Epigraphic 
Arabian (Safaitic and Thamudic 6d, Safaitic ba?!, Thamudic 
bddt; Harding 1971: 96-97; note, however, that the name 
bddh, frequent in Safaitic, does not belong to bdd—pace 
Harding; read *Bi-Dadih “by his uncle”), and Arabic (Bu- 
daid; Caskel 1966: 228). 
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Ernst AXEL KNAUF 


BEDAN (PERSON) [Heb bédan]. The name of two men 
in the OT. 

1. The son of Ulam of the tribe of Manasseh (1 Chr 
7:17). He was a member of the fifth generation of that 
tribe through Machir, Manasseh’s son. His heredity was 
mixed, for he was the product of Manasseh’s union with 
an Aramean concubine (1 Chr 7:14). A corrupt text in | 
Chr 7:14-17 renders his genealogy uncertain between 
Machir and his father, Ulam; for v 16 traces him through 
either Peresh or Sheresh, both Machir’s sons, while v 17b 
traces him through Machir’s son, Gilead. Rudolph (Chron- 
icles HAT, 69-71) has attempted a reconstruction of the 
corrupt text based on Num 26:29-34; his results have 
gained considerable, though not universal, approval. If his 
reconstruction is correct, it illumines an obscure portion 
of Bedan’s genealogy. 

2. A judge of Israel according to the MT of 1 Sam 


BEDEIAH 


12:11. But his identity is unclear; the Bible contains no 
other reference to him. In 1 Sam 12:11 his name occurs in 
a list of four judges of which the other three are promi- 
nent, significant persons, familiar from the Book of 
Judges. The presence of the name of an unknown judge 
among three well-known ones has attracted the attention 
of students of the text. The LXX, apparently questioning 
the correctness of “Bedan” and treating it as a textual 
error, replaced “Bedan” with the familiar “Barak.” One 
ancient version replaced it with “Deborah.” An ancient 
interpretation contended that “Bedan” derived from 
“Ben-Dan” (= son of Dan) and understood it as a refer- 
ence to Samson, who was from the tribe of Dan. Another 
more modern correction replaced “Bedan” with “Abdon.” 
The RSV has adopted the reading of the LXX. All these 
corrections presuppose that “Bedan” is a textual error. 
But recently Zakovitch (1972: 123-25) has offered an 
explanation which does not presuppose a textual corrup- 
tion in the word “Bedan.” Recalling that Bedan in #1 
above is, according to 1 Chr 7:14—-17, of the tribe of 
Manasseh, and that Jephthah is also from Manasseh, Za- 
kovitch suggests that, like “Jerubbaal” and “Gideon,” 
“Jephthah” and “Bedan” are two names for the same 
person. Accordingly, 1 Sam 12:11 originally read: “the 
Lord sent Jerubbaal, Bedan, and Samuel.” “Jephthah” was 
inserted as a gloss, and a later scribe, not recognizing it as 
a gloss, inserted the conjunction and the object marker, 
weet. In his quotation of 1 Sam 12:11, Josephus (Ant 6890) 
names only Gideon and Jephthah; this supports Zakov- 
itch’s suggestion that Jephthah and Bedan are the same 
person. Helpful discussions of the problem and the history 
of suggested solutions are found in McCarter (J Samuel 
AB, 211), and Klein (J Samuel WBC). 
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BEDEIAH (PERSON) [Heb bédéyah}. A descendant of 
Bani and one of the returned exiles whom Ezra required 
to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:35 = 1 Esdr 9:34). 
Bedeiah might mean “Branch of Yahweh,” or it might be an 
abbreviated form of ‘dbédyah, “Servant of Yahweh.” Be- 
deiah was a member of a family from which a group of 
exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:10). The three- 
month investigation of the men who had married foreign 
women (Ezra 10:16—17) produced a relatively short list of 
names, leading some scholars to believe that it includes 
only prominent members of the community (see discus- 
sion in Myers, Ezra, Nehemiah AB, 87-88). Bedeiah’s posi- 
tion in the community, however, remains a mystery. While 
it seems probable that Bedeiah divorced his foreign wife 
(note the prior oath taken by the people [Ezra 10:2—5]), 
that is not certain. There is some debate whether v 19 may 
originally have been reported after each group. | Esdr 
9:36 clearly states that everyone on the list did indeed 
divorce his foreign wife and put away his children; how- 
ever, Ezra 10:44b is so corrupt that the final outcome of 
the investigation is left in doubt. For further discussion, 
see Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 157-59. 
JEFFREY A. FAGER 


BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES 
BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES. The word 


“bedouin,” as used in this article, comprises the notion of 
a stratified society of non-sedentary camel breeders. As 
such, bedouir. are first attested in the Near East in the Jron 
Age. Although various features that contribute to the 
definition of “bedouin”—e.g., pastoral nomadism and 
“tribes” (versus “states”)—can be traced back several mil- 
lennia before the Ist millennium s.c., the emergence of 
the bedouin in the Ist millennium s.c. changed drastically 
the sociopolitical environment for pastoral tribes. There- 
fore, reconstructions of pastoral nomadism before 1000 
B.c. should use with great care recent or contemporary 
ethnographic data on Near Eastern nomadism. “Being a 
bedouin” involves specific attitudes towards political power, 
which, from the very beginnings of bedouin history, lead 
to supra-tribal political formations, “bedouin states.” The 
bedouin states did not, however, acquire all the attributes 
of real states; at best they were ephemeral, unstable, and 
short-lived organizations. 


A. Terminology 
1. Nonsedentary Ways of Life 
a. “Nomads” 
b. Nonsedentary Agriculturalists 
c. Transhumance 
d. Pastoralists 
e. Bedouin 
2. “Tribes” and “Tribal Organization” 
B. Emergence of the Bedouin 
1. Early Iron Age Antecedents 
2. The Neo-Assyrian Evidence 
C. Bedouin States 


A. Terminology 

Traditionally, the social landscape of the Near East is 
characterized by a tripartite division into “city dwellers,” 
“peasants,” and “pastoralists” (Wagstaff 1985: 48-81). 
Within this traditional tripartite model, “pastoralists” are 
generally assumed to form ethnically and politically sepa- 
rate social organizations, i.e. “tribes” (as opposed to the 
states of the settled population). It is argued in this article 
that the emergence of such separate pastoralist tribes 
presupposes the formation of a class of specialized pasto- 
ralists, i.e., the camel-breeding bedouin. Therefore, this 
tripartite division—with its double exploitation of the 
peasants by both the urban settlements and a specific non- 
sedentary element, i.e., the bedouin—cannot be uncriti- 
cally assumed to have applied to the pre-Islamic period 
(de Planhol 1975: 24-68). 

The Arab bedouin described by Near Eastern travelers 
of the 19th century provided most biblical scholars of that 
time with an attractive model in terms of which the life- 
style of the patriarchs in Genesis could be viewed. At the 
same time, the notion of waves of bedouin nomads migrat- 
ing into the wealthy and fertile centers of civilization from 
their desert homeland served as an explanation for cul- 
tural and linguistic change in the ANE, a notion that 
biblical scholars adopted to explain the emergence of 
Israel in the Jand of Canaan. Even though this appeal to 
bedouin nomadism has now been almost completely re- 
jected by scholars, the romantic notion that the earliest 
Israelites were bedouin nomads still lingers behind notions 
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that the “semi-nomadic” or “semi-bedouin” Israelites en- 
tered Canaan from the outside at the end of the Late 
Bronze Age (a concept still upheld by some pupils of 
Albrecht Alt; Thiel 1985). 

1. Nonsedentary Ways of Life. Because the terms “no- 
mad,” “bedouin,” and “pastoralist” are frequently used as 
synonyms in discussions of ANE history and society, it may 
be helpful to outline briefly the basic categories of non- 
sedentary life. 

a. “Nomads.” If “nomad” is understood to cover every 
aspect of nonsedentary life, then hunter-gatherers, mi- 
grating laborers without a permanent home, vagrant 
craftsmen and artists, etc., would qualify as “nomads,” 
whereas the city-based caravan merchants of the ANE and 
the soldiers of all times may properly be called “semi- 
nomads.” Although these may have spent most of their life 
on the roads and in tents, they usually had a permanent 
address. Therefore, it is best to limit our scope to those 
nonsedentary phenomena of the ANE that apply only to 
people involved in pastoral and/or agricultural production. 
(The term “semi-nomad” is too imprecise to be employed 
at all). 

b. Nonsedentary Agriculturalists. The basic livestock— 
sheep, goat, and cattlke—were domesticated by settled ag- 
ricultural communities in the Pre-Pottery Neolithic period 
(8th and 7th millennia 8.c.). With the seemingly complete 
breakdown of settled life in Palestine ca. 6000 B.c., these 
sedentary agriculturalists became non-sedentary agricul- 
turalists. As opposed to the large villages of the Pre-Pottery 
Neolithic, their camps were rather small. Though unset- 
tled, they continued to grow cereals and to herd goat and 
sheep (Betts 1987). Unlike pastoralists, however, these non- 
sedentary agriculturalists are self-sufficient in meeting 
their basic needs. This, for example, was the way of life 
that recommended itself most readily in later periods, 
whenever a group of peasants wanted to withdraw from 
the restrictions of the state. ‘This kind of “nomadism” is 
either attested or assumed for the “Amorites” of EB IV 
Palestine and the Shasu of the LB period, most of whom 
never dwelt in permanent siructures. In contemporary 
reconstructions of their respective origins, both popula- 
tions are believed to have derived from the villagers of 
Palestine in the preceding period who had given up their 
sedentary way of life in the course of a natural, economic, 
and/or political crisis (Richard 1987; Finkelstein 1988: 
338-45). Furthermore, both the “Amorites” and the Shasu 
were not pastoralists; according to the story of Sinuhe 
(20th century B.c.) and Ramesside inscriptions, they prac- 
ticed both farming and herding (Weippert 1974). (It is 
purely for ideological reasons that non-sedentary agricul- 
turalists in the modern Near East—such as the people 
studied by Banning and Kéhler-Rollefson [1986}—claim 
to be “bedouin.”) 

c. Transhumance. Part-tirne nomadism, or transhu- 
mance, is a common Mediterrinean cultural phenomenon. 
Transhumance is village-based pastoralism with summer 
camps set up away from the village (Braudel 1972: 85—- 
102). The pastoral segment of the settled community may 
be recruited from an age cohort (1.e., the youth from every 
family), whole families or clans from the community, or 
even hired laborers. In the ]9th century a.p., a type of 
such village-based transhumance was practiced by the in- 
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habitants of northern and central Transjordan (e.g., at 
Umm Qais and on the Kerak plateau; Mershen and Knauf 
1988). Many travelers at that time (and most archaeologists 
subsequently), when observing their material culture and 
its remains, referred to these summer camps loosely as 
“bedouin” or “nomadic” encampments. But tax records, 
contemporary oral history, and more detailed descriptions 
by some observers have helped to correct this misconcep- 
tion. The misinterpretation, however, serves to illustrate 
how difficult it is to identify nomads in the historical and/ 
or archaeological record, which usually provides scant 
data. 

d. Pastoralists. Agriculture led to the domestication of 
most familiar domestic animals (with the exception of the 
camel) already in the course of the Neolithic. Pastoralists 
are people specializing in stock raising. However, they are 
not necessarily nomads. Judean landlords in the Iron Age, 
like Nabal (1 Sam 25:2, 11) or Amos (Amos 1:1; 7:14), can 
well be called “pastoralists” because herds seemed to have 
formed the major part of their wealth. Although they 
spend part of the year with their four-legged capital, they 
considered their “homes” to be towns like Maon or Tekoa 
(cf. also Gen 13:12). As a specialized occupation, pastoral- 
ism presupposes surplus production from both the pastor- 
alist and the agriculturalist, and therefore a market econ- 
omy. Unlike the non-sedentary agriculturalists mentioned 
above, pastoralists are not self-sufficient. Exploiting agri- 
culturally marginal areas of the Near East which provide 
only scant nourishment for their flocks, pastoralists are 
forced to move frequently and therefore lead a non- 
sedentary or part-time sedentary life. Specialized pastor- 
alism can be traced back to the Chalcolithic (Levy 1983), 
but only in the form of transhumance. From the Chalcol- 
ithic through the Bronze Age, pastoralists formed a social 
stratum within a society of village farming communities, 
or non-sedentary agriculturalists. There is no evidence of 
pastoral nomadic tribes—i.e., of a sociopolitical and/or eth- 
nic cleavage between peasants and pastoralists—before the 
emergence of the bedouin. A term for “pastoral nomad” 
occurs only once in the Hebrew Bible, in a literary context 
dating to the Persian or Early Hellenistic period: ?ohédlé 
migneh “people of herds” (2 Chr 14:14). In this expression, 
>hl must be translated as “people” rather than “tent” and, 
therefore, regarded as an Early Arabic loanword. 

e. Bedouin. Bedouin are pastoralists specialized in 
camel breeding. From the beginnings of bedouin life in 
the Ist millennium B.c., the bedouin formed a stratified 
society of pastoral nomads. Camel breeding was operative 
for the emergence of bedouinism on the sociopolitical level 
insofar as it facilitated the formation of purely nomadic 
tribes not depending upon peasant villagers. Camel breed- 
ers themselves are nearly self-sufficient: the camel pro- 
vides them with food (milk, and on festive occasions, 
meat), fuel (dung), clothing (hair), housing (leather for 
round huts, which were later replaced by the “black tents” 
woven from goat hair), and even hair-washing lotion 
(urine). Furthermore, the camel provides a marketable 
commodity which one can trade without giving up posses- 
sion of the animal: transport. Because the camel allows 
control over desert areas that are impenetrable by other 
animals or humans, it even provided their owners with 
power once these remote areas became commercially and/ 


BEDOUIN AND BEDOUIN STATES 


or politically important. Whereas the camel's secondary 
products (milk, hair, dung) provided the bedouin with the 
opportunity to exist somewhat independent of the settled 
communities, the animal’s “tertiary product,” transporta- 
tion, increasingly became a valued commodity for those in 
the urban centers, who therefore had a vested interest in 
the incorporation of the bedouin. The camel thus consti- 
tuted the bedouin’s link with the urban societies of the 
ANE in both peaceful and belligerent ways. The influx of 
capital from the urban trading communities into the des- 
ert led to the social stratification and political leadership 
that made the bedouin increasingly aggressive and preda- 
tory. But before there can emerge a predatory society on 
the periphery, there must be enough surplus in the core 
area to be preyed upon. The more powerful, effective, and 
extensive the state became in controlling this core area, 
the more powerful, effective, and extensive the competing 
political organizations outside the state had to become. In 
terms of political evolution, the bedouin are a consequence 
of and reaction to the emergence of the first empire that 
tried to encompass the whole ANE: the Assyrian empire 
in the 8th and 7th centuries B.c. 

As the camel herders rose to heights of power and 
prestige unprecedented among the nomads of earlier 
times, both nonsedentary agriculturalists and pastoralists 
who did not herd camels were affected by “bedouiniza- 
tion”; they either joined bedouin tribes, or organized 
themselves in tribes in imitation of the bedouin. From the 
Persian period through the Crusades, the population of 
Palestine appears to be ethnically and politically divided 
into Aramaic-speaking peasants and Arabic-speaking pas- 
toral nomads. Even today, after modern development has 
reduced to nothing the significance of the camel, it still 
remains a common feature among the non-sedentary and 
the transhumant tribes of Jordan to claim to be “be- 
douin”—a claim that usually is flatly rejected by the de- 
scendants of former camel breeders. 

2. “Tribes” and “Tribal Organization.” The notion of 
tribal organization is part of the concept of “bedouin.” It 
is understood—with Fried (1967: 170-74) and Price (1978: 
179—82)—that tribalism is one of the possible responses by 
a nonstate society when confronting an expansionist state. 
It therefore has nothing to do with nomadism per se, since 
settled villagers can also organize themselves as “tribes” to 
counter the power of a neighboring state organization. 
This can be perfectly demonstrated by the emergence of 
the Mari tribes (Buccellati 1988), and probably applies 
equally well to the Israelite tribes of the early Iron Age: in 
order to be politically influential (which usually entails an 
ability to muster a sufficient number of warriors), a tribal 
society needs (1) a class of potential political leaders, com- 
peting against one another for success, and (2) a function- 
ing system of alliances between the tribal segments (usually 
expressed by means of a genealogy). 

However, among pastoral nomads, these two features 
are first encountered only with the bedouin of the Ist 
millennium B.c. In contrast, the Shasu of the LB Age 
occupy the lowest order within Dostal’s scheme of political 
evolution within pre-urban societies (Dostal 1985): local 
lineages without any genealogical superstructure (Weip- 
pert 1974; Fischer-Elfert 1986: 168). Thus, the Shasu 
lacked an essential component of “tribal societies,” and as 
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such, they were politically insignificant. “Shasu” is a ge- 
neric term, not an ethnonym. In the Egyptian sources, 
Shasu are specified by the various areas of their abode, not 
by tribal names. Tribal/ethnic names do not occur before 
the emergence of peasant tribes in the highlands of Ca- 
naan, such as Israel. 

The agricultural tribes of early Iron Age Palestine, and 
before them the herding and farming lineages of the 
Shasu, were to a high degree economically independent 
from the outside world. Maintaining such independence is 
one of the major political aims of tribalism (Dostal 1085: 
347-49), i.e., the ideological expression for the withdrawal 
of population groups from the exchange network and 
suppressive hierarchy of state societies. Although “tribal- 
ism” may have contributed to the Shasu’s abandonment of 
their villages in the 16th century B.c., the withdrawal does 
not necessarily (or immediately) lead to the formation of 
tribes, i.e., stratified societies with an egalitarian ideology 
in their upper class. The Shasu remained on the level of 
“ranked socie:y” or local lineages (for these categories, see 
Fried 1967 and Dostal 1985). After the emergence of the 
camel-herding tribes, the bedouin had two possible ways 
of access to those basic commodities which they did not 
produce: trade or violence (by plunder or extortion). 
Thus, while the emergence of the pastoral nomad presup- 
poses the emergence of a market economy, the emergence 
of the bedouin tribe (in which the tribal elite may own 
10,000 camels or more) presupposes the emergence of an 
empire which at one time or another could use (and pay 
for) a large camel corps. 

To summarize this lengthy excursus on terminology: 
“nomads” are not necessarily “pastoralists,” and they are 
noi necessarily organized as “tribes.” “Tribal societies” are 
not necessarily “nomadic.” “Bedouin” are camel herding 
non-sedentary tribes, pastoral nomads whose basic live- 
stock commoc.ity is the camel. 


B. Emergence of the Bedouin 

1. Early Iron Age Antecedents. The camel had been 
domesticated and used by sedentary farming communities 
in East and South Arabia in the course of the 3d and 2d 
millennia B.c. (Bulliet 1975; Knauf 1988: 9-15). At the 
end of the LB Age, camels had been used both for trans- 
port, as attested at Tell Jemmeh (Wapnish 1981) and at Tell 
Deir ‘Allah (Knauf 1987), and as a source of meat, attested 
at Timna‘/el-VeneSiyeh (Knauf 1988: 14-15, 113~14). 
There can be no doubt that the Midianites (i.e. the inhab- 
itants of NW Arabia in the LB Age) herded camels for 
these two purposes; at the same time it is clear that they 
were not pastcralists, since pastoralists prefer the by-prod- 
ucts of their animals (their only capital and basic means of 
subsistence) instead of their meat (Sherratt 1983). It is 
unlikely that there were camel-herding tribes among the 
Midianites; however, camel herders may have been inte- 
grated into the existing Midianite clans or tribes as were 
potters, metallurgists, and traders: as specialists in a cer- 
tain occupation. Undoubtedly, most Midianite tribesmen 
were farmers. 

Like the Kenites, the Midianites became increasingly 
important for the economy of Palestine in the early Iron 
Age, when the Cyprus copper supply was interrupted and 
Palestine became dependent on the copper mines in Wadi 
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Arabah (which in all likelihcod were controlled by local 
clans and tribes; Knauf and Lenzen 1987). With the re- 
emergence of sea trade at the end of the 11th century B.c., 
both Kenites and Midianites disappeared from the histor- 
ical record. 

The first predatory came] herders mentioned in the 
literary sources are the Amalckites (1 Samuel 30). It seems 
that the camel-herding population of the Amalekites did 
not exceed 400 men (1 Sain 30:17)—still a significant 
number for military action in the late 2d millennium s.c. 
(as compared to the contingents of 10 to 200 which the 
Egyptians sent as support to individual kings in the 
Amarna period; cf. Gideon’s 300 and David’s 600). 1 Sam 
30:17 indicates why the camel had such an impact on the 
history of nomadism: it carried its herders beyond the 
political and military reach of the states they encountered. 
Distance and the desert (impenetrable without the camel) 
protected them from the villagers as efficiently as (on the 
other side of the social spectrum) fortified walls protected 
the city dwellers. If the Amalckites could already be classi- 
fied as proto-bedouin, their emergence coincides with the 
emergence of the territorial state in Israel and Judah, 
which incorporated those hill country areas previously 
beyond the control of the C.naanite city-states. The hill 
country was no longer an area of retreat for populations 
which did not want to submit <o the (often costly) claims of 
the state; therefore, for tribalism to survive the encroach- 
ment of the state, the desert offered a new frontier in an 
otherwise shrinking world. 

Archaeologically, the emergence of the Amalekites in 
the Negeb can be dated to the very end of the 1 lth century 
B.c. Their emergence is reflected by the disappearance of 
the unfortified settlements which had characterized the 
Negeb in the early Iron Age, some of which were hamlets 
and farmsteads used by semi-sedentary agriculturalist and 
pastoralist populations that noved between the Judean 
hills and the central Negeb mountains (Finkelstein 1984); 
e.g., the Jerahmeelites, Kenites, and Calebites. With the 
emergence of the state on one side and of the bedouin on 
the other, this social structure, typical for the non-urban 
societies of the 3d and 2d inillennia 8.c., disappeared, 
giving way to towns and fortresses, the architectural ap- 
purtenances of the state. 

2. The Neo-Assyrian Evidence. Large, powerful, and 
belligerent bedouin tribes are attested in the Assyrian royal 
inscriptions and reliefs of the 9th through the 7th centu- 
ries B.c. (see ISHMAELITES). It was not, however, before 
the Persian period that Arabs were wealthy and influential 
enough to acquire first-class weaponry (Knauf 1989: 22— 
23). Except for some technical details in riding styles (i.e. 
the use of a cushion saddle instead of the later saddd 
saddle), these bedouin exhibit the basic characteristics of 
the later (full) bedouin. Their tribes must have comprised 
up to 10,000 people (even if the Assyrian tribute lists 
exaggerate). A thousand Arak camel riders participated in 
the battle of Qarqar in 853 3.c. (as opposed to the 400 
which fled David); in the following century, Tiglath-pileser 
III on one occasion received 10,000 camels as tribute. The 
management of herds this size required slaveholding. Bed- 
ouin society, therefore, unlike earlier forms of pastoral 
society, was a class society in which wealth (in herds and in 
slaves) was one of the basic qualifications for leadership. 
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Although in theory all freeborn male members of the tribe 
were equal, only the tribal elite actually qualified for lead- 
ership functions. The other basic qualification is muruwwa, 
virtus, manlihood (Meeker 1979; Miiller 1981). The ideol- 
ogy of “being a bedouin” with its knightly code of conduct 
was fully developed only in the last centuries before Islam, 
when the Arabian tribal elite borrowed the garments, 
weapons, and attitudes of prestige from Persian (Sassa- 
nian) feudalism (Dostal 1979). However, the class struc- 
ture, i.e., the differentiation of tribal lords and tribal 
followers, existed earlier and facilitated this later borrow- 
ing (for tribal class societies with an egalitarian ideology 
upheld by the ruling class, see Dostal 1985). 

According to Dostal (1959) and Bulliet (1975), the tran- 
sition from “proto-bedouin” to “full bedouin” is marked 
by the replacement of the cushion saddle with the so- 
called Sadéd saddle. The new saddle provided the rider 
with a firm seat and enabled him to use long swords and 
lances. Iconographically, the sadéd saddle is first attested 
at the end of the 5th century B.c. (Knauf 1988: 13, fig. 
2:3). However, M. Macdonald (fc.) cautions against the 
overestimation of this technical development. It did not 
affect the social and political structure of bedouinism that 
resulted from large-scale camel herding. The new saddle 
may still have enhanced the bedouin’s belligerence which, 
according to the Assyrian inscriptions and Gen 16:12. 
barely needed enhancement. 


C. Bedouin States 

Since bedouinism is a political program (resisting sub- 
mission to outside power while simultaneously encourag- 
ing the bedouin on both the individual and the communal 
level to enhance their status by exercising power against 
the outside world; Meeker 1979) as much as a socioeco- 
nomic way of life, we should not be surprised that by the 
time bedouinism had fully emerged (i.e. by the 8th and 
7th centuries B.c.), we also witness the first bedouin state. 
According to the Assyrian annals, the central North Ara- 
bian tribal confederacy led by the tribe of Qedar had its 
political, economic, and religious center in the oasis city of 
Dimat al-Jandal (el-Jauf; 29° 50 'N; 39° 52 ‘E). See ISH- 
MAELITES. (The final and most recent bedouin state was 
the dominion of the Ibn Rashid and the Shammar tribe 
around H4?il, which succumbed to the Saudis shortly after 
World War I; Rosenfeld 1965.) 

On an internal level, the bedouin state can be defined as 
being based militarily on a bedouin tribe (or a group of 
tribes, which may or may not be ranked) and economically 
on a city engaged in long-distance trade (for which the 
camel was a prerequisite). The two would be unified by a 
ruling family that managed effectively to control the city 
and to maintain the loyalty of the tribe. The main instru- 
ment for resolving the inherent tension between the anti- 
urban world of the bedouin and the cosmopolitan world 
of the urban trader seems to have been religion, the ruling 
family usually assuming a leading role in religious affairs 
(the first Arab queens attested in history were priestesses; 
the Ibn Rashid conducted their campaigns into the terri- 
tory of neighboring tribes and towns in the name of 
wahhabism). Religion and personal loyalty to their tribal 
chief allowed the bedouin to overcome their ideological 
opposition to the city (on which, economically, their wealth 
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and power depended). The bedouin state thus occupies an 
intermediate position between complex chiefdom and 
early state (Rosenfeld 1965). 

Bedouin states tended to be unstable, and they seldom 
lasted for more than three generations of the ruling fam- 
ily. Whenever their institutions approached the point of 
effectiveness that may have led to the formation of a true 
state, the bedouin element was either forced to abandon 
its tribal ideology (as happened in the formation of the 
Islamic state, although for a limited period only, and more 
effectively in the formation of the Sa‘adi state), or break 
loose from its symbiosis with the city. The Nabataeans, 
who made the transition to statehood ca. 80 B.c., lasted 
unusually long (nearly 200 years). Political conflict was not, 
as one may expect, primarily expressed by rebellions of 
either the tribal or the urban element, but rather by revolt 
and murder within and among the members of the ruling 
family. This is attested in the history of the Arabs in the 
7th century B.c. (see ISHMAELITES), the history of the 
Nabataeans (see ARETAS #4), and especially the history 
of the Ibn Rashid. 

On an external level, the bedouin state was an example 
of a peripheral polity which nevertheless managed to 
direct the flow of capital and supplies from the urban core 
of the fertile crescent to its desert periphery. The steady 
increase in the number of camel herders as well as their 
increasing political compiexity and power from the time of 
David to the time of Tiglath-pileser III coincided with the 
establishment of a Mediterranean-based (and soon Assyr- 
ian-controlled) world economy in which there was a rising 
demand for specific Juxury goods such as incense. The 
extensive trade routes associated with the transportation 
of these goods were controlled by the emerging bedouin 
(similarly, the principality of Hail in the 19th century 
drew most of its revenues from the Iraqi pilgrims’ caravan 
to Mecca). The emergence of the bedouin and the bedouin 
state is, in this view, a by-product and consequence of the 
emergence of the large imperialistic state which alone 
could afford the luxury of incense, gold, and myrrh (or, 
in Islamic times, the luxury of a pilgrimage to Mecca). 

In the Persian period the Achaemenids seem to have 
carefully prevented the emergence of bedouin states, pre- 
ferring to deal with isolated tribal leaders, like Geshem the 
Arab (see KEDAR), or similar tribal leaders in Mesopota- 
mia. They strengthened the position of the city as opposed 
to its surrounding tribes (as was the case with Taym4’; see 
TEMA). 

The rise of the Nabataeans with their religious, political, 
and economic center at Petra and el-JP (see WADI MUSA) 
on the periphery of Roman Syria furnishes another classic 
example for the economic and cultural dependence of a 
bedouin state on an empire. The bedouin domination of 
Nabataean politics and administration surfaces in the title 
of the Nabataean king’s representative at Damascus, who 
is called an ethnarches in 2 Cor 11:32. The title means 
“tribal chief” and does not imply that the city of Damascus 
was under Nabataean rule by the time of St. Paul’s visit; 
quite the contrary, it implies that the Nabataean envoy (we 
may call him a consul) came from a non-urban social 
background (Sartre 1982: 123-26; Knauf 1983). 

Nabataea, subject to increasing agricultural investment 
by the Nabataean tribal elite in the course of the second 
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half of the 1st century a.p., and being situated on the 
border of Roman Syria, did not return to anarchy after 
the demise of its ruling family, but was annexed into the 
empire, much to the benefit of all her inhabitants. For the 
following 200 years, the area experienced the greatest level 
of prosperity it ever reached. Nothing demonstrates better 
than the fate of Nabataea, the most long-living, culturally 
advanced, and amiable bedouin state, that a society ulti- 
mately has tc cease being “bedouin” in order for it to 
become fully a “state.” 
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Ernst AXEL KNAUF 


BEE. See ZOOLOGY. 


BEELIADA (PERSON) [Heb bé‘elyéda‘]. One of thirteen 
sons of David listed as having; been born in Jerusalem (1 
Chr 3:5-9; 14:3-7; cf. 2 Sam 5:13-16). His mother was 
among the several wives and concubines whom David took 
in Jerusalem, but she is not named. His name—found in 
this form only in 1 Chr 14:"'—is usually taken to mean 
“Baal knows.” It was changed to “Eliada,” meaning “God 
knows,” in 2 Sam 5:16 and 1 Chr 3:8. Most scholars have 
taken this to reflect the common distaste in Israel for 
names incorporating that of :he Canaanite deity, seen in 
such name pairs for the same person as Jerubbaal/Jerub- 
besheth, Eshbaal/Ishbosheth, or Meribbaal/Mephiboshet 
(e.g., Noth IPN, 119~22). However, the element ba‘al may 
not always have been understood offensively (Fowler 
TPNAH, 54-63); rather, in soine cases, it may have had the 
generic meaning of “lord” (McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 85-—- 
87). It seems odd for David to have named a son after a 
foreign god; the name could simply mean “the Lord 
knows.” In 1 Chr 14:7, his name is rendered in Gk as 
Balhada in Codex Alexandrinus and Baaliada in Codex 
Venetus, but as Balegdae in Codexes Vaticanus and Sinaiti- 
cus. 
Davip M. Howarb, Jr. 


BEELZEBUL [Gk Beelzeboul; Heb ba‘al zzbiib]. Var. 
BEELZEBUB; BAALZEBUB. According to the synoptic 
accounts, Jesus was accused of expelling demons by the 
power of Beelzebul, a name for the “prince of demons” (ho 
archon tén daimonién), that is, SATAN (Mark 3:22—26; Matt 
12:24-27; Luke 11:15—19). Matt 10:25 is the only instance 
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of Jesus using the name Beelzebul. Elsewhere the gospel 
writers record Jesus as using the name “Satan” rather than 
Beelzebul. 

Scholars have been fascinated with trying to find an 
etymology for this preeminent satanic being. The etymol- 
ogy of Beelzebul has proceeded in several directions. The 
variant reading Beelzebub (Syriac translators and Jerome) 
reflects a long-standing tradition of equating Beelzebul 
with the Philistine deity of the city of Ekron mentioned in 
2 Kgs 1:2, 3, 6, 16. Baalzebub (Heb ba‘al zzbiib) seems to 
mean “lord of flies” (HALAT, 250, but cf. LX X® baal muian 
theon akkaron, “Baal-Fly, god of Akkaron”; Ant 9:2,1 theon 
muian). Prior to the discoveries at Ras Shamra (Ugarit) the 
elucidation of this deity came through finding parallels in 
the Greek world which mentioned deities in the role of 
“the Averter of flies” (e.g. Zeus Apomuios, theos mutagros; 
Nilsson 1967: 213). The decipherment of the Ugaritic texts 
brought to light the frequent epithet “Prince Baal” or 
“Exalted Baal” (zd! bSl) or “The Prince, the Lord of the 
earth” (zb/ bl ars) (Albright 1936: 17-18). Armed with this 
new information from Ugarit, scholars almost unani- 
mously saw in 2 Kings } another example of a pejorative 
rendering of an original ba‘al zébiil with ba‘al zébiib, “Lord 
of flies,” similar to the well-known euphemistic substitution 
of béset, “shame,” for an original ba‘al in such personal 
names as Mephiboshet and Ishboshet (McCarter 2 Samuel 
AB, 124-25, 128). Some scholars have also suggested that 
zbl bl may underlie the tribal name ZEBULUN (Ringgren 
1966: 21), the personal name ZEBUL in Judg 9:28, and 
JEZEBEL (cf. the Phoenician PN 6‘Pzbl in CJS I 158), the 
daughter of Ethbaal (1 Kgs 16:31). 

An alternative suggested by many is to connect zébil 
with a noun meaning “(exalted) abode.” Prior to the dis- 
coveries at Ugarit and Qumran, Aitken argued that the 
four biblical occurrences of zébal (1 Kgs 8:13; Isa 63:15; 
Hab 3:11; Ps 49:15) as well as the respective rabbinical and 
medieval commentaries proved that the meaning of zébial 
was “dwelling” and often the exalted dwelling of par excel- 
lence of God, i.e., heaven. Aitken (1912: 34-53) suggested 
that Beelzebul as “lord of the heaven” was in fact a sky 
god. Gaston (1962: 247-55), who had the advantage of 
working with the new material from Ugarit as well as the 
four occurrences of zébil in the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QM 
12:1-2; 1QS 10:3; 1QpHab 3:34), arrived at a similar 
conclusion stressing that zéba/ can mean either “the tem- 
ple” or “heaven.” Gaston (1962:252) further noted that the 
chief rival of Yahweh in the Hellenistic period was the 
heavenly Baal (Gk Zeus Olumpios, Aram b‘limyn). The word 
zébil, argued Gaston, was used in place of the more com- 
mon synonyms for heaven because Christians were most 
likely included in the group of those who “stretched out 
their hands against the temple (zébiil)” (t. Sanh. 13:5; Gas- 
ton 1962:253—54). 

Matthew 10:25 refers to “the master of the house (ton 
otkodespotén) Beelzebul.” Aitken (1912: 51) pointed out 
what seems to be a wordplay in which ton otkodespotén could 
be a translation of the Semitic word Beelzebul which follows. 
This has been the favored view of the majority of NT 
scholars (cf. the various commentaries on the synoptics as 
well as MacLaurin 1978: 156-60). This wordplay is also 
clearly reflected in the Hebrew Matthew extracted from 
Shem-Tob ben-Shaprut’s Even Bohan which has bl hbyt—b‘l 
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zbwb (Howard 1987: 46, 195). On the other hand, a word- 
play, like a folk etymology, may not reflect a historically 
accurate etymology. 

A third alternative analysis has seen Beelzebul as “lord 
of the dung” based on conjectural cognates in postbiblical 
Hebrew, Aramaic/Syriac, and Arabic. While this view may 
have been popular in the past, it finds few adherents 
among modern scholars (see Gaston's critique 1962: 251- 
52). Albright went so far as to say that “it has been given 
up by most competent scholars” (1932: 191 n.20). 

Some scholars have argued that Beelzebul should be 
connected with the Aram bé€él débaba? “enemy, adversary” 
(cf. Matt 13:39, where the diabolos is called the ekthros). 
This etymology has not found many adherents in the past 
(e.g. Schlatter: 1957:343), yet it has recently been advo- 
cated by Day (1988:151—59), who argues that it provides a 
more plausible reason for the equation of Beelzebub/ 
Beelzebul with Satan. Day (1988: 157) would see another 
wordplay going on between Aram bé&€él dibaba? “lord of 
flies,” and Aram béél débaba “enemy, adversary.” On the 
connection of this expression with Akk bél dababi see Day 
(1988: 158), who argues that the accuser role of this 
expression is primitive. In contrast, see Kaufman (1974: 
42-43) who argues that Akk bél dababi has to do with an 
adversarial role, which is to be kept distinct from the role 
of an accuser in court, which was expressed by 5% dyn’. 
Aram dibaba@? and Akk dababi reflect Proto-Semitic *d 
which would come into Heb as d and not z. Thus Heb zébiib 
cannot be cognate with these two words. A folk etymology 
is another question. 

Fensham (1967: 361—64) suggests that Baalzebub should 
be translated “Baal, the Flame.” This suggestion would fit 
nicely with the fire motif in the Elijah narratives, as Fen- 
sham points out, yet it rests on the scanty evidence of only 
one text (CTA 3.3.43 = KTU 1.3.3.46) where dbb parallels 
wt, “fire.” It may even be that we are dealing with a scribal 
error of dbb for 56b (cf. Heb. sabib “spark”) in the Ugaritic 
text. 

Finally, de Moor (1987: 179, 183) argues that Baalzebub 
“Fly Lord” recalls Baal’s victory over monstrous flies (= 
demons) and compares the “flies of death” in Qoh 10:1. 
Both de Moor and Saracino (1982: 338—43) interpret an 
extremely difficult text from Ras Ibn Hani (78/20) to be 
an apotropaic ritual where Baal drives out “harmful agents 
(demon-flies)” called dbbm which are causing a patient’s 
illness (cf. also the connection of Ugaritic zb/ with sickness 
as noted by Held 1968: 93). These scholars suggest that 
Baalzebub need not have been a pejorative change from an 
original Baalzebul. In fact, de Moor argues that this de- 
scription of Baal’s exorcism of evil spirits is directly parallel 
to Matt 12:24 (= Mark 3:22; =Luke 11:15) which has the 
Pharisees stating that it is only through Beelzebul that 
Jesus casts out demons. Yet so far, the divine name Baalze- 
bub is unattested in extrabiblical documents, including the 
Ugaritic texts (cf. the god named dbb mentioned above in 
CTA 3.3.43 = KTU 1.3.3.46). 
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‘THEODORE J. LEwIs 


BEER (PLACE) [Heb 6é?ér]. 1. An unidentified site in 
Moab N of the river Arnon (Num 21:13) at which the 
people of Israel encamped before traveling to Mattanah 
(Num 21:16). At Beer, which means “well,” the princes 
and nobles dug a well. The ease with which the water was 
obtained may have inspired the couplet of Num 21:17--18. 
The prevailing opinion is that Beer should be located in 
NE Moab in the Wédi eth-Themed, a tributary of the Wédi 
el-Wale where there is an adequate water supply for a large 
number of people close to the surface (e.g. GP, 461; Glueck 
1933-1934: 13; GTTOT, 262; van Zyl 1960: 85-86). It is 
commonly assumed that Beer-elim mentioned in Isa 15:8 
is identical w th the Beer of Num 21:16 (see also BEER- 
ELIM). 

2. The locality to which Jotham, youngest son of Jerub- 
baal (i.e. Gideon) fled from his brother Abimelech after 
reciting a parable from the top of Mount Gerizim to the 
citizens of Shechem (Judg 9:21). In antiquity Eusebius 
(Lagarde 1966: 238, 73) identified Beer with a village in 
the S named #éra (Gk) about 7.5 miles N of Eleutheropolis 
in the neighborhood of Beth-shemesh (cf. RNAB, 84). 
Though the position of Beer remains uncertain some 
modern scholars suggest a N location and tentatively iden- 
tify it with ed-Béreh in the vicinity of Ophrah about 7 miles 
NW of Beth-shean (e.g., GTTOT, 581; RNAB, 129). 
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ARTHUR J. FERCH 


BEER-ELIM (PLACE) (Heb 6ér-élim]. An unidenti- 
fied site in Moab {Isa 15:8) which has been tentatively 
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equated with Beer of Num 21:16 (e.g. Kaiser Isaiah 13-39 
OTL, 69). Beer-elim, meaning “well of chiefs” or “well of 
terebinths,” may be an abbreviated form of Beer, which 
has been located north of the river Arnon in the Wédz eth- 
Themed (see also BEER). The equation of these two loca- 
tions is based on the notions that (1) Themed means “‘water- 
hole,” as does Beer; (2) terebinths grow in this Wadi; and 
(3) this is the only location north of the Arnon where water 
is close to the surface as described in Num 21:16—-18. 

Objections to the identifica:ion of Beer-elim with Beer 
include the facts that there are other sites prefixed by the 
name Beer and valleys in which terebinths grow (Wildber- 
ger Isaiah BKAT, 617). Wildberger suggests that Beer-elim 
may have been south of the Arnon in the vicinity of el- 
Kerak. 

ARTHUR J. FERCH 


BEER-LAHAI-ROI (PLACE) [Heb 52ér lahay roi]. A 
location in S Palestine associated with the birth of Ishmael 
(Gen 16:14) and mentioned twice (Gen 24:62; 25:11) as a 
residence of the patriarch Isaac. The name is introduced 
in an etiological narrative of a vision experienced at the 
site by the pregnant HAGAR, who is promised the birth 
of a son whom she is told to name ISHMAEL (Gen 16:7— 
12). In response to the vision. Hagar names the deity who 
appeared to her “a God of seeing” (Heb 7el r#; Gen 16:13), 
and utters another statement concerning seeing. The 
name of the site is referred tc Hagar’s utterance (16:14). 

Both Hagar’s statement and the name of the site Beer- 
lahai-roi are difficult to interpret, and have engendered 
speculative solutions of various kinds. The LXX rendering 
of Gen 16:14, phrear hou enopron eidon “well of him whom I 
have plainly seen,” is a midrashic interpretation rather 
than a translation. The Vulgate’s Latin, Putewm Viventis 
Videntis me “Well of the Living One, the One who Sees me,” 
has the semblance of a literal translation. Rabbinic inter- 
pretations are variations on the theme of seeing and living. 
Many modern interpreters separate the toponym from the 
etiology in which it is embedded. Thus Wellhausen (WPHI, 
326) interpreted the Hebrew consonants /-h-y as the word 
“Jawbone” and r-?-y as a kind of antelope (not attested in 
Hebrew). 

The location of Beer-lahai-roi is placed between KA- 
DESH and BERED (Gen 16: |4), that is, in the Negeb (so 
Gen 24:62). The water source which gave rise to the name 
was located “on the way to Shur” (Gen 16:7; see SHUR, 
WILDERNESS OF). 

Henry O. THOMPSON 


BEER-RESISIM (M.R. 109206). A small EB site of ca. 
3 acres situated on the S bank of the Nahal Resisim, a 
tributary of the Nahal Nissana, in the W Negeb highlands 
near Beerotayim on the Israel-Sinai border. Lying at an 
altitude of 1500 feet, the site receives less than 4 inches of 
annual rainfall and is in an area suitable only for pastoral- 
ism. Even marginal dry farming is possible only with some 
form of runoff irrigation. 

Be’er Resisim (Arabic Bir e:-Resistyeh, “Well of the Morn- 
ing Dew”) was discovered by kibbutzniks in the 1950s. 

Excavations were carried out for three seasons in 1978, 
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1979, and 1980 by William G. Dever and Rudolph Cohen. 
The project was multidisciplinary and designed to carry 
out newer experimental techniques in order to study the 
site in its larger regional context and environmental set- 
ting. Specialists in the natural sciences therefore con- 
ducted geological and geomorphological surveys, palyno- 
logical and _ paleozoological analyses, and _ climatic 
investigations, in addition to the more traditional strati- 
graphic and ceramic studies. At the time no site of the 
period had yet been excavated extensively or with modern 
multidisciplinary methods. 

Be’er Resisim is one of a group of several hundred 
known one-period villages and encampments in the Negeb 
largely belonging to the EB IV period (ca. 2400-2000 
B.c.). These sites are related in turn to an even larger 
complex in the semiarid marginal zone extending from S 
‘Transjordan clear across the Negeb into the W Sinai. They 
represent the maximum extent of the non-nucleated, 
seminomadic culture that replaced the urban EB I-III 
culture of Palestine after its collapse ca. 2600-2400 B.c. 
Many of these sites, however, reveal a scattering of EB II 
shards (ca. 3200-2600 B.c.), indicating sporadic earlier use 
by pastoral nomads (Dever 1980). 

Nearly all of the builtup area of Be’er Resisim—the 
second largest EB IV site in the Negeb—was investigated 
or cleared. The excavation revealed about 80 small, circu- 
lar stone sleeping huts, several open-air communal food 
preparation areas, and several animal enclosures. The 
nearly complete village plan thus recovered is the only 
such yet published from any EB IV site in Palestine or 
Transjordan. There was no trace of an enclosure wall, cult 
installations, or elite structures of any kind. Based on the 
usual methods of calculation, the population may have 
numbered about 100 or so. The form and layout of the 
structures strongly suggest a small clan or tribal unit, 
probably polygamous, and socially unstratified. The paleo- 
botanical and paleozoological investigations showed that 
the subsistence system was based on a mixed economy, 
principally the herding of sheep and goats (over 90 per- 
cent of all bones), with some possible dry farming in good 
years. In addition, small-scale trade in copper and exotic 
raw materials from the Sinai seems to have played a minor 
role in the economy (Dever 1985). 

The overall picture at Be’er Resisim, as elsewhere in the 
EB IV settlements of the Negeb, is that of seasonal en- 
campments of pastoral nomads. The pottery and copper 
implements are closely related to “Family S,” typical of the 
Hebron hills (Dever 1980). Since there are numerous EB 
IV shaft-tomb cemeteries but very few settlements there, 
we may reconstruct a seasonal pattern of pastoral migra- 
tions between winter pasturages in the Negeb and summer 
pasturages and burying grounds in the higher and cooler 
altitudes in the hill country (see QASAQIR, JEBEL). All 
these arid-zone Negeb encampments disappear with the 
beginning of the reurbanized MB Age, ca. 2000 B.c., and 
most are never again occupied. 
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WILLIAM G. DEVER 


BEER-SHEBA (PLACE) [Heb 52ér seba‘]. A town in the 
S Judean desert best known for its association with the 
biblical patriarchs, and as the S extreme of Israelite terri- 
tory as delineated in the formula “from Dan to Beer- 
sheba” (Judg 20:1; 1 Sam 3:20; etc.). The Hebrew name 
means “well of seven” or “well of oath.” Both Hebrew 
words, “to swear” and “oath,” are derived from the word 
“seven.” 

The Bible offers two patriarchal traditions to explain 
the significance of the name. One describes a conflict 
between Abraham and Abimelech over water rights to a 
well, which is resolved when Abraham gives Abimelech 
seven ewe lambs as witness of Abraham’s rights to the well 
(Gen 21:28-31). Another account similarly involves dis- 
putes over water rights, but between Isaac and Abimelech: 
after an agreement is struck between the disputants, 
Isaac’s servants successfully dig a new well, which Isaac 
named, 5764, a form of the number seven. This account 
concludes by noting that the city was consequently named 
Beer-sheba (Gen 26:33). 


A. Identification 

B. Chalcolithic Sites 

C. Iron Age Sites 
1. Bir es-Seba‘ 
2. Tell es-Seba‘ 
3. Post-Iron Age 


A. Identification 

The ancient name is preserved in the Arabic Bir es- 
Seba‘, which referred to the area near the bend of Wadi 
es-Seba‘ (located in the industrial center of modern Beer- 
sheba). G. L. Robinson (1901) reported seeing seven wells 
at the site. The SWP mentions Br ar es-Seba‘, “the wells of 
Seba‘,” and gives the name of the accompanying ruins as 
Kh. Bir es-Seba‘; it also notes Tell es-Seba‘, a mound 4 km 
to the E at the junction of Wadi el-Khalil (Nahal Hebron) 
and Wadi es-Seba‘, although the surveyors did not identify 
it as biblical Beer-sheba. Apparently E. W. G. Masterman 
(SBE {1929 ed.] 1: 424-25) was the first to propose iden- 
tifying Tell es-Seba‘ with the OT town. 

Modern understanding of tell formation and site loca- 
tion led to the assumption that the mound of Tell es-Seba‘ 
(M.R. 134072) was the ancient Israelite town, and that Bir 
es-Seba‘ to the W (M.R. 130072) was the site of the Roman- 
Byzantine city of Berosabe, although Glueck (1968: 40— 
41), among others, disagreed. Excavations in the 1960s at 
Kh. Bir es-Seba‘ revealed an Iron Age occupation in addi- 
tion to the Roman-Byzantine ruins, but the topography is 
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ill suited for « fortified center, and no significant fortifica- 
tions were uncovered (Gophna and Yisraeli 1973). 

Alternatively, the excavations at Tell es-Seba‘ from 
1969-1974, and in 1976 (under the direction of Y. Ahar- 
oni and Z. Flerzog, respectively) have uncovered a well- 
planned administrative center with several strata spanning 
the 10th through the 8th centuries B.c. A letter found at 
Arad (ca. 7th century) refers to Beer-sheba, but probably 
does not refer to the fortress, which then lay in ruins (if 
the chronological attribution of the Arad ostraca is accu- 
rate); the letter may instead refer to the settlement at. Bir 
es-Seba‘ 4 km W of the tell. Beer-sheba may have been a 
dual site consisting of the roval city (ie., the tell) along 
with a civilian settlement further W on the banks of the 
wadi (where the modern city now stands). This could 
explain the doublet in the ledger of Simeon’s towns: Beer- 
sheba and Sheba/Shema (Josh 19:3; cf. also Josh 15:26 and 
1 Chr 4:28). 


B. Chalcolithic Sites 

A significant and flourishing Chalcolithic culture 
(EAEHL 1: 153-58) has been discovered along the banks 
of the wadi--Abu Matar (Perrot 1955a), Bir es-Safadi 
(Perrot 1955b; 1956; 1959; 1960), and Kh. Beitar (Dothan 
1959). These sites show 3 to 4 phases of occupation span- 
ning the early- to mid-4th millennium B.c. Since the dis- 
covery of these sites in the 1950s, other sites with sirnilar 
assemblages have been discovered further afield along the 
banks of the wadi (e.g., Shiqmim, Ze‘elim, Nevatim), indi- 
cating the existence of a regional Beer-sheba basin culture 
(Levy 1986). This cultural horizon, in turn, exhibits simi- 
larities with the remains of Tuleilat Ghassul. See GHAS- 
SUL, TULEILAT EL-. Some of the Beer-sheba settlements 
seem to have engaged in craft specialization, such as met- 
alworking (e.g., Abu Matar) and ivory/bone carving (e.g., 
Bir es-Safadi). These early sites, however, have no associa- 
tion with events recorded in the Bible. 


C. Iron Age Sites 

1. Bir es-Seba% Alt’s (K/Schr 3: 409-35) and Glueck’s 
(1968: 40—4:) suggestion that biblical Beer-sheba should 
be sought at Bir es-Seba received some corroboration with 
the discovery of Iron Age remains directly beneath the 
floors of the Roman/Byzantine occupation (Gophna and 
Yisraeli 1973). Most of the evidence is from the Iron Age 
IIC, with some from the 10th century (Iron Age IC). 

2. Tell es-Seba‘ In 1969, Aharoni initiated eight seasons 
of excavations which have identified nine Iron Age strata, 
with additional evidence for the Persian, Hellenistic, and 
Herodian periods. The presentation here generally follows 
the major summary of the expedition team, but strives to 
point out along the way some of the questions and issues 
that have been raised by others. 

Stratum IX. The earliest strata were located only on the 
SE section of the tell (these occupational levels probably 
existed in other areas, but were apparently obliterated in 
the stratum V leveling and construction operations). The 
earliest settlement consisted of caves and pits dug into the 
hill. These pits were not of uniform shape, and some 
apparently were used for grain storage, while others were 
for occupation (as inferred from the presence of beaten 
earth occupational surfaces). Some of these pits and caves 
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have subdividing walls, and terraces indicating specific 
activity areas. The ceramic collection associated with this 
level (including some shards of Philistine pottery, and red- 
slipped and hand-burnished wares) implies a date at the 
end of the 12th century or early 11th century B.c. (Herzog 
1984: 42-43). 

Stratum VIII. While the ceramic collection of stratum 
VIII is small, the wares appear more closely related to 
those of stratum IX than to those of the later periods 
(Herzog 1984: 46). The excavators therefore date this 
stratum to the mid-late 11th century B.c. The inhabitants 
began to build more substantial buildings on stone foun- 
dations (actually only one building and part of another 
have been found from this stratum), but most of the 
remains show a continued use of the pits and caves from 
the earlier period. 

Stratum VII. A significantly larger area of stratum VII 
was uncovered and shows evidence of an organized site 
plan—the buildings (typically four-room house variations) 
were built encircling the perimeter of the mound with 
their rear walls connected and facing outward to form a 
basic security system. The houses opened inward toward 
an open area where the flocks and herds might be penned 
at night (Fig. BEE.01). Other buildings surrounded a well 
shaft outside the gate and perimeter wall. The direct- 
access gate consisted of two chambers attached to the 
corners of the houses on either side, and a drainage 
channel passed through the gate, but there is no evidence 
that it directed waters toward the well (cf. Herzog 1984: 
26). The pottery suggests a date in the late 1]th or early 
10th century B.c. 

It is not possible to determine when the well was dug, 
although it appears from the building that surrounded 
the well in stratum VII, ancl the fact that the well stood 
almost exactly in the center of the courtyard of this build- 
ing, that the well existed during stratum VII. Because the 
stratigraphy of the well area has been disrupted in antiq- 
uity (due to the collapse of the upper walls of the shaft), it 
is impossible to determine stratigraphically the date of the 


BEE.01. Isometric reconstruction of enclosed settlement at Beer-sheba—Stratum 
Vii. (Redrawn from Herzog 1984: 80.) 
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well. The only possibility available to determine its date is 
to excavate to the bottom of the well, but after excavating 
through 28 m of accumulation without reaching bottom, 
it was deemed necessary to abort the operation. On the 
basis of the orientation of nearby stratum IX architectural 
features, the excavators suggest that the well was dug in 
stratum IX (Herzog 1984: 4-6). There is, however, no 
evidence to attribute any part of this well to the patriarchal 
period. 

Stratum VI. This stratum differs significantly from the 
previous one. The four-room house plan is evident in only 
one building of the excavated area. Otherwise the build- 
ings are poorly built, and look as if they were arranged 
randomly. Some of the buildings reused portions of the 
ruins from the earlier stratum. The fairly large ceramic 
collection of stratum VI indicates a date in the 10th cen- 
tury. 

Stratum V. Major changes in stratum V consisted of a 
leveling operation on the tell and the construction of a 
solid, 4-m thick, offset-inset city wall. The wall stood on a 
stone foundation (preserved in places 1.5 m high) on top 
of which the mud-brick superstructure rested. The wall 
system was protected with a glacis constructed of layers of 
soil, small stones, and soil mixed with ash and shards, 
which was then stabilized with a 1.5-2.0-m thick layer of 
brick material mixed with ash. The slope of the glacis was 
ca. 20°. At the foot of the system, a fosse was dug at least 
3—4 m deep (it was not fully excavated). The three-entry 
city gate (similar to the gate at Dan) was located on the SE 
side and measured ca. 21 by 21 m. On the basis of the 
ceramic collection, Aharoni parallels this stratum with 
Megiddo V-IV and therefore dates the stratum to the 
10th century. This stratum was destroyed by fire, which 
Aharoni suggests occurred during Shishak’s campaign into 
S Judah (1973: 106). 

The absence of reference to Beer-sheba in the Karnak 
inscription listing the cities that Shishak conquered may 
result from the fact that the inscription is damaged in the 
sections referring to the Negeb. However, the reconstruc- 
tion by the excavators poses some intriguing questions. 
Two architectural features that Aharoni dates to the 10th 
century seem unusual for this period—namely, the solid 
fortification wall and the three-entry gate. The normal 
fortification system in the Solomonic period consisted of a 
casemate wall and a four-entry gate (cf. Hazor X, Megiddo 
VA-IVB, Gezer VIII). After the discovery of the three- 
entry gate at Beer-sheba, Aharoni (1974) redated the 
defensive system at Beer-sheba V (as well as the gate at 
Dan) to the time of David. While the normal pattern in the 
United Monarchy does not preclude the use of a different 
system at Beer-sheba, the features that Aharoni describes 
are typical of 9th-century defensive systems in Israel and 
Judah. Furthermore, Biran (EAEHL 1: 320) dates the 
construction of the city gate at Dan (to which Aharoni 
appeals as a parallel) to the reign of Jeroboam I (for 
further discussion see Yadin 1976; and Herzog, Rainey, 
and Moshkovitz 1977). 

Stratum IV. A new city was soon rebuilt on the ruins of 
stratum V, which reused the solid fortification walls. Ahar- 
oni suggests (1973: 106) that because of the similarity of 
the ceramic collection of stratum IV with that of stratum 
V, stratum IV was destroyed soon after the end of V. This 
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he dates to the beginning of the 9th century, and places it 
in the historical context of the middle of Asa’s reign (ca. 
910-865 B.c.). 

Strata II-III. The last major city consisted of two 
phases—stratum III, with isolated areas of repair and 
rebuild in stratum II (see site plan in CITIES, Fig. 
CIT.08). No severe destruction separated them. The for- 
tress of strata III-II consisted of a casemate wall on the 
ruins of the earlier solid wall. The wall thicknesses were 
ca. 1.6 m for the outer wall and ca. 1.4 m for the inner 
wall. The increased elevation of the city wall required also 
that the glacis be raised, however, a level area ca. 3.0-3.5 
m wide extended from outside the wall to the top of the 
downward slope of the glacis. 

A new three-entry city gate (ca. 17 m wide X 14 m 
deep) stood above the ruins of the earlier one. The access 
through the gate was 4.2 m wide. Benches (ca. 30 cm high) 
lined the inside of one of the chambers in the stratum III 
gate, but these were eliminated in stratum II. A new drain 
channel (associated with strata IIJ—I1) collected water from 
the interior of the city and directed it through the gate to 
the well which had existed in the earlier strata (Herzog 
1984: 4-5). 

Since a well is usually a preferred water source because 
it is relatively free of surface contaminants, it is curious 
that the people of the city would channel contaminated 
waters from inside the city to the well. It is therefore 
possible that the shaft by this time functioned more as a 
cistern than as a well, especially if an alternative indepen- 
dent water system existed. Indeed, the expedition discov- 
ered in the NE corner of the city what appears to have 
been such a system (although it has not yet been com- 
pletely excavated). 

A plaza area (ca. 12 X 20 m) stood inside the gate from 
which a street concentric with the city wall circled through 
the town. This street was flanked on each side by buildings. 
At least two other streets passed directly from the plaza 
across the site to the other side where they again inter- 
sected the concentric street. The predominant building 
plan was of the four-room house variety. Immediately to 
the left after entering the gate were apparently administra- 
tive buildings, while three storehouses stood just to the 
right. The plan and construction of these storehouses are 
similar to the stables found at Megiddo and Hazor, but the 
ones at Beer-sheba had huge collections of ceramics, in- 
cluding storage jars, pithoi, holemouth jars, and an array 
of domestic vessels—cooking pots, kraters, dipper juglets, 
jugs, lamps, flasks, etc. 

Integrated into the walls of the storehouses of stratum 
II were stones clearly in secondary use. Some of these were 
of calcareous sandstone, in contrast to the typical lime- 
stone otherwise used. Three of the sandstone blocks pre- 
served the shape of large horns typical of four-horned 
altars, while a fourth showed evidence that the horn had 
been broken off. The other sandstone blocks apparently 
had been originally associated with the altar which had 
been dismantled and its stones reused in the construction 
of the storehouses. Another of the stones bore the image 
of a deeply incised serpent. Additional stones, which also 
had apparently been part of the altar, were later found in 
a fill associated with the repair of the glacis of stratum II; 
some of these had evidence of fire on their surfaces (Her- 
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zog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1977: 57, fig. 4). The postu- 
lated reconstruction of the altar (see Fig. BEE.02) mea- 
sures ca. 63 inches high (from bottom to top of a horn; it 
is unclear what the length and width were, but Aharoni 
(1974a: 4] suggests that it conformed to the 5 x 5 cubit 
dimensions of the Arad altar). 

A significant element in Aharoni’s plan to excavate Beer- 
sheba had been to find a temple similar to the one he had 
earlier discovered at Arad (Aharoni 1968: 32; 1973: 14), 
and the discovery of a dismantled altar naturally fueled 
his efforts to locate where the altar had originally stood. 
See ARAD. An area in the NW section of the town has 
been suggested as the location of the temple, even though 
it has yielded no architectural remains from stratum III 
(except a chalk pavement, which the excavators suggest 
was part of the temple courtyard; Herzog, Rainey. and 
Moshkovitz 1977: 58). Several other factors have been 
offered to substantiate the claim that the NW corner was 
the site of a temple: (1) the area is easily accessible from 
the gate and plaza; (2) it is a prominent section in the 
town; (3) it is the only area (thus far excavated) where a 
large building could be built with a E—W orientation; (4) a 
subterranean passage extends from the area to the outside 
of the city; and (5) numerous cultic objects from later 
periods have been found in the area, perhaps continuing 
the reverence for the site (Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 
1977: 56-5"; Aharoni 1974b: 271). The failure to find 
architectural features is explained by postulating that the 
building had been totally dismantled (similar to the fate of 
the altar) and “razed to its foundations” (Herzog, Rainey, 
and Moshkovitz 1977: 57; cf. Aharoni 1974b: 271). 

Recognizing that this proposal is largely an argument 
from silence supported by relatively circumstantial evi- 
dence, Yadir: (1976) postulated an alternative location for 
the altar based largely on the statement in 2 Kgs 23:8 
which describes the existence of an altar just inside and to 
the left of the city gate (which he suggests applied to Beer- 


BEE.02. Reconstruction of horned altar from Beer-sheba. 
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sheba and not Jerusalem). He argued that the altar origi- 
nally stood in the courtyard of the building just to the left 
of the gate and that the rooms associated with it were 
intended to house animals that were to be offered. The 
excavators have responded that the placement of an altar 
in this location would restrict access to the rest of the 
building, and that the building in which Yadin proposed 
to place the altar was built in stratum II, after the altar had 
been dismantled (Herzog, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1977: 
56, 58). 

Aharoni contends (1974a 6; 1974b: 271) that the altar 
and temple were dismantled as part of the reforms of 
Hezekiah (i.e., 8th century; cf. 2 Kgs 18:22; Isa 36:7; 2 
Chr 31:1; 32:12), and Ames 5:4—5 implies some sort of 
cultic significance connected with Beer-sheba in the de- 
cades prior to Hezekiah (see also Amos 8:14). The excava- 
tors point out parallels between stratum IJ pottery and the 
pottery from Lachish III and Arad VIII and argue that 
Beer-sheba II was destroyed by Sennacherib (ca. 701 B.c.). 
In the ruins of the stratura I] gate was found a royal 
stamped store jar handle (Imlk zyp). One should not neces- 
sarily expect a reference in the annals of Sennacherib to 
the capture of Beer-sheba, since he summarizes his cam- 
paign by saying that he captured 46 fortified cities in Judah 
(ANET, 288), most of which remain unnamed. 

Yadin, however, dates the end of stratum II a hundred 
years later. He points out some significant similarities 
between the Beer-sheba II ceramics and those of Lachish 
II (but see M. Aharoni 1977), which is attributed to the 
campaigns of Nebuchadnez:ar in 586 B.c. (cf. also Holla- 
day 1977). Kenyon (1976) suggests stratum II was de- 
stroyed sometime between the campaigns of Sennacherib 
and Nebuchadnezzar. 

While it seems likely that Aharoni is correct in attribut- 
ing the dismantling of the altar to the reforms of Heze- 
kiah, a tension exists betwee the treatment of the temples 
at Beer-sheba and Arad. Aharoni describes an extensive 
dismantling operation in association with a temple at Beer- 
sheba, while for Arad, he (/SBE 1: 229) and others (Her- 
zog, Aharoni, Rainey, and Moshkovitz 1984) affirm that 
only the sacrificial altar wis buried—not only did the 
temple building at Arad escape a systematic dismantling 
in stratum VIII, but the “main hall and the ‘Holy of Holies’ 
of the temple continued to exist” (Herzog, Aharoni, Rai- 
ney, and Moshkovitz 1984: 19). One explanation might be 
that the “regional” site of Beer-sheba would deserve a 
more thorough reform than the site of Arad with its more 
localized shrine/temple. Another explanation might be 
that the Beer-sheba altar was not necessarily associated 
with a temple: it may simplv have been an altar standing 
inside the city gate (similar 'o Yadin’s suggestion) or else- 
where. It is of course possible that the temple with which 
the altar was associated was located elsewhere on the site 
and has simply not yet been discovered. 

Regardless of the date and the agent, the Israelite city 
ended with a massive conflagration in which the buildings 
collapsed, burying hundreds of whole vessels and objects 
in the debris. 

Stratum I. After its destruction, the site was refortified 
by repairing part of the casemate wall with a wall consisting 
of alternating layers of soil and small stones. Since no 
interior buildings have beer found whose floors or walls 
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join the wall system, questions are raised as to why the site 
was refortified. The excavators date this to the 7th century 
B.c. (Aharoni, ed. 1973: 8). Perhaps the main elements of 
the settlement at this time had moved W to the site along 
the wadi (i.e., Bir es-Seba‘), to which the Arad ostracon 
may refer (see above). 

3. Post—Iron Age. The remains of Persian period Beer- 
sheba, as with most sites in Palestine, consisted of pits and 
silos, which have yielded some Aramaic ostraca dating 
from the mid-4th century. These refer to staple grains, 
while some also list Jewish, Edomite, and Arabic names. 

Two centuries later, a small Hellenistic fort was con- 
structed on the site. During the Herodian period, a large 
palace-like structure with accompanying service buildings 
(e.g., bathhouse) were built on the site. In the resurface of 
a courtyard of one of these Herodian buildings was found 
a coin. of Caesar Augustus. During the 2d century a.D., a 
Roman fortress measuring ca. 30 by 30 m occupied the 
center of the tell. The site was essentially abandoned after 
the Roman period. 
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BEERA (PERSON) [Heb 62éra?]. One of the descendants 
of Asher listed in the select genealogy which appears in 1 
Chr 7:30—40. He is not included in the abbreviated gene- 
alogy of Asher found in Gen 46:17 and Num 26:44. Beera, 
whose name means “well” or “fountain,” is mentioned 
nowhere else in Scripture. In fact, one-third of the names 
listed in Asher’s genealogy in 1 Chronicles 7 are found 
only here, perhaps since Asher was a lesser tribe originat- 
ing from the Jacob-Zilpah union. The Chronicler is con- 
tent to give the names of Beera’s brothers, father (Zopha), 
and grandfathers. Beyond this limited information little is 
known except that he is described as one of the “heads of 
fathers’ houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the 
princes,” in the line of Asher (7:40). 
J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


BEERAH (PERSON) [Heb b@éra]. A Reubenite leader 
who was exiled by the Assyrians under Tiglath-pileser III 
(1 Chr 5:6). His name is cognate with a Hebrew word for 
“well” or “pit” (b?ér). The genealogy in 1 Chr 5:1-10 
begins with the names of Reuben’s four sons, just as they 
are listed elsewhere (Gen 46:9; Exod 6:14; Num 26:5), but . 
then it extends the genealogy with the names of Reuben- 
ites who are not mentioned elsewhere in the Bible. The 
additional names are set in two groups, and both are 
traced to Joel, whose relation to Reuben is not specified. 
In the Syriac and Arabic versions, however, this problem is 
resolved by replacing “Joel” with “Carmi,” the name of one 
of Reuben’s four sons. 

The first list of names ends with Beerah, who occupies 
the seventh place in the sequence of Joel’s descendants. 
This position in biblical genealogies is an important one 
(Sasson 1978), and in the present list Beerah is distin- 
guished from the others by the comment that he was a 
leader in the tribe and was carried into exile by the 
Assyrians. The contrast between Reuben and Judah is 
striking in this passage: a “ruler” (nd@gid), viz., David, came 
from Judah (5:2), the favored tribe in Chronicles, but a 
“prince” (nas) went away (into exile) from Reuben (5:6). 

The kinsmen (“brothers”) of Beerah comprise the sec- 
ond list of Joel’s descendants (1 Chr 5:7—8), and it may be 
that the last of them (Jeiel, if not Zechariah and Bela as 
well) was regarded as a contemporary of Beerah. If this is 
the case, however, it is unclear why Jeiel was called “the 
chief” (haré’s), but Beerah “the prince” (nas). Rudolph 
(Chronikbiicher HAT, 44) resolves this difficulty by emend- 
ing “his brothers” ?ehdyw) to “later” (?ahar) in v 7. It is also 
unclear, however, why the list of generations between Joel 
and Jeiel (5:7—8) is so much shorter (perhaps by as much 
as one-half) than that from Joel to Beerah (5:4—6). 

Those who argue for the historical accuracy of the 
genealogy in 1 Chr 5:4—8 point to three considerations. 
First, the appearance of “Baal” as the name of Beerah’s 
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father (5:5) indicates an early date (8th century B.c.E.) and 
possibly an Israelite provenance for the genealogy. Sec- 
ond, the statement that Beerah was exiled by Tiglath- 
pileser III (5:6) is consistent with what is known about the 
history of the region during the Syro-Ephraimite War. 
Since Reubenite tribal lands were in Transjordan, probably 
extending north into Gilead, it is reasonable to believe that 
they were affected by the Assyrian capture of Galilee and 
Gilead ca. 733 B.c.E. (2 Kgs 15:29; 1 Chr 5:26). Third, the 
claim that Reubenites dwelt “in Aroer, as far as Nebo, and 
Baal-meon” reflects accurate knowledge of the period be- 
fore Moab’s conquest of the area, viz., before 850 8.c.£. 
(Myers J Chronicles AB, 36—37). 

Nevertheless, it should be remembered that Beerah’s 
genealogy is fragmentary (it goes back only to Joel and is 
not attached to Reuben or his sons), has internal inconsis- 
tencies (Beerah’s relationship to Jeiel), and may reflect 
more of the author’s theology than accurate historical 
recollection (the reference to the exile of Beerah and the 
Reubenites by the Assyrians may be an expression of the 
later idea that all ten northern tribes were exiled [Coggins 
1 and 2 Chronicles CBC, 36; Braun I Chronicles WBC, 70- 
75)). 
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BEERI (PERSON) [Heb bé’éri]. The name of two men 
mentioned in the OT. “Beeri” is most often understood to 
mean “of a well” or (taking the ending as a pronominal 
suffix) “my well” (IPN, 224). 

1. The Hittite father of Esau’s wife Judith (Gen 26:34). 

2. The father of the prophet Hosea (Hos 1:1). The 
Rabbis ider:tified him with Beerah, a Reubenite chief 
whom Tiglath-Pileser sent into exile (1 Chr 5:6). However, 
there is no evidence to support the identification, nor do 
we have any other information about Hosea’s father. 

CAROLYN J. PRESSLER 


BEEROTH (PLACE) [Heb 6érét]. BEEROTHITE. A 
town in the territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:25). Beeroth 
was one of the four Hivite cities whose inhabitants de- 
ceived Israel, making peace with Joshua on the pretense 
that they were from a distant land (Josh 9:17). The inhab- 
itants of Beeroth and the other three Hivite towns (Gib- 
eon, Kiriath-jearim, and Chephirah) were thus spared 
annihilation and were allowed to live among the Israelites 
as woodcutters and water carriers (Josh 9:26-27). Al} four 
towns were incorporated into the tribal territory of Benja- 
min (Josh 1&:25-28; 2 Sam 4:2). Later, Saul, a Benjaminite 
himself, attempted to eliminate the non-Israelite popula- 
tion living within the territory of Benjamin, specifically the 
Gibeonites, and presumably the inhabitants of Beeroth as 
well (2 Sam 21:2, 5). It was probably at this time that many 
of the people of Beeroth fled to Gittaim (2 Sam 4:3). This 
persecution may explain why it was two Beerothites, Recab 
and Baanah, who assassinated Saul’s son Ish-bosheth (2 
Sam 4:2—7; contra McCarter, 2 Sam AB, 127-28). Another 


646 - I 


Beerothite, Naharai (perhaps one of those who were “in 
distress or in debt or discontented” under Saul’s oppressive 
rule; 1 Sam 22:2), joined David and became a soldier in 
David's elite unit of fighting men, “The Thirty,” serving as 
Joab’s armor bearer (2 Sara 23:37; 1 Chr 11:39). The 
inhabitants of Beeroth and the other Hivite cities appear 
to have eventually assimilated into the population; they 
represent a significant percentage of the Jews who re- 
turned from exile (Ezra 2:25; Neh 7:29). 

Whether biblical Beeroth 1s identical with the site known 
from 1 Macc 9:4 and from later Arabic and Crusader 
sources as Bereth, Berea, and el-Bireh is uncertain (see 
Goldstein 1 Macc AB, 372--74; Avi-Yonah 1949: 89 and 
map; 1977: 123; ed-Din, 1897 ed. 394; Le Strange 1965: 
423). 

The location of Beeroth is disputed. The confusion goes 
back at least as early as Eusebius, who in his Onomasticon 
(48.9-10) mentions a village of his day named Beeroth, 
which he identifies with the OT town that was “under [Gk 
hypo] Gibeon.” He states that the village is reached from 
the 7th milestone on the road from Jerusalem to Nicopolis 
(Emmaus). This statement would seem to place Beeroth 
either in the general vicinity of Kiriath-jearim, W of Jeru- 
salem, or near el-Jib, NW of Jerusalem. Jerome, however, 
in his Latin translation of the Onomasticon (49.8—9), records 
“Neapolis” instead of “Nicopolis,” which would place Beer- 
oth between Ramah and el-Bireh, N of Jerusalem. He also 
renders Eusebius’ descripticn sub colle Gabaon “under the 
hill of Gibeon,” which seems to miss the political intention 
of Eusebius’ expression (cf. the same phrase under Che- 
pheiva, Chefira [172.15; 173.22], which Jerome renders vicus 
ad civitatem pertinens Gabaon; see Abel GP 2, 262). 

Edward Robinson (1867: 452-53) was the first modern 
scholar to propose that Beeroth be identified with el-Bireh 
(M.R. 170146), the town E of Ramallah dominating the 
road from Jerusalem to Nablus at the point where the road 
reaches the N ridge of the Benjamin plateau. He argued 
that this site not only has toponymic support but fits 
Eusebius’ description: “el-Bireh can be seen on the right at 
about 7 miles distance from Jerusalem as one travels to 
Emmaus via el-Jib.” Albrigh: (1923: 114ff.; 1924: 90-111) 
suggested that T. en-Nasbeh (M.R. 170143), S of el-Bireh, 
is a better candidate because it is closer to Jerome’s mileage 
from Jerusalem. After Elihu Grant (1926: 187ff.) found 
walls and pottery from the Bronze Age at el-Bireh (at Ras 
et-Tahuneh, in the center cf town), however, scholars re- 
turned to Robinson’s identif.cation despite the fact that el- 
Bireh is 9 Roman miles, not 7, from Jerusalem (Alt 1926; 
Beyer 1930; Elliger 1935: 62; O’Callaghan 1951; cf. Avi- 
Yonah 1949: 89 and map; EncMigr 2: 8-9; 1977: 123). 
Subsequently, the 1967-68 survey (Kochavi 1972: 178) 
confirmed the archaeological significance of el-Bireh, find- 
ing EB, MB, and much Iron Age I-II pottery there. 

Aharoni (1962: 183), still troubled by the discrepancy 
with Eusebius’ mileage, suggested (and then abandoned) 
an identification with Nebi Samwil (M.R. 167137), NW of 
Jerusalem. Noth (1971: 143-44), on the other hand, 
placed Beeroth at el-Jib (M.R. 167139), thus satisfying 
Eusebius’ specifications, and then transferred Gibeon to 
el-Bireh. 

Yeivin (1971: 142-44) has suggested an identification at 
Kh. el-Burj (M.R. 167136), a small site just S of Nebi 
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Samwil. His main argument is topographical and geomet- 
rical: with Beeroth here, the four Hivite cities would form 
an almost perfect rectangle situated on the border between 
Benjamin and Judah (the latter part of this assertion is not 
actually correct). Yeivin found Iron Age (but no Bronze 
Age) pottery at the site. He suggests that the name Beeroth 
is preserved at nearby Kh. el-Biyar (M.R. 169137), a later 
Roman and Byzantine site about a mile E of Kh. el-Burj 
(Arabic biyar, like Hebrew b®érét, can mean “wells”); in- 
stances of Arabic place names that are translations of 
earlier Hebrew toponyms, though rare, are attested else- 
where. Yeivin’s identification has been accepted by a num- 
ber of scholars (Aharoni LBHG, 431; McCarter, 2 Sam AB, 
123; et al.). 

The most serious weakness of this latter identification is 
that it does not conform to Eusebius’ description; Kh. el- 
Burj and Kh. el-Biyar are located about 4 Roman miles 
from Jerusalem, not 7. The 7th milestone would have been 
in the area between el-Jib and the top of the Beth-horon 
descent, far beyond any logical turnoff for Kh. el-Biyar 
(although this might be explained by the fact that Eusebius 
was working with a schematized and thus partially dis- 
torted road map). Moreover, Kh. el-Burj is a surprisingly 
small ruin (just over an acre) to represent a relatively 
important Iron Age town. Additionally, the nearby place 
name “Khirbet el-Biyar” is not necessarily significant; it is 
a very common designation for ruins throughout Pales- 
tine. Yalqut Hapirsumim (Biran 1964) lists at least six ancient 
sites so named within pre-1967 Israel alone; and in fact 
the British surveyors (Conder and Kitchener 1880) re- 
corded a site by the same name E of el-Jib (and none in 
the vicinity of Khirbet el-Bur)). 

A number of other sites have been proposed but have 
not received a wide following (see the list in Press 1951, I: 
59-60, n. 2). 

At present, therefore, the site of biblical Beeroth re- 
mains a matter of dispute. The most likely candidate 
would still seem to be the one originally proposed by 
Robinson, i.e., el-Bireh. 
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BEEROTH BENE-JAAKAN (PLACE) [Heb 62érat 
béné ya‘dqan]. Translated as the “wells of the sons of 
Jaakan,” this is a place where the people of Israel camped 
during the wilderness period (Deut 10:6). The claim to 
water rights for a particular clan is not unusual among 
tribesmen in the arid zone. This site is said to be near the 
border of Edom (Jaakan’s appearance in the genealogical 
clan list of Seir the Horite in 1 Chr 1:42 strengthens this 
identification) and may possibly be associated with Birein, 
about 6 miles S of el-‘Auja (or Nessana, M.R. 095031). 
Aaron is said to have died and been buried while they 
camped here. An orderly succession of the priesthood is 
also noted with Aaron’s son Eleasar ministering “in his 
stead.” The site is simply referred to as Bene-Jaakan in 
Num 33:31-32. 
Victor H. MATTHEWS 


BEESHTERAH (PLACE) {Heb 6é‘éstéré]. Var. ASH- 
TAROTH. A town located in the tribal territory of Manas- 
seh, listed as one of the Levitical cities (Josh 21:27). How- 
ever, in the parallel passage in 1 Chr 6:56 (—Eng 6:71) 
there is a city named Ashtaroth (Heb ‘aitérét), which may 
perhaps have been the same place as Beeshterah. See 
ASHTAROTH (PLACE). The discrepancy between the 
Joshua list and the Chronicles list must be interpreted as 
variations on the same name. The “itr element is common 
to both, and there is little doubt that the Chronicler has 
correctly preserved the name of this Levitical city, which 
was named after the Canaanite fertility goddess, Ashtart. 

Beeshterah/Ashtaroth has been identified with Tell 
‘Ashtarah (M.R. 243244), although there are some diffi- 
culties with this identification. About 6 km to the S of Tell 
‘Ashtarah is Tell el-Ash‘ari. Albright (1925) argued that 
there was no connection between the names ‘Ashtaroth 
and Ash‘ari; however, there continue to be suggestions of 
possible identity. 

Tell ‘Ashtarah is located on the King’s Highway, known 
in the N as “The Way of Bashan.” Another great trade 
route, the Via Maris, joins the King’s Highway at Tell 
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©Ashtarah. They have been no excavations at Tell ‘Ash- 
tarah, and only a surface survey was conducted by Albright 
in the 1920s. He identified there pottery from the EB, 
MB, LB periods, as well as from the first two phases of the 
Iron Age (1200-900 B.c.). In the 1930s A. Biran applied 
the principles of textual criticism to the problem of the 
identification of the site, and argued that even at the height 
of the Solomonic empire, the N boundary in Transjordan 
did not extend beyond the Yarmuk (Bergman 136). 
While the 9t1-century Israelite king, Ahab, did not rule 
any further N than Ramoth-gilead (1 Kings 22), Jeroboam 
did control the N Transjordan area (2 Kgs 14:23; Amos 
6:13) during his reign in the 8th century. 
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BEIT MIRSIM, TELL (M.R. 141096). An 8-acre 
mound in the S Hebron hills, just at the juncture of the 
hill country and the N Shephelah, 15 miles SW of Hebron. 
It lies at almost 500 m above sea level, rising steeply to 
dominate the small wadi. 

Tell Beit Mirsim was identified by Albright with biblical 
Debir/Kiriath-sepher, largely on the basis of the reference 
in Josh 15:16-19 (= Judg 1:11-15), especially the mention 
of gullét mayim. Albright rendered this not as “springs,” 
much less “wells,” but as “water basins,” i.e., underground 
reservoirs, which he thought characterized Tell Beit Mir- 
sim, but no other site in the vicinity (cf. Albright 1967; 
EAEHL 1:17 |—78). When his own excavations in the years 
1926-1932 revealed a late 13th century B.c. destruction, 
he connectec! this with Joshua’s conquest of Debir (Josh 
10:38) and regarded this as confirmation of his identifica- 
tion. More recently, however, M. Kochavi, A. Rainey, Y. 
Aharoni, anc others have revived Galling’s proposal that 
Khirbet Rabiid (M.R. 151093), seven miles SW of Hebron, 
is a better candidate for Debir/Kiriath-sepher (Kochavi 
1974). Not orily does Khirbet Rabid suit the biblical refer- 
ences to the Judaean hill country better, it also has gullét 
(i.e., “cisterns,” contra Albright) in abundance. Finally it 
was a major ILB Canaanite site, with an Israelite reoccupa- 
tion (although no destruction) in the Iron Age. If Tell Beit 
Mirsim is thus not Debir/Kiriath-sepher, its identification 
remains unknown. 

Albright’s excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim, although 
small-scale, were far in advance of most archaeological 
fieldwork in Palestine up to that time, due largely to his 
own unparalleled mastery of ceramic chronology and the 
breadth of his scholarship. The prompt publication of the 
final reports volumes (Albright 1932, 1933, 1938, 1943) 
made Tell Beit Mirsim the “type-site” for both Palestinian 
and “biblical” archaeology from the 1930s well into the 
1980s. Although later advances in stratigraphic methods 
revealed that Albright’s excavation techniques were more 
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intuitive and more ceramicaily influenced than formerly 
supposed, the chronological scheme that he worked out at 
Tell Beit Mirsim was amazingly precise for that period. 
Indeed, it still provides our basic framework for Palesti- 
nian archaeology. 

Since the Tell Beit Mirsim excavations were relatively 
well done, and the results have been summarized else- 
where many times (i.e., Albright 1967; EAEHL 1:111-—78), 
we shall focus here only on the highlights and on more 
recent scholarship. 

Albright had dated the site’s founding in stratum J to 
his “Early Bronze IIIB” period, ca. 2300 B.c. (our current 
EB IVA). Thus he thought it a unique settlement site in an 
otherwise non-urban period when most Palestinian tells 
were abandoned. However, more recent analysis of the 
unpublished pottery (Dever and Richard 1977) has shown 
that the basal stratum J materials are mixed and that the 
earliest occupation must extend from our present EB II 
into EB III, ca. 3000—2400 33.c. However, the later phase 
of our EB IV period, phase C (Albright’s old “Middle 
Bronze |”; cf. Dever 1980; now ca. 2200—2000 B.c.), is well 
represented in strata I-H. Two occupied caves in area H 
produced good quantities of EB IVC pottery (Dever’s 
“Family S” repertoire; 1980\. Albright’s claim that a city 
wall must have existed, even though he had not found one, 
must be rejected in light of our current knowledge of the 
overwhelmingly non-urban EB IV period. He was un- 
doubtedly influenced by the notion that his “Middle 
Bronze I” was the precursor of the Middle Bronze Age 
proper. 

The true Middle Bronze Aye (Albright’s MB IITA-C, our 
current MB I-III) is well documented in three main 
phases at Tell Beit Mirsim, strata G—-F, E, and D. Albright 
had originally placed the terre pisé embankment and sub- 
sequent(?) masonry “battered wall” in strata G—F, which he 
dated ca. 1900-1750 s.c. (see Albright 1967). This has 
been challenged by Yadin, who sought to place all the 
characteristic Middle Bronze defenses in the second phase, 
Albright’s Middle Bronze IIB (i.e., stratum E at Tell Beit 
Mirsim; Yadin 1973). Most authorities of today neverthe- 
less hold that city walls and gates begin at many sites early 
in the period, in our MB I, but the exact date of the Tell 
Beit Mirsim fortifications remains a problem. In his last 
treatment (EAEHL 1, published 1975, written before 
1971), Albright seems to hesitate between a strata G-F and 
an early stratum E assignment. 

In any case, the MB strata, especially stratum D (the 
latest), exhibit a strongly urban character, with a well laid- 
out town plan, successive phases of building and rebuild- 
ing, and several fine “patrician villas.” The cemetery of 
this (and other periods) has not been located, but good 
quantities of domestic pottery and other objects testify to 
a significant degree of technological and aesthetic sophis- 
tication. A destruction marks the end of stratum D, as at 
most sites, no doubt connected with the Egyptian cam- 
paigns following the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt 
ca. 1540 B.c. Albright’s date of ca. 1540 needs to be 
lowered only slightly. A gap im occupation follows through- 
out LB I. 

Stratum Cj)» belongs to the LB II, ca. 1400-1200 B.c. 
Albright’s reconstruction of a town in decline, destroyed 
toward the end, needs no major revision. The city wall is 
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poorly rebuilt. Mycenaean and Cypriot imports are at- 
tested in the pottery but cease at the end of the period, as 
elsewhere in Palestine. Albright posited an Israelite de- 
struction at the end of stratum C, dating it ca. 1220 B.c. 
on the basis of what he held was the contemporary fall of 
Lachish just after the “fourth year of Merneptah.” But 
today the destruction of Lachish VI must be dated to the 
time of Rameses III or later (ca. 1150 B.c.); and if Tell Beit 
Mirsim is not Debir/Kiriath-sepher (above) the biblical 
tradition of destruction there is irrelevant. Information on 
the destruction is scant, in any case. 

It is clear, however, that stratum B, with three successive 
phases (B,, Bo, Bs), belongs to Iron I, ca. 1200—900 B.c. 
Albright always made much of this sequence and adopted 
it for nearly the whole of Palestine. He understood the Tell 
Beit Mirsim phasing as follows: 


Str. B}: Brief “squatter occupation,” marked only by 
pits and silos, with degenerate local LB/Iron I 
pottery, ca. 1225-1175 B.c.; early Israelite occu- 
pation following the destruction. 

Str. By: Quantities of Philistine Bichrome ware; Philis- 
tine occupation, ca. 1175-1020 B.c., during their 
rise to power. 

Str. Bg: Gasemate city wall, predominance of red- 
slipped and hand-burnished pottery; Israelite 
reoccupation, ca. 1020—920 B.c., specifically Da- 
vidic-Solomonic; possibly destroyed by Shishak 
ca. 918 B.c. 


It seems obvious that this reconstruction is largely based 
on presuppositions regarding ceramic sequences and dis- 
tributions, notions of biblical tradition and early Israelite 
history, and factors in cultural change, all of which might 
be (and have been) challenged more recently (Greenberg 
1987). Few scholars would be so sanguine today, and Al- 
bright himself made some adjustments in his last résumé 
(i.e., 1975). All that is clear is that by the mid-late 10th 
century B.c., Tell Beit Mirsim was a rather typical Israelite 
site. Certainly the B,;—Bs sequence is no longer adaptable 
to the majority of Iron I sites in Palestine. 

Stratum Aj_9 dates to the period of the Divided Monar- 
chy, ca. 918-587 8.c. Albright thought that stratum A), 
poorly attested because of the continuous occupational 
buildup into Ag, might have been destroyed in the raid of 
Sennacherib in 701 B.c. Str. Ag, the surface stratum, was 
cleared extensively in the W and SE quadrants, so that we 
have a substantial town plan, with many “four-room” 
houses, a casemate wall, and (apparently) an offset-en- 
trance two-entryway gate. A “west gate and tower” struc- 
ture has been compared to the Assyrian-style bit hilani, 
although this is uncertain. Also found were several build- 
ings containing pierced stone drums that Albright inter- 
preted as “dying vats” and took as evidence for a local 
textile industry, but they might as easily be connected with 
olive oil pressing. 

Albright dated the destruction of stratum Ag to the 
Babylonian conquest in 587 B.c., citing in particular a seal 
impression of “Eliakim, Steward of Yaukin” and assuming 
that this was the same person as Jehoiachin the penulti- 
mate king of Judah. He also compared the pottery to 
stratum III at Lachish, which he dated not to ca. 701 (with 
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Tufnell and others) but to ca. 598 B.C. Today, however, the 
almost universal consensus is that Lachish III was indeed 
destroyed by Sennacherib (Ussishkin 1977). So presumably 
the date of Tell Beit Mirsim Ag—and therefore ail other 
“late Judean” levels dated by comparisons with Tell Beit 
Mirsim Ag—must be raised by about a century, even 
though that leaves the 7th century B.c. largely unattested 
on present evidence. As though to corroborate the higher 
date, Cross has now shown that the proper context of the 
famous “Yaukin” impression is during the reign of Heze- 
kiah in the 8th century B.c. 

In conclusion, many of Albright’s confident assertions 
about Tell Beit Mirsim’s history and its implications for 
Palestinian archaeology and biblical history (thus 1967: 
218, 219; EAEHL 1: 178) have had to be modified. That 
does not, however, lessen the importance of the site or 
minimize Albright’s pioneering achievements there. 
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BEIT RAS (M.R. 230222). One of the cities of the 
DECAPOLIS, known in Roman times as Capitolias. 


A. Name and Identification 
B. History of Research 
C. History of Settlement 


A. Name and Identification 

The modern village of Beit Ras, Roman Capitolias, is 
located five km N of Irbid in Jordan. The ras (‘“peak,” 
“hilltop”) is the highest point (ca. 600 m above sea level) N 
of the ‘Ajlun mountain range. From the ras, the Wadi 
‘Arab, its tributaries, and fertile agricultural lands are 
clearly seen to the W. The Romans founded a city around 
the ras and named it after Jupiter Capitolinus. The Latin 
name is a Roman adaptation of the Semitic name which 
already existed and matched the geographical situation of 
the settlement: Bayt Ras, the “settlement on/of the hilltop.” 
The Semitic name is not attested before the middle of the 
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6th century a b. (Lenzen and Knauf 1987). It is inconceiv- 
able that the site had no name prior to the foundation of 
Capitolias—tle two words bayt and ras are Aramaic as well 
as Arabic. 

The identification of Beit Ras with the Decapolis city of 
Capitolias was. established by F. Kruse and H. L. Fleischer 
(1859: 185-87). U. J. Seetzen, one of the earliest 19th- 
century explorers in N Jordan, visited Beit Ras in 1806. 
While he was specifically looking for the ruins of Capito- 
lias, he failed to identify Beit Ras with Capitolias. 


B. History of Research 

After Seetzen (1854: 371), Beit Ras was visited by Buck- 
ingham (in 1816), who described it as a permanently 
occupied settlement (1827: 350). The first plan of the site 
and its ruins was drawn and published by Schumacher in 
1878—79 (1800: 154). S. Merrill, N. Glueck, and S. Mitt- 
mann each visited the site and recorded inscriptions and 
surtace finds (Merrill 1881; Glueck 1951; Mittmann 1970). 
Archaeological excavations have been conducted at the site 
since the 196)s by the Department of Antiquities of Jor- 
dan, and are currently being conducted by a joint group 
(Lenzen fc.; Lenzen and Gordon fc.; Lenzen, Gordon, and 
McQuitty 1985; Lenzen and Knauf 1986; 1987; Shraideh 
and Lenzen 1985). 


C. History of Settlement 

There is minimal archaeological evidence for occupation 
before the Ist century a.p. The 1984 survey produced 
only two shards which could be dated to the 2d—1st centu- 
ries B.c. Excavations have provided some body shards 
which may date to pre-300 B.c.; i.e., the end of the Iron 
Age. However, all these shards have been found in post- 
Iron Age contexts. It is unlikely that there was an earlier 
city, but it may have been used as a lookout. 

According +o coins issued from 165/6 through 218/19 
A.D., it can be calculated that the city was founded in 97/ 
98. It is unclear, however, whether Nerva or Trajan was 
responsible for its establishment. The main temple of the 
city, which is represented on coins, was dedicated to Jupi- 
ter Capitolinus (Piccirillo and Spijkerman 1978: 96-97). 
Claudius Ptolemaeus, a mid-2d century a.p. Alexandrian 
geographer, mentioned Capitolias as belonging to the 
Decapolis (Lenzen and Knauf 1987). With the establish- 
ment of Provincia Arabia in 106 a.p., Capitolias was in- 
cluded in Palaestina Secunda. This did not change until 
the end of the 6th century. 

The Roman city was walled and, according to the numis- 
matic and epigraphic evidence, reached the peak of its 
prosperity in -he 2d—3d centuries. A Nabatean inscription 
attests to the presence of a non-Greek acculturated popu- 
lation group. Archaeological evidence of Roman occupa- 
tion includes massive foundation walls for large public 
buildings (at least one of them a temple), vaults, and a 
large cistern system surrounding the site. 

From ca. 300 to 525, Beit Ras/Capitolias grew in impor- 
tance within its own region as well as within the larger 
Byzantine world. The city was represented at the Council 
of Nicea (325) and at the Council of Chalcedon (451). The 
complex identified as a “church” by Schumacher was, 
based on the 1985 excavations, a market area (sug). Ar- 
chaeological data points to an intensive buildup of the 


650 - I 


central part of the village from the 4th century through 
the present, with a possible hiatus in the mid-9th to mid- 
10th centuries. 

According to Hierocles (£35) and Georgius Cyprius 
(575) Beit Ras remained par of Palaestina Secunda. But 
according to the deacon or archdeacon Theodosius, who 
compiled a Latin pilgrim’s guide to Palestine during the 
reign of Anastasius (491-518 a.p.) or shortly after that, it 
belonged to Arabia (Lenzen and Knauf 1987). Beit Ras/ 
Capitolias was integrated into Arabia in the course of the 
6th century. It is tempting tc identify the sug mentioned 
by the poet an-Nabigha adh-Dhubyani (569) with the re- 
cently excavated vaulted area, used as a center of com- 
merce from the 6th through the 9th centuries. The special 
quality of the Beit Ras wine was well known in Medinah in 
the days of Mohammad, as is attested by two lines from 
Mohammad’s poet laureate, Hassan b. Thabit. The inte- 
gration of the Jadar-Beit Ras region into Arabia at the end 
of the 6th and the beginning of the 7th century meant 
that the Islamic conquest was not a major affair from the 
point of view of the inhabitants. According to tradition 
Beit Ras capitulated to Shurahbil b. Hasana at the begin- 
ning of the conquests (Hitti !914). The flourishing econ- 
omy of the city continued throughout the Umayyad pe- 
riod. 
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BEITIN, TELL (M.R. 172148). Since Edward Robin- 
son’s proposal in 1938 (based both on linguistic grounds 
and biblical references [Gen 12:8; Judg 2:19; etc.]), biblical 
Bethel has been identified with Beitin, 8 miles N of Jeru- 
salem. 

The full extent of the ancient site, now largely covered 
by the modern village, is unknown, but some four acres 
were available for soundings when the site was first inves- 
tigated by W. F. Albright in 1927. Following that, Albright 
directed excavations in 1934, followed by campaigns under 
James L. Kelso in 1954, 1957, and 1960. 

The preliminary reports (Albright 1934a, 1934b, 1935, 
1939; Kelso 1955, 1958, 1961) and final reports (Kelso 
1968), the final volume in particular, offer some far rang- 
ing conclusions, but little of the evidence on which they 
are presumably based. There are, for example, few com- 
plete plans, no usable sections, no stratum numbers—in 
short, little real data. Therefore the following summary 
must be brief and very tentative. 

Although there are scattered Late Chalcolithic-EB I-III 
sherds, the real occupational history of Bethel begins in 
the EB IV, ca. 2200-2000 B.c. (Albright’s “Middle Bronze 
I”). The published pottery is rather late in the period, 
belonging to Dever’s “Family S” (= southern/sedentary; 
1980). Kelso (1968: 20—23) claimed to have found a “tem- 
ple” belonging to the EB IV, associated with “butchering 
flints” and “bloodstains”; he even ventured to connect this 
with the biblical traditions concerning the Patriarchs at 
Bethel. Yet a closer examination of the evidence as pub- 
lished shows that the EB IV “temple” is nothing other than 
the foundation courses of an MB structure described as a 
“city gate” (below), the “butchering flints” are simply typi- 
cal degenerate Canaanean blades of the period. In fact, 
Bethel was no more than a typical pastoral nomadic en- 
campment in EB IV (Dever 1971; 1980). 

The MB (ca. 2000-1500 B.c.) is said to be represented 
by a city wall and gate, but the details of both are unclear. 
The published plan of the “gate” is incomprehensible, and 
the city walls are scarcely even described. A so-called 
“sanctuary” and “temple” are obviously well-constructed 
buildings, but their function is far from certain. The range 
of MB occupation seems to extend throughout MB I-III 
(Albright’s MB IEA-C), but the published pottery is mostly 
from the last phase of the period, suggesting that most of 
the structures should be placed there. A destruction is 
claimed at the end of the MB, ca. 1550 B.c., but again little 
evidence is presented. 

After a gap in occupation in LB I, Bethel was reoccupied 
in LB II (ca. 1400-1200 B.c.). The final reports and 
summaries describe “patrician houses,” flagstone pave- 
ments, and elaborate drainage systems—‘“the finest archi- 
tectural phase in the city’s history” (Kelso EAEHL 1: 192). 
A severe destruction at the end of the LB is attributed to 
the Israelites (based on the biblical tradition), but no 
justification for this conclusion is offered. Indeed, the 
published description (Kelso 1968: 30, 31; 47-49) does 
not offer much direct, detailed evidence for such a de- 
struction, beyond such unsupported statements as “a ter- 
rific conflagration completely wiped out the Canaanite 
city .. .”; or “points where the Israelites had breached the 
walls”; or “the thickest ash levels yet reported in Palestine.” 
Much has been made of the “Israelite destruction” at 
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Bethel, perhaps now one of only two possible candidates 
for evidence of an Israelite invasion (the other being 
Hazor; see ISRAEL, HISTORY OF [ARCHAEOLOGY 
AND THE ISRAELITE “CONQUEST”)). But the histo- 
rian or biblical scholar seeking to check the evidence will 
find the final report unuseable (indeed almost a parade 
example of the interpretative problems typical of the “Bib- 
lical archaeology” movement, especially Kelso 1968: 47- 
49). 

The four Iron I levels are said to represent a cultural 
decline compared to the LB period. The most character- 
istic feature is probably the typical “four-room” or pillar- 
courtyard house, but no complete structure is published, 
much less any indication of the village plan. The Iron I 
village appears to have been unfortified and possibly built 
over part of the abandoned Bronze Age city wall. The 
pottery as published suggests that phases 1—4 date to the 
12th—late 10th centuries B.c. The earliest phases have few 
Philistine shards, the ceramic repertoire being more typi- 
cal of what we would now regard as the initial “Israelite 
occupation” of the central hill country. Particularly diag- 
nostic are collar-rim storejars, cooking pots with short 
triangular rims, carinated bowls, and everted-rim kraters. 

The full range of the Iron IT period (ca. 900-600 B.c.) 
is apparently represented, but the few published building 
remains of phases 1-3 are unexceptional. No defenses are 
reported. A 9th century sB.c. “South Arabian” stamp im- 
pression is used as evidence for trade, but questions have 
been raised as to its authenticity (cf. Van Beek and Jamme 
1970, and references there). Bethel seems to have escaped 
destruction in the early 6th century B.c. Babylonian cam- 
paigns. Indeed, its relatively large quantity of 6th century 
B.C. pottery constitutes a rare corpus for the “Iron III” or 
early Persian period in Palestine (see L. A. Sinclair in Kelso 
1968: 70-76; and cf. J. S. Holladay in Dever 1971). 

The Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine periods are 
known from literary sources. Three phases of Hellenistic 
occupation were found in the excavations, said to range 
from the late 4th-2d centuries B.c. But P. W. Lapp’s 
publication of the pottery (in Kelso 1968: 77-80) narrows 
this to late 3d—2d centuries B.c. Ptolemaic and Seleucid 
coins confirm these dates in general. 

For the Roman period, Herodian shards, but no coins, 
provide evidence, as do domestic remains and numerous 
cisterns. Byzantine and Islamic shards attest to still later 
occupation, but only the former is characterized by sub- 
stantial architecture, including a street, a city gate, a 
church, and a large reservoir. Bethel’s occupation seems 
to end early in the Islamic period. 

Bethel was probably one of the more prominent Bronze- 
Iron Age towns in central Palestine, and it is also significant 
in biblical history. Yet the excavations as carried out and 
published allow us to do no more than sketch the archae- 
ological history of the site, and even that with little preci- 
sion or confidence in any single detail. The exposure was 
inadequate, the results of the various seasons are poorly 
coordinated (there are no stratum numbers), and the 
description of the successive phases is minimal and 
sparsely illustrated. Still more serious is the lack of any 
research design, save the apparent notion of “illuminating 
the Bible” in some way or another. Albright’s early work in 
1934 may have been adequate for the time, but the later 
excavations (and the final publication) are marred by trans- 
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parent biases, as well as by an embarrassing naiveté. Fact 
and interpretation are so entangled throughout the final 
report that few real data emerge for the archaeologist, 
historian, or biblical scholar (cf. Dever 1971). 
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BEKA [Heb beka?]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


BEL (DEITY) [Heb Jel]. Essentially a title: “lord” or 
“master”. Akk bélu, “lord,” when applied to the gods, was 
fairly synonymous with the Hebrew. The Akkadian term 
might also be a theophoric element in divine names, or 
even a DN itself; it may have reference to the potencies 
and functions of deity (CAD B 191b-194a; WhMyth 1:46). 


A. The Title Bel 

The honorific title Bélu is of ancient vintage and was 
used as an exalted appellation in regard to a number of 
Akkadian deities. However, it concentrated upon the Su- 
merian god Enlil until this patron deity of Nippur, who 
was recognized by the Akkadians as the king of the pan- 
theon, became de facto the bélu, eclipsing even the theoret- 
ical ultimacy of father Anu. Enlil assumed the role as the 
lord of heaven and earth, the determiner of the destinies 
of the land, so that all other gods paled before him 
(Kramer 1963: 118; Streck 1916/3: 740, 742). 


B. The Emergence of Bel Marduk 

The foregoing situation continued until the beginning 
of the 2d millennium B.c., when Marduk, the patron deity 
of Babylon, succeeded Enlil as the supreme deity of the 
pantheon. Two important texts will substantiate this rise to 
power. The first is the enuma elis, a composition dated to 
the early 2d millennium (so ANET, 60; but see also Lam- 
bert 1964), wherein the investment of Marduk as the lord 
of the pantheon is graphically portrayed. When Tiamat 
threatened the assembly of the gods with chaos, and be- 
stowed upon ner deputy Kingu the control of the tablets 
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of destiny, Marduk alone of all the gods challenged and 
utterly defeated the frightful opposition. For this he was 
unanimously acclaimed king of the gods by the apprecia- 
tive assembly of the deities and duly invested in that regal 
office. The fifty gods of the assembly granted to him their 
authority (dt., name), and Enlil, in a dramatically staged 
climax, acknowledged Marduk to be his legitimate succes- 
sor by naming him Bél matat:, “Lord of the Lands” (7.136). 

The second text to indicate the transfer of the title and 
power from Enlil to Marduk. is the Prologue of the Code 
of Hammurabi (ca. 18th century s.c.; FSAC, 15), where a 
portion of the prelude reads: “. . . the lofty Anum . . . and 
Enlil, lord of heaven and earth, the determiner of the 
destinies of the land, determined for Marduk, the first- 
born of Enki (=Ea), the Enlil functions [the Enlilship] 
over all mankind .. .” (ANET, 164a). The rise of Marduk 
as the head of the pantheon was concomitant with the 
supremacy of the city of Babylon, where Marduk was 
titular deity, until many of the predicates of Enlil were 
absorbed by Bel Marduk or, simply, Bel. 


C. The Spread of the Cult of Bel 

The prestige of the universal implication of Marduk’s 
acts as creator of the universe, maker and sustainer of 
mankind, controller of the clestinies of the world, of his- 
tory, of the individual, of fate locked tightly in his hands, 
quite transcended the contemporary religious scene and 
endured and survived with amazing attraction the for- 
tunes of history from the OB regime through the Assyrian 
and NB eras and Hellenistic period until well into the 
Roman world. The tenacity of Belism to endure was 
equally manifest in its appeal to the whole of the Fertile 
Crescent. 

Bel Marduk was well received by the Assyrian regime 
and accorded honor shared only with Asshur. Personal 
names in Assyria during this period, compounded with 
the element of Bel, were legion (Tallqvist 1914: 53-63). As 
may be anticipated, Bel was supreme in the NB era with 
Nabu, his son, the city god of Borsippa, augmenting the 
supremacy of Belism (Stamm 1939: 330-31; Unger 1931: 
207-11). 

In the far distant Egyptian colony of Elephantine, in the 
5th century B.c., it appears that Bel had accompanied the 
mercenary colonists from Syria. In the surviving texts Bel 
is included as a litigant with three other prominent Meso- 
potamian gods; in a letter of that period Bel is coupled 
with Nabu, Shamash, and Nergal in a prefatory invocation 
(ArchEleph 159; ANET, 491). 

In Syria the cult of Bel flourished. The treaty between 
KTK and Arpad (ca. 750 B.c.) indicates that in the region 
of Harran Marduk was one of the deities used to witness 
treaty negotiations (ANET, 659). This is confirmed by the 
presence of Bel at Palmyra, an oasis trade outpost some 
376 miles WNW of Babylon. Here it appears that the pre- 
Hellenistic god Bol was transformed to Bel sometime be- 
fore the 3d century B.c. (Teixidor 1979: 1-18 et passim). 
The considerable archaeological evidence including eikons 
and expansive ruins of a temple indicates how firm the Bel 
cult had been adopted by the Palmyrians (ibid., 128). This 
religious devotion continued unto the early Christian cen- 
turies. 
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D. Bel in the Biblical Data. 

There are three instances in the prophetic literature 
where the name Bel occurs. (1) In Isaiah 46:1 the Judean 
prophet of the Exile issued, no doubt to the underground 
exiles, his satire on the Bel processions in Babylon. The 
prophet predicts that these elaborate displays of religious 
icons, the procession of the kingly vested gods and priestly 
officials, will have their nemesis when the same servitors 
and religious divinities strive frantically to effect an escape 
with their chief gods, Bel (Marduk) and his son Nabu from 
the enemy storming at the Babylonian gates. The attempt 
to elude the foe is vain hope; the weary beasts stumble and 
are overloaded with the weight of the gods; the very gods 
sway back and forth on the trotting beasts. A superb satire, 
a daring prophecy, a questionable hope to the exiles. (2) 
In the tradition of Jeremiah a kindred prophet forecasts 
the fall of Babylon and the shame and dismay that will be 
the lot of the chief god of the pantheon, Bel and Marduk 
(Jer 50:2). The date of the composition (Jer 50:2—3) would 
appear to be in the late years of the Babylonian exile, 
when the internal strength of the empire was rapidly 
waning and when the external foes were rapidly gaining 
frightening victories surrounding Babylon. (3) The third 
occurrence of Bel is Jer 51:44 in the long multiform 
composition with prophecies of woe mingled with prom- 
ises of hope with imprecatory passages and satire. In a 
section of this long composition a prophet forecasts in the 
language of the lament the capture of Babylon and the 
praise of the whole earth (Jer 51:41), and immediately 
indicates that it is Yahweh who is about to punish Bel in 
Babylon and release those whom he has devoured. The 
imminent fall of Babylon is the sign for the Judeans to 
make good their escape from the city under besiegement. 

It is true that Bel-Marduk must have suffered the deg- 
radation of being defeated by the foe, but it is also true 
that the Persian conqueror dealt kindly with religious 
concerns so that Bel, though shamed by his impotence in 
the Babylonian debacle, survived and passed his legacy on 
to the Hellenistic and Roman world. But the overthrow of 
Babylonian idolatry signified to perceptive Israel an un- 
mistakable sign that anaconic Yahweh was truly lord of all. 

In the Apocrypha of the OT, Bel appears once in the 
Letter of Jeremiah (v 41; in the Vulgate and KJV: Baruch 
6:40). The Letter of Jeremiah has the literary form of a 
constructive satire in which idolatry is rationally examined 
as a worthless pursuit, yet the subject is not handled 
offensively so as to irritate the idolater. The satire has such 
parallels as Jer 10:25, 8-11, 13b—15; 11; Psalm 115:3-8, 
and 125: 6,7,15-17. Such compositions are not tirades, 
they are didactic, written for a purpose, reasonable, and 
negatively persuasive. The same analysis will generally fit 
the apocryphal Story of Bel (vv 3-22) and the Story of the 
Snake (Beast?) (vv 23—42) in the additions to the Hebrew 
Book of Daniel. The Story of Bel relates the disclosure of 
the deceitful servants of Bel who represented the god Bel 
as the one who consumed the rich quantity of food set 
daily before him. The seer Daniel exposed this fraud to 
the shame of Bel, but to the glory of the God of Daniel. 
The Story of the “Dragon” is another fictional tale de- 
signed to expose the fallacious nature of the cult of the 
“dragon,” and to exalt the worship of the god of Daniel. 
The story borrows some of its motifs from chapter 6 of 
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the Book of Daniel and has the same general didactic 
purpose as its object. Both of these apocryphal stores are 
tracts for the times when idolatry had a fascination for 
many Jews, say, in the last centuries before the Christian 
era. These three booklets witness the temptation of idola- 
try among the scattered Jews of the exile, but equally 
strong is the testimony to a staid orthodoxy that totally 
rejected idolatry in its contemporary forms and had stud- 
ied reasons for such a repudiation. 
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BEL AND THE DRAGON. See DANIEL, ADDI- 
TIONS TO. 


BELA (PERSON) [Heb bela‘]. The name of three persons 
mentioned in the OT. 

1. Bela the son of Beor (Gen 36:32 = 1 Chr 1:43) is the 
first ruler listed in the Edomite King List, Gen 36:31—39. 
Opinions vary as far as the date of the “Edomite King List” 
is concerned. Suggestions range from the 11th century 
B.C. (Weippert 1982: 155) through the 8th to 6th centuries 
B.c. (Bennett 1983: 16) to the 6th—5th centuries B.c. 
(Knauf 1985a). Scholars tend to agree, however, that the 
succession scheme of this list is artificial and that in all 
likelihood the rulers listed in it were contemporary with 
each other (Bartlett 1972: 27; Weippert 1982: 155). The 
name of this king and his father’s name can be Canaanite 
or Arabic (Knauf 1985a: 246). Since names from both BL, 
“to spoil, devour,” and BLG, “to be eloquent,” do exist in 
Arabic, the name Bela can be explained by both roots. 
Bela son of Beor has been equated with the prophet 
Balaam ben Beor in Targum Yerushalmi II and by some 
modern authors (Weippert 1971: 595f., n. 812). This was 
never very likely (if one does not choose to regard Gen 
36:31—39 as wholly fictitious) and is finally disproven by 
the Balaam texts from Tell Deir ‘Alla, which attest the seer 
as a local figure of N Transjordan prior to ca. 700 B.c. 
(Knauf 1985b). The capital of Bela, Dinhabah, has not yet 
been identified (Knauf 1985a: 250, n. 27). 

2. Bela son of Azaz is an ancestor of Beerah from the 
clan of Joel (1 Chr 5:8), living four generations before 
Beerah, who was exiled by Tiglathpileser (1 Chr 5:6), 
obviously when the Assyrian province of Gal?adda/Gilead 
was established in 734 B.c. It can be assumed, then, that 
the “clan of Joel” was one of the major landowning families 
in Israelite Transjordan in the 9th and 8th centuries B.c. 
Its incorporation in Reuben in 1 Chr 5:4—8 is, of course, 


BELA 


fictitious, since the tribe of Reuben does not figure in the 
historical record after the 10th century B.c. and did not 
inhabitate those parts of Israelite Transjordan that re- 
mained Israelite after King Mesha‘ of Moab conquered 
“the land of Medaba” in the middle of the 9th century B.c. 
(Wiist 1975: 244-46). This, however, does not discredit 
this peculiar piece of information about the clan of Joel in 
Transjordan. 

3. According to Gen 46:21; Num 26:38, 40; 1 Chr 7:6f; 
8:1, 3, Bela was one of the Sons (i.e., clans) of the tribe of 
Benjamin. 
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ERNstT AXEL KNAUF 


BELA (PLACE) [Heb dela‘]. One of the “five cities of the 
plain,” identified with Zoar (Gen 14:2, 8). This identifica- 
tion is clearly a later gloss. Zoar (Byzantine Zoara, Arabic 
as-Sughar) is an historical city; however, it is doubtful 
whether any of the “five cities” (Sodom, Gomorrah, Ad- 
mah, Zeboiim, and Bela) ever existed. The nature of the 
biblical texts dealing with those cities (Genesis 14, 18-19) 
does not speak in favor of their historicity (Weippert 1971: 
93-101). However, as a toponym, Bela has a parallel in 
Arabia: Bula‘ (Yaqut n.d., I: 485). 
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BELIAL [Heb béliyya‘al]. BéliyyaSal in Hebrew means 
wickedness and is often found in compounds expressing 
evil people (e.g., “man of béliyya‘al,” “sons of béliyya‘al’). 
The use of béliyyaSal as a proper name for Satan is not 
found in the Hebrew Bible, but Belial as the leader of the 
forces of darkness is ubiquitous in the pseudepigraphic 
and Qumran material. The term (Gk Jbelzal/beliar) is also 


654 +I 


found once in the New Testament as a term for the devil 
(2 Cor 6:15). 


. Etymological Considerations 

. In the Hebrew Bible 

In the Pseudepigraphic I iterature 
At Qumran 

In the New Testament 
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. Etymological Considerations 

According to the rabbis, the corrupt individuals known 
as béliyyaSal had cast off the yoke (‘6l) of God and, being 
yokeless (bélé ‘6l), they were uncontrollably lawless (Sanh. 
l1lb; cf. paranomos, anomia, anomos LXX Deut 13:14; 2 
Sam 22:5 = Ps 18:5; Ps 41:9; 1 Sam 25:17; 30:22). Since 
then many wide-ranging etymologies have been proposed 
for Heb béliyya‘al. Discussions of the various proposals are 
provided by Otzen (TDOT, 2.131—33) and Thomas (1963: 
11-17). Of the numerous suggestions, two avenues of 
research have gained the most favor among modern scho- 
lars. 

One approach favored by scholars is to analyze béliyya‘al 
as being made up of Heb 6déii (a negative) plus one of two 
roots. The traditional folk etymology found in many lexica 
renders béliyya‘al as “worthlessness” (bélé plus the root ya‘al, 
“to profit, to be of worth;” cf. Hip“). Pedersen (1926: 539) 
found this etymology so agreeable that he asserted “there 
is no reason to look for other explanations.” Yet folk 
etymologies may not accurately reflect historically correct 
etymologies. Compare Heb salmdawet, “darkness,” which 
was most likely vocalized differently (salmat < zlm, “to be 
dark”) in its original form before the folk etymology 
“shadow of death” (sél + miwet) arose (Lewis 1989: 11— 
12). The other proposal inccrporating Heb béli is to com- 
bine it with some form of the Heb root ‘alé, “to go up.” 
This proposal has long been suggested by earlier scholars 
with the implication that “that which does not come up” 
= “unsuccessful” (cf. Qimhi bal ya‘tileh dbal yasliah). The 
best formulation of this proposed analysis is that of Cross 
and Freedman (1953: 22 n.6) who argue that Heb béliyya‘al 
= *bal(i) ya‘l(é), “(place from which) none arises, a euphe- 
mism for Hades or Sheol.” Compare Job 7:9 yéréd 3261 1? 
ya‘dleh, “he who goes down to Sheol does not come up.” A 
well-known Akkadian expression for the underworld is mat 
la tari, “the land of no return.” Hence Cross and Freedman 
state that “bny bly“ are simply ‘hellions’.” Compare Boling’s 
(Judges AB, 276) translation of béné béliyyaSal in Judg 19:22 
as “the local hell raisers.” However, Emerton (1987: 214— 
17) correctly cautions against implying that Sheol is the 
abode of only the wicked. 

The second approach to solving the etymology of 8é- 
liyyaSal which has found favor with modern scholars asso- 
ciates it with the root b/S. The word 61‘ means “to swallow” 
in Heb and is well attested in the comparative Semitic 
languages (cf. Ar, Aram, Akk, Eth, etc.). Several scholars 
(e.g., Thomas 1963: 18-19; Dahood Psalms AB, 105; 
Tromp 1969: 125-28) have emphasized how the notion of 
Belial as “the swallower” or ‘the swallowing abyss” would 
fit nicely with what we know of the underworld and the 
descriptions of Sheol and Mot (cf. Ps 18:5—Eng 18:4). 

Driver’s (1934: 52-53) argument that Heb bf can mean 
“to be confused” (< Arb balaga = “slander’”?) and hence 
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béliyyaSal with a suffixed lamed = “confusion” is very un- 
likely. 

In the Gk beliar is the equivalent of belial being the result 
of a dissimilation of the two liquid consonants (2 Cor 6:15; 
see P. E. Hughes 2 Corinthians NICNT, 248-50 n.12; W. 
Foerster TDNT, 1.607). 


B. In the Hebrew Bible 

The word béliyya‘al occurs 27 times in the Hebrew Bible 
(see Thomas 1963: 14 for suggested additional occur- 
rences resulting from conjectural emendations). Scholars 
have long recognized the mythological background under- 
lying references to béliyya‘al often citing Ps 18:5-6—Eng 
18:4—5 (= 2 Sam 22:5-6) where the “torrents of béliyyaSal” 
(cf. Ps 41:9—Eng 41:8) are used in parallelism to the 
“cords/snares/breakers of Death” (see MOT) and the 
“cords of Sheol” (see DEAD, ABODE OF THE). It is easy 
to understand how the association with Sheol and Death 
colored béliyyaSal as it was used to describe “hellions” in 
biblical narrative. Parallel terms include “man of iniquity” 
C?iP?-awen in Prov 6:12), “evil person” (é¥ ra6 in 1 Sam 
30:22), “man of blood” (i haddamim in 2 Sam 16:7, cf. 2 
Sam 12:5), and “the wicked” (résa‘im in Prov 19:28). Yet, 
more specifically, Maag (1965: 294-95) and Otzen (TDOT, 
2.134-35) have pointed out how the chaotic nature of 
béliyyaSal was often used to denote those who played roles 
which were detrimental to the maintenance of social order. 
Graphic examples of this type of unrestrained behavior 
would include the wicked men responsible for the tragic 
crime at Gibeah (Judg 19:22; 20:13) and the two “scoun- 
drels” who gave false witness against Naboth (1 Kgs 21:10— 
13; cf. the Sd béliyya‘al yalis mispat, “the béliyyaSal witness 
who mocks justice” in Prov 19:28). béliyya‘al type individ- 
uals subverted the institution of the monarchy (cf. 1 Sam 
10:27; 2 Sam 20:1; 2 Chr 13:7). According to royal ideol- 
ogy, the Davidic king stood as the very antithesis to such 
behavior (TDNT, 2.135; cf. 2 Sam 23:6; Ps 101:3). The 
expression “sons of béliyya‘al” is also attested, albeit briefly, 
with reference to the cult. The wicked who seduce Israel 
away to worship other gods are described as “sons of 
béltyyaSal” (Deut 13:14—Eng 13:13) as are the evil sons of 
Eli “who do not know Yahweh” (1 Sam 2:12). 


C. In the Pseudepigraphic Literature 

Belial (Beliar) is amply attested in the pseudepigraphic 
material. The many occurrences include Jubilees (1:20; 
15:33), the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (Reuben 4:7,11; 
6:3; Simeon 5:3; Levi 3:3; 18:12; 19:1; Judah 25:3; Issa- 
char 6:1; 7:7; Zebulun 9:8; Dan 1:7; 4:7; 5:1, 10-11; 
Napthali 2:6; 3:1; Asher 1:8; 3:2; 6:4; Joseph 7:4; 20:2; 
Benjamin 3:3—4,8; 6:1,7; 7:1-2), the Szbylline Oracles 
(3:63—74); the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah (1:8—9; 
2:4; 3:11, 13; 4:2,4,16,18; 5:1, [4],15) and the Lives of the 
Prophets (Daniel 4:6,20; Nathan 17:2). For translations and 
introductions to these texts, see OTP. 

Belial is called the angel of wickedness, the ruler of this 
world (Mart. Is, 2:4; 4:2). He is the head of the demonic 
powers (Mart. Is. 1:8). In dualistic fashion, his law and will 
are described as being set over against the law and will of 
the Lord (T. Naph. 2:6, 3:1). His way is one of darkness as 
opposed to light (J. Levi 19:1; cf. T: Jos. 20:2). Belial’s 
angels are set over against the angels of the Lord (T. Ash. 
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6:4). He is master of the spirits of error (T. Jud. 25:3; T. 
Zeb. 9:8; T. Levi 3:3; cf. the spirit of truth and the spirit of 
error in T. Jud. 20:1). 

Belial accuses and ensnares people from the path of 
righteousness (Jub. 1:20) causing them to stumble (T. Reu. 
4:7). Those who belong to him become “like an ox under 
the yoke” (Liv. Pro. 4:6). Chief among his works is sexual 
promiscuity, “the plague of Belial,” which separates one 
from God (T. Reu. 6:3; T. Sim. 5:3). Belial is associated with 
the most wicked of humanity. Being angry at Isaiah due 
to his prophecy (Mart. Is. 3:13; 5:1), he is said to have dwelt 
in Manasseh’s heart and was ultimately responsible, ac- 
cording to tradition, for Manasseh’s sawing the prophet in 
half (Mart. Is. 1:8—9; 5:1-16). Sibylline Oracles 3:63—74 
records a description of the advent of Belial, the signs he 
will perform (e.g., raising the dead, leading men astray), 
and his ultimate demise. Belial here seems to be a refer- 
ence to Nero (cf. Mart. Is. 4:1-2; Collins in OTP, 1.360; 
Knibb in OTP, 2.161 n.4d). In addition, Belial is said to 
have tempted Dan to kill Joseph with a sword (7: Dan 1:7), 
hindered the prophet Nathan on his way to David (Liv. 
Pro. 17:2), troubled Potiphar’s wife (T. Jos. 7:4), etc. In 
eschatological imagery, Belial’s slaughter is described as 
taking place on the earth when blood pours forth from a 
mountain (Liv. Pro. 4:20). 

Moses intercedes in Jub. 1:19ff. with a prayer that the 
spirit of Belial may not rule over God’s people to accuse 
them and ensnare them from every path of righteousness. 
In T. Benj. 7:1, the faithful are instructed to flee from 
Belial because he offers a sword which turns out to be the 
mother of the seven deadly sins. Yet even though Belial 
may be the ruler of the world, the righteous can resist him 
in the present age (7: Reu. 4:11). T. Dan 5:1 exhorts, 
“Observe the Lord’s commandments. . . that Belial may 
flee from you” (cf. T: Iss. 7:7; T. Ash. 3:1-2). 

The length of Belial’s reign has been predetermined 
(Mart. Is. 4:12; see comment on Nero above). He will be 
overcome in the last days by God’s anointed agents (T. Levi 
3:3; 18:12; T; Dan 5:10—-11). His demise is described in 
various ways including being trampled down (T. Zeb. 9:8), 
bound (7. Levi 18:12), and cast into the fire (7: Jud. 25:3; 
cf. Sib. Or. 3:71-74). Those who have been captives of 
Belial will be liberated by God (T. Zeb. 9:8; T. Dan 5:10- 
11). 


D. At Qumran 

Belial is the most frequently used ttle for the leader of 
the forces of darkness in the Qumran material, occurring 
especially often in the War Scroll (1QM; Yadin 1962: 232- 
34) and the Thanksgiving Hymns (1QH). The references to 
Belial in the Qumran material parallel what we have seen 
in the pseudepigraphic literature. Similar to the titles used 
in the pseudepigraphic material, he is called the angel of 
enmity (CD 16:5; 1QM 13:11) who is the prince of the 
kingdom of wickedness (1QM 17:5—6). He heads the 
forces of darkness, often called “the army/troops or lot of 
Belial,” against the Sons of Light or “the lot of God” (1QM 
1:1, 13; 11:8; 15:3; 1QS 2:2, 5; Collins 1984: 127-32). 
“All the spirits of his lot, the angels of destruction, walk 
according to the precepts of darkness, and towards them 
is their desire all together” (1QM 13:12). As in the pseud- 
epigraphic sources mentioned above (e.g., Jub. 10:8), the 
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word mastemah, “hatred, malevolence,” is often associated 
with Belial and his purposes (1QM 13:4, 11; 14:9; CD 
16:5; 1QS 3:23). 

1QM 13:1] points out that it was God who appointed 
Belial for the task of corruption. It is because of the angel 
of darkness that all sons of righteousness go astray (1QS 
3:21). It was Belial, according to CD 5:18, who raised up 
Jannes and Jambres, the names of the Egyptian magicians, 
in order to oppose Moses and Aaron (cf. Exod 7:11; 2 Tim 
3:8). Several times we find references to the cursing of 
Belial and his lot for the wicked plans of hatred which 
they engender. This cursing is carried out by the levites in 
1QS 2:4b-10 (cf. Deut 27:14) and by the priests, levites, 
and elders in 1QM 13:1-6 (cf. 4Q286-87; 4Q280--82; 
4Q175:23). 

The reign or dominion of Belial (mmslt bly‘l) occurs 
frequently in the Qumran material (e.g., 1QM 14:9; 18:1; 
1QS 1:18, 24; 2:19; 3:21-22; CD 12:2). It was believed that 
the present age was under his control (cf. 1QS 2:19 “year 
by year as long as the dominion of Belial endures”). ‘This 
is also supported by CD 4:12-19 which describes the 
loosening of Belial against Israel. Mention is also made in 
this same passage of the three nets of Belial with which he 
ensnares humans (cf. Kosmala 1965: 91-113; Knibb 1987: 
40—43). 

The present age of wickedness brought about trials 
which would test the faithful members of the community 
(1QS 1:17-18a). Yet this age was not to continue for long. 
In the near future God would intervene and destroy the 
forces of Belial, as foretold by the seers (LQM 11:8). The 
great eschatological war will be fierce, with the tide of 
battle swaying back and forth between the Sons of Light 
and the Sons of Darkness, the army of Belial. Yet in the 
end, at the appointed time, the great hand of God will 
subdue and totally annihilate Belial and all the angels of 
his dominion and all the men of his lot (1QM 1:4—5, 13- 
16; 18:1—3; cf. 4QFlor 1:7—9). The divine inauguration of 
the new age follows where injustice will be no more (1QS 
4:18b—23a). 

The Thanksziving Hymns are known for their character- 
istic use of material from the Hebrew Bible, and this is 
true of the Belial imagery as well. This is most clearly seen 
in 1QH 3:28l-32 which uses the imagery of the fiery 
“torrents of Belial” from Ps 18:5-6—Eng 18:4—-5 (= 2 
Sam 22:5) to describe his personal sufferings which are 
likened to the eschatological battle at the final consumma- 
tion (“the period of wrath for all Belial”). On the ambiguity 
of this eschatological language, see Collins (1984: 137-38). 


E. In the New Testament 

In light of the extensive use of Belial above, it is surpris- 
ing to find only one occurrence of Belial in the NT. “What 
accord has Cnrist with Belial?” occurs in 2 Cor 6:15. 
Interestingly, this phrase is preceded by the expression 
“what fellowship has light with darkness” which reminds 
us of the dualistic use of Belial and the forces of Darkness 
fighting God and the forces of light mentioned above in 
both the pseudepigraphic and Qumran material. The use 
of Belial here as well as other vocabulary and concepts has 
led some to conjecture that 2 Cor 6:14—7:1 was taken over 
by Paul from Qumran or some other form of Jewish 
Christianity (see Kimmel 1975: 287f.). 
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THEODORE J. LEwis 


BELIEF, BELIEVERS (NT). In Christian history 
“believer” is one of the most common terms used to desig- 
nate individuals who have “believed” in Jesus Christ as 
their Savior and Lord. In response to the Philippian jailor’s 
query “What must I do to be sived?” Paul and Silas replied, 
“Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you shall be saved” (Acts 
16:30-31). NT Greek does not have a separate noun for 
the word “believers”; rather, “believers” is the rendering 
given by various translations for (1) substantival participial 
constructions formed from the verb “believe” (hot pis- 
teuontes, e.g. Acts 5:14; Rom 1:16; 1 Thess 1:7,2:10; cf. 
Herm. Sim. 9:19, 1-2) or (2) substantives formed from the 
adjective “faithful, reliable” (201 pistoi, Acts 10:45; 2 Cor 
6:15; 1 Tim 6:2). 

The use of “believer” is especially prominent in the post- 
resurrection community. During the earthly life of Jesus 
the primary term used to clesignate his followers was 
“disciple” (Gk mathétes). While there were many different 
forms of master/disciple relationships in Israel, Jesus’ dis- 
ciples were distinguished from others by their response to 
his call, by following him only, and by listening to and 
obeying his teaching (Hengel 1981:61). Once Jesus passed 
from the scene his disciples could no longer physically 
follow him. The term “disciple” began to recede in usage, 
so that in the epistolary literature, “disciple” does not 
occur at all. Other terms were used to describe the follow- 
ers of the risen Christ (e.g., “Christians,” “brothers/sisters” 
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“saints,” “imitators”). For the early church, one phrase 
which naturally expressed the new relationship with the 
risen Lord was “believer.” Since they could no longer 
physically follow Jesus, the early church now focused on 
“belief” as one of the chief characteristics of their relation- 
ship with him in the new age. 

This transition is recognized in the conclusion to the 
gospel of John. Thomas, who had followed Jesus as his 
disciple, gives a great confession upon seeing the risen 
Lord (Jesus is “Lord and God”), but Jesus pronounces 
blessing on those who will believe without seeing (John 
20:24-30). Paul also recognizes “belief” to be the chief 
characteristic of the new age. In the oft-disputed phrase 
where Paul says that he no longer knows Christ “after the 
flesh” (2 Cor 5:16), Paul decries his former “worldly” 
attitude toward Jesus, which has now passed away by being 
“in Christ” (Martin 1981: 59-60). The transition from 
“disciple” to “believer” may be one indication of the way in 
which the developing Christian tradition allowed room for 
both the tradition of the historical Jesus and Paul’s procla- 
mation of the risen Christ: the follower of Jesus has passed 
from being a “disciple” who follows Jesus in a physical 
sense to being a “believer” who is a new creation in Christ 
(2 Cor 5:17). 

Paul also expands the focus from “belief in Jesus” to 
“belief of the truth” (2 Thess 2:13), which for him essen- 
tially means belief in all that comprises apostolic Christi- 
anity. Elsewhere the noun “faith” (pistis) has the additional 
objective nuance “belief” and means simply “Christianity” 
(1 Tim 4:1, 6; Tit 1:4; BTNT 1:90; Guthrie 1981: 593-— 
94). Hence the true believer is one who, although no 
longer able to follow Jesus physically, focuses belief on the 
reality of a risen Lord and Savior, exercises personal faith 
unto salvation, and is characterized by a lifestyle consistent 
with apostolic teaching concerning the Christian life. 
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BELLS [Heb pa‘amén; mesillét]. Hollow, cup-shaped or 
conical objects made of metal that produce a sound when 
struck by a metal clapper suspended within (mentioned in 
the tabernacle texts of Exodus [28:33-34; 39:25-26] and 
in Zech 14:20). The sound is produced by the movement 
of the object itself. Bells, like rattles, therefore belong to 
the class of musical instruments known as idiophones. 
Most of the bells found in archaeological contexts are 
quite small, some under 2 cm in height and others 4 to 5 
cm in height (see catalog in Bayer 1963: 8-12). They are 
typically made with small metal rings or loops placed on 
the top and often connected to the inside attachment for 
the clapper. The small size of the bells and the fact that 
they nearly all have rings or loops indicates that they were 
not hand-held bells but rather were meant to be fastened 
to an item of clothing or jewelry, or even to animal trap- 
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pings. Most examples of bells are made of bronze, with 
iron clappers. Presumably they could also be made of iron 
or of precious metals. 

“Bells” as used in Exodus (Exod 28:33-34; 39:25—26) 
refer to small objects made of “pure gold” and attached 
alternately with pomegranates made of dyed wool and 
linen around the skirts of the “robe of the ephod,” which 
is one of four special overgarments worn only by the high 
priest. These items of high priestly apparel were not 
garments in the usual sense. Rather, they had ritual signif- 
icance in their own right; they were part of a complex of 
ritual acts performed by the chief priest “before Yahweh,” 
that is, within the tabernacle itself and not in its outer 
precincts (Haran 1978: 214-18). Those ritual acts con- 
sisted of two sets: three acts the priest performed with 
incense, lamps, and “show bread,” and three acts repre- 
sented by three special items of high priestly apparel, with 
the bells attached to one of these. 

The meaning of the bells’ sound, to be heard when the 
priest entered and exited the sanctuary, cannot be deter- 
mined exactly. In many cultures the ringing of bells has a 
prophylactic or apotropaic function, to ward away or drive 
away demonic spirits. Some scholars feel there is a primi- 
tive remnant of such a function in the priestly use, since 
the phrase “lest he die” follows the injunction in Exod 
28:35 for Aaron to wear the robe with bells. However, that 
warning may also be considered a summation of the seri- 
ousness with which all the items in that section of Exodus 
should be regarded. It is more useful to note that the 
“bells” garment is sandwiched between two other items of 
apparel, the diadem and the ephod with breastplate, that 
have symbolic significance for the priest’s role in connect- 
ing the people of Israel to their God. In this context, the 
bells perhaps help stimulate the attention of the deity, 
which is the object of the other two ritual garments. 

The other biblical word for bells, mes#llét, found in Zech 
14:20, refers to bells associated with horses, apparently 
attached to their trappings. While the appearance of bells 
on royal or priestly garb is virtually unattested in Near 
Eastern art, examples of horses wearing bells can be seen 
in Assyrian art. The bells on Zechariah’s horses are special 
in that they carry the inscription “Holy to Yahweh,” a 
standard formula denoting sanctity. The prophet’s eschat- 
ological vision sees a time when even horses, animals of 
war, will become holy, thus symbolizing the utter holiness 
and peace of the new age. 
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BELMAIN (PLACE) [Gk Belmain]. A site mentioned in 
the book of Judith whose exact location is unknown (Jdt 
4:4). The many variant spellings attested in the Greek 
manuscripts suggest that the name is corrupt. It is also 
possible that other variants of the name occur at 7:3 and 
8:3 (BALBAIM, BALAMON), although this is unclear. 
Aharoni and Avi-Yonah (MBA) identify the site with Abel- 
maim (M.R. 204296), some thirteen miles south of Scytho- 
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polis. Of course, given the genre of the book of Judith, it 
is possible that the town is entirely fictitious. See also 
JUDITH. 

SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


BELNUUS (PERSON) [Gk Balnouos]. See BINNUI 
(PERSON). 


BELOVED DISCIPLE. A distinctive feature of the 
Gospel of John is the appearance in the later chapters of a 
character denoted simply as “the disciple whom Jesus 
loved.” 


. Introduction 

. Historical Personage Underlying the BD 

BD as Literary/Theological Symbol 

BD and Peter 

BD and the Composition of the Fourth Gospel 
BD and the History of the Johannine Community 
Conclusion 
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. Introduction 

At the Last Supper the beloved disciple (henceforth BD) 
has a position of intimacy and privilege close to the breast 
of Jesus. Thrcugh him Peter seeks information from Jesus 
concerning the identity of the betrayer (John 13:23—25). 
The disciple stands along with the mother of Jesus at the 
cross. Both are commended to each other by the Lord, 
and the disciple takes her to his own home (19:26—27). 
Following Mary Magdalene’s report, the disciple outruns 
Peter in a race to the empty tomb. Prompted by the 
distinctive arrangement of the grave clothes, he “sees and 
believes” (20:2-10). The disciple, involved with Peter in 
the miraculous catch of fish, recognizes the stranger on 
the shore as the risen Lord (21:7). He later follows Jesus 
and hears his fate discussed by Peter and the Lord in a 
way that gives rise to a false rumor that he was not to die 
(21:20-23). Though not explicitly mentioned, this disciple 
is clearly meant in the subsequent reference to the one 
who “witnesses and has written these things” (21:24). Fol- 
lowing the death of Jesus and piercing of his side, there ts 
a similar indication of sure witness given by “one who has 
seen.” This witness must be the BD, since he is the only 
male disciple indicated as present at the crucifixion. More 
controversial is a reference in 18:15—16 to “another disci- 
ple,” who acccmpanies Peter to Jesus’ trial and who, on the 
strength of being known to the high priest, is able to gain 
access to the proceedings for himself and Peter. The 
association with Peter and certain links with 20:2-10 (cf. 
20:2: “the other disciple whom Jesus loved”; 20:3: ‘the 
other disciple”) suggest that here too the BD is meant 
(Neirynck 1975). Some scholars have also seen a reference 
to the BD in the unnamed disciple who along with Andrew 
leaves John the Baptist to become a disciple of Jesus in 
1:35-40. However, readers of the gospel could hardly be 
expected to pick up such an elusive hint of the BD’s 
presence. 

Following the indication of authorship apparently pro- 
vided in 21:24, church tradition saw in the unnamed BD 
the author of the fourth gospel and identified him as one 


658 + I 


of the Twelve, John, son of Zebedee, not otherwise men- 
tioned by name in the gospel (note, however, “sons of 
Zebedee” in 21:2). This apostolic identification, though 
not uncontested in the early centuries, appears towards 
the end of the 2d century anc undoubtedly played a large 
role in securing for this controversial gospel a place within 
the canon. 

Since the early 19th century, historical-critical scholar- 
ship has increasingly questioned both the traditional iden- 
tification of the BD as John, son of Zebedee, and the 
concomitant recognition of this apostle as author of the 
fourth gospel. Some scholars have seen in the BD a literary 
fiction, lacking all historical identity and playing a purely 
symbolic role as representative of perfect discipleship 
(Loisy), of Gentile Christianitiy (Bultmann), of the more 
prophetic, spirit-directed church order of Johannine 
Christianity, in distinction to the more institutional order 
represented by Peter (Kragerud 1959), or as the embodi- 
ment of the ideal witness (K:iseman). That the BD is an 
idealized figure and has a symbolic function within the 
gospel is beyond doubt. But :: lack of any corresponding 
historical identity would severely undermine his leading 
role as witness and guarantor of the gospel. Detached 
from historical plausibility, the remarks of 19:35 and 21:4, 
whether written by the evarigelist or redactor, lose all 
force. In fact, the dialogue in 21:20—23 concerning the 
fate of the BD seems to have been prompted precisely by 
his recent death. Moreover, the BD is constantly set over 
against historical figures such as Peter and the mother of 
Jesus, the latter remaining, like the BD, unidentified by 
name. These considerations incline contemporary schol- 
arship to hold together both the historical and the sym- 
bolic aspects of the BD and to see in this figure a genuine 
historical personage who is presented in the fourth gospel 
in a symbolic and idealized way. 

Within this basic consensus, discussion concerning the 
BD has chiefly focused upon the following issues: 


1. Identifying the historical personage underlying the 
symbolic character. 

2. Delineating the literary/:heological/symbolic role he 
plays. 

3. Clarifying his role and status with respect to Peter. 

4. Assessing the stage and nature of his contribution to 
the composition of the gospel. 

5. Determining his position and role within the devel- 
oping and ultimately divisive history of the Johannine 
community. 


B. Historical Personage Underlying the BD 

The external evidence for identifying the BD with the 
apostle John, son of Zebedee, »egins in the late 2d century 
and centers chiefly on the testimony of Irenaeus. However, 
critical scholarship has encountered grave difficulties in 
determining any foundation for this testimony of Irenaeus 
in an earlier period (Barrett 1978: 100-105). Also, the 
gospel would hardly have had such a battle for acceptance 
had its authorship by a leading apostle been widely ac- 
cepted. The chief internal grounds in favor of John, son 
of Zebedee, would be the nonappearance otherwise in the 
gospel of this significant disci--le and subsequent Christian 
leader. Moreover, the constant pairing off of the BD with 
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Peter corresponds closely to the picture of John in the 
Synoptic tradition. 

Several factors, however, speak strongly against this 
identification: (1) the whole presentation of the gospel is 
not such as can easily be credited to a Galilean fisherman; 
(2) its symbolic nature and tendency to blend narrative 
and lengthy discourse does not suggest an eyewitness 
account; (3) it is inexplicable that an eyewitness disciple 
from Galilee would omit the bulk of Jesus’ ministry in that 
region to concentrate so heavily upon Jerusalem; (4) the 
gospel omits important incidents of Jesus’ life (e.g., the 
raising of the daughter of Jairus, the transfiguration, the 
agony in the garden) at which the Synoptic tradition re- 
cords the presence of John; (5) incidents in which the BD 
does appear, such as the scene at the foot of the cross and 
the race to the tomb, are of dubious historical value. There 
are, then, no compelling grounds for identifying the BD 
with John, the son of Zebedee (though this does not 
exclude the possibility of a relationship between the two 
figures on the literary level of the gospel; see Conclusion 
below). 

Other historical candidates proposed include: (1) Laza- 
rus (F. V. Filson, J. N. Sanders), the only other person in 
the gospel of whom it is specifically stated that Jesus loved 
him (John 11:3, 11, 36). But it is hard to explain why a 
significant character mentioned by name in chaps. 11-12 
becomes anonymous in the so-called “Book of Glory” 
(chaps. 13-20, 21); (2) John Mark (B. Weiss; L. Johnson) 
whose family, according to Acts 12:12, had a house in 
Jerusalem and who on this interpretation is supposed to 
have acted as host at the Last Supper; (3) Matthias, or (4) a 
blood brother of Jesus (J. J. Gunther). But all these identifica- 
tions remain highly speculative. Most scholars abandon the 
quest for a name and see beneath the BD a well-educated 
disciple of Jesus, in all likelihood not one of the Twelve. 
Further specification, such as Jerusalem provenance 
(Schnackenburg 1982) or former disciple of John the 
Baptist (Brown 1979), rests on questionable harmoniza- 
tions of the Synoptic and Johannine traditions. 

From chap. 21 it seems indisputable that the BD was a 
historical person who had played a significant role in the 
life of the Johannine community and whose recent death 
had occasioned widespread dismay (v 23). We should prob- 
ably see in him the founder and head of the Johannine 
“school” during the period of its consolidation (Culpepper 
1975: 264-66). In this role he comes very close to the 
similarly unidentified “Teacher of Righteousness” at Qum- 
ran (Roloff 1968). Though well recognizable under his 
epithet to the members of community, the BD may not in 
fact have been a well-known figure outside the Johannine 
circle (Thyen 1977). If he had been in fact an eyewitness 
disciple of Jesus, his testimony as recorded in the gospel 
has evidently gone through a long process of narrative 
expansion and development along symbolic lines. Clearly, 
however, the later community believed that its distinctive 
faith rested upon his sure witness to the Lord. 


C. BD as Literary/Theological Symbol 

The BD is present at all the key events of the “Book of 
Glory’—the supper, trial(?), crucifixion, empty tomb, and 
appearances of the risen Lord. As the comments in 19:35 
and 21:24 make clear, he is there precisely as wetness. As a 
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sure witness present at all these key events the BD offers 
the community a guaranteed testimony. Beyond the role 
of witness, however, his position of intimacy “close to the 
bosom” of Jesus (13:23-25), which echoes Jesus’ own being 
“in the bosom” of the Father (1:18), suggests a parallel 
between his role vis & vis Jesus and that of Jesus vis a vis 
the Father. That is, he is a medium of revelation between 
Jesus and the disciples—as shown by Peter’s attempt to 
solicit through him information from Jesus concerning the 
betrayal. The presence of the BD in such scenes clearly has 
proleptic significance with respect to his function in the 
Johannine community. His later role as witness, teacher, 
and reminder of what he has seen is thereby foreshadowed 
and guaranteed. In this respect, as many scholars have 
noted, there is a notable convergence between the role of 
the BD and that of the Paraclete as depicted in chaps. 13- 
17 (Culpepper 1975: 267~70). Indeed, the otherwise curi- 
ous reference to “another Paraclete” in 14:16 may be 
explained in the sense that after the departure of Jesus 
the BD would be “Paraclete” of the community, a role 
which, after his own death, would be carried on by the 
spirit (see also PARACLETE). 

But, along with this role over and against the commu- 
nity, the BD is clearly also a paradigmatic and representational 
figure, and this too in a proleptic way. His faithful follow- 
ing of Jesus (at the trial, at the cross, in the risen life), a 
following that contrasts favorably with the flight of the 
other disciples, sets a pattern of perfect discipleship in 
response to Jesus’ intimate love. Moreover, in his coming 
to faith in the resurrection simply on the basis of the signs 
of the grave clothes and the miraculous catch of fish, 
without having seen the risen Lord, the BD foreshadows 
the faith of subsequent believers in that they also believe 
without having seen and because of this come under the 
blessing pronounced by Jesus (20:29). In this way the 
disciple functions for later generations as a point of insertion 
into the pivotal events and experiences connected with the 
“glorification” of Jesus (Byrne 1985). Though separated in 
time, the later Johannine community has the same rela- 
tionship to Jesus as the BD has in the gospel. The replace- 
ment of his personal name by the simple epithet functions 
as an invitation to each member to identify with his status 
of being specially loved by Jesus, his response in faith and 
his perfect discipleship (Wilckens 1980). Finally, the com- 
munity is doubtless intended to understand Jesus’ bequest 
from the cross (19:26—27) as an assurance that the faith of 
its representative (the BD) is now fused with the perfect 
faith of Jesus’ mother, a faith which at Cana (2:5) 
prompted the first sign and revelation of Jesus’ glory. 
Henceforth, every believer belongs to the family of Jesus, 
human and divine (20:17). Thus the figure of the BD sums 
up and embodies the promise held out by the gospel that 
believers should receive the power “to become children of 
God” (1:11-12). 


D. BD and Peter 

In all passages featuring the BD in the Gospel of John, 
the scene at the cross (19:26-27) alone excepted, Peter 
also appears. Moreover, wherever the two appear together 
there is a constant pattern whereby the BD upstages Peter 
in some key respect: at the supper (13:23-—25) he has a 
position of closer intimacy with Jesus and it is through him 
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that Peter must request information; he arranges for Peter 
to have access to the trial (18:15-—16); he arrives first at the 
tomb (20:4) and only of him is it said that he “saw and 
believed” (20:8); after the catch of fish it is the BD who 
recognizes the stranger on the shore as the risen Lord and 
communicates this knowledge to Peter (21:7); the latter’s 
threefold protestation of love (21:15—17) inevitably brings 
to mind the earlier denial that contrasts so unfavorably 
with the BD’s unsullied loyalty. Finally, Peter receives 
something of a rebuke in response to his question to Jesus 
concerning the disciple’s fate (21:20—22). 

Does this pattern of competition with respect to Peter 
reflect a real anti-Petrine polemic in the Johannine com- 
munity and an attempt to replace his preeminence with 
that of the BD? Or is it simply a vigorous attempt to win 
recognition and status for the BD and the kind of Christi- 
anity he represents within the more established movement 
that looked to Peter? In the passages occurring in chaps. 
13-20 the upstaging of Peter seems deliberate and unre- 
lieved (though the scene at the tomb, [20:2—10] implies 
some recognition of him as prime resurrection witness). 
Chap. 21, however, provides a more balanced perspective: 
the spiritual insight of the BD (v 7) is set in relationship to 
Peter’s acknowledged pastoral role (vv 15-17); his “follow- 
ing” of Jesus has involved a “remaining” rather than a 
glorious martyr death (vv 18-19, 22). It may well be that 
chap. 21 rep-esents an attempt on the part of the com- 
munity to soften an earlier polemic in the interests of 
gaining wider acceptance following the death of the BD 
(Maynard 194). The gospel as a whole leaves the impres- 
sion of a “defensive rather than an offensive polemic 
against the Petrine claims” (Culpepper 1983: 122). The 
dual picture of the BD and Peter in the Gospel of John 
serves notice that the necessary institutional structures of 
authority and office in the Christian community must in 
the end be subservient to the supreme dignity shared by 
all: that of “belonging to the community of the beloved 
disciples of Jesus” (Brown 1979: 164). 


E. BD and the Composition of the Fourth Gospel 

Despite the designation of him as “the one who has 
written these things” (21:24a), the BD is hardly the literal 
author of the Gospel of John. That an early Christian 
leader would write himself into the gospel under such a 
pretentious title as “beloved disciple” is scarcely to be 
imagined. It is far more likely that the community, which 
revered him zs founder and guide, conferred the epithet 
upon him (perhaps posthumously) and that in due course 
their representative in the shape of the Evangelist wrote 
him into the gospel. It could be that the BD was responsible 
for a collection of traditions in distinctly Johannine form 
which served as the Evangelist’s primary source. But the 
Greek phrase ho grapsas tauta need not imply any written 
activity on the part of the BD, since it can be taken in the 
causative sense and understood simply as designating the 
BD’s witness zs the ultimate source and authority for the 
written gospel. 

Though most striking in the case of the “witness” state- 
ments of 19:35 and 21:4, all the passages featuring the BD 
present an aspect of some intrusiveness in their immediate 
contexts. It is highly likely that they represent insertions 
by the Evangelist into more traditional material. Some 
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scholars would ascribe their composition entirely to a Re- 
dactor seen as responsible for the addition of chap. 2] and 
other material to the original gospel. The nature of chap. 
21, however, does not so much suggest a separate author 
as fresh circumstances which might have prompted the 
original Evangelist to compose an appendix. Central 
among these circumstances would appear to be the death 
of the BD, clearly alluded tc in 21:20-23. Apart from a 
more general sense of loss, this event would seem to have 
caused particular dismay in the community because of a 
pervasive understanding of a “word” of the Lord to the 
effect that the BD was not to die before the Parousia. The 
author of chap. 21 clarifies the matter by distinguishing 
between “not dying” and “remaining” until the Lord 
comes. The “remaining” of the BD is not incompatible 
with his death, since his distinctive witness “remains” in 
the community’s life and in the gospel which he ultimately 
has caused to be written. 

In this respect the Gospel of John represents a distinctive 
case of pseudonymous NT writing. Whereas other late NT 
authors wrote in the name cf well-known early Christian 
identities (Paul, Peter, James. etc.), the fourth evangelist, 
for the representational and symbolic purposes discussed 
above, chose to rest his authority upon an unnamed yet 
authoritative disciple of Jesus 

The more recent, literary approach to the gospel steps 
aside from the historical questions to study the way in 
which the BD figure operates as a literary device. From 
this perspective, which pays attention to the role of narra- 
tor throughout, 21:24 is understood as designating the BD 
as “implied author” of the wozk (Culpepper 1983: 44—48). 


F. BD and the History of the Johannine Community 

Many attempts have been made in recent decades to 
reconstruct the history of the community that gave rise to 
the Johannine literature (the gospel and the three letters). 
While the gospel reflects the tensions that accompanied 
the emergence of the community’s distinctive self-identity 
and theology, the letters seein to evidence outright sepa- 
ration and schism. It is not easy to relate the somewhat 
shadowy figure of the BD to particular reconstructions 
with any degree of confidence, save that his central found- 
ing role must be preserved. In effect there may have been 
a struggle over the correct interpretation of the BD’s 
inheritance. More precisely, some would see the insertion 
of the BD’s witness into the community tradition, in partic- 
ular the comment recorded in 19:35, as part of a campaign 
against the tendencies of a docetic nature which seem to 
have played a role in the later division (1 John 4:1—-3). A 
recent suggestion wishes to identify the BD with the author 
of 2-3 John, who names himself “the presbyter” and 
struggles against the (more institutionalizing?) leadership 
claims of one Diotrephes (Thyen 1977: 296-99). But an 
identification with such a late figure effectively excludes 
the possibility that the BD was both founder and original 
witness of the community. 


G. Conclusion 

In the figure of the BD we should see the head of the 
Johannine school in its format:ve period, the person chiefly 
responsible for the distinctive cast of its particular brand 
of Christianity. Whether he was in fact a disciple of Jesus 
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remains obscure. In any case the BD was not widely known 
or recognized outside his own movement. Towards the end 
of his life or shortly after his death the Evangelist sought 
to guarantee the community’s gospel by depicting its foun- 
der as an eyewitness disciple of Jesus, in fact, as the disciple 
par excellence. Though this depiction may not have been 
literally accurate in a historical sense, within the frame- 
work of Johannine theology it retained a deeper validity 
because of the central tenet of the community that in its 
life and witness it gave immediate access to Jesus in a way 
completely comparable to the intimacy enjoyed by the 
historical disciples. Insertion of the BD into the gospel as 
a literary device served both as guarantee and vehicle of 
that access. 

It may well be that the Evangelist found a place for the 
BD in the gospel tradition by “suppressing” the figure of 
John, son of Zebedee, and casting his own mentor, anony- 
mously and with much embellishment, in the now vacant 
role. If this was in fact the case, then the traditional 
identification of the BD with that particular disciple of 
Jesus has, in a roundabout way, a certain justification. In 
the late 2d century John reentered the role from which he 
had been removed, thereby, with an irony worthy of the 
gospel itself, winning for it a place within the Christian 
canon. 
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BELTESHAZZAR 


BELSHAZZAR (PERSON) [Aram bélia’sar; Akk Bél- 
Sarra-usur]. Son of Nabonidus (556-5339 B.c.), the last king 
of Babylonia prior to the Persian conquest, Belshazzar 
ruled as co-regent for at least three years while his father 
was in Arabia. This arrangement in itself is important, 
since it has no parallel in any other period of Mesopota- 
mian history. There is no direct evidence that he altered 
conditions in southern Mesopotamia in any way during his 
father’s absence. Belshazzar’s name occurs in a number of 
contract tablets and letters databie to the first fourteen 
years of Nabonidus’ reign. These comment on his business 
dealings with certain prominent banking houses or “fami- 
lies,” most notably those of Nur-Sin and Egibi. In addition, 
they document Belshazzar’s rise to power prior to Naboni- 
dus’ 11th year and outline some of his official duties as co- 
regent after 545 p.c. He appears to have had ample au- 
thority to give orders to temple officials in Uruk and 
Sippar and could even lease out temple land. His name 
disappears from the contract tablets in Nabonidus’ thir- 
teenth year; it has been suggested that this coincides with 
Nabonidus’ return to Babylonia from Tema. 

Belshazzar turns up in a number of Greek and Latin 
sources, in the rabbinic commentaries, and (along with 
Nebuchadnezzar) in the Book of Daniel. The Gen. Rab. 
contains one of the earliest references in any source to 
Belshazzar as a “cosmocrator,” possessed of a kingdom 
whose boundaries extend from one end of the world to 
the other. It also characterizes him beside Nebuchadnezzar 
as one of “two wicked men, two destroyers.” The story of 
Belshazzar’s feast in Daniel 5 is generally regarded as an 
attempt by its author(s) to superimpose source material 
related to Nabonidus’ reign on a hostile image of Nebu- 
chadnezzar. The Jews of the postexilic period were ac- 
quainted with both favorable and unfavorable characteri- 
zations of Nabonidus and Belshazzar in_ their 
contemporary cuneiform sources. They nevertheless 
placed more emphasis on the negative aspects because 
they were tailor-made for the didactic materials incorpo- 
rated into the Book of Daniel. 

Belshazzar commanded Babylonian troops in the vicin- 
ity of Sippar when Cyrus of Persia conquered Anatolia 
(545 B.c.). Nothing is known of his activities after 543 s.c. 
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BELT. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION. 


BELTESHAZZAR (PERSON) [Heb, Aram béltéa?ssar]. 
Babylonian name given to Daniel by Nebuchadnezzar’s 
chief eunuch Ashpenaz in the exilic period when a group 
of Jewish noblemen were similarly renamed (Dan 1:7). See 
SHADRACH, MESHACH, ABEDNEGO. Belteshazzar is 
the Akkadian name balatsu-usur, “guard his life,” and is a 
shortened form of a name that originally consisted of an 
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invocation of a god, namely “(may Marduk) guard his life.” 
The Hebrew and Aramaic spellings reflect a faulty vocali- 
zation of the original Babylonian and are designed to 
incorporate the title or name of Nebuchadnezzar’s god 
(Dan 4:5; see BELSHAZZAR, which genuinely contains 
the name of the god Bel.) A few mss render the name 
beltésasar, and one ms each gives the name bélt?assar and 
beltéSasa’r. The bestowal of a new name portended a new 
destiny (nomen omen) and finds a parallel in Pharaoh’s 
renaming of Joseph (Gen 41:45) and Nebuchadnezzar’s 
renaming the last crowned head of preexilic Jerusalem (2 
Kgs 24:17). Daniel’s new name is found predominantly in 
Dan 4 and always in close association with the spoken 
works of Nebuchadnezzar. The ironic overtones in the 
story of the King’s dream of the great tree thus extends to 
the nomenciature. It is not Marduk who guards Beltesh- 
azzar’s life as his name implies, but the Most High God 
(Dan 3:32) who alone has the power to protect those who 
put their trust in Him (Dan 3:17). For further discussion 
see Daniel AB. 
PETER W. Coxon 


BELTETHMUS (PERSON) [Gk Beeltethmos]. In 1 Es- 
dras 2, Beltethmus occurs as the proper name of a Persian 
official living in Palestine at the time of Artaxerxes (1 Esdr 
2:12—-Eng v 16; 2:19—Eng v 25). However, evidence from 
the parallel text in Ezra 4 indicates that this is not a proper 
name, but a Greek transliteration of bé‘él-té‘ém, the Ara- 
maic title of the Persian official REHUM (4:8, 9, 17; LXX 
baaltam). The meaning of the title is debated, variously 
rendered “chancellor” (Schiipphaus TDOT 5: 346), “com- 
mander,” “commissioner” (Snell 1980: 33), “postmaster,” 
“lord of off.cial intelligence,” and “recorder of happen- 
ings” (cf. Josephus Ant. 11.26). Further indication that the 
meaning of this term was uncertain to the author of 1 
Esdras 2 is indicated by the presence of both the title, to 
graphonti ta prospiptonta (“the recorder” [RSV}), and the 
proper name, Beltethmus, together in the same verse 
(2:19—Eng v 25). 
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BEN-ABINADAB (PERSON) [Heb ben-abinadab]. A 
Solomonic prefect responsible for supplying provisions for 
the court for one month per year from the area of Na- 
phath-dor; also the husband of Solomon’s daughter Tap- 
hath (1 Kgs 4:11). Ben-abinadab’s territory included the 
area of the Sharon Plain surrounding the port city of Dor. 
It apparently extended the length of the plain to the 
Yarkon River; some scholars, however, draw its S boundary 
between Dor and Socoh. The debate hinges on whether 
the third district (Ben-hesed’s) was also in the plain (see 
HGB 57-61 for discussion). Explanations of the word 
“Naphath-” (n@pé), found only in conjunction with Dor, as 
“region,” “height,” or “yoke” are all unsatisfactory. Possi- 
bly, since Dor was “a town of the Tjekker” according to 
the 1]th-century Wen-Amun account, naépd is a “Sea Peo- 
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ple” term cognate with Homeric Greek napé, “wooded 
valley,” a reference to the wooded Sharon (Ben-Dov 1976). 

The name Ben-abinadab (“Son of Abinadab”), a pa- 
tronym, may be a title indicating that its bearer held a 
hereditary office (Alt 1950: 22). Alternately, the personal 
names of Ben-abinadab and four other Solomonic prefects 
may have been lost at an early stage of the text’s history. 
Lucian appears to preserve the oldest form of the Greek 
corresponding to Ben-abinadab. Beginning with the last 
word of 1 Kgs 4:10, if the Greek is divided as (. . . phar) 
achinanadab—Heb (fh]pr) [bn] >hyndb—or (. . . phara) chin- 
anadab, both with dittography of Gk na, it suggests Heb 
*hyndb as in v 14. One may also divide, however, as 
(... phara) chin anadab (Het: ({h]pr) kn >[by]ndb), reflecting 
kap for MT bet (Rahlfs 1911: 228). 


Bibliography 

Alt, A. 1913. Israels Gaue unte: Salomo. Pp. 1-19 in Alttestament- 
liche Studien fiir Rudolf Kittel. BLZAW 13. Leipzig. 

. 1950. Menschen ohne Namen. ArOr 18: 9-24. 

Ben-Dov, M. 1976. Naphah—A Geographical Term of Possible “Sea 
People” Origin. TA 3: 70-73. 

Rahlfs, A. 1911. Septuaginia-Studien 3: 224-239. 

FREDERICK W. KNOBLOCH 


BEN-AMMI (PERSON) “Heb ben-‘ammi]. The son of 
Lot’s younger daughter ancl ancestor of the Ammonites 
(Gen 19:38). According to Hebrew tradition, the Genesis 
narrative (19:30-38) explains the origin of Ammon and 
Moab, but more accurately it underscores the intense 
contempt and disdain that Israel had for these two nations. 
H. Gunkel (1895: 190) suggests that the narrative was 
originally a Moabite folktale, similar to many ancient del- 
uge stories, that traced the common origin of Ammon and 
Moab to Lot. Rather than the less distinctive meaning “son 
of my people,” a more distinctive “son of my near kins- 
man” (i.e., his father being his mother’s near relation) is 
preferred. The meaning of the name in the narrative is 
not necessarily an attempt to explain the origin of Am- 
mon, but to remind Israel of the Ammonites. According 
to Sayce (1895: 22), “Ammi” or “Ammo” was the name of 
the god who gave his name to the nation. The name 
“ammi” is found in cuneiform inscriptions as part of the 
title of Ammonite kings and deities. While the common 
origin of the two nations is generally accepted (Judg 10:6; 
11:15, 18, 25; Deut 2:19), the etymology of the name is 
questionable. For further discussion, see Speiser Genesis 
AB, 144—46; Westermann Genesis 12-36 BK, 383). 
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BEN-DEKER (PERSON) [Heb ben-deger]. One of Solo- 
mon’s twelve prefects, Ben-deker was responsible for pro- 
viding supplies for the king from the second administra- 
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tive district, which included the towns of Makaz, Shaalbim, 
Beth-Shemesh, and Elonbeth-hanan (1 Kgs 4:9). 

Ben-deker’s district consisted of land only recently taken 
from the Philistines. Its boundaries are thought to corre- 
spond in general to those of the original allotment of Dan 
(Josh 19:40-46), which included Shaalbim (Shaalabbin), 
Ir-(= Beth-) Shemesh, Ayalon, and Elon. One of the latter 
two sites is probably merged in the place name Elonbeth- 
hanan (1 Kgs 4:9), a location otherwise unknown and 
better read as “Elon/Aijalon [both spelled >ylwn] and Beth- 
hanan” (with some Heb MSS) or “as far as Beth-hanan” 
(LXX). Makaz (Heb mdqas) does not appear elsewhere in 
the Bible and may be a defective spelling of mgsh “from the 
end of” or the like, a phrase used in border descriptions 
(Na?aman 1986: 114-15). The Greek reading correspond- 
ing to Makaz, mach(e)mas, is found elsewhere for Heb 
mkms/s ““Michmas(h),” otherwise known only as a town in 
Benjamin. Greek mach(e)mas here may derive from Heb 
mgs, with chi standing for Heb gop (Rahlfs 1911:226). 

Ben-deker’s name (meaning “Son of Deker”) is patro- 
nymic in form and may be a title indicating that he held a 
hereditary office (Alt 1950:22). The name Bidkar (Heb 
bdgr) in 2 Kgs 9:25 has been seen as a shortened form of 
Ben-deker (see, however, JPN, 149-50 n. 1; and Montgom- 
ery Kings ICC, 406). The name “Deker” is paralleled by 
the Ugaritic personal name dgry, which appears in census 
and quota lists (KTU 4.63:11:33 and 4.108:4 [probably the 
same individual in both texts]; KTU 4.116:17). The name 
is apparently related to Heb dgr “to stab, pierce.” Noth 
(IPN, 241) compares Talmudic Aramaic dgr? “pick, mat- 
tock” from the same root. Possible parallels from cunei- 
form sources include the names Bi-in-di-qi-ri and Da-qi-ru- 
um (Tallqvist 1914:64). However, since gf may be read also 
as ki, one or both of these names may be related to Heb zkr 
(Aramaic dkr) “remember” rather than to Heb dgr “stab.” 

The oldest extant Greek rendering corresponding to 
Ben-deker appears to be Lucianic huios réchab (Rahlfs 
1911:226), which in 2 Kgs 10:15, 23 and elsewhere reflects 
Heb bn-rkb “Ben-rechab,” a well-known patronym. Of the 
two readings, Heb deger and Gk réchab, the Heb seems 
preferable since the Gk tradition may be explained as 
resulting from a confusion of Heb dalet and res, with Gk 
chi representing Heb qop (as in mach(e)mas for Heb mgs, 
Rahlifs 1911:226), and with assimilation to the well-known 
patronym Ben-rechab. 
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BEN-DOSA, HANINA (PERSON). See HANINA 
BEN-DOSA (PERSON). 


BEN-HADAD 


BEN-GEBER (PERSON) [Heb ben-geber]. The officer in 
charge of the sixth administrative district in Solomon’s 
kingdom (1 Kgs 4:13). This district encompassed central 
Transjordan with its headquarters at Ramoth-Gilead. Each 
district was required to supply food for the royal court one 
month out of the year (1 Kgs 4:6). 

A major point of discussion has been the similarities 
between 1 Kings 4:13 and 4:19. The text in 1 Kgs 4:19 
lists Geber, son of Uri, as being in charge of Gilead. Some 
scholars take v 13 as referring to N Transjordan while v 19 
refers to south Transjordan. W. FE. Albright and others 
believe that the two verses originally referred to the same 
person. According to Albright, a later editor has mistak- 
enly changed a reference to one officer and one district 
into two people and two separate districts. A third possibil- 
ity is suggested by a Septuagint reading and is supported 
by Roland de Vaux (Anclsr, 134). In place of Gilead in 1 
Kgs 4:19, the Septuagint reads Gad (a change which in- 
volves only one consonant in the Hebrew text). If the 
original reading was Gad, as de Vaux argues, then there is 
no overlapping of territory, and two distinct references to 
Ben-Geber and Geber are to be understood. 
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BEN-HADAD (PERSON) [Heb ben-hddad]. The name 
of at least two kings of Aram-Damascus in the 9th and 8th 
centuries B.c.£E. The name Ben-Hadad is a Hebraized 
version of the original Aramaic name, Bir-Hadad, mean- 
ing “son of (the god) Hadad.” The two certain Ben-Hadads 
are Ben-Hadad, son of Tab-Rimmon (early 9th century 
B.C.E., see | Kgs 15:18—20), and Ben-Hadad son of Hazael 
(early 8th century, see 2 Kgs 3:3, 24-25). There are 
serious questions about whether the Ben-Hadad of | Kings 
20, 22, and 2 Kings 6-8 is a distinct king. Current studies 
have argued that this Ben-Hadad should be identified with 
Ben-Hadad son of Hazael and that these stories have been 
misattributed to the times of King Ahab of Israel and his 
sons (ca. 875-842 B.c.£.), when they originally described 
the times of Kings Joahaz and Joash (ca. 814-782). This 
article will discuss the known kings of this name first and 
then turn to the problem of 1 Kings 20-2 Kings 8. 

1. Ben-Hadad I, son of Tab-Rimmon, son of Hezion, 
was king of Aram-Damascus early in the 9th century and 
is known only from 1 Kgs 15:16-22 = 2 Chr 16:1—6. He 
is mentioned here in the context of a boundary conflict 
between Baasha of Israel and Asa of Judah. When Baasha 
attempted to fortify Ramah, at the border between Israel 
and Judah, so as to control movement in and out of 
Jerusalem, Asa sent a substantial gift to Ben-Hadad of 
Aram-Damascus to urge him to attack Israel on its north- 
ern flank. Ben-Hadad did so, conquering several towns of 
N Israel: “Iyyon, Dan, Abel-Beth-Maacah, and all of Kin- 
neroth, as far as all the land of Naphtali” (1 Kgs 15:20). By 
invading this area, Ben-Hadad gained control of an impor- 
tant part of the major trade routes to the coastal cities of 
Tyre, Sidon, Acco, and Achzib. Asa’s plan worked, since 
Baasha was forced to withdraw immediately from Ramah 
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and deal with the Aramaean threat. It is unknown what 
settlement Baasha and Ben-Hadad reached. However, it 
does not appear that Aram kept control of the northern 
region of Israel for long, since Dan and Hazor (the latter 
located in Naphtali) were certainly back in Israelite hands 
by the reign of Ahab (ca. 875—853 B.c.E.). 

2. Ben-Hadad, son of Hazael, ruled in Damascus at the 
very end of the 9th and the early years of the 8th centuries 
B.c.E. The son of Aram’s most powerful king (see HA- 
ZAEL), Ben-Hadad saw much of the empire of his father 
crumble in a series of misfortunes known from biblical 
and extrabiblical sources. Clear references to his reign 
occur in 2 Kgs 13:3—7 and 22-25, but, as discussed below, 
1 Kings 20, 22, and 2 Kings 5—7 may also deal with this 
king. Two extrabiblical sources are also known: (1) the 
inscription of Zakkur, king of Hamath and Luash in the 
early 8th century, and (2) a number of inscriptions of King 
Adad-nirari III of Assyria (ca. 810—783 B.c.£.), in which 
Ben-Hadad appears under the name Mar’i (“my lord”). 
All of these sources concern defeats suffered by Ben- 
Hadad. 

The order in which the known events of Ben-Hadad’s 
reign occurred is not certain, but the general flow of events 
suggests the severe decline in the political power of Aram- 
Damascus during his years. The Zakkur inscription de- 
scribes a coalition that he led against Zakkur, king of the 
combined lands of Hamath and Luash. The latter was 
besieged in the city of Hazrak by Ben-Hadad and the 
armies of several N Syrian states, but the siege was broken, 
according to Zakkur, by divine intervention (although 
many scholars [see Pitard 1987: 174] suggest that this may 
be an oblique reference to intervention by the Assyrian 
army on Zakkur’s behalf). Nothing is said in the stela 
concerning the cause of this attack, but most scholars 
suspect that Hamath’s pro-Assyrian stance was at the root 
of the problem. Whatever the case, Ben-Hadad was unsuc- 
cessful in ove-throwing Zakkur. 

The inscriptions of Adad-nirari III describe an Assyrian 
assault on Damascus itself as a result of which Mar’i, its 
king, surrendered and Adad-nirari entered the city to 
receive a heavy tribute at the royal palace. Recent studies 
of these inscriptions have tended to argue for dating this 
attack on Damascus in 796 B.c.£., and if they are correct, 
the king called Mar’t in these texts is certainly Ben-Hadad. 

The third source of information is the biblical account 
of Ben-Hadad’s relations with Joash in 2 Kings 13. During 
the reign of Ben-Hadad’s father, Israel had been reduced 
to the status of a vassal state under Aram (2 Kgs 10:32- 
33). But 2 Kings 13:25 briefly describes how Joash of Israel 
fought with Ben-Hadad, threw off Aramaean domination 
and regained the Israelite cities that Aram had annexed 
during the reigns of his predecessors, Jehu and Joahaz. 
This was done in three critical battles, and 2 Kgs 13:17 
suggests that the key battle took place at Aphek (probably 
located E of the Sea of Galilee). 

Thus it appears that during his reign, Ben-Hadad suf- 
fered a major defeat against Hamath to the N, lost his 
vassal territories in Israel to the S, and was plundered by 
the Assyrian zrmy in his capital city. Aram appears to have 
continued to decline over the decades following Ben-Had- 
ad’s reign. 

3. The identity of the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20-2 
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Kings 8 is problematic. 1 Kings 20 and 22 describe a major 
conflict between Israel and Aram-Damascus during the 
reign of Ahab, and 2 Kings 5—8 ostensibly concern them- 
selves with various dealings between Aram and Israel dur- 
ing the reigns of Ahab’s sons, Ahaziah and Joram. In four 
of these chapters the name of the king of Aram is given as 
Ben-Hadad (1 Kings 20; 22; 2 Kgs 6:24—7:20; and 8:7— 
15), and during the past half-century controversy has 
raged concerning the identity of this king. W. F. Albright 
(1942) argued that he was Ben-Hadad son of Tab-rimmon, 
to whom he attributed a reign of over forty years. Others 
(cf. Mazar 1962) identified him as a successor to the latter 
and designated him as Ben-Hadad II (thus making the 
son of Hazael Ben-Hadad II{). Other scholars (cf. Jepsen 
1948; Miller 1966; Lipifiski 1969; Pitard 1987) have noted 
a large number of apparent discrepancies between the 
portrait of Ahab in 1 Kings 20 and what is said about him 
elsewhere in Kings and in the extrabiblical records of his 
reign. See also AHAB. 

Assyrian and Moabite sources, as well as other biblical 
passages, suggest that both Omri and Ahab were powerful 
kings of Israel who were or a political par with Aram- 
Damascus (see the Monolith Inscription of Shalmaneser 
III [ANET, 278~—79] and the Moabite Stone [ANET, 320-— 
21}). This view is also supported by archaeological evi- 
dence which shows that the Omride period was one of 
significant wealth and architectural achievement in Israel 
(cf. Samaria, Hazor, Megiddc, Dan). This is quite at odds 
with the portrayal in 1 Kings 20, where the king of Israel 
and his father (1 Kgs 20:34) are depicted as weak and 
completely dominated by Aram. It has also been noted 
that while the king of Aram is regularly called Ben-Hadad, 
literary analysis of the passage shows that the king of Israel 
was not originally named at all in the text (Pitard 1987: 
117-18). In addition, Assyrian sources give the name of 
the king of Aram who was contemporary with Ahab as 
Adad-idri (= Aramaic, Hadad-“dr), never Ben-Hadad. It 
has become increasingly clear that the later identification 
of the king of Israel in these chapters with Ahab was a 
mistake. The position of Israel as a weak vassal to Aram, 
the account of successful battles against a Ben-Hadad 
which climax with a victory at Aphek (1 Kgs 20:26), and 
the return of Israelite cities which had previously been 
captured by Aram, fit exactly into the preserved informa- 
tion available concerning the reign of Joash of Israel (2 
Kgs 13:14-25). If the stories of 1 Kings 20 (and a some- 
what different version 22:1—38) are to be redated to the 
early 8th century, then the Ben-Hadad of these stories 
must be identified as the son of Hazael. In addition, there 
is nothing in the stories of 2 Kings 5—7 which would argue 
against identifying their period as that of the Jehu rather 
than the Omride dynasty. 

The only story in this entire section with a Ben-Hadad 
that cannot be identified with the son of Hazael is 2 Kgs 
8:7-15, the account of Hazael’s murder of King Ben- 
Hadad and his usurpation of the throne. Assuming the 
correctness of the above proposal, two possible interpreta- 
tions of this passage can be suggested: (1) the name Ben- 
Hadad here may be a secondary addition placed in this 
passage after all the other Ben-Hadad stories had been 
wrongly attributed to the Omride dynasty. In this case the 
name of the king assassinated by Hazael should be Hadad- 
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“Sidr. See ARAM (PLACE). (2) It is slightly possible that 
Hadad-‘idr was briefly succeeded by a son, Ben-Hadad, 
and that this is the person Hazael murdered. The former 
proposal seems more likely. 

If this argument is sound, then there are only two 
attested Ben-Hadads who ruled over Aram-Damascus, and 
the Ben-Hadad of 1 Kings 20-2 Kings 7 should be identi- 
fied as the son of Hazael, and not a distinct king. 

4. Brief reference should be made to a stela with a relief 
of the god Melgart found near Aleppo in the 1930s. It 
possesses an inscription which identifies the donor of the 
stela as a Bir-Hadad (= Heb Ben-Hadad), apparently a 
king of Aram. This Bir-Hadad has usually been identified 
with the royal house of Damascus, and the stela has been 
used extensively in attempts to reconstruct the succession 
to the throne of Aram. Bir-Hadad has been identified with 
Ben-Hadad son of Tab-Rimmon (Albright 1942), Ben- 
Hadad “II,” the supposed contemporary of Ahab and his 
sons (Mazar 1962), Ben-Hadad son of Hazael (Dearman 
and Miller 1983) as well as a son of Ben-Hadad “II” (Cross 
1972), and an otherwise unknown brother of Hazael (Lip- 
inski 1975: 15-19). The major reason for the uncertainty 
in identifying Bir-Hadad has been the difficulty in reading 
the name of his father, which is badly worn on the stela. A 
recent reading of the inscription, however, suggests that 
the name of the stela’s donor was Bir-Hadad son of ‘Attar- 
hamek, king of Aram. This reading now eliminates the 
possibility of identifying Bir-Hadad with either the son of 
Tab-Rimmon or the son of Hazael, while the evidence 
discussed above argues against the existence of Ben-Hadad 
“II”. Because the name Aram was used to designate other 
Aramaean kingdoms in N Syria, and because the stela was 
found in the N, it now seems best not to relate this stela to 
Aram-Damascus at all (Pitard 1988). For further discus- 
sion see CAH 3/1: 372-441. 
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BEN-HAIL (PERSON) [Heb ben-hayil]. (Literally “son 
of strength.”) An officer under Jehoshophat who was sent 
with a team of four other secular leaders, eight Levites, 
and two priests to teach in the towns of Israel (2 Chr 17:7). 
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The context implies that their mission was to instruct the 
people in both their religious duties as well as their civic 
ones as a part of the king’s religious reforms (2 Chronicles 
AB, 99; Anclsr 2: 344, 394). The LXX and Peshitta read 
the plural béné-hayid (“men of strength or valor”) and 
interpret the phrase adjectivally, rather than as a personal 
name. But while the name is not attested elsewhere, the 
pattern is found in 1 Kgs 4:9 (ben-deger, “son of chisel [?], 
spear [?]”) and 1 Kgs 4:10 (ben-hesed, “son of piety”). The 
Hebrew idiom “son of . . .” denotes the inheritance of 
characteristics from the father. This is abstracted in the 
case of Ben-hail to mean “the strong or valorous one.” 
Kirk E. Lowery 


‘BEN-HANAN (PERSON) [Heb ben-hénan]. Individual 


of the tribe of Judah, the son of Shimon (1 Chr 4:20). His 
name appears to mean “son of gracious, favored one.” 
Davip C. SMITH 


BEN-HESED (PERSON) {Heb ben-hesed]. A prefect 
charged with supplying provisions for palace use one 
month per year from Solomon’s third administrative dis- 
trict (1 Kgs 4:10). 

Ben-hesed’s district included Arubboth, Socoh, and the 
Hepher region. Scholars agree in locating Socoh at ES- 
Suweikeh at the E edge of the Sharon Plain, about 16 km 
NW of Samaria. Some, however, place Arubboth and He- 
pher in the Sharon Plain (map, Aharoni LBHG, 308), while 
others place them in the hill country east of Socoh. Evi- 
dence from the Samaria Ostraca and recent archaeological 
work support the latter view (Zertal 1984), so Ben-hesed’s 
area probably corresponded to the core area of Cisjordan- 
ian Manasseh. 

Ben-hesed means “son of Hesed.” Hesed was probably a 
hypocoristic form of Hesediah (meaning “Yahweh has been 
true to his own”) or the like (PN, 183). The patronymic 
form of the name Ben-hesed has been variously explained. 
Alt believed that Solomon’s prefects whose names began 
with “Ben-” corresponded to districts of predominantly 
Canaanite population; based on parallels from Ugarit and 
elsewhere, he suggested that these prefects were of Ca- 
naanite extraction and filled hereditary posts named for 
the individual who first held them (1950:22). Alternately, 
an early mishap may have destroyed part of the text of 1 
Kings 4, leaving only patronyms in five cases. In accor- 
dance with this theory, some modern translations render 
ben-hesed as “[. . .] son of Hesed.” 

The Septuagint translator appears to have had difficulty 
at 1 Kgs 4:10, since much of the verse, including common 
Hebrew prepositions, is transliterated, not translated. The 
possibility that the translator’s Vorlage was corrupt casts 
doubt upon the text-critical value of the Greek at this 
point. Opposite Heb ben-hesed LXX5 reads “son of eséth,” 
while Lucian has “machet son of echd(bér)” (see further 
Rahlfs 1911: 227-29). 
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BEN-HINNOM, VALLEY OF (PLACE). See HIN- 
NOM VALLEY. 


BEN-HUR (PERSON) [Heb ben-hir]. The prefect of the 
first of Solornon’s 12 administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:8), 
responsible for supplying, from the hill country of 
Ephraim, the provisions needed by the royal court for one 
month per year. Ben-hur means “son of Hur”; in view of 
parallels like the widely attested bn ‘nt, “Son of Anath,” 
Hur (re-voca.ized as hér) could refer to a deity, the Egyp- 
tian Horus. More likely, however, is the meaning “free; 
noble,” related to the Heb root hrr; cf. personal names like 
Ugaritic Ary and Arabic hurr, “free(born).” 

The fact that Ben-hur and four others in the list of 
Solomon’s prefects (1 Kgs 4:7-19) have names of patro- 
nymic form has been explained as resulting from a textual 
mishap by which the personal names of these individuals 
were lost. Alt, on the other hand, saw these prefects as 
filling hereditary posts named for the first officeholder 
(1950: 22). 

Alt (1913: 14) viewed “the hill country of Ephraim” as a 
geographical term embracing the original core of the tribal 
territories of both Ephraim and Manasseh. It appears, 
however, that the third district (Ben-hesed’s) corresponded 
to Manasseh’s portion of the hill country, meaning that 
Ben-hur’s district was restricted to the Ephraimite part of 
the mountains (Zertal 1984). 

The earliest form of the Greek text corresponding to 
Ben-hur is apparently baindr (= MT), although B and 
Lucian read faiér (Rahlfs 1911: 225-26). 


Bibliography 

Alt, A. 1913. Israels Gaue unter Salomo. Pp. 1-19 in Alttestament- 
liche Studiex fiir Rudolf Kittel. BZAW 13. Leipzig. 

. 1950. Menschen ohne Namen. ArOr 18: 9-24. 

Na?aman, N. !983. The District-System of Israel in the Time of 
the United Monarchy. Zion 48: 1-20 (in Hebrew). 

Rahlfs, A. 191). Septuaginta-Studien 3: 224-39. 

Zertal, A. 1984. Arubboth, Hepher and the Third Solomonic District. Tel 
Aviv (in Hebrew). 
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BEN-ONI (PERSON) [Heb ben-’éni]. The name given by 
Rachel at the moment of her death to her newborn son 
(Gen 35:18). Jacob later changed the name to Benjamin, 
“son of the right hand,” which can also mean “son of good 
fortune” (Westermann Genesis 12-36 BK, 555). Though 
the meaning of Ben-oni is somewhat obscure, the context 
and tradition take “oni” to mean “my misfortune or suffer- 
ing” rather than “my vigor.” (See Speiser Genesis AB, 274). 
The meaning of yamin, “son of good fortune”, has been 
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complicated by the occurrer.ce of the tribal term DUMU, 
(sons of) -yamin, in the Mari documents; there yamin as 
Yemen refers to geographical distribution, “south” or 
“southerner.” However, this distinction, though applied to 
southern Amorites as opposed to northern dwellers, may 
be coincidental. The context almost demands that Ben-oni 
be understood as “son of iny suffering or misfortune” 
from the Heb 74nd, “to be in sorrow.” Therefore, Jacob, to 
avoid an evil harbinger, changed the name to correspond 
to the son who now had completed the twelve. 
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BEN-SIRA, WISDOM OF. See WISDOM OF BEN- 
SIRA. 


BEN-ZOHETH (PERSON) [Heb ben-zéhét]. Individual 
of the tribe of Judah, the son of Ishi (1 Chr 4:20). The 
LXX exhibits a variant reading of the text from “Ben- 
Zoheth” to “the sons of Zoheth” (Heb béné-zé6hét) with the 
names of those sons left wanting. See ZOHETH. 

Davip C. SMITH 


BENAIAH (PERSON) [Heb béndyah; béndyahi]. The 
name Benaiah means “Yahweh has made (a child),” with 
bané meaning “make” as in Gen 2:22, where God makes 
Eve from Adam’s rib (see also Gen 16:2; Ruth 4:11). 
Parallels in the Semitic onomasticon include Akk Jbni- 
Marduk, Ug Ybn?il, and Amorite Ya-ab-ni “Da-gan: “Mar- 
duk/El/Dagan has made (a child)”; cf. also Ashurbanipal 
(AsSur-badni-apli “Ashur is the heir’s Maker”). The name 
Bani is thought to be a shortened form of Benaiah (IPN, 
172-73). 

1. Son of Jehoiada and commander of Solomon’s army. 
Benaiah’s career was marked by unwavering loyalty to 
David and his successor Solomon. He first appears as 
commander of the Cherethites and Pelethites (2 Sam 8:18; 
20:23), probably mercenaries of Cretan and Philistine 
background who acted independently of the regular army 
as David’s personal bodyguard (cf. 2 Sam 23:23 = 1 Chr 
11:25). By backing Solomon’s coronation (1 Kgs 1:32—49), 
Benaiah and his men playec. a decisive role in the power 
struggle between Solomon and his older brother Adonijah. 
Later (1 Kgs 2:13—46), it was Benaiah who executed Adon- 
ijah, Joab (who as commander of the army had supported 
Adonijah’s bid for power), and Shimei the son of Gera, 
who had accused David of illegitimately seizing the throne 
from the House of Saul (2 Sam 16:5-14). The result of 
these executions is summed up by 1! Kgs 2:46: “Thus the 
kingdom was firmly established in Solomon’s hands.” Fol- 
lowing Joab’s death, Benaiah replaced him as commander 
of the army. 

Chronicles contains information concerning Benaiah’s 
duties under David which is not found in Samuel. Accord- 
ing to | Chr 27:5—6, Benaiah was head of a 24,000-man 
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division of the regular army which served the king in the 
third month of every year. The last part of v 6, where the 
text is unclear, perhaps indicates that a son of Benaiah, 
Ammizabad, also occupied this post. 

Many elements in 1 Chronicles 27, however, appear to 
have had their origin in the Chronicler’s own time, not in 
that of Benaiah. The figure of 288,000 men, 12 groups of 
24,000, should be compared to the claim, also found in 
Chronicles, that David appointed 24,000 Levites for work 
in the Temple (1 Chronicles 23) and that he organized the 
priests into 24 divisions (chap. 24) and the 288 musicians 
into 24 groups of 12 (chap. 25). The term mahdlaget “divi- 
sion (of men),” prominent in chap. 27, is not clearly 
attested in this sense in preexilic literature. Furthermore, 
the names of Benaiah and the other 11 leaders could have 
been taken from the list of David’s heroes (1 Chr 11:11- 
47 = 2 Sam 23:8-39). 

Benaiah is credited with heroic deeds and is called bn >y§ 
hyl “a worthy/able man” (2 Sam 23:20, reading hyl for hy 
with the Qere and ! Chr 11:22, and following Talmon 
1960: 165-66 in seeing here the conflation of bn hy! and 
>y¥ byl). He smote the “two 77°?’ (2 Sam 23:20; rin 1 Chr 
11:22) of Moab, which is a difficult expression. A transla- 
tion of “altar-hearth” (cf. Ezek 43:14—16) for ?r(y)?l would 
leave Benaiah with a deed which seems less than heroic. 
Taking ?r(y)?l as Ariel or Uriel, a personal name (cf. Ezra 
8:16; 1 Chr 6:9, etc.), the expression could mean “two 
[sons] of A/Uriel,” with bny, “sons”, of an original sny bny 
lost via homoioteleuton (cf. LXX dyo huious ariél “two sons 
of Ariel’). In this case “Moab” would not be a genitive 
(since it is preceded by a proper noun), but rather a 
locative accusative “in Moab” (cf. Jotion 1923: § 126h; GKC 
§ 118g); alternately bmw°b should be read. One may also 
explain the word as “mighty lion” (cf. ?rzy > “mighty 
cedars,” etc.), either literally, as the end of 2 Sam 23:20 
suggests, or as a figurative term for “champion.” The word 
>y?! appears in line 12 of the Mesha Stela (or Moabite 
Stone). but there too its interpretation is unsure. 

Two other incidents relate to Benaiah’s valor. On one 
snowy day he went down into a pit and killed a lion; on 
another occasion he fought a better-armed Egyptian war- 
rior, snatched the latter’s spear away from him, and killed 
him with it (2 Sam 23:21). The Egyptian is described as >yé 
mr’h (according to the Qere; Ketib: >sr mrh), perhaps 
meaning “a handsome man.” In | Chr 11:23, however, the 
Eg is °ys mdh, “a huge man,” further described as five cubits 
tall and (in terms reminiscent of Goliath, | Sam 17:7, etc.) 
carrying a spear like a weaver’s beam. Many commentators 
follow Wellhausen in regarding 7 middaé of Chronicles as 
original, with mdh corrupted to mrh and “corrected” to 
mr-h (e.g., McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 491). Some scholars 
have seen parallels to Benaiah’s exploits in Egyptian liter- 
ature, but the similarities are of dubious import and are 
far outweighed by differences between the accounts. 

Several passages treat Benaiah’s relation to David’s select 
rosters of warriors: the Three and the Thirty. Benaiah is 
not one of the Three named in 2 Sam 23:8—12. He did not 
attain to membership in the Three according to 2 Sam 
23:22-23 = 1 Chr 11:24-25; these same two passages, 
however, say wlw-sm bsl(w)sh, “and he had a name among 
the Three,” (not, as RSV, “beside the Three”). Most com- 
mentators have proposed emendations such as slym 
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“Thirty” for sh “Three;” Aslih “like the Three” for bslsh 
“among the Three;” and wi? §m lw “he didn’t have a name” 
or wil? §m “he was not placed” for wlw-im “he had a name” 
(NHT, 369; BHS at | Chr 11:24). 

The position of Benaitah vis-a-vis the Thirty is ambigu- 
ous in 2 Samuel 23 = | Chronicles 11. He is said to have 
been honored above (but possibly: “honored among”) the 
Thirty. His name does not appear among the 30 names in 
2 Sam 23:24-39, but the section dealing with him imme- 
diately precedes this list. It is likely that more than 30 men 
could claim to have been at some point members of the 
Thirty (through replacement of dead members, etc.), and 
it is not impossible that an exceptional member would 
receive separate treatment, especially if he were the 
group’s leader. This was precisely the case, according to 1 
Chr 27:6, which also states explicitly that Benaiah was one 
of the Thirty. We are given pause, however, by 2 Sam 
23:18, which says (if, as it seems, Asliym “The Thirty” 
should be read for MT Ketib, Asky or Qere Aslsh) that Joab’s 
brother Abishai was the leader of the Thirty. Possibly the 
two led the group at different times, but it may well be that 
1 Chr 27:6 is based only upon an interpretation of 2 
Samuel 23, and that Benaiah’s status was intermediate 
between the Three and the Thirty. 

The unusual prominence accorded to Benaiah in the list 
of David’s warriors (2 Sam 23:8—39), his placement be- 
tween two brothers of Joab, and Joab’s absence from the 
lists suggest redactional activity in the time of Solomon, 
after Joab was replaced by Benaiah (Zeron 1978). 

Benaiah’s hometown was Kabzeel (2 Sam 23:20; called 
Jekabzeel in Neh 11:25), a town in S Judah near the 
Edomite border (Josh 15:21). According to 1 Chronicles 
27, Benaiah’s father, Jehoiada, was the chief priest (v 5; cf. 
the Jehoiada mentioned in 1 Chr 12:28—Eng 12:27 as a 
descendant of Aaron). It mentions a son Ammizabad (v 6), 
and possibly another son Jehoiada (v 34, thus named for 
his grandfather), but perhaps this should be read “Be- 
naiah son of Jehotada,” not the reverse. 

2. One of the Thirty, an honor roll of David’s warriors 
(2 Sam 23:30=1 Chr 11:31). Benaiah was an Ephraimite 
from Pirathon (1 Chr 27:14). For a discussion of his 
command of 24,000 men in the 11th month of the year, 
see Benaiah 1. 

3. According to | Chr 15:18, 20, and 16:5, one of the 
Levites commissioned to play the harp before the Ark of 
the Covenant in the time of David. He is probably to be 
seen as identical to Benaiah the grandfather of Jahaziel, a 
Levite and prophet of Jehoshaphat’s day (2 Chr 20:14). 

4. One of the priests of David’s day appointed to blow 
the trumpet before the Ark of the Covenant (1 Chr 15:24; 
16:6). 

5. A Simeonite chief of Hezekiah’s time said in ] Chr 
4:34—4]1 to have settled in Gedor (or Gerar; cf. LXX). 

6. A Levite overseer who helped to manage contribu- 
tions to the temple in Hezekiah’s time (2 Chr 31:13). 

7. The father of Pelatiah, a leader in early 6th-century 
B.c. Jerusalem (Ezek 11:1, 13). 

8-11. Four Israelites who married foreign women in 
Ezra’s day. They include a descendant of Parosh (Ezra 
10:25; 1 Esdr 9:26 [Gk Bannaias]); of Pahath-moab (Ezra 
10:30); of Bani (Ezra 10:35); and of Nebo (Ezra 10:43; | 
Esdr 9:35: [Gk Banaias]). 
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BENE-BERAK (PLACE) [Heb béné-berag]. One of the 
towns incluced in the inheritance of the tribe of Dan, 
before the tribe migrated N (Josh 19:45). The annals of 
Sennacherib indicate that Bene-berak (Akk banai-barga) 
was located near Joppa, Beth-dagon, and Azor (ANET, 
287). The town was also known as the home of Rabbi 
Akiba. 

Biblical Bene-berak is currently identified with el-Khei- 
riyah (M.R. .33160), an Arab village located ca. 4 km S of 
the modern Israeli town of Bene-baraq. In the center of 
el-Kheiriyah stood the tomb of the Muslim saint Ibn-Ibraq. 
Surface pottery finds dating from the Iron II and the 
Roman pericd tend to confirm the site’s identification with 
the biblical town. 

Five archaeological sites have been excavated further N 
in the area surrounding modern Bene-baraq (M.R. 
134166). These are, from N to S, (1) Tell Abu-Zeitun, (2) 
Pardess Katz, (3) Givat ha-Radar, (4) the hill of the Weisnitz 
Yeshiva, and (5) Modi’in Street. The ancient names of these 
sites are not known. 

Tell Abu-Zeitun. This small mound is located in the Yar- 
kon valley or. the main route from Joppa via Tell Jarisha to 
Aphek. Abel (GP, 53) suggested that Tell Abu-Zeitun 
should be identified with the levitical city of Gath-Rimmon, 
mentioned together with Jehud and Bene-berak in the 
territory of the tribe of Dan (Josh 19:45; 21:24). but 
against this Mazar (EJ 1: 63) identified it with Tell Jerisha 
(M.R. 132166; cf. also LBHG, 45). Tell Abu-Zeitun was 
excavated in 1957, and two occupation levels (Ia and Ib), 
dating from "he Persian period, were uncovered. The finds 
from level Ia date to the 5th century B.c. and include 
shards of imported Attic ware and an ostracon with the 
name “Hasshub” inscribed. This name appears 5 times in 
the Bible, in contexts related to the postexilic period (1 
Chr 9:14; Neh 11:15). 

Pardes Katz. In 1961 excavations here uncovered the 
foundations of a hexagonal structure that could be dated 
to early in the Ist century B.c. on the basis of a coin of 
Alexander Jannaeus discovered among the ruins. This 
structure is similar in design to a larger hexagonal struc- 
ture partially excavated over a decade earlier on Arloso- 
roff Street in downtown Tel Aviv (whose finds also dated 
to the Hellenistic period). The Arlosoroff structure ap- 
pears to have been related to a rectangular structure (13.5 
by 9 m) excavated further W on Hayarkon Street in front 
of the Hilton Hotel in downtown Tel Aviv (EAEHL 4: 
1167), which also yielded a coin of Alexander Jannaeus. It 
appears, then, that the Pardes Katz structure near Bene- 
Beraq was probably part of a fortification line that, in the 
W, terminated near the Mediterranean Sea with the two 
downtown Tel Aviv structures. Presumably the E terminus 
of this line was Ras el-SAin (biblical ANTIPATRIS), since 
Josephus (Ant 13.390) reports that Alexander Jannaeus 
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built the fortification line “from the mountainside above 
Antipatris to the seacoast of Joppa” (see map, EAEHL 4: 
1163). 

Givat ha-Radar (Bab el-Hawwah). Excavations on the NW 
side of this hill were first carried out in 1942, and some 12 
caves and pits with Chalcolithic burials in baked clay ossu- 
aries were discovered (Ory 1946). These ossuaries were 
similar to those found in Hederah and Tel Aviv (EAEHL 2: 
496; 4: 1163). In 1952, the NE section of the hill was 
excavated, yielding two more Chalcolithic burial caves. One 
(2 m in diameter) was completely empty; apparently the 
inhabitants of the site had no time to make use of it. The 
ceiling of the other cave (7 m in diameter) had collapsed, 
crushing most of the pottery and ossuaries inside, al- 
though the entrance of the cave was undisturbed. The 
ossuaries, containing human remains, were placed in the 
corners of the cave on stone-slab benches, while the pottery 
and incense burners lay in the center. Most of the ossuaries 
were shaped like rectangular houses within the opening 
placed high on the short ends (see EAEHL, 185). The 
largest ossuary was 60 by 2! by 40 cm, while the smaller 
ones were only 15 cm in diameter. 

The Weisnitz Yeshiva. Artifacts were uncovered while the 
foundations of a modern synagogue were being dug at the 
Weisnitz Yeshiva on a high hill E of Bene-Beraq. Excava- 
tions in 1953 uncovered the remains of four building 
levels, all dating to the 3d and 2d centuries 8.c. and all 
using dressed kurkar stones, rough stones, and pise de terre. 
Other finds included several bronze coins, potshards, and 
fragments of lamps. Apparently this had been part of a 
Hellenistic fort which served as an observation point over- 
looking the road running E from the Yarkon basin to the 
Ono valley. 

Modi’in Street. Modiin Street serves as the municipal 
boundary between the modern towns of Bene-Baraq and 
Ramat-Gan, and ancient remains have been found scat- 
tered over the hills on both sides of the street. Excavations 
there—first by Ory, then by Kaplan—uncovered a number 
of burial caves, the remains cf a mosaic floor, and the floor 
of a winepress, all dating between the Ist century B.c. and 
the 5th century a.p. 
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BENE QEDEM. See EAST, PEOPLE OF THE. 


BENE-JAAKAN (PLACE) [Heb béné ya‘éqan]. A camp- 
site for the people of Israel during the wilderness period 
(Num 33:31-32). It is described as being near the border 
of Edom. The name Jaakan is also associated with this 
region as one of the Horite clans in the genealogy of Seir 
(1 Chr 1:42). The movements of the people in the Num- 
bers passage suggest a regular migration route with their 
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herds from one grazing area and water source to another. 
Elsewhere (Deut 10:6) this site is called BEEROTH BENE- 
JAAKAN. 

Vicror H. MATTHEWS 


BENEDICTUS. The prophetic poem in praise of God 
ascribed to Zachariah in Luke 1:67—79. God’s redemptive 
concern for the people of Israel is the dominant theme, 
which in turn invites consideration of the people’s appro- 
priate response. 

Within the total structure of Luke 1, the poem serves as 
counterpoint to the angel Gabriel’s announcement (vv 30— 
33) and the Magnificat (vv 46-55). The poem is carefully 
crafted. Although it contains numerous Hebraic features, 
Luke is conscious of his Greco-Roman public and shapes 
the poem in a pattern of preamble (vv 68—75), in which he 
features the goodness of God, and of resolution (vv 76— 
79), in which he sets forth John’s assignment, with vv 74— 
75 serving as transition. 

Linking the beginning and the end is the term episkepto- 
mai (visit, vv 68, 78). The theme of rescue is expressed in 
a variety of ways and pervades the whole, with the specific 
term soteria (salvation) sounding the thematic beat with 
special force at intervals (vv 69, 71, 77). In a corresponding 
manner, there is dramatic interplay of people’s expecta- 
tions and apparent delay of divine action, a tension that is 
relieved by assurance of God’s fidelity as exhibited in 
history’s present hour (vv 70, 72-73). A further contrib- 
uting factor to the dramatic impact of the poem are the 
two varieties of hostilities. On the one hand, the people are 
oppressed by their enemies (vv 71-73), and on the other, 
the people through sin are in opposition to God. Salvation 
in its deepest reality means that God rescues the people 
from their sins so that they may serve God “without fear 
in holiness and righteousness . . . all the days of” their lives 
(vv 74-75). The implication is that God will in turn resolve 
hostilities from other directions, and it is the function of 
John the Baptist to prepare the people for the entrance of 
Jesus (vv 76—77). The poem therefore appropriately ends 
on the note of “peace” (v 79), for God offers in Jesus the 
ultimate definition of peace. Within the total structure of 
Luke’s gospel, echoes of the Benedictus are to be heard 
(especially at 7:16 and, in dramatic contrast to Jesus’ reac- 
tion in the face of Jerusalem’s negative response, at 19:41— 
44). 

Zachariah’s words amplify the promises of the Magnifi- 
cat (Luke 1:46—55). Among its other functions in Luke’s 
total work are introduction of the principal christological 
issues, especially in reference to Jesus’ role as a Davidide 
(cf. 6:3; 18:38—39; Acts 2, 4, 13), relation to Abraham and 
moral responsibility (Luke 3:8; 13:16, 28; 16:19-37), and 
the mission of the Servant of the Lord, with emphasis on 
the gift of peace. Since Luke’s auditors know how the story 
of Jesus ends, the optimistic tone of the poem evokes 
awareness of the bleak reality soon to be expressed in 
Simeon’s warning addressed to Mary (2:34). 

The poem appears to have originated in Jewish-Chris- 
tian Palestinian circles, before the fall of Jerusalem. It is a 
blend of terms and phrases drawn for the most part from 
the Old Testament, with themes that are reminiscent of 
the Psalms of Solomon, and in a form that parallels poems 
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in praise of God from Qumran (1 QM 14). Whether Luke 
edited a Semitic original or a Greek translation cannot be 
determined with certainty, but vv 73—75 include Hellenis- 
tic chancery phrasing, some of which parallels philosophi- 
cal terminology (“oath which he swore” [cf. SJG3 1917: no. 
736.135-37]) and “in holiness and righteousness” [S/G3 
no. 800.21; Pl. Prt. 329c]). That he composed the entire 
poem is not generally considered probable, but vv 70 and 
76-77 may well owe their origin to his editorial pen. 

The Benedictus is used in the Office of Lauds in Eastern 
and Western liturgies. (See Fitzmyer Luke AB, 374-90; 
Pirot DBSup 4: 956-62.) 
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BENEFACTOR. A person or deity who is considered 
to be of singular merit (Gk areté) because of benefits 
conferred on others. The infrequency of the term “‘bene- 
factor” and cognates in translations of the Bible does not 
adequately reflect the historical context in which especially 
the Greek NT and the LXX and related literature took 
shape. As indicated below, the word euergetés (one who 
does good; Luke 22:25; also Esth 8:12c, n; Wis 19:14; 2 
Macc 4:2), is but one of many terms used in reference to 
benefactors (cf. Pollux 5.140) whether deities or human 
beings, from heads of state to secretaries of small clubs 
(see Jessen and Oehler PW 6: 978-81; Willrich PW 6: 
981-82). 

Literature from the time of Homer attests the prestige 
enjoyed by those who were noted for their areté and dis- 
plays a democratizing process from recognition of military 
prowess (Achilles, Hector) to emphasis on moral virtue. 
Plato’s dialogues are mainly discourses on areté and the 
essence of beneficence (Meno 96e). The truly public-spir- 
ited citizen or benefactor is one who aspires to the highest 
virtues, including, especially, uprightness (dikazosyné). Stoic 
philosophers encouraged the democratizing process, and 
some of the terminology they helped popularize became a 
formulaic element in bureaucratic and sacral documents, 
principally epigraphic, in praise of benefactors, divine and 
human. Some of Paul’s diction (dtkatosyné and charis (benef- 
icence]) would be especially meaningful to Greco-Roman 
addressees. 

Recognition of areié and beneficence cuts across bound- 
aries of gender. Luke’s recognition of a number of women 
(Luke 8:1—3), and of Lydia (Acts 16:14) shows accurate 
cultural awareness (see also ASSOCIATIONS). Women 
benefactors cited in inscriptions include, for example, 
Manto, daughter of Bion and wife of Chaireas, who was 
honored by youth associations for her contributions (C/G 
no. 3101); and at Atalaia a woman gymnasiarch named 
Kaikilia Tertylla headed elders, young men, and boys (SEG 
no. 696). 

Among the terms used in the Greek Bible either to 
describe those who qualify for special recognition or to 
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express their beneficent actions are: extraordinary merit 
(areté, Phil 4:8; 1 Pet 2:9; 2 Pet 1:3, 5); a good person (anér 
agathos, Luke 23:50; Acts 11:24); one who exhibits nobility, 
“fine and good” (kalos kat agathos or kalokagathos, 2 Macc 
15:12; Luke 8:15); one who serves with total devotion, 
gives oneself (didous heauton and related expressions, 1 
Macc 2:50; 11:23; Gal 1:4; Titus 2:14; Acts 15:26; 20:24; 
2 Cor 8:5; 12:15; 1 Thess 2:8); one engaged in public 
service (leitourgos, Rom 13:6; 15:16; Phil 2:25; verb, lectour- 
ged, Rom 15:27; leitourgia, 2 Cor 9:12; Phil 2:17, 30); one 
who is generously kind (chréstos, frequently of God in the 
Psalms; 1 Macc 6:11; 2 Macc 1:24; Luke 6:35; Rom 2:4; 
Eph 4:32; 1 et 2:3; chréstotés, Rom 2:4; 11:22; 2 Cor 6:6; 
Eph 2:7; Tit 3:4); one who exhibits goodwill (eunoed, Esth 
8:12u; eunoia, Esth 2:23; 3:13c; 6:4; 1 Macc 11:33, 53; 2 
Maccabees passim; Eph 6:7); one who functions as savior 
(sdtér, passim); one distinguished “in word and deed” (logo 
kai ergo, Luke 24:19; Acts 7:22); one offering friendly help 
to people in need (ghilanthrépia, Esth 8:121; 2 Macc 6:22; 
14:9; Acts 28:2; Tit 3:4; adj., 1 Esdr 8:10; Wis 1:6; 7:23; 
12:19; 2 Macc 4:11; verb, 2 Macc 13:23; adverb, 2 Macc 
9:27; Acts 27:3); one who is noted for righteousness (di- 
kaiosyné, passim) or piety (eusebeia, passim) or both; one 
eager to render service (philotimeomai, Rom 15:20; 2 Cor 
5:9; 1 Thess 4:11; adv. philotimés, 2 Macc 2:21); one who 
does good works (verbs, euergeted, Ps 12[13]:6; 56[57]:3; 
114[116]:7; Wis 3:5; 11:5; 16:2; 2 Macc 10:38; Acts 10:38; 
nouns, euergetés, Esth 8:12c,n; Wis 19:14; 2 Mace 4:2: Lk 
22:25; euergeiia, Ps 77[78}:11; Wis 16:11, 24; 2 Macc 6:13; 
9:26; Acts 4:9; 1 Tim 6:2; ewergetikos, Wis 7:22; euergetéma, 
2 Macc 5:20; and one who carries out obligations “freely”; 
dérean, Rom 3:24; 2 Cor 11:7). Of the 22 occurrences of 
the euerg- word family relating to beneficence in the Greek 
Bible, 14 have God as their referent, directly or indirectly: 
Ps 12(13):6; 56 (57):3; 77(78):11; 114(116):7; Wis 3:5; 
7:23; 11:5; 16:2,11; 2 Macc 5:20; 6:13; 10:38; Luke 22:25; 
Acts 4:9; 1 Tim 6:2. The balance span a variety of benefac- 
tors: Esth 8:12c 2x (unspecified); 8:12n (Mordecai); Wis 
16:24 (creation); 19:14 (Jews in Egypt); 2 Macc 4:2 (Onias); 
9:26 Antiochos Epiphanes; Luke 22:25 (false claimants to 
the title). 

Apart from conventional terminology, praise for a spe- 
cific service that has been rendered may identify one as a 
benefactor. Such is the case in Luke 7:1-10. So also Titus 
and an unnamed “brother” receive commendation {rom 
Paul for their valued services (2 Cor 8:16—24), and Onesi- 
phoros is singled out in 2 Tim 1:15-18. 

Since the very notion of deity implies beneficent con- 
cern, recitals in praise of such deities as Isis and Sarapis 
have been called aretalogies, but when used in such a 
narrow sense the term lacks scientific precision and is 
therefore best applied to all recitals of exceptional merit, 
whether of deities or human beings. Much of the Book of 
Wisdom is ar aretalogy of wisdom, and Sirach 24 parallels 
the autobiographical aretalogy of Isis found at Kyme. 
Various additions to the Hebrew text of Esther (LXX 
Rahlfs, 3:13a—-g and 8:12a—x, 13) bear the impress of 
benefactor themes and diction. The version of Jesus’ ser- 
mon in Luke 6:20—49 is a mosaic of benefactor motifs with 
emphasis on pandemic divine generosity (6:35). Luke 
22:24-97 is not an attack on the term “benefactor,” but on 
distortion of the concept by selfish egotists. Indeed, Acts 
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4:8-10, with its use of the term euergesis in v. 9, shows that 
Luke approves of the diction when understood properly 
and shows that the disciples finally absorbed their lesson. 
Luke also makes effective use of the antonym kakourgos 
(malefactor, Luke 23:32, 33, 39) to highlight the contrast- 
ing role of Jesus as the Great Benefactor. 

At Lystra, Barnabas and Paul describe God as the “bene- 
factor who bestows rain and fruitful seasons, and in rich 
measure provides you with food and contentment” (Acts 
14:17; cf. Xenophon Mem. 4.3). Paul repeats the words in 
slightly altered form at Athens (Acts 17:25--26). Jesus 
Christ is identified as “one whio went about as a benefactor, 
healing all who were oppressed by the devil” (Acts 10:38). 
This description encapsulates Luke’s portrayal of Jesus in 
the Gospel, where the evangelist’s editorial treatment of 
tradition depicts Jesus as the Great Benefactor, with the 
climactic observation of Kleupas: “powerful in deed and 
word” (Luke 24:19). Like Greco-Roman heads of state who 
surmounted a variety of perils in behalf of their constitu- 
encies, Jesus is an endangered benefactor who endures 
even death in commitment to responsibility. Instead of 
pronouncing Jesus to be God’s Son (Mark 15:39), the 
centurion at the cross in Luke’s account declares him to be 
“upright” (Luke 23:47), an outstanding mark of the bene- 
factor. 

The ultimate reward for extraordinary beneficence is 
immortality. According to Greco-Roman legends, some of 
the most notable recipients of such honor include Hera- 
kles, Asklepios, Empedokles, Alexander the Great, Romu- 
lus, Julius Caesar, and Caesar Augustus. Through resur- 
rection Jesus becomes the immortal of immortals, restored 
to Israel and the world as God’s unique gift (Acts 10:39-— 
43). 

Invitations to imitate benefactors are common in hon- 
orary inscriptions, and Paul makes frequent use of the 
topic in his ethical appeals and in descriptions of his own 
lifestyle. Indeed, 2 Corinthians owes much of its dramatic 
coloration to Paul’s projection of himself, occasionally with 
tongue in cheek, as a person of exceptional merit and 
benefactor of the Corinthian Christians. Hence he empha- 
sizes his total commitment to the gospel of divine benefi- 
cence that he brought to Corinth. A dominant feature is 
the apostle’s use of a formulation known as peristasis or 
recital of personal hardships (2 Cor 4:7—12; 6:3-10; 
11:22-29). Greco-Romans prized endurance in their heads 
of state, and the theme frequently appears in documents 
honoring benefactors. 

In Luke’s writings the Isaianic Servant of the Lord is 
partly interpreted through use of the Greco-Roman bene- 
factor model (see NUNC INMITTIS). In the Book of 
Revelation both God and Jesus Christ are the recipients of 
numerous accolades that display a blend of Semitic and 
Greco-Roman formulation, with references to creation or 
salvation (Rev 4:11; 5:9—14; 7:10—-17; 11:16-18; 12:10- 
12; 19:1-8). 
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BENINU (PERSON) [Heb bénini]. A Levite and a sig- 
natory to the code of Nehemiah (Neh 10:13). The name 
may mean “our son,” but some scholars have suggested 
that the names of other Levites, Chenani (9:4), Bani (Ezra 
2:10), and Binnui (Ezra 8:33), may have originally stood 
here in the list, since Beninu receives only a single mention 
(Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 180). 
FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT 


BENJAMIN (PERSON) [Heb binyaémin; binyamin]. BEN- 
JAMINITE. 1. The youngest son of Jacob (Gen 35:18) 
and, as such, a designation for an Israelite tribe and its 
territory. Accordingly, the tribe’s members or the inhabi- 
tants of the tribal region are called Benjaminites. 


A. Name 

Since all of Jacob’s sons should be understood as heroes 
eponymi of the corresponding Israelite tribes, the use of 
the name Benjamin to refer to Jacob’s youngest son should 
be seen as a secondary application dependent on the tribal 
name Benjamin. All other instances of Benjamin as a 
personal name should be understood similarly (1 Chr 
7:10; Ezra 10:32; Neh 3:23). Thus the use of the name 
Benjamin as a tribal designation represents the primary 
witness to the Israelite name Benjamin. 

The tribe of Benjamin and its territory, as well as the 
personal name based on them, are always designated in 
the OT by the Hebrew word bnymyn. Alongside of this, the 
construction bn-ymyny (bny) serves as a name for the mem- 
bers of the tribe of Benjamin. Appearing occasionally, the 
word bnymyn composed with bn (bny) or yk Pnsy) (Judg 
1:21; 1 Sam 4:12; Ezra 10:9) represents a subsequent stage 
of development, since the word bnymyn itself already con- 
tains the word bn. This composition was created by analogy 
with the verbal construction bn-ymyny (bny) or ?ys ymyn Pnsy). 

A comparison of the word forms bnymyn and bn-ymyny 
shows clearly that both have the same meaning and also 
that the word ymyn (“the right side,” “the south side”) 
provides the key word for explaining the name Benjamin. 
Therefore, this name signifies “son of the right-hand side” 
or “son of the south,” that is, the one dwelling on the right 
or to the south. This designation for the tribe of Benjamin 
(or its members) can be understood only from the geo- 
graphical perspective of this tribe in relationship to an- 
other geographical or ethnic entity. It is very probable that 
this name reflects the close connection between the tribe 
of Benjamin and the influential tribe of Ephraim settled 
to its immediate north. Since Ephraim, together with the 
tribe of Manasseh, was subsumed under the rubric “house 
of Joseph” during the monarchy, it is also clear why 
Benjamin usually appears alongside Joseph in the tribal 
lists (Gen 35:24; 46:19, 21; 1 Chr 2:2) and why the fictive 
tribal ancestor is Joseph’s only full brother who receives 
special treatment; thus Benjamin plays a special role in the 
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Joseph novella (Gen 42:4, 36; 43:14-16, 29, 34; 44:12; 
45:12, 14, 22). 

In the story of the birth of Benjamin (Gen 35:16-20), 
which refers back to the birth of Joseph (30:24) and 
therefore represents Benjamin as the second son of Rachel 
by Jacob, Rachel gives this son the name Ben-Oni (Heb 
ben-6ni). After her death, Jacob changed this name (which 
means “son of my pain/sorrow”) to Benjamin, understood 
as “child of happiness/fortune” (compare the same dou- 
bling of the Arabic “Yemen” (“land of the south” and 
“Arabia Felix”). The point of this unhistorical narrative 
(elucidating an itinerary reference; Westermann Genesis 
BKAT, 675) was to elaborate literarily on the death of 
Jacob’s favorite wife at the time his youngest son was born. 


B. Tribal History 

1. Premonarchic Period. Often attempts have been 
made to derive the name Benjamin from the historical 
situation of nomadic groups in the first half of the 2d 
millennium B.c.£., which witness both Bani-sim‘al, “son of 
the north,” and Bani-yamina, “son of the south” (cunei- 
form texts of King Zimrilim of Mari). Primarily because of 
the great temporal and geographical discrepancies be- 
tween the actual appearance of the tribe of Benjamin and 
the depiction of this emergence in Canaan, such a connec- 
tion is quite uncertain. This does not exclude the possibil- 
ity, however, that clans forming the tribe of Benjamin may 
have originated outside of the land of Canaan. According 
to the so-called Benjaminite conquest tradition (Joshua 2— 
9), which was expanded to form a pan-Israelite presenta- 
tion only at a second stage, these clans shortly before 1200 
B.c.E. forged their way from the E across the Jordan at 
Jericho into the small land mass between Luz-Bethel and 
Jerusalem. At this time the old Canaanite city Gibeon 
(Joshua 9) formed the W boundary. Although the figure 
Rachel is associated especially with Benjamin in the OT 
traditions (Gen 35:19 emendation; 1 Sam 10:2; Jer 31:15), 
it remains an open question whether she was the leader of 
these clans. In any case, Joshua probably played a leading 
role in the establishment of the Benjaminite clans in Cis- 
jordan. Since he was an Ephraimite (Josh 24:29—30), one 
can assume that there was a close connection between the 
Benjaminite and Ephraimite clans even before the con- 
quest, perhaps in the form of a military coalition. This is 
impressively confirmed by the boundary line between the 
Benjaminite and Ephraimite settlements in the area 
around the sanctuary at Gilgal (Joshua 4—5). The territo- 
ries of the Benjaminite and Ephraimite clans were divided 
up so that this initial sanctuary to Yahweh, built by Joshua 
where an older cultic place had once stood, lay almost 
exactly on the border between the Benjaminite and 
Ephraimite regions. The traditions of a Benjaminite- 
Ephraimite military coalition entering Canaan from the E 
may be confirmed by the archaeological evidence at Ben- 
jaminite sites. For example, the excavations at Gibeah, 
Mizpah, and Ai attest new, small settlements at the begin- 
ning of the Iron I period, and field surveys at Anathoth, 
Geba, and Ramah confirm this picture. Nevertheless some 
archaeologists suspect that the Iron Age inhabitants of Ai 
came there not from the E but from the lowlands to the W 
and N. See also Al (PLACE). 

Because of the small size of the Benjaminite clans and 
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their territory compared with those of the Ephraimite 
clans, Benjarain soon became increasingly dependent on 
Ephraim. This seems to be the case already in the Song of 
Deborah, which presents a leaderless Benjamin associated 
closely with Ephraim (Judg 5:14). The smallness of this 
tribe also explains how King Eglon of Moab could force it 
to render tribute for eighteen years, until Ehud the Ben- 
jaminite again was able to dissolve this dependence (Judg 
3:12—30). When, on the other hand, Benjamin is com- 
pared in Jacob’s blessing with a rapacious wolf that rips up 
and devours its prey (Gen 49:27), an allusion is being 
made to atracks on merchant caravanners traveling 
through the land. No doubt the Benjaminites were very 
skilled in the use of weapons and were feared for that 
reason, particularly because many of them were left- 
handed (Judg 3:21; 20:16) and practiced an unorthodox 
style of combat. It was this moment of unbridled warfare 
that led the Benjaminites to the brink of destruction, 
especially when they turned on members of their own 
people Israe!. In a battle against other Israelite tribes, 
above all Ephraim (Judges 19-21), Benjamin was almost 
totally destroyed. Its continued existence was made possi- 
ble only because the men who were not killed were permit- 
ted to acquire new wives from non-Benjaminite areas 
(Judges 21). 

2. The Early Monarchic Period. The tribe of Benjamin 
achieved its historical zenith, exerting a great influence on 
the other tribes, in the establishment of the monarchy 
under King Saul, who was himself a Benjaminite (1 Sam 
9:1-2, 21; 10:20-21; 2 Sam 21:14; Acts 13:21). Actions 
taken by him and his oldest son Jonathan against the 
Philistines (1 Sam 13:2—4, 15-23; 14:16) in the tribal area 
of Benjamin. signaled Israel’s liberation from Philistine 
occupation. After consolidating his strong position, he 
expanded the Benjaminite tribal territory to the west. He 
did this by conquering the old Canaanite cities Gibeon and 
Beeroth, and perhaps even Chephirah. When he captured 
Gibeon, he was probably pursuing the concurrent goal of 
establishing for the young kingdom a capital that was 
independent of the other tribes. At the same time he was 
able to builcl a royal sanctuary on the “great height” 
located in the immediate vicinity of Gibeon, which took on 
a special significance even during the reign of King Solo- 
mon (1 Kgs 3:4—15). 

After the cleath of King Saul and his three oldest sons 
in the Philistine defeat of the Israelites (1 Samuel 31), the 
tribe of Benjamin acknowledged Saul’s youngest son, Ish- 
baal, as his successor (2 Sam 2:9). Soon afterward, encour- 
aged by Abner, it transferred its allegiance to David (2 
Sam 2:19). Since Abner’s decision was kindled by entirely 
personal motives, the majority of Benjaminites continued 
to reject David. Accordingly, Absalom’s revolt against Da- 
vid was probably welcomed, as the behavior of Shimei the 
Benjaminite n this affair indicates (2 Sam 16:11). The 
rebellion of the Benjaminite Sheba against David also 
reveals this as well (2 Samuel 20). 

When King Solomon parceled out the tribes N of Judah 
into twelve districts, the tribal territory of Benjamin be- 
came an independent district with its own governor, Shi- 
mei (1 Kgs 4:18). The division of the kingdom after 
Solomon’s death again neutralized this action, and Benja- 
min chose an alliance with Judah, forming a kingdom 
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bearing the name Judah ruled by King Rehoboam (1 Kgs 
12:20 [LXX], 21-24). The boundary list in Josh 16:1-3, 
which should be understood as a document supplement- 
ing the list in Josh 15:2-12a from the Davidic period, 
represents the border that had emerged between the fra- 
ternal kingdoms of Israel and Judah. By combining these 
two lists, a Deuteronomistic redactor probably in the exilic 
period created the Benjaminite boundary list in Josh 
18:12-20. 

3. The Later Monarchic Period. As a consequence of 
the battles that were soon to begin between Israel and 
Judah, in the subsequent decades the boundary between 
these two kingdoms was shifted repeatedly. This led at the 
same time to a division of the tribal territory of Benjamin. 
Initially, Judah was even able to annex the regions beyond 
Benjamin’s N border, in particular, those of Bethel, Jes- 
hanah, and Ephron (2 Chr 13:19). Then, probably still 
under Jeroboam I, Israel was able to take the offensive 
and during the reign of Baasha pushed forward as far as 
Ramah, where a defensive fortification was installed at the 
border (1 Kgs 15:17). Even if that might have meant the 
Israelite occupation of Benjamin’s N territory, the Judean 
king Asa soon afterward effected a withdrawal of the N 
kingdom beyond Geba and Mizpah (1 Kgs 15:22), thereby 
regaining almost the entire central section of the tribal 
territory of Benjamin as a possession of the S kingdom. 
The NE part of Benjamin remained Israelite territory, 
however, as Jericho’s resettlement by Ephraimites from 
Bethel shows (1 Kgs 16:34). Also Geba and Parah were 
probably annexed to the Benjaminite territory in the N 
kingdom during the reign of King Amaziah of Judah (cf. 
2 Kgs 14:8—14). For a short time during the Syro-Ephraim- 
ite war, Israel eventually occupied the entire region of 
Benjamin as far as its S border (cf. Hos 5:8). 

After the Assyrian destruciion of the N kingdom, King 
Josiah was the first person able to reunite the N part of 
Benjamin and the districts of Bethel, Ophrah, and Zemar- 
aim with the kingdom of Judah, as indicated by Josh 
18:21—24 (which forms a supplement to the list of Benja- 
minite place names from this time). This additional listing 
supplements the list of place names for the Kingdom of 
Judah (probably compiled already during the reign of 
King Uzziah or even earlier), according to which the S 
kingdom was divided into twelve districts and the Benja- 
minite territory that belongec| to Judah formed a separate 
district (Josh 18:25—28a). 

In the years immediately before and after the demise of 
the Kingdom of Judah in 587 B.c.£., Benjamin took on a 
special significance once again. Apparently not touched by 
Nebuchadrezzar’s reduction of the Kingdom of Judah in 
597 B.c.£. (cf. Jer 32:8; 37:12), Benjamin probably served 
as a center of opposition to the policies of the last Judean 
king, Zedekiah. The prophet Jeremiah, who spoke vehe- 
mently against the anti-Babylonian policies of Zedekiah, 
came from Anathoth in Benjamin (Jer 1:1). Undoubtedly, 
Benjaminite territory remained unscathed in the destruc- 
tion of 587 B.c.E. because of this disposition within Benja- 
minite circles. It was therefore only a matter of course that 
the Benjaminite city Mizpah became the administrative 
seat of the highest ranking, native official installed by the 
Babylonians over the annexed area (2 Kgs 25:22—23; Jer 
40:6) after the dissolution of the kingdom of Judah. That 
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also had the consequence that other officials, scribes, and 
priests settled here. The sanctuary at Mizpah acquired a 
special status (Jer 41:5), and the Deuteronomistic History 
(Dtr) probably even came into existence here soon after- 
ward. 

4. The Postexilic Period. In the postexilic period the 
tribal area of Benjamin remained in close association with 
Judah. Along with Judah, Benjamin was initially put under 
the command of the Persian governor in Samaria. Those 
returning from Babylonian exile considered their destina- 
tion to be both Judah proper and Benjamin, and Benja- 
minites participated in various ways in the subsequent 
restoration. Perhaps already under the leadership of Ze- 
rubbabel, but certainly at the time of Nehemiah, Benjamin 
and Judah achieved the status of an independent subprov- 
ince in the Persian satrapy Beyond-the-River (Neh 5:14). 
The archaeological record attests to the destruction of 
numerous Benjaminite towns (Bethel, Gibeon, Gibeah) in 
the first quarter of the 5th century B.c.£. The precise 
significance of this is debated, although it seems to indicate 
some disturbances between the Judaean community in 
Jerusalem and Samaria to its north, possibly related to the 
political tensions described in Ezra 4 (Widengren J/H, 502, 
525-26). 

Afterwards both Benjamin and Judah were incorporated 
as Youdaia into the kingdom of Alexander the Great and 
in the kingdoms of the Hellenistic Diadochi. The postexilic 
literature knows Benjamin as a completely independent 
tribe, almost always named along with Ephraim and Ma- 
nasseh or Joseph. Chronicles provides a plethora of gene- 
alogical material (1 Chr 7:6-12; 8; 9:3, 7-9) as well as 
some special traditions (1 Chr 12:2~7, 16--18; 21:6) on this 
subject. Furthermore, the knowledge that Benjamin was 
an independent entity was not lost in the Roman period. 
Even the apostle Paul is acutely aware of his heritage as a 
Benjaminite (Rom 11:1; Phil 3:5). 
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2. A son of Bilhan (1 Chr 7:10), which according to the 
genealogy of 1 Chr 7:6—12 (which was probably based on 
a postexilic list), was a great grandson of the patriarch 
Benjamin (#1 above). Some scholars have suggested that 
this genealogy probably belongs to the patriarch Zebulun, 
but Williamson (Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 78) finds the 
proposed emendations unconvincing. 

3. Ason of Harim (Ezra 10:31—32), who is listed among 
those who had married a foreign woman, possibly the 
Benjamin of Neh 3:23. Since his name appears in the third 
list, following the lists of priests (Ezra 10:18-22) and 
Levites (Ezra 10:23-—24), this Benjamin must have been a 
layman. 

4. A man who, along with Hasshub (a man who shared 
a house with Benjamin), repaired part of Jerusalem’s wall 
(Neh 3:23). Although many involved in the repairs were 
priests and Levites, it is not clear if the Benjamin named 
here was of levitical descent. Benjamin is not a priestly 
name. If he was the Benjamin of Ezra 10:31-32, then he 
was a layman. (A lay Hasshub is mentioned in Neh 3:11; 
but it is a levitical Hasshub in Neh 11:15.) Is he the 
Benjamin mentioned in Neh 12:34? His name is given as 
one of the “princes of Judah” (Neh 12:31) involved in the 
dedication of the wall (vv. 27—43). But there is some textual 
uncertainty. Clines (Chronicles NCBC, 231) suspects that 
Benjamin is a minor corruption of Miniamin (cf. vv 5, 17), 
but both the Vulgate and the LXX read “Beniamin.” 
However since the LXX, but not the Vulgate, reads Benia- 
min in v 17 as well, Cline’s suspicion may be correct. 

Craic A. EVANS 


BENJAMIN GATE (PLACE) (Heb ja‘ar binyamin). 
Gate of pre-exilic Jerusalem. In Jer 37: 13, Jeremiah tried 
to leave the city for the territory of Benjamin by way of the 
Benjamin Gate; and in Jer 38: 7, King Zedekiah was sitting 
in the Benjamin Gate. The fact that Jeremiah was heading 
N for Anathoth (Jer 1: 1) by means of the Benjamin Gate 
argues that this gate was in the northeast part of the city, 
not far from the temple courts. This no doubt was the gate 
of the people described in Jer 17: 19 where the kings of 
Judah went in and out. In postexilic umes, this gate may 
have been called the Muster/Inspection Gate (Neh 3: 31) 
located at the N end of the E wall, or, as others suggest, 
the Sheep Gate (Neh 3: 32), at the upper end of the E wall. 
Some argue that the Upper Benjamin Gate (Jer 20: 2) 
leading into the temple, rebuilt by King Jotham (2 Kgs 15: 
35), is the same as the Benjamin Gate, while others argue 
that the Benjamin Gate located in the city wall is to be 
distinguished from the Upper Benjamin Gate, the “north 
gate of the inner [temple] court” (Ezek 8: 3). 
W. HAROLD MARE 


BENO (PERSON) [Heb 6éné]. One of the “remaining 
Levites” who, according to the Chronicler, casts lots before 
David, Zadok, and Ahimelek in order to receive his place 
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among the levitical household leaders (1 Chr 24:27). The 
Chronicler grants Beno a levitical lineage as the son of 
Jaaziah, a descendant of Merari, along with his brothers, 
Shoham, Zaccur, and Ibri (1 Chr 24:27). However, com- 
plex textual problems abound in the two verses of 1 
Chronicles where Beno appears. The LXX contains varta- 
tions on MT’s bené, yet its readings are also problematic. 
Two text-critical solutions seem most plausible. The first 
solution, based primarily on the MT, asserts that bend did 
not originally represent a personal name; instead, it was 
meant to corivey its literal meaning—“his son” (Myers / 
Chronicles AB, 163). The second solution, following the 
LXX, argues that bené in 1 Chr 24:27 most likely repre- 
sents a corruption of BANI (Heb ban), a popular name in 
postexilic Jucah (Curtis and Madsen Chronicles ICC, 274). 
In either case, it seems unlikely that bend ultimately refers 
to an historical person. Instead, its presence in the MT 
highlights the vicissitudes of the textual transmission of 
names in the OT. 
Joun W. WricHT 


BEON (PLACE) [Heb bé‘6n]. A site in N Moab allotted to 
the tribe of Reuben for pasture (Num 32:3). It is generally 
identified with BAAL-MEON. The critical apparatus of 
BHS conjectures that MT’s bn is corrupt, and should be 
read *bt m‘n, that is, Beth Meon (as in Jer 48:23). 

C. GILBERT ROMERO 


BEOR (PERSON) [Heb 6é‘r]. 1. The father of the 
Edomite “king” Bela (Gen 36:32; 1 Chr 1:43). See BELA. 

2. The father of the prophet Balaam (Num 22:5; 24:3, 
15; 31:8; Deut 23:5; Josh 13:22; 24:9; Mic 6:5) also at- 
tested in the Balaam Text from Tell Deir ‘Alla (Weippert 
and Weippert 1982; Hackett 1984). 

As a personal name, 6% is attested in Safaitic (Harding 
1971: 111); Ar Ba® in Ibn Hisham supposedly is a clerical 
error (Caskel 1966: 224). Safaitic b‘r, however, is most 
easily vocalized *BaSr “camel”; this noun signified “cattle” 
in more ancient West Semitic languages (viz. Heb and 
Sabaic). The Heb personal name 6%, Baara (1 Chr 8:8), 
does not furnish a parallel either, since this can easily be 
explained as an hypocoristic formation of 6& + rm/r7h/rsh. 
Albright’s attempt (1944: 232) to explain Beor as a similar 
formation does not agree with the vowel pattern, and the 
absence of any hypocoristic ending, in Beor. The Edomite 
and Transjordanian name Beor is, therefore, best re- 
garded as unexplained (see Knauf 1985 for the language 
of the Tell Deir ’Allah text). 


Bibliography 
Albright, W. F. 1944. The Oracles of Balaam. JBL 63: 207-233. 
Caskel, W. 196€. Gamharat an-nasab. Das genealogische Werk des Hisam 
ibn Muhammad al-Kalli, I. Leiden. 
Hackett, J. A. 1984. The Balaam Text from Deir ’Alla. HSM 31. Chico. 
Harding, G. L. 1971. An Index and Concordance of Pre-Islamic Arabian 
Names and inscriptions. Toronto. 
Knauf, E. A. 1985. Review of Hackett (1984). ZDPV 101: 187-91. 
Weippert, H. znd M. 1982. Die ’Bileam-Inschrift vom Tell Der 
‘Alla. ZDPV 98: 77-103. 
Ernst AxEL KNAUF 


674 -I 


BERA (PERSON) [Heb bera‘]. King of Sodom, Gen 14:2. 
Elsewhere in the chap (vv 8, 10, 17, 21, 22), he appears 
simply as “the king of Sodom.” Together with four other 
kings (of Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboim, and Bela, that is, 
Zoar), Bera served Chedorlaomer for twelve years. In their 
thirteenth year, these kings rebelled and were defeated in 
the following year by Chedorlaomer and his allies in the 
Valley of SIDDIM. As the kings of Sodom and Gomorrah 
fled, they fell into bitumen pits, which certainly means that 
they perished. Therefore the verses 17, 21-22, in which 
the king of Sodom reappeirs alive and well, must be 
considered an interpolation (see ANER). The name Bera, 
like those of his allies (BIRSHA, SHINAB, SHEMEBER, 
and originally Bela), is a “speaking name,” as was already 
perceived by the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan; it means “in 
evil,” alluding to the wickedness of Sodom. 
MicuHaeEL C. AsTouR 


BERACAH (PERSON) [Heb bérak4]. A kinsman of Saul; 
one of the ambidextrous warriors from the tribe of Benja- 
min (1 Chr 12:3). In this list (1 Chr 12:1-8—Eng 12:1—7) 
the Chronicler is emphasizing: the extensive support David 
enjoyed among Saul’s kin before David became king. 
Raymonp B. DILLARD 


BERACAH, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb ‘émek bé- 
rakaé]. A valley near Tekoa where Jehoshaphat and his 
people gathered to bless Yahweh for their marvelous vic- 
tory over a coalition of invading Moabites, Ammonites, 
and Meunites (2 Chr 20:26). As prophesied by Jahaziel, 
the enemy was destroyed when they began fighting among 
themselves in the wilderness of Jeruel (2 Chr 20:14—23). 
The sensational nature of this story, however, has raised 
questions about its historicity (HAIJ, 223). Edward Robin- 
son (1941, 3: 275) and other early 19th-century explorers 
suggested that the biblical name was preserved in the ruin 
of Kh. Bereikut (M.R. 164117), next to modern-day Mig- 
dal ‘Oz and adjacent to the main highway between Bethle- 
hem and Hebron. Just S of Kh. Bereikut lies Wadi el- 
Arrub (=N. Mevorach) with its many springs and fertile 
valley (M.R. 163114). During NT times, an acqueduct 
directed water from these springs to Solomon’s Pools, and 
from there on to Jerusalem. The majority of scholars who 
have noticed the similarity between bérakd (“blessing”) and 
béréké (“pool”) have thus preferred to locate the biblical 
site here, rather than in the small valley where Kh. Berei- 
kut itself sits. Biq‘at Horeqanya (= Bugei‘ah Valley), ca. 
6-8 km/4—5 miles NW of the Dead Sea has also been 
proposed, but this seems too jar N to be a likely candidate. 
A more plausible suggestion is the wide valley of el-Baq‘ah 
(M.R. 170116) NW of Kh. et-Tuqu (Markus and Amit 
1989: 124-25). The likelihood of this valley being the 
biblical one is derived from its proximity to the wilderness 
of Tekoa-(2 Chr 20:20), and from its strategic position 
adjacent to the ridge route between En-gedi and Bethle- 
hem. The traditional identification with Wadi el-Arrub 
falls out of line with this more natural route of ascent into 
the Judean hills. It is possible that the apocalyptic Valley of 
Jehoshaphat mentioned in Joel 4:12—Eng 3:12 is an allu- 
sion to the same valley where Jehoshaphat was delivered. 
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R. A. MULLINS 


BERAITAH (PERSON) [Heb béraya]. One of the sons of 
Shimei, according to the longer Benjaminite genealogy of 
the Chronicler (1 Chr 8:21). The name means “Yahweh 
created.” Regarding the list of names of Benjaminites in 
this section (vv 13-27), Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 61) sug- 
gests that little historical importance can be derived from 
them, except that they are described in v 28 as “chief men” 
(Heb ra?s#m) who dwelled in Jerusalem. This is taken as 
evidence of the tendency of Benjaminites and Judahites to 
mix during the period of the divided monarchy. William- 
son disconnects v 28 from vv 13-27, understanding it 
instead as the beginning of the section vv 28-40 (1 and 2 
Chronicles NCBC, 85). Verse 28 is paralleled at 9:34. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


BEREA (PLACE) [Gk Beréa]. Var. BEROEA. 1. A Mace- 
donian town on the Egnatian Way (40°31'N; 22°14’E) 
which Paul and Silas visited (Acts 17:10—-15). Beroea, “a 
place of many waters,” is located near natural springs, 24 
miles inland from the Gulf of Thermai, just below Mt. 
Bermius. The abundance of streams, the 600-ft. altitude, 
the scenic view of the Haliacmon plains, and its out-of-the- 
way location (Cic. Pts. 36) make Beroea one of the more 
desirable towns of the district of Emathia in southwestern 
Macedonia—modern Verria. Acts 17 identifies the Beroean 
Jews as nobler than the Thessalonicans. And Paul’s lan- 
guage implies that his audience was of high social standing. 
Numerous extant inscriptions attest to the town’s ancient 
prominence. Beroea’s role in military engagements is 
noted by the classicists (Polybius 27. 8; 28. 8; Livy 44. 45; 
45. 29). Pompey chose Beroea as his winter home (49-48 
B.c.) before the battle of Pharsalus. The city fell for the 
last time to the Turks in 1374. Beroea’s bishopric status 
also highlights its prominence. Andronicus II (1283-1328) 
made the town a metropolis after it had already realized 
bishopric status under the metropolitan of Thessalonica. 

2. A town in the vicinity of Jerusalem, most likely on the 
Nablus-Jerusalem road. Bacchides took 20,000 infantry 
and 2,000 cavalry to Berea, which was near Elasa (M.R. 
169144) 1 Macc 7.8ff; 9. 4—5; Ant 12. 10.2). Before being 
slain by Bacchides’ forces, Judah the Maccabee encamped 
at Elasa (161 B.c.)—probably located on the Sharon-Jeru- 
salem road between the two Beth-horons. Bireth, situated 
ten miles north of Jerusalem (M.R. 170149) on the road to 
Nablus, is the best possibility for Berea. Beeroth (Bireth) is 
a Hivite town in Benjamin (Beeroth in Josh 9: 17; Beroth 
in | Esdr 5: 19). Josephus lists a Beerzetho, thus making a 
candidate of Beerzeth, located four miles N-NW of Bireth 
(Ant 12. 11.1). 

3. Northern Syrian city between the Euphrates and the 
Orontes rivers, lying about midway between Hierapolis and 
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Antioch (36°10'N; 37°0’E). Originally Aleppo (Halab), 
later renamed after the Macedonian Beroea by Seleucus 
Nicator (312-280), and then returned to the Semitic name 
Aleppo during the Middle Ages, this city became a stop 
on the important trade route between Persia and Europe. 
Aleppo houses the Mosque Zakariyah, supposedly the 
tomb of Zechariah, John the Baptist’s father, and it for- 
merly hosted the Aleppo Codex of the OT. It was at Beroea 
where Antiochus Eupator executed Menelaus, the ex-high 
priest. A vivid account of Menelaus’ death is recorded in 2 
Macc 13:1—8: the Beroeans pushed Menelaus into a tower 
fifty cubits high, “full of ashes, with a rotating device 
descending steeply from every direction into the ashes. . . . 
he did not even reach the ground.” 
JERRY A. PATTENGALE 


BERECHIAH (PERSON) [Heb berekyah, berekyahdl. 
Var. BERACAH. 1. A son of Zerubbabel (1 Chr 3:20) and 
descendant of David. The list of Zerubbabel’s offspring 
consists of two sections. Berechiah is one of five names 
occurring after a listing of two other sons and a daughter. 
Why Berechiah and his four brothers are isolated in this 
way is not clear. Two possibilities are that they have the 
same mother or that they were born in Judah upon Zerub- 
babel’s migration there. Berechiah means “Yahweh 
blesses” and in this case participates in a list of names 
expressing an opUmism centered around the Jews’ return 
to Judah; Meshullam meaning “recompensed,” Hasadiah, 
‘Yahweh is loyal,” Jushabhesed, “loyalty returns,” etc. 

2. The father of Asaph, the latter being designated as a 
musician in the preexilic temple (1 Chr 6:39; 15:17) along 
with Heman and Ethan. Ail three are noted as descendants 
of Levi. In the noted passages the name Berechiah occurs 
in one of three lists anachronistically placing Heman, 
Asaph, and Ethan in the time of David. Historically the 
lists belong to the postexilic era; they presuppose a stage 
in the temple liturgy when Levites and singers were not 
distinguished as Ezra 2:41 and Neh 7:44 indicates they 
once were. Complicated questions concerning identity 
arise regarding references to Berechiah in 1 Chr 6:39; 
9:16; and 15:17, 23. Questions of identity are treated 
below in numbers 3 and 4. 

3. A gatekeeper for the ark (1 Chr 15:23). This Bere- 
chiah has been identified with the postexilic Berechiah of 
number 4 below. Because the cultic figures mentioned in 
1 Chronicles 15 are anachronistically portrayed as living 
in the time of David and are historically more at home in 
the postexilic period, an identification is possible. The 
identification should probably be extended to include Be- 
rechiah in ] Chr 6:39 and 15:17. In the light of the close 
narrative proximity of the references to Berechiah in | 
Chronicles 15, might one assume that if distinction were 
intended, a patronymic or filial reference would have 
indicated such a difference in 15:23? The fact that in 1 
Chr 15:23 Berechiah is noted as a gatekeeper for the ark 
while in 1 Chr 6:39 and 9:16 the same is noted as a 
musician does not militate against an identification. In- 
deed, 1 Chr 15:21, 24 cities Obededom as both musician 
and gatekeeper (1 Chr 15:21, 24). 

4. A postexilic Levite who is listed as among the first 
Jews to return to Judah (1 Chr 9:16). Note the possible 
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identifications discussed in number 3 above. If they are 
correct, then 1 Chr 6:39, 9:16, 15:17, 23 refer to the same 
Berechiah. Neh 11:15—18 contains a parallel list of Levites, 
but Berechiah’s name does not occur there. Curtis and 
Madsen (Chronicles ICC, 172) views the Chronicles text as 
corrupt. Neither list is a copy of the other since there are 
significant di‘ferences. Instead of one list being a corrup- 
tion of the other, they both probably stem from a common 
archival source (Myers Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 185) and were 
edited with regard to the specific intent of the redactor. 
Whether Berechiah’s name was even part of the original 
archival source cannot be known. 

5. A son of Iddo and father of Zechariah the prophet 
(Zech 1:1, 7; Matt 23:35). Ezra 5:1; 6:14; and Neh 12:16 
list Iddo as “echariah’s father. The proposal that Bere- 
chiah was inserted in Zech 1:1, 7 due to the influence of 
Isa 8:2 lacks « basis. First, Isa 8:2 has the form Jeberechiah 
whereas Zech 1:1, 7 uses the form Berechiah. Assuming 
influence from Isa 8:2, the change in form begs an expla- 
nation. Second, does the Zechariah tradent identify the 
two Zechariahs, and if so, what would have led to an 
identification of two persons who obviously lived some two 
centuries apart? In short, the nature of the alleged influ- 
ence is ambiguous and lacks explanation. A further con- 
sideration lies in the lack of textual evidence indicating 
that Berechiah is a later addition in the book of Zechariah. 
Available data do not admit a solution to the problem. 
That Berechiah was added to the Zechariah text is less 
likely than that the name simply was not part of the 
traditions used by the Ezra-Nehemiah writer or that the 
latter omittec. Berechiah in order to enhance Zechariah’s 
prestige by cbserving his immediate relationship to the 
venerable Iddo. 

6. One of the chiefs of the Ephraimites (2 Chr 28:12) 
who supported and assisted in repatriating Judahite cap- 
tives after the Israelite invasion of Judah during the reign 
of Ahaz. The Chronicler interpreted Israel’s invasion of 
Judah as Yahweh’s punishment on the latter. Berechiah’s 
aid to the Judahite captives is a response to the prophet 
Oded’s warning to Israel not to go beyond Yahweh’s intent 
of chastisement. In this context the term “chief” (rd°5) 
designates a roilitary leader (Muller THAT 2:706). 

7. The father of Meshullam and son of Mesheshabel 
(Neh 3:4, 30; 6:18). His son Meshullam worked on the 
refortificatior. of Jerusalem under Nehemiah. 

8. The name Berechiah occurs on a bulla from the City 
of David which reads lbrkyhw // on nryhw // hspr, “belonging 
to Berekyahu ben Neriah, the scribe,” and is likely a 
reference to Jeremiah’s scribe, Baruch, the latter form 
being a hypocoristicon for Berechiah. 
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BERED (PERSON) [Heb bered]. Grandson (1 Chr 7:20) 
or son (Num 26:35—36) of Ephraim, the younger son of 
Joseph. According to the Ephraimite genealogy in | 
Chronicles, Bered is the grandson of Ephraim as well as 
son of Shuthelah and father of Tahath. The significance 
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of the 1 Chronicles passage: is to point toward Joshua 
(v 27), an Ephraimite, the hero of the conquest. Braun 
(1 Chronicles WBC, 114) speculates that the present list in 
1 Chronicles 7 could be a combination of two earlier lists 
due to the repetition of various names (Shuthelah, Ta- 
hath), similarity of others (Bered, v 20 and Zabad, v 21; 
Eleadah, v 20 and Ladan, v 26; Tahath, v 20 twice and 
Tahan, v 25), and length of the genealogy. 

Num 26:35~36 is the only other OT listing of the 
Ephraimite clan. However, the LXX has an Ephraimite 
genealogy in Genesis 46. Based on the Numbers passage, 
Bered should perhaps be read Becher because it lists three 
brothers as sons of Ephraim: Shuthelah, Becher (Bered), 
and Tahan. The Peshitta even has Becher in place of Bered 
in 1 Chr 7:20. 

Hogg (1900-1: 148-49) si.ggests that Bered should be 
deleted from 1 Chr 7:20. First, Bered is not found in G8. 
Second, Becher (Bered) found its way into the Numbers 
passage through scribal error. Third, he notes that Greek 
manuscripts which include the Ephraimite genealogy in 
Genesis 46 know nothing of Kered-Becher. 
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BERED (PLACE) [Heb dered]. A place in the Negeb 
mentioned in connection wi:h the story of Hagar (Gen 
16:14). The well of Beer-lahai-roi is said to be located 
between Kadesh and Bered, but it is unclear in which 
direction it is located with respect to Kadesh. On the one 
hand, Simons (GTTOT, 217) identifies it with Jebel umm 
el-Bared, SE of Kadesh. On the other hand, Targum Ongelos 
here renders Hagraé’, and the Targum Yerugalmi renders 
Halusé, each of which are also used respectively for Shur 
(Exod 15:22). Thus there seems to have been a tradition 
identifying Bered either with Shur (i.e., NW Sinai) or with 
the Way to Shur, therefore somewhere N of Kadesh. 
However, if Halusé refers specifically to Elusa—a town that 
has been identified with el-Khalasa (M.R. 117056) and that 
was occupied in Byzantine times (EAEHL 359}—then there 
appears to have been a tradition locating Bered ca. 55 km 
NE of Kadesh (and 20 km SW of Beersheba). See also 
BEER-LAHAI-ROI. 
Gary A. HERION 


BERI (PERSON) [Heb beri]. Fourth of the eleven named 
sons of Zophah of the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:36). The 
genealogical list of Chronicles appears to be extraordinar- 
ily full, since Beri’s name is not mentioned in the parallel 
genealogies of Asher (Gen 46:17, 18; Num 26:44—47). In 
light of this, Rudolf (Chronikbiicher HAT Ist ser., 74) 
emends the text from abéré wévimrd, “and Beri and Imrah,” 
a continuation of the sequence of Zophah’s sons, to wbéné 
yimnda “and the sons of Imna,” which begins a new list of 
sons (see 1 Chr 7:35). He has no connection with the 
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Berites (Num 26:44). Moreover, the Berites of 2 Sam 20:14 
can be understood to be Bichrites, by grammatical con- 
struction, allies of Sheba who is called “the son of Bichri” 
(2 Sam 20:1). 

Jor C. SLaYTON 


BERIAH (PERSON) [Heb déri<d]. BERIITES. 1. The 
fourth son of Asher and the father of Heber and Malchiel 
(Gen 46:17; 1 Chr 7:30-31). He went down to Egypt with 
his father when Jacob and his family migrated from Ca- 
naan to Goshen. Beriah was the grandson of Jacob and 
Zilpah, the maid whom Laban gave to his daughter Leah. 
Beriah was the ancestral leader of the family of the Beriites 
(Num 26:44). 

2. A man from the tribe of Benjamin. Beriah was the 
father of Zebadiah, Arad, Eder, Michael, Ishpah, and Joha 
(1 Chr 8:13, 16). According to Curtis and Madsen (Chroni- 
cles ICC, 161), Beriah was the son of Shaharaim (1 Chr 
8:8) and Hushim (1 Chr 8:11). Curtis believes that 1 Chr 
8:12 is a parenthetical explanation of the genealogy of 
Elpaal and that 8:13 continues the genealogy of Shaharaim 
and Hushim. According to Hicks (DB 1:386) he was the 
fourth son of Elpaal. Hicks believes that 8:13 continues 
the genealogy of Elpaal presented in 8:12 (so RSV). Other 
scholars (Keil 1950: 147; Myers J Chronicles AB, 57), noting 
that Beriah is not listed as a son of Elpaal in 1 Chr 8:17- 
18, believe that 1 Chr 8:13 begins an independent list of 
Benjaminite leaders (so JB). Thus, Beriah would be nei- 
ther the son of Shaharaim nor the son of Elpaal. The 
context, however, seems to favor Curtis and Madsen’s view. 

Beriah and his brother Shema were two clan leaders who 
fought against the inhabitants of Gath (1 Chr 8:13). The 
location of this Gath has been disputed by scholars. Keil 
(1950: 146) believed that it was the Gath of the Philistines, 
but Mazar (1954: 227-30) has shown that this Gath should 
be identified with Gittaim, a city in the Shephelah. Beriah 
and his brother Shema settled in the city of Ayalon. In 2 
Chr 11:10, Aijalon is listed as belonging to both Judah and 
Benjamin. ; 

3. A Levite from the family of the Gershonites and the 
fourth son of Shimei (1 Chr 23:10—11). When the Levites 
were organized for the service in the temple, they were 
grouped by families (1 Chr 23:2-32). The Gershonites 
were represented by Ladan and Shimei. Shimei had four 
sons but had only three representations. Because his sons 
Beriah and Jeush did not have many male sons, they were 
counted as one family (1 Chr 23:11). 

4. A son of Ephraim (1 Chr 7:23). Ephraim named his 
son Beriah because of the misfortune that had befallen his 
family. The sons of Ephraim had raided the city of Gath 
to take the cattle from its inhabitants and in the struggle 
the sons of Ephraim were killed. Ephraim mourned the 
death of his sons for many days. Later, Ephraim and his 
wife had a son whom they called Beriah, because “evil had 
befallen his house.” 

The etymology of the name is doubtful. Some take the 
name Beriah as coming from a Hebrew word for evil (BDB, 
140), others from a word for gift (Gesenius 1849:174), and 
others from a word meaning “prominent” (Noth JPN, 224). 
The explanation of the name should be considered an 
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etiology (Lung 1968: 38) or a midrashic commentary 
(Mulder 1975: 141-66). 


Bibliography 

Gesenius, W. 1849. A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament. 
Boston. 

Keil, C. F. 1950. The Book of Chronicles. Biblical Commentaries on 
the Old Testament. Grand Rapids. 

Lung, B. O. 1968. The Problem of Etiological Narrative in the Old 
Testament. BZAW 108. Berlin. 

Mazar, B. 1954. Gath and Gittaim. [EJ 4: 227-35. 

Mulder, M. J. 1975. I Chronick 7:21b-23 und die rabbinische 
Tradition. JS} 6: 141—66. 

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI 


BERLIN GNOSTIC CODEX. See CODEX (BER- 
LIN GNOSTIC). 


BERNICE (PERSON) [Gk berniké; bereniké]. Var. BERE- 
NICE. The daughter of Agrippa I and Cypros born in a.p. 
28. Bernice was present when the apostle Paul presented 
his defense to her brother Agrippa II (Acts 25:13, 23; 
26:30). Like the other Herods, Bernice had inherited 
Roman citizenship, as indicated by her full name—Julia 
Berenice. In a.p. 41 she married Marcus Julius Alexander, 
son of Alexander the alabarch. Ostraca from Egypt give 
some insight into Marcus’ commercial activities (Fuks 
1951). Upon Marcus’ death shortly after the marriage, 
Bernice married her uncle, Herod of Chalcis before the 
end of a.p. 44; by him she had two sons, Berenicianus and 
Hyrcanus (Jos. JW 2.221; cf. Ant 19.276ff.; 20.104). 

After the death of Herod of Chalcis in a.p. 48, Bernice 
lived as a widow for a long time with her brother Agrippa 
II, who received her husband’s kingdom from the em- 
peror Claudius (Ant 20.104). Rumors of incest with her 
brother are said to have led her to marry Polemo of Cilicia 
(cf., Braund 1984a: 42), who seems to have undergone 
circumcision and at least superficial conversion to Judaism. 
Polemo’s incentive seems to have been Bernice’s wealth (or 
her dead husbands’ perhaps), which later evoked a strong 
attraction in Vespasian also (Ant 20.146; cf. Tac. Hist. 2.81). 
However, Bernice soon left Polemo to return to Agrippa 
(Ant 20.146), and was present when he heard Paul’s de- 
fense in A.D. 60 (Acts 25:13-26:32). Bernice was in Jerusa- 
lem to fulfill a vow when the Jewish revolt began in a.p. 66. 
She sought to intercede with the Roman procurator, Ges- 
sius Florus, on behalf of the Jews, but she was ignored; in 
fact, she herself barely escaped the ravages of Florus’ 
rampaging troops (JW 2.310ff). She wrote to Cestius, the 
Roman governor of Syria, complaining of Florus’ malad- 
ministration. In response to her and to others’ letters, 
Cestius sent an emissary who joined Agrippa, who was on 
his way to Jerusalem from Alexandria (JW 2.333ff.). Ber- 
nice and Agrippa made strenuous efforts to dissuade the 
revolutionaries, but their efforts met with only temporary 
success (JW 2.402ff.): their residence in Jerusalem was 
burnt down (JW 2.426). 

She and her brother had little choice but to withdraw, 
and it may have been at this time that they refurbished a 
building in Berytus which Herod the Great, their great- 
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grandfather, had built (Année épigraphique 1928, 82). Bern- 
ice subsequently contributed to the financing of Vespa- 
sian’s bid for power in a.p. 68, while her beauty appealed 
to his son, Titus, who was some ten years her junior (Tac. 
Hist. 2.81). From the start her relationship with Titus 
seems to have been the subject of gossip, as was her 
relationship with her brother. It was even said that Titus’ 
return to the East while en route to Rome was the result 
of his passion for Bernice, as Tacitus reports and denies 
(Hist.2.2). 

Upon the success of Vespasian’s cause, Titus finally 
joined his father in Rome in a.p. 71 after suppressing what 
remained of the Jewish revolt. But Bernice did not come 
with him to Rome, and not until a.p. 75 did she and 
Agrippa arrive in the capital. The delay may have been 
necessitated by power politics among Vespasian’s followers, 
or Vespasian and Titus may simply have wished to avoid 
scandal until they had established their control; Vespasian 
was, after all, the fourth emperor of a.p. 69 and did not 
want to go the way of his predecessors (Crook 1951; 
Braund 1984b). Certainly Titus’ relationship with Bernice 
did damage to his reputation at Rome, where queens by 
nature were suspect (Suet. Tit. 7). Rumor held that she was 
to become Titus’ wife, and she already had begun to act as 
such. Two Cynics denounced Titus in the theater, for 
which one was flogged and the other beheaded (Dio Cass. 
66.15.4—5). It may well have been at this time that Quintil- 
ian presented a case before her in which she had some 
personal interest (Quint. Jnst. 4.1.9). When Titus became 
emperor upon his father’s death in a.p. 79, people feared 
that he would be a tyrant. Titus took steps to improve his 
reputation, including the immediate (if reluctant) dis- 
missal of Bernice from Rome (Suet. Tit. 7), though later 
she seems to have returned before Titus’ death in a.p. 81, 
at no cost to his reputation (Dio Cass. 66.18.1). 

Bernice’s biography is beset by rumors and gossip of a 
more or less scurrilous nature. She is even said to have had 
another lover among Vespasian’s followers, who is said to 
have lost his life on that account (Epit. de caes. 10.4). The 
Romans expected such behavior from queens and would 
even have created it where it did not exist (Braund 1984b). 
Bernice is regularly given the title of queen. 
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Davip C. BRAUND 


BEROEA ‘PLACE) [Gk Beréia]. Var. BEREA. 1. A city 
(modern Verria) located in the SW section of the Roman 
province of Macedonia (40°31'N; 22°14’E—in modern 
Greece) in the district of Emathia (Ptolemy 3.12). It is 
located near the base of Mount Bermius (Strabo 7.26) 
along a tributary of the Haliacmon river some 50 miles 
from Thessalonica. It is several miles south of the main 
road of the region, the Egnatian Way, which may account 
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for Cicero’s comment that it is a “town off the beaten 
track” (In Pisonem 36.89). 

Paul and Silas traveled by night to Beroea (Acts 17:10- 
15) after they were driven out of Thessalonica by Jews who 
were angered by their teachings. Timothy seems to have 
rejoined Paul and Silas here after a short stay in Philippi. 
They were well received by the Beroeans, who are de- 
scribed as being “more noble than the Thessalonians.” 
Paul taught them for several days and as a result many 
Jews and prominent Greeks were converted. 

Soon the Jews of Thessalcnica heard that Paul and his 
companions were in Beroea. They traveled to the city and 
upon arrival they incited the crowds to oppose Paul. Some 
of the local Christians guided Paul to the coast and on to 
Athens. Timothy and Silas remained in Beroea and later 
rejoined Paul in Corinth (Acts 18:5). It is not clear if Paul 
sailed to Athens from a nearby port (possibly Dium) or 
followed the road which traced the coastline to Athens. 
Paul is later accompanied by Sopater of Beroea (Acts 20:4) 
who may have been converted during Paul’s brief stay in 
the city. It is likely that Sopater was sent as delegate of the 
local congregation to accompany the money they gave to 
help the needy of Judea. 

It is unclear when the city of Beroea was founded, but it 
was certainly prosperous by the end of the 4th century 
B.C. as attested by an inscription (IG, 2/5). Polybius men- 
tions Beroea twice (27.8; 28.8) and it was the first city to 
surrender to Rome after the Battle of Pindar in 168 B.c. It 
was assigned to the third of the four districts of Macedonia 
(Livy 44.45; 45.29). According to tradition Onesimus was 
the first bishop of the city. ‘The bishopric of Beroea was 
under the metropolitan of Thessalonica and was later 
assigned its own metropolitan by Andronicus II (1283- 
1328). The Turks captured the city in 1373/74. Few re- 
mains of the ancient city remain except the walls and 
several inscriptions which have been found at the site. See 
Jackson and Lake 1965: 206--8; Leake 1835: 290-92. 

2. Hellenistic name assigned to the city of Aleppo lo- 
cated (36°10'N; 37°0’E) in northern Syria (2 Macc 13:4). It 
was renamed in honor of the Macedonia city by Seleucus 
Nicator (312-280). The Seleucid king Antiochus Eupator, 
who was marching with a large contingent of soldiers to 
Judea, had former high priest Menelaus put to death at 
Beroea (2 Macc 13:1—8). The death sentence was ordered 
after the king was informed by Lysias of the treason of 
Menelaus. The execution was carried out according to 
local customs, with the accused dropped into a lofty tower 
(about 88 ft high) filled with hot ashes. Josephus records 
the death of Menelaus but assigns it to the end of the war 
between Judas and Lysias (Ant 12.9.7). 

The name of the city reverted to its Semitic origins 
(Haleb) when it came under Muslim control. The name 
Aleppo was derived from a distortion of the name Haleb 
by Venetian merchants. Aleppo grew in importance during 
the medieval period when it was an important link in the 
caravan trade route linking Europe with the East. Its 
prosperity waned when an alternate sea route was discov- 
ered. Aleppo, one of the largest cities in Syria today, is 
noted for its impressive ruins of a medieval castle which 
sits on top of a steep glacis 150 ft above the center of the 
city. 

3. Berea was the camp of the soldiers led by Bacchides 
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and Alcimus who moved after encamping against Jerusa- 
lem and just prior to the battle with Judas Maccabeus (1 
Macc 9:4). The exact location of the city is debated with 
two possible options: al-Bireh, a city located 8 miles N of 
Jerusalem; and Bir ez-Zait, a town located 13 miles N of 
Jerusalem. 
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BEROLINENSIS, CODEX. See CODEX (BERLIN 
GNOSTIC). 


BEROTHAH (PLACE) [Heb bérété]. One of the places 
which mark part of the N boundary of Israel as envisioned 
by Ezek 47:15—16. The LXX places Berothah at the begin- 
ning of the verse and immediately after Zedad. Although 
it is difficult to determine whether the final he is a direc- 
tional marker or an original part of the name, the place 
may be identical with the Berothai mentioned in 2 Sam 
8:8. Accordingly, Berothah may be located on the site of 
modern Bereitan (33°55'N; 36°08'N) in the Beqa‘ Valley 
of Lebanon. As noted by Zimmerli (Ezekiel 2 Hermeneia, 
517-543), the extent to which Berothah and other places 
in Ezek 47:15-16 marked actual boundaries of Israel at 
some point in its history has provoked much discussion by 
M. Noth, K. Elliger, and other scholars. 
HEcToR AVALOS 


BEROTHAI (PLACE) [Heb bérétay]. City from which 
David took much bronze (2 Sam 8:8), and a principal city 
of the kingdom of Zobah at the time of its conquest by 
David. It may be located on the site of modern Bereitan 
(33°55'N; 36°08’) in the Beqa‘ Valley of Lebanon. Instead 
of Berothai, the parallel passage in 1 Chr 18:8 mentions 
Cun, a place about seven miles to the N. Berothai may be 
identical with the Berothah mentioned in Ezek 47:16. 


Bibliography 
Pitard, W. 1987. Anctent Damascus. Winona Lake, IN. 
HEcToOR AVALOS 


BERRIES. See FLORA. 


BESAI (PERSON) [Heb bésay]. The head of a family of 
nétinim (temple servants) (see NETHINIM) which is listed 
among those exiles returning from Babylon to Jerusalem 
and Judah (Neh 7:52 = Ezra 2:49; 1 Esdr 5:31). The 
Greek spelling of the name differs in all three occurrences: 
Bést (Nehemiah), Basi (Ezra), Basthai (1 Esdras). Although 
Zadok (1980: 113) believes the name remains unexplained 
by using onomastic criteria, others, such as Myers (Ezra- 
Nehemiah AB, 14) and Clines (Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 
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57), believe it to be Babylonian. It has been suggested that 
the name is a possible contraction of the name bésédéyah 
found in Neh 3:6 (Gehman NWDB, 105). 
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BESCASPASMYS (PERSON) [Gk Beskaspasmus]. In 1 


Esdr 9:31, this name is possibly an alternate form of 
Mattaniah. 


BESODEIAH (PERSON) [Heb bésédyah]. The father of 
Meshullam, the latter having assisted in the refortification 
of Jerusalem under the leadership of Nehemiah (Neh 3:6). 
This name is made up of a preposition, a noun, and the 
theophoric element representing Yahweh. It presumably 
means “in Yahweh’s council.” Speculation is not out of 
place regarding the possibility that the name recalls the 
prophetic experience of being admitted to the divine 
council (1 Kgs 22:19—23; Isaiah 6; Jer 23:18, 22). 
JAMES M. KENNEDY 


BESOR, THE BROOK (PLACE) [Heb nahal bés6r]. A 
brook or wadi David and four hundred of his men crossed 
in pursuit of the Amalekites following the Amalekite raid 
on the town of Ziklag (1 Sam 30:9, 10, 21). The Brook 
Besor, Wadi Shalleh, or Ghazzeh, along with the Valley of 
Gerar, Wadi esh-Shari, has been described as one of the 
two major wadis of the western Negeb (LBHG, 26-27). 

Because of the flooding waters during the rainy season 
and the large area for which the Besor provided drainage, 
the bed of the wadi was extremely wide, approximately 
100-150 meters, a width which started near Beer-sheba 
and continued to the coast (Orni and Efrat 1973:45). The 
towns along the Besor from the coast eastward include Tell 
el-Ajjul, Tell Jemmeh, Tell el-Farah (south), Beer-sheba, 
and Arad (Oren 1982: 155). Ziklag was located near the 
wadi (Borowski 1988:24). The numerous ancient mounds 
in the area provide evidence of the strategic and economic 
importance of the area in ancient times. In the Middle 
Bronze Age, the heavily fortified cities along the Wadi 
Besor and Wadi Gerar provided a defense system for the 
southern border of the land (Oren 1982: 156—57). The 
fortifications in this region were responsible for the failure 
of the Israelites to penetrate the land of Canaan from the 
south, through the Negeb, at the time of the conquest 
(LBHG, 200-201). The Wadi Besor was the scene of many 
confrontations in ancient times as the nomads from the 
south sought grazing lands for their flocks to the north, a 
region comprised of settled communities (Oren 1982: 
157). 
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BESTIALITY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES; 
SEX AND SEXUALITY. 


BET. The second letter of the Hebrew alphabet. 
BETA. The second letter of the Greek alphabet. 


BETAH (PLACE) [Heb betah]. A city belonging to Hada- 
dezer, king of Zobah in Syria, from which David took a 
large amount of bronze (2 Sam 8:8). The name of this N 
Syrian town is problematic. The Syriac reads tbh and the 
Lucianic mss of the LXX read (ma)tebak, both apparently 
referring to the well-attested N Syrian town of TIBHATH 
(cf. the 1 Chr 18:8 parallel). The MT in 2 Sam 8:8 thus 
reflects an erroneous metathesis of the first two conson- 
ants. See also TEBAH (PERSON). 


BETEN (PLACE) [Heb beten]. A town appearing only 
once in the Bible, in the opening verse of the description 
of the territory of Asher (Josh 19:25). Beten is therefore 
to be sought in the S part of the coastal plain N of the 
Carmel. Eusebius seems to include a reference to this town 
in his note that “Batnai [is] today called Bethbeten, at the 
eighth mile east of Ptolemais” (Kosterman 1904: 52, lines 
19-20). Abel (GP, 2: 264) pointed out that the name had 
survived in the modern Kh. Ibtin (M.R. 160241), 18 km 
SE of Acco. Sherds from the relevant periods have not 
been found a: that site, therefore Beten should be located 
at one of the sites in the vicinity (EncMig 2:50), probably 
at Tell al-Far ess than a km NW of Kh. Ibtin (HGB, 430). 
The discrepancy with Eusebius’ distances is to be explained 
in that the pcint where the road to Bethbeten turned off 
from the Ptolemais-Sepphoris road was at the eighth mile 
stone. 
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BETH-ANATH (PLACE) [Heb bét Sanat]. A Canaanite 
designation for a city, comprised of Beth, “house of” (in 
modern Heb bét and in Ar beit) and the name of the famous 
goddess Anath, known also as bilt ‘nt, “the virgin Sanat” 
(UT 19.1889). The adoration of the goddess Anath was 
already popular in Canaan prior to the Israelite conquest 
and settlement, and her sanctuary is the town’s focal point. 

Beth-anath. according to the tribal allotments cited in 
the Bible, is located among the fortified towns under the 
control of Naphtali (Josh 19:32~39). The Naphtalites set- 
tled among the Canaanite inhabitants without driving 
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them out, and the latter became tributaries to the former 
(Judg 1:33). The precise location of the city, however, has 
not been determined. Geographical identifications ad- 
vanced by Guérin (1880: 374), Albright (1923: 18-20), 
and Alt (1926: 55) are discredited by Aharoni (1957: 70) 
as lacking suitable archaeological support. The locations 
do not seem to yield any evidence of a tell, nor are they 
identified with a location resembling a fortified Canaanite 
city resisting the Israelite incursions. Even Garstang 
(Joshua, Judges, 102; 244-45) who offers a mound as the 
site of Beth-anath is unable t» substantiate it satisfactorily 
(Aharoni 1957: 97). 

Two places remain as possible candidates for the geo- 
graphical location of Beth-anath, ?>Hineh and ?Safed el- 
Battikh (M.R. 190289). Klein (1933: 5-7; 1939: 16) stated 
that the talmudic byt ‘nh (6. Kil. 2.16) was a border city 
along N Transjordan, and identified it with the modern 
town of Hineh, SW of Damascus. The same city is men- 
tioned in the Talmud as b’ynh ‘j. ‘Or. 3.7). It is also assumed 
that rwm byt ‘nt (t. Miqw. 6.3) and rmt bny ‘nt ?Abot R. Nat. 
27) refer to the same place. The Sages describe it as a city 
whose population is partly gentile, but which is within 
Israelite biblical borders (Rashi mwbPwt b. Git 4a). Grintz 
(1964: 67), who accepted Klein’s identification, proposed 
that this city is the biblical Beth-anath. He relied on the 
account of Josephus (Ant 5.86) which depicted the territory 
of the Naphtalites as extending E to Damascus and thus 
he placed the city along the E Israelite border of Naphtali. 

There is, however, another claimant for the ancient city 
of Beth-anath, the modern place of Safed el-Battikh 
(Aharoni 1987: 330; Boling. Joshua AB, 406). The city 
appears in Egyptian inscriptions, perhaps as early as LB I 
and explicitly in LB II. The topographical lists of Thut- 
mose III cite N locations captured by the great Pharaoh 
(Simons 1937: 113, 118) and the records of King Seti I 
enumerate b-t ‘-n-t or b-(y)-t ‘-n-t (Simons 1937: 144-46) 
situated along the route connecting Hazor and Tyre, and 
passing next to Kedesh. The city is mentioned again dur- 
ing the campaigns of Rameses II: “k-r-p the town which 
his majesty obliterated on the mount of 6-¢ ‘-n-t” (Simons 
1937: 149, 152-53, 160-61). Beth-anath was apparently 
in a mountainous region and the area took its name from 
the city. 

Zenon papyri (PSI 554; 594) mention the estate of a 
Greek officer in Baitanatois which Tcherikover (1933: 
234-36) equates with Beth-anath in the Galilee. Aharoni 
goes one step further and identifies it with the biblical 
Beth-anath (1957: 71—72) ancl fixes the geographical loca- 
tion in the region NW of Kedesh (Aharoni, MBA, 113, 
map 177). While analyzing Zenon’s itinerary, Aharoni 
dismisses Klein’s identification of the talmudical byt 
“nh = (Snt) (1957: 72). 

The name of rwm byt ‘nt in rabbinic sources seems to 
support Aharoni’s view. The terminology resembles the 
old Egyptian nomenclature, raount b-y-t ‘-n-t identified in 
the upper Galilee, NW of Kedesh. Moreover, the Sages 
testify to the mixed population of the city and tell of a 
permanent pool in which more than two thousand kor of 
water was aggregated, a fact which is substantiated by 
Conder (SWP 1: 95, 104) who surveyed the region and 
found a warm spring forming a pool next to Safed el- 
Battikh situated in the heights. Further, Eusebius (Ono- 
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mast. 52) identifies Beth-anath in the tribe of Naphtali, as 
the village Batanaia, 15 miles from Caesarea where it is 
told that healing bathhouses were located. It is possible 
that the reference of Eusebius parallels the talmudic rwm 
byt ‘nh = (Snt), and Caesarea, as Aharoni suggests, is Caesa- 
rea Philippi (1957: 73). This would put Batanaia in the 
vicinity of Safed el-Battikh in the upper Galilee. 

The site of Beth-anath cannot be established unequivo- 
cally until an archaeological survey of the region is taken. 
Many mounds in N Israel still await excavation, and among 
them, no doubt, will be found the precise location of Beth- 
anath. 
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MErIR LUBETSKI 


BETH-ANOTH (PLACE) [Heb dét ‘anét]. One of the 
cities in the hill country of the tribe of Judah (Josh 15:59). 
Beth Anoth is listed fifth in a list of six cities after Halhul 
(modern Ar Halhdil, M.R. 160109), Beth Zur (Kh. et- 
Tubeiqeh, M.R. 159110), Gedor (Kh. Jeddr, M.R. 158115), 
and Maarath, and before Eltekon. The cities in this list 
that have been identified all lie in a line N of Hebron. 
Eusebius (Klosterman ed., 24, 94) connected Gk Bethanin 
or Bethenim with a place 2 miles from the Terebinthos 
(Oaks of Mamre—modern Ramat el-Khalil, M.R. 160107) 
and 4 miles from Hebron. Kallai (HGB, 391) connects the 
LXX8 (Codex Vaticanus) Baithanam and A (Codex Alex- 
andrinus) Baithandm renderings of Beth Anoth with Euse- 
bius’ site and with modern Kh. Beit ‘Anin (M.R. 162107). 
As with most ancient names containing the word bét 
(house), Beth Anoth may be related to the temple of a god 
which gave its name to the locale (LBHG, 108). Frank 
(1972:84) claimed that Beth Anoth, along with Beth Anath 
and Anathoth, was a place name that was derived from the 
name Anath, an active goddess of fertility. 
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BETH-ARABAH (PLACE) [Heb bét ha‘Graba]. ARA- 
BATHITE. A city on the boundary between Judah and 
Benjamin, near Jericho. It is mentioned four times in the 
OT, twice each in the boundary descriptions in Joshua 15 
(vv 6, 61) and 18 (vv 18, 22). The name might mean “place 
of the depression” (BDB, 112) or “House of the Desert 
Rift” (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 366). 

There is a similar discrepancy between each of the two 
pairs of occurrences of the name. According to Josh 15:6, 
the boundary of Judah passes N of Beth-arabah, while v 
61 includes it as one of six cities of Judah in the wilderness. 
Likewise Josh 18:18 describes the border of Benjamin as 
“passing on to the north of the shoulder of Beth-arabah” 
(MT’s mil-ha‘drabd is regularly emended to bét-ha‘drabd), 
while v 22 includes Beth-arabah as one of 12 cities of 
Benjamin. The discrepancy suggests to some commenta- 
tors that the city belonged to Benjamin at one time, but 
later changed hands (see HGB, 337, 343, 373). Beth- 
arabah has been identified with ‘Ain el-Gharbeh (M.R. 
197139) on the N bank of the Wadi Qelt, about 3 miles SE 
of Jericho and about the same distance W of the Jordan 
river. Simons (GTTOT, 173) observes, however, that the 
unemended MT of Josh 18:18 suggests a location further 
W in the hills (see also the reservations expressed by Kallai 
HGB, 396, 400). One would expect the border to be the 
bed of the wadi, but this is only one of several uncertainties 
of this border. 

One of the thirty champions associated with King David 
was Abi-albon the Arabathite (2 Sam 23:31; in 1 Chr 11:32 
the name is Abiel). The gentilic “Arabathite” is usually 
taken to refer to Beth-arabah. 

Henry O. THOMPSON 


BETH-ARBEL (PLACE) [Heb dét ?arb2l]. A town razed 
by Shalman (Hos 10:14). Its defeat must have been partic- 
ularly brutal (cf. Hos 10:14b) and well known. The prophet 
Hosea cites Beth-Arbel as an example of the massive 
destruction facing Israel. 

Both Beth-Arbel and Shalman are mentioned only in 
Hos 10:14; neither can be identified with certainty. Beth- 
Arbel is most often identified with Arbela of the Transjor- 
dan (modern IRBID, M.R. 229218), located near Pella. 
Arbela, mentioned by Eusebius (Onomast. 14:18), was lo- 
cated at an economically and militarily important cross- 
road (Glueck 1951: 153-54). Its destruction would have 
been a significant and well-remembered event. However, 
we do not have records of atrocities at modern Irbid in 
Jordan (Andersen and Freedman Hosea AB, 571). Josephus 
(Ant 12.11.1 §421) and 1 Macc 9:2 refer to a second town 
named Arbela, located just W of the Sea of Galilee. This 
Arbela has also been identified as Beth-Arbel. However, it 
is questionable whether the Galilean Arbela was important 
enough for its defeat to become a byword for violent and 
large-scale devastation. 
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BETH-ASHBEA 
BETH-ASHBEA (PLACE) [Heb ét ?asbéa‘]. Location 


of a family or guild of linen workers descended from 
Shelah, son cf Judah (1 Chr 4:21). Although older transla- 
tions (e.g. KJV) understood Ashbea as referring to the 
family of the linen workers it is now accepted that the 
name refers to their place of residence and should more 
properly be called Beth-ashbea (cf. RSV and NJV). It was 
located in the Shephelah district of Judah’s settlement, 
probably in the region of Mareshah, mentioned in the 
same verse. Noth (1932: 123) speculated that there may 
have been some connection between the linen factory 
(about which term see Demsky 1966: 214) at Beth-ashbea 
and the weaving and dyeing works found by Albright at 
Tell Beit-Mirsim. The mention of the linen factory at Beth- 
ashbea adds zreatly to our scanty knowledge of guilds and 
craftsmen in ancient Israel (see Mendelsohn 1940 and de 
Vaux Anclsr |: '76—78). 
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BETH-AVEN (PLACE) [Heb dé ?dwen; bét én]. 1. A 
city of Benjamin located near the Ephraimite border be- 
tween Jericho and Bethel/Luz (Josh 18:12). 1 Sam 13:5 
locates Michmash E of Beth-aven, while 14:23 narrates 
that Israelites under Jonathan pursued Philistine soldiers 
from Michmash past Beth-aven, presumably toward their 
home country to the W. In the late 8th century B.c., Hosea 
(5:8) seems to have warned Gibeah, Ramah, and Beth-aven 
of an imminent military invasion. 

The modern identity of the site is disputed. M. Noth 
(1935) argued that the toponym was merely a derogatory 
term for Bethel (see below). J. Grintz (1961: 212-15) 
identified Be:h-aven with et-Tell, but this location does not 
match information from the above-mentioned texts. Re- 
jecting Albright’s proposal of Burga, Z. Kallai-Kleinmann 
(1956) suggested that Tell Maryam (M.R. 175141), a 
mound in the Wadi es-Swenit 1 km W of Mukhmas, best 
suits the biblical information regarding Beth-aven for two 
reasons. Firs:, its location in the valley, almost certainly 
part of the ancient Benjamin-Ephraim border, fits the 
requirements of Josh 18:12. Second, Tell Maryam’s loca- 
tion to the W of Mukhmas (see MICHMASH) is consonant 
with the situation of Beth-aven reported in 1 Sam 13:5 
and 14:23. A recent archaeological survey (Kochavi 1972) 
found Iron Age remains at Tell Maryam to support of 
Kallai-Kleinmann’s proposal. 

Beth-aven’s close proximity to ancient Gibeah (Jaba‘?) 
and Ramah (2r-Ram) also might suggest that Hosea’s war- 
alarm did nox refer to Judah’s hypothesized counterattack 
against Israel along the watershed highway after the Syro- 
Ephraimite invasion (Alt 1959), but rather to the original 
Syro-Ephraimite attack itself, cf. 2 Kgs 16:5 and Isa 10:27- 
32 (Arnold 1987: 241-49). 

2. A derogatory term (Heb. bét >dwen, “house of wick- 
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edness”) for the Israelite shrine at Bethel (Amos 5:5; Hos 
4:15; 10:5). The Hebrew root ?wn can be vocalized to mean 
either “wealth” or “wickedress” (Coote 1971: 392-94); 
Amos and Hosea seem to have ridiculed Bethel by creating 
a pun on the name of the nearby Benjaminite city of Beth- 
on. This confusion may explain the gloss on the MT of 
Josh 7:2, which associates Beth-aven with Bethel/Ai, as well 
as the entire MT vocalization of beth >wn to mean “house 
of wickedness.” 
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Patrick M. ARNOLD 


BETH-AZMAVETH (P1ACE) [Heb bét-Sazmawet]. An 


alternate form of Azmaveth. 


BETH-BAAL-MEON (PLACE) [Heb bét ba‘al ma‘én]. 
A northern Moabite town more commonly called Baal- 
meon, also known as Beth-meon and, probably, Beon. 
After the Hebrew victory over the Amorites, this settle- 
ment was assigned to the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:3, 38; 
Josh 13:17; 1 Chr 5:8). The alternative names Beth-baal- 
meon/Baal-meon appear in the Mesha Inscription (lines 9, 
30), where the Moabite king says he rebuilt the town and 
made a reservoir in it. Jeremiah (48:23) and Ezekiel (25:9) 
mention this place name in their oracles against Moab. 
Samaria ostracon 27 contains a reference to “Baala the 
Baalmeonite.” The village of Ma‘in (M.R. 219120), located 
ca. four miles southwest of Medeba, is the probable loca- 
tion of ancient Beth-baal-meon, though archaeological 
confirmation is lacking. See also BAAL-MEON; MAON; 
MEUNIM. 
GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BETH-BARAH (PLACE) [Heb bét bard]. An undeter- 
mined location thought to be near the Jordan river (Judg 
7:24). Here the Ephraimites, under the direction of Gid- 
eon, cut off the fleeing Midianites by seizing the area 
around the Jordan up to this point. The precise meaning 
of the place name is obscure, leading some to postulate a 
textual corruption from an original bét ‘dbdré (meaning 
place of ford), which would associate the locale with a river 
crossing. One might place ii among the streams in the 
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Wadi Far‘ah, W of the river, but there is a general skepti- 

cism about identifying it with Bethabarah of the NT (John 

1:28). See also BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN. 
JEFFREY K. Lotr 


BETH-BIRI (PLACE) [Heb dét-bir i]. A town in which 
the sons of Simeon dwelt prior to the reign of David (1 
Chr 4:31). Apparently the same place is named BETH- 
LEBAOTH in Josh 19:6. The name may be preserved in 
Jebel el-Biri, 10 km SW of el-Khalasa (M.R. 117056). 
Gary A. HERION 


BETH-CAR (PLACE) [Heb bét-kar]. A village in the 
territory of Benjamin near MIZPAH where the Israelites 
defeated the Philistines under the direction of Samuel (1 
Sam 7:11). After being thrown into confusion by Yahweh, 
the Philistines fled and were pursued by the Israelites as 
far as an area below Beth-Car. The location of the site is 
unknown, though ‘Ain Karim and Beth-horon have been 
proposed (see McCarter I Samuel AB, 146). Several scho- 
lars have noted the similarities between the battle described 
here and the one recounted in 1 Sam 4 and have suggested 
that this narrative was written with the intention of wiping 
out the dishonor created by that earlier defeat (McCarter 
I Samuel AB, 149-50; Garsiel 1983:41—44). Beth-Car fig- 
ures into the relationship between these two chapters in 
that the narrative apparently places the erection of the 
monument stone called Ebenezer here (cf. 1 Sam 7:12, 
translating ‘ad-hénnah with McCarter (J Samuel AB, 146— 
47) as “to this point” rather than “hitherto” with RSV). 
Ebenezer, in turn, is where the Israelites were defeated 
and the ark taken by the Philistines in 1 Sam 4. A. Weiser 
(1959) is the most notable of those who see at least part of 
1 Samuel 7 as containing a historical account which pre- 
dates the composition of | Samuel. This means that the 
parallels with the battle described in chap. 4 are reflections 
of historical coincidence and not the design of the narra- 
tor. 
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BETH-DAGON (PLACE) [Heb bét-dagén]. 1. A town 
situated in the Shephelah, or lowlands, of Judah (Josh 
15:41), within the same district as LIBNAH and MARESH- 
AH. The only OT reference to this settlement, whose 
name apparently means “House/Temple of Dagon,” occurs 
in the list of towns within the tribal allotment of Judah 
(Josh 15:21—62). The theory that this list is derived from 
an administrative roster compiled under the Judean Mon- 
archy (Alt 1925) has been widely accepted, although con- 
troversy continues over the precise makeup of the districts, 
the proper context of the town lists of Benjamin and Dan, 
and the period of the monarchy to which the original 
roster belongs (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 64-72; see 
also JOSHUA, BOOK OF). This Judean settlement has 


BETH-DIBLATHAIM 


often been identified with a town of the same name in the 
vicinity of Jaffa which the Annals of Sennacherib claim 
was captured during the campaign of 701 B.c. (ANET, 
257). If this suggestion is accepted, the ancient settlement 
is probably to be found in the vicinity of modern Beit 
Dajan (LBHG, 374; M.R. 134156), located approximately 
9 km southeast of Jaffa. However, such an identification 
seems doubtful, considering the fact that the remainder of 
the identifiable towns in this lowland district are located 
approximately 40 km to the southeast. The location of the 
ancient town remains uncertain. 

2. A town situated on the southern border of the tribal 
allotment of Asher (Josh 19:27). The historical and edito- 
rial context of the boundary lists of the northern tribes is 
a subject of continued controversy. One viewpoint suggests 
that the boundary lists of Joshua 19 are based on ancient 
documents describing either tribal claims from the period 
of the old tribal league (Alt 1953), or (excluding Simeon) 
the official internal boundaries of the Kingdom of Israel 
(LBHG, 233-34). An alternative perspective (Noth 1935) 
argues that these boundary lists, rather than being authen- 
tic border descriptions, are based on a partial list of border 
stations to which an editor added a series of connecting 
verbs. That many scholars (LBHG, 235-39; Boling and 
Wright Joshua AB, 442-67) have found it possible to trace 
the path indicated by these connecting verbs with a great 
deal of precision strongly suggests that they stem from 
actual boundary descriptions rather than mere editorial 
approximations. Although the exact location of the an- 
cient town remains unclear, a recent proposal to identify it 
with Tell Regeb (Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 454; M.R. 
159240), about 8 km SE of Haifa is attractive in both 
geographical and archaeological terms. 
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BETH-DIBLATHAIM (PLACE) [Heb bét diblatayim]. 
A town mentioned in Jeremiah’s oracle against Moab 
(48:22). According to this verse, “judgment has come upon 
the tableland,” i.e., God’s wrath was unleashed against a 
number of Moabite settlements, including Beth-dibla- 
thaim. The Mesha Inscription (line 30) reports that King 
Mesha of Moab rebuilt Medeba and Beth-diblathaim, 
among other towns. The same line of this Moabite text 
mentions Beth-diblathaim between Medeba and Beth-baal- 
meon, possibly indicating that this town was positioned on 
the Moabite plateau in the vicinity of the other two sites. 
Beth-diblathaim is perhaps identical with Almon-dibla- 
thaim, one of the stops on the Israelites’ route between Mt. 
Hor and the plains of Moab. According to Num 33:46—47, 
Almon-diblathaim was situated between Dibon and the 
mountains of Abarim, on the Moabite tableland. Assuming 
that Beth- and Almon-diblathaim are alternative biblical 
names, both the OT and the Mesha Inscription allow for 
identification with a site somewhere in the tableland north 
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of the Wadi el-Majib. Many scholars associate the ancient 
place name in question with Khirbet Deleilat esh-Sher- 
qiyeh (M.R. 228116), located ca. ten miles north-northeast 
of Dhiban. Recently, Khirbet Libb, which is located on the 
King’s Highway ca. eight miles north of Dhiban, has been 
linked with ancient Beth- and Almon- diblathaim. Neither 
of these site identifications is certain. 
GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BETH-EDEN (PLACE) [Heb bét eden]. Var. EDEN. 
Aramean kingdom in the upper bend of the Euphrates 
200 miles NE of Israel, attested in 9th—8th century B.c. 
texts (Amos 1:5). It is first mentioned by this name in 884 
B.c. in Assyrian inscriptions relating rebellion among 
other Aramean kingdoms (GARI II §547). Although sub- 
dued by Assurnasirpal II seven years later (GARI II §582- 
83), the first three years of Shalmaneser III’s reign were 
again occupied with the subjugation of Beth-Eden (857— 
585 p.c.; LAR §559-61, 599-601), after which he re- 
named the kingdom’s major cities (the capital Til-Barsip 
on the east bank of the Euphrates becoming Kar-Shalma- 
neser). Because the kingdom does not subsequently figure 
prominently as an independent political entity, some lo- 
cate the Beth-Eden of Amos 1:5 elsewhere (written at least 
a century after the above events), noting that a mid-7th 
century Aramaic letter (KAI 233.14-15) points to a simi- 
larly named locale in southern Mesopotamia. But Tiglath— 
Pileser III in the latter half of the 8th century does refer 
to certain Syrian cities by the old designation Beth-Eden 
(LAR §821). In later texts the conquered “people of Eden” 
(2 Kgs 19:12 = Isa 37:12) and simple “Eden” (Ezek 27:23) 
are probably connected with this formerly independent 
kingdom, fo: it is named in conjunction with other Eu- 
phrates locales, while Ezekiel associates Eden with Leba- 
non (Ezekiel 31). 
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BETH-EGLAIM (PLACE) [Gk Béthaglaim]. A village 
eight Roman miles from Gaza, according to Eusebius (On- 
omast. 48.19). Beth-eglaim is not mentioned in the Scrip- 
tures. By analogy with EN-EGLAIM (Ezek 47:10) it has 
been Hebraicized as bét ‘eglayim. 

Conder (1896: 235) was the first to suggest identifying 
Beth-eglaim with TELL EL-SAJJUL (M.R. 093097), about 
four miles SW of Gaza. Petrie (1931-34) excavated Tell el- 
‘Ajjul as ancient Gaza, choosing the name on the basis of 
the mention of palaia Gaza in Diodorus Siculus (19.80) as 
the site of a battle between Ptolemy and Demetrius in 312 
B.C.E. (19.81--84). However after the appearance of Mais- 
ler’s 1933 article it has been common to equate Beth- 
eglaim and Tell el-‘Ajjul (for modern dissenters see below). 
Major components of the argument for the identification 
of the two lie in Beth-eglaim’s situation at the coast accord- 
ing to Eusebius and in the similarity of their names, Beth- 
eglaim meaning “house/temple of the two calves” in He- 
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brew (“cattle farm,” according to Kempinski 1974: 146), 
and Tell el-‘Ajjul, meaning “mound of the little calf” in 
Arabic. The name may refer to a temple of Baal or Hadad 
with an iconography of twin bullocks (see Albright 1938: 
337 n. 1 and Stinespring JDB 1: 389). 

Tell el-SAjjul is a major site of 28-32 acres. It lies on the 
N bank of Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh, see BESOR, THE 
BROOK), near its estuary into the Mediterranean Sea and 
along the Via Maris, “way of the sea,” one of the major 
routes leading from Egypt into Palestine. 

Petrie personally excavated at ‘Ajjul from 1931-1934, 
while a team under his direction excavated there one 
additional short season in 1938 (Petrie, MacKay, and Mur- 
ray 1952). Petrie’s interpretation of his finds proved sus- 
pect, and most studies follow the lines of interpretation 
and chronology first laid out by Albright in 1938 (see also 
Stewart 1974: 9-14, 59-61 and Tufnell EAEHL 1: 52-61. 

Although earlier periods were represented on the S 
bank of the Nahal Besor, the earliest finds at ‘Ajjul date to 
EB IV (Kenyon’s Intermediate Early Bronze—Middle 
Bronze Age; see Kenyon 1956). These consist of two cem- 
eteries, one to the NW (1500) and one to the E (100-200) 
of the tell. 

The earliest remains found on the tell itself come from 
the Courtyard Cemetery on the N and have been dated to 
MB I. A number of scarabs bearing the names of Egyptian 
officials, as well as a small statue and a carnelian bead 
bearing names found at the S end of the tell, could indicate 
the presence of a contemporaneous settlement, although 
no structural remains have been found. 

‘Ajjul became a city of major proportions in MB II-III. 
This great expansion took place during the so-called “Hyk- 
sos” period of Egyptian history (Dyn. 15-16), when Egyp- 
tian and Canaanite relations were particularly close. Tell 
el-‘Ajjul, situated at the junction of the major N-S route 
from Egypt into Canaan and of a major inland route along 
the Nahal Besor, as well as being a port city, was in a 
perfect position to take advantage of growing international 
commercial contacts. This finds graphic expression in the 
wealth of gold objects recovered from the tell. Evidence of 
Tell ‘Ajjul’s position as a center of international trade is 
also indicated by the early and rich appearance of Bich- 
rome Ware at the site starting with the final phase of Palace 
I and increasing during the succeeding period (LB I; see 
a 1966: 174-185; and Artzy, Asaro, and Perlman 
1973). 

Construction of the MB city appears to have followed a 
well-thought-out plan. The fosse surrounding the tell on 
three sides was deepened (presumably the slope on the 
SW side facing Naha! Besor was sufficient for defensive 
purposes), and debris from it was used to heighten the 
slope on the top of the tell. Sandstone from this quarrying 
was also used to lay the foundations of the large Palace I 
on the N. Inside the walls, the city was laid out according 
to careful plan (see Yassine !974). City III on the S was 
most probably contemporary with Palace I. Both were 
covered by a thick destruction layer which Albright dated 
to the period of the anti-Hyksos campaigns of the 18th 
Dynasty shortly after 1570 B..c.£. 

After a brief interval, the palace was rebuilt. Palace II 
was a more modest structure constructed entirely of bricks. 
It was contemporary with the early phase of City II. Palace 
II was eventually succeeded by the fortress-like Palace III, 
whose appearance was followed in the construction of 
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Palaces IV and V. It would appear that ‘Ajjul progressively 
lost importance as a city and became an Egyptian military 
outpost (Palaces III-V). This was most likely related to the 
concurrent rise of the importance of nearby Gaza. Even- 
tually Egypt lost control over the area to the Philistines, 
and the site was virtually abandoned. 

Although Tell el-SAjjul has most often been identified 
with Beth-eglaim, and indeed that has become the name 
of the site in modern Hebrew, in recent years strong 
arguments have been raised against this identification. 

Kempinski (1974) has argued that SAjjul should be iden- 
tified with Sharuhen, the site of the Hyksos’ last stand after 
their expulsion from Egypt. First, Tell el-‘Ajjul lies too 
close to Gaza to be the Beth-eglaim mentioned by Euse- 
bius. Second, the finds from the tell do not indicate settle- 
ment there at the time of Eusebius. He would therefore 
seek Beth-eglaim in the vicinity of Deir el-Balah, roughly 
twice as far from Gaza. Third, he has redated the architec- 
tural remains from the tell, pushing their dates back in 
time from those proposed by Albright. Palace II/City II 
would then be the one destroyed shortly after 1570, pur- 
suant to which the New Kingdom administrative center in 
SW Canaan shifted to Gaza. Finally the identification of 
Sharuhen at Tell el-SAjjul, rather than at Tell Farah 
(South), is based on SAjjul’s being the largest city in the 
region in the Middle Bronze Age. In Kempinski’s opinion 
also the situation directly on the coastal road, rather than 
twenty additional kms farther inland along the Nahal 
Besor, would be more fitting for the great Hyksos strong- 
hold which took three years to conquer. Stewart (1974: 63) 
had previously arrived at the same conclusion regarding 
the identification of ‘Ajjul. In this they have been followed 
by Na?aman (1980: 147-48) and Weinstein (1981: 4, 6; 
who, however, sees no need to redate Palace II/Level II to 
the end of the Hyksos period rather than to the period 
afterward). 

Ahituv has argued against the attempt to sever Tell el- 
‘Ajjul from its identification as Beth-eglaim and to identify 
it instead with Sharuhen (1984: 171—73). Although con- 
ceding that SAjjul would fit the history of Sharuhen in the 
Hyksos and New Kingdom periods, Ahituv feels that it 
departs from what is known of Sharuhen in its lack of 
habitation at the time of Shishak’s campaign in the late 
10th century, if one follows Kempinski’s dating of Palace 
V to the 12th century. As regards the location of the tell, 
Ahituv feels that if SAjjul were to be identified as Sharu- 
hen, it would lie too far to the SW to be included in the 
Simeonite geographical lists (Josh 19:6). Also in his opin- 
ion an inland location of Sharuhen at Tell el-Farah (South) 
would not be inconsistent with its location on the Via 
Maris. He concludes that SAjjul is to be identified with 
Beth-eglaim, and that its location at the time of Eusebius 
is to be sought at one of the small sites in the vicinity, 
perhaps at Tell es-Sanam, on the S side of Nahal Besor and 
hence slightly farther from Gaza and more in keeping with 
the geographical information contained in Eusebius. 

Resolution of the identification of Beth-eglaim must 
await further archaeological investigation. 
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BETH-EKED (PLACE) [Heb dét ‘éged]. A town on the 
road from Jezreel to Samaria (2 Kgs 10:12—14) where Jehu 
encountered forty-two kinsmen of Ahaziah, the late king 
of Judah. Jehu seized the men and had them all killed in a 
pit at Beth-Eked as a part of his campaign against the 
rulers of Israel and Judah. 

The toponym, which can be translated as “house of 
binding,” occurs once (2 Kgs 10:12) with the appellation 
“of the shepherds” (Heb haro Sim). The LXX interprets 
Beth-eked as a proper noun, while the Targum translates 
the name as “meetinghouse.” 

Many scholars (GP, 271) have located the town at Beit 
Qad (M.R. 208192) in part due to the similarity between 
the ancient and modern names. However, as Simons (1959: 
363) has pointed out, Beit Qad, which is located about 
three miles east of Jenin (M.R. 178207), is well to the east 
of any reasonable route between Jezreel (M.R. 181218) 
and Samaria (M.R. 168187). Others (GTTOT, 363) have 
suggested the village of Kafr Ro’t (M.R. 165198) as the 
location of Beth-Eked, based upon both the location of the 
town on a hill above the disused rail tracks between Jenin 
and Samaria and the similarity of the name to the appel- 
lation kdroSim, used in reference to Beth-Eked. While this 
identification is more in keeping with the context of the 
story, neither identification is entirely convincing. 
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BETH-EMEK (PLACE) [Heb bét ha‘émeq]. A town that 
appears only once in the description of the territory of the 
tribe of Asher (Josh 19:27). Robinson (1857: 134) pointed 
out the similarity of the name to that of ‘Amqa (M.R. 
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166264), eleven km NE of Acco, and Guerin (1880: 23) 
identified Beth-emek with this site. This is almost certainly 
the “Kefar Amiko” of Talmudic literature (¢. B. Qam. 8, 10 
= p. 362; 5. TaSan. 21A), but no antiquities of the Iron 
Age or earlier were found at the site. Saarisalo, who had 
initially also identified Beth-emek at SAmgaa, later sug- 
gested Tel Mimas (M.R. 164263), two km SW of ‘Amga 
(1929: 36 n. 1; 1930:6). He found Iron Age pottery at the 
site, and since then LB pottery has also been found. 
Consequently, the neighboring kibbutz has been named 
Beth Ha’emek. 

The territory of Asher is, in Joshua, clearly described 
from south to north, and Beth-emek is listed before Cabul 
(Josh 19:27). The latter can almost certainly be identified 
at the modern village of Kabul or in its immediate vicinity. 
See CABUL.. Tel Mimas, however, is not south but north of 
Kabul. If it is presumed that the place names appear in 
exact geographical order, the identification with Tel Mimas 
is untenable; thus, Gal (1985) has recently suggested locat- 
ing Beth-emek at Kh. Mudawer Tamra (M.R. 169250), five 
km S of Kabul. 

Zadok (1985: 157), however, has shown ‘Amgqa to have 
the same denotation as Beth-emek. There is also every 
indication that many of the place names in the description 
of the territory of Asher are not in exact geographical 
order, and many scholars regard some of these as part of 
a town list inserted between sections of the border descrip- 
tion (Alt 1927: 68-71), thus allowing for the identification 
of Beth-emek with Tel Mimas (LBHG, 376). 
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BETH-EZEL (PLACE) [Heb 6ét h@ésel]. An unknown 
location in the Shephelah (Mic 1:11). The LXX Symma- 
chus, the OL versions, and the Vg translated the phrase 
along the lires of “the house next door” (so van Hoonacker 
1908: 360; cf. Zech 14:5). But the substantive ?ésel, “prox- 
imity, conjunction,” is otherwise used in the Hebrew Bible 
only as a preposition, “beside, in proximity to;” and “the 
house next door” does not help with the sense of the 
passage. In the paronomastic poem of Mic 1:10—16, the 
pun stems from the verbal root (sl!) meaning “withdraw, 
withhold, take away,” a conceptual wordplay on the “take 
away from” (Heb yiggah min) in the following colon. Thus, 
an appropriate translation might be, “mourning in ‘With- 
holdon’ (Beth-ezel) will keep its support (Heb ‘emda; cf. 
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van Hoonacker 1908: 361-62; Allen Joel, Obadiah .. . 
NICOT, 276) from you.” 
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BETH GADER (PLACE) {Heb bét-gadér]. One of the 
references to a geographical name within a genealogical 
framework (LBHG, 246), Beth Gader is listed as the son of 
Hareph, son of Hur, within the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 
2:51). Though its exact location has not been identified, 
Beth Gader was probably an important border city in the 
vicinity of Bethlehem (M.R. 169123) and Kiriath-jearim 
(modern Dier el-‘Azar, M.R. 159135), which appear with 
it in the genealogy (EncMigr 2: 70). Aharoni, who claims 
the name derives from the cities fortifications (from Heb 
gadér, “wall” or “enclosure”’), suggests that Beth Gader, 
along with the other towns in its genealogical list, lies in 
the NE section of the Shephelah near the Valley of Elah 
(LBHG, 109, 248) which begins M.R. 149121 and runs to 
the Mediterranean coastal region. 
Susan E. McGARRY 


BETH-GAMUL (PLACE) [bé gémal}. A town located 
in Moab’s tableland, named in Jer 48:23 along with a 
number of other settlements in this region that were the 
objects of God’s wrath. Since the town is not mentioned 
anywhere else in the Bible, it has been suggested that 
Beth-gamul was founded relatively late in history. Such an 
explanation is not necessary, however, since it is likely that 
Jeremiah’s list of place narnes included some that were 
unimportant. Beth-gamul has been equated with Khirbet 
el-Jemeil, a site with extensive Iron Age ruins that is 
located ca. eight miles east of Dhiban, but this identifica- 
tion is uncertain. 
GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BETH-GILGAL (PLACE) [Heb bet gilgal]. A town in 
the general vicinity of Jerusalem, where levitical singers 
had been established and from which they were sum- 
moned to participate in the dedication of Jerusalem’s 
rebuilt walls (Neh 12:29). I: is often suggested that it be 
identified with the more farnous Gilgal situated near Jeri- 
cho, but since gilgal was a common place name in Israel 
and the text presumes its proximity to Jerusalem for the 
Levites functioning in the temple, it is preferable to locate 
the town in the environs of |erusalem. See also GILGAL. 
Jerrrey K. Lotr 


BETH-HACCHEREM (PLACE) [Heb bét hakkerem). 


One of five districts, or district capitals, of the province of 
Judah during the Persian Period. Neh 3:14 indicates it was 
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ruled by Malchijah, son of Rechab. According to Jer 6:1, a 
fire signal station was located there. 

Both 3QInv (3Q15) and 1QapGen mention a Beth- 
haccherem in conjunction with the King’s Valley where the 
tomb of Absalom was located (2 Sam 18:18). Some scholars 
believe that the Karem which the LXX adds to the list of 
places in Joshua 15:59 may be the same as Beth-hac- 
cherem. 

Based on Jeremiah’s association of Tekoa with Beth- 
haccherem (Jer 6:1), as well as Jerome’s comment that it 
could be seen from Bethlehem, the proposal has been 
made that Beth-haccherem be identified with the Hero- 
dium (M.R. 173119), although this view has gained little 
support. Others have suggested that the village of ‘Ain 
Karim, ca. 6.5 km W of Jerusalem (M.R. 165130), pre- 
serves the name of the ancient site. It has further been 
suggested that cairns located on top of Jebel Ali, which 
overlooks ‘Ain Karim, could have served as the beacons 
for Beth-haccherem. The most recent proposal for Beth- 
haccherem is RAMAT RAHEL, ca. 4 km S of Jerusalem 
(M.R. 170127; Aharoni, LBHG, 432). This location can be 
harmonized with the ancient sources, and it also would 
have been ideal for a fire signal station. The recovery of 
ancient remains from the last years of the kingdom of 
Judah would also tend to support such an identification. 
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BETH-HAGGAN (PLACE) [Heb bét haggan]. A place 
toward which Ahaziah king of Judah fled when attacked 
by Jehu king of Israel (2 Kgs 9:27). Ahaziah was fleeing S 
from Jezreel (v 15) toward Samaria and Jerusalem. Thus 
he should have taken the main road going SW from Jezreel 
to modern Jenin, where the natural pass from the Jezreel 
valley into the Samaria mountains is located. Knowing the 
road, Jehu ordered an ambush to kill the king of Judah in 
the narrow pass of GUR leading to the Dothan valley. 
After being mortally wounded, Ahaziah abruptly changed 
direction and headed to Megiddo, where he died. 

The identification of Beth-haggan must, therefore, be 
connected to modern Jenin (M.R. 178207), where the 
name—lit. “house of the enclosure” (gan)—was well-pre- 
served in the Roman period as Ginaea, marking the border 
between Galilee and Samaria and described as “a village 
situated in the great plain” (JW 3.48). In 1968 Porath 
discovered in the center of modern Jenin a tell of 30 
dunams in area, upon which the central bus station was 
later built. The pottery collected proved that the site 
existed in the EB I, MB I, LB I-II, Iron I-II, Persian, 
Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine, medieval, and Ottoman pe- 
riods. This discovery enabled the identification, on the 
same place, of Kn (E7 of the later Execration Texts), as 
suggested by Mazar (1974: 25). It seems as well that this is 
“kur-Gina” of EA 250, mentioned in connection to the 
events which took place after the death of Labayu, prince 
of Shechem. With the identification of Harabu (EA 250) 
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with el-Hurab in the Dothan valley (Zertal 1984: 59-65), 
it seems even more probable that “kur-Gina” and Beth- 
haggan were indeed located at Jenin. 
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BETH-HARAM (PLACE) [Heb bét haram]. Var. 
BETH-HARAN. A valley allotted by Moses to the tribe of 
Gad on the east side of the Jordan (Josh 13:27), which 
includes the city of Beth-nimrah, among others. However 
Num 32:36 reports that Beth-haran (modern Beit Har- 
ran?) and Beth-nimrah (M.R. 210146) are both specific 
towns controlled by Gad. The discrepancy between a com- 
prehensive territory and a locality is explained by Loewen- 
stamm (1972) and later Kallai (1983) who define various 
stages in the report of the conquest of the Transjordan. 
These places were apparently fortified holding pens for 
livestock and were useful as staging points for persons 
crossing the Jericho into Canaan. 

After working from surveys made in the nineteenth 
century, Glueck (1951) concludes that both Beth-haram 
and Beth-haran refer to the same Tell Iktanu (Ikhtenu, 
M.R. 214136) on the southern side of wadi er-Rameh. 
Excavations (Prag 1974: 97) have not determined which 
biblical town is found during the Middle Bronze Age at 
Tell Iktanu. 
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BETH-HOGLAH (PLACE) [Heb bét-hogila]. A village 
that was on the border between the territories of the tribes 
of Judah and Benjamin (Josh 15:6; 18:19). It is also listed 
as one of the cities in the territory of Benjamin (Josh 
18:21). The border descriptions place Beth-hoglah and its 
companion village Beth-arabah just N of the bay on the 
northern shore of the Dead Sea at the mouth of the Jordan 
River. Beth-hoglah, one of the villages that may be named 
after an animal (partridge—Heb hoglad; LBHG, 255), was 
identified by Eusebius (Klosterman ed., 48) with what was 
in his time called Agla. Today it is identified as modern 
Dier Hajlah (M.R. 197136), a site near ‘Ain Hajlah SE of 
Jericho. Its companion village of Beth-arabah (modern 
‘Ain el-Gharabeh, M.R. 197139) lies just to the N. Though 
the linguistic evidence for this identification is very strong, 
the artifacts recovered from this area do not preceed the 
Byzantine period. Beth-hoglah and its companion village 
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Beth-arabah have played an important part in the study of 
the historical development of the biblical text. Beth-arabah 
appears in both the city lists of the tribe of Judah (Josh 
15:61) and the lists of the tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:22). 
While Beth-aoglah only appears in the list of Benjaminite 
cities (Josh 18:21), it clearly appears, along with Beth- 
arabah, S of the border (in Judah) in the border descrip- 
tion of the S border of Benjamin (Josh 18:19). Beth-arabah 
is also clearly S of the border in the description of Judah’s 
N boundarv (Josh 15:6). These discrepancies have led 
scholars to conclude that the borders between the tribes 
shifted over time and that cities may have belonged to 
different territories in different periods. Kallai (1960: 48) 
wrote that the N border description of the tribe of Judah 
(Josh 15:5—11) represented the border after the conquests 
of David. He claimed the list of Judean cities (Josh 15:21- 
61) was part of Solomon’s second district (HGB, 373) but 
also showed signs of later editing (Hezekiah’s time). He 
concluded that the list of the cities in Benjamin (Joshua 
21-17), dating after the division of the kingdoms, could 
only represent the historical situation during the period 
between Abi ah’s conquest and Judah’s expulsion from Mt. 
Ephraim du~ing Asa’s war with Baasha (HGB, 404). 
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BETH-HORON (PLACE) [Heb bét-horén]. A levitical 
city assigned to the tribe of Ephraim. The earliest records 
indicate that there were two cities known as Beth-horon, 
the one Lower Beth-horon and the other Upper Beth- 
horon, each situated on the “ascent of Beth-horon.” The 
later writer of Chronicles reveals that the Beth-horons 
were built by Sheerah (1 Chr 7:24), the daughter of Ber- 
iah, who wa; one of the sons of Ephraim. According to 
Joshua Beth-horon came under the control of the Hebrews 
at the time of the Conquest. In this battle (Josh 10:10—-11) 
many of the Amorites were slaughtered at Gibeon, and 
the remaining Amorites were chased to the ascent of Beth- 
horon. At the time of the allotment, Lower Beth-horon 
was given to the descendants of Joseph, that is to say, the 
Ephraimites (Josh 16:3), while Upper Beth-horon was on 
the border between Ephraim (16:5) and Benjamin (18:13- 
14). 

During the Philistine wars when the Israelites had been 
scattered, one of three companies of Philistine “raiders” 
assaulted Beth-horon, while Saul and Jonathan stayed in 
Geba (1 Sam 13:18). Later, as a result of the Egyptian 
capture and burning of Lower Beth-horon (1 Kgs 9:15— 
17), this site was one of the rebuilding projects of Solomon 
along with Jerusalem, Hazor, Megiddo, Gezer, Baalath, 
and Tamar. In a parallel Chronicles text (2 Chr 8:5-6) 
both Upper and Lower Beth-horon are mentioned as hav- 
ing been fortified with walls, gates, and bars (cf. Myers 2 
Chronicles AB, 13,48). The final reference to Beth-horon is 
in the account of a raid by disbanded Israelite troops who 
killed 3000 in Judah, from Samaria to Beth-horon (2 Chr 
25:13). 
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Outside the OT the only 1eferences to the Beth-horons 
are in the intertestamental literature and in the Church 
Fathers. During the Maccabean Wars Beth-horon was the 
site of two revolts under the leadership of Judas (1 Macc 
3:16, 24; 7:39). The cities were later fortified by Bacchides 
after the battle with Jonathan (1 Macc 9:50). In Jubilees 
34:4 the king of Beth-horon during the time of Jacob is 
mentioned. Beth-horon was also one of the villages held 
by the Jews against Holofernes (Jdt 4:4). 

Beth-horon is a twin city: Upper Beth-horon has been 
identified with Beit ‘Ur el-Foqa’ (M.R. 16143), while Lower 
Beth-horon has been associated with Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta 
(M.R. 158144). These identifications are uncontested. The 
Beth-horons are located in the mountains of Judah in the 
valley of Aijalon, the most important of all the routes in 
the hill country from the coastal plain. Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta 
sits on a hill, not dissimilar in height, size, vegetation, or 
form from its environs. High hills are visible to the N, E, 
and S, while the deep valley of Aijalon is preserved in two 
parallel faults, making an easy approach to the mountains 
from the W. Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta has a commanding view of 
the coastal plain below; it thus occupies a central position 
of communication between the hill country and the plain. 
Beit ‘Ur el-Foqa?, ca. 2.5 km 5E, sits on a hilltop site similar 
in structure to many others in the area. The most impor- 
tant things about these two sites were their role in the 
security of Judah and theirs significant impact on com- 
merce. Beth-horon was one of the major cities on the route 
from Joppa, Lydda, Bethel, and Jericho crossing over to 
Rammoth-ammon. 

A question regards which Beth-horon is referred to in 
the Hebrew Bible. This is a debated, unresolved problem. 
Without presenting any evidence, Simons (GTTOT, 204) 
identifies the Beth-horon of Joshua 21 with Beit ‘Ur el- 
Foqa’; but others like Albright (1929: 6) have argued for 
Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta. Central :o the question is Ephraim’s 
border. According to Josh 16:5 the border of Ephraim 
goes as far as Upper Beth-horon, while in Josh 16:3 the 
allotment to Joseph extends “as far as the territory of 
Lower Beth-horon.” ‘Traditionally geographers have 
wanted to separate these two cities, but that option is not 
as attractive as it appears on the surface. In the first place, 
there are references to the “ascent of Beth-horon” and to 
the “going down of Beth-horon.” Garstang (Joshua, Judges, 
179) first suggested that this distinction “may possibly trace 
its origins to the fact that two different routes led from the 
plains of Gibeon towards the coast, but Aharoni (LBHG, 
59) has proposed that “ascent” and “descent” simply de- 
pend on one’s direction. Both points have credibility. 
When one approaches Beth-horon from el-Jib, one has 
the feeling of climbing to Lower Beth-horon and then on 
to Upper Beth-horon. However, when coming from the 
coastal plain, the same perception is had; but the approach 
is from the opposite direction. The biblical narrative often 
is not clear whether the approach is from el-Jib (E) or 
from the coastal plain (W). 

Garstang’s “two route” theory has been supported by 
recent surveys at both Beth-horons (Peterson 1977: 281). 
When Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta was surveyed, the tell was sterile 
with the exception of its N face. The S face was only 
slightly terraced. However, the N side, facing the valley, 
was covered with shards. Just the opposite was found at 
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‘Ur el-Foqga?. The only part of the tell not sterile at el-Foqa? 
was the S face toward the deep valley. This suggests that 
et-Tahta’s population overlooked and protected the valley 
and trade routes along its N side, while the ancient occu- 
pation at el-Foqa? overlooked and protected the valley and 
trade routes along its S side. Some communication system 
could easily have been developed between the fortified 
cities. Pottery supports occupation at both sites as early as 
Iron II. 

Robinson (1841: 62) presents an examination of all the 
literature written on Beth-horon until his June 9, 1838 
visit. He identified the site as Beth-horon, and all geogra- 
phers since have accepted Robinson’s identification. 

Since 1926 there have been many surveys at both el- 
Foqa’ and et-Tahta. The surveys have shown that the 
pottery chronologies at el-Foqa’ begin with LB, while at et- 
Tahta the earliest is Iron II. However, what is most inter- 
esting is that from Iron II forward each period is repre- 
sented at both sites, giving more credibility to the “twin 
cities” thesis. Earlier geographers had failed to recognize 
the antiquity of the pottery at el-Foqa’, perhaps because of 
the many references to Lower Beth-horon in the Bible. 
The conclusion that can be drawn from the archaeological 
evidence is a close occupational relationship between the 
two cities. It is only when one city is specifically mentioned 
that the other is excluded. Given the occupational history 
and settlements of both cities, the Beth-horon of Josh 
21:22 and of 1 Chr 6:68 must be both Beit ‘Ur el-Foqa? and 
Beit ‘Ur et-Tahta. 
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BETH-JESHIMOTH (PLACE) [Heb bét hayésimét}. A 
place in the Shittim valley N of the Dead Sea and E of the 
Jordan River mentioned in four biblical passages (Num 
33:49; Josh 12:3; 13:20; Ezek 25:9). The first of these is 
part of a larger passage (Num 33:5—49) giving the itiner- 
ary of the Israelites in their journey from Egypt to the 
plains of Moab. Beth-jeshimoth is mentioned twice in 
Joshua, first (12:3) as a point of reference in a delineation 
of the boundaries of the Amorite kingdom of Sihon, and 
next (13:20) in Moses’ allocation of that defeated kingdom 
to the Reubenites (on the implied linking of Exodus and 
Conquest traditions, see Soggin Joshua OTL, 154-55; Bol- 
ing Joshua AB, 340-41). In a brief oracle against Moab, 
Ezekiel (25:9) lists the city as one of the three principal 
sites of that region. 

The second element of the same occurs in Hebrew with 
the definite article (noted by Aharoni LBHG, 109), but the 
first element (Heb dét, lit. “house”) is variously interpreted 
or omitted by LXX translators (see LBHG, 98). The ancient 
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name can be detected in that of Khirbet es-Suweimeh, 
although the view of Glueck (1943: 23-26) that nearby 
Tell ‘Azeimeh was the actual ancient site is generally fol- 
lowed (Ottosson 1969: 124; LBHG, 113; Miller 1989: 582 
n. 8). 
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BETH-LE-APHRAH (PLACE) [Heb bét lXapré]. A 
town, otherwise unknown, mentioned only in Mic 1:10 
within a paronomastic dirge lamenting the fall of the 
Shephelah cities, which formed the military bulwark for 
Jerusalem. Through a pun on the following Hebrew word, 
‘apar, ‘dust,’ the poet obviously wishes to convey the sense 
of “house of dust.” The grammatical problem is the prep- 
osition 1, which normally does not occur after a construct. 
The exegete might omit the / with the support of the 
Targum, Syriac, and Theodocian, to find possible refer- 
ence to one of two attested Ophrahs (Heb ‘opré), but one 
of these towns lies in Benjamin and the other in Manasseh, 
both inappropriate localities for the Micah text. An alter- 
native is to understand the / as possessive (Williams 1976: 
30, 270; GKC, 130a), so that bét lé (van Hoonacker 1908: 
359 reads mibbét IZ, but MT bébét is better, given the 
parallelism with bégat, “in Gath” in 10a; cf. BDB, 110b; 
GKC, 130aN) carries the sense of “within” Ophrah/Aphrah 
(see Rudolph Micah KAT, 9, 12). But simpiest, and in this 
case best, is to accept Beth-le-aphrah and the difficult 
Beth-ezel alongside Shaphir, Zaanan (v 11), and Maroth (v 
12) as currently unknown localities named in the Micah 1 
text. Given the ancient Hebrew custom of lamenting in 
dust and ashes, a plausible translation of v 10 would be, 
“In Gath, tell it not! Weep not at all! In ‘Ashton’ (Beth-le- 
aphrah) roll round in the dust!” 
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BETH-LEBAOTH (PLACE) [Heb bét l2ba6t]. Var. LE- 
BAOTH. Simeonite town located in the Judean NEGEB 
and listed between HAZAR-SUSAH and SHARUHEN 
(Josh 19:6). In the list of towns in the Negeb district of 
Judah, it appears in its abbreviated form as LEBAOTH, 
between SANSANNAH and SHILHIM (Josh 15:32). How- 
ever, in the Simeonite genealogy in 1 Chr 4:31 its place is 
taken by BETH-BIRI, between HAZAR-SUSIM and 
SHAARAIM. The relationship between Beth-lebaoth and 
Beth-biri is unclear. It is possible that they were one and 
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the same place, in which case Beth-lebaoth could have 
been the site’s preexilic and Beth-biri its postexilic name 
(see “Beth-biri” in [DB 1: 389). Or they may have been two 
separate sites located in the same general area (implicit in 
Abel GP 2: 269, 368). Rudolph (Chronikbiicher HAT, 38) 
has conjectured that Beth-biri (Heb consonantal byt bry) 
and Beth-lebaoth (Heb byt [Pwt) may be biforms of the 
same name, drawing on different Heb word roots for lion 
(Cry and lb, respectively (in which case he would emend 
Beth-biri to Beth-ari byt ry). The site of Beth-lebaoth has 
not been identified, although it was probably located in 
the vicinity of Sharuhen. 
Car S. EHRLICH 


BETH-MAACAH (PLACE). See ABEL-BETH-MAA- 
CAH (PLACE). 


BETH-MARCABOTH (PLACE) [Heb bé hammarka- 
bét, bét markibét}. Beth-marcaboth is listed in Josh 19:5 and 
in 1 Chr 4:31 as one of the settlements occupied by the 
tribe of Simeon in the aftermath of the Conquest. Since 
the tribe of Simeon was assimilated to that of Judah at an 
early date, and most of the Simeonite towns are listed 
again clearly in the record of the Judean settlements in 
Josh 15:21-32, an explanation for its absence there is 
necessary. 

In Josh 19:5—6a the text reads: Ziklag, Beth-marcaboth, 
Hazar-susah, Beth-lebaoth; the parallel passage in Josh 
15:31—32a has: Ziklag, Madmannah, Sansannah, Lebaoth. 
Since these short sections of the list begin and end with 
the same towns (Lebaoth being a variant for Beth-lebaoth), 
it is likely that the towns in between are also to be equated. 
An explanation for this difference is that Madmannah is 
the earlier name for the site. The name Beth-marcaboth, 
meaning “the house of the chariots,” may have been given 
to it under Solomon, who is known to have trafficked in 
chariots and horses (1 Kgs 10:28—29). The older name of 
the site may be preserved at Khirbet Umm ed-Deimneh 
though no Iron Age remains have been found there ‘Abel 
GP 2: 372) The nearby site of Khirbet Tatrit (M.R. 
143084), 18.5 km NE of Beersheba, has yielded Iron Age 
pottery (Kochavi 1972: 80-81; Aharoni, LBHG, 431). 
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BETH-MEON (PLACE) [Heb dét ma‘én]. A N Moabite 
town more commonly called Baal-meon, also known as 
Beth-baal-meon and, probably, Beon. After the Hebrew 
victory over the Amorites, this settlement was assigned to 
the tribe of Reuben (Num 32:3, 38; Josh 13:17; 1 Chr 5:8). 
The alternative names Beth-baal-meon/Baal-meon appear 
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in the Mesha Inscription (lines 9, 30), where the Moabite 
king says he rebuilt the town and made a reservoir in it. 
Jer 48:23 and Ezek 25:9 mention this place name in their 
oracles against Moab. Samaria Ostracon 27 contains a 
reference to “Baala the Baalmeonite.” The village of Ma‘in 
(M.R. 219120), located ca. 4 miles SW of Medeba, is the 
probable location of ancierit Beth-baal-meon, though ar- 
chaeological confirmation is lacking. 
GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BETH-MILLO (PLACE) {Heb bét mili]. An otherwise 
unattested place mentioned together with the “citizens of 
Shechem” as part of an assembly responsible for the en- 
thronement of Abimelech, king of Shechem (Judg 9:6, 20 
[2 times]). The passage seems to be earlier than the sur- 
rounding narrative (Richter 1963: 305) and may reflect a 
secondary interpretation of a traditional description of the 
environment of Shechem. 

Several identifications of Beth-millo have been offered 
(Soggin 1973). The term has been taken to refer to the 
acropolis of Shechem, presumed to be identical with the 
migdal “tower” mentioned in Judg 9:46. Most who follow 
this line of interpretation identify the site as an important 
part of the urban defense system; others consider it to 
have been an area outside the city (either connected with 
or separate from the migdal). 

If the second element of the name Beth-millo means 
“filling” (from Heb mi? ‘to fill’), it may refer to the founda- 
tion of the upper city (so Boling Judges AB, 171). This has 
generally been presumed tc be the meaning of the (iden- 
tically spelled) word mill@ ‘Millo’ designating an area of fill 
on the E slope of the city of David (2 Sam 5:9; 1 Kgs 9:15, 
24; 11:27; 1 Chr 11:8; 32:5). See MILLO (PLACE). A bét 
millé? is referred to in this area also (2 Kgs 12:21), perhaps 
“a prominent building in the Millo” (Cogan and Tadmor 
II Kings AB, 139). Beth-millo would then be related to the 
later function of the urban acropolis as a part of the 
defense system which included the priests, other temple 
personnel, and soldiers who inhabited the area (Soggin 
1973). 

The etymology of the word millé remains rather doubt- 
ful. It is possible that the word is a borrowing from Eg 
m3rw, which designates a part of the king’s court (Gorg 
1985: 60). Beth-millo may thus be a term for the residen- 
ttal area of the king at Shechem (and Jerusalem, respec- 
tively) and may designate the administrative center of the 
city. 
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BETH-NIMRAH (PLACE) [Heb bét nimré]. One of the 
towns built by Gadites E of the Jordan valley in land 
wrested from the Amorite king Sihon and given to them 
by Moses (Num 32:36; Josh 13:27). The name is found at 
Num 32:3 without the initial element (Heb bé¢, lit. “house”), 
and LXX omits it at Num 32:36 (Gk Nambra). The name 
of the site persists at Tell Nimrin (on the Wadi Nimrin), 
although the ancient site was Tell Bleibil nearby (Aharoni 
LBHG, 112-14). The “waters of Nimrim” (Isa 15:6; Jer 
48:34) are perhaps to be associated with this location. See 
NIMRIM, THE WATERS OF (PLACE). 
C. GILBERT ROMERO 


BETH-PAZZEZ (PLACE) [Heb bét passés]. A town in 
the territory of the tribe of Issachar mentioned only in 
Josh 19:21. From the position of Beth-pazzez in the list of 
tribal towns, it should be located to the E of Mt. Tabor 
(M.R. 187232). Although Abel (GP 2: 62) suggested an 
identification with Kerm el-Haditeh (M.R. 196232), there 
is not sufficient evidence to establish an identification with 
any site. 
MELVIN Hunt 


BETH-PELET (PLACE) [Heb bét-pelet]. A town in Ju- 
dah located in the extreme S (Negeb) near Beersheba and 
toward the boundary of Edom (Josh 15:27). It was one of 
the towns reoccupied by Judeans when they returned from 
exile (Neh 11:26). Petrie (1930: 15) identified it with the S 
Tell el-Fara (M.R. 100076), 18 miles S of Gaza, although 
now that site is identified with Sharuhen. The location of 
Beth-pelet thus remains unknown. 
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BETH-PEOR (PLACE) [Heb bét pa‘ér). Heb for “house” 
or “temple of Peor,” a Transjordanian site the biblical 
importance of which is based on events that took place 
prior to the Hebrew conquest of Canaan. Its theophoric 
name probably indicates that the god Peor, or Baal of 
Peor, was worshiped in its environs. This place name, 
Beth-peor, is, in fact, related to a group of proper nouns 
that occur in the OT and are sometimes a cause of confu- 
sion: (1) Baal-peor, the name of a god, a local manifesta- 
tion of Baal (i.e., Baal of Peor), who was worshiped in NW 
Moab; (2) Peor, the name of a mountain in NW Moab and 
a shortened name for the god of Mt. Peor, Baal-peor, 
whose name was derived from the mountain’s designation; 
and (3) Beth-peor, the place name under discussion in this 
entry, a town which probably served as the cultic center of 
Baal-peor (perhaps known as Beth-baal-peor in antiquity). 

According to Josh 13:20, Beth-peor was in the territory 
assigned to the tribe of Reuben, an area that included the 
Moabite tableland (i.e., Heb misér) and the slopes down to 
the Jordan. Prior to their invasion of Canaan, the Hebrews 
camped among these hills above the Ghor, “in the valley 
opposite Beth-peor” (Deut 3:29); here Moses recounted 
the journey from Egypt and reminded Israel about their 
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covenant obligations (Deut 4:44—45). Still in the vicinity of 
Beth-peor, Moses viewed the promised land from “the top 
of Pisgah,” died “in the land of Moab,” and was buried “in 
the valley in the land of Moab opposite Beth-peor” (Deut 
34: 1-6). 

In agreement with the forenamed passages that mention 
Beth-peor, the biblical references to Peor, including those 
that narrate Balaam’s experience in this area (Num 23:28) 
and the infamous episode at Shittim (Numbers 25), also 
point to NW Moab as the location of Beth-peor. Though 
Deut 34:6 says that the location of Moses’ burial was 
unknown in ancient times, this text indicates that it was 
somewhere “opposite Beth-peor.” The lack of information 
noted by the biblical writer has been compounded in 
modern times, because the locations of Peor and Beth- 
peor remain uncertain (these names could refer to the 
same locale, of course). Clearly, all of the available evi- 
dence points to a location somewhere below the massif on 
which Mt. Nebo and Mt. Pisgah (Ras Siyagha) are found, 
probably in Wadi SAyun Musa, but identification with a 
particular site must remain tentative for the time being. 

Two sites have emerged from the scholarly discussion as 
possible candidates for ancient Beth-peor. According to 
Eusebius Bethphogor (biblical Beth-peor) and Mt. Phogor 
were located 6 Roman miles E of Livias (OT Beth-haram), 
on the road to Esbus. Furthermore, Egeria said she could 
see the site of Fogor (Peor) when looking N from Siyagha. 
This position corresponds to Khirbet el-Mehatta on the 
Mushaqaar ridge, as identified by a survey party from the 
Heshbon Expedition. While many scholars suggest that 
Beth-peor was located at the Roman fort of Khirbet esh- 
Sheikh Jayil, Henke concludes that what Musil identified 
with the latter actually corresponds to Khirbet el-Mehatta. 
Other scholars identify Khirbet ‘Ayun Musa, located ca. 1 
mile N of Mt. Nebo, with Beth-peor. 

GerRALpD L. MATTINGLY 


BETH-RAPHA (PERSON) [Heb bét-rapa]. Name at- 
tributed to an individual from the tribe of Judah men- 
tioned in | Chr 4:12. The form of the name is strange, 
since it is the only time a personal name collocated with bét 
appears in the OT. This has led some to suggest that a 
place name was intended (Odelain and Séguineau 1981: 
72; Aharoni LBHG, 108 [but see the list of persons on 
248]}). However, both the MT and the versions are unani- 
mous in rendering this as a person, along with the other 
individuals mentioned. It is quite likely that he was either 
named after a city, or that the city was viewed as going 
back to one ancestor/founder. He is said to be one of the 
men of Recah (which Codex Vaticanus and the Lucianic 
Recension of the LXX render as Recab). Interestingly 
enough, in an almost midrashic fashion, the Targum to 
Chronicles identifies this person, as well as the other indi- 
viduals mentioned in 1 Chr 4:12, as being “the men of the 
great synagogue” (my translation). There is some difficulty 
in identifying the connotation of the word bét-rdpd. It 
means either “house of the healer,” “house of the ghost,” 
“house of the giant” or “house of Rapha” (a Canaanite 
deity attested at Ugarit and perhaps in several Heb inscrip- 
tions. See REPHAIM.). The latter possibility is rejected by 
Tigay in his discussion of personal names (1986: 79), but 
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if polytheism. was more widespread in Israelite society than 
many would allow, there may well be a reference to a 
Canaanite deity here. The LXX represents this name as 
bathrephan (or bathraian in Codex Vaticanus), which would 
mean “daughter of Rephan” (or Raian according to Codex 
Vaticanus). The Vulgate sides with the MT in rendering 
bethrapa, as does the Aramaic bayta rapd (as would be 
expected). The Peshitta omits the difficult bé (presumably 
because it sounded like a place name), rendering the name 
as riipa. 
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BETH-REHOB (PLACE) [Heb bét rzhdb]. Var. REHOB. 
A Syrian town along the S border of Hamath, from which 
mercenaries came to join the Ammonites in war against 
King David (2 Sam 10:6-—8). Beth-rehob is mentioned in 
close connection with Zobah, and it is possible that Hada- 
dezer, king of Zobah, was a native of (Beth-)Rehob (cf. 2 
Sam 8:3, 12). See also REHOB (PLACE). This town per- 
haps marked the ideal N border of the promised land; in 
the days of Moses “Rehob near the entrance of Hamath” 
marked the N extent of the spies’ journey (Num 13:21). In 
the book of Judges the Israelite city of Dan is said to have 
been located. in the valley, which (at the time of the 
redactor) belonged to Beth-rehob (18:28). Thus, Beth- 
rehob should be located somewhere in the region where 
the Huleh valley connects with the Bekaa valley of Leba- 
non. Its exact location remains unknown, and Thomson’s 
(1882: 547) identification with Baniyas (M.R. 215294) 
must be rejected since no pre-Hellenistic remains have 
been found there. Thutmose III refers to a rhbw in his 
topographic list (ANET, 243, no. 87), but if it is to be 
identified with the (Beth-)Rehob near Dan and the en- 
trance to Hainath, then it cannot be identified with Tell el- 
Balat (M.R. 177280) or Tell er-Rahb (M.R. 180275). See 
REHOB (PLACE). 
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BETH-SAIDA (PLACE) [Gk Béthsaida]. A city men- 
tioned in the NT as the home town of several of Jesus’ 
disciples—Philip, Andrew, and Peter (John 1:44; 12:21). 
Beth-saida was already a village on the shores of the Sea 
of Galilee (M R. 208255) when Herod Philip, son and heir 
of Herod the Great, advanced its status to that of a city. 
He enlarged its population, built it up grandly, and called 
it Julias to honor the daughter of Augustus Caesar (Ant 
18.2.1 §28). Philip also built his capital of Paneas-Caesarea 
Philippi nearly 24 miles to the N, but he decreed that he 
was to be buried at Beth-saida. Upon his death, which took 
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place at Beth-saida-Julias in 33 c.£., he apparently was 
buried in the city in his own funeral monument, which he 
had commissioned beforehand (Ant 18.4.6 §108). 

Josephus records that Beth-saida-Julias was in the lower 
Gaulanitis, which would place it in the rich, alluvial plain 
W of the hills and cliffs of the Golan Heights (JW 2.9.1 
§168; Life 73). He noted that the Jordan passed the city on 
the way to the Sea of Galilee (JW 3.10.7 §57). He implies 
elsewhere that the Jordan was about one furlong away 
from Beth-saida, or one-eighth of a mile (Life 72). Mark 
6:45 adds the detail that Jesus and his disciples sailed from 
the site of the feeding of the 5000, which Luke 9:10 places 
in Beth-saida. Therefore Beth-saida had a port or anchor- 
age on the lake (cf. Life 73). Josephus also explains that 
King Agrippa’s region of Trachonitis extended to Julias at 
its S extent (JW 3.3.5 §57). Pliny the Elder (Naturalis 
Historia 5.21) and Ptolemy (Geog. 5.15.3) also knew its 
location on the E side of the lake. According to Mark 8:22 
the territory of the city of Caesarea Philippi could be 
reached from Beth-saida-Julias on foot, suggesting the 
existence of a road between the two cities. 

John 12:21 locates Beth-saida in Galilee, but probably 
that is to be understood as ari informal designation for the 
geographical rather than for the political area; for Pliny 
says the same thing (Naturalis Historia 5.21). Later Eusebius 
and Jerome also repeated “of Galilee,” even though politi- 
cally Beth-saida belonged to Gaulanitis or Trachonitis (On- 
omast. 58.11; 59.12). 

Nineteenth-century scholarship identified Beth-saida 
with the two sites of et-Tell and el-Araj. El-Araj lies on the 
shore of the lake, while et-Tell stands about 1.7 miles to 
the NNE. El-Araj should be Beth-saida, the original fish- 
ermen’s village on the shore, which had an anchorage still 
usable early in this century. The ancient anchorage was 
located during a period of low water level. Julias, on the 
other hand, was identified with the site of et-Tell, at which 
have been found an aqueduct, a city wall, a mosaic, and a 
road connecting with el-Araj. 

Recently new surveys in the region of the two proposed 
sites and the discovery of a third site have rounded out the 
picture without substantively altering the original pro- 
posal. See Fig. BET.01. Et-Tell (also known as el-Amiriyye 
from the nearby village) is now known to cover about 
45,000 m? (Urman 1985: 120-21). This is too small for an 
ancient city, but could be the acropolis of the city. El-Araj 
(el-Hasel or Beith ha-Beq), SSW of et-Tell and on the shore 
of the lake, is now largely underwater, but has produced 
architectural fragments that closely resemble those of syn- 
agogues excavated in the region. Furthermore, el-Araj and 
el-Mis’adiyye, about one-half mile E of el-Araj, feature 
foundations of buildings and pottery from the Early Ro- 
man period to the time of the Arab conquest (Urman 
1985: 121; 1971: 14). In 1982, 24 m of paved road or jetty 
extending into the lake were found at el-Araj. El-Araj and 
el-Mes’adiyye may together be regarded as the remnants 
of the large fishing village of Beth-saida, while et-Tell 
would form the acropolis of the city of Julias, founded by 
Herod Philip. 

According to John 1:44 Philip, Andrew, and Peter came 
from Beth-saida. Their origin there helps explain Jesus’ 
relationship to the village or city—he healed a blind man 
at Beth-saida (Mark 8:22-26) and fed 5000 in a deserted 
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BET.01. Area map of ancient Beth-saida. 


place nearby (Luke 9:25). Yet his ministry was evidently 
not well received, for Matthew 11:21 (cf. Luke 10:13) 
records his lament over the lack of repentence in Chorazin 
and Beth-saida. 
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BETH-SHAN (PLACE) [Heb bét san, bét san]. Var. 
BETH-SHEAN; SCYTHOPOLIS. An ancient city standing 
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sentinel over the junction of the Jezreel and Jordan valleys 
(M.R. 197212). The town was given to Manasseh (Josh 
17:11), but that tribe was unable to secure the site because 
of the iron chariotry that the Canaanites had in their 
arsenal (Josh 17:16; Judg 1:27). It remained in non-Israel- 
ite control until after the reign of Saul, and it was at Beth- 
shan where Saul’s decapitated body was put on display in 
the temple of Ashtaroth (1 Sam 31:10—12). During the 
reign of Solomon, however, it was listed as part of the 
administrative district belonging to Megiddo/Ta‘anach (1 
Kgs 4:12). The site is frequently mentioned in Hellenistic, 
Roman, and Byzantine times, when it became known as 
Scythopolis or Nysa Scythopolis. It was reported in the 
Maccabean conflicts as the scene of some confrontations (1 
Macc 5:52; 12:40—42), and its inhabitants were spared 
massacre because of their hospitality to the local Jewish 
population (2 Macc 12:29-31). It then became the chief 
city of the DECAPOLIS, even though it was the only one 
on the W side of the Jordan river. During the Decapolis 
period the city expanded beyond the tell to its maximum 
area of almost 100 hectares, all of which was enclosed with 
a wall. The significance of Beth-shan is marked by the fact 
that the Islamic conquest of a.p. 636 was described by the 
victors as the “day of Beisan.” The latter name, Beisan, 
derived from the ancient one (“house of Shan,” Shan being 
possibly a deity worshiped at the site), continues to be used 
and now refers to a village SE of the tell. 


A. Environmental Setting 
B. History of Excavations 
C. Archaeological Sequence 


A. Environmental Setting 

Ancient Beth-shan (identified with Tell el-Husn) is stra- 
tegically located in inland N Palestine where the Jezreel 
and Jordan valleys meet. The site is at the E terminus of 
the main route from the coast, the Via Maris, and roads 
branched out from there to Syria and Transjordan. Arable 
land, fish and other animal resources nearby, and a peren- 
nial water source (from the W4di Jalud, biblical Herod, on 
the S bank of which the site was founded) also encouraged 
human occupation. Consequently, Beth-shan was almost 
continuously settled from at least the Chalcolithic period 
up to modern times. 


B. History of Excavations 

The tell of Beth-shan, including a large cemetery (the 
Northern Cemetery) on the N bank of the W4di Jalud, was 
excavated from 1921 to 1933, first under the direction of 
C. §. Fisher (1921-1923), then under A. Rowe (1925- 
1928) and G. M. FitzGerald (1930-1931, 1933). This un- 
dertaking was one of the large American archaeological 
expeditions after World War I, a period during which 
excavation techniques were still in their formative stages. 
Almost the whole of the top five levels of the highest point 
of the tell on the SE were cleared; and only by reworking 
the limited stratigraphic evidence and pottery data, based 
on current knowledge, can the archaeological sequence be 
reconstructed (see James 1966; Oren 1973). FitzGerald 
carried out a deep sounding on the citadel, penetrating to 
the basal levels, the areal extents of which were so limited 
that the results were very equivocal and as yet have not 


BETH-SHAN 


been reworked. More recent archaeological work on the 
tell and in its environs (e.g., Yadin and Geva 1984) has also 
helped to clarify the findings of the early expedition. 


C. Archaeological Sequence 

The earliest evidence for occupation on the tell at Beth- 
shan is represented only by pit deposits in the lowest level 
(XVIII; above virgin soil) of FitzGerald’s deep sounding, 
which contained pottery dating to the Chalcolithic period 
(ca. 4500-2300 B.c.) or possibly to the terminal phase of 
the Neolithic period (Yarmukian). Many other Chalcolithic 
sites, however, were identified by N. Tzori in the immedi- 
ate vicinity of the tell. 

The Esdraelon culture, which has been identified as 
either a late Chalcolithic phase or an initial phase of the 
EB (ca. 3400-3100 B.c.), is attested by gray burnished and 
“grain wash ware” (i.e., pottery decorated with streaky red 
paint) from level XV1. Streets and multiroomed structures 
appeared ir the immediately succeeding levels (XV—XI) of 
the deep sounding, encompassing the main period of 
urban expansion, down to ca. 2400 B.c. Khirbet Kerak 
pottery, a distinctive, highly burnished black and red ware 
with stylistic affinities to E Anatolian types, is very preva- 
lent in level XI (although it was found in mixed contexts 
with MB material). This pottery is dated to a late phase of 
EB III and is possibly related to contemporaneous disrup- 
tions throughout the Near East that contributed to a 
weakening of the Palestinian city-state system. 

The transitional EB IV period (ca. 2400-1950 B.c.), as 
elsewhere in Palestine, is primarily attested by shaft tombs 
in the Nor:hern Cemetery; relatively little evidence for 
occupation was found on the tell. A reconsolidation of 
urban life, however, is evidenced by large houses with 
central courtyards in level X and by tombs with rich 
deposits (e.g., duckbill-shaped axheads and scarabs) both 
on the tell and in the Northern Cemetery. Although the 
stratigraphy of the deep sounding is problematic and has 
not been reworked, the artifactual material appears to 
cover most if not the entirety of MB I-III (ca. 1950-1550 
B.C.). 

Level LX, which also has not yet been reworked, dates 
primarily to the LB I period (ca. 1550-1400 B.c.); an 
admixture of earlier and later materials occurs in some 
contexts. Based on scarabs, Rowe assigned this stratum to 
Thutmose III, but scarabs of this pharaoh are poor chron- 
ological indicators since they continued to be made after 
his reign and were often retained as heirlooms. The archi- 
tectural layout of the level on the acropolis is quite differ- 
ent from underlying level X, and included a large, open 
courtyard bordering a thick-walled rectangular building 
(possibly a migdal-type temple) and a complex of rooms 
with an altar to the E. A basalt relief showing a lion and 
dog in combat was a notable find; Palestinian artifacts 
predominated in the level, although some Egyptian-style 
artifacts were also recovered. 

Egyptian presence was intensified in levels VII and VIII 
(dating to LB IB, 13th century B.c., although previously 
assigned to the late 15th—14th centuries by Rowe on the 
basis of scarabs), in which the citadel was again laid out on 
along completely different architectural lines. The build- 
ings (a so-called commandant’s house with two large rooms 
along one side of the structure; a heavily bastioned migdal; 
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a large silo; the SE sector with rooms and center hall 
buildings to either side of « N-S street; and, most signifi- 
cantly, a temple with a columned forecourt and a back 
altar room approached by a stairway) are analogous to 
specific Egyptian New Kingdom architectural types. The 
levels produced more Egyptian-style artifacts than any 
other LB site in Palestine: scarabs of 19th-Dyn. pharaohs, 
duck-head bowls, cobra figurines, zoomorphic stands, 
“flower pots,” jewelry, etc., as well as inscriptions (e.g., a 
stele of Amenemopet the architect, dedicated to “Mekal, 
the god, the lord of Beth-shan”). The combined evidence 
leaves little doubt that the #gyptians restructured the site 
to be a military garrison alcng the N frontier of Palestine, 
from which they could protect their interests in the area 
and participate in trade with major empires to the N. 
Palestinian artifacts still predominated at the site, and 
many of the basic industries (pottery, silicates, metals, 
alabaster, boneworking, gcldworking, etc.) continued to 
function as they had in the past. Nevertheless, as shown by 
scientific analyses, Egyptian-style artifacts were generally 
produced locally (one exception being glass and faience 
vessels); and Egyptian craftsmen must have been present 
at the site to manufacture such items or to tutor Palestinian 
craftsmen. A syncretistic Palestinian-Egyptian cult is im- 
plied by the representation of Egyptian deities (Hathor 
and minor gods, such as Bes, Taurt, and Sekhmet) and 
Palestinian deities (a principal female and male god). 

Even though serious disruptions in the Palestinian city- 
state system occurred at the end of the LB (ca. 1200 B.c.), 
Beth-shan continued to be occupied by the Egyptians in 
the early Iron Age. No destruction level was noted between 
levels VII and VI. With minor refurbishing the level VI 
temple is identical to that of level VII and located directly 
above it, and the general layout of the SE sector is the same 
in both levels; only the commandant’s house and migdal 
were totally dismantled, to »e replaced by probable store- 
houses. Egyptian-style artifacts, including scarabs of later 
Ramesside pharaohs (in particular, Rameses III of the 
12th century B.c.), numerous limestone door fragments 
from central-hall buildings with hieroglyphic inscriptions 
referring to the “commander of the troops” (Ramesseswes- 
erkhephesh) during the reign of Rameses III, and pottery 
and small objects similar to those in level VII are still very 
prevalent. A group of tombs in the Northern Cemetery 
contained large anthropoic| coffins, several of which had 
grotesque faces and were shown wearing high head/hair- 
dresses. Because of the similarity of the latter with depic- 
tions of the SEA PEOPLES in Egyptian reliefs, it has been 
proposed that one or more groups of Sea Peoples (the 
Denyen, Tjekker, and/or )eleset [Philistines]) were resi- 
dent at the site, perhaps as mercenaries. Although it is 
possible that some Sea Peoples lived there, their numbers 
must have been quite small, since very little characteristic 
artifactual material, such as is common at coastal sites, has 
been found at the site (only one Philistine shard was 
recovered from the site). Earlier and later phases of level 
VI (lower and upper, respectively) broadly date to ca. 
1200-1000 8.c. The inscriptional evidence from lower 
level VI indicates that Rameses III was primarily respon- 
sible for consolidating Egyptian control at the site. The 
possibility of a destruction jayer between lower and upper 
level VI, as well as the sparse remains from the latter 
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phase, suggests that Egyptian power waned during the 
later Ramesside period. 

Architecturally, level V, dated to Iron IC-IIA (ca. 1000- 
800 B.c.) according to the pottery evidence, represents a 
significant departure from the plan of the Egyptian garri- 
son. Two long E-W buildings, one in the area of the level 
VIII-VI temple and another located farther N, have been 
identified as temples. This interpretation is well supported 
by the finds from the building’s forecourt (a seated statue 
of Rameses III and monumental steles of Seti I and 
Rameses II dedicated to Ra-Hamarchis and Amun-Re) 
and by its interior (a stele dedicated to “Antit,” probably 
the local equivalent of a principal Canaanite goddess). 
Indeed, the presence of the monumental steles and statue 
suggests that an imperial cult existed here that had its 
beginning in the LB (this area in levels VIII—-VI was 
extensively disturbed, but wall lines are directly below 
those of the level V building). The steles describe in some 
detail the military defense of the Beth-shan area by the 
pharaohs against belligerent neighboring city-states and 
peoples (e.g., the Sapiru [see HABIRU, HAPIRU]; possibly 
connected with the Hebrews). Since the historical data of 
the steles accord with other texts of the pharaohs, they 
most likely originated in their reigns and were moved up 
from one level to the next as buildings were successively 
renovated or rebuilt by the Egyptians. Like storehouses of 
the period, a double row of columns ran the length of the 
S building. Based on the biblical tradition (I Chr 10:10), 
Rowe denoted the building the “Temple of Dagon,” the 
primary male deity of the Philistines; no inscriptions, 
however, were recovered from the building, and it is doubt- 
ful that the site was ever controlled by the Philistines. Both 
N and S temples yielded numerous cylindrical and house- 
like stands, which were decorated with snakes and birds 
and which were probably used in the cult. See Fig. BET.02. 
In the later phase of level V, a gate existed on the NW side 
of the tell, which was approached by a gentle earthen slope 
from the valley (earlier gates may have been located here 
as well). Unfortunately, the gate’s overall plan is unclear, 
but its architectural and masonry style (interior buttresses, 
header-and-stretcher arrangement of ashlar blocks, and 
an attached double wall) is similar to that of other gates in 
N Israel (e.g., Megiddo and Hazor) fortified by Solomon 
(cf. 1 Kgs 9:15). It is uncertain how the site was taken by 
the Israelites. 

After a possible hiatus in occupation, level IV was rebuilt 
along different architectural lines from level V. The very 
poorly preserved stratum is dated according to the pottery 
to ca. 800-600 B.c. 

Another gap in settlement followed level IV, although 
late Iron Age and Persian period tombs were found by 
Tzori east of the tell. The site was reoccupied in the 
Hellenistic (363-332 B.c.) and Roman (63 B.c.-a.p. 324) 
periods—levels II] and II. The Hellenistic structures were 
extensively disturbed by later Roman buildings, in partic- 
ular by a large temple on the NW side of the tell (initially 
assigned to the Hellenistic period, but now dated to the Ist 
century A.D.). The Roman city spread into the valley below 
the tell, where a colonnaded street, a hippodrome, a villa 
with mosaic floors, a theater, and an extensive wall circuit 
(spanning the Wadi Jalud) were uncovered. Roman tombs 
in the Northern Cemetery produced glass vessels, pottery 
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BET.02. Cylindrical stand with snakes and birds from Beth-shan—Level V. (Cour- 
tesy of P E. McGovern) 


figurines, and portrait busts of the dead; a stone sarcoph- 
agus in one tomb was inscribed with the name of Antio- 
chus, son of Phallion, possibly a cousin of Herod the Great. 

The uppermost level on the tell (level 1) was dominated 
by a circular Byzantine church, with an ambulatory around 
an open court. FitzGerald dated the building to the early 
5th century because of the similarity between its column 
capitals and those of the Church of St. Stephen in Jerusa- 
lem, which was constructed by the empress Eudocia be- 
tween 431 and 438. A mosaic in the building was also 
comparable to one of approximately the same period in 
the Church of Eleona on the Mount of Olives. Domestic 
residences surrounded the church, and a paved road led 
from the latter to the NW gate. A monastery, dedicated to 
or sponsored by a certain Lady Mary, was constructed N 
of the cemetery on the opposite bank of the WAdi Jalud, 
just outside the Byzantine city wall; inscriptions and a 
hoard of coins minted under Heraclius I indicate that it 
was constructed in the early 6th century a.p. and probably 
stood until the Islamic conquest. Extensive mosaic floors 
included circular representations of the Labors of the 
Months grouped around the personified sun and moon. 
In addition, four synagogues in the vicinity of the tell have 
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been investigated. Near the Monastery of Lady Mary and 
dating from the 5th through the early 7th century. one 
synagogue contained mosaics with representations of the 
ark of the covenant covered by a curtain, ritual vessels, 
and a seven-branched candelabra, together with four in- 
scriptions (three Greek and one Samaritan). Nearby, the 
mosaics in a second synagogue of the 6th century also 
showed ritual vessels and a candelabra, and included 
Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic inscriptions. At Farwana 
(probably ancient Rehob), S of Beth-shan and dating from 
the 5th—7th centuries, was discovered the longest Hebrew 
mosaic inscription, detailing halakic laws of the Sabbatical 
Year and tithing. Byzantine houses, another monastery, 
and a potter's workshop were also located in the vicinity of 
the tell. Numerous tombs from the Byzantine period were 
excavated in the Northern Cemetery. 
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Patrick E. MCGOVERN 


BETH-SHEAN. An aliernate spelling for BETH- 
SHAN. 


BETH-SHEARIM (PLACE). See BURIALS (AN- 
CIENT JEWISH). 


BETH-SHEMESH (PLACE) [Heb bét seme’, “ir seme’. 
The RSV has three towns with this name and the Heb MT 
has another. 

1. A town located in the NE Shephelah (M.R. 147128) 
in the Valley of Sorek and which played a small but 
significant role in Israel’s history. It was occupied through- 
out the biblical period and, as a border town, experienced 
the varying fortunes of the tribe and kingdom of Judah. 

a. Biblical References. B2th-shemesh is mentioned in 
two geographical lists of Joshua: first as Ir-shemesh (Josh 
19:41) within the territory of Dan, and then (Josh 21:16) 
as Beth-shemesh, a town given by the tribe of Judah to the 
Kohathite sons of Aaron. However, Beth-shemesh is not 
mentioned as a town of Judah in the geographical list of 
Joshua 15. The question of whether Beth-shemesh be- 
longed to the tribe of Judah or Dan may be answered by 
reference to Dan’s 1Ith-ceniury migration to its N terri- 
tory, which would have lef Beth-shemesh on the NW 
border of Judah. An equally plausible, though more tech- 
nical, explanation concerns the second Solomonic admin- 
istrative district (1 Kgs 4:9), which appears to parallel the 
territory mentioned in Josh 19:41. The: Joshua passage 
may be a description of 10th-century rather than of 11th- 
or of 12th-century geography, irrespective of tribal desig- 
nations. 

Beth-shemesh plays a prominent role in the story of the 
Philistine capture of the ark of the covenant (1 Sam 6:9— 
15). The ark is carried from Philistine territory to Beth- 
shemesh, which was a border town just inside Israelite 
territory. 

With the division of the kingdom, Beth-shemesh fell 
within the borders of Judah. Jehoash of Israel and Ama- 
ziah of Judah engaged in a battle at Beth-shemesh in which 
Jehoash proved the victor (2 Kgs 14:11; 2 Chr 25:21). Not 
only does this battle emphasize the location of Beth-she- 
mesh as a border town, but the subsequent sacking of 
Jerusalem by Jehoash also indicates that Beth-shemesh had 
guarded the Sorek pass fron the Philistine plain to Jeru- 
salem. Beth-shemesh later passed from Israelite control 
when the Philistines captured it during the reign of Ahaz 
(2 Chr 28:18). 

The only other ancient sources to mention Beth-she- 
mesh are the Palestinian Talmud in a geographical context 
(Meg. 1.70a and parallel passages) and Eusebius (Onomast. 
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54.11-13), who identifies it as Bethsamis. The final settle- 
ment appears to have been a Byzantine monastery. Be- 
tween the fall of the Israelite kingdoms and the Byzantine 
period, only the scantiest remains (Hellenistic coins and 
Roman ceramics) were deposited at the site. The Beth- 
shemesh in Judah should not be confused with that asso- 
ciated with Naphtali (Josh 19:38) or that associated with 
Issachar (Josh 19:22). 

b. Archaeological Excavations. The Arab village of 
‘Ain Shems preserved a reference to the ancient name; 
and E. Robinson in 1841 identified Tell er-Rumeilah, just 
W of ‘Ain Shems, with biblical Beth-shemesh. The Pales- 
tine Exploration Fund began excavations at the site in 
1911 under the direction of D. Mackenzie, who identified 
four strata at the site. The earliest was a Bronze Age 
stratum containing imported Aegean and Cypriot pottery. 
The succeeding stratum was characterized by Philistine 
pottery, which had much in common with Mycenaean IIC 
wares. The third stratum was designated “Israelite” and 
was thought to have been destroyed by Sennacherib in 701 
B.c.E. The final stratum was the Byzantine occupation, 
represented by the monastery on the SE side of the hill. 
During 1911-1912 Mackenzie excavated the entire mon- 
astery and an area on the S side of the mound. He also 
excavated a Bronze Age fortification system, including a 
typical MB gate, and a curtain wall with adjoining towers. 
The wall was followed for its full course around the city. 
These fortifications may have been reused in the LB, but 
they clearly went out of use by the beginning of the Iron 
Age. 

A second series of excavations on the W and S sides of 
the tell were conducted from 1928-31 by E. Grant, assisted 
by C. S. Fisher and A. Rowe. Although Grant published 
three reports (1929; 1931-32; 1934), the authoritative 
volumes on these latter excavations were published by 
Grant together with G. E. Wright (1939). The following 
description of the stratigraphy and finds from Beth-she- 
mesh is based largely on that report. 

c. Stratigraphy. Six major occupational levels were dis- 
covered at Beth-shemesh, some of which were further 
subdivided (e.g., [Va and IVb). With the improved strati- 
graphic techniques and ceramic analysis of the last half 
century, it is apparent that further subdivisions should 
have been made. However, the published evidence makes 
it difficult to argue specifically for a more complex stratig- 
raphy. 

(1) Stratum VI. The earliest level produced no building 
remains. Only a collection of flints, ceramics, and some 
stone objects give evidence of the EB IV—MB I period. It 
is not known whether this evidence indicates a sedentary 
occupation, or whether these are simply campsite remains. 

(2) Tombs. A series of tombs (9, 17, 13) stratigraphically 
appear to predate the city wall. Their contents are MB II- 
III and testify to a preurban phase of the MB occupation 
at Beth-shemesh. 

(3) Stratum V. This stratum represents the first fortifi- 
cation of the site in the MB III period. The fortification 
consisted of a city wall encircling the tell, three rectangular 
towers, and a three-chambered city gate. Evidence for a 
glacis and lower retaining wall, which usually accompany 
such fortifications, was not found nor was there effort to 
locate it. The single major house discovered in stratum V 
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was built against the city wall. Called the Herrenhaus by 
the excavators, this structure consisted of a single court- 
yard flanked by smaller rooms on three sides. The full 
extent of this house may not have been excavated. A tower 
on the SW of the city wall is a later addition to the wall. 
Although it is possible that this tower was added in the LB, 
it may indicate a second phase to the MB city. If such is 
the case, then Beth-shemesh V would have three phases: 
(1) a preurban phase indicated by tombs; (2) the first 
urban phase indicated by the city wall, gate, and Herren- 
haus; and (3) a later urban phase indicated by additions to 
the city wall. It seems likely on the basis of the pottery that 
stratum V spans the period from the middle of the MB II 
to the end of the MB. An ash layer on the floor of the 
Herrenhaus and the breaching of the city wall indicate a 
destruction of stratum V. Wright dates this destruction to 
the mid-16th century B.c.£. 

(4) Stratum IV. During the LB the city’s defenses seem 
to have been repaired on the W side of the mound. 
However, on the S side of the city, the Herrenhaus was 
rebuilt above the city wall, indicating the fortifications were 
not reused. This apparent contradiction may indicate 
stratigraphic phasing within stratum IV or different uses 
of the fortifications within the city at the same time. Our 
present knowledge of Beth-shemesh does not allow a res- 
olution of this issue. 

Wright and Grant subdivided stratum IV into two 
phases: IVA, the earlier spanning the 15th and early 14th 
centuries; and IVB, which was destroyed in the 13th or 
early 12th century B.c.E. Stratigraphic differentiation be- 
tween IVA and IVB was noticeable from a change in 
building orientation in some areas and from evidence of 
destruction on the W edge of the tell. Stratum IVB was 
also burned. A number of large buildings were excavated 
in stratum IV along with three industrial furnaces and a 
number of silos and plastered water cisterns. 

Wright and Grant have isolated the bichrome pottery 
from Beth-shemesh into stratum IVA, the Mycenaean im- 
ports into stratum IVB, and the Philistine pottery into the 
subsequent stratum III. Pottery which paralleled that of 
Tell Beit Mirsim Bl and which is considered characteristic 
of the early Israelites was found in two silos (551 and 530; 
stratum IVB). This pottery was buried under destruction 
debris and the buildings of stratum III. 

(5) Stratum III. The Iron Age I (stratum IID) probably 
came to an end in the mid-11th century B.c.£. through 
another violent destruction. The city may or may not have 
been fortified at this time. The city wall appears to have 
been repaired again, but there is no stratigraphic evidence 
that these repairs did not occur in the previous stratum. 
The finest building of stratum III, the Hofhaus, consisted 
of a partially paved courtyard flanked on the W by three 
smaller rooms. 

A significant amount of Philistine pottery was found 
throughout stratum III as would be expected given the 
location of Beth-shemesh near the Philistine plain. The 
occupation of stratum III appears to coincide chronologi- 
cally with the appearance and disappearance of this dis- 
tinctive ceramic style. 

(6) Stratum II. Stratum II was subdivided into three 
phases IIA, IIB, and IIC. On the W side of the tell, stratum 
IIA was characterized by a casemate wall and administra- 
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tive buildings—one considered a governor’s house and 
another a storage complex. The former building was not 
fully excavated; the latter consisted of three long rooms. 
Stratum IIA’s occupation was burned in the early 10th 
century B.c.#. Strata IIB and IIC cover the rest of the Iron 
Age to the Babylonian destruction of Judah in 587 8.c.£. 
Mackenzie and Y. and M. Aharoni would date the final 
destruction of Beth-shemesh to the Assyrian invasion of 
701 B.c.E. However, the appearance of some (although not 
all) 7th-century ceramic forms in the Beth-shemesh collec- 
tion would seem to contradict that conclusion. The later 
Iron Age occupation was unfortified. The houses exca- 
vated on the W edge of the tell were arranged along the 
old line of fortifications and were divided by a series of 
streets. The distinction between strata IIB and IIC is based 
on ceramic evidence although stratigraphic changes were 
noted within the unfortified village. 

That strata IIB—C at Beth-shemesh were unfortified is 
reflected in the biblical record. Rehoboam neglected to 
fortify Beth-shemesh while building defenses at a number 
of Judean towns including nearby Zorah (2 Chr 11:5-10). 
Similarly Beth-shemesh is not mentioned in the city list of 
Judah (Josh 15:33-36), which includes neighboring towns 
like Zorah and Azekah. It is possible that the site was 
unoccupied for some time in the 9th century B.C.E. 

(7) Stratum I. The Roman-Byzantine period was repre- 
sented by a Byzantine monastery on the SE side of the tell. 
Hellenistic, Roman, and medieval pottery were also found 
in small quantities at Beth-shemesh. 

d. Inscriptions. Although Beth-shemesh is not noted 
for its inscriptional finds, a few significant documents were 
discovered there. In stratum IV scarabs of Amenhotep III 
and Rameses I and II were found, along with scarabs of 
Thutmose I], Seti I, and Rameses III in tomb 11. In room 
526 of stratum IVA a cuneiform tablet with an inscription 
in Ugaritic script was discovered. The signs were written 
backwards as if to be read with a mirror. A similar mirror- 
written inscription has been found at Ugarit itself. An 
ostracon found in area Y31, attributable to either stratum 
V or IV, bears a proto-Canaanite inscription. 

Ten stamped jar handles bearing individualized Hebrew 
inscriptions typical of the end of the Judean Monarchy 
were found in stratum IJ. One reading “To Eliakim, Stew- 
ard of Yawkin” is identical to two sealings found at Tell 
Beit Mirsim. Royal stamp seals with either winged scarab 
or winged sc~oll decoration typical of the 8th century B.Cc.E. 
‘were also found in stratum II. In most cases these bear the 
place name “Hebron.” A carnelian seal from tomb 14 was 
also inscribed in Hebrew. 

e. Tombs. There were a number of tombs cut in the 
rock in the area closely surrounding the tell and beneath 
the earliest dwellings. In the MB these tombs were located 
within the walled city. Some of the tombs predated urban- 
ization, and some were used while the houses above were 
occupied. Only two tombs of the LB were discovered—a 
small tomb within the city walls and a larger one which was 
extramural. While two skeletons contemporary with stra- 
tum III were found with modest grave goods, a consider- 
able series of tombs attributed to stratum II were located 
outside the city walls. These tombs date primarily to the 
end of the Iron Age, although some were slightly earlier. 
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2. A town belonging to Issachar (Josh 19:22). Its loca- 
tion is uncertain, but Aharoni has suggested (LBHG, 432) 
that it might be identified with Khirbet Sheikh esh-Sham- 
sawi (M.R. 199232), just SW of the Sea of Galilee. The 
name preserves some elements of the ancient name (Bol- 
ing and Wright, Joshua AB, 450), and the site is within the 
described borders of Issachar (Josh 19:17—23). 

3. A town given to Naphtali (Josh 19:38) and which 
from the context of the passage (v 35) appears to have 
been fortified. This conclusion is strengthened by the 
statement in Judg 1:33 that Naphtali did not expel the 
Canaanites from either Beth-shemesh or Beth-anath. The 
locations of both of these towns are unknown, but Aharoni 
suggests (LBHG, 162, 432) that Beth-shemesh might be 
identified with Khirbet Tell er-Ruweisi (M.R. 181271) in 
the far N of upper Galilee. Attempts to locate Beth- 
shemesh have encompassed both lower and upper Galilee, 
but it was in the N part of upper Galilee that the Canaan- 
ites maintained strong and well-developed towns into the 
early Israelite period (LBHG, 235-36). 

The N Galilee Beth-shemesh is likely that mentioned in 
the Egyptian Execration Texts (Posener 1940: E60) and 
perhaps is mentioned (No. 89) on the list of Canaanite 
cities by Thutmose III (LBHG, 162). 

4. The MT in Jer 43:13 refers to another Beth-she- 
mesh, which was located in Egypt. The RSV renders this 
site HELIOPOLIS, following the LXX which reads Héliou 
poleds (LXX Jer 50:13). 
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BETH-SHITTAH (PLACE) [Heb bét hassitta]. A site 
mentioned in Judg 7:22 as one of the locations to which 
Midianite troops fled to escape the attack of Gideon’s 
band. Beth-shittah appears to be distinct from SHITTIM; 
it has been identified with Shatta, 2.5 miles E of Harod 
and 5.5 miles NW of Beisan, although this identification 
has been doubted ([DB 1: 403; ISBE 1: 479). Another 
possible location is Tell Sleihat, E of the Jordan river. The 
name Beth-shittah means “house of acacia (trees/wood)” 
(on this important plant and its wood, see FLORA, BIBLI- 
CAL). 
Henry O. THOMPSON 
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BETH-TAPPUAH (PLACE) [Heb dét-tappiiah]. A town 
situated in the central hill country of Judah (Josh 15:53) 
within the same district as Hebron. This settlement, the 
name of which perhaps means “house of the apple tree” 
(from tappiah ‘apple’), is listed among the towns within the 
tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21—62; see also BETH 
DAGON (PLACE). Beth-tappuah is also mentioned in Shi- 
shak’s inscription on the wall of the Amon Temple at 
Karnak (Aharoni LBHG, 285). The name is preserved in 
the modern village of Taffuh (M.R. 154105), approxi- 
mately 5 km W and slightly N of Hebron (LBHG, 300). 
The ancient settlement is no doubt to be found in the 
immediate vicinity. 
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BETH-YERAH (M.R. 204235). A city generally asso- 
ciated with Khirbet Kerak (Arabic meaning “ruins of the 
fortress”), a 50 acre site along the SW shore of the Sea of 
Galilee. The site is not mentioned in the Bible; primary 
evidence linking this area with Beth-yerah ‘the house of 
the Moon’ comes from the Talmud, which states that the 
Jordan begins S of Beth-yerah (6. Talm. Bik. 55a; Gen. Rab. 
98.18; cf. Neubauer 1868: 31, 215; Sukenik 1922: 102-3; 
Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952: 165). Sukenik asso- 
ciates the site with Philoteria following Polybius, who de- 
picts Antiochus the Great in 216 B.c.e. marching to Philo- 
teria (Sukenik 1922: 103-4). Polybius states that the city 
“lies off the shore of the lake into which the river Jordan 
falls, and from which it issues again to traverse the plains 
round Scythopolis” (Polyb. 5.70.4). The city had substan- 
tial territory so that it, along with Scythopolis, could easily 
supply Antiochus’ entire army (5.70.5). 

The name Philoteria suggests a Ptolemaic foundation, 
possibly by Ptolemy II Philadephus who had a sister by 
that name (Sukenik 1922: 104—5). The Byzantine chroni- 
cler Syncellus places Philoteria E of the Jordan river and 
lists it as one of the cities captured by Alexander Jannaeus 
(Syncellus 1984: 355). Avi-Yonah argues that in antiquity 
Beth-yerah/Philoteria was E of the Jordan because the 
Jordan’s ancient river bed flowed N and W of the site; 
therefore Philoteria was never part of Galilee (Avi-Yonah 
1966: 37, 70, 138). The city may have had a sister city, 
Sennabris (j. Zalm. Bik. 1.81a; j. Talm. Meg. 2a; cf. Sukenik 
1922: 106-7; Hestrin 1975: 253), where, Josephus states, 
Vespasian stationed his troops during the Jewish revolt (ca. 
66-67 c.£.) before marching on Tiberias (JW 3.447; 
4.455). 

Excavations at the site indicate a long pertod of occupa- 
tion that extended from the Chalcolithic into the Arab 
period with an apparent occupation break between the 
MB II and Persian periods. Chalcolithic finds show that 
inhabitants lived in huts sunk in pits and that they prac- 
ticed child burial (Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952: 
167, 229; Hestrin 1975: 255). Major building activity, 
however, did not occur until EB I, when Beth-yerah be- 
came one of the first fortified towns in Palestine. A massive 
mudbrick wall measuring 8 m in width found at Beth- 
yerah (Hestrin 1975: 254-55) may reflect increasing ri- 
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valry among local townships as well as similar town plan- 
ning in Mesopotamia and Egypt (Aharoni 1982: 56—58; 
Anati 1963: 337-41). The discovery of EB I rectangular 
homes with mudbrick walls, a large courtyard with basalt 
paving, a tournette for making pottery, and an apsidal 
house (Hestrin 1975: 255-56) along with the town wall 
reflects a move toward a walled-town culture with its fixed- 
plot agriculture and nuclear, closed societies (Hanbury- 
Tenison 1986: 63, 106; Esse 1982) rather than toward 
urbanization. 

The walled-town culture continues into the EB II period 
as brick walls, a paved street, and parts of a drainage 
system have been found. Jars found on the floor of an EB 
II house are similar to those found in a tomb at Kinneret, 
1.25 km W of Beth-yerah and considered a possible burial 
site for the EB II city (Mazar 1975: 717). Excavation of 
three levels of EB II burials produced numerous house- 
hold goods such as jugs, jars, bowls, and platters along 
with the cremated remains of those buried. The tomb 
provides a glimpse at the wealth available to some in this 
period. Numerous beads and jewelry were found including 
part of a necklace that had two gold and two ruby beads. 
The city participated in a wider trade network as evident 
in the composition of the beads, which included copper, 
faience, ruby, crystal, jasper, quartz, pottery, and mother- 
of-pearl. In addition, bone plaques with ornamentation 
and a round plaque of beaten gold were found (Mazar 
1975: 717—18; Mazar, Amiran, and Haas 1973: 176-93). 
Although influenced by its contacts with the Mesopota- 
mian area, Beth-yerah reflects distinctive regional charac- 
teristics as evidenced by a locally produced EB II cylinder 
seal stamp, which was used to make impressions on vessels 
themselves rather than to seal documents or jars as in 
Mesopotamia (Ben-Tor 1978: 108-9). 

The site flourished in EB III; a paved road with houses 
on each side (Ussishkin 1968: 267) and a large public 
building, possibly a granary, indicate increasing centrali- 
zation and cooperation (Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 
1952: 223-28; Hestrin 1975: 257-58; Aharoni 1982: 67). 
The period is distinguished by the sudden appearance of 
KHIRBET KERAK WARE, first found at Beth-yerah. This 
hand-turned and highly burnished ware is found in a 
number of EB III sites (e.g., Megiddo, Ai, Jericho), al- 
though it seems concentrated in N- Palestine and Syria. 
The pottery was apparently brought by peoples moving 
into the area from Anatolia (Amiran 1952: 101—3; Anati 
1963: 359-61). The destruction layers directly below this 
ware at the EB III layer at Ai and the lack of such a 
destruction layer at Beth-yerah suggest that the population 
movement associated with the ware could be violent or 
peaceable (Kenyon 1979: 99-101). 

Evidence of the cultural horizon of the EB III site comes 
from small figurines of animals, two model mills or houses 
made of clay, a pottery piece in the shape of a roaring lion 
(Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952: 171), and a rare 
ivory bull’s head found in a large colonnaded structure, 
possibly a temple (Ben-Tor 1972: 26-27; Tadmor 1986: 
98). As yet no clear function can be determined for the 
ivory bull’s head, although two of four EB bull heads 
found in Palestine appear to have a temple as their prove- 
nance, suggesting some cultic purpose (Ben-Tor 1972: 26; 
Callaway 1974: 60-61). Since no clear parallels can be 
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found in the ANE, the general view is that the head was 
made locally. The use of ivory, a luxury item at this time, 
provides further evidence of the larger trade network in 
which Beth-yerah flourished (Tadmor 1986: 98-99) 

The Khirbet Kerak period came to an abrupt end 
around 2200 B.c.£e. when Beth-yerah experienced mass 
destruction as did other cities such as Jericho, Ai, Megiddo, 
and Beth-shan (Aharoni 1982: 73). Nevertheless, the city 
apparently continued through the MB II period as indi- 
cated by an MB I potter’s workshop and by MB II build- 
ings divided by narrow passages and by a broad street 
leading from the S gate to industrial kilns (Hestrin 1975: 
256; Bar-Adon 1953: 132; Bar-Adon 1954: 128). 

Occupation of the site occurs again in the Persian period 
as evidenced by Perisan pottery in the foundation of a 
Hellenistic city wall, which extends over 1600 m. Jn the 
floors of the wall’s towers were found iron arrowheads, 
Hellenistic pottery, and coins and cooking stoves (Bar- 
Adon 1955: 273). During the Ptolemaic period certain 
members of the city apparently flourished as indicated by 
a large private residence with courtyard. In addition, 
several excavated houses of the Hellenistic period overlook 
the Sea of Galilee. One of these houses has colored plaster 
that imitates black, red, and green marble veneering (Hes- 
trin 1975: 256). Hellenistic culture is evident from a bust 
of Tyche found at Beth-yerah but in an undatable context; 
Sukenik dates it to the Ist centuries c.£. (Sukenik 1922: 
104-5, 108). 

The Roman period is represented by a large Roman fort 
(60 x 60 m) built in the 2d or 3d century c.£. During the 
Byzantine period, after the fort went out of use, a syna- 
gogue (22 x 37 m) was built within the interior of the 
Roman fort. A colored mosaic that depicted plants, birds 
and lions was found as was the base of a column that had 
a menorah, lulab, ethrog and incense shovel carved in it. 
Additional finds include a large bath complex of possible 
4th—5th century date and a Byzantine church, which dates 
to 528 c.£. based on a Greek inscription in the mosaic floor 
(Maisler, Stekelis, and Avi-Yonah 1952: 218~23; Hestrin 
1975: 258, 262). 
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BETH-ZAITH (PLACE) [Gk Béthzaith]. 1 Macc 7:19 
identifies Beth-zaith (the “house/place of the olive” from 
the Heb bét zayit) as the camping place of the Seleucid 
general Bacchides after his treacherous murder of 60 
Hasideans near Jerusalem. Although Beth-zaith was once 
thought to be Bezeth (or Bethesda) (Meyer 1921: 244 n. 
1), the N quarter of Jerusalem, Abel (GP 2: 284, 286) 
identified Beth-zaith with modern Beit Zita (M.R. 161114), 
6 km N of Beth-zur. | Maccabees indicates that Bacchides 
had left Jerusalem. That would not have been the case if 
Beth-zaith were to be identified with Bezeth/Bethesda. 
Josephus (Ant 12.10.2) refers to this place as Berzetho (Gk 
bérzétho). Schlatter (1896: 225) points out the unreliability 
of the Josephan text on this point of spelling. 
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BETH-ZATHA (PLACE) [Gk Béthzatha]. This pool of 
Jerusalem is mentioned only in John 5:2 as “a pool, in 
Hebrew called Bethzatha, which has five porticoes.” The 
name is “Bethsaida” (Gk bétisaida, house of the fisherman) 
in the KJV. This reading appears in Papyrus Bodmer (p® 
and p75), Codex Vaticanus, the supplement to Codex 
Washirigtonus, Codex Psi, two texts of the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Harclean Syriac, the Coptic, the Ethiopic, the 
Stuttgart Diatessaron, Tertullian, and Jerome. The name 
is “Bethzatha” (Aram bet zaiha’, house of olive [oil]) in the 
RSV, following Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Bezae, Codex Re- 
gius, minuscule 33, Eusebius, and many texts of the Old 
Latin. A third reading is “Bethesda” (Aram bet hesda? or 
house of mercy), attested ir’ Codex Alexandrinus, Codex 
Ephraemi Rescriptus, Codex K, the commentary section 
of Codex X, at least five other late majuscules, also many 
minuscules, Byzantine Lectionaries, the Armenian, the 
Georgian, the Diatessaron, Didymus, Chrysostom, and 
Cyril. The Editorial Committee of the United Bible Socie- 
ties Greek New Testament prefers “Bethzatha”, because 
“Bethsaida” may be a scribal assimilation to John 1:44, and 
“Bethesda” may simply be an edifying etymology. The 
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Copper Scroll of Qumran refers to “Beteshdathayim” in 
Jerusalem, perhaps Aramaic for “place of poured-out wa- 
ter” (3Q15.xi.12), which some of the committee felt tended 
to support the reading “Bethesda” (Metzger 1975: 208). 
Josephus speaks of the “fourth hill” of Jerusalem N of the 
Temple Mount and calls it “the Bezetha” in Greek (JW 
5.4.2). The scribal confusion in the textual tradition may 
be due to the similarity of the name for the NE quarter of 
the city called “the Bezetha” or “the Beth Zetha” [alt. “Beth 
Zatha”], where the pool lay and the putative name of the 
pool (Bet Hesda? or “house of mercy”). The latter name 
would derive from the local healing cult that the man in 
John 5 and his associates at the pool seemed to believe in. 

The pool was itself a double pool, as the dual ending on 
Betheshdathayim (Bet ‘Eshdathayim) indicates. If the Copper 
Scroll is to be understood as anything other than a fantasy, 
then near the pool stood a triclinium with a porch and 
entry on the W side. The pool underwent excavation from 
1863-76 and from 1888-1900 (Yadin 1976: 133), then 
again after 1956 (Yadin 1976: 24). A bedrock causeway 
and dam running E-W separated two pools partially cut 
from the bedrock and partially built of stone and mortar. 
The five porches mentioned in John 5:2 stood upon this 
causeway and upon the four sides of the double pool. 
After 231 c.£. Origen of Caesarea would explain that the 
porches stood “four around the edges and one across the 
middle” (C. loan. 5.2-4.532). 

The two pools are of two different sizes and were trape- 
zoids in plan. They extended across at least one city block 
in the Beth Zatha quarter. The W edge of the two pools 
was aligned with the N-S street system of the quarter; 
whereas the E side ran roughly NNW to SSE. Overall 
length N to S measured about 97 m. The small pool to the 
N was about 60 m broad on its N side, while the large pool 
to the S was about 76 m broad on its S side. This comes to 
about 300 Greek feet N to S by 225 Greek feet E to W on 
its largest dimension. 

Confirmation that a local healing cult continued into the 
2d century comes from archaeological excavations at the 
site (Duprez 1970). Votive offerings characteristic of grate- 
ful devotees of Serapis or of Asclepius were unearthed in 
the debris in the double pool. Thus the local cult assumed 
Roman dress when Roman cults appeared in the new city 
of Aelia Capitolina. Aelia replaced Jerusalem under the 
emperor Hadrian in 135 ce. after the Second Jewish 
Revolt against Rome. The site would therefore have be- 
come part of the Roman cult, namely, a Serapeum or an 
Asclepium, which may account for the underground 
chambers at the site. 

Further evidence for the continued importance of the 
site is the erection of a Christian church in the 5th century 
just E of the pool. Its courtyard school on arched pillars 
and buttresses directly over the E end of the double pool. 
The presence of the church would overthrow and obliter- 
ate the local cult, much as the construction of the church 
of the Nativity in Bethlehem supplanted a cult of Tham- 
muz or Adonis, or the construction of the Anastasis (Holy 
Sepulchre) in Jerusalem supplanted a temple to Venus 
(Wilkinson 1978). 
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BETH-ZECHARIAH (PLACE) [Gk Baithzacharia]. 1 
Macc 6:32—33 records that Judas the Maccabee and his 
army met and were defeated by a Syrian force at Beth- 
zechariah (“the house/place of Zechariah” from the Heb 
bét zékaryahi). Josephus described Beth-zechariah as a 
mountain defile (Ant 12.9.4; JW 1.1.5). Eleazar (or 
Avaran), brother of Judas, was killed there attacking a 
Syrian elephant (1 Macc 6:43—46) Abel (GP 2, 284) identi- 
fied Beth-zechariah as the modern Beit Zekaria (M.R. 
161118) 18 km S of Jerusalem and 10 km N of Beth-zur. 
MrcHaeL E. Harpwick 


BETH-ZUR (PLACE) [Heb bét sir]. A fortress city in 
Judah located on the road between Jerusalem and Hebron, 
about 20 miles S of Jerusalem (2 Macc 11:5); in the Helle- 
nistic period, a S Judean border fortress facing Idumea (1 
Macc 4:61). Beth-zur offered a defensible position which 
could serve to guard the approach to Jerusalem from the 
S. With an altitude of 3304 feet above sea level it is one of 
the highest ancient sites in Palestine. 

The ancient city has been identified with Khirbet et- 
TJubeiqah (M.R. 159110), although the name of the city 
survives in the adjacent and newer site Khirbet es-Sur (500 
yards to the SE), where material remains attest Arab and 
Byzantine occupation. Two archaeological campaigns have 
been conducted at Beth-zur under the direction of O. R. 
Sellers, the first in 1931 and the second in 1957. 

Ceramic evidence indicates sporadic occupation of Beth- 
zur during the EB and MB | ages, but the city first became 
a fortified stronghold during the MB II period. Excava- 
tions at Beth-zur have revealed massive fortifications of a 
type often attributed to the Hyksos. Beth-zur’s fortifica- 
tions were similar to those of the same period found at 
Bethel, Tell Beit Mirsim, and Shechem. At the end of the 
MB age the city was destroyed (it is speculated by the 
Egyptians), but a less prosperous community continued 
there during the Ist century of the LB age. The site was 
abandoned from the 14th to 12th centuries. 

The archaeological record attests a reoccupation of 
Beth-zur during the early Israelite period. Though this 
settlement apparently used the MB II fortifications, there 
is also some material evidence to suggest that the new 
occupants may have reduced the size of the city on the N 
by building a new wall. By the close of the 11th century 
the city was again destroyed. 

Two biblical texts appear to give information pertaining 
to the period of Israelite settlement at Beth-zur. In 1 Chr 
2:42-50 Beth-zur appears alongside several other cities of 
Judah including Mareshah, Ziph, Hebron, Tappuah, and 
Maon in the genealogy of Caleb, signifying that at some 
time in the history of Judah, Beth-zur was occupied by 
Calebites (cf. Josh 14:13-15; 15:13-19 in reference to 
Hebron). Beth-zur also appears in the list of cities allotted 
to Judah (in Josh 15:20-63 at v 58) at the time when 
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Joshua apportioned the land to the tribes. However, it is 
probable that this list of cities, with its organization accord- 
ing to districts, reflects the administrative subdivisions of a 
much later time in the kingdom of Judah. The time to 
which it pertains is a matter of dispute. According to A. 
Alt (1925) the list dates from the time of Josiah, according 
to F M. Cross and G. E. Wright (1956) it reflects Jehosha- 
phat’s administrative districts, and according to Z. Kallai 
(HGB, 334-48, 377) it belongs to the time of Hezekiah. 

Material remains from the 10th to 9th centuries amount 
to only a few potsherds indicating only slight occupation 
during this time. Nothing attributable to Rehoboam has 
been found. Consequently, a question arises concerning 
the Chronicler’s claim that Rehoboam built up Beth-zur as 
one of his fortified cities (2 Chr 11:7). Some scholars argue 
that the Chronicler has incorrectly attributed this defen- 
sive measure to Rehoboam and that the cities were actually 
fortified either by Hezekiah (Na’aman 1986) or by Josiah 
(Fritz 1981). However, since excavations at Beth-zur offer 
no evidence of the refortification of the site between the 
10th century and the exile, they are unable to offer confir- 
mation for either the hypothesis of Na’aman or that of 
Fritz. 

A significant unfortified occupation of Beth-zur oc- 
curred again in Iron Age II. The excavators dated the 
beginning of this settlement to a time no earlier than 640 
B.C.E. on the basis of the pottery (Lapp in Sellers et al. 
1968: 28; Funk in Sellers et al. 1968: 8), but Na’aman 
(1986: 6), using the same evidence, argues that the begin- 
ning of the Iron Age II settkement must be moved back to 
the second half of the 8th century. Especially pertinent 
for his argument are the 11 /mik jar handles exhibiting the 
two-winged symbol found in the Iron Age II strata at 
Beth-zur, because Na’aman (1979) previously contended 
that the /mlk jars belonged to Hezekiah’s defensive prepar- 
ations prior Sennacherib’s invasion in 701 B.c.E. 

The postexilic city of Beth-zur, according to archaeolog- 
ical evidence, had a sparse population during the 5th and 
4th centuries. Yet, according to Neh 3:16 Nehemiah ben 
Azbuk, governor of half the district of Beth-zur, presum- 
ably working with a contingent from Beth-zur, assisted in 
rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem. 

During the Hellenistic period Beth-zur became a thriv- 
ing community, especially during the 2d century, when it 
expanded outside the city walls. Significant quantities of 
coins have been found, and their distribution—9 for the 
5th to 4th centuries, 56 for the Ptolemaic period (312-181 
B.C.E.), 180 for the Seleucid period (225-96 B.c.£.), and 
20 for the Maccabean period (125-78 B.c.E.)—attests to 
the growth of the community, particularly in the 2d cen- 
tury. Of particular interest is one small silver coin with an 
inscription the reading of which has occasioned some 
dispute. Sellers reads, “Hezekiah of Judah” (1968: 2), and 
takes it as a reference to the high priest Hezekiah, the 
friend of Ptolemy I (Joseph. AgAp 1: 186-87). Funk, on 
the other hand, reads, “the governor Hezekiah” (EAEHL 
1: 263-67). 

Beth-zur assumed new significance as a stronghold dur- 
ing the conflicts of the Hellenistic period, especially during 
the Maccabean wars. Three phases of building at the 
citadel have been distinguished. According to Funk the 
first phase belongs to the 3d century in the context of the 
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conflict between the Ptolemies and the Seleucids; the sec- 
ond phase was built either by the Seleucids or by Judas 
Maccabeus; and the third phase was built by Bacchides ca. 
161 B.c.£. in the context of the Maccabean wars (Funk in 
Sellers et al. 1968: 17). 

The literary evidence in 1 and 2 Maccabees also gives 
Beth-zur a prominent place curing the Maccabean revolt. 
Following upon the initial defeat of several Seleucid forces 
(1 Macc 3:10-4:25), Lysias approached Judah from the S 
through Idumea and fought Judas at or near Beth-zur in 
165 B.c.E. (1 Macc 4:29; cf. 2 Macc 11:5). After his victory 
over Lysias in this battle, Judas rededicated the temple at 
Jerusalem, refortified Jerusalem, and also fortified Beth- 
zur (phase 2 of the citadel? | Macc 4:61; cf. 6:7, 26). In 
162 8.c.£. Lysias led a second campaign through Idumea. 
He laid siege to the stronghold at Beth-zur (1 Macc 6:31; 
cf. 2 Macc 13:19), which was unable to withstand it because 
of its inadequate food provisions (1 Macc 6:49; cf. 2 Macc 
13:22). So Lysias took Beth-zur and stationed troops there. 
Subsequently Beth-zur remained in Seleucid control for 
some time, having its fortifications rebuilt by Bacchides in 
160 B.c.£. (the third phase cf the citadel, 1 Macc 9:52). 
Finally, in 145 B.c.z. Simon laid siege to Beth-zur and 
recaptured it for Judea (1 Macc 11:65—66). It remained in 
Judean control thereafter, but the community slowly de- 
clined until the settlement ended about 100 B.c.£. 
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BETHANY (PLACE) [Gk Béthania]. 1. Name of a town 
mentioned in Jdt 1:9, located “beyond the Jordan” but in 
the vicinity of Jerusalem. The name (Gk baitané) is ren- 
dered in the RSV as Bethany, but in the RV as Betane. 
The expression “beyond the Jordan” in biblical texts may 
denote areas either E or W of the Jordan river. In this 
case, however, because the perspective is that of Nebuchad- 
nezzar in “Assyria” and because the list of names (which 
includes Jerusalem) follows in. order moving from Galilee 
in the N to Egypt in the S, it seems to indicate the region 
W of the Jordan. 

Moore (Judith AB) identifies this town with Beth-anoth 
(M.R. 162107) (modern Beit-?Ainum), which is located S 
of Jerusalem, about 7 miles N of Hebron (Josh 15:59) in 
the highlands of Judea. It is probably not to be identified 
with the Bethany of Mark 14:3f. 

In the legendary story of Judith this city is included in a 
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list of cities and regions which Nebuchadnezzar conquered 
and from which he demanded assistance to engage his 
enemy, Arphaxad. Because they rejected his demands, he 
mounted a campaign against them which set the scene for 
the actions of the heroine, Judith. The town did not figure 
in any of the action of this story. 

2. Place where John the Baptist conducted his ministry, 
situated on the E bank of the Jordan river (John 1:28). See 
also BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN. Because of its 
location it is doubtful whether it can be identified with the 
hometown of Lazarus (John 11:18), although Parker 
(1955) argues for the identity of the two Bethanys. 

During his sojourn in Palestine, Origen reports (Comm. 
G 40) that he visited the area but failed to find any trace 
of a town with this name on the E side of the Jordan. He 
concluded that the text should read “Bethabara,” a place 
pointed out to him on the W bank of the Jordan. Etymo- 
logical factors probably influenced him as well, because it 
means the “place of crossing over”. 

The Madaba map mosaic (6th century A.p.), as Schnack- 
enburg (1980) reports, locates a town named Bethabara 
on the W bank of the Jordan close to the point where the 
Jordan flows into the Dead Sea. Brown (John AB) notes 
that some modern commentators have accepted this vari- 
ant, suggesting that the gospel writer is stressing the par- 
allels between Jesus and Joshua. Jesus, like Joshua, crosses 
over the Jordan after his baptism, leading his people into 
the promised land. 

The discovery of p75 (3d century 4.p.), which supports 
the reading “Bethany,” leads most scholars to accept this 
as the original reading. Traditions dating to the 3d century 
state that John baptized Jesus near the W4di el-Harrar, 
located near the Prodromos Monastery, about 5 miles N 
of the Jordan’s entrance into the Dead Sea. Whether 
Bethany should be located in this vicinity remains uncer- 
tain. 

3. Most frequently mentioned town of this name located 
on the E slopes of the Mount of Olives, 3 km E of Jerusalem 
(john 11:1). In the Synoptic Gospels Jesus made Bethany 
his headquarters during his final week of ministry in 
Jerusalem (Mark 11:11, 12 = Matt 21:17; cf. Luke 19:29). 
Bethany marked the last station for the pilgrim traveling 
from Jordan to Jerusalem. Prior to his “triumphal entry” 
into Jerusalem, Jesus sends some of his disciples to Beth- 
any in order to secure the donkey upon which he will ride 
into the city (Mark 11:1). 

The gospels of Mark and Matthew also note that the 
anointing of Jesus at Simon the Leper’s house took place 
in Bethany (Mark 14:3 = Matt 26:6). This story may have 
some relationship with a similar anointing recorded in 
John 12:1-8 which occurred in Bethany, the village of 
Lazarus, and in which Mary, Lazarus’ sister, is identified 
as the woman anointing Jesus. 

The story of the raising of Lazarus from the dead (John 
11:1—44) also occurs in the context of Bethany. The mod- 
ern town at this site is called El-‘Aziriyeh (M.R. 174131) by 
its Muslim inhabitants, reflecting the traditional linkage 
with Lazarus. The gospel writer stresses the proximity of 
this town to Jerusalem, just under 2 miles distant (v 18). 
Eusebius (Onomast. 58) places it at the second milestone 
from Jerusalem on the way to Jericho. Similarly the Bor- 
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deaux Pilgrim (CCSL, 125.18), a.p. 333, locates it 1500 
paces E of the Mount of Olives. 

Luke 24:50 records Bethany as being in the vicinity of 
the Ascension of Jesus Christ. This Bethany is not men- 
tioned in the OT, although Ananiah (Neh 11:32), associ- 
ated with Anathoth and Nob, may be the same place. See 
ANANIAH (PLACE). 

Archaeological investigations have taken place at Beth- 
any under the direction of the Franciscans (1949-53). A 
series of churches dating back to the 4th century A.D. were 
uncovered. The tomb of Lazarus was also located. 
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BETHANY BEYOND THE JORDAN. Place 
where John baptized and was questioned by the envoys 
from Jerusalem concerning his self-claims (John 1:19-28). 
It was at Bethany that Jesus gained his first disciples from 
the circle of the Baptist (1:35—51). Following the gospel of 
John, Bethany is frequently held to be the locus of Jesus’ 
Baptism; however, this view is not cogent, since John 1:32— 
34 contains only an indirect allusion to the Baptism 
(Schnackenburg, John HTKNT, 1: 283). After Jesus es- 
caped an attempt to lynch him at the feast of Hanukkah 
in Jerusalem (John 10:22-39) and preceding the Passion, 
he stayed at Bethany and once more gained a large num- 
ber of followers there from the circle of the Baptist (10:40— 
42). 

Because Origen could not find a location named Beth- 
any on the E bank of the Jordan, he opted for the reading 
of Béthabara in John 1:28, though almost all of the mss of 
his time read Bethany (Comm. on John 6. 204). Currently 
this reading is almost uniformly considered to be original 
because Bethany is not only extant in codices Vaticanus 
and Sinaiticus (4th century) but also in a large number of 
mss with considerable geographical distribution and be- 
cause it is now possible to trace it back to the 3d century 
via p75, and as far back as to the 2d century via p®. 
Further, the transition from John 10:40—42 to 11:1ff. 
shows that the Evangelist intended the concordance with 
the name of the location Bethany near Jerusalem (11:1, 
18). However, the agreement between Origen and the 
Syriac version of the Gospels (syr‘, syr’) demonstrates that 
with Béthabara he followed a genuine local tradition 
(Burkitt 1904: 308-9, contra Clapp 1907: 75-83). The 
name, likely derived from the Heb bét ‘abaré, “house of 
crossing,” points to one of the fords of the Jordan. 

On account of the early ms attestation, all attempts to 
understand Bethany as a corruption of the text or as an 
interpolation have failed. This outcome also applies to the 
assumption that Bethany and Béthabara are miswritten 
forms of Baithanabra in Josh 13:27 LXX (B) (EncBib 1: 
548). Against the hypothesis of a merely fictitious place, 
(Krieger 1954) is the fact that Johannine references to 
places have generally proven to be accurate, if they can be 
verified (Schwank 1981). To parallel Bethany in John 1:28 
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with the homonymous location on the Mount of Olives 
(Parker 1955: is grammatically impossible to begin with 
(Fortna 1974: 67). Furthermore, the Evangelist has delib- 
erately distinguished the two locations (see above). 

A modern suggestion lacking the support of tradition 
or of archaeology (Buzy 1931) is the localization of Beth- 
any at the Te: el-Medesch at the end of the Wadi Nimrin 
on the elevation of the Jordan ford el-Ghoranije (Féderlin 
1908; DBSup 1: 968-70). The same applies to the search 
in the Wadi Gharbe, near Livias, the residence of Herod 
Antipas (Wiefel 1967: 81). Betonim (Josh 13:26), today’s 
Khirbet Batneh SW of Es-Salt, which was suggested by F. 
Delitzsch (1876: 602), K. Furrer (1902: 257-58), and T. 
Zahn (1907: 290—94), is eliminated because of the absence 
of running water, which is necessary for baptismal prac- 
tice. C. R. Conder’s (1875) assumption that Béthabara was 
to be located’ near a ford by the name of Makhadet 
‘Abarah, 5 km NE of Beth-shean was widely accepted in 
earlier years (Erbes 1928: 82). But the existence of the 
name could not be verified by later researchers (Lagrange 
1895: 510; Rix 1903: 161); the Byzantine tradition locates 
Béthabara over against Jericho (see below). Long before 
Conder, in 1658, J. Lightfoot (reprint 1979: 327--33) 
equated Béthabara with the Beth-barah in Judg 7:24 and 
considered it to be a ford near Beth-shean. Today, how- 
ever, the search for Beth-barah has moved farther to the S 
to the vicinity where the Jabbok flows into the Jordan. 

Unless one foregoes an attempt at localization altogether 
(Brown John AB, 44—45), the current search for Bethany 
concentrates mostly on the W4di el-Charrar (Mommert 
1903; Dalman 1924: 96-102; Kopp 1964: 153-66; 
Schnackenburg John HTKNT 1, 283-84; Keel and Ki- 
chler 1982: 527-32), which flows into the Jordan vis-a-vis 
Jericho. In the Byzantine era a Johannine church which 
recalled the Baptism of Jesus (Kopp 1964: 158-59; Wiefel 
1967: 76—77) was located there at the E bank of the Jordan 
(Baldi 1982: 172). But this localization dates back to the 
early 4th century. Since the anonymous Pilgrim of Bor- 
deaux in a.p. 333 (Baldi 1982: 171) also discovered an 
apparently older Jewish tradition of Elijah’s ascension (2 
Kgs 2:5-14) at this location, it could indeed be possible 
that the Baptist himself chose this site in order to point to 
himself symbolically as the eschatological Elijah (cf. Matt 
11:14; 17:11--13 = Mark 9:12—-13; Luke 1:17; Schnacken- 
burg, John HTKNT 1, 283-84). The map of the Madaba 
mosaic of the second half of the 6th century marks a Béth- 
abara over against Jericho, though on the W bank of the 
Jordan. This name was likely already associated with this 
region during the time of Eusebius (Onomast. 58:19-—20) 
and of Origen. There is no indication in local onomastica, 
however, of a location Bethany which derived from bét 
“‘aniyyd, “house of the boat” = ford. 

While the -radition in favor of the place of Jesus’ Bap- 
tism at the lower course of the Jordan (Matt 3:1; cf. Matt 
11:7-9 = Luke 7:24—26) is ancient and reliable (Baldi and 
Bagatti 1980: 38-46), there are, nevertheless, reasons 
against an identification of this location with the Bethany 
of John 1:28. Contemporary researchers have likewise 
pointed out that the relationship of the distances in John 
1-2 and 10--11 require the search for Bethany to take 
place closer to Galilee than to Judea (Elliger, BHH 1: 231; 
Brownlee 1972: 167-68; Dockx 1984: 14). John 1:35-51 
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represents a parallel of the Synoptic accounts of the call of 
the disciples in the vicinity of the Lake of Genezareth (Matt 
4:18-22 = Mark 1:16-20; cf. Luke 5:1-11). “Beyond the 
Jordan” (peran tou Iordanou) does not have to carry the 
political sense of the Perea of Herod Antipas by any means, 
but simply denotes the land E of the Jordan, and some- 
times the more northerly Transjordan (especially so in 
Matt 4:15). If a parallel is drawn from John 10:40—42 to 
Matt 19:1 = Mark 10:1 (Brown, John AB, 414), the expres- 
sion “Judea beyond the Jordan” (Matt 19:1) points, against 
the backdrop of Josh 19:34 (MT), to the N territory E of 
the Jordan (Riesner fc.). 

Hence it is necessary to consider the suggestion of those 
scholars who claim to see, in Bethany of John 1:28, the 
name of the region of Batanea (Gk Batanaia), the OT 
Bashan. In the LXX (Num 32:32—33; Deut 3:8; 4:47) and 
in Josephus (Ant 8.37), Bashan is described as “beyond the 
Jordan” (peran tou lordanou). An initial reference to this 
solution appears already in J. Lightfoot (1979: 328). Its 
first recent defendant was C. R. Conder (1877). Today this 
theory is espoused especially by K. A. Eckhardt (1961: 
168-71) and W. H. Brownlee (1972: 167—73). The change 
in the forms of the names is feasible philologically, espe- 
cially if they are compared with the forms in the Targums 
and in the Jerusalem Talmud (Brownlee 1972: 169). The 
name of a region would also explain why Origen did not 
find a location of Bethany. In John 10:40 Bethany is not 
described as a village or town, but as an undetermined 
place (topos), in obvious contrast to Bethany near Jerusalem 
(11:30). Further, this reduces the difficulty presented by 
the fact that the article one would expect with the name of 
a region is missing in John 1:28. If Bethany signifies the 
Batanea, it becomes clearer historically why Jesus withdrew 
to that place at the end of his ministry (John 10:40). For 
the time being, Jesus would be secure in the territory of 
Philip, the tolerant tetrarch, according to Josephus (Ant 
18.106—-7). 

The SW part of the Batanea, to which John 1:28 points, 
later on was not only particularly densely populated by 
Nazorite and Ebionite Jewish Christians (Epiph. Haer. 29.7; 
30.2). Under Herod the Great, according to Josephus, this 
region attracted pious Jews of the most diverse back- 
ground (Ant 17,.23-27). Among these seem to have been 
especially the adherents of Jewish sects, such as the Essenes 
(Wieder 1962: 1—5; Pixner 1983: 350—58), or the forerun- 
ners of the Mandaeans (Rucolph 1960: 248-52). In the 
area of Mt. Hermon, apparently, those circles resembling 
the Essenes were settled who considered this mountain, 
following J Enoch 13 and T. Levi 2-5 (cf. Matt 16:13—19), 
to be a place of special revelation (Nickelsburg 1981). John 
1:51 (cf. Gen 28:12-13) is associated with such expecta- 
tions, and John 10:16, as well as 11:52, may allude to 
missionary work among Jewish sects. 

Jerome (Comm. on Isa. 9:1 [130]) knew of a Jewish Chris- 
tian interpretation of Isa 8:23—9:1 according to which the 
Messiah would appear in the N because Israel’s calamity 
began there (cf. 2 Kgs 15:29). This expectation is also in 
the back of Matt 4:13-16 and had Jewish rudiments 
(Wieder 1962: 3-51). Against this backdrop it may also 
become clear why John, according to John 10:40, “first” (to 
proton) began to baptize in the Batanea, that is in the 
northernmost area of the Holy Land. Together with the 
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baptismal activity in the central Jordan valley (Baldi and 
Bagatti 1980: 50—52) at Aenon, near Salim (John 3:24), as 
well as in the lower Jordan valley (see above), we thus 
obtain a very plausible historical picture of an itinerant 
preacher (Flusser 1969: 30-31; Riesner 1988: 353-57). 
Like other place names in the gospel of John, therefore, 
Bethany is first of all a concrete geographical designation. 
But this does not rule out that it also has a deeper theolog- 
ical significance (Mollat 1959: 323; Voigt 1977: 72-75, 93- 
100). The special prominence of Bethany may indicate the 
existence of Johannine communities in this area (Scobie 
1982: 82). To the degree that Bethany also attributes 
significance to Transjordan, next to Galilee, Samaria, and 
Judea, the Fourth Gospel emphasizes the mission of Jesus 
to all of Israel (Meeks 1966: 163-64). When the evangelist 
approximates the name of the region (Batanea), which was 
especially associated with the beginning of the messianic 
era, with the name of the location Bethany, where Jesus’ 
passion began (cf. John 11:47ff.; 12:1), he merges redemp- 
tion’s beginning and completion into an indivisible unity. 
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BETHASMOTH (PLACE) [Gk Baitasmén]. An alter- 


nate form of Azmaveth. 


BETHBASI (PLACE) [Gk Baithbasi]. A city in the wil- 
derness of Judah to which Jonathan, Simon, and their 
followers retreated (1 Macc 9:62) from Bacchides, a friend 
of the Seleucid king Demetrius I Soter, who appointed 
him governor (7:8) of the province named Beyond the 
River (i.e. west of the Euphrates). The city is identified 
with Khirbet Beit Bassi, located SE of Bethlehem about 5 
km NE of Tekoa on the Wadi Umm el-Qal‘ah (Simons 
GTTOT, 414). 

In 159 B.c. the high priest Alcimus (appointed by De- 
metrius at the same time as Bacchides, but from outside 
the legitimate high priestly family) had given orders to 
tear down the inner wall separating the Court of the 
Gentiles from direct access to the temple. Alctmus was 
unable to carry out this plan, however, since he was 
stricken by paralysis and died. Bacchides returned to De- 
metrius for two years, then ordered his sympathizers to 
seize Jonathan and hold him until he returned (1 Macc 
9:54-60). When the plan became known, Jonathan killed 
50 collaborators and retreated to Bethbasi, refortified it, 
and waited for Bacchides to besiege the city. Jonathan took 
a small contingent of his army out of the city and attacked 
Bacchides. With the rest of the army, Simon attacked 
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Bacchides’ siege weapons and joined the attack on the 
enemy troops. Bacchides was forced to withdraw, and 
eventually agreed to peace terms with Jonathan (1 Macc 
9:65-73), leaving the Maccabean brothers in charge of all 
of Judah except for Jerusalem and Beth-zur (MBA, map 
198). 


Bibliography 
Tedesche, S., anc. Zeitlin, S. 1950. The First Book of Maccabees. New 
York. 
Pau L. REppiT1 


BETHEL (DEITY) [Heb béPé]. A NW Semitic deity 
whose presence in the Near East may be traced for more 
than a millenaium, with its greatest attestation in the 
military colony of Syene-Elephantine in Egypt during the 
6th and 5th centuries B.c. See ELEPHANTINE PAPYRI. 
The divine Bethel may be found in one personal name in 
the Hebrew Bible (Zech 7:2); other alleged biblical refer- 
ences to the divinity are dubious. 


A. The Historical Data 
1. Pre-Elephantine History 
2. The Eleohantine-Syene Papyri 

. Analysis of the Name “Bethel” 

The Role of Bethel at Syene-Elephantine 
. The Deity Bethel and the Old Testament 
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. The Historical Data 

1. Pre-Elephantine History. PHILO OF BYBLOS (116— 
64 B.c.) in his Phoenician History, which purports to be a 
translation of a work by an early Phoenician historian 
named Sanchuniathon, has bequeathed a theogony of the 
Phoenician pantheon. It relates that Uranus and Ge pro- 
duced four sons: Elus (Kronos), Baitylus (Bethel), Dagon, 
and Atlas. This exalted status of Bethel indicates the 
erstwhile importance of the god, being descended from 
the supreme cleities and fraternally related to Elus (II), 
Dagon, and Atlas (Baumgarten 1981: 15, lines 21-24; cf. 
pp. 202-3). There is a ring of antiquity in the birth of 
Bethel in this passage and an implied geographical diffu- 
sion of his veneration. It is important to distinguish care- 
fully between the god Baitylos (Bethel) and the baityla, 
which Uranus devised, contriving to put life into stones 
(ibid. 202-3), hence “holy stone” (baitylion, neuter sing.). 
Some scholars have attempted to discover the god Bethel 
in ancient Ugaritic culture (Hyatt 1939: 87f.), but their 
proposals have been effectively challenged by Marvin H. 
Pope, who deriies any reference to Bethel in the Ugaritic 
pantheon—at least within our present resources (Pope 
1955: 59f.). 

The first indubitable reference to the god Bethel ap- 
pears in an Akkadian tablet embodying the text of a treaty 
consummated between Esarhaddon of Assyria and Baal, 
king of Tyre, ca. 675 B.c. (ANET, 534a). To preserve 
inviolate this compact, the great gods of heaven and earth, 
the gods of Assyria, the gods of Akkad, and the gods of 
Eber-nari (= Syria) are enjoined. One of the great gods of 
Eber-nari so iraplicated was the god Bethel (Akkad). 4Ba- 
a-a-ti-DINGER.MES = Bayt-il = Bethel (Hyatt 1939: 81— 
84; on the reading, Coogan 1976: 45-47). The relevant 
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imprecation reads: “May Bethel and ‘Anath-Bethel deliver 
you to a man-eating lion.” 

2. The Elephantine-Syene Fapyri. Although a difficult 
Aramaic religious text in demotic script of the Persian 
period has been known for some years to contain the name 
of the god Bethel (Bowman 1944: 226, lines 8,9; 11,18), 
the translational difficulties have hindered a satisfactory 
understanding of the text. The situation is quite the re- 
verse regarding the 108 papyri and some significant os- 
traca and other inscriptional materials which surfaced 
largely from the Syene-Elephantine sector (see ELE- 
PHANTINE PAPYRI). 

A brief Sitz im Leben of the political, ethnological, and 
religious factors of the Syene-F.lephantine community will 
form a foundation to adjudicate the role of the god Bethel 
in the military outpost. 

a. The Political Situation. “lephantine, known in an- 
cient Egypt as Yeb (Eg 3bw; Aram yd; for the later Greek 
toponym see LA 1:1217—24), is one of the larger islands of 
the Nile. It is elliptical with N-S dimensions of 1 mile with 
its greatest width one-third of a mile. It embraces an area 
of some 200 acres (see ArchEleph, 35-42). At this strategic 
location the Egyptian government installed a military gar- 
rison composed largely of Jewish mercenaries. On the E 
bank of the Nile, opposite Yeb, was the counterpart of Yeb; 
it was the port city and fortress of Syene, populated largely 
by Syrian Arameans as a complement to the Yeb forces. 

b. The Ethnicity of Yeb-Syene. The two fortresses were 
staffed by foreign mercenarie:. under the high command 
of Egyptian officers. With the Persian conquest, the lead- 
ership passed to Persian officials. Both Yeb and Syene had 
populations of Semitic origin. a demographic similarity 
which at times occasions some difficulty in identifying 
individuals. Thus in CAP 5.2 Koniya b. Zadok and Mah- 
seiah b. Yedoniah are both identified as Arameans of 
Syene, but in CAP 6.3 and 8 they are termed Jews. Both 
groups seem to have been located in their Egyptian setting 
as early as the 7th century B.c. When Cambyses invaded 
Egypt (ca. 525 B.c.), he is reported to have devastated 
many religious shrines; but he manifested an entirely 
different attitude toward the Jews and spared their temple 
at Yeb (CAP 30.13; Oppenheim CHI 2: 554-59). However, 
with such plurality of ethnic groups, Egyptians, Babyloni- 
ans, Persians, Syrians, and Judeans, one can easily forecast 
that friction would arise. The destruction of the Jewish 
temple by the instigation of the Egyptians is a case in point 
(CAP 30:14; 31:12, 13). 

c. The Religious State of Affairs. Ethnic diversity 
among the mercenary immigrants, combined with that of 
the indigenous population, explains the variety of religions 
in the Yeb-Syene sector. The Egyptians venerated the isle 
of Yeb as the illustrious site of the temple of the ram 
headed god Khnum, the giver of rebirth to Hapy, the god 
of the Nile and the lord of the inundation (WbMyth 1: 
346-47). 

One may forecast that the Aramean garrison at Syene 
would become a residence of Syrian deities. In four letters 
destined for Syene, greetings are accorded to “the Temple 
of Nabu” (BK 1.1), “the Temple of Banit in Syene” (BK 
2.1; 3.1), and “the Temple of Bethel and the Temple of 
the Queen of Heaven” (BK 4.1). In addition, one of the 
ostraca, dispatched by a certain Yarho, invokes Bel, Nabu, 


I + 707 


Samas, and Nergal for the welfare of Yarho’s brother 
Haggai (ANET, 491). Aramean personal names composed 
with a theophoric element such as Nus(h)ku (CAP 2.19), 
Atar (CAP 8.27), and Sin (CAP 6.19) appear in the docu- 
ments. The gods are both West Semitic and Babylonian. 

The Judean mercenaries may have enjoyed a privileged 
status in that their temple to Ya’u appears to be the sole 
foreign religious establishment that shared the island of 
Yeb with the illustrious Egyptian deity Khnum and the 
goddess Satet. Their sizable temple to Ya’u had an invested 
priestly staff and services which, as far as we know, paral- 
leled the operations of the Judean ritual of the temple at 
Jerusalem, with its sacrifices, sacred calendar, and suppor- 
tive offerings. Whether it was the offense of the Jewish 
bloody sacrifices (cf. CAP 33; CH] 1: 227-32) or the 
animosity that developed between the Yahwists and the 
devotees of Khnum (CAP 31.4—11), it was the Jewish opin- 
ion that the priests of Khnum instigated an attack upon 
the temple of Ya’u in 411 B.c. and destroyed it. In 408 B.c. 
the officials of the temple appealed to Baghoi (Bigvai), the 
governor of Judea, for permission to rebuild the temple 
(CAP 30; 31). In response the governor, together with 
Delaiah, one of the sons of Sanballat, the governor of 
Samaria (Neh 2:10, 19; 13:28), directed that the temple 
should be rebuilt (ANET; 491-92). The Jewish colony 
seems to have survived until Pharach Nepherites I (399- 
393 B.c.); he is the last king included in the papyri of Yeb 
(BMAP, 13). 

In retrospect it may be affirmed that the worship of the 
Judeans at Yeb favored a Yahwistic conformity, which, 
though it might not observe the dogma of the Jerusalem 
cult in regard to exclusive worship at one temple (cf. Deut 
12:5-7, 11, 13, 14, 18, 26) and its exclusive sacrificial 
office, nevertheless comported with the spirit of 5th-cen- 
tury Judaism (CHJ 1: 227-31; ArchEleph 105-50). 

Despite this affirmation there are some unresolved 
problems that largely concern the place of the foreign 
deities mentioned in the papyri. In addition to the temples 
of foreign deities mentioned above, there is a list of donors 
and their financial contributions for the support of the 
temple at Yeb, where the beneficiaries included not only 
Ya’u but the god Eshembethel and the goddess ‘Anath- 
bethel (CAP 22.1, 123-25). Again, in an oath of a certain 
Menahem it is stated that he swore by “[. . .], by the temple 
and by ‘Anatya’u” (CAP 44.22). It is to be noted that the 
goddess ‘Anat is a component both of ‘Anabethel and of 
‘Anatya’u. 

In the Aramean documents of the period the god Bethel 
formed the initial component of 16 different personal 
names, names severally attached to 31 individuals (Arch- 
Eleph Appendix V). In the same literary deposit the god 
Eshem is a component of four diverse names borne by six 
different individuals, while the god Herem is found in 
nine instances, including a hypocorisn. Eight of these 
instances have the divine nominal component in four 
different personal names. 


B. Analysis of the Name “Bethel” 

The term Bethel (Heb bét “house, temple” + ‘él “God”), 
meaning “house of God,” developed, it is maintained by 
some scholars, into a pious surrogate for the name of God. 
This argument has been illustrated by the concept of 
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Pharaoh. This name derives from the Egyptian pr.‘3 “great 
house.” In the New Kingdom it became the custom to 
address the king of Egypt as “the great house,” metonym- 
ically to be understood as the dweller within the royal 
palace. One might roughly compare the name “sublime 
porte,” an English translation of the Turkish babi ally, 
signifying the chief office of the erstwhile Ottoman gov- 
ernment, or the name of the Japanese emperor mikado (mi, 
exalted + kado, gate), literally, “exalted gate.” Similar 
circumlocutions for a deity are discoverable in Ugaritic, 
Phoenician, Punic, Egyptian, and Hebrew usage. 


C. The Role of Bethel at Syene-Elephantine 

The Elephantine-Syene sector was saturated with diverse 
polytheisms, Egyptian, Babylonian, Aramaic being the 
dominant types; Judean religious beliefs and practices 
were in the minority in such a crowded international area. 
Proselytism, intermarriage, and syncretistic attraction 
played a significant role within such a society united by a 
common Aramean tongue. It has been noted that there 
was such an affinity between the Jews of Elephantine and 
the Arameans of Syene that it is difficult to differentiate 
them (CHJ 1: 223 n. 6). Accordingly, identifying the vari- 
ous documents as Elephantine Judean or as Syene Ara- 
mean is a difficult task. Most of the papyri represent 
informal correspondence, legal involvements, or a few 
ecclesiastical exchanges. Much of the material is limited to 
the concerns of several families. To generalize from these 
fragments of a centurial culture as though they constituted 
the total experience of the community is a seduction that 
must be denied. 

The ambiguity of the data fairly prejudices the possibil- 
ity of a unanimous interpretation of the religion of the 
Elephantine Judeans and of our particular concern, the 
role of the god Bethel. Three diverse proposals may now 
be presented as embodying the most satisfactory ap- 
proaches to the subject. 

The first approach argues that the Judeans were syncre- 
tistic or monolatrous: they gave Ya’u, their ancestral God, 
preeminence, but accepted in varying degrees the gods 
and practices of their neighbors. That Israel and Judah 
repeatedly succumbed to foreign religious practices, the 
book of Kings, a 6th-century B.c. manifesto of Judean 
conformity, is frank to admit (2 Kgs 17:29-34; 21:1-7; 
23:4—-15; Jer 2:28; 7:18; 44:15—-21; Ezek 8). By their anom- 
alous priesthood and sacrificial rites the Judeans at Yeb 
contravened some of the precedents thought normative by 
the temple officials at Jerusalem. This defection may have 
occasioned the ecclesiastical officials in Jerusalem to ignore 
the letter from Yeb petitioning for help to rebuild the 
temple (CAP 30.18, 19). Proponents to this view have a 
tendency to aggregate the religious evidence given in the 
papyri. Some have postulated that the religion of 5th- 
century Judaism was like that of the devotees of the Queen 
of Heaven (Jer 44:17) or of the diverse foreign cults in 
Judah from Manasseh to the exile. “It was not a case of 
falling away from a monotheistic ideal, but a continuation 
of pre-exilic popular beliefs” (CAP xix). 

The second proposal carefully separates Syene (and 
Hermopolis) letters from those thought strictly related to 
Elephantine. From the ample data regarding the religion 
of the Judeans at Yeb there has been reconstructed a 
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pattern of worship that indicates a similarity to the temple 
worship at Jerusalem. An analysis by Porten (ArchEleph 
133—50) of the Jewish names from Elephantine concludes 
that they resemble to a large degree the Yahwistic names 
of the preexilic period. From these, he argues, a solid 
religious affirmation can be derived. Porten regards the 
non-Yahwist components found in some names in the 
Elephantine-Syene sector, theophores containing the 
names of the deities Bethel, Eshem, Herem, and Anath, as 
non-Jewish. They are to be attributed to the Syene com- 
munity. 

Some scholars have challenged this view by adducing 
nomenclature that seems quite opposed: Malkiah, a person 
possessing a clefinite Yahwistic name, swears an oath before 
“Bethel the god” (CAP 7:7; on the interpretation, see van 
der Toorn 1936) even though he is an Aramean (CAP 7:2); 
a number of Arameans, described as such, have Yahwistic 
names. A rejoinder to these objections may point out that 
religious inferences from onomastics are a social judg- 
ment, not a personal one; the Judeans adapted themselves 
to the customs of their conquerors while still maintaining 
their essential religious integrity. If there is any syncretism 
among the Judeans, it is more apparent than real, In 
defense of this position a few scholars have interpreted the 
dual names cf the deities as a single unit, considering the 
first part to be a hypostasis of the second name. To illus- 
trate, Albright proposes to interpret the three names Esh- 
embethel, Herembethel, and Anathbethel to mean respec- 
tively “Name of the House of God,” (= God), “Sacredness 
of the House of God,” and “Sign (?) of the House of God,” 
names in which the initial deity of the name becomes a 
“pure hypostatization of the second deity” (Albright 1940: 
286). This speculation, which attempts to avoid polytheism 
in the Judeans’ religion at Yeb, has remained generally 
unconvincing. To identify the Syro-Mesopotamian syncre- 
tism described by Ezekiel and observed in the days imme- 
diately preceding the Babylonian Exile of 587 B.c. as 
coincident with the postexilic community at Jerusalem or 
with the Judeans at Yeb is an impossible religious equation. 
On the whole the second view assigns the pagan deities 
mentioned in the Syene-Elephantine papyri to the non- 
Jewish elements in Syene. 

The third view attempts to support a mediating position, 
to acknowledge the general conformity of the Elephantine 
Judeans with ‘the postexilic Jerusalem cult, but remains 
convinced that there are some instances in what appear to 
be genuine Elephantine correspondence elements which 
are admittedly tinged with a pagan syncretism. In the 
document relating the names of the contributors to the 
support of the temple of Ya?u at Elephantine, there is the 
unexpected statement that the total collection was dis- 
persed not only to Ya’u but to the deities Eshembethel and 
Anatbethel (CAP 22:1, 123-25). Moreover, in the papyri 
there are in this same list two patronymics whose theo- 
phoric element is a pagan deity: [BethJelnuri and Hadad- 
nuri (lines 4 and 23). In the contemporary period some 32 
names have Bethel as the theophoric element: 7 theo- 
phores with the name Eshem (cf. 2 Kgs 17:30 and Amos 
8:14), and 9 with Herem (ArchEleph Appendix V). Other 
deities mentioned in the Elephantine correspondence are 
‘Anatyahu (CAP 44:3), Bel, Nabu, Sama’, Nergal (ANET, 
491), and the Queen of Heaven (BK 4:1); in the personal 
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names the following gods appear: Nus(h)ku (CAP 2:19) 
Atar (CAP 8.27), and Sin (CAP 6.19). To relegate all the 
pagan gods to the Arameans at Syene and to postulate an 
uncompromised Yahwistic cult at Elephantine seems to 
suppress evidence to the contrary, however minimal it may 
be. These discordant data appear to coincide with the 
cultism practiced by the devotees of the Queen of Heaven 
(Jer 44:15-25), who brashly justified their cultic adherence 
by tracing it back to the preexilic practices of their kings, 
princes, and the Judean peorle themselves. The view sug- 
gested here is that while the greater part of the Elephan- 
tine Judeans may have conformed to the contemporary 
cult in Jerusalem, there were areas where allowances were 
made and adaptations to the foreign religious cults were 
tolerated. One may compare the heterodox minority living 
in an orthodox majority and. maintaining their minority 
convictions with the situation in the days of Ezra (Ezra 
10:15) and often elsewhere in the OT. 


D. The Diety Bethel and the Old Testament 

As the name of a geographical site, some 10.5 miles N 
of Jerusalem, Bethel appears 71 times in the OT. With the 
recovery of the Elephantine ciata, in which Bethel appears 
as a significant deity, scholars undertook a minute exami- 
nation of the biblical term Bethel to determine whether any 
of the occurrences involved the name of the god rather 
than the name of the place. The more significant results 
of this investigation focused generally on the following 
passages: the Jacob-Bethel pericope (Gen 28:17, 22; 31:13; 
33:20; 35:7, 14-15); 1 Sam 10:3; Amos 3:14; 4:4; Hosea 
10:8, 15; Jer 48:13; and Zech 7:12. Some scholars added 
other passages to these in which the term Bethel was con- 
ceived to be the NW Semitic deity. 

The name Bethel may be applied to three diverse enti- 
ties: (1) the town some 10 miles N of Jerusalem, prominent 
in all biblical periods, and the seat of one of the most 
important religious centers of the N kingdom of Israel (1 
Kgs 12:26—33; Amos 7:13); (2) the name of a NW Semitic 
deity who is identified as one of the sons of Uranus in the 
Phoenician history of Sanchuniathon (Baumgarten 1981: 
15) and became prominent in the Egyptian-Syene papyri 
of the 6th—5th centuries B.c.; and (3) the name of a stone 
erroneously conceived as enclowed with the vital force by 
Kronos (Baumgarten 1981: 15, where the text of Philo 
Byblos is presented). Such was termed baitjlion (neuter 
sing.). It should be remarked that some of the biblical 
passages indicated above have been considerably emended 
to arrive at the conclusion that they refer to the deity 
Bethel. Accordingly, the discussion will be confined to 
those passages which are more likely to be references to 
the deity Bethel. 

The Jacob-Bethel pericope has occasioned considerable 
diversity in the interpretation of the naming of Bethel and 
of the stone which Jacob used as a pillar (Gen 28:11—22; 
31:13; 35:1, 6-16). The narrative may be conveniently 
divided into three parts: the dream of Jacob (Gen 28:10- 
15; 35:1, 7b); the response of Jacob (Gen 28:16—20; 
31:13); and the vow of Jacob (Gen 28:21—-22; 35:3, 7, 14, 
15). The stone which Jacob used as a headrest was just 
“one of the stones of the place”; its size would be commen- 
surate with its purpose; it is of secondary importance in 
the story, a detail that adds realism, since such accommo- 
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dation was not dissimilar to the Egyptian headrest which 
relaxes the dorsal neck muscles and promotes slumber 
(see Sauneron 1962). When Jacob awakened from his 
awesome dream, his first response was to commemorate 
the experience by consecrating the headrest stone with oil, 
then setting it up as a votive stele (Heb massébé), no doubt 
supported by a foundation of other stones (Gen 28:16— 
20; 35:14; cf. | Sam 7:12). In the three instances where 
Bethel occurs, the focus is the place, not the commemora- 
tive stone. There is no suggestion that the stone served as 
a house for a god; it was to become a massébd. This in turn 
would initiate a bét °eléhim (Hyatt 1939: 97-98). The tense 
of Gen 28:22 is the Heb imperfect, corresponding to the 
English future: “shall become the house of God.” The vow 
of Jacob has five components in the protasis specifying the 
conditions of the apodosis. The apodosis has three re- 
sponses thereto: Yahweh will be his god; the stone will be 
the earnest of a house of God, and proper cultic support 
is epitomized by the tithe (vv 21b, 22). The fulfillment of 
the vow is noted in Gen 35:1, 3, 7. 

The exact nature of the stone of Jacob has caused 
considerable discussion. No one can deny the widespread 
worship of holy stones and the identification of the stone 
as “the seat of a numen” (Moore 1903: 198). Nor would 
one deny their ubiquity, but general semblance cannot 
determine particular uniqueness. It may be admitted that 
“holy stones” appear to be referred to in the OT as 
deplorable paganism (Jer 2:27; 3:9; Ezek 30:32; Lev 26:1; 
Isa 57:6), but such are not called baitylia, a word that does 
not appear in the OT. 

It has been noted previously that Philo of Byblos clearly 
distinguishes between Baztylos (= Bethel, a NW Semitic 
deity) and the baitylia (animated stones). The statements in 
Sanchuniathon regarding the god Baitylus and the ani- 
mated stones called baitylia assume a new importance. The 
Semitic data of Sanchuniathon regarding the “Syrian Se- 
mitic” deity Baitylus appear to maintain their identity even 
in a Syrian Greek inscription, dating from a.p. 223, at Kafr 
Nebo (near Aleppo), where in a dedicatory inscription for 
an oil press the god Sumbétylos appears with two other 
gods, jointly named “paternal gods” (Hyatt 1939: 86). The 
name appears to be the equivalent of Eshembethel, who 
appears in the papyri of Elephantine. 

It may be noted here that in the treaty between 
Barga’yah, king of KTK, with Matiel, king of Arpad, 
dated ca. 760 B.c., the place name Bethel occurs (i A 34) 
and the phrase bataylahayya? (lit. “houses of the gods”) 
appears three times (ii C 3, 7, 10) and refers not to the 
temple buildings, but to the stele or steles upon which 
were engraved the contents of the agreement (KAI 262; 
TSSI 2: 44—45). One may postulate that the stone of Jacob, 
chosen at random and common (profane), was transmuted 
by the anointing into sacramental object, worthy to be set 
up publicly as a record of the divine encounter (Gen 
28:22). 

Two other problems in the Jacob-Bethel pericope, both 
textual in character, merit some brief comments. The first 
concerns the initial words of Gen 31:13: ?nky h?l byt. Most 
scholars translate the compressed words to read: “I am the 
God of Bethel” (RSV, RV, BJ, NJPS), justifying their ren- 
dering from other Hebrew instances, such as 2 Kgs 23:17; 
Num 21:14 [cf. GK §127, Rem. 4]. Others admit the clause 
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found in LXX and TJ?: “I am the God who appeared to you 
at Bethel . . .” (so NEB, Westermann, Speiser, etc.). These 
renderings are much to be preferred to that which inter- 
prets God and Bethel to be in apposition. That Bethel is a 
place name and not a divine name is evident from the 
adverb where (Heb >dser), twice used modifying Bethel. Of 
greater weight, however, is the unlikelihood that a foreign 
Semitic deity would be introduced into a key kerygmatic 
passage of Israelite tradition. 

The second problematic passage is Gen 35:7, where 
Jacob “built an altar, and called the name El-Bethel.” This 
may be compared with él *éldhé-yisra’él, the name given by 
Jacob to another altar he built (Gen 33:20); with ha?él 
-¢léhé~-abika (Gen 46:3) and with ilu-bdyt-ili (Speiser Genesis 
AB, 244). One notices repeatedly in the 71 or 72 occurr- 
ences of Bethel in the OT that the term is uniformly 
geographical. To import by a homonymic accident the 
Syrian god Bethel into passages in the Hebrew Bible which 
make excellent sense with a topographical meaning ap- 
pears to be an invalid approach. 

The proponents of the view that the Aramean god 
Bethel played a significant role in preexilic Israe] have had 
recourse to a wooden apposition in rendering such a 
passage as 1 Sam 10:3, where Saul is informed of men 
whom he will encounter as “. . . three men going up to the 
God Bethel.” On the contrary, it appears that the name 
Bethel is locative, and may admit the omission of the 
preposition b- before a homorganic stop (Andersen and 
Freedman Hosea AB, 406). Hence the more likely transla- 
tion is “. . . three men going up to God at Bethel” (Heb sith 
nym ‘lym l-hlhym byt-?l). 

It has been further suggested that the god of Bethel 
appears in the text of Amos and Hosea. The name Bethel 
occurs seven times in the book of Amos (3:14; 4:4; 5:5 
(bis); 5:6; 7:10, 13). Five of these are undisputed refer- 
ences to the city (4:4; 5:5 [both references]; 7:10, 13). The 
two remaining occurrences (3:14 and 5:6) are likewise 
allusions to the city Bethel and not to a god. The geo- 
graphic reference of Bethel in 5:6 is established by its 
parallelism with the expression “house of Joseph.” The 
threat of destruction of the altars of Bethel (3:13) is best 
understood as specifying the location of the altars, not the 
deity to whom sacrifices are offered upon them. While 
Amos does denounce syncretistic practices elsewhere 
(8:14), there is no suggestion that a cult of the deity Bethel 
is the prophet’s concern. 

In the book of Hosea there are two occurrences of the 
word Bethel. The first occurrence follows a description of 
the ravages of war: fortresses destroyed, mothers and 
children perishing, whereupon the prophet directs its 
poignant reference to his audience: “Thus it shall be done 
to you, O Bethel, because of your great wickedness” (Hos 
10:15). The MT is perfectly understandable and needs no 
emendation. 

The other use of Bethel refers to the nocturnal wrestling 
of Jacob with the angel at Bethel (Hos 12:5—Eng 12:4). 
Here also the prophet uses Bethel as a geographical term, 
not as a name for the deity Bethel. 

The name Beth-aven is sometimes associated with 
Bethel. Beth-aven was located east of Bethel (Josh 7:2) and 
figures in the Conquest narrative (Josh 7:2; 18:12) and in 
the story of Saul (1 Sam 13:5; 14:23). The name Beth-aven 
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was the source of a play on words employed by Amos and 
Hosea. The element aven (Heb ?dwen) of the name appears 
to be derived from the root >wn and means “trouble, 
idolatry” or “wickedness, iniquity.” The warning by Amos 
that “Bethel shall become Awen” (5:5; RSV: “Bethel shall 
come to nought”) may be a pun on the name with refer- 
ence to the Heb word for iniquity. Hosea’s three references 
to Beth-aven (4:15; 5:8; 10:5) may be using the term as a 
demeaning surrogate for Bethel (so Andersen and Freed- 
man Hosea AB, 372). A related pun is also probably the 
meaning of Hos 10:8. 

A strong argument for the appearance of the god Bethel 
in the OT proceeds from Jer 48:13. The passage is a 
forecast of woe about to devolve upon the people of Moab 
and to destroy their confidence in the saving ability of their 
national god Chemosh. This military disaster, so forcefully 
portrayed in the preceding verse (Jer 48:12), will shatter 
the nation’s repose in their god and in his ability to save 
his people. Such fragmentation of their hope in the divine 
power parallels the unspeakable disaster that the house of 
Israel suffered when Bethel, the site of the royal sanctuary, 
proved impotent against the might of Assyria in 722 B.c. 
It would be strange if the term Bethel in this instance 
should refer to a god housed in the “temple of the king- 
dom” (Amos 7:13), when elsewhere, particularly in the 
contemporary assessment of Bethel by Amaziah its high 
priest, the tern Bethel is topographical. 

The final and most likely passage in which Bethel is not 
used topographically is Zech 7:2, in which a deputation is 
sent to the priests at Jerusalem in the postexilic period 
(December 5)8 B.c.) to inquire whether the fasting prac- 
ticed during the Exile should still be continued (cf. Zech 7 
and 8). Two major interpretations have been proposed 
regarding the term Bethel in Zech 7:2. The first regards 
Bethel as a place name and translates the pertinent words 
thus: “Now they of Bethel” (RV, ASV); “now the people of 
Bethel” (RSV, NIV); “Bethel sent” (JB, Dhorme). A varia- 
tion of this view translates Bethel as “the house of God” 
and proposes that the deputation went to “the house of 
God” (LXX, Vulg., KJV). This interpretation needlessly 
repeats the subject of v 3. In view of the extirpation of 
Bethel by Josiah (2 Kgs 23:15—20) and the very few Buaby- 
lonian exiles that returned (Ezra 2:28; Neh 7:32), it may 
be questioned whether Bethel is a place name in this text. 

The second interpretation regards Bethel as the divine 
element in the name Bethel-sharezer (Heb by?! sr °sr, “May 
Bethel protect the king”) (NEB/REB, NAB, NJPS). The 
following considerations favor the identification of the Heb 
by?! Sr sr as a single name. The DN dy?! is the theophoric 
element of a PN of Mesopotamian origin (cf. ArchEleph, 
328). The theophoric element is in initial position, which 
is normative. The name in Zech 7:2 is attested in the vear 
518 B.c. and, accordingly, is situated in a period during 
which PNs with the theophoric element by?! are attested 
epigraphically. The name appears in a Neo-Babylonian 
text from Uruk datable ca. 541-540 B.c. (Hyatt 1937). The 
proposed biblical name thus synchronizes with the fre- 
quent appearance of theophores compounded with Bethel 
in the Elephantine papyri. The person bearing the name 
Bethel-sharezer in Zech 7:2 may have been a Jewish official 
in Babylon. 
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Epwarb R. DALGLISH 


BETHEL (PLACE) [Heb é:é]. The name of two places 
mentioned in the Hebrew Bible. The name means “house 
of God.” 

1. An important town in the central hill country of 
Palestine, located N of Jerusalem and very close to Ai. Next 
to Jerusalem, this Bethel is the most frequently occurring 
place name in the OT, referring both to a city and to a 
religious sanctuary which was either in or near the city. 
Two factors, somewhat interreiated, are responsible for the 
importance of Bethel: (1) it was associated with a religious 
sanctuary; and (2) it lay along a crossroads and near a 
physical and political frontier that divided the central hill 
country of Palestine into two parts. 

Bethel became established in the Bible as a sanctuary by 
association with events in the lives of Abraham and Jacob. 
When Abram wandered S from Shechem, he pitched his 
tent and built an altar between Bethel and Ai (Gen 12:8), 
and on his return from Egypt he revisited this sacred place 
(Gen 13:3,4). Jacob in his flight from Beersheba to Haran 
stayed there and had the famcus nocturnal vision of angels 
ascending and descending. In the morning when he 
awoke, Jacob erected a pillar to mark this sacred place. 
Jacob called the place Bethel although the city was called 
Luz (Gen 28:10-—22). Many years later Jacob returned to 
this place on his way home from Haran; he set up another 
altar and called the place El-Bethel (Gen 35:7). He also set 
up a pillar and again named the place Bethel (Gen 35:15). 

These biblical descriptions of events concerning Bethel 
are puzzling. Should a distinction be made between Bethel, 
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a name for a sacred place, and Bethel, a name of a 
settlement? When did the name of the settlement Luz 
become Bethel? 

Some scholars have suggested that, “most of the cultic 
places in Israel during premonarchic and early monarchic 
periods were built outside of their respective towns and 
were called by different names” (Na’aman 1985). This 
practice by the Israelites of building sacred places outside 
the city apparently differed from a Canaanite custom of 
building sacred places within the settlement and might be 
indicative of a distinction in religious practice. However, 
other scholars interpret this matter differently. According 
to HGB, 131 the sanctuary was inside the city, and refer- 
ences to its being outside the city in the Bible are not 
historical, “. . . but related to the mode of life of the 
patriarchs.” On the other hand, there are indications that 
Bethel, in certain biblical contexts, could refer to a sanc- 
tuary, rather than to a city name. Boling (Judges AB) 
translates Bethel in Judg 20:18 as “sanctuary”—but a sanc- 
tuary located in the village of Mizpah. When the Israelites 
inquired of God at the sanctuary in Mizpah they failed. 
But when they shifted their battle headquarters and in- 
quired of God in a sanctuary in the city of Bethel, they 
succeeded. The ark of God’s covenant was, at that time, in 
the city of Bethel, overseen by Phineahas ben Eleazer ben 
Aaron (Judg 20:26—28). Apparently then, not all “Bethels” 
are the same—some can be trusted to provide counsel, 
while others can not. 

Bethel is also associated with Deborah, the nurse of 
Rebekah who died and was buried beneath Bethel under 
an oak (Gen 35:8), and with Deborah, the Prophetess, who 
lived near the city (Judg 4:5). Samuel visited this city 
periodically to judge the people (1 Sam 7:16). However, 
with the establishment of the United Kingdom by David 
and the placement of the temple in Jerusalem the impor- 
tance of Bethel as a sanctuary declined. The fortunes of 
Bethel improved, however, when the United Kingdom split 
and Jeroaboam I placed a golden calf in Bethel to serve as 
a cult center for his people in place of the temple in 
Jerusalem (1 Kgs 12:29-33). This religious schism aroused 
opposition among the prophets Hosea (10:15) and Amos, 
who declared, “Bethel shall come to nought” (3:14). The 
Judean king Josiah captured Bethel and broke down its 
altar and defiled the site (2 Kgs 23:15). After that time 
Bethel lost its importance as a cultic center. 

Bethel’s historic importance as a sacred place also coin- 
cides with its importance as a frontier town. Bethel lies 
between two separable physiographic provinces: the hills 
of Ephraim to the N, and the plateau of Judea to the S. 
Taken together, these provinces constitute the centrally 
elevated backbone of the land of Canaan between the 
valley of the Jordan river on the E and the Mediterranean 
Sea to the W. Throughout much of biblical history this 
central range was divided politically into N and S tribes, 
followed by kingdoms of N Israel and Judah, to the S. 
Later during Roman times these provinces were called 
Samaria and Judea. 

Along the crest of the central range (or more accurately 
along the water parting) a N-S road ran from Hebron to 
Shechem, passing through Jerusalem and Bethel. This 
road provided one of the most important lines of trans- 
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portation throughout biblical history. Just S of Bethel lay 
an E-W road leading up from the coast along a ridge 
overlooking the valley of Aijalon and then down again to 
Jericho and the Jordan valley along another slope over- 
looking the Wadi Suweinit. One would have had to travel 
beyond Shechem, some 25 miles farther N, to the Wadi 
Fari to find a route from the coast to the Jordan river that 
would have been equally attractive. 

Physiographically, the Judean plateau is shielded by a 
longitudinal valley and an abrupt scarp from easy access 
from the coastal plain, but routes from the coastal plain to 
the hills of Ephraim do occur at many places. Climatically, 
rainfall and agriculture differ between the southerly pla- 
teau of Judah and the more verdant Ephraim hills. The 
dividing line between these provinces can be defined on 
the basis of physical features; but since more than one 
criterion can be used, and they do not exactly coincide, 
one can say that the physical frontier actually lies within a 
zone—a zone which includes the city of Bethel. The divid- 
ing line can be taken at the E-W route a few km S of 
Bethel, in which case Bethel belongs to the N province. 
The dividing line can also be taken a few km N of Bethel 
where the fairly straight N-S road enters a series of switch- 
backs reflecting the hilly nature of the N province. In this 
case, Bethel properly belongs to the S province. 

This ambiguous geographic relationship is the key to 
understanding why Bethel is allotted to the tribe of Ben- 
jamin (Josh 18:22) but is taken over by the more N tribe of 
Ephraim (Judg 1:22). Also, although Jeroboam I made 
Bethel into a N city, Abijah, king of Judah, captured it (2 
Chr 13:19). Baasha, king of Israel, however, retook the 
city, but when Israel fell to the Assyrians, Bethel reverted 
to Judah (Ezra 2:28; Neh 7:32). Thus Bethel, a frontier 
town between two provinces, shifted back and forth in 
political ownership. 

The strategic position of Bethel (along the route to 
Jerusalem coming from the N) figures in later history. 
During the Hasmonean revolt it was fortified by the Syrian 
general Bacchides (1 Macc 9:50), and was captured by 
Vespasian in 69 c.£. (JW 4.551). During the Byzantine 
period Bethel was a village in the territory of “Aelia Capi- 
tolina” (Jerusalem) (Eusebius Onomast. 192 etc.). It contin- 
ues to be mentioned in the literature by the Pilgrim of 
Bordeaux (353 c.£.) and Theodosius (ca. 503 c.£.) and is 
shown on the Madaba Map (ca. 565 c.x.). Apparently the 
city was destroyed during the Arab conquest in the 7th 
century c.£E. and remained abandoned until it was repo- 
pulated as an Islamic village in the mid-19th century. 

Most scholars since the time of Edward Robinson iden- 
tify Bethel with Tell Beitin (M.R. 172148). See BEITIN, 
TELL (M.R. 172148). However, Livingston (1989) has sug- 
gested that Bethel may actually be el-Bireh, a few km SW 
of Tell Beitin. 

2. A village in Judah to which David sent spoils to his 
friends and to the elders (1 Sam 30:27). Almost certainly, 
then, it was a city in Judah and not the more important 
Bethel N of Jerusalem, and possibly it is the same as Bethul 
in Josh 19:4 and BETHUEL in | Chr 4:30 (and Chesil in 
Josh 15:30, although this is less likely). Its location is 
unknown, although the context suggests somewhere gen- 
erally in the area around Ziklag and Hormah. 
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BETHEL-SHAREZER (PLACE) [Heb bé?él sareser]. 
See SHAREZER (PERSON). 


BETHER (PLACE) [Gk Baithér, Thethér]. A village in 
one of the districts into which the allotment of land for 
the tribe of Judah was divided (Josh 15:59a LXX). The list 
of 11 cities of which Bether is the 10th is found in LXX 
but not in MT; presumably it was omitted from the He- 
brew text by the copyist’s error called homoioteleuton (on 
the textual character of Josh 15:59a LXX, see HGB, 392- 
93). The district lists are variously enumerated; (cf. Bright 
IB 2: 630-33; Soggin Joshua OTL, 178; and Boling and 
Wright Joshua AB, 378, 391). Bether is identified with 
Khirbet el-Yahudi (M.R. 162126) near the modern Bittir, 
about 7 miles SW of Jerusalem. An archaeological survey 
showed almost continuous occupation of the site from Iron 
I through the 2arly Roman period (Carroll 1923-24: 89). 

During the Second Jewish Revolt (132-135 c.£.), Bittar 
(as it was known [Aram bittér; on the name, see Neubauer 
1868: 130]) became Bar Kokhba’s capital. See BAR 
KOKHBA (REVOLT). Some scholars have detected this 
place name in the name Baiterus found in the list at 1 
Esdr 5:17. Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 4.6) refers to the site as 
Baithther. The name is of uncertain derivation. The ele- 
ment dtr in the name of the location haré bater (Cant 2:17: 
“rugged mouritains” RSV, but note margin) has been tra- 
ditionally treated as a contraction of byt tr (Cant. Rab. to 
2:17), but there is no certainty that this name, whatever its 
derivation, elucidates the meaning of Bether. 
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BETHLEHEM (PLACE) [Heb bét-lehem]. The name of 
two places meritioned in the Bible. 


A. Bethlehem of Judah 
1. Site 
2. Name 
3. Demography 
4. Bethlehem in Israelite History 
5. Bethlehem in Postbiblical Times 
B. Bethlehem of Zebulun 


A. Bethlehem of Judah 

1. Site. Bethlehem of Judah is located 9 km S of Jeru- 
salem and stands at an elevation of 790 m on the E ridge 
of the watershed. The site lies on the border of the well- 


712 +1 


watered and fertile region of Beit-Jalah (Giloh) and of the 
dry district of Boaz—and Shepherds—fields ending in the 
Judean Desert. The village does not possess any spring, 
but only cisterns (2 Sam 23:15), some of which are caves 
on the ridge walled and plastered in the manner common 
at the end of the Bronze Age. 

The site seems to have been inhabited during the lower 
Pleistocene (EAEHL 1: 198-99; Stockton 1967: 129-48, 
with a survey of the neighboring sites). During the 3d 
millennium B.C.£. pottery was left in Beth-Sahur, not far 
from Bethlehem, (Hennessy 1966: 19-40; Saller 1963: 
325). Excavations have shown that the Iron Age settlement 
was not at the top of the spur as was thought before, but 
on the slope around the church of the Nativity (Saller 
1964: 287; 1968: 153-80; Bagatti 1968: 181-237). This 
observation has been confirmed by the survey of S. Gut- 
man and A. Berman in 1969 (Benoit 1975, with drawings 
and photos). 

2. Name. Place names with bit “house, place” are nu- 
merous in the cuneiform lists (Groneberg 1980; Nashef 
RG 5; Parpola 1970; RLA II: 33-54); in Egyptian sources 
(Simons 1937: 204); and in the Ugaritic archives (PRU 2: 
227-28; 3: 265-68; 4: 253-56; 5: 165-67; 6: 146; cf. 
Astour 1975: 139), but Bit-Lahmu does not appear. Beth- 
lehem may be mentioned in a 1 4th-century B.c.£. letter of 
Abdi-Hepa, king of Jerusalera (EA 290: 16; Schroeder 
1915: 294-95). In this letter the place is called Bit- 
NIN.URTA, and one wonders if the ideogram NIN.URTA 
should be read as Antum (i.e., Lahama; cf. CT 24: 14-15; 
see also Honigmann 1938). Other readings have been 
proposed: Bit-Anat (= i.e., Anatot; Dhorme 1908); Bit- 
(tya8mis = Beth-Shemesh (Lipiriski 1973; but see the note 
by Priestbatsch 1975); or, lastly, Beth-Horon (Kallai and 
Tadmor 1969), though this latter suggestion has been 
made more for geographic than for linguistic reasons, 
The name Lahamu is unknown in the W and is poorly 
documented in Mesopotamia; the name is related to the 
subterranean ocean. It is not impossible (though admit- 
tedly hypothetical) that before the place name was inter- 
preted as the “house of bread” (Heb lekem), it was the 
“house of Lahai’, the god of a well in the Negeb (Gen 
16:14; 24:62, with contraction and mimesis as in Ugaritic). 

3. Demography. Bethlehem of Judah (Judg 17:7-9; 
19:1, 2, 18; Ruth 1:1-2; 1 Sam 17:12) is called Ephrathah 
(Mic 5:1—Eng 5:2). This Ephrathah cannot be the Ephra- 
thah of 1 Sam 10:2 (on the border of Ephraim and 
Benjamin) near Ramah (Jer 31:15, N of Jerusalem), which 
in a poetic text is set in parallel with Kiriath-Jearim 
(Ps 132:6; cf. Melamed 1961; Tsevat 1962; Vogt 1975, with 
reference to Eusebius; Briend 1983). In Gen 35:19 and 
48:7 (both P), Bethlehem is related, not to Ephrathah, but 
to the “way to Ephrathah” or “coming to Ephrathah” (see 
also T. Reu. 3:13). 

Such identifications are late (like the identification of 
Mamre with Hebron) and reveal that the postexilic author 
felt there was a problem with Mic 5:1. The meaning of 
Ephrathah is to be determined from 1 Sam 17:12. The 
father of David is said to be an 7eprati, i.e., a man of 
Ephraim (Judg 12:5; 1 Kgs 11:26), just as the two sons of 
Elimelech and Naomi born in Bethlehem (Ruth 1:2), be- 
fore Boaz and Jesse. This evidence strongly suggests that 
at the end of the 2d millennium sB.c.z., a.clan of Ephraim 
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(Mic 5:1 speaks of an elep; Judg 6:15; | Sam 10:19; cf. 
Neu 1986) was settled in Bethlehem. The Chronicler’s 
genealogies, which are artificial but always have some foun- 
dation, treat Ephrathah both as a spouse of Caleb (1 Chr 
2:19) and as a woman who became Caleb’s wife after the 
death of Hezron his father; she was “grandmother” of 
Tekoa (1 Chr 2:24), a village located in the Judean Desert 
(cf. Myers Chronicles AB). The Chronicler admits an exten- 
sion of the clan as far as Debir near Hebron, where Caleb 
lived (Judg 1:13-12; Josh 15:13). 

The name of the father of David, Jesse (yay; iy3ay in 1 
Chr 2:13) is not common among Israelites. It may be 
Aramaic (cf. fy in the Daskyleion Inscription; Dupont- 
Sommer 1966: 47) or simply W Semitic (cf. yu-sai in an 
Egyptian list of slaves; Hayes 1962), and probably is an 
abbreviation of Abishai, another member of the clan (1 
Sam 26:6). 

That the clan of Ephraim moved from the N to the S of 
Jerusalem is indicated (1) by the travels of Samuel, son of 
the °eprat? Elkanah (1 Sam 16:1—12; cf. 1:1-2), (2) by the 
story of the Levite and his patron Micah (Jfudg 17:7-9), 
and (3) by the narrative of the Levite’s concubine from 
Bethlehem (Judges 19). Finally, the elders of Israel recog- 
nized David as their kinsman: “We are your bone and 
flesh” (2 Sam 5:1). 

The genealogy of David, inserted at the end of the book 
of Ruth (4:18-22; Campbell Ruth AB), suggests other 
marital relations which prove that the Ephramite clan of 
Jesse did not include all the inhabitants of Bethlehem. 
Amminadab and Nahshon, ancestors of Boaz, are said to 
be “father and brother of the wife of the Levite Aaron” 
(Exod 6:23). Through Ram (Amram or Abiram?) they 
have Hezron as an ancestor. There is a problem with 
Hezron; he is related either to Reuben (Gen 46:8-9; Exod 
6:14; Num 26:6; 1 Chr 5:3), or to Judah through Perez 
(Gen 46:12; Num 26:21; Ruth 4:18—-19; 1 Chr 2:5). Such a 
double connection can be explained historically by transfer 
from E (Bohan on the W side of the Jordan is spoken of 
as the “son of Reuben”; cf. Josh 15:6; 18:17; de Vaux 
1953: 541) to W (Perez-uzzah and Baal-Perazim are topon- 
yms between Kiriath-Jearim and Jerusalem). Similarly, the 
clan of Karmi was transferred from Reuben (Num 26:6) to 
Judah (Josh 7:1; 1 Chr 2:7). These historical transfers also 
have a sociological connotation, because Hezron is related 
to haser, a Hebrew term that denotes a village with a typical 
enclosure for herds; one of the Kerioth-hezron (Josh 
15:25; cf. 15:3) is the hdsar--addar of Num 34:4. Numerous 
hdsérét are to be found in the § of Judah, but also beyond 
the Jordan (1 Chr 2:2]-24, with Machir in Gilead and 
Ephrathah). As suggested by Eissfeldt, the bén hamispétayim 
of Reuben (Judg 5:16) are also related to enclosures for 
herds (Eissfeldt 1949; 1954). 

There were also Arabs in Bethlehem, descendants of 
Ishmael. David had two sisters, Zeruiah, the mother of 
Joab (father unknown) and Abigal, the mother of Amasa 
(2 Sam 17:25; 1 Chr 2:7), whose father was Ithra (Heb 
yitra?) the Ishmaelite; the latter bears a true Arabic name 
(watar). However, the most important connections are with 
Reuben. 

When the tribe disappeared, having been conquered by 
Moab, David, who was banished from Saul’s court, en- 
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trusted his father and mother to the king of Moab (1 Sam 
22:34). 

4. Bethlehem in Israelite History. Fighting against the 
Philistines and the Amalekites, Saul found in Bethlehem- 
Ephrathah support for his campaigns. He enrolled the 
sons of Jesse (1 Sam 17:13), along with Elhanan, the son 
of Dodo (2 Sam 23:24; son of Jaareoregim in 2 Sam 21:19). 
Afterwards Bethlehem was taken by the Philistines (2 Sam 
23:14), remaining in their hands until the victories of 
David, when it became a dependency of Jerusalem, the 
new capital city. According to 2 Chr 11:6 Bethlehem was 
fortified by Rehoboam, but no city walls have been discov- 
ered in the excavations of the site. Nevertheless, walls that 
belong to the same period (Iron I—-II) were unearthed in 
Beit-Jalah (Giloh; Mazar 1981). As Giloh is not mentioned 
as a fortified city in Chronicles, it may be that the two sites 
were identified. In the list of Judean towns found in Joshua 
15 (established probably under the reign of Josiah), men- 
tion is made of Bethlehem only in the LXX and not in the 
MT. It seems that Bethlehem was very small at the time 
(Mic 5:1—Eng 5:2, “you... who are little to be among the 
clans of Judah”), and noted only as the origin of the 
dynasty. 

In the 5th century B.c.z. Bethlehem was reoccupied by 
the returning exiles. The exact figure of returnees varies: 
188 men of Bethlehem and Netophah according to Neh 
7:26, and 123 “sons of Bethlehem” (and 56 “men of 
Netophah”) according to Ezra 2:21. Bethlehem of Judah 
was never a priestly town as was Bethlehem of Zebulun (on 
which see below). It is never mentioned in the Qumran 
literature, even among the places of the treasures listed in 
the Copper Scrolls. In the Martyrdom of Isaiah (2:7, 8, 12) 
Bethlehem functions as a stage for the prophet in his flight 
from Jerusalem to the wilderness, a story line that is 
possibly built on the pattern of the narrative of Jeremiah 
and his companions who stopped in Kimham “near Beth- 
lehem” (Jer 41:16—17) during their flight to Egypt. In the 
martyrdom of Isaiah it is a false prophet who lives in 
Bethlehem. Elsewhere in the pseudepigraphical literature, 
Bethlehem was connected with the burial of Rachel (Jub:- 
lees 32:34), and Ephrathah is located in Bethlehem 
(T. Reu. 3:13). 

In the Fourth gospel (John 7:42) Bethlehem was consid- 
ered by some of those listening to Jesus to be the birthplace 
of the son of David, but these same people display no 
knowledge of Bethlehem as the birthplace of Jesus of 
Nazareth. Elsewhere in the NT Bethlehem is mentioned 
only in the two Infancy Narratives. Although they are 
quite different in their traditions and structures, both 
Matthew and Luke converge on this point. In Luke, Beth- 
lehem is the place where Joseph goes for the census and 
where the shepherds go “to see the thing that happened” 
(Luke 2:4, 15). In Matthew 2, Bethlehem is mentioned five 
times. There Jesus is born (2:1), the Magi are sent there 
(2:5—7) in accordance with the oracle of Mic 5:1, and it is 
there that Herod has all the male children who are two 
years in age or less killed (“in Bethlehem and its bounda- 
ries” [horiots]) (2:15). Then Bethlehem disappears from 
the NT (Brown 1985: 177-85, 412-23; Perrot 1983). 

5. Bethlehem in Postbiblical Times. After 135 c.£. 
Bethlehem was occupied by a Roman garrison which exter- 
minated the remnant of the Bar Kokhba army as indicated 
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by Roman inscriptions near Rachel’s tomb (RB 1901: 107; 
1962: 82-83; Vetrali 1967), and perhaps in Lam. Rab. 1:15 
if we read Bethlehem (instead of Bethel) of Judah (cf. 
1:16). It is possible that such a military presence would 
have led to the establishment of an Adonis cult in the same 
way as the Roman military presence in Aelia led to an 
Asclepius/Serapis cult in the caves adjacent to the pool of 
Bethesda (Duprez 1970: 64-85). The Asclepius cult is 
attested bj Jerome (Ep. 56.3; cf. Paulinus of Nole to Sulpi- 
cius Severus 3, CSEL 29). Nevertheless, we must be cau- 
tious because such a notice is unique in the works of 
Jerome and the identification of Adonis with Asclepius is 
not frequent (mediante Eshmun). A more direct attestation 
of a military cult to the Syrian Goddess is known (Birley 
1978: 1516). Since Jerome’s notice is more concerned with 
the lamentations over Adonis than with Adonis himself, 
Welten (198%) thinks there could have been a popular 
confusion between the tears of the Syrian Goddess (Lucian 
Syr.D., 6), the Venus lugens, and Rachel’s mourning for her 
sons. In the postexilic period Rachel’s tomb was venerated 
in Bethlehem-Ephrathah. If the god Lahmu was really a 
vegetation deity like Adonis, it is possible that worship of 
this kind was practiced in a Bethlehem cave; a revival which 
neither Jews nor Christians wished to remember may have 
occurred during the Roman occupation. 

The Gospels do not speak of a Nativity in a cave; the 
oldest references are to be found in Justin (dial., 78) and 
in the Protoevangelium of James (18), texts which speak of a 
Nativity “quite near to Bethlehem,” “midway,” but not in 
Bethlehem itself. 

Above a cave in Bethlehem, Constantine built an octo- 
gon with a basilica and a court enclosed by four porticoes 
in the front. During the Samaritan revolt of 529 c.£., the 
building was destroyed. Justinian rebuilt it in its actual 
shape, which was preserved by the Persian invaders (612). 
In the crypts the traditional Nativity cave is connected with 
other caves where the monastic sojourn of Jerome and his 
community is commemorated (Vincent and Abel 1914; 
Avi-Yonah EAEHL 1: 202-6; Heitz 1983: 6-18; Murphy- 
O’Connor 1983: 12-13). 


B. Bethlehem of Zebulun 

A village, located in the N, in the tribe of Zebulun (Josh 
19:15), was also known as Bethlehem. It is obviously the 
place where ]bzan, a minor Judge, was buried (Judg 12:8— 
10, related to Zebulun in the following verses; cf. Boling 
judges AB, 215). The village is known to have been the 
residence of 3 priestly family (Cesaraea Inscription, 5--6th 
century c.E.; cf. Avi-Yonah 1962); an Arab village on the 
Asher-Zebulun border retained the name (Beit-Lahm). 
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BETHPHAGE (PLACE) [Gk Béthphagé]. Bethphage 
was the name of a village on the road from Jerusalem to 
Jericho meaning literally in Aramaic, “house of the early 
figs.” The village was the place where Christ sent his 
disciples to find the foal of an ass for his “triumphal entry” 
and was mentioned together with Bethany in this context 
in Matt 21:1; Mark 11:1; and Luke 19:29. Both the Mish- 
nah and the Talmud suggest that the town was a suburb of 
Jerusalem, laying outside the city wall and apparently 
surrounded by its own wall. 

Bethphage was located either beyond Bethany (M.R. 
174131) according to Jerome (Ep., 108), or, more likely, W 
of Bethany toward Jerusalem (M.R. 172131), approxi- 
mately 1 km E of the summit of the Mount of Olives. The 
latter site was the location of Bethphage accepted by the 
medieval Crusaders. A stone with frescoes and inscriptions 
was found at the latter site, showing two disciples untying 
a donkey and a colt. The frescoes are preserved in the 
Franciscan chapel at this location. Archaeological evidence 
indicates that the site was occupied from the 2d century 
B.C.E. to the 8th century c.£. Of the many archaeological 
artifacts found at the occupation site, of particular interest 
is tomb 2) with its rolling stone, Greek and archaic Semitic 
inscriptions, and graffiti which include a sign depicting a 
cross. 

Scotr T. CARROLL 


BETHUEL (PERSON) [Heb 52t0é/]. Var. BETHUL. A 
son of Nahor by Milcah (Gen 22:20—22) and the father of 
Rebekah (24:15) and Laban (28:5). Bethuel played no 
significant role even in his daughter’s betrothal, where her 
brother was prominent. Rebekah ran to her mother’s 
house (Gen 24:28); Laban prepared the welcome (vv 29- 
32); then Laban granted consent to the servant to explain 
his mission (v 33); and gifts were presented to Rebekah, 
Laban, and her mother (v 53). In the actions of vv 55—60 
her brother and mother were the players. Furthermore 
one notes that peculiar order of names in v 50, where the 
father’s comes after his son’s. Perhaps Bethuel had already 
died. Josephus (Ant 1.16.2 §248) does claim that Bethuel 
was dead and that Laban, with the mother, directed the 
whole household and was guardian of Rebekah’s maiden- 
hood. Such an explanation would require that “and Be- 
thuel” was added by someone who did not realize the 
narrative assumed Bethuel had died. But it is doubtful 
that anyone would have inserted the name in the wrong 
order. Another possible solution is that Bethuel was inca- 
pacitated by senility or invalidism or the like. This could 
account for the reversed order of names in v 50. The most 
probable interpretation may be that the story assumes a 
matrilineal family. Jay (1988: 62) points out how in a 
matrilineal system Laban, as Rebekah’s brother, would 
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have authority concerning her marriage; and quite likely 
only he, his sister, and her mother would receive gifts or 
be in a position to decide the date of Rebekah’s departure. 
Somewhat more concretely, there are Nuzi texts in which 
the marriage contract was arranged by a brother for his 
sister (Pfeiffer and Speiser 1936: 38—39, 104-6). 

The meaning of the name Bethuel is uncertain. It might 
mean “dweller in God”—unless it equals méti#él (cf. Akk 
Muti-ilu), “man of God.” It is similar to Batti-ilu in the Tell 
el-Amarna letters (EA 650). 
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BETHUEL (PLACE) [Heb bétéél]. Var. BETHUL; 
BETHEL. A town in which the sons of Simeon dwelt prior 
to the reign of David (1 Chr 4:30). It is mentioned in a list 
along with Hormah and Ziklag. In the Josh 19 list of 
Simeonite towns, the name is spelled Bethul (v 4; Heb 
bétél), and in an apparent parallel in Josh 15:30 it is 
replaced with Chesil. In the story of David’s exploits in the 
area around Ziklag and Hormah, a place named BETHEL 
is mentioned. Given all these variants, Albright (1924: 150) 
has suggested that Bethuel is the preferred form. The 
precise location of this town is unknown. 
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BETHULIA (PLACE) [Gk Baituloua]. City where the 
events of the book of Judith are located (Jdt 4:6). The 
author of Judith gives many indications of the location of 
Bethulia: it is N of Jerusalem (11:19), near Betomasthaim 
(4:6), over against Esdraelon (4:6), near Dothan (4:6), in 
the hill country of Samaria (6:11). It is described as having 
a spring below the city (7:12-13), and it is positioned to 
hold the narrow mountain pass giving access to Jerusalem 
from the N hill country (10:10—11). However, the name 
Bethulia is unknown to modern readers, and its exact 
location, despite all the descriptive material, is uncertain. 
Enslin (1972) points out that we do not even know whether 
the city was actually known to the author. There are 9 
Greek variant spellings for the name out of 21 mss collated 
by the Larger Cambridge Septuagint, indicating confusion 
in the textual tradition. Many identifications have been 
proposed for the site: Santr, 5 miles south of Dothan; 
Meseliah, midway between Geba and Jenin; or Kubatje (so 
Dussaud 1926 and Steuernagel 1943). The name itself has 
given rise to speculation over the town’s location. Is it 
meant to be a thinly disguised pseudonym for Bethel (Heb 
by?l/wh, “house of God”)? Priestbatsch (1974) points out in 
this regard that in the LXX Ezras 2:28 the names Bethel 
and Ai are corrupted into one word, baitolié. Or is the 
name itself meaningful, as by?lh, “house of ascents”? Tor- 
rey (1899) follows this hypothesis, saying that according to 
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the book of judith, Bethulia lay at the head of the most 
important pass in Samaria and was a large and important 
city; those facts and his understanding of the name lead 
him to identify Bethulia with Shechem. None of these 
locations is definitive. It is possible that the author of Judith 
modeled his city on one of the major cities in the N hill 
country (Shezhem being the most likely candidate), but 
that does not lead to an absolute identification. It seems 
most helpful to follow Craven (1983) when she says, “It 
seems best to leave the details of the Book of Judith alone 
as the products of a fertile, creative imagination.” 
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BETOMASTHAIM (PLACE) [Gk Baitomasthaim]. Var. 
BETOMESTHAIM. Site mentioned in the book of Judith, 
the exact location of which is unknown (Jdt 4:6; 15:4). The 
first occurrerce of the name in 4:6 gives the variant spell- 
ing battomesth2im; however, there seems to be no reason to 
suppose the author was referring to two different cities. 
Betomasthairn is set near Dothan, north of Samaria. C. C. 
Torrey argued that Betomasthaim was a contemptuous 
pseudonym for Samaria: byt mstmh, ‘house of shame,’ or byt 
mstm, ‘house of the devil.’ This is not at all certain. It is 
entirely possible that the city is totally fictitious; this would 
be in keeping with the genre of the book of Judith. 
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BETONIM (PLACE) [Heb déénim]. A border point E of 
the Jordan river for the land of Jazer, which Moses gave to 
the families of Gad (Josh 13:26). The location is noted by 
Eusebius as Botnia but has never been verified as Khirbet 
Batneh, 6 miles SW of es-Salt. The location is described 
briefly by de Vaux (1938: 404) and affirmed by Noth 
(1938: 26). 

Noth suggests that the three place names of Heshbon to 
Ramath-Mizpeh to Betonim constitute a N-S boundary 
line between Reuben and Gad. However, Mittmann (1970) 
dismisses Noth’s view as very speculative. In a complex 
literary studv Wiist (1975) concludes that Josh 13:26 is 
part of a two-step addition to the report, which is intended 
to support the larger territorial claims of Gad. 
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BEYOND THE JORDAN (PLACE). From the E this 
would be W of the Jordan, i.¢., Cisjordan; from the W, it 
would be E of the river, i.e, Transjordan. The Talmud 
refers to Transjordan. 

The “Jordan” is usually understood to be the Jordan 
river but it may be an old word for “river” with the context 
suggesting which river is involved and thus which area 
(Aharoni LBHG 111; Smick 1973: 26-27). Among the nine 
references to Cisjordan, Deut 3:20, 25; 11:30 are Moses 
speaking about the W. 

Gen 50:10-11, the burial of Jacob at Atad or Abel- 
mizraim (“meadow of Egypt”), has been interpreted both 
ways. For some unknown reason, Joseph carried the body 
from Egypt through Transjordan and came from the E, so 
“beyond the Jordan” would clesignate Cisjordan, with the 
burial at Hebron (as the usual understanding has it). 
Perhaps the route was a typology for the Exodus (Ottosson 
1969: 37 n. 2). But the reference to burial “beyond the 
Jordan” has been interpreted as a burial place in Transjor- 
dan with Joseph’s funeral group making the more obvious 
and logical trip straight fron: Egypt to the Jordan. How- 
ever, the latter could also be a straight, logical trip from 
Egypt to Hebron if “Jordan” here is the old word for 
“river,” so Joseph’s funeral purty went “beyond the river,” 
which from Egypt could be the River of Egypt, Wadi el- 
‘Arish. 

Smick (1973: 30-31, 105 n. 72, 111) has pointed out 
that where Heb ‘éber “beyond” or “opposite” refers to the 
Jordan, the writer specifies the direction. Josh 5:1 refers to 
the W, while Num 34:15 refers to the E. The word itself 
also means “a side,” hence at the side of, beside, adjacent. 
Exod 32:15 refers to two sides (‘ebréhem) of the tablets of 
the law. Smick takes NT peran as in John 1:28 as carrying 
the same range of meaning. Matt 4:15 quotes Isa 8:23— 
Eng 9:1—2, which seems to put Galilee in Transjordan, if 
Heb “éber (and Gk peran) are translated “across.” But there 
is no problem if the translation is “beside” or “adjacent 
to”; Galilee is beside the Jordan, not across (E of) it. 
Similarly, Matt 19:1 refers to Judea beyond the Jordan. 
Judea did not extend across the Jordan into Transjordan 
though rulers like Herod the Great controlled the terri- 
tory. The reference is usually thought to be Perea, across 
the Jordan. But “Judea beside the Jordan” makes good 
sense in this context. 

There has been some debate over John 1:28 and the 
location of Bethany (location unknown) beyond the Jor- 
dan. Some manuscripts read Bethabara, SE of Jericho. 
Finegan (1969: 8-11) suggests that if Jerusalem and Judea 
went out to John, the place would have been on a main 
road, at one of the fords of the Jordan river. He notes the 
Roranije ford, today’s Allenby bridge, on the road from 
Jericho to Amman, 5 miles from Jericho and 9 from the 
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Dead Sea. There is another ford, 4.5 miles S at the end of 
the Wadi el-Charrar and near Mt. St. Elijah (Jebel Mar 
Elyas) on the E bank and near today’s Monastery of St. 
John (Deir Mar Juhanna) on the W bank. Another mile S 
is the traditional site of the el-Hajlah ford at the end of 
the Wadi Qelt. A half-mile further S is the el-Henu ford. 
While Finegan notes abundant springs by Mount St. Elijah 
was a possible site for John’s baptisms, the text does not 
require a location in Transjordan. It could simply mean 
“beside the Jordan” or “on the banks of the Jordan.” See 
also BETHANY (PLACE). 
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BEYOND THE RIVER (PLACE) [Heb ‘éber hanna- 
har]. “Beyond the river” (Aramaic ‘abar nahaéré; Gk peran 
tou potamou) can refer to (1) lands E of the Euphrates, 
(2) the Persian provinces W of the Euphrates including 
Coele-Syria, and (3) possibly Transjordan. 2 Sam 10:16; 1 
Kgs 14:15; and 1 Chr 19:16 use “beyond the River” (RSV, 
“beyond the Euphrates”) from the perspective of those W 
of the Euphrates to refer to lands on the E side of that 
river. McCarter (2 Samuel AB, 273) surveyed minority 
opinions to the contrary. The Persians, from their perspec- 
tive, saw the lands to the W of the Euphrates as “beyond 
the river” and so named the province which encompassed 
all the lands from the Euphrates W to the Mediterranean 
and as far N as the Taurus mountains in Turkey (Shalit 
1954: 64-73). Ezra 4:10—20; 5:3, 6; 6:6, 8, 13; 7:21, 25; 
8:36; and Neh 2:7, 9; 3:7 follow the Persian use of the 
term. Josh 24:14-15 refers to “beyond the river” where 
the patriarchs served Yahweh. This is an obvious reference 
to Haran in N Mesopotamia (Gen 11:31). Shalit has shown 
this area to have been included in the province “beyond 
the river” or Coele-Syria. 1 Macc 7:8 notes that Bacchides 
was governor of the province “Beyond the River.” Shalit 
(1954: 73-77) demonstrated that under the Seleucids 
Coele-Syria (or “beyond the river”) was limited to the area 
S of the Orontes to Egypt and from the Mediterranean to 
the border of the Syrian-Arabian desert. Josephus (Ant 
12.10.2) misunderstood this and defined “beyond the 
river” as Mesopotamia. In 1 Macc 11:60, Jonathan traverses 
“beyond the river.” Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 440) noted 
that the Greek verb “traverse” (diaporeuesthai) takes a direct 
object (“the province beyond the river”) and not a prepo- 
sitional phrase (implying that the Jordan was crossed). 
Goldstein further observed that although the absence of 
the definite article before “beyond the river” appears to 
argue against this rendering, it should be noted that the 
LXX of 1 Kgs and of Ezra also lacks the definite article 
where the meaning is clearly the province W of the Eu- 
phrates. Josephus (Ant 13.5.5) correctly understands “be- 
yond the river” of 1 Macc 11:60, for he renders it “Phoe- 
nicia” (part of Coele-Syria or “beyond the river”). 
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BEZAE. See CODEX (BEZAE). 


BEZAI (PERSON) [Heb bésay]. Head of a family of Bab- 
ylonian exiles who are listed as returnees under the lead- 
ership of Zerubbabel and others (Ezra 2:17 = Neh 7:23 = 
1 Esdr 5:16). The leader of the clan affixed the family 
name to the covenant document of Nehemiah in Neh 
10:19—Eng 10:18. For further discussion of exilic name 
lists and bibliography see AKKUB (PERSON) and ATER 
(PERSON). The name is likely a shortened form of bésalél, 
“In the shadow of El” (Noth IPN, 152; TPNAH, 157). 
CuHaneyY R. BERGDALL 


BEZALEL (PERSON) [Heb bésalél]. The name of two 
individuals in the Hebrew Bible. It has been suggested that 
the name Bezalel may mean “in the shadow (protection) of 
EI (God),” consisting of the preposition b prefixed to the 
construct sl and 7! (IPN, 152). 

1. The craftsperson responsible for constructing the 
tent of meeting, the ark of testimony, and the accompa- 
nying furnishings (Exod 31:1-11). According to the 
Chronicler, Bezalel was a descendant of Caleb and a mem- 
ber of the tribe of Judah (1 Chr 2:20). The priestly tradi- 
tion claims that Bezalel was granted a divine spirit (réah 
éléhim) which further endowed him with skill (hokmé), a 
faculty of understanding (tébind), knowledge (da‘at), and 
workmanship (méla@kd) by which he was able to execute the 
task (Exod 31:23; 35:30-31). Assisting him were Oholiab 
and “every skilled individual” (Exod 31:6, 36:1—2). The 
Chronicler states that Solomon brought his bronze altar to 
the newly constructed temple (2 Chr 1:5), indicating Be- 
zalel’s firm position in the tradition. However, Noth sug- 
gests that the priests may have added his name to the 
tradition in order to provide the ancestor of a postexilic 
family with a prominent place in Israel's sacred history 
(HPT, 187-88). 

2. A descendant of Pahathmoab and one of the re- 
turned exiles who were required to divorce their foreign 
wives (Ezra 10:30). He might appear in the parallel list in 
1 Esdr 9:31 as Sesthel. Bezalel was a member of a family 
from which groups of exiles returned with Zerubbabel 
(Ezra 2:6; Neh 7:11) and later with Ezra (Ezra 8:4). For 
further discussion see BEDEIAH (PERSON). 

JEFFREY A. FAGER 


BEZEK (PLACE) [Heb bezeq]. The site where the tribes 
of Judah and Simeon defeated Adoni-bezek (Judg 1:4—-5). 
Bezek is also mentioned in 1 Sam 11:8-11 as the site 
where Saul took a census of the people during his cam- 
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paign to save the residents of Jabesh-gilead from Nahash 
the Ammonite. 

To identify the location of Bezek, one must examine the 
geographical characteristics given in these sources. While 
no such specifications appear in Judges 1, the second 
source indicates that one night’s march was sufficient for 
Saul and his army to reach Jabesh from Bezek: Saul 
promised the residents of Jabesh: “Tomorrow, in the heat 
of the day, you will have deliverance” (1 Sam 11:9). We 
may infer from this that the distance between Bezek and 
Jabesh did not exceed 20-30 km. The site of the census 
also had to be on one of the convenient roadways which 
led from the central mountains to the Jordan Valley. since 
Saul’s starting point was Gibeah (11:4). The name of 
Bezek, according to these criteria, has undoubtedly been 
preserved at Khirbet Ibzik (M.R. 187197), a large site lying 
upon the ancient road leading from Shechem and the E 
valleys of the Manasseh hill country to the Jordan Valley. 
The prefix “I” in the name “Ibzik” does not deter the 
identification of the name, since it is typical of later Arabic 
prefixes (e.g., Chesulloth = Iksal; Bene-barak = Ibn Ibrak). 
The antiquity of the name is known at least as far back as 
the Byzantine period: the Onomasticon of Eusebius testifies 
on two villages named Bezek lying on the Neapolis—Scytho- 
polis road, 17 miles from the former. 

Khirbet Ibzik is located on the SW slope of Ras es- 
Salmeh, a high range which encloses the Zebabdeh Valley 
at the E, and is part of the Far‘ah Anticline. This natural 
passageway, leading from the center of the Manasseh hill 
country to the Jordan Valley, lies upon the saddle of Ras 
es-Salmeh, making it the most convenient route for cross- 
ing the Jordan and arriving at Jabesh-gilead. (Jabesh-gilead 
his been identified with the large tell of El Maklub [M.R. 
214201] E of the Jordan and approximately 30 km from 
Khirbet Ibzik, and also with Tel Abu Kh‘araz [M.R. 
206200] only 16 km from Khirbet Ibziq. Neither site is 
more than one night’s march from the suggested identifi- 
cation of Bezek.) 

At least two Roman roads, leading from Neapolis 
(Shechem) to Scythopolis (Beth Shean), were identified at 
the passageway of Khirbet Ibzik. The two large sites found 
on the route were settled mainly during the Roman-Byz- 
antine period. Apparently, Eusebius was referring to these 
sites, and not to Khirbet Jabrish, located 4 km to the E and 
not related to the Bezek passageway. In a careful archaeo- 
logical survey, Zertal found that settlement at Khirbet 
Ibzik began during the late Iron Age (7th—6th centuries 
B.c.), and not earlier. Therefore, the double site of Khirbet 
Ibzik cannot be associated with the place where Saul gath- 
ered the people of Israel, nor can it be connected with the 
ancient tradition of the campaign of Judah and Simeon. 
According to the principle of names which wandered from 
site to site in the vicinity, apparently the original site of 
Bezek should be located somewhere nearby. 

During the course of Zertal’s survey of the Manasseh 
hill country, the small tell of Khirbet Salhab (M.R. 185195) 
was inspected and found to be suitable as the location of 
ancient Bezek. It lies in the wide Zebabdeh Valley, approx. 
2 km W of the narrow Bezek passageway, and near the 
route of the Roman road. This place is suitable for gath- 
ering the people and taking a military census, unlike Kh. 
Ibzik, which lies in a narrow pass. During the survey of 
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Kh. Salhab, sherds were found from as early as the begin- 
nings of the Iron I period (13th century B.c.), and the site 
was settled continuously throughout the entire Iron Age. 
The later site of Kh. Ibzik was founded during the late 
Iron Age, and the original name was transferred over to 
it. Possible reference to Salhab is preserved in the Rehob 
inscription (5th—6th century a.p.), where the name “Palga 
deShalaf” appears, together with a series of names in the 
hill country of Manasseh. This source confirms that “Be- 
zek” at that time was in Kh. Ibzik, while the name “Salhab” 
was already given to this (early Iron Age) site. The reason 
for this change is unknown; however, it is clear that the 
name Bezek had already passed to its present location 
during the Iron Age and was preserved there ever since. 

The site of Salhab also seems to suit the ancient tradi- 
tions preserved in the book of Judges. This tradition 
apparently preserves a period during which the nuclei of 
the tribes of Judah and Simeon wandered within the 
territory of Manasseh. Judah is mentioned as connected to 
Manasseh by genealogical ties (2 Chr 2:21-22), while the 
existence of Simeonites in Manasseh is well attested until 
the end of the existence of the kingdom of Israel and 
afterward (2 Chr 15:9; 34: 5-6). Further evidence of this 
phenomenon is found in the book of Judith, dating to the 
Persian period (8:1). 

The historical background of the Bezek battle against 
the Canaanites is not clear. |t is possible that clans of Judah 
and Simeon moved up from the Jordan Valley to be met at 
Bezek by the Canaanites, and from there they continued 
S as a part of an overall movement of Israelite clans from 
the N mountains to Jerusalem and the Judahite territory. 
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BEZER (PERSON) [Heb #eser]. A son of Zophah, from 
the tribe of Asher (1 Chr 7:37). The name may refer to 
“gold” UPN, 223). Although it occurs as a personal name, 
it likely refers to BEZER (PILACE). 


BEZER (PLACE) [Heb beser]. A city of refuge in Trans- 
jordan, located “in the wilderness on the tableland for the 
Reubenites” (Deut 4:43; cf. Josh 20:8). Bezer was one of 
three cities of refuge established by Moses to the east of 
the Jordan; the other two places of asylum were Ramoth 
in Gilead and Golan in Bashan. Bezer was later set apart 
as a levitical city and assigned to the Merarites (Josh 21:36; 
1 Chr 6:63, 78). 

Although it pays a relatively minor role in the OT, the 
Mesha Inscription lists Bezer among the Israelite towns 
that were taken in Mesha’s successful effort to reclaim the 
Moabite tableland. In fact, line 27 of this text seems to 
emphasize the severity of the destruction Mesha brought 
upon Bezer and another town: “I rebuilt Beth-bamoth, for 
it had been destroyed; and I rebuilt Bezer, for it was in 
ruins...” (TSSI 1: 77). It is possible that these two sites 
were the scenes of heavy fighting because, like Nebo (line 
14), they were in northern Moab. At any rate, Mesha 
rebuilt Bezer in order to consolidate his victory over Israel. 
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Although its exact location is unknown, Bezer is often 
identified with Umm el-‘Amad (M.R. 235132), which is 
located ca. eight miles northeast of Medeba. Bezer is 
perhaps the same town as Bosor (1 Macc 5:36; cf. LXX, 
Bosor), and Moabite Bozrah (Jer 48:24), but it should not 
be confused with the important Edomite city named 
Bozrah (modern Buseirah) or still another Bezer, a town 
in Bashan that is named in Egyptian texts. 

GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


BIBLE, BISHOPS’. Early in Elizabeth’s reign the 
preparation of the Bishops’ Bible was suggested to William 
Cecil, secretary of state to Elizabeth, in letters of Richard 
Cox, bishop of Ely, January 19, 1561, and May 3, 1566, in 
which Cox proposed that one uniform translation be used 
through the realm. Matthew Parker, Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, then casually stated in a letter to Cecil (March 9, 
1565) that a translation was to be done. 

Parker seems to have assigned various portions for revi- 
sion over a period of time, with so many of the revisers 
either being or later becoming bishops that the effort is 
known as the Bishops’ Bible. Letters collected in the Parker 
Correspondence reveal the progress, and on November 26, 
1566, Parker informed Cecil that the work was under way 
and invited him to review an epistle. It is assumed that 
Cecil courteously declined. 

Parker distributed portions of the Great Bible upon 
which notes were to be made to the participants, most of 
whom had been exiles in Mary’s reign. It is not likely that 
the revisers met together. They were instructed to vary 
from the English translation commonly used in the 
churches only when Hebrew and Greek demanded it. 
They were to follow Pagninus and Miinster in sections and 
divisions. No bitter or polemical notes were to be included. 
Genealogies and unedifying matter were to be marked so 
that the reader would skip them in public reading. Offen- 
sive words in the old translation were to be replaced, and 
the printer was to use his heaviest paper for the NT since 
it would have more use. 

The initials of the revisers are printed with the books 
for which they are responsible; unfortunately, there are 
two lists of names which do not completely agree. Edmund 
Guest is remembered for having suggested to Parker one 
of the most asinine procedures for rendering the Psalms 
ever suggested. He rendered a psalm in the OT as if it was 
in the NT to avoid offense of “divers translations.” It is 
thought, however, that finally either Thomas Bacon or 
Thomas Bickley did the psalms. More sensible is the wish 
expressed by Cox that the revision should use words with 
which the English were acquainted and should avoid “ink- 
horn terms.” Parker, in addition to some of the revision, 
did the editorial work, and he explained in the preface to 
the OT that old copies of Bibles were wearing out and that 
many churches were lacking Bibles. In his letter to the 
queen he remarked, without specifically naming it, that 
the notes of the Geneva Bible were objectionable. 

By September 22, 1568, Parker could inform Cecil that 
the work was completed and that he hoped to be able to 
make a presentation to Queen Elizabeth; his health did 
not permit him to realize his wish, however, and on Octo- 
ber 5 he again wrote Cecil explaining procedures followed, 
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requesting that Cecil get protection from infringers for 
Richard Jugge, the printer, and get a license from the 
queen for use of the Bible in the churches. It seems the 
license was never granted. 

Artistically, the first edition of the Bishops’ Bible was the 
most ornate English Bible yet to appear. Portraits of 
Queen Elizabeth, William Cecil, and Cecil Burleigh (later 
Lord Burleigh) were placed in flattering locations. Elabo- 
rate woodcuts made up page borders for the five sections 
of the Bible. Parker’s coat of arms was included with his 
preface, and that of Cranmer for his prologue. The Gos- 
pel of Matthew begins with a large T decorated with a 
scene of Neptune taming the sea horses. At the beginning 
of the other gospels, Mark is accompanied by the lion, 
Luke by the ox, and John by the eagle. Illustrations within 
the text are enclosed in woodcut borders, and the pictures 
are frequently signed, with the whole making up 143 
pictures. The art was not constant through the successive 
editions. The initial letter G at the Epistle to the Hebrews 
was decorated with the scene of Leda and the swan, which 
gave to the 1572 edition the name “The Leda Bible.” 

The Bishops’ substituted “charity” where Tyndale had 
used “love,” had a peculiar rendering not unique to it in 
Eccl 11:1: “Lay thy bread on wet faces ... ,” and had the 
misprint at Ps 37:29: “The righteous [for unrighteous] 
shall be punished.” The most famous marginal note is to 
Ps 45:9: “Orphir is thought to be the Hande in the west 
coast, of late founde by Christopher Columbo, from 
whence at this day is brought most fine golde.” 

While using verses as the Geneva did, the Bishops,’ until 
1579, continued to use the older section system of A, B, 
and C down the margin. The second edition, 1569, is 
quarto and revealed a number of changes in the OT and 
some in the NT. A further revision of the NT was done in 
1572, and this text appears in all later printings. This third 
edition in 1572 had both the Bishops’ and the Great Bible 
Psalms in parallel columns and after 1573 all editions but 
one carry only the Great Bible Psalms. 

On April 3, 1571, the Convocation of Canterbury or- 
dered that the Bible of the largest volume as lately pub- 
lished in London be put in the halls of great houses and, 
as far as possible, in churches. The Great Bible appeared 
in its last edition in 1569. The 1574 folio edition of the 
Bishops’ carried the words “set foorth by authorities,” and 
by 1589 Whitgift circulated articles stating that the Bible 
now authorized by the bishops was to be used in the 
churches. Royal authorization seems never to have come; 
but parish accounts record purchases of Bibles as well as 
fines paid for lacking a proper Bible. 

Shakespeare in his earlier plays used the Bishops’ Bible. 
There is probability that some early explorers who were 
loyal churchmen used it in America. There were quarto 
editions as well as portable New Testaments printed. Alex- 
ander Whitaker of Jamestown, who regularly used the 
Geneva Bible, used a Bishops’ phrase in a letter of June 18, 
1614. Captain Samuel Argall in 1610 showed the Indians 
of Patawomek River a picture of creation from a Bible 
which likely was a Bishops’. However, the days of the 
Bishops’ Bible had passed before the period of coloniza- 
tion, and it was not printed in America until 1962. 

There were many critics of the Bishops’ Bible. The ninth 
edition (1577) is quarto, was the last printed by Richard 
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Jugge, and was criticized by Gregory Martin in the Rheims 
(1582) marginal notes and in the exchange with Richard 
Fulke in 158. The most vocal critic was Hugh Broughton, 
who hoped in vain to be appointed to do a revision. He 
faulted many renderings, and of the table preceding the 
NT said, “The cockles of the sea-shore and the leaves of 
the forest, ar.d the granes of the Popy may well be num- 
bered as the grosse errours of this Table, disgracing the 
ground of our one hope.” 

The Bishops’ Bible went through twenty editions in its 
forty-two years, the last edition being in 1602. The NT 
was again printed in 1617 and 1633. The instructions to 
the King James revisers were that they were to follow the 
Bishops’ Bible where it was true to the original. Charles 
Butterworth (1941: 231) estimated that the King James 
Bible owes four percent of its wording to the Bishops’. 

The text of the Bishops’ NT was included in Bagster’s 
English Hexapla in 1841 (Herbert 1968, no. 1840) and in 
Luther A. Weigle’s The New Testament Octapla in 1962. The 
text of the Psalms was printed in the Hexaplar Psalter of 
1911 (no. 2173) and the text of Genesis in Weigle’s Genesis 
Octapla of 1965. 
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BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND DYSPHEMISM 
IN THE. Reticence with regard to certain subjects— 
chiefly sexual and excretory functions, death, and matters 
considered dangerous, numinous, or holy—is notable in 
varying degrees in many cultures, languages, and litera- 
tures; it is also evident in the Bible. 


A. Introduction 
B. Treatment of Sexual Subject Matter 
1. Genitalia 
2. Sexual Intercourse, Nudity, and Sexual Innuendo 
3. Homosexuality 
C. Treatment of Excretory Subject Matter 
D. Evasive References to Death 
E. Treatment of Sacred Subject Matter 
1. Avoiding Affront to God 
2. Disparaging the Foreign 
F. More Recent Expurgations of the Bible 


A. Introduction 

Measures to reduce offensive language in the Hebrew 
Bible were applied long before modern movements to 
sanitize or expurgate literature, both secular and sacred. 
Rabbinic sages were concerned about “clean language” as 
well as other kinds of purity, and this had its impact on 
academic discourse and also on the sacred text and its 
subsequent translation into other languages. “One should 
not open his mouth to Satan” or “let an ugly word escape 
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his lips” (Berakot 19a; Pesahim a). Jesus Ben Sira (Sir 23:12) 
opined that some words mer:t death and should never be 
heard among Jacob’s heirs, possibly a reference to blas- 
phemy. Ben Sira also considered lewd talk sinful (Sir 
23:13): cursing one’s birth (as Job and Jeremiah did) 
dishonored one’s father and mother (Sir 23:14), while 
abusive language was a bad habit and a sign of immaturity 
(Sir 23:15). Yet Ben Sira seerns to have forgotten his own 
counsel when paying his respects to the wayward woman 
on whom he lays such epithets as “scorpion” and “dog” 
(Sir 26:7, 25). 

There are various ways of rectifying language deemed 
improper, apart from simply expunging the offending 
element. Euphemism, the use of mild, delicate, indirect, or 
negative terms (as “not clean” for “dirty”) to hint at an 
unpleasant matter rather than name it plainly, has been a 
factor in debasing language by excess refinement. The 
rabbis early noted and listed some biblical euphemisms 
and aptly characterized the phenomenon with the locution 
kinnah ha-katib, “Scripture has substituted/nicknamed,” 
i.e., euphemized. The opposite tactic, cacophemism or 
dysphemism, the use of grossly disparaging terms rather 
than normal or neutral designations (esp. with reference 
to enemies or despised activities), is also common in the 
Bible and elsewhere. Related to euphemism and dysphe- 
mism is antiphrasis, saying the opposite of what is meant, 
as when in Akkadian the netherworld was called “clean 
place” (airu ellu), or when Job’s wife urged him to “bless” 
(i.e., curse) God and die. Another devious rhetorical device 
is periphrasis or circumlocuticn, deliberate evasiveness in 
speech or writing, 1.e., talking around the topic rather 
than addressing it directly. 

Jewish tradition concedes that there are instances where 
the text of the Hebrew Bible has been altered (see 
SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS). Such a drastic measure was 
applied as a last resort to eliminate blasphemy. More 
common is indirect alteration of the text by vocalizing 
what is written (kethib) as if it were something different 
and giving the alternative reading (gere) in the margin. 
(The holy name YaHWeH was ineffable and the vowels 
supplied with the consonants were those of the surrogate 
>4DoNaY, “my Lord{s].” Christians unwittingly combined 
the vowels of the surrogate w:th the sacrosanct consonants 
to produce the sonorous sacrilege “JeHoVaH.”) Obscene 
words were also not to be pronounced, and the consonants 
of the unmentionable term were provided with the vowels 
of the polite euphemism or circumlocution and the surro- 
gate consonants were supplied in the margin. For example, 
in Isa 36:12=2 Kgs 18:27 the consonants of the plain 
words for solid and liquid excreta are written but vocalized 
with the vowels of the polite substitute terms. Since the 
plain Hebrew word for “piss’’ is a terse triliteral monosyl- 
lable and the polite substitute meaning “water of (the) 
feet” is somewhat longer, the obscene consonants had to 
be spaced to make room for the extra vowels of the 
euphemism, while the consonants of the polite term were 
supplied in the margin. 


B. Treatment of Sexual Subject Matter 

1. Genitalia. Sexual terms are the most common objects 
of evasive language. The use of “hand” (yad) for “penis” is 
attested already in pre-Israeclite Northwest Semitic in a 
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mythological poem from Ugarit called “The Birth of the 
Beautiful Gods” in which the “hand” of the amative sire of 
the godlings is said to be as long as the sea. In Isa 57:8 it is 
apparent from the context that “hand watching” refers to 
phalloscopy (despite RSV’s abashed assertion that “the 
meaning of the Hebrew is uncertain”). The lover’s “hand” 
in Song of Songs 5:4 thrust into or out of the “hole” (some 
prepositions in Hebrew and Ugaritic may mean both “to” 
and “from”) is suggestive of penile intromission, despite 
the context evoking the classical motif of the locked-out 
lover (Pope Song of Songs AB, 514-19). Among the sectar- 
ian community at Khirbet Qumran, a member was 
mulcted/fined for exposing his “hand” (1QS 7:13; see 
Delcor 1967). 

“Feet” (raglayim) ts also used for genitals of either sex, as 
in the aforementioned circumlocution “feet water” for 
urine. In Isa 7:20, “hair of feet” refers to pubic hair. Deut 
28:57 speaks of the (formerly) pampered woman in fam- 
ine eating the afterbirth that comes out from between her 
“feet.” Jerusalem, personified as a wanton nymphomaniac 
(Ezek 16:25), is charged with spreading her “feet” to every 
passerby. In Isa 6:2 the six wings of the seraphim come in 
three pairs, one to cover the face (for reverence), one to 
cover the “feet” (for modesty), and the third pair for 
flying. Uriah the Hittite, called home on furlough by King 
David and urged to go home and “wash his feet,” protested 
that while his comrades were still in battle he would not go 
home to eat and drink and “lie with his wife” (2 Sam 11:8). 
One who is quick with his “feet” sins (Prov 19:2). The term 
“soul” (nepes) in this same verse also has sexual meaning, 
as it has in at least one clear instance in Ugaritic when the 
impotent hero Danel sought divine help and had his “soul” 
(nps) restored and then went home and sired a son. In Sufi 
philosophy “soul” (nafs) is used of carnal concupiscence 
which, like a black watchdog, is ever alert to assail a man 
and make him sin. The proverb (19:2) thus means: “With- 
out knowledge ‘soul’ (libido) is not good. One fast with his 
‘feet’ sins.” King Asa, at the end of his long reign, got sick 
in his “feet” (1 Chr 16:12); whether the ailment was in the 
pedal extremities or in the urogenital tract is unclear. 
When the Lord accosted Moses and sought to kill him 
(Exod 4:25), Zipporah circumcised her son and touched 
Moses’ “feet” with the foreskin. Just where the “blood(y) 
husband” was dabbed with the son’s prepuce we can only 
surmise, but the best guess seems the area where foreskins 
are located. 

In postbiblical Hebrew, “heels” sometimes referred to 
the posterior extremities, or arse, as is patently the case in 
Jer 13:22 where Jerusalem is taunted: “For your great 
iniquity, your skirts were lifted up and your ‘heels’ vio- 
lated.” RSV effectively obscured the sense by not mention- 
ing the “heels.” 

The word for “testicles” (‘esek) is used only once in the 
Bible (Lev 21:20) where damage to them is listed among 
the defects which disqualify a man for priesthood. The 
Ugaritic cognate (‘usk) is used in a torrid love scene in 
which Baal and his sister Virgin Anat wax warm and begin 
by grasping each other’s genitals. (The action continues 
and Anat becomes pregnant and gives birth, but still 
retains her title “Virgin.”) In Deut 23:2—Eng 23:1, among 
conditions that render one unfit to “enter the congrega- 
tion of the Lord,” two words (pésiia‘-daka) are used for 
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injury to the (paired) organ(s) which are unmentioned but 
understood. Loss of the adjacent appendage called “spout” 
(Sopkd) also disqualifies a man for entry into the Lord’s 
congregation. Both testicles and “spout” are doubtless 
included in the term mébistm (pudenda, or private parts) 
in Deut 25:11, which stipulates that a woman who inter- 
venes in a fight (to save her husband from injury) and 
grabs his assailant’s privates will have her hand severed. 

Both male and female genitalia are called “flesh” or 
“meat” (basér). The oozing from a man’s “meat” (Lev 15:2) 
may refer to gonorrhea benigna. Bloody discharge from a 
woman’s “meat” is normally periodic (Lev 15:19ff.). Is- 
rael’s Egyptian paramours are characterized as “large of 
meat” (Ezek 16:26; which RSV renders as “lustful’). The 
Egyptians’ “meat” is compared to that of asses, and their 
zirma (ejaculate ?) with that of horses (Ezek 23:20). The 
term zirmé (which RSV renders “issue”) may be a deliberate 
garbling of the word zémérah, “shoot, twig, or branch,” 
which in Ezek 8:17 figures in an obscene act in the temple 
(the text has already been emended by the scribes; cf. 
Greenberg Ezekiel 1-20 AB, 172). It is probable that in 
Ezek 23:20 the prominent genitalia of Israel’s lovers 
(“meat” and “branch”) were originally compared to those 
of both asses and horses. 

An egregious expression for a human male, mastin bé- 
gir, “pisser on a wall” (1 Sam 25:22, 34; 1 Kings 14:10; 
16:11; 2 Kings 9:8), was left unaltered by the scribes and 
was translated quite precisely by Martin Luther and King 
James’ scholars, but is usually explained rather than trans- 
lated in contemporary versions. 

Tools or weapons naturally become sexual metaphors, 
especially such implements as rod, staff, bow, arrow, and 
quiver (see [DBSup 725-26). The “staff” of Judah between 
his “feet” (Gen 49:10) suggests more than political power. 
Joseph’s perennially taut “bow” (Gen 49:24) may have 
sexual as well as martial reference. In 1 Sam 21:6 the 
“tools” of the young men that are holy by reason of 
abstinence from women are hardly “vessels.” In the midst 
of his miseries, Job recalls better days when his “root” was 
open to the water, the dew spent the night on his “branch,” 
his “glory” fresh with him, the “bow” in his “hand” ever 
ready (29:19ff.). Ben Sira (Sir 26:12) castigates the wanton 
woman who will squat before any “tent-peg” and open her 
“quiver” to the “arrow.” 

The Bible is not bashful with reference to female 
breasts, but more intimate parts are indicated by indirec- 
tion. An ancient metaphor for woman was a “well” or 
“cistern,” as seen in the Egyptian hieroglyphic logogram 
for woman. The youth is advised to avoid the exotic 
temptress and drink from his own “cistern” or “well” (Prov 
5:15). The foreign woman or whore is called a “deep pit” 
and a narrow “well” (Prov 23:27). In Eccles 12:1, “your 
Creator” (Heb béreka) may be an alteration of “your pit” 
(bérka), which would refer either to one’s grave or to one’s 
wife, or to both. The subsequent description of advancing 
senility (Eccles 12:1-8) bewails the last stage of human 
existence when all vitality ceases and one goes to his long 
home. Youth is the time to be mindful of both pits, wife 
and grave, as well as of the Creator. (For defense of the 
reading “your grave” in Eccles 12:1, see Scott Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes AB, 254—55; the suggestion of “pit” as “wife” 
comes from a private communication of B. Zuckerman.) 
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Poetic allusions to the most intimate of female charms 
are sometimes overlooked or studiously ignored by trans- 
lators. In the Song of Songs 2:17 the lady invites her lover 
to be like a gazelle on the “cleft mount(s)” and in 8:14 the 
invitation is to “spice mound(s).” Exegetes of the naturalist 
school, not surprisingly, have taken the “mound” to refer 
to the lady’s mons pubis/veneris, much to the distress of more 
spiritual interpreters. The lady of the Song speaks of her 
unguarded vineyard (1:6), and there is frequent reference 
(2:16; 4:5; &:1; 6:2) to the garden(s) where the lover 
grazes, not among “lilies” (as traditionally understood), 
but on the lotus, an ancient and famous sexual symbol. 
(On lotus eating, see Pope Song of Songs AB 406-7, 455.) 
The body part (Heb s7r) praised as a rounded crater 
(mixing bowl) never to lack mix (7:3—-Eng 7:2) is hardly 
the navel but a receptacle not far below (Pope Song of Songs 
AB, 617ff). The all-spice part(s) of the lady (4:13) are not 
“shoots” but a “groove” or “conduit” (Pope Song of Songs 
AB, 490—91 on Salk as a channel and a term for “vagina”). 

2. Sexual Intercourse, Nudity, and Sexual Innuendo. 
Various evasive devices are used with reference to sexual 
intercourse. in four instances the consonants of the tran- 
sitive verb sg! are allowed to remain (kethib), but those of 
the intransitive substitute 545, “recline,” are to be read 
(gere) despite the logical and syntactic incongruity (Deut 
28:30; Isa 13:16; Jer 3:2; Zech 14:2). In 2 Sam 13:14 and 
Ezek 23:8 skb is used as a transitive verb with direct object, 
as if it were Sgl. Elsewhere the preposition “m or é, “with,” 
is added in the common locution “lie with” which is used 
for both heterosexual and homosexual copulation as well 
as for human coupling with animals (despite the unlikeli- 
hood that humans and animals would recline in the proc- 
ess). 

The verb 6(w), “enter,” with the preposition ‘el, “unto,” 
is acommon biblical term for coition, and the verbal noun 
bi4, “entry,” though not used in the Bible, became the 
legal term for consummation of a marriage. (On “know” 
{Heb ydéda‘] for carnal experience, see Speiser Genesis AB, 
31-32). 

Nudity is generally regarded as shameful in the Bible, as 
elsewhere. Captives in war were humiliated by being 
stripped naked (Isa 20:4; 47:1—3). Isaiah himself went 
naked for three years to dramatize the fate of those who 
opposed Assyria (Isa 20:2—3). David’s emissaries to the 
Ammonite king were humiliated by having half their 
beards removed and their clothing lopped off to the but- 
tocks (2 Sam 10:4). “Nakedness” (erwd) is used to refer to 
the pudenda of both sexes, and as such is the object of the 
verbs “see,” “cover,” and “uncover.” Saul rebuked Jona- 
than’s relation with David (1 Sam 20:30) as “shame of your 
mother’s nakedness,” perhaps intending to suggest that 
more was involved than mere filial disloyalty. To uncover a 
father’s “skirt” (Heb kandép) means to have sexual inter- 
course with one’s father’s wife, as is clear in Deut 23:1— 
Eng 22:30 and 27:20. For a man to spread his “skirt” over 
a woman meant more than merely preventing chill, as is 
apparent in Ezek 16:8 and Ruth 3:9. 

The rabbis were alert to the possibility that nonsexual 
terms may be used with sexual entente. In Job 31:10 
“grind” (Hek thn) refers to pelvic gyrations as confirmed 
by the poetic parallelism, and was duly noted by the rabbis 
(Sotah 10b). Samson’s “grinding” in prison (Judg 16:21) 
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and captive youths compelled to “grind” (Lam 5:13) was 
understood by St. Jerome, as well as by the rabbis, in this 
sexual sense (Pope Job AB, 202). 

The sexual suggestiveness of “couch” (méséb) in Song of 
Songs 1:12a is illuminated by Rab Judah’s remark that 
Jerusalem men were lewd (?dnsé Sahas). “One would say to 
his colleague, ‘On what did you dine today? On well- 
kneaded bread or on bread not kneaded; on white wine 
or dark wine; on a broad couch or a narrow couch; with a 
good companion or a poor companion?’ ” “All these (que- 
ries),” Hisda explained, (refer) “to fornication (zéniit)” 0. 
Sabb. 62b, 63a). The rabbis also perceived sexual entente 
in the references to eating bread in Gen 39:6 (Genesis 
Rabbah 86:6) and in Exod 2:20 (Tanhuma 1:11). In Prov 
30:20, “the adulteress eats and wipes her mouth and says 
‘I’ve done no wrong.’ ”” References to eating and drinking 
in the Song of Songs 4:16 and 5:1 have been similarly 
understood (Pope, Song of Songs AB). 

The noun zimmé, derived from the verb zaémam, “ponder, 
cogitate, devise, plot,” used of human scheming (Deut 
19:19) as well as divine planning (Jer 51:12; Zech 1:6; Lam 
2:17), in some contexts refers to premeditated sexual 
misconduct, as in Job 31:11, which relates to seduction of 
a neighbor’s wife characterized as zimmé (RSV “heinous 
crime”) and criminal iniquity. The Ugaritic cognate tdmmt 
is used of indecorum (presumably sexual) by serving 
wenches at a divine banquet. Just what the girls did is not 
known because of a break in the text, but it was so repulsive 
that Baal stood and spat in the assembly of gods and 
declared that there were three kinds of banquets (sacri- 
fices) he hated and all three were characterized by lewd- 
ness (tdmmt) on the part of the servant girls. 

3. Homosexuality. Homosexual activity is treated fairly 
frankly, though hardly sympathetically, in the Bible. It was 
common enough so that strangers were at risk in some 
towns, as illustrated in the episodes related in Genesis 19 
and Judges 19. It was a host’s obligation to protect his 
guests from such abuse and there is a garbled reference to 
this duty in Job’s negative confession (Job 31:31ff.) (Pope 
job AB, 207-8). Among misconduct condemned in the 
Wisdom of Solomon 14:24ff. is “change of kind” which 
RSV renders “sex perversion.” The locution “another mat- 
ter” (dabar Sahér) in postbiblical Hebrew was applied to 
homosexuality as well as to other unmentionable activities. 
Paul in | Cor 6:8 uses two different terms presumably to 
distinguish two types of homcsexuals, malakoi, i.e., “softies” 
or effeminates, and arsenokoitai, “those who lie (with) 
males.” Moffatt rendered “catamites” (from the name Gan- 
ymede) and “sodomites,” but RSV took the terms as hen- 
diadys and rendered the two in one as “homosexuals,” 
later revised to “sexual perverts.” 

It is surprising that nothing: was done to the Hebrew text 
to dysphemize the use of the epithet “holy” for persons 
elsewhere called “dog” and “whore.” Functionaries of the 
Astarte temple in Cyprus were called “dogs” in a Phoeni- 
cian inscription (KAI 37b, 1. 10); but what relation, if any, 
these “dogs” had to the male and female hierodules of the 
Bible is uncertain (cf. BASOR 216: 56a). “Dogs” in Rev 
22:15 are excluded from the celestial city along with sor- 
cerers, fornicators, murderers, idolaters, and everyone 
who loves and does falsity. These “dogs” were clearly 
degenerate human types, whatever their sin. In Rev 21:8 
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persons “befouled” (ebdelugmenoi) are consigned to the lake 
of fire along with murderers, fornicators, sorcerers, idola- 
ters, and liars. It is a fair guess that the “dogs” and the 
“befouled” excluded from the celestial city and consigned 
to fire may have been the same sort of “dogs” and “whores” 
whose wages were not acceptable in the earthly temple 
(Deut 23:18-19f—Eng 23:17—18). 

In Deut 23:18—-19, the male hierodule of Canaanitish 
fertility worship, ordinarily called “holy (man),” qadés, is 
more apparently called a “dog” (keleb), while his female 
counterpart is also called “whore” (zénd) rather than gédésé, 
“holy (woman).” The wages of both are pronounced unac- 
ceptable for payment of a vow or offering in the temple of 
the Lord. “Dog” and “whore” are presumably dysphe- 
misms for these “holy” functionaries whose activities were 
officially banned but not eliminated (Gen 38:21f.; Deut 
23:18; 1 Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:47; 2 Kgs 23:7; Hos 4:14; 
Job 36:14). The KJV usually rendered gddéf as “sodomite” 
and gédésé as “harlot” or “whore,” while RSV made the 
“sodomite” a “male cult prostitute” and the female a “har- 
lot” or “cult prostitute.” In Job 36:14, LXX took the “holy” 
ones (Heb qédésim) for “angels,” the Vulgate as “effemi- 
nates,” the KJV as “unclean,” while the RSV dysphemized 
“in shame” and relegated to a footnote the explanation 
“among the cult prostitutes.” The term qdim occurs several 
times in Ugaritic lists of professional personnel, but no 
hint is given as to the sort of services rendered. See also 
PROSTITUTION. 


C. Treatment of Excretory Subject Matter 

Terms related to excreta and excretory functions, as 
noted briefly above, are regularly euphemized. Urine (yn) 
becomes “water of the feet” (mémé raglayim) and the plain 
word for excrement (hr) is changed to “outcome” (5074). 
Earlier, at Ugarit, literary usage was not so polite. The 
plain words tnt and hr were written and presumably spo- 
ken with reference to cattle and horses; even the chief god 
El, head of the pantheon and father of gods and humans, 
is described as inebriated to the point of delirium and 
locomotor ataxia, floundering (?) in his own tnt and hr. 
The scene recalls the Ephraimite orgy depicted in Isaiah 
28 wherein priest and prophet reel and stagger in vomit 
and excrement. It seems likely that the word hr? may have 
been used in 28:7 and was later deliberately garbled into 
br°h (Pope Song of Songs AB, 217). Ezekiel’s aversion to 
barley cakes (baked) over rolls of human excrement (4:12) 
moved the Lord to permit substitution of bovine dung 
(4:15) as fuel for the baking. 

The divine title Beelzebub in 1 Kgs 1:12 is a corruption 
of Beelzebul, i.e., “Baal (the) Prince,” which is correctly 
preserved in the gospels (Matt 10:25; 12:24, 27; Mark 
3:22; Luke 11:15, 18-19). This is confirmed by the title of 
the dying-rising rain god of the Ugaritic myths, zbl 6° ‘rs, 
“Prince, Lord of Earth.” The element zébub, apparently 
onomatopoeic imitation of the buzzing of flies or bees (Isa 
7:18), has been compared with the fly-repellent god Zeus 
Apomuios (mentioned by Pausanias). In postbiblical He- 
brew, however, the root zb/ also relates to excrement, and 
thus there would be no need to change the spelling to 
zébub in order to derogate a deity whose ancient title could 
also be taken to mean “Lord (of) Excrement.” The rabbis 
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ridiculed the cult of Baal Peor by connecting p‘r with ritual 
defecation (Pope Song of Songs AB, 217). 

The biblical circumlocution for defecation is “cover 
one’s feet” (Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:3), from the act of 
squatting with spacious robe spread to cloak the action. 
The KJV translated the circumlocution literally, but RSV’s 
“relieve himself” offers a dynamic equivalent of the an- 
cient periphrasis. 

Piles or hemorrhoids are always uncomfortable and 
embarrassing, and the biblical term supposed to designate 
this condition has troubled translators. In Deut 28:27 the 
word (6polim, cognate with Akkadian uplu) occurs along 
with other chronic ailments which the Lord threatens to 
lay on his elect if they are disobedient. Among these 
maladies, variously diagnosed, only the term ‘plym is eu- 
phemized with the vowels of the word ézhérim (“‘clean/pure 
[things]”) and the consonants of the substitute word are 
given in the margin. LXX interprets b‘plym as localizing 
the preceding pox of Egypt “in the seat.” KJV rendered 
“emerods,” i.e., “hemorrhoids,” which RSV changed to 
“ulcers.” However, in 1 Sam 5:6, 9, 12; 6:4, RSV rendered 
the same term “tumors” (but misgivings have been regis- 
tered that this suggests cancer (a tumor [swelling] could, 
of course, be benign). The connection of these swellings 
with rodents suggests bubonic plague. The LXX of 1 Sam 
5:6 mentions an outbreak of plague on ships and increase 
of mice in the country. The protuberances thus were 
probably “buboes” (swollen and sore lymph nodes of the 
groin and armpits) and not anal hemorrhoids (which are 
caused commonly by constipation). Buboes can be much 
worse than hemorrhoids, but separation of the tumors 
from the anal aperture would obviate the need to euphe- 
mize. 


D. Evasive References to Death 

Dying and death are directly mentioned numerous 
times in the Bible, but there are also devious ways of 
referring to the same end: “Enoch walked with God and 
was not, for God took him” (Gen 5:24). Similarly it was 
announced that the Lord would “take” Elijah (2 Kgs 2:23). 
When David was about to die, he said to Solomon, “I am 
about to go the way of all the earth” (1 Kgs 2:2), and Job 
spoke of going the “way of no return” (7:9-10; 10:21; 
16:22). Equation of death with long or eternal sleep is 
common in many cultures. The psalmist appeals to God, 
“Give my eyes light, lest I sleep (the sleep of) death” (13:4). 
The prophet Jeremiah speaks of drunken Babylon that 
“will sleep eternal sleep and not wake” (51:39). Dan 12:2 
announces the awakening of “many who sleep in earth’s 
dust” (some to eternal life and some to eternal shame and 
contempt). The lover of Song of Songs compares his 
beloved’s kisses to fine wine that goes down straight, flood- 
ing (or moving) sleepers’ lips (7:10). The Greek, Vulgate, 
and Syriac read “lips and teeth” rather than “lips of sleep- 
ers,” but the ancient practice (still extant in Talmudic 
times, cf. Sem. 8:4) of piping libations to the dead (to 
moisten dust-dry lips and throats and enable them to 
speak) explains the supposedly difficult reading “sleep- 
ers,” which refers to the dead as guests of the funereal 
agapé or love feast (Pope Song of Songs AB, 640-43). 
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E. Treatment of Sacred Subject Matter 

To nullify threats, oaths or self-imprecations, and blas- 
phemy various alterations and substitutions were made in 
wording. For example, in Num 16:14 Dathan and Abiram 
defy Moses’ order, “Should you gouge out the eves of 
these men (to avoid saying “our eyes”), we will not go up.” 
David’s self-curses in 1 Sam 20:15f. and 25:22 are redi- 
rected to David’s enemies. Similarly, in Nathan’s rebuke of 
David for scorning the Lord (2 Sam 12:14) the text was 
altered to read “enemies of the Lord” to avoid directly 
accusing David of blasphemy. Naboth was charged with 
“blessing” (i.e., cursing) God and king (1 Kgs 21:10, 13), 
and the antiphrasis “bless” for “curse” is similarly used in 
Job 1:5, 11 and 2:5, 9. This usage survives in contempo- 
rary speech: in “Bible Belt” parlance, “he blessed me out” 
means “he cursed me,” while “bad” means “good” in 
colloquial Afro-American English. A common device to 
eliminate blasphemy was to turn the derogation back on 
the speaker. Eli’s sons’ vilification of God (1 Sam 3:13) was 
turned back on them by omitting the first letter of the 
word for God, ?lhm, to make it mean “to them” (see 
SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS). 

1. Avoiding Affront to God. In Jer 2:11, the Lord’s 
original charge, “My people has changed my glory for no 
profit,” was made to read “My people changed his glory.” 
(The letters y and w representing the first- and third- 
person suffixes, respectively, are virtually indistinguish- 
able in the oldest Heb mss, 1.e., those from Qumran.) In 
Hab 1:12, :he assurance to God “You will not die” was 
changed to the patently absurd “We will not die,” to avoid 
even the thought that God could die. In Zech 2:12--Eng 
2:8, the Lord promises Israel total security: “who touches 
you touches the pupil of my eye,” meaning that any 
assailant of Israel will get an immediate reaction from the 
deity as if his (i.e., God’s) eye had been poked (cf. Deut 
32:10 and Ps 17:8 for the figure of God’s guarding of 
Israel as one would protect his own eyeball). “My eye” was 
changed to “his eye” (i.e., the assailant’s) to avoid blatant 
anthropomorphism and anthropopathism. 

Job’s protests about maltreatment by God are sometimes 
turned back on the complainer by the simple device of 
changing “his/him” to “my/me,” easily done in Hebrew (cf. 
Pope Job AB, 62, 155). The medieval commentator Rashi, 
averse to Job’s accusation against God in Job 9:23b, sug- 
gested that the reference must be to Satan. In Job 32:3 the 
scribes changed “God” to “Job” to eliminate the blasphe- 
mous charge. 

Concern to preserve divine dignity sometimes resulted 
in logical absurdity, as in Genesis 18 where the three 
“men” standing before Abraham included Yahweh. When 
two of the three departed to go to Sodom and Gomorrah, 
Abraham went with them a way to start them on their 
journey (18:16) and then returned to resume conversation 
with his waiting guest, the Lord. The statement (18:22) 
that “Abraham was still standing before the Lord” is a 
circumstantial contradiction. The Lord had been standing 
alone talking to himself while Abraham was accompanying 
the departing guests, and the Lord was still standing when 
Abraham came back. The awkward switch from YHWH 
to Abraharn for the sake of divine dignity shows the 
urgency of the concern. 

To see and converse directly with the deity, as did 
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Abraham in Genesis 18, is rarely done by mortals who are 
normally seen by or appear before the Lord. Thus the 
active expression “see the face of the Lord” (Exod 23:15; 
34:20, 23; Deut 16:16) was altered by vocalizing the verb 
as passive, despite the fact that the Lord’s face remains the 
object of the seeing as indicated by the object marker 7et 
(which was not deleted in Exod 34:23 and Deut 16:16). To 
see the Lord’s face directly was a reward reserved for the 
righteous in the world to come, called in Catholic theology 
“Beatific Vision.” 

2. Disparaging the Foreign. Pious deference to Israel’s 
God of course did not extend to the false gods of enemies 
or to their foolish and dissolute worshippers. Cacophe- 
misms or slurs were applied especially to items and aspects 
of foreign worship. The term él, applied disdainfully to 
foreign gods (Lev 19:4; 26:1; Isa 2:8, 18, 20; 10:10; 19:1, 
3; 31:7; Ezek 30:13; Mic 7:1; Hab 2:18; Zech 11:17; Ps 
96:5; 97:7; Job 10:15; 1 Chr 16:26) may be related to the 
common Semitic generic term for deity, 7i(u) > él, as 
suggested by the reduplicated forms of Old South Arabic 
Pht and North Arabic ?al@ila-t applied to deity. Job (13:4) 
applies the form to his false friends as “quack healers,” 
and Jer 14:4 uses it with reference to worthless divination. 
Sir 11:3 uses the term of the honey bee as small and 
insignificant among flying creatures even though it reaps 
the choicest of all harvests. Whatever its origin, the term is 
dysphemistic. 

The terms piggil, t6@bd, and Seges or Sigqiis, usually 
rendered “abomination,” are applied to a variety of items 
regarded as repugnant. The term piggiil was used of meat 
unfit for consumption (Lev 7:18; 19:7; Ezek 4:14). In Isa 
65:4 the funerary context mentioning swine flesh in par- 
allelism with piggil broth does not equate the word with 
pork. The Arabic cognate is used of any kind of decaying 
meat. The piggiil stew meat may have been that of dead 
relatives eaten in what anthropologists have called “morbid 
affection.” 

The term t6%bé is applied more than a hundred times 
in the Bible to a great variety of abhorrent and abominable 
activities. Eating with a Hebrew was ¢ébé to Egyptians 
(Gen 43:32) as was also association with shepherds (Gen 
46:34). Among the things deemed “abominable” were 
forbidden sexual acts (Gen 18:16—23, 30; 20:13), foreign 
idols (Deut 7:26), eating flesh of “unclean” animals (Deut 
14:3), sacrificing defective animals (Deut 17:1), marrying 
a divorced woman (Deut 24:4), transvestism (Deut 22:5), 
tainted gifts to the temple (Deut 23:19), cheating with 
weights and measures (Deut 25:13—16), graven or molten 
images (Deut 27:15), foreign gods and cults (Lev 18:27; 
Deut 13:15; 17:4; 18:9; 32:16; Isa 44:19; 1 Kgs 14:24; 2 
Kgs 16:3; 21:2; 23:13; Ezra 9:14; 2 Chr 28:3), and other 
reprehensible acts by Israelites (Jer 6:15; 8:12; Ezek 6:11; 
7:20; 16:36; 22:11; 43:8). The scoffer is also proverbially 
abominable (Prov 24:9). 

Various disgusting creatures not to be eaten are termed 
Seqes (Lev 7:21; 11:10—42; {sa 66:17; Ezek 8:10). The so- 
called “intensive” (actually “factitive”) stem Saggés is used in 
Deut 7:26 with reference to despised or forbidden things. 
In Ps 22:25—Eng 22:24 the verb Saggés occurs in synony- 
mous poetic parallelism with bzh, “despise,” and the ex- 
pression “avert the face.” The form Sigqis is used of hea- 
then idols (Deut 29:16; 2 Kgs 23:13; 24; Isa 66:3; Jer 4:1; 
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7:30; 20:7, 30; 37:23; Hos 9:10; 2 Chr 15:8). In Nahum 
3:6 it appears that Siggtisim can be thrown, and in Zech 9:7 
they can be held (as food) between the teeth. Dan 9:27 
speaks of a conqueror who will come on the wing(s) of 
abominations (sggtisim), and this is echoed in Mark 13:14; 
Matt 24:15 (cf. Luke 21:20) as the “abomination of deso- 
lation” (KJV) or “desolating sacrilege” (RSV). It is interest- 
ing to note that the term Seges lives on in Yiddish as sheygetz 
(plural shégatzim) as an uncomplimentary term for gentile 
males, while the feminine form shigse has passed into 
English with an ironic connotation of affection. 

The dysphemism gilliilim applied to heathen idols (Lev 
26:30; Deut 29:16; 1 Kgs 15:12; 21:26; 2 Kgs 17:12; 
21:11, 21, 23, 24; Jer 50:2; Ezek 6:4-13; 14:3-5, 7) is 
apparently derived from the root gil, “roll.” The noun 
galal in 1 Kgs 14:10 and Zeph 1:17 means “dung,” and 
thus the form gillél presumably also refers to excrement. 
The precise English translation of gilldlim would thus be 
“turds,” a word that came into English a thousand years 
ago (from Latin tord(ere), “roll”) and ought not to be 
eschewed when apposite. 

The word béset, “shame,” is a common biblical dysphe- 
mism pronounced in place of proper names of pagan 
deities, as in the names Ishbaal, Meribaal, Jerubbaal, fea- 
turing the theophoron Ba‘, meaning “Lord, Husband, 
Owner,” but pronounced béset, “shame,” when the vowels 
of that word were superimposed on the consonants of the 
name Ba‘al and similarly on the names of other pagan 
deities. The name Ashtart, when provided with the vowels 
of boset, may be pronounced “Ashtoreth” or suppressed 
altogether and pronounced déset, “shame.” The name of 
the dread god Molech (or Moloch, as in LXX 2 Kgs 23:10) 
may have been given the béset vowels, but we do not know 
for sure the original vocalization of the name; it may be 
that the traditional vocalization preserves ancient vowels 
and therefore has nothing to do with the word for 
“shame.” 


F. More Recent Expurgations of the Bible 

Early scribal efforts to sanitize the biblical text were 
dilatory because the task was too great. Modern verbal 
vigilantes from time to time have sought to carry on the 
battle against crudity and vulgar language. The “author- 
ized” English version of 1611 is replete with earthy lan- 
guage of Elizabethan times which disturbed genteel folk 
of the Victorian era. Since the text was not copyrighted, it 
was possible to alter it with impunity. One Dr. Edward 
Harwood in 1768 produced a Liberal Translation of the 
NT to “replace the bald and barbarous language of the 
old version.” Harwood thought to allure the “young and 
gay” by the innocent stratagem of “modern” style, but 
what he offered was inflated pomposity carried to ludi- 
crous extremes. In America, shortly after the Revolution, 
Mrs. Sarah Kirby Tremmer, anxious to protect her chil- 
dren and others’ from bad language, deleted or obscured 
indecent expressions in the Sacred History to reduce the 
text by nearly half. Her commentary and notes made up 
for the loss by expanding the presentation to six volumes. 
Beilby Porteus, bishop of London, in 1796 supplied an 
index to lead the Bible reader to the good parts and away 
from the unedifying stuff by starring the best passages 
(sayings of Jesus, parts of Psalms and of Isaiah) and by 
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marking with numerals | and 2 other parts fit to read. 
Unmarked parts, nearly half of the OT and some of the 
NT, were to be avoided. The Porteusian Index thus, with- 
out deleting or changing a word or line, was censorious of 
half the Bible. There was, of course, the danger that a 
curious or perverse reader could invert the system and 
concentrate on the unrecommended parts. 

Noah Webster, after achieving fame for his dictionary of 
decent words, decided that some of the indelicate language 
of the KJV, especially words like “stink,” “stones” (for 
testicles), and “whoring,” required refinement. Webster’s 
sanitized edition was endorsed by the president and faculty 
of Yale and used for a time by some of the New England 
clergy, but was gradually abandoned for the old vulgar 
version. 

Recent years have seen a spate of new English transla- 
tions, some with notable bent toward euphemism and 
others with more contemporary concern for plain lan- 
guage. There is always the danger that overweening efforts 
to be frank may conjure up crudities that are imaginary. 
The most bizarre example of this is NEB’s blunder in Josh 
15:18 and Judg 1:14, “she broke wind.” After the death of 
the proponent of this impropriety, the deodorized revision 
“she made a noise” does little to enhance confidence in the 
judgment of revisers. 

The Bible is replete with puns based on assonance and 
multiple entente and many of them, even when (perhaps 
only partially) understood, are difficult or impossible to 
convey in terse translation. Appreciation of this problem 
increases as more is learned about Semitic languages and 
literatures. Puns and serious humor, often very earthy, are 
a vital feature of the Bible and a challenge to coming 
generations of translators and interpreters. See HUMOR 
AND WIT. 
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BIBLE, STATISTICAL RESEARCH ON THE. 
See STATISTICAL RESEARCH ON THE BIBLE. 


BIBLICAL AUTHORITY. See SCRIPTURAL AU- 
THORITY. 


BIBLICAL CRITICISM. The word “criticism” 
comes from the Gk verb krinein, which means to distin- 
guish, decide, or judge. Biblical criticism therefore is the 
practice of analyzing and making discriminating judg- 
ments about the literature of the Bible—its origin, trans- 
mission, and interpretation. In this context, “criticism” has 
no negative connotation but, as in other fields, is designed 
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to promote cliscriminating analysis and understanding. 
This entry contains two articles: one outlining the history 
of biblical cri:icism, and the other surveying specifically 
recent modern critical approaches to the NT. See also 
SCRIPTURA!). AUTHORITY and THEOLOGY (BIBLI- 
CAL). 


HISTORY OF BIBLICAL CRITICISM 


As soon as oracles, teachings, and sacred narratives are 
written down in a religious community their authority is 
fixed and they inevitably become the object of criticism. 
The members of the community are bound to ask the 
meaning of obscure passages; they and their leaders are 
bound to discuss and decide on what the sacred texts entail 
for belief and practice; and they are bound to show how 
one sacred text is to be reconciled with another. As such, 
biblical criticism began even before the Bible was assem- 
bled in its current canonical form. 


A. Ancient Criticism 
B. Renaissance Criticism 
C. Criticism in the Modern Era 


A. Ancient Criticism 

The various canons of the OT and the NT are the result 
of criticism, as are the texts of those canons as they came 
to be standardized. The “Masoretic” Text of the OT was 
already fixed by the time the Qumran scrolls were collected 
(ca. 100 8.c.—4.p. 67), but there existed other texts, frag- 
ments of which were also found at Qumran, and the 
existence of which can be deduced from the LXX. The 
LXX canon is both longer and (at points) different in 
content from the Masoretic canon. 

The NT canon was fixed as the result of criticism which 
rejected some gospels and provided reasons for accepting 
four gospels as sufficiently consistent to be regarded as 
harmonious. Clement of Alexandria’s story that John’s 
gospel provided a “spiritual” complement to the “bodily” 
Synoptic Gospels (Eus. Hist. eccl. 6.14.7) gives us a glimpse 
of the process of criticism that led to the acceptance of a 
fourfold gospel canon in opposition to attempts to argue 
for any one single gospel or a gospel harmony. 

The story that Mark wrote down all that he remembered 
of Peter’s discourses about things said and done by the 
Lord, but not in order, seems to embody a critical hypoth- 
esis to explain why Mark’s gospel gave events in an order 
contradicting another authoritative order (probably that 
of John) (Eus Hist. eccl. 3.39.14, 15). Gaius the Presbyter 
challenged John’s gospel on grounds of its order (Com- 
mentary of Dionysius Bar-Salibi). 

The authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles must have been 
discussed, since Marcion does not recognize them as part 
of his “Apostle” canon, and we know that the authenticity 
of Hebrews, the Catholic Epistles, and Revelation was dis- 
puted, being impugned and defended on the basis of 
critical arguments about style and content. Eusebius di- 
vided the books which claimed to be canonical into Recog- 
nized (four gospels, Acts, fourteen epistles of Paul, 1 John, 
1 Peter, Revelation[?]), Disputed (James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2-3 
John), Spurious (Acts Paul, Shep. Herm., Apoc. Pet., Ep. Barn., 
Did., Gos. Heb., Revelation[?]), and heretical forgeries (/ist. 
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ecel. 3.25.1-7). Both before and after the canonical limits 
were fixed, critical decisions were taken about a standard 
text as a result of comparing differing manuscripts or 
recensions; the “Alexandrian” and “Byzantine” texts of the 
NT are arguably the result of criticism. 

The critical activity that settled standard canons and 
texts is largely hidden from us, only to be deduced from 
the results. The critical activity by which the authority of 
the agreed texts was maintained under questioning from 
the faithful for enlightenmen: or in the face of challenges 
from heretics or opponents is much more visible. 

Philo of Alexandria preserved critical theories devel- 
oped in Alexandria that defended the authority of the 
Pentateuch against charges that God was presented as 
though he were a human being with limbs and passions 
and against charges that he acted immorally and taught 
immoral actions. These theories conceded the charges and 
defended the Scriptures on the ground that they were 
speaking figuratively and alleyorically. Christian theologi- 
ans in Alexandria took over this device and extended it to 
the NT. The Antiochene school, itself heir to a more literal 
Jewish school of critics, insisted on the straightforward 
historical sense of the writings (Theodore of Mopsuestia). 

The question of the authority in the Church of the OT 
and the law of Moses produced critical theories from the 
beginning. Jesus and Paul must have had theories about 
the question, and the NT contains both pronouncements 
on the problem and interpretative comments (Mark 7:19c: 
“Thus he declared all foods clean”). Paul’s position is 
unclear, and Marcion put forward the critical theory that 
Paul’s genuine writings had seen tampered with by the 
addition of Jewish interpolaticns. 

The Church had to defend the authority of the OT 
Scriptures against critical theories that argued they con- 
tained not only God’s jaws but laws solely due to Moses and 
the elders (the Valentinian Ptolemaus, Letter to Flora, Epip. 
Pan. 33.3-7; Holl 1.450—53; already labeled a sin in Juda- 
ism, Ps.-Philo 25.13). It is arguable though unlikely that 
Jesus had himself introduced this critical principle (Matt 
19:8; Mark 10:5-6). 

Ancient critics, like their modern counterparts, ques- 
tioned received opinions about the authorship and integ- 
rity of canonical writings and tried to write a history of 
how they came to be composed and about the relationships 
in which they stood to each other. 

For example, Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria (a.p. 247— 
65) and a pupil of Origen, argued that John the author of 
the Apocalypse could not be the apostolic author of the 
gospel of John and the First Epistle, adducing differences 
of form, style, syntax, ideas, as well as arguments based on 
historical probability in support of his case (Eus. Hist. eccl. 
7.25). 

Augustine in his Harmony of the Gospels argued that the 
gospels were written in the chronological order Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John; that only Matthew and John were 
by actual followers of Jesus; that Matthew was first written 
in Hebrew, the others in Greek; and that Mark’s words are 
almost the same as Matthew’s because he was an epitomizer 
of Matthew. 


B. Renaissance Criticism 
The foundations of modern biblical criticism were laid 
in the Renaissance with the recovery of knowledge of 
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Greek and the editing and printing of ancient sources. 
Historians could show that present practices were devel- 
opments from more primitive customs, and the question 
was raised as to whether or not the present Church was 
truly faithful to the beliefs of the primitive Church. The 
Reformation, both a popular and a nationalist movement, 
took these humanist questions and turned them into a 
principle, that the Church should return to the sole au- 
thority of the primitive charters as contained in the He- 
brew OT and the Greek NT. It rejected the authority of 
the LXX and the Latin Bible. 

Luther used the doctrine of justification by faith alone 
as an instrument to deny apostolicity to the epistles of 
James, Jude, and Hebrews as well as to the apocalypse. 
Zwingli used philological arguments to question the 
Church’s interpretation of the words of institution of the 
Lord’s Supper. 

Once the Bible was seen as the sole authoritative basis of 
the Church’s life, biblical criticism designed to maintain 
and strengthen the position of the various churches that 
claimed this basis against other churches of the Reforma- 
tion and against the Roman Catholic Church and heretics 
became a central and crucial activity. Ten new German 
universities were founded between 1527 and 1665 to pro- 
vide for this need. Critics of the Reformed and Lutheran 
churches from without and within resorted for justifica- 
tion of their position to criticism of received scholarly 
opinions about the Bible. Unitarians questioned whether 
the orthodox doctrine of the trinity could be found in the 
NT, let alone in the OT. 

The French Oratorian priest Richard Simon (1638— 
1712) turned the tables on the Reformation churches by 
arguing that Scripture alone was far too uncertain a basis 
for Christianity, unless there should also exist an authori- 
tative teaching office in the Church. He published critical 
histories of the OT (1678, 1680, 1685), the NT (1689), the 
versions (1690), and the principal commentaries (1693), 
together with further observations on the texts and ver- 
sions of the NT (1695) and a new French translation 
(1704). He questioned the Mosaic authorship of the Pen- 
tateuch. He was expelled from his order for his pains, but 
continued to press the Roman Catholic case against Prot- 
estantism. 

Biblical criticism began to move emotionally outside the 
limits of church controversy after the disaster and devas- 
tation of the Thirty Years War in Europe and the Civil War 
in England. Scholars became disgusted at the seeming 
hairsplitting disputes about the meaning of Scripture 
which had, they thought, led to such bloody conflicts. 
Philosophers like Benedict Spinoza (1632~77) and John 
Locke (1632-1704) argued that a detached reading of the 
Bible as a book like any other book, which paid due 
attention to the original language and historical circum- 
stances, would produce a tolerant and peaceful agreement 
about the essentials of a moral and spiritual religion. 

Heterodoxy and dissent were tolerated in 18th-century 
Britain, or at least only mildly punished by loss of prefer- 
ment and university teaching posts (but the universities 
were not very important, there being only two in England, 
four in Scotland, and one in Ireland). The ideas worked 
out and published in Britain were translated into German, 
where they were developed and refined in the score of 
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Protestant faculties of theology which were to a large 
extent left free from state censorship so long as the teach- 
ers subscribed to the confessions and supported in public 
the established churches of the kingdoms and principali- 
ties the universities were founded to serve. The scholars 
justified their acquiescence in this restriction on the 
grounds that Jesus himself had accommodated his teach- 
ing about demon possession and the earthly kingdom of 
God to the false beliefs of his contemporaries. This is the 
theory of “accommodation” as it was propounded in En- 
gland by Hugh Farmer (1714-87) and others. 

These university scholars were left free to work out in 
great detail an all-embracing critical hypothesis which also 
came to them from England. According to this theory, the 
OT was the religious collection of the Jewish people and 
had no authority for Christians. Impartial study of the OT 
would show that an original spontaneous free national 
religion was cramped and restricted by priests who im- 
posed detailed ceremonial laws on the people in order to 
get power over them, and who claimed special revelation 
from God. Similarly the NT, critically examined, showed 
that Christ preached the old original natural religion, 
which ecclesiastical authorities had overlaid with dogmas 
and religious practices. Christianity was as old as the creation; 
the gospel was a republication of the religion of nature, as the 
title of Matthew Tindal’s famous anonymous treatise had 
it (1730). 

Within this framework Thomas Morgan (d. 1743) put 
forward an elaborate theory of the history of the NT, 
which was to exert immense influence on biblical criticism. 
He argued that Jesus had died renouncing Jewish messi- 
anic ideas of the restoration of an earthly kingdom to 
Israel. Jesus’ Jewish followers still adhered to the false 
conceptions Jesus had renounced. Paul, independently of 
them, preached Jesus as the savior of the world without 
distinction between Jew and gentile, and came into head- 
on conflict with Peter, James, and John. Peter made a pact 
with Paul, which he could not maintain. The Christian 
Jews prevailed, introduced angelic mediators, invocation 
of the saints, and prayers for the dead, and preached the 
coming violent overthrow of the Roman Empire and the 
establishment of their own eventual rule in ali the earth. 
Under persecution, the two opposing wings of the Church 
were gradually reconciled when the gentile Christians 
found they too were persecuted as Jews. Together they set 
up a hierarchy in the Church to bind consciences, rule the 
universal Church, and give supernatural virtue to the two 
sacraments. Those who remained true to Paul’s scheme 
were branded as gnostics. The NT was corrupted by the 
addition of passages suggesting Christ, the prophet of the 
only true natural religion, was the same being with the 
supreme God, and by the attribution of miracles to him 
(The Moral Philosopher, In a Dialogue between Philalethes a 
Christian Deist, and Theophanes a Christian Jew, 1737). 

Morgan’s theory was adopted by Johann Salomo Semler 
(1725-91), professor at Halle, and the teacher and pro- 
vider of ideas for generations of biblical critics. The theory 
was fully worked out and applied to every book of the NT 
by Ferdinand Christian Baur (1792-1860). 

There was endless room for speculation and for discov- 
ery once the principle was accepted that the foundation 
documents of the Jewish and Christian religions were 
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produced in response to the needs of various parts and 
factions of the nation or Church, the history of which was 
reflected in tle history of the books. The main hypotheses 
and discoveries can be set out briefly, in roughly chrono- 
logical order. 

The NT was extent in thousands of Greek and Latin 
manuscripts as well as in manuscripts written in other 
languages, and it was cited by Church Fathers from the 2d 
century onward. Johann Albrecht Bengel (1687-1752) 
suggested that these manuscripts could be sorted into 
regional recensions, one from Asia Minor and the other 
from Africa. Semler elaborated the division and laid down 
the basis of modern study of the text by positing three 
recensions: the Eastern, the Alexandrian, and the Western. 

The Pentateuch of the OT contained palpable parallels, 
contradictions, and inconsistencies. The French professor 
of medicine and court physician Jean Astruc (1684-1766), 
while maintaining Mosaic authorship, argued that Moses 
had originally composed Genesis and the first part of 
Exodus in four columns, two of which were the long 
distinct documents distinguished by the names they used 
for God, Elo1im and Jehovah. Later scribes jumbled the 
four columns together to make our canonical books 
(1753). Astruc’s book was translated into German at Sem- 
ler’s prompting and provided with new notes (1783). 

Johann Go:tfried Eichhorn (1752-1827) picked up As- 
truc’s sugges:ion and proposed that the Pentateuch was 
compiled from literary sources long after Moses’ death. In 
1805 Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette (1780-1849) 
connected the book of Deuteronomy with Josiah’s reform, 
and in 1835 Wilhelm Vatke (1806—82) argued that the 
Priestly strand (P) in the Pentateuch was later than Deuter- 
onomy and belonged to the Exile. These clues were devel- 
oped by Eduard Reuss (1804-91) and his pupil K. H. Graf 
(1815-69), and finally elaborated and canonized by Julius 
Wellhausen (1844—1918) in the form that two original 
sources, J and E, had been combined to make JE, to which 
D (Deuteronomy) was then attached; at the same time a 
four-covenant source was enlarged to make P (Priestly 
Codex), which was finally united with JE+ D to make up 
our Hexateuch. 

The view that Matthew was chronologically the first of 
the Synoptic Gospels was first challenged by Johannes Ben- 
jamin Koppe (1750-91) in a direct denial of Augustine, 
Marcus non epitomator Matthaei (1782). Eichhorn built on 
this to establish the two-source hypothesis: there existed 
one Aramaic source used in various forms by Matthew, 
Luke, and Mark, and another Aramaic source used by 
Matthew and Luke. Christian Gottlob Wilke (1786—1854) 
simplified this theory and argued that our Greek Mark 
was the source of Matthew and Luke (1838). 

The fourth gospel was assumed to have been written by 
the apostle fohn until questioned by Edward Evanson 
(1731-1805) in 1792, and this position was generally ac- 
cepted after Karl Gottlieb Bretschneider’s careful exami- 
nation of the arguments for and against (1820), despite 
the author’s own later retraction. D. F. Strauss (1808-74) 
based his Life of Jesus (1835) on the assumption that he 
could disregard the gospel of John. 

When the fourth gospel was set aside as a source of 
information about the historical Jesus, the way was open to 
exploit the relative silence of Jesus about his own status in 


728 +I 


the Synoptic Gospels to suggest he did not hold himself to 
be Messiah. His messiahship: was at best implicit (F.C. 
Baur; Rudolf Bultmann [18&4—1976]). The quest of the 
historical Jesus, brilliantly depicted by Albert Schweitzer 
(1875-1965), prompted a further quest for the history of 
the development from what Jesus taught to what was 
taught about Jesus. Julius We!lhausen in 1894 proposed a 
theory adopted by Johannes Weiss (1863-1914), William 
Wrede (1859-1906), and others that Jesus first became 
and was first confessed as Messiah after the resurrection, 
citing Acts 10:36; Rom 1:3-4. It was debated whether the 
titles Lord and Son of God were applied in their highest 
senses to Jesus by Jewish Christianity, by Hellenistic Jewish 
Christianity (Ferdinand Hahn; Martin Hengel), or by gen- 
tile Christianity (Wilhelm Bousset [1865—1920]). The si- 
lence of Jesus, however, may well have been part of his own 
belief that he was the Messiah. 

Edward Evanson, who questioned the authority of John’s 
gospel, also divided the epistles into two groups, the gen- 
uine Ist-century epistles (1-? Corinthians; 1-2 Thessalo- 
nians; Galatians; 1-2 Timothy) and the spurious 2d-cen- 
tury ones (Romans; Ephesians; Colossians; Hebrews; 
James; 1-2 Peter; 1-2-3 John; Jude; the Letters to the 
Seven Churches in Revelatior). University scholars moved 
more cautiously. Eichhorn observed that the Pastoral Epis- 
tles were not Pauline in forn: and eventually denied that 
Pauline authorship. By the 1840s the following epistles had 
been denied to Paul: Ephesians (Usteri and De Wette); 
Philippians (FC. Baur); Colossians (Mayerhoff); 1 Thes- 
salonians (Schrader); 2 Thessalonians (J. E. C. Schmidt, 
De Wette, F H. Kern); Phiiemon (FE C. Baur), leaving 
Romans, 1-2 Corinthians, and Galatians as genuine. 
Bruno Bauer (1809-82) denied that Paul wrote these 
either. Christian Hermann Weisse (1801-70), a philospher 
rather than a professional biblical scholar, held that 1 
Corinthians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon were genu- 
ine, and the rest had been interpolated to a greater or 
lesser extent. 


C. Criticism in the Modern Era 

By the end of the 19th century the archaeological discov- 
eries and the recovery and decipherment of religious 
documents from Egypt and Mesopotamia revived interest 
in the religion of the Bible and its antecedents in the other 
religions of the Near East. Hermann Gunkel (1862-1932) 
showed that a universal religion of cosmic conflict between 
the forces of light and the forces of chaos and evil had 
pervasively influenced the religion of the Bible from Gen- 
esis to Revelation. He mocked many of the attempts to 
relate particular features of the books of the Bible to 
particular historical events. He distinguished various forms 
of writing, each of which was related to a cultic moment of 
importance, or to the religicus needs of the people. His 
own work gave the decisive impetus to Sigmund Mowinckel 
(1884-1965), who in his study of the psalms (1921-24) 
argued that the psalms were cultic hymns and laments for 
religious use, a number belonging specifically to the an- 
nual New Year festival of the enthronement of Yahweh as 
king. Gunkel deeply influenced the form criticism of the 
NT through Martin Dibelius (1883-1947), Karl Ludwig 
Schmidt (1891-1956), and Rudolf Bultmann. The form 
critics regarded the gospels as collections of traditions, 
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each of which was shaped according to a limited number 
of popular forms (parable, conflict story, apothegm, etc.), 
each form springing from a need in the religious life of 
the community. Bultmann advanced the study of the 
fourth gospel by drawing attention to the striking parallels 
to be found in the Mandaean liturgies translated by Mark 
Lidzbarski (1868-1928) and in the Syriac Odes of Solomon, 
discovered and published by James Rendel Harris (1852— 
1941), 

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947 led to 
renewed interest in Jewish writings of the period. The 
various theories about the direct influence of the Hellenis- 
tic mystery religions on the development of Christianity 
(Richard Reitzenstein [1861—1931], Die hellenistischen Mys- 
terienreligionen: Ihre Grundgedanken und Wirkungen [1910]; 
Martin Dibelius, Colossians [1912]; Hans Lietzmann [1875- 
1942], Messe und Herrenmahl [1926]) and of the Hellenistic 
cults on christology (Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos 
[1913]) have always been open to the suggestion, raised by 
these very scholars, that the undoubted influence was 
mediated through Judaism. The point had already been 
made by Gunkel, Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Verstdndnis des 
Neuen Testaments (1903). Hans Dieter Betz (1931-  ) has 
argued for the strong direct influence of contemporary 
Hellenistic rhetorical forms upon the epistles of Paul (Ga- 
latians Hermeneia) and upon the epitome-like Sermon on 
the Mount, but it is open to ask whether here, too, any 
influence has been mediated through Judaism. The old 
16th-century theories that the Essenes provided the soil in 
which the Christian Church grew up has received a new 
impulse, despite the sharp contradiction that seems to exist 
between the Qumran community and the Church on the 
strict keeping of the law and the rejection of the diseased 
and handicapped from the community. 

Two further important effects of the discovery of ancient 
documents and inscriptions should be mentioned. System- 
atic exploration for papyri letters and documents, begun 
by Flinders Petrie (1853-1942) in 1889-90, made available 
Greek texts offering contemporary parallels to the Greek 
of the NT. The results were exploited above all by Adolf 
Diessmann (1866-1937), and are conveniently gathered 
up by J. H. Moulton and George Milligan into The Vocabu- 
lary of the Greek Testament illustrated from the Papyri and Other 
Non-literary Sources (1930). Papyri are still being found and 
published. The warm dry sands of Egypt that preserved 
the secular papyri also preserved papyri copies of books 
of the NT. The oldest papyrus is P52, a fragment of John 
18, from the early 2d century. The existence of long 
sections of the NT from the 3d century has substantiated 
the 19th-century view that the Alexandrian text-type was 
in general more reliable than the other text-types and has 
led to a revival of the theory of B. F. Westcott (1825-1901) 
and F. J. A. Hort (1828—92) that this text-type was not so 
much an “edition” as a good transcript of the original 
canonical books (Gordon D. Fee [1934-__]). However, the 
confirmation that the editing of the Alexandrian text was 
good editing does not prove it was not editing. The debate 
between critics who tend to decide readings on the basis of 
the text-type to which the reading belongs and “eclectic” 
critics who believe good and bad readings can be found in 
all text-types still continues. 

The observation that the style of individual authors is 
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stable and can be measured (G. Udny Yule [1871-1951]; 
W. C. Wake 1947) and the use of computers to make 
comprehensive and accurate counts of stylistic features 
like proportions of sentence lengths, variations of sentence 
length, and position of key words has led to new interest 
in the authorship of the Pauline epistles. G. H. C. Mac- 
gregor (1892-1963) and A. Q. Morton (1919-— ) de- 
fended F. C. Baur’s judgment. A. J. P. (Anthony) Kenny 
(1931-_) surveyed all the published tests and concluded 
no group of the twelve epistles of Paul stands out as 
containing epistles uniquely comfortable with one another 
or uniquely diverse from the surrounding context. 

The sheer weight of critical scholarship and the seem- 
ingly endless theories about all aspects of the biblical texts 
has led to a sharp reaction, reminiscent of John Locke's 
reaction against biblical scholarship of the 17th century. 
The modern reaction has taken the form of “structural- 
ism,” based on the work of Ferdinand de Saussure (1857— 
1913) and Claude Lévi-Strauss (1908—__). Structuralism 
endorses any disciplined and attentive reading of the text 
that displays the structure of the argument as it appears 
on the page, without reference to the history of the for- 
mation of the text or the history of the community respon- 
sible for its production. Structuralism is one facet of a 
larger movement in literary criticism (I. A. Richards 
[1893-1979]) to exclude historical considerations from 
literary appreciation. There is an element of self-decep- 
tion involved in the enterprise, since we can scarcely ex- 
clude knowledge of detailed and specific historical theories 
from the apparatus we bring to the text. The structuralist 
answer to this charge is that the structuralist approach 
(being “synchronic,” by which the “significations” of the 
text are imposed on the reader) can be practiced quite 
separately from the traditional critical approach (being 
“diachronic,” by which human beings create the “signifi- 
cations”) and that the two approaches may be kept in 
dialectical tension. Yet the structure of the text to which 
the reader thinks to submit is really the text already 
interpreted and read according to a critical theory inher- 
ited along with the text itself. The structuralist believes 
that certain basic human patterns form themselves into 
structures and express themselves in texts—a secularized 
version of the theory that the text is dictated by God. 

There is no doubt that each of the books of the Bible 
has a history, and it is unlikely that the history of any but 
the shortest of them is as simple as that they were written 
by one man at one time to one recipient or set of recipi- 
ents. Even in the simplest cases, knowledge of the history 
of the author could be illuminating. But if most books of 
the Bible are composite, which is widely agreed to be true 
except for the epistles of Paul (and why are they so 
different?), a knowledge of their history is all but essential. 

Biblical criticism is unavoidable. The story of biblical 
criticism shows that even those expounders of the Bible 
who claim to be indifferent to theories about the history 
of the sacred texts, from the gnostic preachers of the 2d 
century to the structuralists of the 20th, have their own 
hidden historical explanations of how their texts came into 
existence and of how they are to be read. We do well to be 
conscious of the historical theories we in fact hold, to know 
something of their history, and to work to make them 
more adequate to the evidence. 
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NEW TESTAMENT CRITICISM 


Biblical criticism as it is practiced with regard to the NT 
can be presented according to the following outline: 


. Beginnings in the 18th Century 
Text Criticism 

. Historical Criticism 

. Literary Criticism 

Concluding Implications 


room > 


A. Beginnings in the 18th Century 

Modern biblical criticism began in the period of the 
Enlightenment. At that time the new methods of empirical 
science were applied to the study of all disciplines, includ- 
ing the Bible. 

1. British Deists. Devoted to rationalism and natural 
theology, the Deists were opposed to supernatural reli- 
gion. All religious truth, in their view, could be discerned 
in the order of nature and in accord with human reason. 
The earlier rationalists, especially John Locke (1632-— 
1704), had believed supernatural revelation to be rational. 
Indeed, truths disclosed in the Bible could be proved by 
reason and supported by the evidence of fulfilled proph- 
ecy and miracles. The Deists set out to destroy these two 
foundations of revealed religion. 

Anthony Collins (1676-1729) demonstrated that the 
prophecies of the OT could not be taken literally. Yet, if 
they were merely allegorical, how could these ancient 
predictions become solid ground for truth? Thomas Wool- 
ston (1669-1733) lampooned the NT miracles, when 
taken literally, as representing gross absurdity. Even the 
supreme miracle, the resurrection of Jesus, was a fraud 
which had been fabricated by the disciples of Jesus. 

2. Continental Pietists. On the European continent, the 
study of the Bible had been dominated by the orthodoxy 
of the Protestant scholastics. The Bible, according to the 
orthodox, was a compendium of inerrant truths, taken 
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down as divine dictation by God’s inspired “pen men.” In 
the face of this arid orthodoxy, the Pietists called for a 
vital reading of the Bible, atiuned to its spiritual and 
practical message. 

August Hermann Francke, who became the leader of 
the entire educational system at Halle, published A Guide 
to the Reading and Study of the Holy Scripture (1693). The 
purpose of this manual was to distinguish between the 
shell and the kernel of the biblical message—to go beyond 
the external to the inner meaning of the text. In the first 
part of the Guide, Francke stressed the literal, historical 
meaning of the Bible, insisting that the study of Scripture 
required careful attention to linguistic and grammatical 
detail. In the second part, he presented methods for 
detecting the deeper meaning. This required the reading 
of the Bible with a sense of spiritual feeling. The Pietists 
concluded that only those who possessed the spirit could 
understand the truth of the text. 

Viewed side by side, the Deisis and the Pietists represent 
two ways of interpreting the Bible which have influenced 
NT criticism ever since: an objective, rational reading; and 
a subjective, experiential reading. The former focuses on 
the text and its content; the kutter is concerned with the 
interpreter. 

3. Rise of Grammatico-Historical Criticism. In the 
middle of the century, new methods of linguistic and 
historical research were applied to the study of the NT. 
Johann August Ernesti, a noted classicist, published Insti- 
tutto interpretis Novi Testamenti (1761). Like Francke’s work, 
this was a manual of procedures for interpreting the NT. 
Ernesti, adhering to strict granimatical principles, insisted 
on the literal meaning of the text in its historical setting. 
He argued that the same methods used for the interpre- 
tation of any other ancient book should be employed in 
the study of the Bible. 

Ten years later, Johann Salomo Semler raised the ques- 
tion of the authority and canonicity of the biblical books. 
In his Treatise on the Free Investigation of the Canon (1771), 
Semler asserted that the canon was a historical problem. 
The selection of the canonical books was a gradual histor- 
ical process, and throughout the history of the Church 
different views of the content of the canon had prevailed. 
In Semler’s opinion, some parts of the canon, e.g., the 
book of Ruth, were not relevant for Christians. Using 
historical research, Semler concluded that Revelation was 
not written by an apostle, that it did not witness to Christ, 
and that it should not be recognized as canonical. Semler’s 
work broke the back of the biblicism of the old orthodoxy 
and opened up the NT for historical investigation. 

The investigation of the authenticity of the NT books 
was pursued by Johann Davicl Michaelis. In his massive 
Introduction to the Scriptures of the New Covenant (4th ed., 
1788), Michaelis considered the historical setting of the 
individual NT documents. Attention was given to such 
questions as authorship, date and place of writing, recipi- 
ents, and purpose—the concerns of historical or higher 
criticism. Using historical method, Michaelis concluded 
that most of the NT books were written by those to whom 
they have been traditionally ascribed. He drew a distinc- 
tion, however, between reliable, nonapostolic writings (like 
Luke and Acts), and the inspired writings of the apostles. 
Michaelis concluded that Jude and Revelation were not 
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apostolic and, by implication, neither inspired nor canoni- 
cal. 

4. Bible as Literature. In reaction to the growing histor- 
icism of the grammatico-historical method, some scholars 
approached the writings of the NT primarily as literature, 
G. E. Lessing (1729-81), the noted poet and dramatist, 
believed divine revelation to be progressive and continu- 
ing. Although revelation came through history, religious 
truth could not be established by historical argument. 
Between faith and history there was an unbridgeable 
chasm; the validity of faith could not be proved by histori- 
cal fact. 

J. G. von Herder (1744-1803), the eloquent court 
preacher at Weimar, wrote the sweeping Outlines of a 
Philosophy of Man, which traced the evolution of humanity 
from primitive beginnings. Revelation he saw as the evolu- 
tionary process of the education of developing humanity. 
All revelation was historical, and the Bible was the record 
of this progressive revelation which reached its zenith in 
the teaching of Jesus. Although the Bible was a thoroughly 
human book, it was not to be read the way the historical 
critics read it. Instead, one should see it as a poetic, 
aesthetic, literary expression. 

5. Emergence of NT Theology. At the end of the cen- 
tury the results of grammatico-historical criticism were 
incorporated in a theological synthesis. J. P. Gabler, in his 
inaugural address at the University of Jena (1787), drew a 
sharp distinction between systematic and biblical theology. 
The latter he understood to be historical, constant, and 
normative. The task of systematic theology, on the other 
hand, was to take the results of biblical theology and 
translate them into doctrine and ethics. Although the NT 
spoke in language accommodated to the mythological 
views of an ancient people, it bore witness to eternal and 
changeless truths. 

G. L. Bauer carried out Gabler’s program in the form 
of his 4-vol. Biblical Theology of the New Testament (1800-2). 
Like his predecessors, Bauer believed the truth of the NT 
was of an order higher than that of the OT—that it 
presented the true biblical theology. He interpreted the 
NT according to empirical and rationalistic methods. The 
stories of the birth of Jesus he considered to be mytholog- 
ical legends, and the idea of inspiration, since it implied 
supernatural intervention, was itself a myth. Nevertheless, 
the NT used mythological expressions to convey universal 
ethical truths. 

The history of NT criticism from the end of the 18th 
century through the first two thirds of the 20th is largely a 
recital of the Enlightenment themes with variations. Much 
of the 19th century, for example, was dominated by the 
work of F.C. Baur and the Tiibingen School. Combining 
the results of the grammatico-historical method with a 
philosophy of history which had been articulated by Hegel, 
Baur proposed a theory of the historical development of 
early Christian history which could account for the origin 
and meaning of NT literature. Similarly, in the 20th 
century, Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976) could develop a 
synthesis of historical criticism (including form and history 
of religions criticism), existentialist philosophy, and di- 
alectical (Barthian) theology so as to provide a hermeneu- 
tical key for understanding early Christian literature. 


BIBLICAL CRITICISM 


B. Text Criticism 

The purpose of text criticism (lower criticism) is to 
restore the original text. This purpose is problematic, since 
no autographs are available—no original manuscripts writ- 
ten by the NT authors. Instead, the critic is confronted 
with a vast collection of handwritten copies, well over 5000 
manuscripts and fragments, no two of which are exactly 
alike. 

The materials used in text criticism represent a variety 
of types. The oldest extant manuscript is a fragment of 
the gospel of John which can be dated in the early 2d 
century. Most of the earliest manuscripts are classified as 
papyri, because of the material (papyrus) on which they 
were written. These include such important examples as 
the CHESTER BEATTY and the BODMER PAPYRI. The 
major NT manuscripts are called uncial manuscripts be- 
cause they are written in capital letters; these are usually 
copied on parchment and circulated in book or codex 
form. Among the most famous are Codex Sinaiticus and 
Codex Vaticanus, which can be dated in the 4th century. 
The large body of later Greek manuscripts are called 
minuscule manuscripts because they are copied in cursive 
handwriting. 

Along with Greek manuscripts, text critics examine 
other sources. Translations (versions) of the Greek NT into 
Latin were made as early as the 2d century. The NT was 
available in other ancient versions, for example, Syriac and 
Coptic. The Fathers of the Church frequently quoted the 
NT in their writings; these patristic quotations provide 
text critics with another source of data. Early Christian 
lectionaries or liturgical texts include biblical citations 
which are also useful in the effort to restore the original 
text. 

Although the novice is baffled by the mass of textual 
variants, the textual expert is able to use them in the 
classification and evaluation of manuscripts. The presence 
of common variants may indicate a common source. Var- 
iants have occurred through a variety of causes. Uninten- 
tional variants are caused by typical visual mistakes—re- 
peating the same word (dittography), skipping to the next 
occurrence of the word (haplography). Sometimes variants 
are intentional: a copyist may attempt to “correct” a text 
or “improve” its theology, grammar, or style. 

Modern text critical research was begun in the Renais- 
sance. In 1515, Erasmus produced a Greek text on the 
basis of a very few manuscripts. Later editions of his text 
by Robert Etienne (called Stephanus) and Theodore Beza 
led to an edition produced by the publisher Elzevir in 
1624, which became the standard text, the Textus Recep- 
tus. In the 18th century extensive collection and collation 
of manuscripts resulted in texts published by John Mill, 
J. A. Bengel, and J. J. Wettstein. Although these critics 
merely reproduced the Textus Receptus, each of them 
provided a new feature, a critical apparatus, which noted 
many textual variants. J. J. Griesbach actually published a 
revised text (1774-75), and carried further the work of 
Bengel in the classification of manuscripts according to 
their geographical origin. 

In the 19th century text critical work produced signifi- 
cant results. C. Tischendorf was tireless in his search for 
textual materials. The 8th edition of his Greek NT (1869— 
72) contains the largest collection of variants available to 
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the modern scholar. The British text critics B. F Westcott 
and J. A. Hort published a Greek text (1881) which rnade 
use of their classification of manuscripts into geographical 
families: Western, Alexandrian, and Byzantine. Westcott 
and Hort also attempted to identify a Neutral Text (repre- 
sented by Sinaiticus and Vaticanus) which they thought to 
be very close to the original. Today’s student of the Greek 
NT usually sees a Nestle Text (the result of a series of 
editions begun by Eberhard Nestle in 1898 and recently 
carried on by Kurt Aland) or a text published by the 
United Bible Societies (edited by an international commit- 
tee of text critics). 


C. Historical Criticism 

Recent NT criticism can be classified according to anal- 
ysis which views the NT either as a document of history or 
as a body of literature. These two categories can never be 
completely separated, and some types of criticism make 
use of both historical and literary procedures. The differ- 
ence is largely a matter of point of departure or emphasis. 

The origir.al purpose of historical criticism (higher crit- 
icism) was to achieve a historical understanding of the NT. 
To accomplish this, the NT documents had to be viewed in 
their historical and cultural context. The critics were con- 
cerned with historical events, and the literature of the NT 
was used in historical reconstruction. Actually, the recon- 
struction had two foci: the historical situation which the 
text described, and the historical situation of the author 
and recipients of the NT books. In regard to the former, 
attention was given to parallels in contemporary literature 
and the religious environment. Already in the 17th cen- 
tury John Lizhtfoot had traced the Jewish backgrounds of 
the NT. In regard to the historical situation of writing, 
attention was given to the traditional introductory ques- 
tions: authorship, date, piece of writing, recipients—work 
already refir.ed in the 18th century by Michaelis and his 
student, J. G. Eichhorn. 

1. Religionsgeschichte. Usually translated “history of 
religions,” this method was developed in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries by the members of the religionsge- 
schichtliche Schule. The leading adherents of the “history of 
religions schol” included Johannes Weiss, Wilhelm Bous- 
set, Hermann Gunkel, and William Wrede. These scholars 
carried on the earlier concern to study the religion of the 
NT in its his:orical context; their approach was sometimes 
called the method of “comparative religion.” In the view 
of these critics, the world of the Bible was a strange and 
distant worlcl\—a world wholly different from the modern 
world in language, world view, imagery, and symbols. The 
Lord’s Supper, from this perspective, should be under- 
stood in the context of the mysterious Hellenistic cult 
meals, and the Christ of the early Christians should be 
perceived as the one confessed as the exalted lord of the 
cult. 

Weiss developed the theory of “consistent eschatology.” 
In his view, Jesus was at home in the setting of “late” Jewish 
apocalyptic religion. Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom 
of God, therefore, was an apocalyptic message which ex- 
pected God’s imminent, catastrophic intervention in his- 
tory. Bousset, on the other hand, believed the essential 
teachings of Jesus to be in sharp contrast to the Jewish 
apocalyptic thought. The ultimate source of apocalypt- 
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cism was to be traced to Babylonian mythology. According 
to Gunkel, early Christianity had been influenced by east- 
ern religion (especially Babylonian) which had been trans- 
ported through contemporary Judaism. Wrede argued 
that the historian should not interpret the NT as a docu- 
ment of systematic theology. but as a witness to the reli- 
gious life and experience of the early Christians. 

In later developments, the history of religions school 
gave increasing attention to (sreek religion and the Helle- 
nistic cults. Richard Reitzenstein, for example, thought the 
Greco-Roman world universally recognized a myth of a 
heavenly redeemer who descended to earth and returned 
to heaven, disclosing to humans the way of salvation. This 
“gnostic myth” was believed to serve as a pattern for 
expressions of early Christian christology like that found 
in Phil 2:6-11—a hypothesis important for Rudolf Bult- 
mann’s method of “demythclogizing.” Bultmann believed 
the message of the NT, the kerygma, was communicated 
through the mythological form of Hellenistic thought. The 
task of demythologizing was to distinguish the kerygma 
from the myth—to separate the true Christian proclama- 
tion from its mythological framework. 

2. Form Criticism. Originally termed Formgeschichte, this 
type of criticism attempts to zo behind literary criticism to 
the study of the oral tradition. Literary criticism, which 
had been investigating the written sources of the gospels, 
had concluded that Mark was the earliest. Wrede had 
shown, however, that Mark was not a historical record of 
the life of Jesus but an expression of the theological 
confession of the author. The quest for the historical Jesus, 
therefore, would have to go beyond the written material to 
earlier oral sources which could be identified and isolated 
in the existing written sources. 

Influenced by Gunkel’s form critical investigation of oral 
traditions and oral features of Genesis and the Psalms, 
three NT critics working independently at the end of 
World War I arrived at sirnilar results. K. L. Schmidt 
concluded that the gospels were frameworks upon which 
smaller, independent units of oral tradition were hung. 
Martin Dibelius believed the individual units of oral tradi- 
tion were shaped in accord with the practical needs of 
early Christian preaching. Rudolf Bultmann saw the origin 
and development of the units of traditions as related to 
more specific church conceris—worship, catechesis, para- 
nesis. 

All agreed that the earliest memories of Jesus (his say- 
ings and stories about him) were circulated by word of 
mouth. The earliest identifiable witnesses of the words and 
deeds of Jesus had already come to confess him as Lord 
and Christ. As the stories about Jesus were circulated, they 
were shaped into forms according to principles of oral 
communication—miracle stcries, parables, etc. As these 
stories were told and retold they took on additional details 
and emphases, and new stories were created to meet the 
ongoing needs of the believing community. The intent of 
the form critic was to find the Sitz im Leben, the “situation 
in life” where such oral forrns originated and developed. 
Although some of the earliest oral units were thought to 
go back to Jesus himself, many of the traditional forms 
were created and shaped by the community itself. The 
evangelists were viewed by the form critics primarily as 
collectors or editors of these traditional units. The gospels 
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were like a string of beads—a loose collection and arrange- 
ment of traditional data which bore little relation to the 
actual history of Jesus. 

In more recent times, form criticism has been applied to 
other sections of the NT. Here, however, research has been 
directed toward literary forms, so that form criticism be- 
comes an aspect of literary criticism. In analyzing the 
Pauline letters, Robert Funk, Nils Dahl, and their students 
attended to the form and structure of the epistle as a 
literary genre. Study of the common papyrus letters of the 
Hellenistic period exhibited a variety of types of epistles 
(e.g., the letter of introduction)}—epistles composed ac- 
cording to patterns prescribed by literary handbooks. 

Like these letters, the epistles of Paul largely conform to 
the Greco-Roman conventions of letter writing. In struc- 
ture, they follow the order: salutation, opening thanksgiv- 
ing, paranetic sections, and closing. Within the letters 
conventional formulae, for example, expressions of exhor- 
tation, can be detected. Some scholars have analyzed the 
NT epistles according to the rubrics of classical rhetoric. 
H. D. Betz, for instance, identifies Galatians as an “apolo- 
getic letter” (letter of defense) which displays the rhetorical 
patterns of a courtroom defense (Betz Galations Herme- 
neia). 

3. Tradition Criticism. Form criticism has been supple- 
mented by tradition criticism or, as it is sometimes called, 
the history of the transmission of traditions. This type of 
criticism also considers literary expressions of tradition. Its 
intent is to analyze the origin and development of units of 
tradition which are cited within the literature of the NT. 
For example, Paul presents hymns (Phil 2:6-11), confes- 
sions (1 Cor 8:6), and liturgical formulae (1 Cor 11:23- 
25) which were recited in the pre-Pauline churches. Atten- 
tion is given to the way NT authors, Paul, for example, use 
and adapt the traditional material to their own purposes. 
Some scholars (e.g., J. M. Robinson, H. Koester) trace the 
course of a unit of tradition as a trajectory moving from 
its origin through various stages of writing to its final 
redaction. 

4. Concern with Orality. Oral tradition has recently 
been studied in the light of research applied to oral culture 
and folklore. From this perspective, the transition from 
oral to written tradition is seen as a movement not of 
continuity (as the form critics supposed) but of disconti- 
nuity. Oral communication, it is observed, is different 
from written, since speaking involves presence and imme- 
diacy. Written communication, on the other hand, is exter- 
nal, abstract, objective. In applying their method to the 
study of the gospels, advocates of this theory of orality 
(e.g., Werner Kelber) note that Jesus taught orally and was 
heard by a rural, nonliterary people. When oral tradition 
is put into writing, a fundamental distortion results. As 
Paul says, “The letter kills.” 

5. Sociological Interpretation. This modern approach 
picks up the form critical concern with the Sitz im Leben 
and subjects it to sociological analysis. Sociological inter- 
pretation makes use of various methods of the social 
sciences, especially sociology and cultural anthropology. 
The method was anticipated in the early 20th century by 
members of the “Chicago school,” particularly S. J. Case 
and S. Matthews, and in Germany by A. Deissmann. 

Critical of a narrow theological reading of the NT, the 
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sociological interpreters note that the early Christians were 
not university-trained theologians, but ordinary people 
who lived in families and religious communities. The Hel- 
lenistic society in which they participated was largely urban 
(Meeks) and marked by social and economic stratification. 
G. Theissen argues that the schisms at the Lord’s Supper 
in Corinth represent economic and social classes in the 
Church, not factions debating the nature of the eucharist. 

Sociological interpretation has two main approaches: the 
descriptive and the theoretical. According to the descrip- 
tive approach, scholars study the customs and institutions 
of Hellenistic society and detect parallels in the NT. For 
example, they investigate the status and function of the 
slave in the Greco-Roman world, and ask how this infor- 
mation illuminates Paul’s metaphorical use of the term 
“slave.” According to the theoretical approach, scholars 
make use of models which sociological thinkers have de- 
vised. For example, they ask what Weber’s analysis of the 
“charismatic leader” reveals about Paul’s style of leader- 
ship. 

Especially popular with biblical interpreters is the per- 
spective of the sociology of knowledge. This approach asks 
how the people of the NT period perceived the social 
reality in which they lived, that is, their “social world.” 
Moreover, the modern interpreters also share a social 
world—a perception of reality which determines their own 
understanding of the NT and its social context. Interpre- 
tation of the NT requires modern interpreters to move 
from their own social world into that of the ancient people 
whom they are trying to understand. 


D. Literary Criticism 

In contrast to methods which are primarily concerned 
with history, literary criticism focuses on the written text. 
Historical methods are sometimes involved, however, since 
the NT is an example of ancient literature, and the inter- 
pretation of the NT has a history. Early works in literary 
criticism dealt with vocabulary, grammar, style, and rhe- 
torical figures. 

1. Source Criticism. In the 18th century literary criti- 
cism was essentially source criticism. Attention was directed 
primarily to the problem of the sources of the Synoptic 
Gospels. Two main theories prevailed: the gospels de- 
pended ultimately on lost, primitive sources; or the gospels 
were somehow interdependent. According to the first hy- 
pothesis, the lost source(s) consisted of oral tradition, a 
variety of written fragments (Schleiermacher), or a primi- 
tive (usually Aramaic) Urgospel (Eichhorn). 

According to the second hypothesis, one of the Synoptics 
made use of at least one of the others. Various possibilities 
were suggested, but the two most popular solutions advo- 
cated either the priority of Matthew or the priority of 
Mark. According to Owen and Griesbach, the earliest gos- 
pel was Matthew, and Mark used both Matthew and Luke 
in the writing of his “shortened” gospel. The counter- 
theory of the priority of Mark was defended by Wilke and 
Weisse. Lachmann, who supported this view, also believed 
Matthew and Luke used a lost written source (Q) as well as 
Mark. 

The resulting “two-document” hypothesis was advocated 
by noted scholars like Holtzmann and became dominant 
by the beginning of the 20th century. More detailed anal- 
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ysis resulted in a four-document hypothesis: besides Mark 
and Q, Matthew and M and Luke used L (Streeter). Re- 
cently, the Griesbach hypothesis has been revived and 
vigorously defended (Farmer), although the majority of 
scholars continue to support Markan priority. 

Source criticism has also been applied to other sections 
of the NT. In regard to Acts, scholars have given attention 
to the “we-sections”—sections where the author shifts to 
the use of first person plural. These are sometimes seen to 
represent a diary source or perhaps a travel itinerary. 
Other scholars detect evidence of sources related to impor- 
tant early Christian centers, for instance, an Antioch 
source. Source criticism in regard to the epistles frequently 
deals with the problem of integrity. 2 Corinthians, for 
example, is thought to be a composite of two, or perhaps 
as many as six, fragments of epistles. The literary depen- 
dence of 2 Peter on the epistle of Jude is widely recognized. 

2. Redaction Criticism. Assuming the results of form, 
tradition, and source criticism, redaction criticism is con- 
cerned with the final composition; it is sometimes called 
“composition criticism.” Thus, redaction criticism is a type 
of literary cr:ticism which employs the findings of histori- 
cal criticism. Assuming form critical results, it asks how 
Mark used the oral tradition he had received. Assurming 
the results of source criticism, it asks how later gospels 
employed earlier gospels. The method was anticipated by 
FE. C. Baur, who noted the Téndenz, the theological ten- 
dency, which was revealed in the work of a particular NT 
author. Similarly, Wrede noted that Mark did not simply 
use his sources to produce a historical record, but em- 
ployed them in service of a theological expression. 

Three scholars working independently developed the 
method. Willi Marxsen coined the name Redaktionsges- 
chichte (1954). He believed Mark adapted his sources to the 
situation of the Church in 66 c.E£., and used thern in 
support of the expectation of the imminent parousia of 
Christ. G. Bernkamm investigated Matthew’s use of Mark 
and concluded that Matthew shaped the tradition to pres- 
ent his own christology and ecclesiology. H. Conzelmann 
believed Luke presented and arranged the traditional ma- 
terial so as to depict a history of salvation consisting of 
three periods: the era of Israel, the time of Jesus, and the 
period of the Church. 

Redaction criticism directed attention from the small 
units of tradition to the finished literary product. As a 
result, the role of the Church in the formulation of the 
tradition was reduced, and the work of the gospel writers 
as literary authors and theologians was enhanced. 

3. Genre Criticism. Closely related to form and redac- 
tion criticism, genre criticism is the study of literary genre, 
that is, the iclentification and analysis of the literary type 
or classification to which a particular text belongs. Some- 
times called Cattungsforschung (genre research) or Gattungs- 
geschichte (geare history), this method studies the form, 
style, and content of particular types of literature. In 
general, the method involves the classification of biblical 
material in relation to types of literature represented in 
Hellenistic writings. The method assumes that the classifi- 
cation of a document provides a key to its interpretation. 
For instance, the recognition that Paul wrote specific letters 
to particular situations, rather than general epistles, is 
crucial to interpreting his writings. 
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In NT research, genre criticism has been most active in 
the study of the gospels. The fundamental question is: to 
what genre do the gospels belong? Although some scholars 
believe the gospel was a new genre created by the early 
Christians (see GOSPEL GENRE), others find a parailel in 
the Hellenistic ARETALOGY—the account of the mighty 
deeds of a heroic miracle worker or divine man. A docu- 
ment like Q, which consists almost wholly of teachings, is 
often classified as belonging 10 a genre of literature called 
the “Sayings of the Sages” (J. M. Robinson and H. Koester). 

Acts is widely recognized as an example of Hellenistic 
historical writing, evidenced, for example, by the author’s 
conventional use of a preface and speeches. However, Acts 
also displays parallels with the Hellenistic romance, with 
its fondness for travel narratives involving narrow escapes, 
like the account of Paul’s shipwreck. 

In studying Revelation, crit:cs give attention to the genre 
of the apocalypse. This type of literature, popular in the 
period of the NT, is marked by typical features: the disclo- 
sure of future events by a mediator to a seer (usually the 
pseudonymous author) who is often taken on a heavenly 
journey and shown cosmic visions—all presented in sym- 
bolic form (cf. Mark 13). According to some recent schol- 
arship, Revelation should be classified as belonging to the 
genre of the letter or epistle. 

4. The New Literary Criticism. This sort of criticism 
attempts to view the NT exclusively as literature. It repre- 
sents a revolt against the -raditional historical critical 
method. For the old methoc., the concern was to recon- 
struct the history in which the text was written and to 
discern the meaning the tex! had in that historical situa- 
tion. For the new criticism, the text is not to be used as a 
device for historical or theological reconstruction; the text 
itself is the sole object of investigation. Once a text has 
been written, it has a life of its own, independent of its 
original setting. Thus the text is autonomous; it has its 
own meaning; it must be interpreted exclusively on its own 
terms. The original intention of the author, so dear to the 
historical critics, is for the new criticism unimportant. A 
Pauline epistle, for instance, may convey meaning which 
Paul did not intend. 

The critic, therefore, is concerned with what is called 
the “world” of the text. By this term, the new criticism 
means the perception of reality which the text assumes. A 
fable, for example, may assume a world in which animals 
talk. Whether or not the world of the text corresponds to 
the actual world in which the author lived, or the world in 
which the interpreter works, is of no moment. According 
to a favorite metaphor, the text should not be seen as a 
window which reveals something outside. That is, the text 
should not be viewed as a means for describing something 
else, for instance, history o1 doctrine. Instead, the text 
must be seen as a mirror which has its meaning locked in. 
That is, the interpreter must be concerned exclusively with 
the meaning which is held within the text itself. 

Like the older historical critics, the new literary critics 
believe the Bible is to be understood by the same methods 
which are used for other literature. They study the text as 
a whole, and thus are concerned with genre. Conse- 
quently, the new criticism has certain affinities with genre 
criticism, though its concerns are broader. The new critics 
also analyze style and literary forms within the text— 
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sentence structure, metaphor, etc. Attention is especially 
given to the function that the various literary techniques 
perform within the pattern of the whole literary docu- 
ment. From the perspective of the new criticism, a book 
like Revelation can be viewed as a work of art—a dramatic 
presentation, using liturgical and symbolic forms of ex- 
pression. 

5. Rhetorical Criticism. This method is closely related 
to the new literary criticism. Its origin can be traced to a 
lecture by James Muilenberg (1968) calling for an ap- 
proach which would go beyond form criticism. Rather 
than restricting research to the small units of tradition, 
rhetorical criticism looks at the work as a whole, the final 
literary product. In distinction from the new criticism, 
rhetorical criticism is concerned (as is redaction criticism) 
with the personal aspects of the author's thought. More- 
over, rhetorical criticism is concerned with the context, 
including those concepts which writer and reader share. 
Thus, it is interested in the social and cultural relationship 
between author and reader. The rhetorical techniques and 
arrangements are analyzed in terms of their function in 
the author’s argument. For example, when H. D. Betz 
(Galations Hermeneia), following classical rhetoric, classi- 
fies Galatians as an “apologetic letter,” he interprets Paul’s 
account of his call, the Jerusalem conference, and the 
events of Antioch (1:12—2:14) as “narratio”—the statement 
of facts upon which the whole defense is to be built. 

6. Narrative Criticism. Like the new criticism and rhe- 
torical criticism, narrative criticism is opposed to the his- 
toricizing and theologizing of the text. In particular, it 
intends to restore the narrative features of the Bible. The 
narrative elements of the gospels and Acts are obvious, yet 
historical critics have been inclined to sacrifice narrative in 
the quest for the historical Jesus or in the effort to recon- 
struct the history of the early Church. Instead, these 
narratives must be seen as story, with plot, characters, and 
outcome. 

Narrative criticism, however, involves a broader mean- 
ing. For some scholars, narrative is a fundamental category 
of human existence; it has ontological significance. People 
live in a narrative world, that is, they have a perception of 
their participation in reality which is story-like. The over- 
arching vision of reality can be described as a symbolic 
universe—a concept which gives meaning to the smaller 
stories in which all persons participate. 

This larger meaning indicates that narrative criticism is 
important for nonnarrative or discursive texts. The letters 
of Paul, for example, assume a narrative substructure, that 
is, Paul’s religious perception is informed by a sacred 
story—the story of God’s action with people which reaches 
its climax in the story of Jesus (R. Hays). When Paul writes 
to address the particular problems of churches, he gives 
expression to this basic narrative. Paul has a story himself, 
and the relation of this story to the larger story provides 
his personal meaning. Each of his letters has a story—a 
plot which involves Paul’s previous relation to the recipi- 
ents of the letter, the expected reception of the letter, and 
the readers’ response. 

Narrative criticism does not ignore the importance of 
historical events. The narrative substructure presupposes 
the life of Jesus, and Paul’s story is related to his own 
historical experience. The story of each letter is related to 
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a chronological sequence of events, though the poetic 
sequence by which Paul tells the story within the epistle 
may be different. Indeed, history is story-like. The writing 
of history is not the exact reiteration of the past but a 
process which involves selection, plotting, and interpreta- 
tion. History is story. 

7. Reader Response Criticism. Closely allied to narra- 
tive criticism is reader response criticism. See also 
READER RESPONSE THEORY. This kind of criticism 
focuses on the role of the reader. The reader, from this 
perspective, must be differentiated from the critic. The 
critic reads a text out of the tradition of criticism and views 
the text as an object for critical analysis. The reader, like a 
child listening to a story or a person captivated by a novel, 
is the servant of the text. 

Reader response criticism moves beyond these observa- 
tions to more sophisticated methodology. For instance, it 
draws a distinction between the real reader and the im- 
plied reader. The real reader is the flesh-and-blood person 
who actually reads a text; the implied reader is the reader 
the author images when writing the text. Similarly, there 
is a real author (the actual writer) and the implied author 
(the writer the reader images when reading the text). In 
the process of reading, the real reader is manipulated by 
the implied author to react as, and become, the implied 
(or ideal) reader. Other participants are envisaged, such 
as the omniscient narrator, that is, the teller of the story 
who, in the imagination of the reader, knows everything. 

Reader response criticism notes that reading is temporal 
and linear. Reading is not static but moves through the 
text in a sequence of time. This temporal, sequential 
process involves anticipation, reflection, and dialogue. The 
writer of the text uses devices like repetition for the 
education of the reader. Thus doublets in a text (for 
example, the two accounts of miraculous feeding in Mat- 
thew) create anticipation and encourage assent. At the 
same time, minor changes in the second account alert the 
reader to additional meanings. This temporal and linear 
quality of reading displays a similarity to oral communica- 
tion. Just as a participant in a conversation follows a line of 
discussion through a sequence of time, so a reader follows 
the words and sentences of a text though an ongoing 
temporal process. 

8. Structuralism. Like the new criticism, structuralism 
is not primarily interested in history or theology commu- 
nicated through the text. The object of research is the 
deep structures which are encoded within the text itself. 
The concern is with the linguistic structure of the text, not 
with message the language conveys. According to structur- 
alists, there is no salvation outside the text. 

Structuralism is a method of understanding which in- 
volves a combination of linguistic theory and anthropolog- 
ical research (Claude Lévi-Strauss). According to the struc- 
turalists, human reality is marked by deep structures, that 
is, unconscious mythic patterns of meaning which have 
ontological significance. Structuralism believes the human 
brain operates according to certain structures and these 
structures correspond to reality. These deep structures are 
encoded in texts, and the task of structural exegesis is the 
decoding of texts, the disclosing of the structures. In the 
main, the structures are binary or dichotomous—contrast- 
ing opposites, like life and death. 
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In the study of literature, structuralism gives attention 
to the synchronic as well as the diachronic dimensions of 
the text. The cliachronic can be seen as a linear, temporal 
sequence, while the synchronic structures are vertical, the 
structures beneath the surface which are present at any 
moment in the: sequence. Like a musical score, texts have 
both melody (diachronic progression) and harmony (syn- 
chronic pattern). These synchronic patterns constitute 
paradigms of meaning—universal forms of expression 
which provoke understanding at the deepest level. The 
structuralists are much concerned with the significance of 
language (not mere speech) which involves a system of 
signs (semiotics), that is, patterns of words and sentences 
which constitute a whole linguistic expression. Applied to 
narratives, structural exegesis is concerned with narrative 
structures. The parable of the Good Samaritan, for exam- 
ple, assumes « structure which has such features as an 
actor or sender (the Samaritan), a recipient (the wounded 
man), opponents (the robbers), helpers (the innkeeper). 

9. Canonical Criticism. Assuming the results of form 
and redaction criticism, canonical criticism is concerned 
primarily with the text in its final form. Emphasis is placed 
on the function of the canon as Scripture in the ongoing 
community of faith. Like literary criticism, canonical criti- 
cism is critical of traditional historical criticism’s historiciz- 
ing of the Bible. 

The title “canonical criticism” was coined by J. A. San- 
ders. According to Sanders, canonical criticism has two 
main interests: the canonical process, and canonical her- 
meneutics. The canonical process is the history of the 
writing and selection of canonical books. The entire pro- 
cess, from oral tradition through writing, editing, and 
collecting, takes place in the context of the believing com- 
munity. Study of this process displays both stability (setting 
boundaries to canonicity) and flexibility (plurality within 
the canonical boundaries). Throughout the process, the 
community of faith functions at every stage. What earlier 
tradition thought to be canonical may be found to be 
canonical by later tradition for different reasons. 

Canonical hermeneutic involves the investigation of how 
canonical texts are interpreted in the ongoing develop- 
ment of the tradition. This hermeneutic observes the way 
older traditioris are adapted to new situations. According 
to Sanders, canonical hermeneutic is theocentric. The Bi- 
ble is a monotheizing literature which witnesses to God’s 
action as creator and redeemer working through human 
sinfulness. 

Brevard Childs dislikes the phrase “canonical criticism,” 
since it appears to present a method alongside other types 
of criticism. For him, recognition of the centrality of the 
canon is the essential approach to understanding Scrip- 
ture. The development of the canon is not a postapostolic 
achievement; canonicity (the concern with the norm of the 
gospel) is implicit in the production of the NT from its 
earliest (oral) beginning. However, the meaning of the NT 
at the time of its historical origin does not have theological 
priority, for the canon functions theologically as witness to 
Christ as Lord, as revelation, throughout the history of the 
Church. By implication, the Bible can only be fully under- 
stood within the community of faith. 


E. Concluding Implications 
Looking back over this methodological variety, one may 
wonder what methods are most appropriate. Many con- 
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temporary interpreters adopt «n eclectic method. Norman 
Petersen, for example, employs a creative synthesis of 
social, literary, and narrative criticism in a way which 
informs the historical aspects of the text. The choice of 
method(s) can best be made in response to the questions 
which the interpreters bring. If they are primarily con- 
cerned with the history which the text describes, they will 
use methods effective for reconstructing history. If they 
are primarily concerned with the literary significance of 
the text, they will use methods effective for literary analy- 
sis. This survey suggests that the Enlightenment model of 
historical criticism has become increasingly problematic. 
The variety of critical proposals indicates a current quest 
for a new paradigm which has yet to be realized. 
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BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP, JAPANESE. This 


entry consists of two articles surveying scholarship on the 
OT and NT in Japan. 


OT SCHOLARSHIP 


A. The Dawn 

The period from the late 19th century to 1910 was a 
time of pioneering work as well as of frustration for 
Japanese biblical scholars. At least two pioneers earned 
Ph.D. degrees, but the circumstances did not allow them 
to continue study in Japan. The only exception was Y. 
Sacon (1865-1944). Having studied the biblical languages 
in 1890-1906, he developed a translation of the Bible 
from the original languages and published his works from 
1905 through 1942. Other works in this period included 
introductions to the OT, OT theology, and a translation of 
the Apocrypha. With a gifted, strong personality, K. Uchi- 
mura (1861—1930) made clear the essential meaning of 
the Bible through his expositions at his own Non-Church 
Bible Study group and through a journal. Uchimura not 
only influenced intellectuals, but he also produced quite a 
few biblical scholars who in time emerged as leaders. 


B. The Formative Period (1920-45) 

As early as 1899, the new impact of the Tiibingen school 
of academic OT study was felt in Japan, and the German 
style of OT analysis gradually prevailed over the Anglo- 
Saxon type. Having studied the “science of religion” and 
OT studies in Berlin and Leipzig, T. Ishibashi (1886-1947) 
published an introduction to the OT (1922) and a history 
of Israelite religion and culture (1923). Against the back- 
ground of dialectical theology, Z. Watanabe (1885-1978), 
who had been an advocate of the critical study of the OT 
history and literature based on the theories of Wellhausen, 
after studying at the Pacific School of Religion, Berkeley, 
California, in the early twenties, began seriously to recon- 
sider the relationship between historical-critical study of 
the Bible as literature and the canonical claim of the Bible 
as the word of God in the Church. He had a unique 
methodology of biblical interpretation which eventually 
culminated in his trilogy entitled The Doctrine of the Scrip- 
tures (1949-63). Watanabe first maintained that a sharp 
distinction should be made between a historical-critical or 
genetic study of the Bible—how the text developed—and a 
canonical or holistic study of the Bible—what the text is. 
He also insisted that an appropriate methodology should 
be established in accordance with the nature of the Bible 
as canon, as long as one reads the Bible as the rule of faith 
and life and not as historical books. Furthermore, he held 
that the concept of Gestalt or configuration can be adapted 
from phenomenology to canonical interpretation only at 
the place where the canonicity of the Bible is acknowl- 
edged and where one participates in the faith of the 
historical Church that created the Bible as canon. For him, 
canonical interpretation should pay due regard to the very 
location of the books of the Bible within the canon. 

In this period, K. Baba (1892-1985) edited the first 
dictionary of the Bible (1934) and later assumed the edi- 
torship of a concordance (1959) and a new dictionary of 
the Bible (1971). More specific studies were done by several 
scholars. Y. H. Sacon (1906—__) was the first to engage in 
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Palestinian field archaeology under W. F. Albright in 1935— 
36. Having studied in Scotland and Germany, J. Asano 
(1899-1981) had a keen interest in OT thought and its 
relevance to Japanese culture and society. The Society for 
OT Study in Japan was formed in this period (1933). 


C. The Period of Establishment and Development 

After returning to Japan in 1945 from his study in 
Germany (1935-45), M. Sekine (1912— ) broke fresh 
ground in OT study by introducing the German Alt-Noth- 
Von Rad school of OT analysis to Japan. With his acute 
interest in M. Weber’s sociology of religion, his gifted 
intellect, his competent knowledge of jurisprudence and 
philosophy, and his broad and keen interest in new schol- 
arly developments in the world, M. Sekine is now building 
his own unique outlook on the OT. His approach can be 
designated either as “intellectual history” or as the “sociol- 
ogy of literature.” Sekine seeks to develop a synthesis of 
synchronic-literary and diachronic-sociohistorical levels 
with the aid of such scientific tools as philology, literary 
studies, sociology, and philosophical-ideological studies. 

Along with several other colleagues, Sekine founded the 
Japan Biblical Institute in 1950 and has been its foremost 
representative. He is an editor of AJBI, which publishes in 
European languages. K. Nakazawa (1915—  ) has pub- 
lished solid and detailed studies on the Suffering Servant 
(1954) and Second Isaiah (1962). 

The internationalization of Japanese scholarship may be 
seen in the papers read at the International Society meet- 
ings, in increasing number of contributions to interna- 
tional journals, Festschriften, and dictionaries, as well as in 
the books published by A. Tsukimoto. F. Kohata, and S. 
Sekine. Participation in the international meeting of the 
Society led to a collection of articles (Ishida, ed. 1982). 

On Akkadian and Mesopotamian studies, J. Kikuchi, I. 
Nakada, A. Tsukimoto, and K. Watanabe are active in 
international circles. For Ugaritic and Hebrew linguistics, 
D. T. Tsumura is the most noted and productive. In the 
historical field, both Y. Ikeda and T. Ishida are noted in 
the scholarly world. In literary studies, K. K. Sacon and 
Y. Suzuki are to be noted. The former is developing his 
own method of literary structural analysis. In the intellec- 
tual-historical fields, K. Namiki is producing results com- 
parable with those of M. Sekine. In the historical-theolog- 
ical field, K. Kida is to be mentioned. In 1987, the New 
Common Bible, a cooperative of Catholics and Protestants, 
appeared; K. Kida, Sacon, M. Ohta, K. K. Dacon, 
M. Takahashi, and M. Wada were heavily involved in this 
project. 
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KryosH1 K. SACON 
NT SCHOLARSHIP 


A. Prewar Developments 

In 1873 the Meiji government removed the public no- 
tices proscribing Christianity. A little more than a decade 
later, the Japan Bible Society published the first complete 
Japanese trznslation of the Bible (1887). This was called 
the motoyaku (“original translation”), and an amended 
translation of the NT, issued in 1917, was called the katyaku 
(“revised translation”). (The second complete translation 
appeared in 1954 as the kégoyaku (“colloquial translation”], 
and a third, the Shin Kyddéyaku Seisho [New Interconfes- 
sional Translation of the Bible], was published in 1987.) A 
full-scale Bible dictionary, the Seisho Dayiten, was published 
in 1934 (a revised version appeared in 1971). In 1941, K. 
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Kurosaki produced a NT concordance listing Gk terms 
with references to the revised NT translation of 1917 (a 
complete concordance to the Bible appeared in 1959, 
keyed to the colloquial translation of 1954). 

Although they were not NT specialists, several people 
played important roles in shaping NT biblical scholarship 
in Japan. Among these were E. Kashiwai, author of Kirisu- 
toky6 Shi (History of Christianity [1914]; K. Ishiwara, whose 
1934 Kirisutokyé Shi was revised and reissued in 1972 in two 
separate volumes; K. Sano, author of Shito Pauro no Shinpi- 
shugi (The Mysticism of the Apostle Paul [1935]); and S. 
Hatano, author of Genshi Kirisutokyd (Primitive Christianity 
[1965)]). 

Following them came trained NT scholars like T: Matsu- 
moto, K. Tominomori. S. Murata, and others who intro- 
duced historical and theological studies from the West to 
seminaries and theological colleges in Japan. Not least 
among these early scholars was S. Yamaya, the first person 
whose works ranged over almost the whole field of NT 
studies. Among his works ar? an introduction to the NT, a 
two-volume study of the origin of Christianity, a book on 
NT theology, and five volumes of translations and com- 
mentaries on the Pauline epistles. Also, the influence of 
Y. Kumano on the Japanese church and its theology has 
been enormous. Though his primary interest lay in sys- 
tematic theology, he was an outstanding theological exe- 
gete of biblical texts, playing a role in Japan comparable to 
that of Karl Barth in Europe. 


B. Postwar Developments 

World War II prevented Japanese NT scholars from 
keeping up with developments in NT studies in the West, 
but afterward a number of specialists worked diligently to 
make up for this lost interaction. Individuals who helped 
bring Japanese NT studies up to date include 
I. Takayanagi, author of Fukuinsho Gairon (Introduction to 
the Gospels [1951)) and Iesuden Kenkyu (A Life-of-Jesus Study 
[1951]), M. Takemori, author of Shinyaku Seisho Tsiiron 
(Introduction to the NT [1958]) and editor of Iesuden Kenkyii 
wo Megutte (Life-of-Jesus Research [1970]), J. Matsuki, author 
of Rémabito e no Tegami, Honyaku to Shakugi (The Letter to the 
Romans: Translation and Exegesis [1966]) and Shinyaku Shin- 
gaku I (NT Theology 1 [1972], and G. Maeda, author of 
Shinyaku Seisho Gaisetsu (Introduction to the NT [1956)). 

In the 1950s and ’60s, NT scholars translated the works 
of many Western scholars into Japanese, especially in the 
area of life-of-Jesus research (e.g., the works of Bultmann, 
Dibelius, Stauffer, Jeremias, Cullman, Dodd, Hunter, both 
Mansons, Taylor, and others). The scholarly distinction 
between the historical Jesus and Christ of the kerygma 
became an issue of great importance to the churches, for 
unless they clung to the historical revelation they would 
lose not only their Christian identity but also the necessity 
for mission—an easy temptation in a land where Shinto, 
Buddhism, and Confucianism have helped to shape a 
cultured and moral society. In the 1960s, Japanese NT 
scholars took special interest in redaction criticism, socio- 
logical approaches, and neo-literary criticism, methods 
which led to a number of original approaches to the study 
of the gospels and their traditions. In the 1970s and ’80s, 
the works of Kasemann. Bornkamm, Conzelmann, 
Marxsen, Brown, Strecker, Stuhlmacher, Betz, Trocmé, 
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Theissen, Hengel, Martyn, and others also appeared in 
Japanese. 

The same period saw the beginning of a number of 

original studies by Japanese NT scholars. Among such 
studies are T. Hirano’s Jesu to Kami no Kuni (Jesus and the 
Kingdom of God [1971]) and Y. Magaki’s Yokane Fukuinsho no 
Kirisutoron (The Christology of the Fourth Gospel [1984]. These 
works, though published after the 1950s and ’60s, reflect 
the scholarly concerns and methods of those years. 
__ A Japanese synopsis of the first three gospels, the Fu- 
kutnsho Id6 Ichiran (1951), was prepared by T. Tsukamoto, 
based on his own translation of the Gk texts. A revised 
edition, a colloquial version of Tsukamoto’s translation, 
was published by his student Y. Hirasawa in 1983. 

In connection with NT Greek, T. Kanda wrote an excel- 
lent grammar, the Shinyaku Seisho Girishiago Nyimon, pub- 
lished in 1956. This has become the new standard, taking 
the place of the handy but elementary NT Greek gram- 
mars produced at an earlier stage. A full-scale NT Greek 
dictionary has yet to appear, though there are several 
concise ones. 

T. Hirunuma has been a leader in the field of textual 
criticism, publishing a monthly journal, Studia Textus Novi 
Testament, since September 1966. His recent book, Shinyaku 
Honmon Gakushi (History of NT Textual Criticism [1987], gives 
a good introduction to the field, and an earlier book, 
Shinyaku Seiten no Purosesu (The Process of Formation of the 
NT Canon {1972}), provides a brief history of how the NT 
writings were collected and raises some problems with 
regard to canonization. In the recently published Shinyaku 
Seisho Seiten no Seiritsu (The Shaping of the NT Canon [1988)), 
seven scholars from the fields of NT studies and church 
history teamed up to describe the process of NT canoni- 
zation from the days of the earliest church to the period 
of the church councils. §. Kawashima wrote on the NT; 
T. Aono on the Apostolic Fathers; S. Arai on the gnostic 
interpretation of biblical writings; Y. Itani on Marcion and 
Paulinism; T. Onuki on Justin Martyr, Tatian, Irenaeus, 
and Tertullian; N. Miyatani on canonization in the Western 
church; and T. Mikoda on canonization in the Eastern 
church and the decisions of the church councils. 

During the last two decades, some excellent commentar- 
ies have appeared, striving to match the standard set by 
publications like HNT and NIGTC. A. Satake published a 
commentary on Philippians in 1969, another on Galatians 
in 1974, and his two-volume commentary on Revelation in 
1978—89. K. Tagawa issued the first volume of a controver- 
sial commentary on Mark in 1972, and S. Arai the first 
volume of his commentary on Acts in 1977. M. Yamauchi’s 
commentary on Philippians (1987) has also been well re- 
ceived. 


C. The Current Situation 

Recent work in the field of gospel studies has focused 
particularly on redaction criticism. For example, A. Oga- 
wa’s Matai, (a study of Matthew’s theology (1984), is a 
superb example of the application of redaction criticism to 
Matthew. An earlier popular edition of this work, entitled 
Kyityaku no Kanseisha Tesu (Jesus the Fulfiller of the Old Cove- 
nant [1983]), was published as the first volume of a redac- 
tion criticism series on the four gospels. The others in- 
clude S. Kawashima’s redaction critical study of Mark, 
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entitled Jijika e no Michi lesu (Jesus on the Way to the Cross 
[1984]); M. Miyoshi’s study of Luke, Tabizora ni Ayuma Tesu 
(Jesus’ Lonely Journey [1984]); and T. Onuki’s study of John, 
Yo no Hikari Iesu (Jesus the Light of the World [1984]). To this 
series a fifth volume was added, S. Arai’s study of the 
gospel of Thomas, Kakusareta Iesu (The Hidden Jesus 
[1984]). Miyoshi, mentioned above, has produced a num- 
ber of excellent studies of the Synoptic Gospels, several of 
which are contained in his Chisaki Mono no Tomo Tesu (Jesus 
the Friend of the Least of These [1987]). 

With regard to Johannine studies, there are on the one 
hand scholars like Y. Ibuki, who is interested in a philo- 
sophical and hermeneutical interpretation of the Fourth 
Gospel. On the other, there are those like K. Matsunaga 
and K. Tsuchido, who are interested in applying redaction 
criticism methods to this gospel. Matsunaga made use of 
redaction criticism methods in his recently published Hi- 
torigo naru Kami lesu (Jesus the Monogenés Theés [1987]) and 
is currently writing a commentary on John’s gospel. 
H. Kayama has recently published a redaction criticism 
study of Acts, entitled Shito Gydden no Rekishi to Bungaku 
(History and Literature of the Acts of the Apostles {1986}). 

Unfortunately, in comparison with gospel studies, there 
has not been much published recently in the area of 
Pauline studies. A. Satake, who made his debut in NT 
studies with a book on Revelation, has published a substan- 
tial work called Shito Pauro, Dendé ni Kaketa Shogat (The 
Apostle Paul: A Life Committed to Evangelism [1981]). Some of 
his articles on Paul and Paul’s writings may be found in his 
Shinyaku Setsho no Shomondai (NT Issues [1977]. 
S. Matsunaga published Karada to Rinri (Body and Ethics 
[1976]), a study of the “body concept in the Pauline letters, 
and T. Aono has written a number of recent articles 
dealing with Paul’s theology. 

With regard to other fields of research, A. Kawamura is 
noteworthy for his ongoing contributions to the study of 
the letter to the Hebrews, and M. Yamauchi’s monograph 
Fukkatsu, sono Denshé to Kaishaku no Kanései (The Resurrec- 
tion: Its Traditions and the Possibility of Interpreting the Event 
[1979}) is a work of considerable importance. In the field 
of NT history, G. Hata, taking over where H. Niimi left 
off, has finished translating the complete works of Jose- 
phus. These have been published in 20 volumes under the 
general title Yosefusu Zenshi: (1975-84). Hata is now work- 
ing on Eusebius’ Historia Ecclesiastica and has published 
three volumes to date (1986, 1987, 1988). Together with 
L. H. Feldman, Hata is coeditor of a four-volume bilingual 
Josephus-research series: Josephus and the Jewish War, Jose- 
phus and Christianity, and Josephus-Hellenism-Hebraism, vols. 
1 and 2. All four volumes appeared in English, and the 
first two were published in Japanese in 1985. With Feld- 
man, Hata is also coeditor of Josephus, Judaism, and Chnisti- 
anity (1987), the Japanese version of which is now in 
preparation. 

Two academic associations should be mentioned. The 
Japan Biblical Institute was founded immediately after 
World War II. Its Annual has been published regularly in 
Japanese since 1962 and in a separate English-German 
version since 1975. Members of the Japan Biblical Institute 
translated the Dead Sea Scrolls into Japanese under the 
title Shikai Bunshé (1963), and the OT and NT noncanoni- 
cal writings into Japanese in a 9-volume series called Seisho 
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Gaiten Giten (Biblical Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha {1975-— 
82]). The Japan Society of New Testament Studies has 
published its own annual journal, the Shinyakugaku Kenkyii, 
since 1973. 

Perhaps the most significant issue confronting NT scho- 
lars in Japan today is the christological question. In the 
main, four views compete for attention. K. Tagawa, in his 
book Genshi Kirisutokyéshi no Ichi Danmen: Fukuinsho no 
Seirtisu (One Aspect of the History of Early Christianity: The 
Rise of “Gospel” Literature [1967]), applied redaction criti- 
cism to the gospel of Mark and demonstrated a radical 
approach to the reconstruction of the historical Jesus. In 
his view, the Jesus of Mark 1-13 (following Trocmé, he 
sees these chapters as the original Mark) is a mere man, 
but a man who befriended the oppressed and sought to 
liberate them from every kind of demonic oppression, 
whether social, political, or religious. Angrily opposed to 
every human authority and establishment, Jesus was basi- 
cally an anarchist, deliberately seeking the destruction of 
Judaism as a religious system. The disciples, however, 
misunderstood his intentions. At the time Mark wrote, 
they were forming a new religious establishment, this time 
with Jesus at the center. Mark wrote his gospel to protest 
against this “rereligionization” of Jesus. The task of the 
follower of Jesus today, Tagawa maintains, is to “dereligion- 
ize” the life and death of Jesus, to live out Jesus’ anger, to 
destroy Christianity. 

S. Arai, known for his research on the Nag Hammadi 
literature, has written two books that relate to the gospels: 
Tesu to sono Jidai (Jesus and His Times [1974] and Jesu Kirisuto 
(Jesus Christ °1979}. The former focuses on the historical 
Jesus, the lacter on the Christ of faith. In both books he 
applies a sociological/existential analysis to the gospel tra- 
ditions. Like Tagawa, Arai holds that the core of the 
healing miracle traditions is the behavior of Jesus that 
liberated socially marginal people from social, political, 
and religious oppression. But what he sees in the miracle 
stories and in the kerygma of the “death and resurrection 
of Jesus Christ” is a mythological expression of the re- 
sponse that Jesus’ followers made to his existential chal- 
lenge. Jesus himself was a man who loved the oppressed as 
his neighbors and treated them without discrimination. 
He is “savior” in the sense that he challenged his disciples, 
and challenges his followers across the centuries, to expe- 
rience the self-understanding that comes from living with 
love and fai-ness in all human relationships. In essence, 
Jesus calls his followers to existential authenticity through 
social and political commitment. If Christianity offers this 
same experience today, there is no reason to call for its 
destruction. 

S. Yagi published his Shinyaku Seisho no Seiritsu (The 
Formation of the NT) in 1963, which divides NT thought 
into three types: (1) Hebraic, a hetlsgeschichilich and eschat- 
ological interpretation of the life and death of Jesus; 
(2) Hellenistic-gnostic, a dualistic interpretation; and 
(3) agape, representing the experience of oneness with 
God. According to Yagi, the agape type, though found in 
relatively late NT strata, is actually closest to the orienta- 
tion of the aistorical Jesus since this is preserved in his 
fragmentary sayings or logia. All his activities can be ex- 
plained by this agape. All NT thought represents, accord- 
ingly, some degree of modification of the agape experi- 
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ence that formed the substarice of Jesus’ relationships with 
his neighbors and disciples. ‘This agape experience became 
explicit for them only through the experience of the 
resurrection. Consequently, the “religiosity” that led to 
this experience and interpretation is not peripheral but 
central. It is noteworthy that Yagi indicates in this book the 
phenomenon of similar interpretations in other religions, 
particularly Buddhism. Yagi's Jesus appears, therefore, as 
the bearer of agape to his contemporaries and to those 
who meet him in the NT. But one must distinguish be- 
tween agape and its bearer. For Yagi, Jesus is neither agape 
nor its sole bearer. He is ne bearer of agape among 
others. 

K. Matsunaga’s Rekishi no Naka no lesuzé (Jesus in History) 
appeared in 1987 (fully revised and enlarged in 1989). He 
argues that the uniqueness of “gospel” literature, as re- 
vealed by redaction criticism, rests on the fact that each 
evangelist, while relying on received traditions about the 
Jesus of the past, presents at the same time the Jesus Christ 
of the present and the Jesu:. Christ of the future (i.e., in 
his second coming). The portrayals of Jesus in each gospel 
are composed, therefore, of these “three-dimensional” 
pictures. This three-dimensional portrayal, he maintains, 
belongs to the essential nature of “gospel” literature and 
derives from the nature of worship in the earliest 
churches. Through preaching and sacrament, the earliest 
churches not only recalled (anamnesis) the Jesus of the past 
but also worshipped Jesus Christ as the Lord of the present 
and as the One who is to come. This raison d’étre of the 
Christian Church was and is repeated orally in worship 
and verbally in the gospels. The Jesus traditions took shape 
primarily in relation to this cnamnesis and therefore retain 
a certain amount of historic:l information. Moreover, the 
overall picture of Jesus attributed to a given evangelist and 
his milieu by redaction critic'sm could not have been a free 
invention either of the evangelist or of his faith-commu- 
nity, for it was controlled by this anamnesis. So even after 
the sayings of Jesus and the so-called Jesus traditions have 
been examined critically, Jesus remains unique. He was 
one who not only proclaimed the coming of the kingdom 
(community) of God but also embodied what it meant for 
him in his time and place to live the kingdom life. The 
resurrection of Jesus entailed for his followers a religious 
experience in and through which it was revealed to them 
that the Jesus who had spoken so frequently of the king- 
dom of God was now to be recognized as the one through 
whose life and death the kingdom had become available. 
This is the Christ the Church is responsible to proclaim. If 
its language is partly mythological, this is not necessarily 
unfortunate, for myth is the symbolic language humans 
use when they speak of religious reality. Absolute demy- 
thologization means absolute dereligionization. 

A concise (but dated) list of bibliographic references can 
be found in Tomonobu Yanagita’s Japan Christian Literature 
Review (1958). 

KIkUO MATSUNAGA 


BIBLICAL THEOLOGY. See THEOLOGY (BIBLI- 
CAL), HISTORY OF. 
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BICHRI (PERSON) [Heb bikri]. BICHRITES. A Benja- 
minite of the period of the united monarchy, designated 
eight times as the father of Sheba, a dissident from the hill 
country of Ephraim who inspired a rebellion against David 
(2 Sam 20:1—22). This constant reference to Sheba as “the 
son of Bichri” may serve to connect the Sheba uprising 
with the line of Saul, also a Benjaminite. While Bichri 
seems to be understood as a personal name, it is a gentilic 
formation, making it likely that the phrase “son of Bichri” 
refers, not to an individual, but to a clan. Dalglish ([DB 
1: 437) suggests that this clan should be identified with 
Benjamin’s second son, BECHER (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7: 6, 
8). In v 14 the MT speaks of “the Berites” (habbérim; note 
the use of the definite article identifying a clan rather than 
an individual) as a group which followed Sheba in revolt 
against David. This is probably a mistake for “the Bich- 
rites” and is so translated in the RSV. McCarter (2 Samuel 
AB, 428) suggests that “the Bichrites” (habbikrim) is the 
correct reading, following LX X85. If this is the same group 
which is everywhere in the chapter related to Sheba, then 
“Bichri” clearly refers to a clan rather than to a person. 
This would also serve to indicate the small scale of Sheba’s 
influence, as he is only able to gather support from his 
own clan. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


BIDKAR (PERSON) [Heb bidgar]. Officer (sali) who 
accompanies Jehu when he slays Joram, king of Israel (2 
Kgs 9:25). It is unlikely that a sa/i¥ was the third man in a 
chariot, as has been conjectured in the past. Where the 
term is used, it seems to suggest an officer of high rank (2 
Kgs 7:2, 17, 19; 10:25; 15:25). The term may stem from 
the root s§ (three) to indicate that the officer was “of the 
third rank.” Bidkar is a personal name in spite of the Syr, 
which translates it “son of stabbing.” (See Gray Kings OTL; 
Hobbs 2 Kings WBC.) 
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PAULINE A. VIVIANO 


BIGTHA (PERSON) [Heb bigta?]. See MEHUMAN; 
BIGTHAN. 


BIGTHAN (PERSON) [Heb bigtan, bigtana?]. Guardian 
of the entrance to King Ahasuerus’ private chambers (Esth 
2:21, 6:2) (cf. Herodotus 3.77, 118, 120; Loretz 1967; 
Ruger 1969). With his associate TERESH, he plotted to 
assassinate Ahasuerus but was exposed by Mordecai (Esth 
2:22-23). Such conspiracies by officials close to the king 
are well attested, Xerxes I (= Ahasuerus?) supposedly 
having been killed as the result of one (D. S. 11.69.1-2; 
Ctes. Perstka 29). 

Bigthan (LXX gabatha) perhaps renders the Old Iranian 
name *Bagadana “gift of god,” a name attested in Aramaic 
papyri from Egypt in the 5th century B.c.£. (CAP, no. 17, 
1—dgdn; reading uncertain) and in the Persepolis Elamite 
texts (Hallock 1969: no. 1793, 4). For discussion of this 


BILDAD 


name and other proposed etymologies, see Grelot (1972: 
467 sv bgdn); Mayrhofer (1973: §8.192; 8.218); Hinz 
(1975: 54-55); Kornfeld (1978: 101 sv BGDN). Alterna- 
tively, Bigthan may be a form of bigta? (Esth 1:10), which 
is perhaps a short form of the Old Iranian name *Baga- 
data (Hinz 1975: 59). This name is attested in long form 
in the Aramaic papyri from Egypt (CAP, Nos. 3, 24; 5, 18; 
66, 6) and the Persepolis Elamite texts (Hallock 1969: 672 
sv Bakadada), as well as in Akkadian, Demotic, and Greek. 
The supposed short form is attested in the Persepolis 
Elamite texts (Hallock 1969: nos. 1990,16; 767,2). On the 
name *Baga-data, “god given,” see Mayrhofer (1973: 
§8.191; 8.192), Hinz (1975: 54-55, 59), Kornfeld (1978: 
101 sv BGDT). 
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PETER BEDFORD 


BIGVAI (PERSON) [Heb bigway]. Etymology uncertain. 
Noth maintains Persian derivation ([PN, 64). From Ele- 
phantine (Papyri 30.1; 32.1), a governor of Judah (410- 
407 B.c.£.) is named Bagohi (Aram bgwhy). 

1. One of the leaders of the group of returnees from 
Babyonian exile who is listed along with Zerubbabel in 
Ezra 2:2=Neh 7:7=1 Esdr 5:18. One name has appar- 
ently been dropped from the Ezra list, for those in Nehe- 
miah and | Esdras include twelve leaders in what is prob- 
ably a symbolic representation of all Israel throughout the 
entire postexilic period (Ackroyd Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah 
TBC, 219; Coggins Ezra and Nehemiah CBC, 18). For fur- 
ther discussion, see AKKUB. 

2. Head of a family of Babylonian exiles who are listed 
as returnees under the leadership of Zerubbabel and oth- 
ers (Ezra 2:14=Neh 7:19=1 Esdr 5:14) and later under 
Ezra (8:14=1 Esdr 8:40). The leader of the clan affixed 
the family name to the covenant document of Nehemiah 
in Neh 10:17—Eng 10:16. For further discussion, see 
ATER. 

CHANEY R. BERGDALL 


BILDAD (PERSON) [Heb bildad]. One of Job’s three 
“friends” who had traveled to condole with and comfort 
him (Job 2:11). On his place of origin, see SHUAH. In the 
literary cycle of debates that forms the core of the book of 
Job, Bildad is consistently the second friend to speak in 
each round: in chap. 8 (round no. 1) he addresses the 
subject of God’s justice, concluding that God will not reject 
a “blameless man” (v 20; cf. 1:1); and in chap. 18 (round 
no. 2) he reiterates the conventional platitude that “the 
light of the wicked is extinguished” (vv 5—6; cf. Job’s 
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response in 21:17). In chap. 25 Bildad’s speech is surpris- 
ingly brief (only 5 verses), leading virtually all scholars to 
conclude that the present text of Job suffers from some 
dislocations in round no. 3 of the debate. For example, 
some scholars suggest that Job’s words in 26:5-14 (which 
echo much of the same imagery in chap. 25) are actually 
parts of Bildad’s now fragmented third speech. See JOB, 
BOOK OF. 

Given the Arabian locale and the Neo-Babylonian set- 
ting of the took of Job (see UZ), it seems unlikely that the 
name is der:ved from Amorite *yabil-dada (Albright 1928) 
or Nuzi-Akkadian bil-adad < apil-adad (Speiser 1929). The 
name Bildad is most probably a gétii-formation. Since no 
names from the root bid are known, either in Aramaic, 
Canaanite, or epigraphic ancient Arabian, it is possibly a 
corruption or a phonetic variant (due to the frequent 7/l 
interchange) of the name *birdad, attested for Sabaic and 
among the Qedarites in the 7th century B.c. (Knauf 1985: 
6, n.28). 
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Gary A. HERION 


BILEAM (PLACE) [Heb bi! ‘am]. A levitical town located 
in the territory of Manasseh (1 Chr 6:70). It is probably a 
variant form of IBLEAM, and therefore to be associated 
with Tell BelSameh (M.R. 177205). 


BILGAH (PERSON) [Heb bilgé] Var. BILGAI. Bilgah 
appears as 2 name for an individual only in | Chronicles 
and Nehemiah. | Chronicles identifies a priest Bilgah as a 
contemporary of David. Three priestly Bilgahs appear in 
Nehemiah. Yet the presence of Bilgah in the reign of David 
represents an anachronism on the part of the Chronicler. 
Two of the three references in Nehemiah occur in artificial 
lists constructed by the editor of the book (see nos. 2 and 
4). Historically, the name seems to represent a priestly 
clan from Judah during the Persian period (see no. 3). 
Literarily, the name functions to legitimate the Chroni- 
cler’s portrayal of the history of Judah. 

1. A priest who received the fifteenth position in the 
priestly order of the temple during the reign of David (1 
Chr 24:14). Rather than a historical person from the time 
of David, Bilgah seems to represent a priestly family within 
the Second Temple period that the Chronicler has pro- 
jected back into the time of David as an individual (see no. 
3 below). The exact date of the priestly list of 1 Chr 24:1- 
19, where Bilgah appears, remains debated. See GAMUL 
(PERSON). The stylistic evidence of the list, however, seems 
to link the list to the time of the composition of Chronicles 
(ca. 385 B.C.:.). 

2. A priest who purportedly returned from exile in 
Babylon with Zerubbabel (Neh 12:5). The absence of Bil- 
gah from the list of Ezra 2 = Neh 7 and the artificial 
nature of the list of Neh 12:1—7 (Williamson Ezra-Nehemiah 
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WBC, 359-62) suggest that Bilgah arises in Neh 12:5 as a 
result of the editorial reworking of the Nehemiah Memoir, 
rather than reflecting a historical person involved in the 
return. The Chronicler further legitimates the priestly 
structure of his day by including Bilgah in the return with 
Zerubbabel, and thereby involved this priestly family in 
the goléh community from the resumption of the cult. 

3. The family name of the priest Shammua from the 
time of Jehoiakim the high priest (ca. 500-450 B.c.£.; Neh 
12:18). The presence of B:lgah as a family name for a 
priestly group most likely criginated in an authentic his- 
torical source (Williamson £zra—Nehemia WBC, 358-61). 
The exact provenance of }bilgah remains unknown and 
conjectural, although he must have lived before 475 B.c.£. 
His absence from authentic lists of returnees in Ezra— 
Nehemiah suggests that his inclusion in the goléh commu- 
nity occurred after the return of the exiles from Babylon. 
His presence early in this period may indicate that Bilgah 
represents either a priestly clan that remained in Judah 
throughout the 6th century B.c.E. or a clan that began 
their priestly function after the return. If so, the Chroni- 
cler’s anachronistic inclusion of Bilgah in other important 
events of the history of the 1emple represents the attempt 
to legitimate the priestly structure of the Chronicler’s era. 

4. A priest who signed a document that forbade inter- 
marriage between Judeans and other ethnic groups, en- 
sured the observation of Sabbath, and provided for the 
maintenance of the temple and its staff (Neh 10:9—Eng 
10:8). While some commentators have thought the signees 
reflect authentic historical persons from the time of Ne- 
hemiah (Rudolph Esra unc Nehemia HAT, 173-75), the 
names of Neh 10:2-27—Eng 10:1-26 seem to represent 
“an artificial literary compilation, based on other material 
in Ezra and Neh” (Williamson Ezra—Nehemiah WBC, 329). 
“Bilgah” functions anachronistically in Nehemiah 10 in 
order to emphasize the involvement of all Judah in reforms 
initiated by Nehemiah, anc thereby legitimates Nehem- 
iah’s policy. 

JOHN W. WricHT 


BILGAI (PERSON) [Heb #ilgay]. A postexilic priest and 
a signatory to the code of Nehemiah (Neh 10:8). He is 
identified by some scholars with Bilgah (Heb dlgh), who is 
listed as one of the chief priests who returned to Jerusalem 
with Nehemiah (Neh 12:5, 13; see M. Newman IDB 1: 438; 
Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 179). If this is 
so, then Bilgai (meaning “cheerfulness”) may be a hypoco- 
ristic shortening of Bilgah (Krockington NCBC, 179). 
FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT 


BILHAH (PERSON) [Heb bilh4]. Handmaid of Rachel 
and mother of Dan and Naphtali (Gen 30:3-8; 1 Chr 
7:13). Bilhah was given to Rachel by Laban (Gen 29:29) as 
a wedding gift. Like Sara some years earlier (Gen 16:2), 
when Rachel discovered her barrenness, she bestowed 
Bilhah upon her husband Jacob that she might bear chil- 
dren in Rachel’s place. This practice was common and has 
been verified by the Nuzi documents. There a childless 
wife gave to her husband a secondary wife who might bear 
a son, who would become the heir and would be regarded 
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as the son of the true wife (Gordon 1940). Since the Nuzi 
texts date from the patriarchal period and represent Hur- 
rian customs, it can be assumed it was not an unusual 
practice for Sara, though quite strange in view of Mosaic 
law and later practices. For Rachel, Bilhah bore Dan and 
Naphtali (Gen 30:3-8; 35:25; 46:23-25). Later, Reuben, 
Jacob’s firstborn by Leah, lay with his stepmother Bilhah 
(Gen 35:22) and consequently lost his father’s blessing 
(Gen 49:3—4). For further discussion, see Speiser Genesis 
AB, 226-27. 
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JoeL C. SLayTon 


BILHAH (PLACE) [Heb dilhé]. Simeonite town within 
the Judean Negeb (1 Chr 4:29). See BAALAH #2. 


BILHAN (PERSON) [Heb bilan). The name of two men 
in the OT. 

1. A clan name in the genealogical clan list of Seir the 
Horite. This person is referred to in Gen 36:27 (where 
some mss of the Sam. Pent. have bil‘an) and in the match- 
ing genealogy in 1 Chr 1:42 as the first son of the clan 
chief EZER, and is thus a grandson of Seir. The ending 
-an on the name Bilhan and that of his brothers ZAAVAN 
and JAAKAN may reflect a tribal or clan designation or a 
dialectical identifier. 

2. Ason of JEDIAEL, and grandson of Benjamin in the 
genealogical clan list in 1 Chr 7:10. He is the father of 
JEUSH, BENJAMIN, EHUD, CHENAANAH, ZETHAN, 
TARSHISH, and AHISHAHAR. The suggestion has been 
made, however, that 1 Chr 7:6-11 more properly belongs 
to the genealogical list of Zebulun. In any case, several 
sources (genealogies and census lists) may have been used 
to produce this passage. For further discussion, see ICC 
and AB commentaries on Chronicles. 

Victor H. MATTHEWS 


BILSHAN (PERSON) [Heb bilsdn]. One of the leaders 
of the group of returnees from Babylonian exile who is 
listed along with Zerubbabel in Ezra 2:2 = Neh 7:7 = 1 Esdr 
5:8. The name, etymologically, is possibly an equivalent of 
Akkadian Belfunu (Noth IPN, 63). For further discussion, 
see AKKUB and BIGVAI. 

CHANEY R. BERGDALL 


BIMHAL (PERSON) (Heb bimhal]. Found in the geneal- 
ogy of Asher (1 Chr 7:30--40), which preserves the “heads 
of fathers’ houses, approved, mighty warriors, chief of the 
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princes.” Listed as a great-great-grandson of Asher, Bim- 
hal, whose name means “son of circumcision,” is high- 
lighted as a leader among the sons of Asher, which, 
“enrolled by genealogies, for service in war,” numbered 
26,000 men. Since the Chronicler devotes limited attention 
to the genealogy of Asher, perhaps because the tribe was 
a lesser one, having originated from the Jacob-Zilpah un- 
ion (cf. Gen 46:17—18), little is known of Bimhal. That his 
father was Japhlet and his brothers were Ashvath and 
Pasach is clear enough. Information regarding Bimhal’s 
family, however, is no more plentiful than that available 
concerning Bimhal. That Bimhal was a warrior of signifi- 
cant military importance may be safely assumed. 
J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


BINDING AND LOOSING. In the gospel of Mat- 
thew reference is twice made to a power of binding and 
loosing: Matt 16:19, where the power is given to “Peter,” 
and Matt 18:18, where it is entrusted to the “disciples,” a 
group identical with the twelve in Matthew. A parallel 
saying can be found in John where, on the day of the 
resurrection, the risen Jesus confers the Holy Spirit upon 
the disciples and says, “If you forgive the sins of any, they 
are forgiven; if you retain the sins of any, they are re- 
tained” (John 20:23). This Johannine logion does not, 
however, contain the verbs deo and luo, which appear to 
have a technical meaning in Matthew. 


A. Analogies 

Virtually all commentators note that the verbs are the 
Greek equivalents of the Aramaic °asar (Heb ?asar) and Seri 
(Heb hittir), terms commonly found in rabbinic writings. 
Hence, there has been a tendency among interpreters to 
find an analogy for the Matthean expression in rabbinic 
usage. Support for this mode of interpretation can be 
found in the exceptionally strong Semitic coloration of 
Matt 16:16—19 (the expressions “flesh and blood,” “Bar 
Jona,” “church” [ekklesia] with an apparent allusion to the 
qahal, etc). 

Apart from confessional disputes apropos the use made 
of Matt 16:16—-19 in Roman Catholicism, where the pas- 
sage is typically cited as the scriptural warrant for the 
authority of the papacy, the power of binding and loosing 
is acrux for NT interpretation. In an effort to understand 
Matthew’s terminology, most commentators exploit later 
rabbinic usage, including that found in the targumic ma- 
terial, where the expressions “to bind” and “to loose” are 
often found (e.g., Ig. Ps.-J. Gen 4:7; Tg. Neof. Gen 4:7). 
Accordingly, binding and joosing are often interpreted 
(Mantey 1981; Bornkamm 1970; Manns 1983) as declara- 
tive authority in doctrinal and disciplinary matters. Chris- 
tian leadership has the power to interpret and enforce 
what God has already decreed. By conferring the power to 
bind and loose upon church leadership, Jesus authorizes it 
to interpret the Scriptures and establish norms for Chris- 
tian behavior, the Christian halakah. Some authors (e.g., 
Bornkamm and E. Schweizer) would make a distinction 
between the meaning of the expression in Matt 16:19 and 
its meaning in 18:18, mterpreting the former as a teaching 
authority and the latter as a disciplinary authority. 

On the other hand, binding and loosing are often inter- 
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preted as the power to ban members from the community 
and to readmit them. Sometimes this notion is combined 
with the disciples’ authority to establish a Christian halakah. 
Thus church leadership has both the authority to deter- 
mine forbidclen and permitted conduct and to exclude 
members from the congregation. 

Alternatively, binding and loosing are interpreted as the 
authority to release a person from some sort of vow (Falk 
1974) or, especially on the basis of the analogy with John 
20:23, as a power either to forgive sins (Emerton 1962) or 
to affect the consequences of sin (H. W. Basser). R. H. 
Hiers (1985). drawing attention to NT (e.g., Mark 3:27) 
and Hellenistic Jewish (e.g., Tob 3:17; 8:3) usage of delem 
(“bind”) and luein (“loose”) in regard to demonic posses- 
sion, interprets Matthew’s expressions of the apostolic 
commission to exorcise demons (Mark 3:14-16, etc.). 

J. D. M. Derrett (1983) has attempted to clarify the NT 
expression by appealing to a modern Arabic phrase and 
practice whereby groups of people, capable of being deter- 
mined ad hoc and somewhat independent of the authori- 
tative opinions of the muftis, resolve the doubts troubling 
a community and exercise a quasi-judicial function by 
determining what is allowed or forbidden. They are those 
“who are cormpetent to loose and bind [mi-man bi yadthim 
al-hall wa?l-rabt).” Such groups would be formed to make 
decisions with regard to contracts, vows, and banishment, 
but their competence would not be limited to these matters 
alone. 


B. Matthew 

Matthew introduces “binding” and “loosing” in his gos- 
pel without further explanation, thereby suggesting that 
the practice to which these expressions refer was known to 
his community. Since Josephus writes of the Pharisees’ 
power to loose and bind (luein kai desmein; JW 1 §111), it is 
likely that the primary interpretive analogue is to be 
sought within contemporary rabbinic practice. Within 
Matthew’s community the Scriptures were midrashically 
interpreted (e.g., Matt 1:22) and an appropriate halakah 
was established (e.g., Matt 5:21—48). Thus it is probable 
that the practice to which the Matthean “binding and 
loosing” refers is the interpretation of the Scriptures and 
the determination of an appropriate Christian way of life. 

Both of Matthew’s references to bind and loose are in 
passages proper to his gospel. There are significant differ- 
ences between them insofar as the first (Matt 16:19) is 
formulated in the singular (ho) and forms part of a Je- 
suanic logior addressed to Peter, while the second (Matt 
18:18) is forrnulated in the plural (hosa) and is directed to 
the disciples (cf. Matt 18:1). In its present context, the 
latter is clearly the work of Matthew, the redactor. Bult- 
mann viewed it as a later variant of the saying in 16:19. 
The logion cf Matt 18:18, appended to a short pericope 
on church discipline (18:15—17), expresses a significant 
element of Matthew’s ecclesiology, namely, that what is 
done within the Church, on Jesus’ authority, is sanctioned 
by God (heaven). 

The ecclesiastical saying of Matt 16:19 has a postresur- 
rectional provenance. In origin, it belongs to a body of NT 
sayings in which the risen Jesus commissions his disciples 
not only to proclaim his message but also to exercise some 
authority over the faithful. The NT tradition preserves 
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the memory of Peter’s role as the first witness to Jesus (1 
Cor 15:5; Luke 24:34; cf. John 21:15-17; Mark 16:7). 
Matthew does not explicitly ci:e the tradition of an appear- 
ance of the risen Jesus to Peter. He does, however, have a 
tendency to retroject into his sketch of Jesus’ ministry 
elements which are postresurrectional. It is therefore likely 
that the binding and loosing saying in Matt 16:19—in 
context, an explanation of the power of the keys—is an 
element of Matthew’s version of the postresurrectional 
commission of Peter, but scholars dispute among them- 
selves as to the extent to which Matt 16:16—-19 represents 
Matthew’s own formulation and the extent to which it 
represents pre-Matthean tradition. 

In the final redaction of the gospel, both uses of the 
binding and loosing saying are explicitly linked to the 
Church (cf. Matt 16:18 and 18:17, where the only explicit 
uses of ekklésia-church in the canonical gospels are to be 
found). Matthew’s Peter somehow represents the Church, 
but so, too, do the disciples. Hence, the power to bind and 
loose is attributed both to Peter and to the disciples. The 
binding and loosing logion ultimately speaks of the au- 
thoritative interpretation of the Scriptures within Mat- 
thew’s community, the Church. 
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BINEA (PERSON) [Heb bin‘). Son of Moza, a descen- 
dant of King Saul from the family of Benjamin, according 
to | Chr 8:37 and 9:43. The etymology of the name is very 
unclear. The final ?alep [?] is relatively rare in biblical 
preexilic names (cf. Amasa [‘amasa?]), although its fre- 
quent attestations in the Samaria Ostraca (Lemaire 1977: 
47-55) and in the El-Jib jar handles (Demsky 1971: 21) 
indicate that it was in use in the preexilic period. This -a 
ending is used in abbreviated forms of theophoric names 
(IPN 38; TPNAH, 159-67). However, if this is the case with 
Binea, there is no clear etymology from the remaining 
letters bn‘. Alternatively, the element Bin-[bin] may be seen 
as a prefix for “son of,” as in the name Benjamin. This 
type of name is very rare in the Bible, but is attested to 
outside the Hebrew Bible (Milik 1956). However, it is 
difficult to understand the name as “son of ‘a’, since the 
meaning of the element ‘a’ is not known. Perhaps the 
name should be emended with most manuscripts of the 
LXX to Baana(h) [ba‘dnd or baSdna?| (Chronicles HAT, 80), 
which is well attested to and has a clear etymology. A few 
mss (Syr, Ar) have kin“a’. 

In the genealogies, Binea appears after Alemath and 
Moza, both of which are city names used as personal names 
(Demsky 1971; see ALEMETH and MOZA), but no city by 
the name of Binea is known. Perhaps an original Beth 
Anatot [byt ‘Sntt] became abbreviated and corrupted to 
Binea [bn°?]. Binea appears in the genealogy at a juncture 
of two types of genealogical formulae; those preceding are 
introduced by hélid, “begot,” while those that follow use 
béné, “his son,” though the exact significance of this differ- 
ence is elusive. On the doubling of the Benjamin genealogy 
in | Chr 8 and 9, see AHAZ. 
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Marc Z. BRETTLER 


BINNUI (PERSON) [Heb binniy]. Var. BELNUUS. A 
short form of the name BENAIAH (“Yahweh has built”), 
often confused with (or substituted for) BANI, another 
name popular in levitical circles during the postexilic pe- 
riod. 

1. Binnui, the father of one Noadiah, a Levite under 
Ezra charged with weighing in the gold and silver temple 
vessels as they arrived in Jerusalem (Ezra 8:33). In the 
RSV, Binnui appears in the parallel text of 1 Esdr 8:62— 
Eng v 63 as a harmonization of the Greek, which reads 
Sabannus. Also, in this parallel Greek text, Binnui (ie., 
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Sabannus) is recorded as the father of Moeth rather than 
Noadiah (as in Ezra 8:33). For a discussion of this issue, 
see NOADIAH #1. 

2. One of the sons of Pahath-Moab, who had taken a 
foreign wife (Ezra 10:30). In the | Esdras 9 parallel list, 
the name Belnuus appears instead of Binnui (v 31). 

3. The ancestor of a group of men listed in the inquiry 
concerning those who had married foreign wives (Ezra 
10:38; 1 Esdr 9:34). The RSV reading represents a modi- 
fication of the Hebrew “and Bani and Binnui” on the basis 
of the LXX reading: “the sons of Banoui.” 

4. A member of the levitical family group descended 
from Henadad. To be “son” to someone in Hebrew can 
mean either (a) the immediate son or male offspring, (b) a 
descendant, or (c) a member in a larger social group, such 
as a family, clan, or tribe. Because Binnui is described as 
“of the sons of Henadad” in Neh 10:10—Eng v 9, it may 
be better to see him as a member of a larger family group 
descended from Henadad, rather than as the immediate 
offspring of Henadad. This Binnui was charged with re- 
pairing a section of Jerusalem’s wall under Nehemiah (Neh 
3:24). This same name has probably been corrupted to 
BAVVAI, the son of Henadad, in Neh 3:18, as other mss 
attest. The same Binnui, the son of Henadad, is found in 
Neh 10:10—Eng v 9 as one of those setting his seal to 
Nehemiah’s covenant. 

5. Neh 7:15 reads Binnui in the list of returning exiles 
where the parallel passage in Ezra 2:10 reads Bani. Either 
the one is a corruption of the other, or the two names have 
been used interchangeably for the same person. 

6. One of the Levites under Zerubbabel (Neh 12:8). 
This Binnui may be identical with the Bani of Neh 9:4—5, 
since both names occur in the series—Jeshua, Bani/Binnui, 
Kadmiel. The presence of Bunni (another variation on 
Benaiah) in Neh 9:4, however, confirms the popularity of 
these shortened variations on the name Benaiah in levitical 
circles in the postexilic period. The conjectured presence 
of Binnui in the series Jeshua . . . Kadmiel in Neh 12:24 
(Heb: yésia‘ ben-qadm?él) could as well be Bani: there is no 
textual reason to prefer the one over the other, and the 
possibility remains that they were the same person. 

D. G. ScHLEY 


BIOGRAPHIES, EGYPTIAN. See EGYPTIAN 
LITERATURE (BIOGRAPHIES). 


BIOGRAPHY, ANCIENT. The question of the 
genre of the gospels has made this topic a matter of 
interest to modern scholars. A discussion of ancient biog- 
raphy must begin with those writings that call themselves 
“lives” (Gk bioi; Lat vitae) and seek to discern what it is that 
holds them together as a literary group. Modern study of 
ancient biography may take its cue from what the ancients 
said about the distinction between history and biography 
(Polybius 10.21.8; 16.14.6; Cornelius Nepos Pel. 16.1.1; 
Plut. Vit. Alex. 1.2—3; Pomp. 8) but its conclusions cannot be 
based upon that alone. Genre is a descriptive, not a pre- 
scriptive, category (Perry 1967: 20). Furthermore, ancient 
theorists are notoriously unreliable from our modern per- 
spective. They did not discuss entire genres, like romance, 
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and when they did theorize, they often violated their 
theory in practice (Horace is an example). At the same 
time, therefore, that one is sensitized by the ancients, one 
must test their descriptive efforts against one’s own induc- 
tive approach from the extant texts (Vivas 1968: 97-105). 

References in ancient literature to biographies not now 
extant, as well as fragments of numerous “lives” found 
among the Oxyrhynchus and Herculaneum papyri, show 
the paucity of the extant remains of the Mediterranean 
biographical tradition. Nevertheless, a sizable body of such 
material is available, including Greco-Roman, Jewish, and 
Christian “lives.” Some of these biographies circulated 
singly, others in collections. 

Greco-Roman “lives” circulating alone that are extant in 
significant portions include: Satyrus, Life of Euripides (3d 
century B.c.E.); Andronicus, Life of Aristotle (ca. 70 B.C.E.), 
the substance of which is probably to be found in the Vitae 
Aristotelis Marciana (Momigliano 1971: 86-87); Nicolaus of 
Damascus, Life of Augustus (1st century B.c.£.); Tacitus, Life 
of Agricola (98 c.£.); the anonymous Life of Aesop (2d 
century B.c.); the anonymous Life of Secundus (2d century 
c.E.); Lucian, Life of Demonax, Life of Alexander, and Passing 
of Peregrinus (ca. 180 c.£.); Philostratus, Life of Apollonius of 
Tyana (216 c.e.); Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras and Life of 
Plotinus (3d century c.£.); Ps-Callisthenes, Life of Alexander 
(ca. 300 c.£.). 

Certain Jewish and Christian “lives” also circulated 
alone. Philo, Life of Moses, On Abraham, and On Joseph (ca. 
25 B.C.E.) are Jewish biographies circulating outside a 
collection of “lives.” Examples from the numerous Chris- 
tian “lives” circulating individually include: Pontius, Life of 
Cyprian (259 c.£.); Eusebius, Life of Constantine (early 4th 
century C.E.); the anonymous Life of Pachomius (4th century 
c.E.); Athanasius, Life of Anthony (357 c.£.); Jerome, Life of 
Paul, the Hermit (376 c.£.) and Life of Malchus (386 c.£.); Life 
of Hilarion (391 c.£.); Sulpicius Severus, Life of Martin of 
Tours (397 c.£.); Paulinus of Milan, Life of Ambrose (400 
C.E.); Palladius, Life of Chrysostom (408 c.£.); Hilary, Life of 
Honoratus (431 c.£.); Ennodius, Life of Epiphanius (503 c.£.). 

Greco-Roman collections of “lives” include: Cornelius 
Nepos, Lives of Great Generals (1st century 8.C.E.); Plutarch, 
Parallel Lives (100 c.£.); Suetonius, Lives of the Twelve Caesars 
(120 c.£.) and Lives of Illustrious Men (110 c.£.); Diogenes 
Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers (3d century C.£.); 
Scriptores Histortae Augustae (3d—4th centuries c.£.). The 
anonymous he Lives of the Prophets (1st century C.E.) is a 
Jewish collection of brief sketches of the “lives” of the 
prophets. Jerome’s Lives of Illustrious Men (4th century C.E.) 
offers an example of a Christian collection. 

Although there is no great uniformity in these writings 
that designate themselves “lives,” it is still possible to dis- 
cern what is essential and what is accidental to ancient 
biography. It is constitutive of ancient biography that the 
subject be a distinguished or notorious figure (kings, ge- 
nerals, philosophers, literary figures, lawgivers, prophets, 
or saints) ancl that the aim be to expose the essence of the 
person. Lucizn, Demonax (67) puts it succinctly: “These are 
a very few things out of the many which I might have 
mentioned, but they will suffice to give my readers a notion 
of the sort of man he was.” This constitutive feature 
becomes clear when biography is compared with history 
in antiquity. Whereas history focuses on the distinguished 
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and significant acts of great men in the political and social 
spheres, biography is concerned with the essence of the 
individual. This difference may be seen at two points 
where history most nearly approaches biography. The first 
is the historical monograph which concentrates primarily 
on one individual. In Sallust’s Catiline and Jugurtha the aim 
is not to set forth the individuals’ essence but to narrate 
political events with which these two individuals were asso- 
ciated. The second is the incorporation of biographical 
material into a historical record. In Dio Cassius’ Roman 
History (45-56) biographical material about Augustus is 
incorporated into a history of Rome. The very inclusion of 
this material in a historical context changes its aim from 
concern with Augustus’ individual essence to his place in a 
social and political process. The same thing happens when 
Eusebius incorporates material from his earlier Apology for 
the Life of Origen into his Ecclesiastical History (6). Biography 
is interested in what sort of person the individual is, the 
subject’s involvement in the historical process being impor- 
tant only insofar as it reveals his essence. Whereas history 
attempts to give a detailed account in terms of causes and 
effects of events, biography presents a highly selective, 
often anecdotal, account of an individual’s life with every- 
thing chosen to illuminate his essential being. Ancient 
biography consists of information about a significant per- 
son, selected so as to reveal what sort of person the subject 
really was. 

Having stated what is essential to ancient biography, it 
remains to describe what is accidental to it. First, it is 
incorrect to describe ancient biography as an account of 
the life of an individual from birth to death. Some biogra- 
phies begin with the hero’s mature life (e.g., Nepos, Milt., 
Ar., Paus.); others may begin with the subject’s birth and 
stop before his death (e.g., Nicolaus of Damascus, Life of 
Augustus, which ends with Augustus’ entrance into the Civil 
War). How much of a subject’s life is described varies. All 
that is necessary is that encugh be given to satisfy the 
author that the essence of the person is revealed. 

Second, the distinctiveness of the hero as an individual 
was assumed to appear not only in his deeds but also in 
insignificant gestures or passing utterance (Plut. Alex. 1; 
Dem. 11.7). Given this fact, it is difficult to exclude Plu- 
tarch’s collections of sayings, such as “Sayings of Kings and 
Commanders,” from the bios/vita genre. Indeed, in section 
D, Plutarch says: “their pronouncements and unpremedi- 
tated utterance . . . afford an opportunity to observe . . . 
the working of the mind of each man.” In this and his 
other three collections of sityings one finds a series of 
materials that look like pronouncement stories, a brief 
narrative framework within which is set a saying. There is 
just enough of an event to allow the saying to reveal the 
individuality of the speaker. 

Third, there is virtually no interest in tracing personality 
or character development. The essence of the person was 
not examined in its chronological development but only as 
a fixed constituent in a “life” (Stuart 1928: 178). Conse- 
quently, many ancient “lives” are only loosely chronologi- 
cal, being more often than not largely topical or logical in 
their arrangement (Russell 1973: 115). 

Fourth, some biographies have as their aim to affect the 
behavior or opinions of their readers either positively 
(Plutarch) or negatively (Lucian, Alex.); others seem to have 
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no overtly propagandistic agenda (Laertius). When such 
“lives” seek to affect the readers’ behavior positively, this is 
often described in terms of imitation (Plut. Per. 21.4; 
Tacitus Agr. 46). The imitation of noble examples as un- 
derstood in ancient biography is not to be regarded as a 
blind and unthinking repetition of acts performed by 
some great man in the past. It meant learning from a great 
exemplar the way to order one’s life and then, without 
necessarily performing the same actions, to emulate what 
sort of person he was (Plut. Aem. 1; Cim. 2.3-5) (Gossage 
1967: 49). 

Fifth, the “life” of a subject may be described in mythical 
terms (Plut. Rom.; Seut. Aug.; Philostr. VA; Ps-Callisthenes, 
Alexander) or may be devoid of myth. Most biographies that 
employ myth in the description of their hero treat foun- 
ders of cities, empires, religions, and schools. 

Sixth, the literary form in which “lives” are presented 
varies. The dominant form is a prose narrative similar to 
history except that it is anecdotal and unconcerned about 
cause and effect. Most Greco-Roman, Jewish, and Christian 
biographies fit into this category. Its roots seem to be in 
Xenophon’s Memorabilia, or memoirs of Socrates. This, 
however, cannot be considered the only form of ancient 
biography. Satyrus’ Life of Euripides is in the form of a 
dialogue with at least three speakers, of whom Diodorus 
and Eucleia are named. The roots of this form of biogra- 
phy seem to be in the Platonic dialogues that deal with 
Socrates (e.g., Phaedo). Christian adaptations of the same 
form may be found in Palladius’ Dialogue on the Life of 
Chrysostom and in Sulpicius Severus’ Dialogues on the Life of 
St. Martin in which a two-day conversation among three 
friends centers on Martin’s life. Yet another form in which 
biography appears in antiquity is the encomium, a speech 
praising its subject (Eusebius, Life of Constantine; Gregory 
Thaumaturgos, Panegyric to Origen; Hilary, Sermon on the 
Life of Honoratus). The roots of this form may be found in 
Isocrates, Evagoras, and Xenophon, Agesilaus. If the collec- 
tions of sayings like Plutarch’s “Sayings of Kings and Com- 
manders” are also granted a place in the ancient biograph- 
ical tradition, then one finds at least four literary forms in 
which biography may appear in the Mediterranean world. 

Seventh, ancient biographies perform a multiplicity of 
social functions. Some apparently had only a literary aim 
(e.g., Laertius). Others seemed to serve a propagandistic 
purpose of some sort. Within this overall didactic orienta- 
tion a number of more specific functions can be identified. 
(1) Certain “lives” portray the subject as an ideal figure so 
the readers will accept his authority (Nicolaus of Damas- 
cus, Life of Augustus) or imitate his way of life (Nepos, Ep., 
Ag.; Lucian, Demon.; Pontius, Life of Cyprian; Athanasius, 
Life of Anthony; Paulinus of Milan, Life of Ambrose). Lucian 
states his aim in an exemplary fashion: “It is not fitting to 
tell of Demonax . . . that young men of good instincts who 
aspire to philosophy may not have to shape themselves by 
ancient precedents alone, but may be able to set themselves 
a pattern from our modern world and to copy that man, 
the best of all the philosophers whom I know about” 
(Demon. 2). Although the form is that of a history-like 
narrative, the spirit of the encomium is felt in these “lives.” 

(2) Other “lives” aim to defend the subject against mis- 
understanding either by his followers or by outsiders, so 
that his true self may be seen and his influence exerted 
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(Tacitus, Agricola; Philostratus, Life of Apollonius; Palladius, 
Life of Chrysostom; Jerome, Life of Malchus). Here three of 
the examples employ the history-like narrative form while 
the fourth, Palladius, uses the form of a dialogue. The 
spirit in all four examples is akin to that in Xenophon’s 
Memorabilia, where Socrates is defended, and in Isocrates’ 
Busiris, where the king is defended against calumny. 

(3) Sull other ancient biographies intend to discredit 
the subject by means of exposé (Lucian’s Alexander the False 
Prophet and Peregrinus; also in Suetonius’ Lives of the Twelve 
Caesars one finds profound censure of men who, far from 
measuring up to the ideal, exemplify its opposite). 

(4) Another social function of didactic biographies in 
antiquity seems to be to indicate where the true tradition 
is in the present (Bickerman 1952: 49). This is found first 
of all in “lives” of founders of philosophical schools that 
contained within themselves not only a life of the founder 
but also a list or a brief narrative of his successors and 
selected other disciples (an “a + b” form). In Diogenes 
Laertius certain “lives” of philosophers reflect this pattern. 
There is “a” the life of the founder, followed by “b” a brief 
list or narrative of his successors and selected other disci- 
ples, followed by “c” an extensive statement of the teaching 
of the philosopher (Aristippus—Life: 2.65-84; Pupils: 
2.85—86; Teaching: 2.86—104; Plato—Life: 3.1—45; Pupils: 
3.46-47; Teachings: 3.47-109; Zeno—Life: 7.1-35; Suc- 
cessors and other disciples: 7.36-—38; Teachings: 7.38—160; 
Pythagoras—Life: 8.1-44; Successors: 8.45-46; Teach- 
ings: 8.48-50; Epicurus—Life: 10.1-21; Successors and 
other disciples: 10.22—28; Teachings: 10.29-154). Exami- 
nation of Laertius’ references to the sources for these 
“lives” shows that the material in “c” comes from a differ- 
ent origin than that in “a + b.” This permits the inference 
that Laertius took over individual biographies that were 
written in terms of the “a + b” pattern and added the “c” 
component himself. 

Such an inference is supported by three strands of early 
evidence. First, one of the four different works of Aristox- 
enos, all of which dealt with Pythagoreanism, was “The 
Life of Pythagoras and His Associates” which contained a 
biography of Pythagoras and a history of the Pythagoreans 
in chronological order (Fritz 1940: 22, n.35). Second, 
Herculaneum papyrus 1018 treats the Stoic succession. At 
four points the life of a teacher is followed by a discussion 
of his disciples. This is sometimes just a list of names; at 
other points it consists of anecdotes about them (Traversa 
1952: xiii—xiv). Third, a pre-Christian biography of Aris- 
totle included within itself both a claim that Aristotle was 
the successor of Plato and an anecdote about Aristotle’s 
selection of a successor to himself (Diiring 1957: 465-66; 
345-46). Taken together, this evidence establishes the 
existence of individual “lives” of founders of philosophical 
schools that contained within themselves not only the 
biography of the founder but also a narrative, however 
brief, about his successors and selected other disciples. 

Just as Christian biography went to the classical period 
for its models in other cases, so here as well. In the Life of 
Pachomius one finds a Christian appropriation of this type 
of ancient biography. It is fitting because this “life” deals 
with the founder of cenobitic monasticism and with his 
successors in the community. The early part of the biog- 
raphy deals with the career of Pachomius. In chap. 117 he 
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appoints Orsisius to succeed him, using language that may 
be regarded as the technical terminology of succession. In 
the sections that follow the narrative tells what Orsisius did 
and said (118-129), zealously emulating the life of Pach- 
omius (119). Then Orsisius appoints Theodore (130). In 
the sections that follow one learns what Theodore did and 
said. 

A second Christian example of this type of biography is 
Hilary of Arles’s Sermon on the Life of St. Honoratus. Here is 
an encomium praising the founder of the monastery that 
fits into the “a + b” type of “life.” In chap. 8, Hilary says 
he is Honoratus’ successor and that his task is to do what 
the founder had done. In all of these examples, the 
purpose is to say where the true tradition is in the period 
after the founder. 

(5) Yet another social function performed by some an- 
cient didactic biographies is to serve as a hermeneutical 
tool, either to legitimate the teaching of the subject by 
showing that his life corresponded with his profession (Life 
of Secundus the Silent Philosopher) or to furnish an interpre- 
tative clue for the reading of his works (Andronicus’ Life 
of Aristotle, which served to introduce his edition of Aris- 
totle; Philo’s Life of Moses, which served as an introduction 
to Philo’s Exposition of the Law [Goodenough 1933: 109— 
25]; Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus, which served to introduce 
the Enneads). 

If our description of what is essential and what is acci- 
dental in ancient biography holds true, then it is possible 
to say that we are dealing with the biographical tradition 
in antiquity wherever we meet the concern to depict the 
essence of a significant person, that is, to expose what sort 
of person it really is. The great variety of the ancient 
“lives” results from the multiple combinations of what is 
accidental to the genre: (1) the extent of coverage— 
whether from birth to death, from birth to mature life, 
from mature life to death; (2) the types of material used 
to expose the soul of the subject—whether preponderantly 
deeds or words or some balanced combination of them; 
(3) the kind of organizing principle utilized—whether 
chronology or logic or some combination of both; (4) the 
degree of detachment or involvement of the author with 
his readers—whether detached and descriptive or involved 
and evaluative; (5) the use or disuse of myth—whether the 
subject is described in divine terms or is depicted without 
recourse to language about the gods; (6) the literary form 
employed—whether a prose narrative akin to history or a 
dialogue or a speech of praise or a collection of sayings; 
(7) the social function of the “life’—whether didactic or 
nondidactic and, if the former, whether to hold the hero 
up as an authority or an example, to defend him against 
misunderstanding, to ridicule him by means of exposé, to 
show where the true tradition is to be found in the present, 
or to furnish a hermeneutical key for proper interpreta- 
tion. It is crucial that what is essential and what is acciden- 
tal be clearly understood. When this is done, it is possible 
to sense what is shared and what is distinctive in each case. 
For example, it is possible to say about Hilary’s Life of 
Honoratus thai. it is biographical in its aim to set forth what 
sort of person this noteworthy Christian was, but that it 
does by using the form of an encomium, or speech of 
praise, shaped in such a way that it serves the social 
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function of saying where the true tradition is in the speak- 
er’s present. 

One of the most vexed areas of discussion in the study 
of ancient biography is the relation of the early Christian 
gospels, canonical and apocryphal, to this genre. To date, 
reluctance to view the gospels as a part of the biographical 
tradition of antiquity has been largely due to misunder- 
standing either the gospels or ancient biography. If, for 
example, the gospels are viewed as Kleinliterature, (popular 
writing without authorial pretensions) and not produc- 
tions of individual authors, as Schmidt (1923: 76) and 
Bultmann (RGG® 2: 418—2%) proposed, then obviously 
they are different from biographies produced by self- 
conscious authors. This view of the gospels, however, has 
been discarded ever since the emergence of redaction 
criticism, by which the evangelists as self-conscious authors 
is assumed. Or if ancient biography is taken as identical 
with modern biography, then obviously the gospels are 
different. The gospels, like ancient “lives,” however, do not 
set their hero against the wider historical background of 
the time as do modern biographies; like many ancient 
“lives,” the gospels do not adhere to a strict chronological 
order; like ancient “lives,” the gospels are not concerned 
to trace the personality development of the hero; like 
many ancient “lives,” the gospels do not describe the 
personal appearance of their subject. The gospels, like 
some ancient biographies, do tell their story in terms of 
myth. This tendency to impose upon ancient biographies 
the qualities of modern ones has been disavowed by all 
who have worked extensively with ancient “lives.” If such 
misunderstandings are cleared away, then it is possible to 
view at least some of the early Christian gospels as part of 
the larger literary scene of antiquity. 

Since all of the Christian gospels have as their subject a 
significant individual and since some have as their aim to 
indicate what sort of person Jesus is, it is difficult to believe 
that on first acquaintance the canonical gospels, at least, 
would not have been considered biographical by Mediter- 
ranean readers and hearers {Stanton 1974: 135). What is 
revealed in the narratives atout Apollonius, Pythagoras, 
Moses, or Jesus is the same—the distinctive nature of each 
(Smith 1975: 35). Some of the gospels share with the 
ancient biographies that which is constitutive for them—to 
set forth the essence of the subject, that is, what sort of 
person it is. Some gospels, canonical and apocryphal, 
manifest a biographical interest in depicting what sort of 
person Jesus was: the canonical four and the apocryphal 
gospels like the Gospel of Pe‘er and the Infancy Gospel of 
Thomas. The Protevangelium of James has a biographical 
concern but it is for Mary, not Jesus. Parts of the Epistle of 
the Apostles also manifest a biographical interest. Other 
gospels’ concern is not biographical: e.g., the gnostic dia- 
logues like the Sophia of Jesus Christ, the Dialogue of the 
Savior, the first part of the Gospel of Mary, the Apocryphon of 
James, the Book of Thomas the Contender, and the sayings 
collection, the Gospel of Thomas. 

The variety among the gospels with a biographical inter- 
est matches that of the ancient “lives” and for the same 
reason. It is due to the multiple ways those things that are 
accidental to biography are combined. For example, as to 
form, all of the gospels that possess a biographical charac- 
ter are history-like narratives, not dialogues, encomiums, 
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or collections of pronouncement stories. As to the extent 
of coverage, the biographical gospels vary greatly. Some, 
like Matthew and Luke, cover Jesus’ life from birth to 
death; others, like Mark, treat Jesus’ life from mature 
manhood to death; still others, like the Infancy Gospel of 
Thomas and the Gospel of Peter, deal with more limited 
periods of Jesus’ life. As to social function, all four canon- 
ical gospels and the Gospel of Peter find it necessary to 
correct misunderstanding about Jesus at the same time 
that they set him forth as the expression and the norm of 
a community’s values. In addition, Luke-Acts shares with 
certain biographies a concern to say where the true tradi- 
tion is in the present, even if his sense of the radical 
difference between apostolic and postapostolic times 
caused him to eschew use of the typical succession vocabu- 
lary. Matthew, moreover, has in common with some “lives” 
the interest in the hermeneutical relationship of the hero’s 
life and teaching. Only the Infancy Gospel of Thomas seems 
straightforward in its praise of the lad in order to reinforce 
his authority. Regarding the employment of myth, all tell 
the story of Jesus in mythical terms, although the specific 
myth may vary: the Synoptics and the Gospel of Peter utilize 
the myth of immortals, John employs the myth of a de- 
scending-ascending redeemer, and the Infancy Gospel of 
Thomas expands the traditional theme of the precocious 
youth so that Jesus becomes a playful divine boy. Like most 
of the other ancient biographies that utilize myth, the 
Christian hero of the gospels is a founder. As with them, 
sacred time is focused around those events which first 
brought the community or cult into being. Myth becomes 
the means of designating this sacred time. In this regard, 
the Christian biographies of Jesus manifest a distinctive 
difference from all other “lives,” Greco-Roman, Jewish, or 
Christian, that are not constructed in terms of myth and a 
remarkable kinship with those other biographies, Greco- 
Roman and Jewish, that do employ myth in their depiction 
of their hero’s life (Moses, Romulus, Augustus, Apollonius, 
Pythagoras, Alexander). Given these rather obvious links 
between certain early Christian gospels and the ancient 
biographical genre, a growing consensus regards certain 
ancient “lives” as the closest analogy to the canonical four 
and perhaps a few other early Christian gospels as well 
(Cartlidge and Dungan 1980; Farmer 1967; Pleissis 1982; 
Robbins 1984; Schneider 1977; Shuler 1982; Talbert 1977; 
Toews 1981; IDBSup, 370-72). 
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CHARLES H. TALBERT 


BIR‘AM, KEFAR. See KEFAR BIRSAM (M.R. 
189272). 


BIRDS. See ZOOLOGY. 


BIRSHA (PERSON) [Heb birsa‘]. King of GOMORRAH, 
(Gen 14:2). Elsewhere in the chap. (vv 8, 10), he appears 
simply as “the king of Gomorrah.” (For the story, see 
BERA.) The name Birsha, like those of his allies, is a 
“speaking name” meaning “in wickedness,” as befits a king 
of a sinful city like Gomorrah. 

MICHAEL C. AsTOUR 


BIRZAITH (PERSON) [Heb K_ birzdwit; Q_birzayit). 
Found in the genealogy of Asher (1 Chr 7:30—40), which 
lists the “heads of fathers’ houses, approved, mighty war- 
riors, chief of the princes.” The name is the first addition 
to the genealogy of Asher found in Genesis 46 and Num- 
bers 26. However, it is unclear whether the name, which 
means “well of olives” and appears nowhere else in Scrip- 
ture, represents a person or a place. 

If Birzaith is the name of a person, then he is listed as a 
son of Malkiel, a grandson of Beriah, and a great-grand- 
son of Asher. However, the construction, “the father of 
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Birzaith,” could be used here as it is in 1 Chr 2:51, where 
Salma is listed as “the father of Bethlehem.” If Birzaith is 
taken to be a place name, modern Birzeit north of ‘Tyre 
offers a possible location of the ancient site. 

J. RANDALL O'BRIEN 


BISHLAM (PERSON) [Heb dii/am]. One of several men 
who were party to a letter written to King Artaxerxes of 
Persia (Ezra 4:7=1 Esdr 2:16). The Heb word is thus 
understood to be a proper name by | Esdras (LXX 2:14)— 
Bélemos—a transliteration Torrey (1908) suggests resulted 
from the accidental dropping of the medial s by a copyist, 
and by the Vulgate—Beselam. For this proper name various 
etymologies have been proposed: an abbreviated form of 
ben-sélam, “scn of peace” (BDB, 122, 143); the Babylonian 
name Bel-sailim or an Aramaic name Bél-Salém, “Bel is 
peace” (Torrey 1908: 244; Gehman NWDB, 119); a cor- 
rupted form of Belshunu, a governor of the Persian satrapy 
of Palestine-Syria whose name appears in a cuneiform 
tablet dated to Artaxerxes’ third year (Rainey 1969: 58). 
The LXX translation of this word in Ezra 4:7—en etréné, 
“in peace”—rather than understanding b2slam as a proper 
name, perceives it as the Aramaic word sélém with a b 
prefix. This ras given rise to a number of reconstructions 
and interpretations. Since sélam, or a form of it, is used 
elsewhere as a greeting (Ezra 4:17; 5:7; Dan 3:31; 6:26— 
Eng 6:23) Bowman (IDB 3: 599), with reservation, and 
Newman (/D3 1: 441) conjecture that the word constitutes 
a salutation of the letter which the men wrote. Rudolph 
(Esra und Nenemiah HAT, 34) views it as a truncated form 
of birtisalém which he renders “against Jerusalem” and 
which Myers (Ezra-Nehemiah AB, 31) construes as “con- 
cerning Jerusalem.” Garbini (1985: 162) reconstructs the 
word to read b-fml, “on the mantel,” referring to the 
covering of a roll (mtrdd: Hitqattel ptcp. from the root rdd 
which he also reconstructs from mérdt) on which the mes- 
sage to the king was written. 
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Ropney H. SHEARER 


BISHOPS’ BIBLE. See BIBLE, BISHOPS’. 


BIT. See ZOOLOGY. 


BITHIAH (PERSON) [Heb bityah]. A daughter of Phar- 
aoh, married to Mered, a descendant of Caleb son of 
Jephunneh (.. Chr 4:18—Eng 4:17). It is not sure whether 
“Pharaoh” should be equated with the Egyptian royal title. 
The theophcric form of the name, which is made up of 
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bat and yah, seems to indicate that the person is a worship- 
per of Yahweh. If so, she could well be a Jewess. See 
further, TPNAH, 115. 

H. C. Lo 


BITHYNIA (PLACE) [Gk Bithynia]. A district of NW 
Asia Minor, which formed i kingdom in the Hellenistic 
period and subsequently a Roman province. It corre- 
sponds approximately to the modern Turkish prefectures 
of Kocaeli (Izmit), Adapazar1, Bolu, Bilecik, and Bursa, 
and is mentioned in Acts 16: and 1 Pet 1:1. 


A. Topography 
B. Archaeological Exploration 
C. History 
1. The Hellenistic Kingdom 
2. The Roman Province 
3. The Origins of Christianity in Bithynia 


A. Topography 

Bithynia is a distinctive gecgraphical and climatic region 
of Asia Minor. East of the river Sakarya (ancient Sangarios) 
rise the densely forested mountains of the Black Sea 
coastal region, broken at intervals by well-watered plains 
such as those of Diizce and Bolu. The rivers Sakarya and 
Filyos and their tributaries cut deep gorges through the 
mountains; their courses are characterized by long, 
trenchlike valleys running parallel to the coast for consid- 
erable distances. West of the lower valley of the Sakarya, 
wooded hills alternate with fertile plains, which support 
the cultivation of vines, olives. and grain. The whole region 
lies at the meeting point between the rainy, mountainous 
Black Sea coastal region, which formed the heartland of 
the ancient kingdom of Pontus, and the Marmara region, 
which experiences less heavy rainfall and hotter summers 
on the plains. The Marmara region itself forms a transi- 
tional zone between the climates of the Black Sea and the 
Mediterranean. 

The most important feature of the historical geography 
of Bithynia is the route linking Istanbul with the interior 
of Asia Minor, by way of Izmit (ancient Nicomedia), Duizce, 
Bolu (ancient Bithynium/Claudiopolis), and Gerede. This 
route was important from the Hellenistic period onward 
through Roman, Byzantine, and Ottoman times; it is still 
followed by the main road from Istanbul to Ankara. 


B. Archaeological Exploration 

The history of the modern archaeological and topo- 
graphical exploration of Bithynia begins with the journey 
of the Abbé Boré through the region in 1831, en route for 
the Lazarist missions in Persia. Subsequent work in the 
19th century was carried out by a colorful succession of 
scientists, antiquarians, consular officials, and “topogra- 
phers,” some of the latter with close links to what would 
now be regarded as military intelligence. These travelers 
surveyed and described the resources and topography of 
the region, recorded antiquities, copied inscriptions, and 
attempted to identify ancient sites. Their work is surveyed 
in detail by Louis Robert (1980: 27-60). 

Important work was done by Ainsworth, the geologist of 
the joint Royal Geographical Society—Society for the Prop- 
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agation of Christian Knowledge expedition to Mesopota- 
mia in 1839, the German travelers, including H. von 
Moltke, who provided data for Kiepert’s map of the area 
(1844), the French travelers Xavier Hommaire de Hell 
(1846), Perrot (1861), and Guillaume, the Germans Korte 
(1895-99) and Von Diest (1886), and by Gustave Mendel, 
who catalogued the museum at Bursa (ancient Prusa). 
Major contributions to the collection and study of the 
Greek inscriptions of the region have been made in our 
own generation by F. K. Dérner and Sencer Sahin. 

Outside Istanbul itself (ancient Byzantium), excavation 
has mainly been limited to rescue work in towns such as 
Izmit. The most noticeable traces of the Greco-Roman 
period are to be found at Uskiibii (ancient Prusias on 
Hypius) and Iznik (ancient Nicaea) 


C. History 

1. The Hellenistic Kingdom. Bithynia emerged as a 
separately identifiable political unit in the period of politi- 
cal confusion after the death of Alexander the Great in 
323 B.c. In 297 B.c., Zipoetes proclaimed himself king of 
the Bithynians (Vitucci 1953: 11). Zipoetes was a descen- 
dant of a line of local princes who had controlled most of 
the Izmit Peninsula and lower Sakarya Valley since the late 
5th century B.c. and who had never been fully subjugated 
by the Persians. The Bithynians were a people of Thracian 
origin with a savage reputation among the Greeks who 
had planted colonies on the Marmara and Black Sea coasts 
(Xen. An. 6.4.2). 

The kingdom of Bithynia lasted until 74 B.c., when 
Nicomedes IV bequeathed his kingdom to Rome. Detailed 
narratives are provided by Brandis, Meyer, and Ruge (PW 
3/1: 507-39) and Vitucci (1953). Bithynia’s strategic posi- 
tion astride one of the main roads from Europe into Asia 
and adjacent to the sea route from the Mediterranean to 
the Black Sea heavily influenced its history in the Hellenis- 
tic period. Certain recurring themes stand out in the 
kingdom’s tortuous political history. Persistent territorial 
conflict with the Greek cities of the region, notably Chal- 
cedon and Heraclea Pontica (modern Ere§gli), was matched 
by the evident desire of most of the kings to be accepted 
as part of the progressive Greek world. Nicomedes I (ca. 
279-260 B.c.) struck the first Bithynian coinage (on the 
Attic Greek standard) and founded the city of Nicomedia 
to be his capital. Nicomedia was a fully fledged Hellenistic 
city of considerable commercial importance; it succeeded 
the ancient Greek colony of Askakos, destroyed ca. 301 in 
a war between Zipoetes and Lysimachus, the Macedonian 
ruler of Thrace. Nicomedes also returned the Greek cities 
of Kieros (modern Uskiibiz) and Tieion (modern Filyos), 
which had been captured by Zipoetes, to the control of 
Heraclea. Prusias I (ca. 235-183 B.c.), grandson of Ni- 
comedes I, reannexed the two cities to his kingdom, re- 
naming Kieros as Prusias. He also refounded the two cities 
of Kios (also later renamed Prusias, modern Gemlik) and 
Myrlea (later renamed Apamea, modern Mudanya), which 
had been destroyed by his brother-in-law and ally Philip V 
of Macedon and handed over to him; at the same time he 
gained control of Chalcedon, on the strategically vital E 
shore of the Bosporus. Both Nicomedes I’s son, Ziaelas, 
and Nicomedes III (127-94 B.c.) maintained well-publi- 
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cized relations with centers of Greek cult, civilization, and 
commerce, such as Cos and Delos (Magie 1950: 312, 318). 

Much of the kings’ foreign policy was devoted to warding 
off threats from the more powerful neighboring kings who 
controlled central and W Asia Minor, notably the Attalids 
of Pergamum (modern Bergama). It was Nicomedes I of 
Bithynia who brought savage Celtic tribesmen into Asia 
Minor to aid him as mercenaries against his brother (277 
B.C.) and probably also in his struggle against the Seleucid 
monarch Antiochus I (Magie 1950: 311). These Celts, 
referred to as Galatians by NT (Gal 3:1; [Galatia] 1 Cor 
16:1; 2 Tim 4:10, Pet 1:1; [Galatian region] Acts 16:6, 
18:23) and other Greek writers, eventually settled in cen- 
tral Anatolia (Galatia). 

Prusias I brought Bithynia into the center of the world 
of Hellenistic power politics. After an unsuccessful attack 
(in alliance with Rhodes) on the Greek city of Byzantium, 
he allied with Philip V of Macedon as a counterweight to 
Attalus of Pergamum, who maintained close relations with 
the emerging power of Rome. Later, as Philip’s fortunes 
waned, Prusias backed the Romans against the Seleucids 
in Asia Minor, but was unable to avoid surrendering dis- 
puted territory to Pergamum in the settlement of 184 B.c. 
By then he had acquired the assistance of the exiled 
Hannibal, but was unable to resist Roman hostility to the 
latter’s presence in Bithynia. 

Prusias II (183-149 B.c.) became involved with Eumenes 
II of Pergamum in a war with the rival kingdom of Pontus 
to the E. Relations with Pontus and Rome dominated the 
last century of Bithynian independence. Nicomedes III 
(127-94 B.c.) attempted to partition Paphlagonia with the 
king of Pontus, but then incurred the latter’s enmity by 
invading Cappadocia, Pontus’ southern neighbor and a 
Pontic sphere of influence. The last king of Bithynia, 
Nicomedes IV (94-74 B.c.), was driven from his throne 
twice by Mithridates of Pontus, being restored on both 
occasions by the Romans. After Nicomedes died, leaving 
his kmgdom to Rome, Mithridates again invaded the coun- 
try: the Romans were unable to achieve control over Bi- 
thynia until 72 B.c. 

In spite of their vicissitudes in the wars of the age, the 
cities of Bithynia remained centers of Greek language and 
culture. Nicaea, in particular, was the home of the mathe- 
matician and astronomer Hipparchus and the littérateurs 
Asclepiades and Parthenius; the latter composed poetry as 
well as a learned handbook on mythology which influ- 
enced the Latin poets of the Ist century B.c. The kings 
were the object of cult in the Hellenistic manner in the 
cities (Vitucci 1953: 128-29). But native names and cults 
persisted in the country districts down into the Roman 
period alongside the gradual spread of more or less Hel- 
lenized cults and institutions (Jones 1971: 154). The orator 
Dio of Prusa (ca. A.p. 40-110) argued that Greek educa- 
tion was essential to “making your city truly Hellenic, free 
from turmoil and stable” (Dio Chrys. Or. 44:10, LCL). 

2. The Roman Province. Direct Roman influence was 
more marked in Bithynia than in other parts of W Asia 
Minor. The constitutions of the cities display some com- 
mon features, such as the enrollment of the Council by 
“Censors” (timetat), of Roman origin. The city of Apamea 
received a settlement of Julius Caesar’s discharged veterans 
and, with them, the status of Roman colony. Yet a century 
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later Dio addressed a speech on a sensitive political matter 
to the citizens in Greek (Or. 41). 

After the Civil War, when Pompey and Mark Antony 
had levied troops and contributions (Appian, BCiv. 2.71, 
4.58), Bithynia enjoyed a long period of peace and pros- 
perity. The timber of the mountains and the fertile farm- 
land of the plains were important sources of wealth. Nico- 
media was a center of the trade in “prefabricated” marble 
work and there was also an important trading link with the 
N coast of the Black Sea (Rostovtzev 1918: 9; Robert 1980: 
78-85). 

Under the Roman Empire, Bithynia formed the major 
part of the province of Bithynia et Pontus. The province was 
organized in the usual way, with the principal seat of 
government and headquarters of the imperial cult in Nic- 
omedia and a number of assize towns, regularly visited by 
the governor. Assize towns included Nicaea and Prusa. 
The imperial cult was maintained, as in other provinces, 
by the “Commonwealth [Koinon] of the Greeks of Bi- 
thynia,” composed of representatives of the various cities. 
Bithynia was cne of the earliest of the E provinces to seek 
and receive permission for the organization of such a cult 
in 29 s.c. (Cass. Dio 51.20.6—7). The Koinon, with its 
prestigious priesthoods and opportunities for conspicuous 
displays of wealth in the organization of ceremonies and 
games, offered goals for many of the aspirations of the 
wealthy provincials. It provided something of an institu- 
tional focus for expressions of loyalty to the emperors and 
to pagan, “Hellenic” traditions. As well as organizing the 
imperial cult, “~he Koinon occasionally provided a focus for 
political representation of the province in the prosecution 
of corrupt governors before the State in Rome. Known 
prosecutions of governors of Bithynia took place in a.p. 
103 and 106/107. 

Bithynia was governed by proconsuls as a “senatorial” 
province until early in the reign of Marcus Aurelius (4.D. 
161-80), when it was transferred to the control of an 
imperial legate of consular rank, directly responsible to 
the emperor. This change probably reflects the growing 
importance ot the strategic military road between the 
increasingly troubled Danube frontier and the E prov- 
inces; this route passed through Bithynia. The proconsul 
was assisted by a quaestor (senatorial financial official) and 
legate (assistant governor). The interests of the emperors’ 
treasury were represented by one or more procurators, 
who managed imperial property, collected the revenues 
and also certain special taxes from them. The province 
was never fully garrisoned; in the time of Trajan (98-115), 
the governor had a small force of about two auxiliary 
cohortes (not more than 2000 men) and there was also a 
coastal patrol on the Black Sea coast. 

The pax Romana was rudely interrupted in Bithynia by 
civil war between Septimius Severus and Pescennius Niger 
in 193/4, during which Byzantium was besieged and Niger 
finally defeated in a battle near Nicaea, which had publicly 
supported his bid for imperial power (Robert 1977). Cam- 
paigns by the emperors in the E involved marches by 
Roman armies through the province in 197, 215, and 219, 
which placed considerable burdens on the cities lying on 
or close to the main road, such as Nicomedia and Prusias- 
on-Hypius. A number of inscriptions from the latter city 
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commemorate the contributions made to easing the pas- 
sage of the armies by prominent local citizens. 

Gothic tribesmen raided Bithynia in 256, sacking Chal- 
cedon, Nicomedia, Nicaea, Kios, Apamea, and Prusa. A 
few years later, Chalcedon was again destroyed by another 
Gothic raid and Herculea alsc attacked. Renewed warfare 
on the E frontier necessitated’ the passage of Roman ar- 
mies through Bithynia several times during the period 
242-75. Respite came only with the accession in 284 of 
Diocletian, who established his capital at Nicomedia. Bi- 
thynia now lay in the center of power of the E empire and 
was a natural setting for the great Council of the Church 
summoned to Nicaea by Consiantine in 325. In 330, Con- 
stantine moved the imperial capital to Byzantium, now 
renamed Constantinople. Fror then on Bithynia lay at the 
center of the E empire. 

3. The Origins of Christianity in Bithynia. Against this 
background of a prosperous Greek-speaking Roman prov- 
ince, the first firmly datable evidence for Christianity in 
the province appears in the correspondence of Pliny with 
the emperor Trajan in 110 (Pliny, Ep. 10.95--96). The 
legal, political, and religious reasons for the persecution 
of Christians in the Roman Empire have been exhaustively 
discussed, with much minute analysis of Pliny’s letter and 
Trajan’s reply (Sherwin-White 1966: 691-712, 772-87; 
Price 1984: 220-22). (It is noteworthy that Price draws an 
important distinction between sacrifice to the gods and 
veneration of the emperor’s image.) Only a few brief 
observations on the judicial situation revealed by Pliny’s 
letter are possible here. 

The case is a good illustration of the empirical approach 
of Roman law and administration when confronted with a 
new situation. Trajan explicitly declines to lay down a 
general principle. He refuses to allow Christians to be 
deliberately sought out, but says they must be punished if 
successfully denounced; at the same time he introduces a 
novel principle into Roman law by allowing the cessation 
of a culpable activity as grounds for pardon and what in 
English legal procedure is called an “unconditional dis- 
charge” (venia ex paenitentia). Pliny clearly regards the 
situation created by the spread of Christianity as a public 
danger (periculum). Roman provincial governors had wide 
powers of discretion, extending to imposition of the death 
penalty, in dealing with possible threats to public order or 
local institutions, especially where those responsible were 
not Roman citizens. Those who appeared before Pliny and 
refused a direct order, for example to invoke the gods, 
were in any case liable to punishment for “contempt of 
court” and insubordination (contumacia). 

From the point of view of the history of Christianity in 
Bithynia, the evidence of Pliny for the widespread growth 
of the new religion in the province is significant. His 
informants claimed that until the recent past attendance at 
temple ceremonies had fallen markedly and that the trade 
in the meat of sacrificial victims had been disrupted; he 
himself reported that Christians were widespread in all 
age groups and social classes, in the cities as well as the 
countryside. His letter suggests that the onset of persecu- 
tion had considerably reduced the growth of the new 
religion. Sherwin-White argues that Pliny’s letter was writ- 
ten in either Amastris (modern Amasra) or Amisus (mod- 
ern Samsun) in Pontus (1966: 693-94). In the later 2d 
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century it appears that Amastris was the principal diocese 
of Pontus (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 4.33.6). 

The other notable piece of literary evidence for the 
origins of Christianity in Bithynia is the address of | Peter. 
The author identifies his readers as belonging to the 
“Dispersion,” a term with unmistakable Jewish overtones 
(and so taken by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.4.2). While the 
contents of the letter are not especially relevant to Chris- 
tians of Jewish origin, it seems likely that many of the first 
Christian converts in Bithynia-Pontus were drawn from the 
Jewish communities of the area. The synagogue of Nico- 
media is attested by a series of Greek inscriptions dated to 
the 2d/3d century a.p. (TAM 4.1.375—77). Also from Nico- 
media is a probably 3d-century epitaph of a Reader (TAM 
4.1.374) and another possibly 3d-century epigraph with 
an incised cross; interestingly, this latter inscription com- 
memorates a man from Aradus in Syria (Robert 1978: 
413). 

A similar conjunction of Jewish and early Christian 
material occurs at Nicaea and around Bithynium-Claudi- 
opolis. A group of probably pre-Constantinian Christian 
epitaphs from Nicaea threaten violators of the tomb with 
divine vengeance: “He will give an account to God on the 
Day of Judgment” (e.g., IGSK 9.555—-56). The language 
significantly recalls the Jewish epitaphs of Nicomedia and 
it is not surprising to find evidence for Jews living in Nicaea 
(IGSK 9.615). From the countryside near Bolu come the 
epitaph of a Jew and a lead curse tablet containing a 
number of garbled Hebraisms and an appeal to the 
“Lords, Divine Angels,” suggesting some magical interest 
in Jewish religious language (IGSK 31. 9, 180). 

The area around Amisus has produced a similar “sub- 
Jewish” amulet and also a monotheistic epitaph of early 
imperial date that could be either Jewish or Christian 
(CIfud 802, Anderson; Cumont; and Grégoire 1910: 26). 
A possibly 3d-century Christian epitaph has also been 
recorded in Bithynium (IGSK 31. 144). This case is espe- 
cially interesting as the principal member of the family 
commemorated had been chief magistrate of the city. 
While the influence of Hellenized Jewish communities both 
on contemporary paganism and on the development of a 
type of Christianity that was relatively well integrated in 
pagan society is better documented in Phrygia, the indica- 
tions are that the Jewish communities of Bithynia may have 
exercised a similar role. 
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BIZIOTHIAH (PLACE) [Heb bizyétyé]. A town in Ju- 
dah located in the extreme S (Negeb) near Beersheba: the 
MT reads “and Hazar-shual and Beersheba and Bizioth- 
iah” (Josh 15:28). However, this reading is almost certainly 
incorrect. First, the parallel list of Neh 11:27 reads “and in 
Hazar-shual and in Beersheba and its villages” (Heb bénd- 
teyha, lit. “daughters”). Second, the LXX of Josh 15:28 
reads kémai auton, “its villages,” also presupposing a Heb 
vorlage reading of bénéteyhad. Thus, contra the MT (and 
RSV), there probably was not a village in Judah named 
Biziothiah. 
Gary A. HERION 


BIZTHA (PERSON) [Heb bizzéta?]. See MEHUMAN. 
BLASPHEMY. See PUNISHMENTS AND CRIMES. 
BLASTING/BLIGHT. See AGRICULTURE. 


BLASTUS (PERSON) [Gk Blastos]. Chamberlain of 
Herod Agrippa I (Acts 12:20). As chamberlain (koitén), he 
was in charge of Herod’s bedchambers or private quarters. 
Herod had come to Caesarea in 44 C.£. to see the games. 
At that time he may have been waging economic war 
against the cities of Sidon and Tyre, perhaps as an out- 
growth of the competition between the ports of Caesarea 
and Phoenicia. He may have banned grain exports to Tyre 
and Sidon and effectively cut off their traditional supply 
of food from Judea (1 Kgs 5:7-12; Ezek 27:17). Probably 
through a bribe, a Phoenician delegation persuaded Blas- 
tus to intervene on their behalf. Through his intervention 
the people of Tyre and Sidon gained an audience before 
Herod at Caesarea. There is no reference to Blastus or to 
this incident in Josephus’ account of Agrippa I at the 
games in Caesarea (Ant 19.343-50). 
JoANN Forp WATSON 


BLESS/BLESSING [Heb drk]. The Hebrew root brk 
has diverse but unrelated etymological meanings, just as in 
other Semitic languages. There are the verbal and nominal 
forms related to “bless/blessing.” A verb “to kneel” and a 
noun “knee” (Gen 24:11; Ps 95:6; Isa 45:23) also derive 
from the same root. In addition, there is a noun that 
Hebrew dictionaries translate as “pool, water reservoir, 
basin” (Isa 7:3). It is almost unanimously agreed that apart 
from popular etymologies, which connect these meanings 
(especially the seeming religious connection between 
kneeling and praying, praising, blessing), there is in fact 
no basis in any Semitic language for the etymological tie 
(Mitchell 1987: 16; TDNT 2: 284). 
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Bless/blessing has been most frequently understood in 
terms of benefits conveyed—prosperity, power, and espe- 
cially fertility. This focus on the content of the benefit is 
now being viewed as secondary. The primary factor of 
blessing is the statement of relationship between parties. 
God blesses with a benefit on the basis of the relationship. 
The blessing makes known the positive relationship be- 
tween the parties, whether a single individual (Gen 12:1- 
3) or a group (Deut 7:14—16). The recipient and others 
become aware of the value of the relationship and hence 
its desirability (Job 42:12). Human blessings portray the 
goodwill between parties and find their basis in the hu- 
man-divine relationship. Just as with God’s blessing, they 
may either convey benediction (Num 6:24—26) or benefac- 
tion (Gen 33:11). 

The focus on relationship rather than content permits a 
wide range cf lexical meaning, so that brk is not always 
translated in the same fashion. What is conveyed, regard- 
less of translation, is always based on the favorable relation- 
ship between parties. The term brk is used in the sense of 
thanking another individual (1 Sam 23:21; 2 Sam 14:22; 
Job 29:11-13). The thanks are based upon the act done, 
the relationship established. Of course, there is a vast array 
of terms for thanks, praise, and even worship that parallel 
brk, and hence brk may be translated with one of these 
terms in English. Most frequently these have God as the 
object of the praise (Pss 34:2—Eng 34:1; 115:17-18, 
145:1-2). The contexts of 6k found within the Hebrew 
Bible demanc. these different translations both because of 
the diverse relationships out of which blessing occurs and 
because of the fact that benediction or benefaction may be 
articulated. Finally, there are seven occurrences where brk 
is used euphemistically to mean “blaspheme” or “curse” (1 
Kgs 21:13; Job 2:9; etc.). 

The verbal and nominal occurrences of blessing appear 
approximately 400 times in the Hebrew Bible (88 times in 
Genesis and &3 times in Psalms with the remaining occur- 
rences fairly evenly divided in the canon). Over half of all 
occurrences are in the Pel verbal form. The passive 
participle, with the so-called bdérik formula (“Blessed are 
you,” or “Blessed be .. .” is the only form of the Qal to be 
used. The subject and object of brk, “bless,” is evenly 
divided between God blessing humans, humans blessing 
other humans, and humans blessing, i.e., “praising” God. 
While occurrences in other NW Semitic languages employ 
similar subjects and objects, there is some agreement that 
the Hebrew usage is both unique (EncRel 2: 251) and more 
wide-ranging (Mitchell 1987: 10). Caution is advised in 
drawing too many conclusions regarding the peculiarity of 
the Hebrew occurrences, in part because of the paucity of 
other NW Sermnitic texts as opposed to the relative richness 
of occurrences in Hebrew. 

Blessing is « central part of diverse Hebrew Bible tradi- 
tions, and therefore it has received rather extensive treat- 
ment in commentaries, histories of Israelite religion, the- 
ologies, and individual studies of selected texts where brk 
occurs. Since homo religiosus in all traditions seeks and 
articulates relationships with the divine or sacred, it is not 
surprising that blessing is significant in many ancient and 
modern religious traditions beyond the Hebrew Bible 
(EncRel 2: 247-53). There is promise for an enriched 
understandiny of blessing when it is placed among the 
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analogues outside the Hebrew Bible, although much work 
needs to be undertaken in these comparative studies. 

Specialized brk research arnong Hebrew Bible scholars 
has been bountiful during the 20th century. The studies 
focus upon three factors: (1) the history of the concept; 
(2) the identification of the giver and receiver of blessing; 
(3) the nature of the transfer that takes place in blessing. 

First, much has been written on the history of blessing. 
The earliest NW Semitic usayze is clearly of gods blessing 
humans with possessions and children. There is consider- 
able difference of opinion regarding whether or not the 
pre-Islamic concept of blessing, which entailed an animis- 
tic understanding of power, influenced the earliest stages 
of NW Semitic and Hebrew understandings. Assumptions, 
including what is primitive aiid the extent of polytheism’s 
influence on monotheism, determine in part the positions 
taken. 

A rather extensive traditior history has been articulated 
by Wehmeier (1970). Within pentateuchal sources, for 
example, he is of the opinion that E is void of any blessing 
theme, that in D God primarily blesses Israel with prosper- 
ity in the land, and P utilizes earlier traditions but also 
spiritualizes the content of blessing. As opposed to Wester- 
mann (1978), he does not see much utilization of any 
blessing tradition among the prophets. Most debated of all 
the tradition history research is Westermann’s contention 
that blessing and deliverance ire quite distinct divine activ- 
ities. He contends that deliverance concentrates on spe- 
cific, often miraculous acts of God, whereas blessing deals 
with the natural processes cf God’s nurturing creation. 
Extensive research on the treaty-covenantal understand- 
ings of curses and blessings in the ANE and the Hebrew 
Bible have enriched this dimension of comparative work. 

Second, almost every lexical discussion of blessing is 
divided along the lines of the identification of the giver 
and receiver of the blessing. TI he question of what it means 
for God to be blessed has generated the major disagree- 
ments. If one argues that the nature of the referent (God 
or a human) changes the force of a term, then the trans- 
lation must change. It woulc. not make much sense for 
humans to give the same benefits of blessing given by the 
deity. Therefore translating %rk in a range from bless to 
praise preserves the basic factor of relationship in the 
understanding of blessing. The human response of praise 
to God’s blessing is an entirely understandable develop- 
ment. Human praise is the one benefit which may be given 
in return for the benefits conveyed by the deity. When 
referents shift, these kinds of translational shifts are com- 
mon. 

Finally, two interrelated issues, power and magic, con- 
tinue at the center of understanding what is transferred in 
a blessing. Here the question surrounds the acquisition of 
blessing. Can God be coerced into giving a blessing? Can a 
blessing be obtained unrelated to God’s beneficence? Is 
there any self-fulfilling power residing in words? The 
earlier studies of Pedersen (i7J), Mowinckel (1961; origi- 
nally published in 1924), and Hempel’s work of 1925 
(1961) understood the ancient world of these texts in a 
dynamistic perspective and could answer these questions 
in a positive manner. Wehmeier (1970), Scharbert (TDNT 
2: 279-308), and Westermann (1978) understand the bib- 
lical traditions to have limitec| the dynamistic perspective 
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at least partially, but not to have obliterated it entirely. 
Mitchell (1987) strongly opposes any magical understand- 
ings in the Hebrew Bible related to blessing. 

This last issue needs further work on the individual 
texts portraying blessing, as well as better perspectives on 
Israelite religion within its own surroundings. Since there 
is no comprehensive study of the complex variety of syn- 
onyms (“happy,” “peace,” etc.) and antonyms (“curse”) for 
blessing, we can assume that new perspectives on this 
important religious term will be forthcoming. 


Bibliography 

Hempel, J. 1961. Die israelitische Anschauungen von Segen und 
Fluch im Lichte altorientalischer Parallelen. BZAW 81: 30— 
113. 

Mitchell, C. W. 1987. The Meaning of BRK “To Bless” in the Old 
Testament. SBLDS 95. Atlanta. 

Mowinckel, S. 1961. Segen und Fluch in Israels Kult und Psalmen- 
dichtung. Vol. 5 of Psalmenstudien. Amsterdam. 

Wehmeier, G. 1970. Der Segen im Alten Testament. Theologische 
Dissertation 6. Basel. 

Westermann, C. 1978. Blessing in the Bible and the Life of the Church. 
Philadelphia. 

KENT HAROLD RICHARDS 


BLESSINGS AND CURSES. Scriptures testify to a 
traditional world in which divine powers (principally the 
God of Israel, but also “the sons of God,” “Satan,” “the 
queen of heaven,” and others) are believed to influence, 
directly and indirectly, the life and destiny of nations and 
individuals. The course of human events is experienced as 
neither accidental nor self-directed but as dependent, 
wholly or in part, on the will of these divine powers. In 
this setting, blessing and curse, deriving ultimately from 
the disposition and ability of the gods to further or thwart 
the “good life,” are of crucial importance to human wel- 
fare. 
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A. The Scope of the Discussion 

In the Bible, blessing may be understood as a perfor- 
mative utterance (see Austin 1962; 1979), the effective 
activity of pronouncing and bringing about good for 
someone. It may be the resultant favor (benefaction) or 
enablement itself. Blessing may also be an act of greeting 
or prayer that invokes good for someone or seeks to avert 
or neutralize evil. Finally, it may be an act of praise by 
which a benefactor, human or divine, is acknowledged and 
thanked for benefits received or expected. The meaning 
of cursing is just the opposite. It may refer to the pro- 
nouncement of evil which brings about punishment or 
harm to someone, the actual harm or punishment ef- 
fected, or an invocation of the same. It is unthinkable, 
however, that one would curse the deity (Lev 24:10-16), 
even for some harm one might attribute to God’s neglect 
or disfavor (Job 2:9-10). 

Earlier studies of blessings and curses in the Bible (e.g., 
Pedersen 1914; PI, 162-212: Mowinckel 1924; Hempel 
1961) often dealt with perceived distinctions between 
“magical” and “religious” conceptions of their efficacy. 
The “magical” conception would attribute inherent power, 
for example, to a certain form of pronouncement, so that 
the benediction or malediction once spoken must automat- 
ically bring about its result, barring pronouncement of an 
equally or more effective counter-curse or -blessing. The 
“religious” conception, by contrast, would attribute the 
power and efficacy of a blessing or curse to the cooperative 
will and action of God or the gods. It was felt that both 
conceptions could be illustrated from the Bible. Wester- 
mann argues that the magical features, still recognizable 
in some of the Yahwist (J) narratives, are historical lefto- 
vers no longer operative in the theological conception of 
the Yahwist (1978: 57-58). Also, Scharbert (TDOT 2: 303) 
finds little trace of the magical left in the biblical concep- 
tions of blessing and curse. 

Closely related to this discussion was a scholarly consen- 
sus that the ancient Israelites, along with other contempo- 
rary cultures, attributed unusual power to the spoken word 
(Heb dabar); once uttered, the word would practically take 
on a life of its own and continue in effect whether or not 
circumstances changed or the original speaker had a 
change of mind. Thiselton (1974) strongly questions the 
supposed independent power of words in the Bible. The 
power of words in general, and of blessings and curses in 
particular, presumably depends upon the disposition (fa- 
vorable or unfavorable), power, and status of the person 
who utters them, the circumstances under which they are 
spoken, and the expectations and receptivity of the audi- 
ence for or about whom the words are spoken. The Bible 
presents blessings and curses as neither automatic nor 
irrevocable. They are effective only when spoken by au- 
thoritative or authorized persons (e.g., God, king, proph- 
ets, priests, elders) at what is considered an appropriate 
time and place, accompanied by the expected gestures or 
rituals, if any. God willing, they may also be revoked. 
Recent hermeneutical reflections on the Balaam story by 
Coats (1982) and Ford (1982) from a “process” perspective 
interpret blessing and curse in terms of the power of divine 
persuasion. 


B. The Terminology of Blessings and Curses 
1. In the Hebrew Bible. The Bible frequently expresses 
blessings by forms of the verbal root brk, “to bless,” includ- 
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ing bdriik, “blessed,” and by the related noun bérakd, “bless- 
ing.” Other Hebrew terms belonging to the same semantic 
field include ann, “to act favorably or graciously,” rsh and 
rasén, “be favorably pleased,” “favor,” slh, “to advance or 
prosper,” hesed, “loyalty/magnanimity/kindness,” and vari- 
ous expressions of the gracious presence or accessibility of 
God (i.e., Gocl’s being “with” “m or et someone). One who 
has been favored or has experienced blessing may be called 
Heb °airé, “happy,” a term found most frequently in the 
Psalms and Proverbs, while the general state of well-being 
or security that results from blessing may be termed Heb 
3além. In conversation with earlier studies, Mitchell (1983) 
provides insightful analyses of the semantic relationships 
between brk and many of the other terms cited here. 

The terminology of cursing in the Hebrew Bible in- 
cludes the three principal Heb roots Uh, rr, qil, and their 
derivatives. The first carries the basic sense of a vocal or 
written imprecation, a curse pronounced. The second, 
frequently encountered in the participial form ?ardr and 
as an antonym to barik, seems to have the basic sense of 
“spell,” connoting a sort of banning or barring from ben- 
efits. The third has a wide range of meanings, often 
dealing less with imprecation than with disrespect and 
verbal or physical abuse (see Brichto 1963: 70~-71; 114— 
15; 176-77). Scharbert (TDOT 1: 261-64) adds that Heb 
4l4 was commonly used in legal situations as a conditional 
curse or oath used to prove guilt, protect property, or 
ratify a treaty. He further notes that the ?érér formula was 
the most powerful “decree” expressed by someone in au- 
thority to deliver over a transgressor to misfortune (TDOT 
1: 411). In the Balaam story (Numbers 22-24), the uncom- 
mon Heb root gbb alternates several times with ?rr, while 
Heb z‘m also occurs once. Also within the semantic field of 
cursing are the “ban” (Heb herem) which singled out per- 
sons or groups for extermination (e.g., Joshua 7), the 
interjections Heb >éy (“Woe!” e.g., Isa 6:5) and héy (‘“Ha!” 
e.g., Jer 22:18), and expressions of divine withdrawal or 
displeasure such as God’s “hiding” or “turning away the 
face.” 

2. In the New Testament. The equivalent to brk in the 
LXX, the intertestamental literature, and the NT is Gk 
eulogein, “to bless,” and its derivatives, including the divine 
epithet eulogétos, “blessed.” The condition of happiness 
resulting from being favored is expressed by Gk makarios 
(see Matthew 5 and Luke 6). The roots may also be used 
interchangeably, as in Luke 1:42 and 45, where Elizabeth 
hails Mary as both eulogémené and makaria. 

Cursing in the NT may be expressed by forms of katar- 
aesthai, “to curse,” (kat)anathematizein, “to make anathema,” 
and the related terms; and by Gk kakalogein, “to slander or 
speak evil of.” The woeful expression Gk ouai appears 
especially in Matthew, Luke, and Revelation. 

There are, of course, many portions of the Scriptures in 
which blessing and curse are closely discernible in context, 
even though the expected terminology is not employed. 


C. The Efficacy of Blessings and Curses 

1. The Power and Authority behind Blessings and 
Curses. As noted above, blessings and curses derive their 
efficacy from the power and authority of the one who 
utters them cr serves as guarantor for carrying out their 
intent. In the Bible, the ultimate source of power is Yah- 
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weh, the God of Israel, who is said to finally control all 
good and evil (Isa 45:6), and who can thwart all other 
counsel and intentions (Job 12:13-25). In the biblical view, 
therefore, no blessing or curse can become operative with- 
out the assent of this God. 

Blessings and curses, once uttered, need not come to 
pass inexorably, because countermeasures could be taken. 
For example, when Micah of Ephraim revealed to his 
mother that he himself had stolen some silver protected 
by her curse, she immediately responded by pronouncing 
a blessing in Yahweh’s name on her son and consecrating 
the silver to this God (Judg 17:1-3). When Jonathan 
brought his father Saul’s curse upon himself unwittingly, 
the people intervened to save him from ritual execution 
and “ransomed” him (1 Sam 14:24—-30, 36—45). Steps 
could also be taken ahead of time to insure blessing and 
avert curses. Abram was assured that God would bless 
those who blessed him but would curse anyone who cursed 
him (Gen 12:3); Isaac pronounced a similar blessing on 
his son Jacob (Gen 27:29). Although the specific vocabu- 
lary of blessing and curse is not used, the word that came 
to Jeremiah at the potter’s shop indicated that Yahweh is 
free to reverse blessing-bearing promises (“building,” 
“planting,” “good”) or curse-bearing threats (“pluck up,” 
“break down,” “destroy” if people change their ways (Jer 
18:7—10). 

2. Accompanying Symbolic and Ritual Acts. Various 
gestures or rituals may have been expected to accompany 
the pronouncement of blessings and curses. The laying on 
of hands (Gen 48:14; Mark 1:16) or the ritual sharing of 
food and drink (Gen 14:18-20) might accompany a bless- 
ing. When Shimei cursed David, he threw stones and dust 
(2 Sam 16:5-14). A person suspected of adultery was to 
drink curse-contaminated water which would cause injury 
if the person were guilty (Num 5:19-28). Jeremiah 
smashed a pot in the presence of elders and senior priests 
while delivering a divine message that Jerusalem and its 
inhabitants were about to be broken by their enemies (Jer 
19:1-13) and would become ‘cursed) objects of hissing (v 
8; cf. Jer 29:18). Several variations on another ritual com- 
monly associated with curses, namely, the dismemberment 
of a person or animals, occur in Gen 15:9-10 (cf. Jer 
34:18-20), 1 Sam 11:6—7 and, evidently, Judg 19:29—30. 
In his discussion of the curse ritual in Deuteronomy 27, 
Harrelson (1980: 26-33) suggests that the division of the 
Israelites into two groups facing each other is another 
variation on this ritual of dismemberment. 


D. The Settings of Blessings and Curses 

In a wider sense, blessing may be understood as the 
continuous favorable working of God to bring about good 
in the world of nature and the life of individuals and 
families (Westermann 1979: 33, 44-45). The Bible, how- 
ever, depicts many typical situations in which the media- 
tion of God’s favor or disfavor, expressed as a deliberate 
pronouncement or invocation of curse or blessing, was 
expected or considered appropriate. These situations of- 
ten involve a crisis, the onset of a struggle, a time of 
decision, or the crossing of a threshold into the future. 

1, Times of Universal or Cosmic Significance. The 
crisis or transition may be of universal significance. Thus, 
in the first story of the creation, God twice directly pro- 
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nounces blessings on the newly created creatures (Gen 
1:22, 28) and also hallows the seventh day, which marks 
the completion of the “generations of the heaven and the 
earth” (Gen 2:3—4). By contrast, after the man and the 
woman have eaten of the fruit and are about to be driven 
from the garden, Yahweh curses the serpent and the 
ground (Gen 3:14, 17) and promises pain to the humans 
in their future production of food and children (Gen 
3:16-19). 

In the NT, the arrival of the Christ (the Anointed One) 
and his announcement of the breaking in of the kingdom 
of God is accompanied by a series of blessings and woes. 
In Luke, Jesus balances his pronouncement of four 
“blesseds” with four contrasting “woes” (Luke 6:20-26). 
As Van Den Doel (1963: 216-20, 224-25) notes, there are 
several other instances in the gospels where those who are 
receiving and acting on Jesus’ message of the kingdom and 
the reversal of conditions it represents are called “blessed.” 
He also notes (1963: 151) that, while the many healings 
and exorcisms performed by Jesus are not designated 
“blessings” in the text, they carry that meaning for the 
human beneficiaries. 

2. Times of Individual or Family Crisis. Crisis and 
transition times in individual and family life call for bless- 
ings and the averting of curses. The priest Eli blessed 
Hannah and Elkanah with an invocation for additional 
children after they had dedicated Samuel to the service of 
the sanctuary. The text immediately reports Yahweh’s ful- 
fillment of this blessing (1 Sam 2:20—21). Indeed, Eli had 
pronounced a similar benediction over the barren Hannah 
after her agonized prayers for a first child. That priestly 
blessing was also quickly answered by Yahweh (1 Sam 1:17— 
20). When Ruth and Boaz prepared to be married, the 
elders and people similarly invoked blessings of children 
and prosperity; and, upon the birth of a son whom they 
presented to Naomi, the women lauded Yahweh as blessed 
(Heb dbarik; Ruth 4:11-12, 14). Similarly, Raguel blessed 
his daughter Sarah and her husband Tobias upon their 
marriage (Tob 7:13). 

Blessing may be invoked for someone undertaking an 
important journey, especially when the future of the fam- 
ily is at stake (Gen 24:7; cf. Tob 5:16). When Rebekah 
consented to become Isaac’s wife, they sent her on her 
journey with a blessing that she bear innumerable descen- 
dants (Gen 24:60). Jacob went to Paddan-aram to find a 
wife with his father’s blessing (Gen 28:1—5). Later, when 
Laban finally agreed to allow his daughters and grandchil- 
dren to go with Jacob, he blessed them (Gen 32:1—Eng 
31:55). Finally, the climactic episode wherein Jacob strug- 
gles with “a man” at the Jabbok River and subsequently 
obtains a divine blessing and the new name Israel (Gen 
32:22-32) takes place during his sojourn away from Pad- 
dan-aram, just before he meets again with the estranged 
brother he fears, Esau. 

Blessings are also appropriate when one generation is 
about to die and wishes to pass on favor to another. Best 
known are the blessings bestowed by Isaac and Jacob upon 
their sons (Genesis 27; 48-49). 

Westermann argues (1978: 83-91) that NT accounts of 
Jesus blessing children (Mark 10:16=Matt 19:15 =Luke 
18:17), speaking the blessing at meals (Luke 9:16; 24:30), 
and blessing his disciples when he took leave of them (Luke 
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24:50—51), indicate that he was continuing traditional Jew- 
ish practices. Nevertheless, the latter episode also marks a 
significant moment of transition in the relationship be- 
tween Jesus and his followers. 

In contrast to the usual practice of seeking a blessing 
during times of crisis, Jeremiah and Job are two individuals 
who experienced personal crises and such intense suffer- 
ing that they cursed the day of their birth and wished for 
death (Jer 20:14-18; Job 3). Also, Jeremiah cursed the 
person who made the birth announcement (vv 15-17), 
while Job added a curse upon the night during which he 
was conceived (v 3; see Alter 1985: 76-83, 96—110). Jonah, 
in very different circumstances and without actually invok- 
ing a curse, also expressed a death wish (Jonah 4:3, 8). It 
is possible, however, to interpret the actions of all three as 
desperate attempts actually to motivate God to reverse 
their fortunes. 

The guarantee of one’s word was to swear an oath that 
included a potential curse upon oneself. Saul uttered such 
an oath which threatened Jonathan’s life (1 Sam 14:44), as 
did Solomon when he doomed Adonijah (1 Kgs 2:23), and 
the king of Israel who swore to destroy Elisha (2 Kgs 6:31). 
When Jonathan and David swore loyalty to each other, 
Jonathan included a self-imprecation to guarantee his fi- 
delity (1 Sam 20:13). Abner, too, uttered this sort of self- 
imprecation when he publicly switched allegiance from the 
family of Saul to David (2 Sam 3:9). There are many 
similar examples in the Hebrew Bible. A striking instance 
in the NT is Peter’s invocation of a curse (once in Mark 
14:71; twice in Matt 26:72, 74) when he denied being one 
of Jesus’ followers. In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus 
counseled against swearing by anything, but simply to state 
“Yes” or “No” (Matt 5:33-37). 

3. Times of Community or National Decision. Bless- 
ings and curses figure prominently in the covenants that 
Yahweh initiated with the people of Israel. Covenants were 
believed to be central in determining the nation’s fortunes. 
The rituals renewing or reaffirming covenant included 
reciting blessings and curses. This is especially clear in the 
case of the Mosaic covenant as presented in Deuteronomy. 
At the conclusion of his lengthy exposition of the statutes 
and ordinances Israel was to keep (Deuteronomy 5-26), 
Moses instructed the people to observe a ceremony, at 
Shechem on Mounts Ebal and Gerizim, in which they 
would declare the curses or blessings that would come 
upon them for obedience or disobedience to the statutes 
and commandments just rehearsed (Deuteronomy 27-28). 
In chap. 30 he reiterates Israel’s obligation to choose “life,” 
“good,” and “blessing” over “death,” “evil,” and the “curse” 
(vv 15, 19) by remaining loyal to their God. The book 
closes with the song of Moses (chap. 32), which echoes 
elements of a covenant lawsuit (Heb 77) and the curse- 
induced evils that would come upon disobedient Israel, 
balanced and overshadowed by the concluding blessing of 
Moses on all the tribes of Israel (chap. 33). The latter, set 
just before Moses’ passing in chap. 34, serves as a last will 
and testament, in some ways similar to the blessing of 
Jacob in Genesis 49. 

The so-called Holiness Code (Leviticus 17-26) also con- 
cludes with contrasted blessings (26:3-13) and curses 
(26:14—39) for observance or nonobservance of Yahweh’s 
statutes. Moreover, the closing words assure the people 
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that, even after the most dire consequences, including exile 
to enemy lands, genuine repentance and a return to Yah- 
weh would cause him to remember the Abrahamic cove- 
nant and the Sinai covenant. For, after all, Yahweh would 
not abandon them, even in foreign lands, so as to destroy 
the people completely and break the covenant with them 
(26:40—45). 

Scharbert believes that the blessing formulas in Deuter- 
onomy 28 and Leviticus 26 are briefer and vaguer than 
the curse formulas (TDOT 2: 304-5). He notes that in 
Deuteronomy there is no formal list of blessings to coun- 
terbalance the curses enumerated in chap. 27. Further, 
blessing plays little role in the preexilic prophets, although 
curses are present. This may indicate that the blessings 
were a later insertion into the legal sanctions, which origi- 
nally were only the curses that would result from covenant- 
breaking. 

Several important studies on covenant (including Men- 
denhall 1955; Baltzer 1971; and McCarthy 1978) have 
treated the blessings and curses in Yahweh’s covenant with 
Israel in comparison with curses and blessings found in 
political treaties now familiar from other nations, notably 
the Hittites, in the ANE. Hillers (1964: 43-79) usefully 
correlates some 20 specific curses (e.g., ravaging animals, 
removal of soyful sounds, breaking of the scepter, dry 
breasts, contaminated water, etc.) found in various ANE 
treaties and paralleled in Deuteronomy 28, Leviticus 26, 
the Prophets, or elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. Levenson 
(1985: 35) remarks that it is hardly surprising that. the 
curses in Leviticus and Deuteronomy, so horrific in their 
detail, are still read in undertones in synagogue worship. 

4. In the Cult. Two climactic cultic occasions include 
David ritually conducting the covenant box into Jerusalem 
and Solomor’s dedication of the temple. On each occasion, 
the king takes the leading role in the ceremonies, blessing 
various other participants. David dared to move the cove- 
nant box based upon the report that Yahweh had blessed 
Obed-edom the Gittite, with whom the box had been 
residing for three months (2 Sam 6:11—12). Upon safely 
bringing the box to its new residence, David made sacrifi- 
cial offerings, distributed foodstuffs to the people, and 
blessed them in the name of the Lord of hosts (vv 18--19). 
He also intended to bless his own household (v 20), but 
was met with disdain by his wife Michal the daughter of 
Saul. Given the context, the laconic report that Michal 
thereafter became barren for the rest of her life (v 23) 
strongly implies that, by her actions, Michal exchanged 
the intended blessing for a curse instead. 

Subsequently, when Solomon moved the covenant box 
to the newly erected temple, the ceremonies of dedication 
as reported in | Kings 8 included prayers, offerings, and 
shared feasting. In addition, Solomon pronounced bless- 
ings on the assembled people (vv 14, 55) and acknowl- 
edged Yahweh as blessed (vv 15, 56), while the people, in 
turn, blessec! the king at the conclusion of the week-long 
festivities (v 56). 

The so-called Aaronic benediction or blessing in Num 
6:22-27 was probably used in the temple services and has 
remained in use among Jews and Christians to the present. 
Yahweh promises Moses that when the priests use this 
formulaic blessing Yahweh himself will bless the people. 
The brief formula is dense with the terminology of bless- 
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ing, including assurance of God’s protection (Heb 3mr), 
favor (Heb hnn), and peace (Heb salém). Noteworthy is the 
threefold repetition of the Heb root brk, once in the 
formula itself and twice in the accompanying rubrics, as 
well as the emphatic threefold repetition of the divine 
name, which, along with the sa/ém it brings, is being placed 
(sym; vv 26-27) upon the recipients of the blessing. This 
blessing reaffirms positively the powerful words of Exod 
15:26, in which God promised in the negative: “No plague 
which I placed (sym) upon Egypt will I place (Sym) upon 
you, for I am Yahweh your Healer.” 

The book of Psalms contains indications of the use of 
blessings and curses in the temple liturgy. For example, 
Psalm 72 speaks of continual prayers and blessings offered 
on behalf of the monarch (vv 15, 17) and invites people to 
bless themselves by his name (v 17). Psalms 21 and 22— 
prayers before and after battle—indicate that victory over 
enemies was formally requested and acknowledged as a 
blessing (Pss 21:4, 7—Eng 21:3, 6; cf. Pss 18:47-49—Eng 
18:46—48). Many of the psalms were sung as blessings of 
Yahweh, as is indicated by the formulaic language at the 
beginning and conclusion of Psalms 103 and 104, the 
invitation in Pss 134:1-2, and the final verses of Psalm 
135. Temple singers or priests are depicted in Psalm 118 
as pronouncing “blessed in the name of Yahweh” the one 
(perhaps the king?) who enters the sacred precincts. Ca- 
zelles (TDOT 1: 445-48) believes that the frequently en- 
countered expression Heb °airé, “happy!” in the Psalms is 
best understood as a sort of liturgical cry or interjection 
which found its way into services of the Second Temple, 
perhaps via Egyptian practice. The solemn pronounce- 
ment of curses, evidently, also took place in the temple, as 
indicated by the lists of imprecations on enemies contained 
in many of the laments (e.g., Pss 17:13—14; 35:4-6, 26; 
58:7—10—Eng 58:6--9). Particularly striking is Psalm 137, 
which twice calls happy (Heb ?asré) whoever takes ven- 
geance on Babylon (vv 8—9). Lapide (1982: 166) offers the 
striking interpretation that these ritualized curses and 
imprecations helped worshippers to vent emotions of an- 
ger and frustration, and thus defused the need for carry- 
ing out actual acts of bloodshed. 

In the NT Jesus blessed children (Mark 10:13—16) as a 
sign of their inclusion in the kingdom of God. Many 
Christian churches have inter preted this story as a sanction 
of infant baptism and have included its solemn reading or 
intonation at baptismal ceremonies. In the gospels, Jesus 
also blesses food (Mark 6:-t1=Matt 14:19=Luke 9:16; 
Luke 24:30), a practice alreacly well attested at the Qumran 
community and still widely followed among Jews and 
Christians. In the new “familv” of Christian disciples (Mark 
3:31-35; 10:29-31), a central sign and affirmation of the 
blessing-mediating presence of the risen Christ as the 
“breaking of bread” together (Acts 2:42, 46—47)—a prac- 
tice no doubt linked to the tradition of the Last Supper he 
shared with his disciples at the time of Passover just before 
his crucifixion (note Mark 14:22-25=Matt 26:26-— 
29=Luke 22:15-20; 1 Cor 10:16). Paul, moreover, warns 
that unworthy eating and drinking of the “Lord’s supper” 
would actually endanger the health of the assembly (1 Cor 
11:20—34); the expected blessing, in effect, could be 
turned into a curse. 

The traditional liturgy of St. John Chrysostom cele- 


I + 759 


brated in the Eastern Orthodox churches powerfully pre- 
sents the continuing mediation of blessing through the 
risen Christ. Blessing from God to the faithful is both 
pronounced and effected through the proclamation of the 
gospel and communing in the eucharistic meal. Surround- 
ing these two climactic activities of blessing, continuous 
prayers and psalms invoking divine blessing for all people 
in every imaginable walk of life alternate with repeated 
ascriptions of glory to the trinity “now and ever and to 
ages of ages.” These ascriptions bear close resemblance to 
the benedictions honoring God and the divine kingdom in 
Jewish synagogue worship. The overall mood of the liturgy 
is reminiscent of the psalmist’s exhortation to “bless Yah- 
weh at all times” (Ps 34:2—Eng 34:1) in acknowledgment 
of the saving strength of the All-Powerful One. This an- 
cient Christian liturgy also draws together in a single cultic 
celebration the three lines of blessing present in the Scrip- 
tures: from God to humanity, from humans to other 
humans, and from humans to God. These lines of blessing 
were identified by Schenk (1967), whose analysis was criti- 
cized and expanded upon by Westermann (1978: 68-101; 
see also Mitchell 1983). Westermann has also written on 
the place and function of blessing in worship and in the 
rituals of the Church and on possible continuities and 
discontinuities with practices attested in the Scriptures 
(1978: 103-20). 


at Curses, and the Literary Shape of the 
Bible 

Recent studies have turned attention to the artistic use 
of blessings and curses as organizing devices by those who 
composed or shaped longer and shorter sections of the 
Bible. Some examples follow. 

1. Judges 5.. The so-called Song of Deborah, widely 
regarded as among the oldest literary compositions in the 
Hebrew Bible, is shaped by a series of blessings and curses 
(see Urbrock 1987: 426-27, 432). The naming of Deborah 
and Jael, both subjects of praise in the song, is carefully 
framed by words of blessing (v 2—blessing, vv 6—-7— 
naming, v 9—blessing; “Most blessed . . . Jael . . . most 
blessed,” v 24). Further, the name of the Israelite com- 
mander, Barak (Heb bdrdaq), sounds like Heb drk, “to bless,” 
and its repetition in vv 12 and 15 nicely balances the 
double invitation to “Bless Yahweh” in vv 2 and 9. By 
contrast, mention of the village of Meroz is framed by a 
double curse in v 23. Similarly, the Canaanite commander 
Sisera and his mother literally stand outside the blessing- 
frames in the text and are named only in an ironic context 
where food (v 25), a sign of blessing, is exchanged for 
violent death (vv 26-27), sign of a curse, and where those 
who expected to take spoil actually have been despoiled 
themselves (vv 28-30). The song ends with the invocation 
of a curse on the enemies and a blessing on the allies of 
Yahweh (v 31). This closing invocation, along with the 
invitation to “Bless Yahweh” in v 2, serves as a clear 
inclusion or envelope for the entire composition. 

Juxtaposition of blessing and curse, used so effectively 
as a literary device in Judges 5, occurs frequently elsewhere 
in the Bible, also. The balancing of blessings and woes in 
Luke and the covenant blessings and curses in Deuteron- 
omy 27-28 and Leviticus 26 have been mentioned above 
(secs. D.1. and D. 3.) In Jer 17:5—8, one whose heart is 
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turned away from Yahweh is described as cursed, like a 
shrub in a desert; but blessed like a tree by water is the 
one who trusts Yahweh (see also Psalm 1). The book of 
Proverbs contains many maxims that contrast the cursed 
existence, influence, and fate of the wicked/selfish/fools 
with the blessed status of the righteous/liberal/wise (e.g., 
Prov 10:6—7; 11:11, 26; 22:9; 28:14). 

2. The Book of Ruth. Blessing and curse are also juxta- 
posed in Ruth. Trible (1978: 166—99) has shown how the 
surface design of the book, which moves from an initial 
scene heavy with death to an “All’s well that ends well” 
conclusion, is generated by a deep structure in which the 
human actors move between life and death while their God 
works between blessing and curse behind the scenes. The 
story line develops around the gradual removal or reversal 
of the signs of curse (famine, exile, death) and the appear- 
ance, ever more openly, of the kindness (Heb hesed) of 
Yahweh (2:20), reflected and mediated in the hesed of Ruth 
(3:10) and the favor (Heb hén) of Boaz (2:2, 10). The action 
is punctuated at key points by invocations of divine bless- 
ing (1:8—9; 2:4, 12, 19; 3:10; and 4:11—12) and is enclosed 
at beginning and end by proclamations of divine favor (1:6 
and 4:13-14). Ruth’s conditional self-imprecation (1:17) 
and Naomi’s complaint (1:20—21), with their intimations 
of death and affliction and emptiness, are swallowed up by 
life and fullness and blessing for the two women and their 
families, even including generations past (4:10) and future 
(4:18-22). 

3. The Book of Psalms. Although many or most of the 
psalms were originally composed for use in the temple 
liturgies, their current arrangement into five books sug- 
gests that they are intended for study and meditation like 
the five books of the Mosaic Torah. This intention is 
underscored in the blessing that opens the book in Ps 1:1- 
2. The editors of the arrangement have also reminded 
pious readers to accompany their meditation on the col- 
lected psalms with prayer and ascriptions of blessing and 
praise to Yahweh. Thus, each of the first four books now 
concludes with such a blessing (41:14—Eng 41:13; 72:18— 
19; 89:53—Eng 89:52; 106:48), while the fifth book con- 
cludes with a crescendo of blessing and praise in Pss 144— 
50. Cazelles (TDOT 1: 446) draws attention to the place- 
ment of psalms identifying “happy” (Heb ’asré) readers 
and worshippers precisely at the beginning or close of the 
various divisions (see Pss 1:1; 41:2—Eng 41:1, 89:16—Eng 
89:15; 106:3). One may add that Psalm 72, while lacking 
an °asré identification, contains prayers of blessing for the 
king accompanying a description of the ideal, blessed 
kingdom. Overall, then, despite the many laments con- 
tained in the Psalter and the frequent cursing of enemies, 
the mood fostered by the blessings which frame the whole 
and its major subdivisions is one of confidence, praise, and 
thanksgiving. 

4. The Tetrateuch, Pentateuch, and Deuteronomistic 
History. Wolff (1975) identifies Gen 12:1—4a, with its 
fivefold play on the central idea of blessing (brk), as the key 
passage for understanding the message of the Yahwist (J) 
in the Tetrateuch (Genesis through Numbers). This idea 
has influenced the shape of the narrative. Before the 
appearance of Abra(ha)m, J does not use brk in reference 
to humanity; rather, ?rr appears five times (Gen 3:14, 17; 
4:11; 5:29; 9:25) and gil once (8:21), the latter in a positive 
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passage that points ahead to Gen 12:1—3. As Wolff sees it, 
the rest of J’s contributions to episodes in the Tetrateuch 
may be understood in terms of the thematic question: how 
does the blessing reach the peoples through Abraham? 
For example, the plague narrative in Exodus is shaped by 
J to emphasize the pharaoh’s request that Moses entreat 
Yahweh to remove the curse, as it were, and effect a 
blessing even for Egypt (Exod 12:32). The last large J 
complex in the Tetrateuch is the Balaam narrative in 
Numbers, with its dramatic portrayal of God’s use of a 
foreigner to bless Israel several times over, although he 
was paid to curse them. A climactic concluding couplet in 
Balaam’s third oracle is reminiscent of the promise to 
Abra(ha)m (Num 24:9; cf. Gen 12:3). Nevertheless, J’s 
work ends with a sense that the blessing that is to come to 
the world through Israel still remains a task and promise 
to be fulfilled. Moab does not yet share the blessing, and 
Israel is stilt prone to apostasy (Num 25:1—5). Wolff sees a 
schematic arrangement here: a sober episode of warning 
follows upon pronouncements of blessing, just as the epi- 
sode of affliction for the pharaoh follows the blessing on 
Abra(ha)m in Genesis 12. 

In a companion article to Wolff’s, Brueggemann (1975) 
suggests that the focus for understanding the message of 
the. Priestly circle (P) in the Tetrateuch is the fivefold 
blessing declaration of Gen 1:28, “Be fruitful . . . multiply 
... fill the earth . . . subdue it . . . have dominion.” 
Variations on this formula recur often in Genesis (9:7; cf. 
17:2, 20; 28:1—4; 35:11; 47:27; and 48:3—4) and in the 
important story transition at Exod 1:7. 

Overall, the Pentateuch (Genesis through Deuteron- 
omy), now long hallowed by tradition as belonging to- 
gether as the Mosaic Torah, also exhibits an envelope 
structure that emphasizes blessing and curse at beginning 
and end. The stories of the primeval times and of the 
Abrahamic family in Genesis, arranged to reflect the J and 
P schemata of blessing, are balanced by the repeated 
Deuteronomistic invitations to choose life and blessing 
rather than curse and death in Deuteronomy 27--33. 
Scharbert (TDOT 2: 306-7) comments that the Penta- 
teuch as finally redacted has passed on to Judaism and 
Christianity an enduring belief that blessing and curse, 
powers that emanate from God and that become effective 
through human behavior in relationship to divine law, 
“finally determine the destiny of all mankind, the nations, 
and the individual.” 

In modern scholarship, Deuteronomy is widely re- 
garded as actually having originated not as the conclusion 
to the Pentateuch but as the introduction to the so-called 
Deuteronomistic History, which includes the books of 
Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. The blessings and 
curses that figure so prominently in the closing chapters 
of Deuteronomy are picked up at key points in the ensuing 
history. Ceremonies of covenant renewal culminating in 
warnings of possible good and evil for covenant observance 
and neglect are described as taking place at the time of 
Joshua’s death, after the tribes of Israel had been allotted 
their lands (Joshua 24), and at the time of transition from 
tribal league 1o kingship under Saul (1 Samuel 12). In both 
instances, leaders of the people—Joshua and Samuel——are 
about to leave the scene, just as Moses departs at the close 
of Deuteronomy. When Solomon dedicates the new tem- 
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ple in Jerusalem, he blesses the assembled people, and 
blesses Yahweh at the beginning and conclusion of his 
great dedicatory prayer (1 Kgs 8:14, 55). The prayer itself 
is couched in Deuteronomistic language, acknowledging 
that such disasters as defeat in war (v 33), drought (v 35), 
famine and pestilence (v 37), and even exile (v 46) are 
caused by disloyalty. In a final hortatory prayer, not dis- 
similar to the addresses of Moses in Deuteronomy, Solo- 
mon exhorts the people to keep the commandments, stat- 
utes, and ordinances with «a heart completely true to 
Yahweh (1 Kgs 8:58, 61; cf. Deut 6:2, 5; 30:1-2, 15-17). 
Centuries later, the discovery of the lost “book of Torah,” 
perhaps an early version of Deuteronomy, caused King 
Josiah to tear his clothes in consternation, evidently at the 
possibility of the covenant curses taking effect (2 Kgs 
22:11-13), and to institute a major reform of cultic prac- 
tices in Judah and Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23:1-25). Not only 
does the theology of blessing and curse clearly pervade 
the Deuteronomistic History, but a pattern of ceremonial 
recitation of the blessings and curses at crucial points in 
the nation’s history also helps give literary shape to this 
major work in the Hebrew Bible. 

5. The Christian Bible. In his helpful analysis of the 
differing shapes of the Hebrew and Christian Bibles, Josi- 
povici (1988: 29-49) notes how the books in the Christian 
OT and NT have been arranged so as to achieve both a 
correspondence between the major parts of each Testa- 
ment and “a continuous forward drive from Creation to 
the end of time” (1988: 42). The design conveys an overall 
sense of wholeness and completion. It hardly seems sur- 
prising, then, that Revelation, the last book in the Christian 
arrangement, contains seven beatitudes (see Aune 1983: 
283-84), two of which appear in the closing verses of the 
book (Rev 22:7, 14) alongside a conditional curse and a 
reference to the tree of life (Rev 22:18-19). Along with 
those uttered by Jesus in Matchew, the beatitudes in Reve- 
lation serve as an excellent inclusion scheme for the NT 
books. But in a more inclusive sense, the blessings and 
curse in chap. 22 complete a ring around the entire 
Christian Bible by reversing the prohibition of Genesis 
(Gen 3:22) and alluding to the solemn warning and invi- 
tation of Deuteronomy (Deut 4:2; 30:19). 
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WILLIAM J. URBROCK 
BLIGHT. See AGRICULTURE. 
BLINDNESS. See SICKNESS AND DISEASE. 


BLOOD [Heb dam]. Biblical authors identified the liquid, 
blood, and the solid, fat (Heb héleb), as the body substances 
essential for all animal life. When David eulogized Saul 
and Jonathan (2 Sam 1:22) for bringing death to the foe, 
he sang: “From blood of slain, from fat of heroes—the 
bow of Jonathan never turned back. The sword of Saul 
never withdrew empty.” The deduction that blood and fat 
were vital substances was arrived at by observing violent 
death by the sword or by beasts, accompanied by blood- 
shed and disembowelment. Blood was considered more 
significant to life than fat. Indeed “blood” and “life” are 
attested as lexical pairs in Hebrew, Ugaritic, and Akkadian 
poetry (Avishur 1984: 559, 577). The alternation of 
phrases in Gen 37:21-22 demonstrates that, in biblical 
Hebrew, “shed blood” (Heb sapak dam) was synonymous 
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with “struck the life” (Heb Azkké nepes). Explicit identifica- 
tion of blood with life is made in Deuteronomy (12:23): 
“For the blood is the life (nepes) and you must not consume 
the life along with the flesh (bdsar).” Similarly, the Priestly 
writer (P) locates animal life in the blood and equates the 
value of blood with that of life: “For the life (nepes) of the 
flesh (basar) is in the blood. I have consigned it to the altar 
in your behalf to atone for your lives, because the blood, 
in its value as life, makes atonement” (Lev 17:11; Levine 
1974: 68). According to P, the atoning value of the blood 
accounts for the efficacy of the sacrificial system. By plac- 
ing (Heb samak) a hand on the animal (Lev 1:4; 3:2, 8, 13; 
4:4, 15, 24, 29), sinners passed their essence on to it (cf. 
Num 27:18—23). Once the blood of the victim had been 
dashed on the sides of the altar, or in some cases applied 
to its horns, and the fat of the victim turned into smoke, 
substitution was effected for the two vital substances of the 
human sinner. The animal’s death had brought life to the 
sinner. 

As the primary vital substance, blood was occasionally 
believed to be present in life-giving objects considered 
inanimate by moderns. Wine was “blood of the grape” 
(Deut 32:14; for Ugaritic, see Gordon UT, 385) and the 
Nile together with all of Egypt’s sources of water bled 
when struck (Exod 7:17-24). The vital significance of 
blood is reflected in the word’s special treatment in the 
Hebrew language. Blood consumption was most often de- 
scribed by the verb “eat” (Heb >dkal), normally said of 
solids, although “drinking” (Heb 3ata) of blood is attested 
(Num 23:10; Ezek 39:17, 19), as is “get drunk” (Heb sakar; 
Isa 49:26; cf. Rev 18:6). 

Because they embodied life, both blood and fat were 
allotted by biblical legislation to God (Lev 3:2—4, 8-10, 
13-15), who was popularly believed to require them as 
food (Isa 1:11; Ezek 44:7; Ps 50:13). As such, they were 
forbidden to Israelites (Lev 3:17; 7:22-26). The primacy 
of blood over fat was reflected in biblical legislation. It was 
permissible (Lev 7:24) to put to any nonfood use the fat 
from animals which had died or been torn by beasts. In 
contrast, blood of a slaughtered animal which had not 
been sacrificed had to be discarded (Deut 12:24). In addi- 
tion, only Israelites were prohibited from eating fat, just as 
they were forbidden other comestibles permitted gentiles, 
whereas even gentiles were restricted in their consumption 
of blood. According to Gen 1:29-30 (P), antediluvian 
humans had been permitted to eat seed-bearing plants 
and trees with seed-bearing fruit. All other animals were 
permitted green plants. After the Flood, God (Elohim) 
expanded the category of permitted comestibles so that all 
humans might lawfully eat the flesh of the other animals 
(Gen 9:1—7 [P]), with the provision that they not consume 
the blood of living animals. “But as regards living flesh 
(basar bénapsé), its blood (da@mé) you shall not consume” 
(Gen 9:4). Although the entire pericope is theoretical in 
that it legislates for gentiles and holds beasts accountable 
for shedding human blood (Gen 9:5), the prohibition 
against consuming the blood of a living animal is realistic. 
Experience had demonstrated to the ancients the nutri- 
tional value of blood, which is high in protein and low in 
fat. Blood’s accompanying symbolic potency made it even 
more desirable. Keeping the animal alive after eating of its 
blood is economical and in modern times has been docu- 
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mented among the Masai (Brichto 1976: 21). For the 
legislator, however, practical considerations were overrid- 
den by the biblical conception that jurisdiction over the 
most vital substance must be divine. 

For Israelites the Bible adds two additional restrictions 
to the consuraption of blood. They may not eat the biood 
of a slaughtered animal (Lev 17:10, 14; Deut 12:23--25), 
nor may they eat “with the blood” (Heb ‘al haddam; Lev 
19:26; 1 Sam 14:32—35), that is, eat the flesh of a slaugh- 
tered animal with blood still in it. Doubtless the putative 
Israelite audience shared with the biblical authors the 
belief that the life of the flesh was in the blood. For that 
very reason consumption of blood might be especially 
attractive when the need for invigoration was felt (Gaster 
1975: 65-66). It may be observed that Saul’s soldiers 
consumed meat with the blood in it when they were weary 
(1 Sam 14:31-32) and that Ashurbanipal’s weary enemies 
slit open the stomachs of their camels (ANET, 299) and 
drank the blood. Possibly the charge “only be strong (Heb 
hazaq) not to zat the blood” (Deut 12:23) is a pun based on 
the belief that eating blood would bring strength. If animal 
blood was poxent, human blood would be more so. Herod- 
otus’ well-known account (4.65) that the Scythian warriors 
drank the blood of their first victims finds a parallel in 
Balaam’s description of Israel drinking the blood of the 
slain (Num 23:24). 

The biblical sources agree that consumption of animal 
blood by Israelites and the strangers in their midst, even 
when incidental to eating meat, is a heinous crime equiva- 
lent to homicide (Lev 17:4), and constitutes “treachery” (1 
Sam 14:33) against God. Biblical legislators differed, how- 
ever, as to how one might eat meat without unlawfully 
consuming the blood. The solution of Leviticus 17 (P; cf. 
1 Sam 14:34—35) was to make all slaughter of domestic 
animals sacrificial, thus giving the blood to God (given the 
nature of the ancient Israelite economy whereby the aver- 
age individual would not have eaten meat other than fish 
or fowl more than ten times a year, the requirement. was 
not excessive). Animals from flock and herd were to be 
brought to the tent of meeting and sacrificed as “tribute- 
offerings” (Heb 3élamim; Levine 1974: 15-52). Only after 
the blood had been dashed against the altar, the fat turned 
to smoke, and the altar and the priests had taken their 
share, was the sacrificer permitted to eat the meat. Profane 
slaughter (Milgrom 1976: 1-17) was allowed only for clean 
wild animals such as deer and clean wild birds. Their 
blood was to be covered with earth (Lev 17:13), in keeping 
with the notion that what offends God should be hidden 
from his sight (Gen 37:26; Deut 23:14; 1 Sam 26:20; Isa 
26:21; Ezek 24:7-8; Job 16:18). Deuteronomy 12, in con- 
trast, permits profane slaughter of clean animals, both 
domestic anc. wild, so long as one is careful not to eat the 
blood, but instead pours it “out on the ground like water.” 
Obviously, neither of the procedures described above ac- 
tually removed all of the blood from the flesh, but each 
avoided its unrestricted human consumption. 

Because of its vital power, blood could be employed in 
rites designed to protect the living against the forces of 
death. In Exodus 12 the Israelites are instructed to slaugh- 
ter the Passover offering, collect its blood, and smear some 
of it on the lintel and the doorposts of their homes. When 
Yahweh sees the blood he will protect (Heb pasah) the door 
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and not permit the destroyer to enter and smite the 
home. The apotropaic function of blood is likewise evident 
in the rites by which the high priest was enabled to enter 
and exit the inner sanctum “without dying” (Lev 16:2). 
Among the prescriptions is the threefold sprinkling of 
blood seven times (Lev 16:14, 15, 19). 

The vital power of blood serves to explain its related 
ritual uses in purification and consecration. Blood is em- 
ployed to cleanse the altar (Ezek 43:20), the incense altar 
(Exod 30:10), the sanctuary, and the temple (Lev 16:15- 
16; Ezek 45:18—20). Blood is especially important in puri- 
fication of persons who have recovered from the skin 
disease traditionally translated “leprosy” (Heb séra‘at). In 
the first stage of the ceremony, the blood of a slaughtered 
bird is mixed with water and sprinkled on them. Eight 
days later the lepers’ extremities are smeared with blood 
from two sacrificial offerings and with oil (Leviticus 14). 
The ritual installation of Aaron and his sons in the priestly 
office contains elements similar to the purification of lep- 
ers. The new priests are smeared with sacrificial blood on 
their ears, thumbs, and big twes. In the climax of the rite, 
blood from the altar together with anointing oil is sprin- 
kled on the consecrants and their vestments in order to 
render both priests and vestments holy (Exod 29:9-—21; 
Lev 8:24). The similarities in the two rites stem from their 
common purpose, which is to change the status of the 
affected persons and thus confer on them new life. The 
principle articulated in rabbinic literature that the leper is 
reckoned dead is already found in Num 12:10-13 and 
2 Kgs 15:5 (Cassuto 1972: 36, 238). Accordingly, the fresh 
water, literally “living water,” together with the blood, 
serves to return the leper to life. The oil in both ceremo- 
nies is part of the same complex. Note that elsewhere in 
the Bible oil confers royal status on commoners (1 Sam 
10:1, 16:13) and sacred status on vessels (Exod 40:9-11). 

Blood that had been employed in purification rituals 
would, like any other “used detergent,” become unclean; 
similarly, blood dashed on the altar (Wright 1987: 146— 
59). In only two categories is blood in itself a source of 
contamination rather than of purification. Unjustified 
homicide, termed “innocent blood” (Deut 19:10; 2 Kgs 
4:24; Jer 7:6; Heb dam néqi) or, alternatively, “blood of the 
innocent(s)” (Deut 19:13; Heb dam hanndqi; cf. Heb dam 
neqiyyim in Jer 19:4) brings about BLOODGUILT, which 
pollutes (Lev 35:33; Heb yalanip) and contaminates (Lev 
35:34; Heb fimmé) the land. The second category is men- 
struation. Indeed, menstrual blood could serve as the 
epitome of impurity (Ezek 36:17; Ezra 9:11). A menstru- 
ating woman was considered to be ill (Heb déwé; Lev 12:2; 
20:18). The flow of blood accompanying the birth of a 
male child rendered the mother menstrually unclean for 
a week. Following the boy’s circumcision on the eighth day, 
the woman spent thirty-three additional days in a state of 
“blood purification” (Heb démé toharé). The birth of a girl, 
presumably because it brought into existence a potential 
source of menstrual and parturient blood, initiated a two- 
week period of menstrual! uncleanliness, followed by sixty- 
six days in a state of “blood purification” (see Lev 12:1—8). 

Although biblical covenants often describe the slaughter 
of animals, they generally do not make specific mention of 
blood. Of special interest therefore is the pericope of Exod 
24:4-9 in which Moses concludes a covenant between 
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Yahweh and Israel. He sacrifices twelve bulls and dashes 
part of their blood on the altar and part of it on the 
people. The blood is termed “blood of the covenant” (cf. 
Zech 9:11; Matt 26:28; 1 Cor 11:25). As is evident else- 
where in the Bible, covenants were concluded in order to 
create quasi-familial relations. Parties bound by covenant 
regularly employed family terminology. The role of blood 
was to create an artificial tie of consanguinity (Gaster 1975: 
151). It will be recalled that in Hebrew one refers to a 
biological relative or a spouse as one’s “bone and flesh” 
(Gen 2:23; 29:14; 2 Sam 19:13, 14) or simply as “flesh” 
(Lev 21:2). But it was not feasible physically to mingle the 
bone and flesh of persons who wished to effect ceremoni- 
ally a social or political kinship. 

The role of blood in ceremonial kinship explains the 
’ tale in which Zipporah the wife of Moses (Exod 4: 25-28) 
saves his life after Yahweh’s attack by circumcising her son 
and touching the bloody foreskin to Moses’ genitals (Heb 
raglayim; cf. Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:4). By this procedure 
Zipporah transformed Yahweh from an adversary into a 
“blood kinsman” (Heb hatan démim), who was required by 
the newly established kinship to let Moses alone (Gaster 
1975: 234). 

Murder was particularly heinous when accompanied by 
bloodshed. Synonymous with the term “murderer” (Heb 
roseah) is “man/men of blood” (2 Sam 16:8; Pss 5:7, 26:9; 
Prov 29:10). A city of murderers (Isa 1:21) might equally 
be termed “city of blood” (Ezek 22:2; 24:6, 9). Blood shed 
by a murderer cried to God out of the earth (Gen 4:10). 
Therefore, persons who felt compelled to commit murder 
might prefer to mitigate their deed by not physically 
spilling the blood of the victim. Accordingly, Reuben (Gen 
37:21-22) was able to persuade his brothers that casting 
Joseph into a cistern would accomplish their purpose with- 
out shedding his blood. At the very least it was expected 
that an effort be made to conceal the blood of the victim 
(Gen 37:26; Ezek 24:78) and to hide it from the sight of 
God (1 Sam 26:20). According to the Chronicler (1 Chr 
22:8), even the just warfare waged by David disqualified 
him from building a temple to Yahweh because he had 
shed much blood on the earth in Yahweh’s sight. 


Bibliography 

Avishur, Y. 1984. Stylistic Studies of Word-Pairs in Biblical and Ancient 
Semitic Literatures. Kevelaer. 

Brichto, H. 1976. On Slaughter and Sacrifice, Blood and Atone- 
ment. HUCA 58: 1-17. 

Burkert, W. 1983. Homo Necans: The Anthropology of Ancient Greek 
Sacrificial Ritual and Myth. Berkeley. 

Cassuto, U. 1972. Studies on the Bible and Ancient Onent. Vol. |, 
Biblical and Canaanite Literature. Jerusalem. 

Gaster, T. 1975. Myth, Legend, and Custom in the Old Testament. New 
York. 

Levine, B. 1974. In the Presence of the Lord: A Study of Cult and Some 
Cultic Terms in Ancient Israel. Leiden. 

Milgrom, J. 1976. Profane Slaughter and a Formulaic Key to the 
Composition of Deuteronomy. HUCA 58: 1-17. 

Wright, D. 1986. The Gesture of Hand Placement in the Hebrew 
Bible and in Hittite Literature. JAOS 106: 433-46. 

——. 1987. The Disposal of Impurity. Atlanta. 

S. Davip SPERLING 


BLOOD, AVENGER OF 
BLOOD, AVENGER OF (Heb géé haddéim). An 


individual responsible for avenging the death of a relative. 
Biblical legislation refers to the blood avenger in connec- 
tion with the cities of asylum (Num 35:11-—28; Deut 4:41- 
43, 19:1-13; cf. Josh 20:1—9). From these texts as well as 
from biblical narrative (2 Sam 14:5-—11) and extrabiblical 
parallels it is clear that the legislators were attempting to 
accommodate an existing institution to the biblical notion 
that only God had absolute disposition over human and 
animal life and over BLOOD, in which life was embodied. 

In biblical law, one who slew another through “an act of 
God” (Exod 21:13; Heb h@elohim ?inndé leyadé), by accident 
(Num 35: 11; Heb biségagé), without intention (Deut 19:4; 
Heb biblé daSat; cf. Josh 20:3), or without malice (Num 
35:22; Heb 7éb4), was not guilty or a capital crime (Deut 
19:6; Heb mispat mawet), and his was “innocent blood” 
(Deut 19:10; Heb dam naqi). Nonetheless, that manslayer 
could be killed with impunity by an avenger of blood 
unless he found asylum at an altar (Exod 2]:13) or ata 
city of asylum. If, however, malice could be demonstrated, 
then it was permissible to remove the manslayer from the 
altar (Exod 21:14). If the killer had fled to a city of asylum, 
the elders of his native city were to demand his extradition 
from the city of asylum and to turn him over to the avenger 
of blood for execution (Deut 19:12). The Priestly legisla- 
tion (Num 35: 24-25) restricts the blood avenger some- 
what by empowering the assembly (‘édah) to decide 
whether a manslayer qualified for asylum and to provide 
him safe conduct there. The death of the high priest, 
which atoned for the original homicide, permitted the 
manslayer to leave asylum without fear of reprisal by the 
avenger. 

The key to understanding the biblical notion “avenger 
of blood” is the noun translated “avenger” but perhaps 
more accurately rendered “restorer.” Heb gé°él is derived 
from the verb ga’al, “restored,” a synonym of padé, “re- 
deemed,” “ransomed” (Lev 27:27; Jer 31:11; Hos 13:14); 
hosta, “saved,” (Isa 61:16); and rdb, “interceded legally in 
one’s behalf” (Isa 49:25; Jer 50:34; Ps 119:154). Indeed, 
as awkward as it sounds in English, the redundancy “re- 
turns its restoration” (Heb yasib géullaié; Lev 25:51, 52) 
succinctly demonstrates that g@al primarily means “re- 
stored to an original state.” A géél therefore was one who 
effected restoration to an original, sometimes ideal, state. 
Such a restorer, usually a close relative (Ruth 3:12), was 
expected to regain land sold by a family member (Lev 
25:25; Jer 32:7-8; Ruth 4:3-4) and to redeem a relative 
from slavery (Lev 25:47—49). The “blood avenger” was 
literally “taker back of the blood,” that is, a redeemer with 
a specialized function. The killing of one clan member was 
construed by the remaining members not only as a shed- 
ding of the group’s blood (de Vaux 1965: 11) but as 
misappropriation of blood which properly belonged to the 
entire group. The responsibility of the blood avenger was 
to win back that misappropriated blood by killing the 
original blood shedder (Daube 1969: 123-24). Although 
blood vengeance for a relative slain in battle was not 
justified (2 Sam 3:27-30), return of other blood was re- 
quired by the clan (Heb miipahé), or by an agent acting on 
its behalf even when both slayer and victim were clan 
members (2 Sam 14:6—7). It appears that the rise of the 
monarchy limited blood vengeance in that the king could, 
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in effect, pardon the slayer by restraining the avenger of 
blood (2 Sam 14:5-11). 

The notion that a killer was guilty of misappropriating 
his victim’s blood, which was to be returned, if not to the 
victim personally, then to his kin through the killer’s 
death, was known in the ANE outside of Israel. The 8th- 
century Arainaic royal treaty from Sefire (III:1—19; Fitz- 
myer 1967: 97-99; Lemaire and Durand 1984: 119) re- 
quires that blood be rescued from the hand of the enemies 
responsible for the king’s assassination (Aram tgm dmy mn 
yd §n?y; cf. 2 Kgs 9:7 and EA Akk nagému) by putting them 
to the sword. Similarly, in a 14th-century B.c. letter from 
King Burnaburiash of Babylon to Pharoah Amenophis IV, 
the Babylonian demands that bandits who have killed 
Babylonian merchants in Egyptian territory must be ap- 
prehended and executed so that the blood of the slain may 
be returned (EA 8: 26-29; Akk damisunu tér). The same 
notion of misappropriation explains why in Mesopotamia 
“master of the blood” (Akk 5é/ damé) in the Neo-Assyrian 
period referred both to the killer and to the kinsman of 
his victim (Roth 1987: 363-65). The manslayer who had 
taken the blood had unlawfully become its master. It was 
the deceased s relative who was bound to reclaim that same 
blood. 

It is of interest that, although God “avenges/rescues 
blood” (Deut 32:43; 2 Kgs 9:7; Heb ndgam) and requires it 
of those who shed it wrongly (Gen 9:5; 42:22; Ps 9:13; 
Heb daras), he is never referred to as gé’el haddam. 
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S. Davip SPERLING 


BLOOD, FIELD OF (PLACE). See AKELDAMA 
(PLACE). 


BLOOD, FLOW OF. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN. 


BLOODGUILT. The pollution or guilt incurred when 
life is taken outside of the legal prescriptions defined in 
the Hebrew Bible. “Bloudgyltynesse” entered the English 
language through Coverdale’s 1535 translation of Ps 
51:16, but the notion that blood wrongly shed makes for 
guilt as indelible as blood itself is known from antiquity 
through modern times (Gaster 1975: 56-73). The earliest 
example from the ANE is in an 18th-century B.c. text 
from Mari (ARM III: 18) referring to a criminal who is 
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“dike a mad dog” and is “polluted with that blood (shed in 
murder).” 

Although biblical Hebrew possesses words for “guilt” 
and “culpability,” there is no Hebrew term corresponding 
exactly to English “bloodguilt.” Because BLOOD has a life 
of its own (Ezek 35:6) and, in biblical thinking, embodies 
the life force, the biblical writers found it sufficient simply 
to employ the word dam, “blood” (Num 35:27; Deut 17:8; 
Josh 2:19; Judg 9:24; 2 Sam 5:27; 1 Kgs 2:37; Hos 6:8), or 
its plural damim (Exod 22:1, 2; Lev 20:9; Deut 19:10, 22:8; 
2 Sam 3:28; Ezek 18:13; 1 Kgs 2:23), both for the sub- 
stance itself and for the consequences of its improper 
disposition. Justified homicide, such as the tunneling thief 
killed by a homeowner in darkness, does not incur blood- 
guilt (Exod 22:1). Unjustified killing, ranging from pre- 
meditated murder (1 Kgs 2:32) through killing a tunneling 
thief in daylight (Exod 22:2), to slaughtering a domestic 
animal without proper sacrificial rites (Lev 17:4), entails 
bloodguilt. Bloodguilt may also be incurred through neg- 
ligence, such as that of a watchman whose failure to sound 
a horn results in another’s death (Ezek 33:6) and that of a 
prophet who fails to warn his people (Ezek 33:7—9). Per- 
sons are sometimes said to bear bloodguilt for their own 
deaths, even when they have not committed homicide or 
contributed to the death of another. In this category are 
the mandated death penalties for the prohibited sexual 
acts of intercourse with one’s father’s wife or one’s daugh- 
ter-in-law, male homosexuality, and bestiality (Lev 20:11, 
12, 13, 16). Regarding the executed offenders, including 
the beast, the biblical passages declare: “their bloodguilt is 
in them” (Heb déméhem bam; cf. Ezek 33:5), that is, they 
and not their executioners bear the responsibility for the 
blood shed in carrying out the death sentences. The same 
is said (Lev 20:27) of perscns who divine by means of 
ghosts (Heb 766) or familiar spirits (Heb yid‘éni). Alterna- 
tively, responsibility for bloodshed is expressed by blood 
“on” one’s “head” (2 Sam 1:16; Heb ‘al ré?sékd) or “at” 
one’s “head” (1 Kgs 2:37; Heb béréseka). Rahab was told 
that the Israelite spies would bear on their heads the 
bloodguilt for any of her family killed by the invading 
Israelites, so long as they stayed indoors. In contrast, if 
they ventured outside during the Israelite attack on Jeri- 
cho their bloodguilt would be on their own heads (Josh 
2:19). Note that the phrase “blood at his head” alternates 
synonymously with the phrase “his bloodguilt is upon 
himself” (Ezek 33:4—5). 

In some ways similar to the Greek notion of miasma 
(Pedersen 1926: 420-25; Gaster 1975: 69-73), the stain or 
defilement brought about ty a crime, illicit bloodshed 
pollutes the earth. Such conm:amination can be expunged 
only by shedding the blood of the killer (Num 35:33-—34). 

Bloodguilt incurred by a king could cling to his country 
even when the royal successor came from a new dynasty, 
so long as the members of the original royal family were 
themselves not avenged by the offended parties (1 Sam 
21:1-11). See BLOOD, AVENGER OF. Likewise, unwar- 
ranted bloodguilt (1 Kgs 2:31; Heb démé hinndém) that had 
clung to a royal associate could be removed from the royal 
family and “returned to the head” (Reventlow 1960: 311- 
27) of the perpetrator by executing him. 
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BOAR. See ZOOLOGY. 
BOARD. See PLANK. 


BOAZ (PERSON) [Heb 6d‘az]. A descendant of Judah 
who married Ruth the Moabitess and fathered Obed, the 
grandfather of David (Ruth 4:13, 18-22). Many have sug- 
gested that the etymology of Boaz is be‘dz, “in the strength 
of,” or 66%6z, “in him (is) strength,” from the root zz, “to 
be strong.” Noth, however, prefers “of sharp mind” (JPN 
228; also the Ar barzun, ‘mental keenness”). 

Boaz was an influential landowner in Bethlehem and 
relative of Elimelech, whose family had migrated to Moab 
(Ruth 2:1; 3:2; 4:3). When Elimelech and his sons died, 
his wife Naomi and his daughter-in-law Ruth returned to 
Bethlehem, where they learned of Boaz and his relation- 
ship to the Elimelech family. See ELIMELECH; MAH- 
LON; CHILION; ORPAH. Boaz agreed at Ruth’s request 
to act as the family’s go°é (i.e., kinsman-redeemer) by 
purchasing the land offered for sale by Naomi (4:3) and 
by marrying Ruth to “perpetuate the name” of her de- 
ceased husband Mahlon (4:10). See FAMILY; LEVIRATE 
LAW. However, there are several legal problems associated 
with Boaz’ transaction that remain unresolved. See RUTH. 

Boaz functions in the story as an example of covenant 
fidelity and God’s reward for faithfulness. A relative closer 
to Elimelech, who refuses to marry Ruth, serves as a foil 
for Boaz, but Boaz’ supreme act of virtue is not his mar- 
riage to Ruth, but rather his willingness to inform the 
nearer kinsman of his rights. By this gesture Boaz was 
setting aside his personal desires for the requirements of 
the covenant law (Berlin 1983; 86). Boaz was a man ad- 
vancing in years (3:10) who probably had no progeny (cf. 
the response of the nearer kinsman, 4:6); the story shows 
that he was rewarded with wife and son for his commit- 
ment. 

Boaz’ name appears in the honored seventh place in the 
ten-name royal line of David (Ruth 4:18-—22). He is also 
listed in the royal lineage of David by the Chronicler 
(1 Chron 2:11-15). Because of his relationship to the 
Davidic house, he is in the ancestral line of Jesus (Matt 1:5 
[Boes]; Luke 3:32 [cf. LXX Boos, Booz]). There is no OT 
support for Matthew’s comment “Salmon begat Boaz by 
Rahab.” Because Matthew presents a schematic, incom- 
plete genealogy he probably means that Boaz is a descen- 
dant of Rahab. 

The historicity of Boaz and his connection with David 
have been widely challenged. It is believed that the Ruth 
genealogy is borrowed from Chronicles and therefore is 
secondary; furthermore, discrepancies are pointed out 
between the narrative and the genealogy. However, a grow- 
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ing number of scholars have argued that the genealogy is 
part of the original composition by showing (1) that the 
story is not novelle (folk story) but an early example of 
Solomonic historiography and (2) that there are features 
of the narrative which assume a knowledge of the geneal- 


ogy. 

“Boaz” is also the name of one of the two bronze pillars 
erected at the N (or “left” facing E) of the entrance to 
Solomon’s temple (1 Kgs 7:21—-22; 2 Chron 3:15—17). The 
LXX of 2 Chron 3:17 translates Boaz ischus (“strength”) 
and Jachin katorthosis (“a setting right”), which further 
supports a “strength”-related etymology of the Heb. The 
meaning and the function of the pillars are disputed. See 
JACHIN AND BOAZ. 
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BOCHERU (PERSON) [Heb bdkérii]. A Benjaminite 
descendant of Saul and Jonathan, listed as the second of 
Azel’s six sons (1 Chr 8:38; 9:44). The LXX and Syr read 
the word as if it were vocalized békéré, meaning “his first- 
born” (e.g., LXX prétotokos autou). This reading would 
render the word as an adjective describing Azrikam, Azel’s 
firstborn son. This is a strong possibility, in that the two 
words have identical Hebrew consonants and that the po- 
sition of the word in both lists of Azel’s sons is immediately 
following Azrikam. A similar situation exists with another 
Benjaminite, BECHER (Heb beker), the second son of 
Benjamin (Gen 46:21; 1 Chr 7:6, 8). 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


BOCHIM (PLACE) [Heb bd6kim). A place W of the 
Jordan River near Gilgal and Bethel, where the Israelites 
wept for their disobedience at the time of Joshua (Judg 
2:1—5). The Hebrew and Greek names both mean “Wee- 
pers.” After entering the land of Canaan the people of 
Israel disobeyed God’s command of herem, “total destruc- 
tion,” so that “the angel of Yahweh came up from Gilgal to 
Bochim” to point out their disobedience. “When the angel 
of Yahweh spoke these words to all the sons of Israel, the 
people lifted up their voices and wept” (Judg 2:4). The 
naming of the place Bochim became a memorial for this 
repentance, where “they offered sacrifice to Yahweh.” The 
location of Bochim has not been identified. 
YOSHITAKA KosayASHI 


BODMER PAPYRI 
BODMER PAPYRI. Ancient manuscripts named af- 


ter Martin Bodmer (1899-1971), Swiss humanist ancl col- 
lector of rare books, who founded his “library of world 
literature,” the Bibliotheca Bodmeriana, in Cologny near 
Geneva. Just prior to his death, Bodmer established the 
Foundation Martin Bodmer, in order to ensure that. his 
library would! remain intact and open to the public. 


1. The Bodmer Papyri 

In its widest application the term includes not only 
ancient Greek and Coptic mss in the possession of the 
Bibliotheca Bodmeriana but also documents of shared 
provenience at other locations. More commonly, as here, 
Bodmer papyri refers to mss acquired by Martin Bodmer 
and in the process of being published in the series Papyrus 
Bodmer, launched in 1954. Not all of the Bodmer papyri 
are actual papyri, however (XVI, XIX, and XXII are 
parchment), nor do all derive from the discovery in 1952 
(XVID. 


2. The Discovery 

Though Panopolis (Achmim) was once thought to have 
been the place of discovery, it is now believed to have been 
somewhat farther S in the Panopolite nome, namely at 
Pabau (near Dishna), the ancient headquarters of the 
Panchomian order of monks. The bulk of the find was 
bought by Bodmer, but a variety of items came into the 
possession of Sir Chester Beatty (see CHESTER BEATTY 
PAPYRD), the Universities of Mississippi and Cologne. and 
the Fundacio “Sant Lluc Evangelista” in Barcelona. Bod- 
mer’s share numbered in excess of the sixteen codices and 
three rolls which have thus far been published (excluding 
P. Bodmer XVII). Pap. VIII (i-2 Peter), belonging to a 
codex of heterogeneous materials, was presented to Pope 
Paul VI during his visit to Geneva in 1969. Consequently 
it is now housed in the Vatican Library. 


3. The Library at Pabau 

The evident composition of the ancient monastic library 
has received some attention. Of interest is the inclusion of 
three kinds of texts: Classical Greek, Greek biblical and 
Christian, and Coptic biblical and Christian. Though it has 
been disputed that all of the Classical texts are from Pabau, 
one codex makes a mixture of texts indisputable: XLV 
(Susanna) + XLVI (Daniel) + XXVII (Thucydides) + 
moral maxims. That the library can be seen as a monu- 
ment to the gradual triumph of Coptic over Greek in the 
Christianity of Upper Egypt is perhaps not confirmed by 
the fact that it is the majority of OT (not NT) texts that is 
in Coptic. The bulk of NT mss is in Greek. Not least 
among the library’s points of interest is the virtual absence 
of biblical (OT) historical books. The lone exception is 
P. Bodmer XXI, a Coptic papyrus codex of Joshua, minus 
chaps. 12-21, which never formed part of the ms. 


4. The Manuscripts 

Dates for the entire ancient library range from the 2d 
century A.D. (P Bodmer XXVIII) to the 4th/5th century 
(VI, XIX, XXII, XXIX-XXXVIII), with the majority of 
texts falling in the 4th century. P. Bodmer XVII (7th 
century) does not derive from Pabau. For Coptic studies in 
particular, the Dishna find must rank as one of the most 
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outstanding discoveries to date. The mss are all of early 
date and represent Coptic in a considerable variety of 
forms. 

a. Biblical and Related Texts. 1. Greek. All of the 
published mss are on papyrus and in codex form. 


P. Bodmer II = P66: conta:ning John 1:1-—21:9 (= frag- 
ment at Chester Beatty: John 19:25—28; 30-32). Date 
II/III century. 

P. Bodmer V: Nativity of Mary, also called in the ms 
Apocalypse of James. Date IV. Same codex as X, XI, 
VII, XIII, XII, XX, IX, VIII. 

P. Bodmer VIE= P72: Jude 1-25. Date IV. See P. Bod. V. 
above. 

P. Bodmer VIII= P72: 1-2 Peter. Date IV. See P. Bod. V 
above. 

P. Bodmer IX=2113: Psalms 33-34. Date IV. See P. 
Bod. V. above. 

P. Bodmer X: Corinthian Correspondence (contains re- 
sponse of the Corinthians to Paul’s second letter, and 
Paul’s third letter). Date IV. See P. Bod. V above. 

P. Bodmer XI: Ode of Solomon 11. Date IV. See P. Bod. 
V above. 

P. Bodmer XIV=P75: Luke 3:18—18:18; 22:4-24:53. 
Date III. Same codex as XV. 

P. Bodmer XV=P75: John 1:1-15:8. Date III. See P. 
Bod. XIV above. 

P. Bodmer XVIJI=P74: Acts 1:2-28:31; Jas 1:1—-5:20; 
1 Pet 1:1-3:5; 2 Pet 2:21-3:16; 1 John 1:1-5:17; 2 
John 1—13; 3 John 6, 12; Jude 3-25. Date VII. 

P. Bodmer XXIV = 2110: Fss 17:46-117:44. Date III/IV. 

P. Bodmer XLV: Sus (Theodotionic text). Date IV. Some 
codex as XLVI, XXVII, XLVII. 

P. Bodmer XLVI: Dan 1:1--20 (Theodotionic text). Date 
IV. See P. Bod. XLV above. 

P. Bodmer? = P73: Matt 25:43; 26:2—3 [ined.]. Date VII. 
Fragment found in P. Bod. XVII and probably in 
same hand. 


2. Coptic. Of the published mss all but P. Bodmer VI, 
XVI, XIX, XXII are on papyrus. All are, however, in 
codex form. Unless otherwise indicated the dialect is Sa- 
hidic. 


P. Bodmer III: John 1:1—21:25; Gen 1:1-4:2. Date IV. 
Bohairic. 

P. Bodmer VI: Prov 1:1—21:4. Date IV/V. Paleo-Theban 
(“Dialect P”). 

P. Bodmer XVI: Exod 1:1--15:21. Date IV. 

P. Bodmer XVIII: Deut 1: 1-10:7. Date IV. 

P. Bodmer XIX: Matt 14:28-28:20; Rom 1:1-—2:3. Date 
IV/V. 

P. Bodmer XXI: Josh 6:16—25; 7:6-11:23; 22:1-2; 
22:19-23:7; 23:15-24:2 (=P. Chester Beatty 2019). 
Date IV. 

P. Bodmer XXII: Jer 40:3--52:34; Lamentations, Epistle 
of Jeremiah, Bar 1:1—5:5 (= Mississippi Coptic Codex 
II). Date IV/V. 

P. Bodmer XXIII: Isaiah 47:1—66:24. Date IV. 

P. Bodmer XL: Song of Songs [ined.]. 

P. Bodmer XLI: Acta Pauli. Date IV. Sub-Achmimic. 

P. Bodmer XLII: 2 Corinthians [ined. ]. 
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P. Bodmer XLIII: An Apocryphon [ined.]. 
P. Bodmer XLIV: Daniel [ined.]. Bohairic. 


b. Christian miscellanea. 1. Greek. 


P. Bodmer XII: a liturgical fragment (Melito?). Date IV. 
See P. Bod. V above. 

P. Bodmer XIII: Melito of Sardis, Peri Pascha. Date IV. 
See P. Bod. V above. 

P. Bodmer XX: Apology of Phileas (= fragment at Ches- 
ter Beatty: 135, 13-16 and 136, 14-17). Date IV. See 
P. Bod. V above. 

P. Bodmer XXIX—XXXVIII: Codex Visionum. Date [V/ 
V. [XXX-XXXVIII ined.]. 

P. Bodmer XLVII: Moral Maxims. Date IV. See P. Bod. 
XXVII above. 


2. Coptic. 
P. Bodmer XXXIX: Pachomius’ Letter 11> [ined.]. 
c. Classical texts. 


P. Bodmer I: /izad 5 and 6. Date III/IV. 2 papyrus rolls. 

P. Bodmer IV: Menander, Dyskolos. Date III. Same codex 
as XXV and XXVI. 

P. Bodmer XXV: Menander, Samia (= P. Barc. 45). Date 
III. See P. Bod. IV above. 

P. Bodmer XXVI: Menander, Aspis (= P. Robinson inv. 
38+P. Kéln 3 [inv. 904]). Date III. See P. Bod. IV 
above. 

P. Bodmer XXVII: Thucydides Bk 6. Date IV. See P. 
Bod. XLV above. 

P. Bodmer XXVIII: Satyr play. Date H. Papyrus roll. 

P. Bodmer XLVIII: /liad [ined.]. 

P. Bodmer XLIX: Odyssey [ined.]. 


The number of Bodmer papyri has to date reached L (= 
business documents of Panopolis on recto of P. Bodmer I). 
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BODY. The word for body (Gk séma) appears in a num- 
ber of theologically significant contexts in the NT. Conse- 
quently, it is important to note this usage and to seek its 
antecedents in the Jewish and Hellenistic world of the time. 
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A. OT and Judaism 

The OT speaks of the human being in terms of “flesh” 
and “soul.” It uses géwiyyd (“body”) a few times referring 
to the body of an angel where “flesh” would be inadequate 
(Ezek 1:11, 25; Dan 10:6); to a slave in the sense of persons 
as “manpower” (Gen 47:18; Neh 9:37), and to a corpse or 
carcass (Judg 14:8, 9; 1 Sam 31:10, 12; Nah 3:3; Ps 110:6; 
also giipad 1 Chr 10:12). The OT shows little interest in 
distinguishing: the “body” as one part of a man from the 
rest of his personality, his “soul.” To speak of man’s “body” 
(as distinguished from man as a whole) makes sense only 
when describing him in his capacity as a worker at the 
disposal of his master, or as a mere dead substance to be 
buried. What man is can only be understood in a wholistic 
way. Man does not possess a soul and a body, rather he is 
both soul and flesh, full of life and potential activity, while 
at the same time threatened by illness, transitoriness, and 
death. Soul without flesh is like a ghost without real 
existence, while flesh without soul is but a corpse (or, at 
most, the manpower of a slave). Nor is the OT interested 
in a conception of the human being as an individual 
person, either as distinguished from other persons or as a 
small universe complete in himself/herself. Wherever a 
person is prominent in the OT, he/she is elected by God to 
serve God’s whole people. The idea of an individual devel- 
oping to a more and more perfect specimen of human 
being is foreign to the OT. 

Death, therefore, is not understood as a separation of 
the divine soul from the mortal body, or as the ultimate 
perfection of a person in his/her “dying beautifully,” or as 
the natural biological goal of life. Death remains a person’s 
enemy, and only God himself is more poweful: “My flesh 
and my heart may fail, but God is the rock of my heart 
and my portion forever” (Ps 73:26). 

In Aramaic, the language of Jesus, the above view is 
slightly altered as a result of Hellenistic influence. Aramaic 
gésém appears in Daniel in the sense of corpse (4:30; 7:11), 
and in the sense of a man exposed to fire or water (3:27- 
28; 5:21), while in rabbinic literature giip@ signifies a 
“person” (Qidd. 37a; t. Sanh. 13:4(434); j. TaSan. 1:64d.6) as 
opposed to the members or the head (m. Pesah. 10:3; 
t. TaSan. 2:5) or even the soul (Lev.Rab. 34). This usage 
illustrates the extent of Greek influence in the first centu- 
ries of the Christian era. 


B. Greek/Hellenistic World 

The situation is quite different in the Greek-speaking 
world. With Homer, séma, “body,” is primarily a “corpse,” 
that is, something different from the ego of the speaker, 
an object that he observes as lying outside himself. Later, 
the word denotes a living human or animal body, and a 
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physical (e.g., a celestial) bocly (so also in English, which 
lacks the distinction of German Lezb and Kérper). During 
the NT period, séma was also used of a “slave” (Polyb. 
2.6.6; 18.35.6, etc.). It could also designate a unity, e.g., 
the ekklésia (“assembly,” the same term designating the 
“Church” in the NT), as a body of citizens (Chrysipp. Fr. 
367). Two countries that became united after a war are 
now “one body” (Plut. Phil. 8|1 360c]). All the parts of the 
universe form such a unity; it is, therefore, possible to 
speak of the cosmos as a (divine) body (see C.5 below). 

The original usage of séma in the sense of “corpse” 
illustrates one line of development in which the body is 
seen merely as matter, either dead (as a corpse or a star), 
as a kind of machine, or as an object at the disposal of its 
owner (e.g., a slave). This leads to Plato’s view, especially 
in his middle period, of the body as a mere “tomb” (séma- 
séma, Grg. 493a, originally a Pythagorean pun; cf. Orph. 
Fr. 228d), a “prison” (Cra. 400bc), or an “oyster shell” 
(Phdr. 250c; Phd. 66b). Death is, therefore, liberation of 
the soul. During a later period, Plato also spoke of a 
beautiful body as a kind of (imperfect) image of the beauty 
of the heavenly ideas (Ti. 29a; Resp. 8.591d; Symp. 211c). 

Plato’s student, Aristotle, still valued the soul, though he 
did not share his teacher’s conviction of its heavenly origin 
as the principle of life higher than the body. For him it 
was the soul that molds the matter of the body into a piece 
of art, a livmg man. The Stcics combined this view with 
another line of development in which “body” became a 
designation of unity. The old idea of the human body as a 
small world (mikrokosmos), parallel and related to the great 
body (makrokosmos), the universe, was revived. The soul 
belongs to the body and is part of it as the power of life 
within it. Within the great body of the universe, it perme- 
ates everything; initially faint.y present in the rocks, with 
gradually increasing concentration in the plants, animals, 
and men. Thus, man is part of the universe; the same life- 
spirit that permeates the whole world is, in its most concen- 
trated form, to be found in the human mind. Conversely, 
the universe is a body governed by Zeus, the highest god, 
or heaven, or the divine mind or logos (Cornutus, Theol. 
Graec. 20; Orph. Fr. 21a; Philo Fuga 108-13; Somn 1.144; 
Quaes Ex 2.117). A heroic or otherwise impressive death 
would be the last touch of the artist perfecting his piece of 
art. Epicurus shares with the Stoics the conviction of the 
bodily quality of the soul. He. therefore, prefers to speak 
of “flesh” instead of “body,” since “the desire of the belly 
is the first impact and root of every good” (Fr. 409), though 
the pleasures of the soul are higher than those of the flesh 
(D.L. 10.137). For him, death is the natural biological end 
of life. 


Cc. The NT 

1. Body and Soul. In the NT, the OT wholistic view of 
man continues to dominate, though the Greek word séma 
is now used. “Body” designates in the same way the whole 
man who can be raised after death (Matt 27:52; Acts 9:40; 
John 2:21; Rom 8:11; 1 Cor 6:14). The “soul” is its life- 
power, continually renewed by eating and drinking (Matt 
6:25). Matthew 10:28 speaks, in a unique way, of those 
who are able to kill the body but not the soul (the latter 
phrase is lacking in Luke 12:4), though man remains soul 
and body after his death. This is understandable when we 


I + 769 


consider Paul’s concept of a “spiritual body” over against a 
“psychic” (earthly) one. It is the body that will be raised, 
though it will be changed and not remain “flesh and 
blood” (1 Cor 15:50—51; Phil 3:21). Once (2 Cor 5:8), Paul 
speaks of the believers’ wish to “emigrate from the body,” 
and of the destruction of “the earthly tent” (5:1). V 3 may 
be interpreted “so that by putting it on, we may not be 
found naked”; however, a more probable reading is “pro- 
vided that, stripped [of earthly body] we shall not be found 
naked.” Be this as it may, it is clear that Paul does not 
expect any “nakedness” of a pure soul, not even for the 
interim between death and parousia, but a new “clothing” 
that will be “life swallowing up what is mortal” (v 4). Most 
surprising is 2 Cor 12:3, where Paul relates, in a sarcasti- 
cally boastful manner, a most extraordinary experience of 
being taken up to paradise and seeing unspeakable things. 
Moreover, he is not even interested in the miracle as such; 
whether he ascended to heaven “in the body” or not is of 
little concern to him. Only the fact that he had been there 
has meaning for him; whether or not this might be some- 
thing like a soul that is able to leave the body (as Platonists 
would think) is insignificant. Rather, Paul states that after 
the resurrection God’s spirit takes the place of the former 
soul (1 Cor 15:44). Strictly speaking, the soul is the life of 
the earthly body and, hence, is limited by the body’s 
existence (as with the Stoics or Epicureans). As such the 
soul can, in one respect, be negatively contrasted to the 
Spirit, since it is open to the influence of demons or any 
kind of desires (Jas 3:15; Jude 18-19). As such the soul ts, 
according to Philo (Leg All 3.246—47), equivalent to the 
earth cursed by God (Gen 3:17). In another respect, it is 
also the place of listening to and trusting in God. Thus, 
God’s spirit is already living in earthly men, if and when 
they do not remain merely “psychic” (literally “soul-ish”) 
men (1 Cor 2:14). That means that God’s spirit, and with 
it the life that is no longer perishable, is, up to some 
degree, already found within the earthly body. This is the 
view of John 11:25-26. In Jesus, the resurrection and the 
life are already present. Certainly the body will die, but 
the new life that the spirit of God has begun to build in 
each person individually will live on. 

2. The Physical Body of Man. Since there is no word 
for “body” in the OT (except when designating a corpse 
or a slave), it is not surprising that the term rarely occurs 
in Jesus’ teachings. Nonetheless, there is some emphasis on 
life in its bodily form; e.g., Jesus’ healing restores the 
“body” of a sick person (Mark 5:29), and the disciples’ 
obedience concerns their bodies, i.e., that they should not 
commit adultery (Matt 5:29) or become the cause of anxi- 
ety (6:25) or fear (10:28). This becomes central in Paul’s 
letters: to present one’s body as a living sacrifice (but not 
in martyrdom as in 1 Cor 13:3) is one’s spiritual worship 
(Rom 12:1). Even Paul himself must “pommel and subdue” 
his body in the service of his Lord (1 Cor 9:27). It is the 
body, not the soul, that is the temple of the Holy Spirit (1 
Cor 6:19-20). In the apostle’s body, i.e., in his “mortal 
flesh,” the death and the life of Jesus are manifest, as, for 
instance, in the marks of many whippings (2 Cor 4:10-11; 
11:24-25; Gal 6:17). In the last judgment, one is to be 
responsible for what he/she has done “in the body” (2 Cor 
5:10). Thus, “body” is much more than a mere physical 
instrument (like, e.g., the stomach); it always belongs either 
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to Christ or to other powers (e.g., to sin and death, or toa 
prostitute; Rom 6:6; 7:24; 1 Cor 6:13, 15). In this body 
the grace of God transforms the new life of man. Because 
the believers were “bought with a price” by God’s grace, it 
is in their bodies that God will be glorified (1 Cor 6:20). 
Hence, all who have been baptized into Christ Jesus’ death 
can no longer allow sin to reign in their mortal bodies 
(Rom 6:3, 12). 

3. The Lord’s Supper. The words of institution during 
the Last Supper of Jesus are handed down in mainly two 
different versions. Paul writes to the Corinthians (ca. A.D. 
50), “I received from the Lord what I also delivered to 
you, that... he... took bread .. . and said, ‘This is my 
body which is for you. . . .. In the same way also the cup, 
after supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my 
blood .. .’” (1 Cor 11:23-25). In Mark 14:22-24 these 
words of institution are rendered differently: “Take, this 
my body,” and “This is my blood of the covenant, which is 
poured out for many” (written around a.p. 70). Paul's 
version seems to be, on the whole, the more ancient one. 
It shows that the first word was separated from the second 
by a whole meal (“after the supper”). It is, therefore, not 
surprising that the two sayings are, originally, not perfectly 
parallel. It is to be expected that gradually they would have 
been harmonized during the tradition in the NT and 
especially in modern liturgies. If Mark’s version, in which 
the first statement, “This is my body,” runs parallel to the 
second, “This is my blood,” was the original, then we 
should expect the constantly recurring combination 
“flesh” and “blood,” because “body” and “blood” are never 
combined in Hebrew or Greek (except, perhaps, in Job 
6:14), and “body” does not designate an offering except in 
Gen 15:11 (referred to in Apoc. Ab. 13:3). Differently, the 
cup in 1 Chr 11:25 (the wine is never mentioned!) is 
identified with the new covenant, not with the blood, which 
excludes the idea of drinking blood, horrifying for a Jew. 
Some scholars argue that this proposed original Markan 
formula (according to which the disciples drank before 
Jesus spoke his word of institution, identifying the cup 
with his blood) was changed to the less offensive form 
found in Paul’s tradition. But would Jesus ever have iden- 
tified the cup with his blood without pointing in some way 
to the scandalous character of drinking it (as in the passage 
of John 6:52-56, probably part of a later church liturgy)? 
The phrase “which is for you” (1 Cor 11:24) may have 
been originally lacking (as in Mark 14:24). However, the 
idea of a vicarious death is implied in I Cor 11:25 (“in my 
blood,” cf. Exod 25:8—11), since in the time of Jesus the 
sacrifice of the covenant was also regarded as being expia- 
tory. Since the Aramaic word for “body” (giipa?) can des- 
ignate the “I” of a person, Jesus may have meant that he 
himself would be present with his disciples whenever they 
ate the bread. The implication of the second formula 
would then have led to greater emphasis on Jesus’ readi- 
ness to give up his life (“in my blood”). In the Pauline 
tradition, the latter was made explicit by combining the 
words “which is for you” with “body” (cf. Luke 22:19; Heb 
10:5, 10; | Pet 2:24), and in the Markan tradition by the 
combination of the “blood” with “poured out for many.” 
Thus, the Lord’s Supper reenacts the new covenant in the 
present communion of the participants with God and their 
fellow disciples (especially in Paul). This communion is 
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based on the past sacrifice of Jesus (especially in Mark) and 
is the pledge for the future eschatological fulfillment of 
the meal in the kingdom of God and the parousia of Christ 
(1 Cor 11:26; Mark 14:25; Matt 26:29; with special empha- 
sis in Luke 22:15-18). All reports contain this threefold 
orientation toward the past, the present, and the future. 

4. The Body of Christ. When, according to the euchar- 
ist tradition, Jesus spoke of “my body,” he spoke of his 
future presence with his disciples as a presence “for vou” 
(added in the Pauline tradition and implied from the 
beginning in the word about the cup). Hence, “body” is 
not so much used as a designation of an individual person 
in and of himself/herself, but rather points to someone’s 
being, living, and acting in relationship with others. Any 
body is in one sense limited by its form and contour (e.g., 
a human bocly by its skin); in another sense it is a means 
of contact and communication (e.g., seeing through the 
eyes, hearing with the ears, touching with the hands, 
walking with the legs). It is in this latter sense that Jesus 
uses the terra in the Last Supper, and that Paul uses it 
generally. Thus, the “body of Christ” is, primarily, Christ 
himself crucified for the sake of his disciples (Rom 7:4; 
Col 1:22). In the Lord’s Supper, “participation in” (or 
“communion with”) the body of Christ takes place in such 
a way that it transforms the “many” into “one body,” since 
all partake of the same bread. In order to emphasize this 
interpretation of the oneness of the Church, the apostle 
speaks in 1 Cor 10:16-17 first of the cup, and then of the 
bread, reversing the usual order. “In Christ” thev all 
become “one body” (Rom 12:5). 

As far as this expression goes, Paul’s wording is not 
unusual linguistically. A Greek would have easily under- 
stood the phrase “a body of believers” or “all believers 
becoming one body.” However, Paul intends to say more 
than that. The Christians do not simply become unified by 
a common belief (e.g., in Jesus giving his body for them). 
Rather, they become “the body of Christ” (1 Cor 12:27) 
because they are “baptized into one body” (v 13). This 
“one body” is Christ’s body, as the preceding verse illus- 
trates: “As the body is one and has many members . . . so 
is Christ.” In baptism, the believers are actually brought 
into Christ himself. Therefore, they did not call themselves 
“Christians” (as those outside of the Church would do; 
Acts 11:26; 25:28; 1 Pet 4:16), as if the newness were their 
own attribute; rather, they call themselves “those in 
Christ,” because what distinguishes them from others is 
Christ himself, whom they had “put on” in baptism like a 
garment and in whom they are now living (Gal 3:27--29). 
This is why Paul, when using the term of the body of 
Christ (or in Christ) always speaks collectively of the com- 
munion with God or Christ as opposed to that of an 
individual believer. In 1 Cor 6:15—-17 he states that an 
individual man “becomes one body with a prostitute,” but 
when speaking of “becoming one with the Lord,” he 
replaces “bocly” by “spirit.” As members of the Church, 
“the body of Christ” is of primary importance, whereas its 
“individual members” are secondary. This is also typical 
of Jewish thinking which (according to M. Buber) sees a 
forest not as a sum of many trees (the typical occidental 
perspective) but the individual trees always as part of the 
whole forest (see also H. W. Robinson [1936)). 

Nonetheless, there is no doubt that Christ also remains 
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the lord of his Church (Rom 10:9; 1 Cor 12:3; etc.). Unity 
with Christ becomes effective in an event which creates a 
new relationship, not in a unity of substance shared by 
Christ and his Church. Thus. it is a dynamic unity of life, 
not a static one of unchangexble quality. This is what the 
Corinthians, who attached an almost magical effectiveness 
to the sacraments (1 Cor 15:29; 10:1-13), could not un- 
derstand. The difficult saying of 1 Cor 11:27, “Whoever 
eats the bread or drinks the cup in an unworthy manner 
will be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord” means 
basically the same as 8:11—1%': whoever becomes “a stum- 
bling block to the weak” (v 9}, Le., “the brother for whom 
Christ died .. . sins against Christ.” According to 8:11—12 
this happens when “knowledze puffs up in the congrega- 
tion” (8:1); according to 11:27, it happens when the con- 
gregation does not wait for the latecomers (11:22, 33). In 
the context of the Lord’s Supper, Paul uses the term “body 
and blood of the Lord” instead of “Christ who died for 
him/them.” In the same way “my body which is for you” 
(1 Cor 11:24) means “I myself dying for you.” Thus 11:27 
declares that sinning against the brothers/sisters is sinning 
against Christ himself. Hence, the unity of the body of 
Christ ceases to exist for those who, by their actions, place 
themselves outside the realm of the living Christ. There- 
fore, Paul uses the term “body of Christ” only within the 
context of parenesis (see the works of Daines; Guénel; 
Gundry; Jewett 1971: 201-304; and Wedderburn). This is 
not the case in Colossians and Ephesians (see below); 
however, the identification of Christ with the head of the 
body (Col 1:18; Eph 1:22-25; 4:15-16; 5:23) implies his 
authority over all the actions of his congregation. 

The origin of the phrase “lody of Christ” is difficult to 
determine. Four sources have been suggested: (1) a gnostic 
myth of a primeval man; (2) the Hellenistic idea of the 
universe as a divine body; (3: a Stoic parable; and (4) the 
Jewish view of a patriarch representing the whole present 
and future tribe. Gnosticism (1) is out of the question since 
the idea of a savior’s “body” including the saved ones as its 
members is totally lacking up to the 3d century A.D., except 
in some occasional reminiscences of a Pauline phrase in 
Christian Gnosticism (Fischer 1973: 62-68). The view of 
the universe as a (divine) “body” (2) and the corresponding 
designation of powers (in Christian writings: of believers) 
as “members” is, however, present in Hellenistic text (Plato, 
Ti. 30b, 31b, 32a,c, 39e; Philetaer. 30a; Diod. Sic. 1, 2, 6; 
Orph. Fr. 2la; Orph. H. 11.3: 66. 6-9; etc.). In Stoic texts 
(3), one also encounters the parable of a body whose 
members are dependent upen one another. This parable 
was first used to illustrate how working labor needs the 
idle nobility in the same manner as the working members 
of the body need the stomach to digest food (Titus Livius, 
Ab urbe condita 2.32; Dio Chrys. Or. 33.16). In 1 Cor 12:14— 
26 the term “body [of Christ]” is also used parabolically to 
show that neither inferiority nor superiority complexes are 
able to endanger the unity of the congregation. This is 
certainly parallel to and influenced by the Stoic usage. 
However, Paul says more than that (see above). 

Two possible roots of a noriparabolic usage (or parallels 
to it, which make it linguistically possible) should be noted. 
First, the contemporary Hellenistic view of the universe (2) 
was that of a body permeated and governed by God (or 
heaven, or Logos). Since Plato, this body was regarded as 
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a divine one, though probably not explicitly as a “body of 
God.” This is the understanding of the body of Christ in 
Colossians and Ephesians, and it is possible that Paul 
“decosmologized” the Greek conception, reducing it to a 
description of the Church (not of the world) and coining 
the unusual phrase “body of Christ.” Colossians and Ephe- 
sians would, in this case, have reverted to the original view. 

Secondly, the Jewish background (4) may be important. 
John 15:1 identifies Christ with the true vine, the constant 
symbol! of Israel, which even in Jesus’ time was seen as a 
vine of cosmic dimensions reaching from the abyss to 
heaven, where the vine becomes the “house of God” 
(L.A.B.). In John 15:1 the Son of Man (identified in Ps 
79:12 LXX with the “vine” of God) is the new Jacob, and 
Jacob, according to Gen 35:10, is Israel. The patriarch 
qualifies his people; it is through Abraham that Israel is 
the holy people of God, through Jacob that Israel is blessed 
(Jub 2:20; 19:27-29), and through Adam that all human- 
kind has become sinful (2 Esdr 7:118; cf. Wis 10:1, 4); also 
to his (Adam’s) glory part of Israel will be restored (1QS 
4:23; 1QH 17:15; CD 3:20; 4QpPs 37 3:1). Thus, in many 
texts, the patriarch is identical to his tribe or nation: 
“Adam” (in Hebrew) means “humankind,” and Jacob is 
called “Israel” by God himself. In the same way, Jesus is 
the new Israel in John 15:1. The vine, apart from which 
they can do nothing (v 5), includes all its branches, just as 
the body, apart from which they can do nothing, includes 
all its members. However, while John 15 sees Jesus as the 
true vine or Israel, Paul views him as the one “offspring” 
of Abraham in whom all become one (Gal 3:16, 28), or 
even the Adam of latter times, “in whom” all are made 
alive (1 Cor 15:22, 45; cf. Rom 5:12-19). The idea of a 
patriarch determining the future tribe is originally tem- 
poral. It is still alive in the reference to Jacob’s experience 
which is fulfilled in the Son of Man (i.e., Jesus), and in the 
Church being the offspring of Abraham. However, it is 
converted by John and Paul to a rather spatial imagery of 
the vine with its branches or the body and its members. 
The same can be seen in Gal 4:25—26, where the temporal 
term “the present Jerusalem” is replaced by a spatial one, 
“the Jerusalem above.” Perhaps it is not possible to decide 
definitively for either a Hellenistic or a Jewish background, 
since there was so much cultural interaction between the 
Jewish idea of a patriarch determining the destiny of 
humankind and the Hellenistic idea of God’s spirit or 
Logos ruling and permeating the world. 

5. Colossians and Ephesians. The hymn in Col 1:15- 
20 praises Christ’s lordship over the whole creation and 
adds, “He is the head of the body.” Compared with earlier 
Pauline passages, two anomalies are obvious. First, we find 
“the body,” not “the body of Christ” or “his body.” Sec- 
ondly, the hymn speaks of “the body” three times in terms 
of “all [created] things,” and suggests that Christ is the 
head of the principalities and authorities (1:16; cf. 2:10). 
Both of the above points are typical of the Hellenistic 
conception of the universe as “the body” whose “head” is 
Zeus or Logos. This is indeed what “body” must have 
originally meant in the context of the hymn, since the 
Church enters the chain of thought only from v 18b on. 
The author of the letter, a disciple of Paul (or possibly 
Paul in a later stage of his life), adapted the phrase to a 
theological context with the explanatory addition “the 
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Church” (cf. 1:24; 3:15). This transfer of the Greek view 
of the world to ecclesiology guards the Pauline under- 
standing of the Church as the body of Christ from an 
abusive identification of the Church with Christ himself 
(the Church as a “prolonged Christ”) by emphasizing 
Christ’s role as the head (2:19). Thus, Christ is head over 
all creation (2:10, 15) for the Church, which is his body 
and derives all its strength and growth from him (2:19). In 
Eph 1:22—23 both statements are combined (cf. 4:15—16), 
while in Eph 2:16 it is difficult to decide whether the “one 
body,” through which Jews and gentiles are reconciled, 
means the crucified body of Christ, as suggested by the 
parallel phrase “in [or by] the blood of Christ” in v 13 (cf. 
Col 1:22), or, more probably, the Church as Christ’s body, 
as suggested by the images of “one new man” (v 15) and 
“the whole structure” of “the holy temple” (v 21), into 
which Jews and gentiles have been brought. 

The headship of Christ is certainly no authoritarian 
power; he rules by filling his body with his own spirit (1:23; 
4:10; cf. Col 2:19). Thus, as the head he is the savior of 
his body (Eph 5:23). In the same way, the husband is the 
head of his wife, who in turn is his body (Eph 5:23, 28). 
Even a modern interpreter, critical of this phrase, would 
note that the Greek text of v 22 says merely “the wives to 
their husbands,” because their behavior is only one exam- 
ple of what is expected from all members; i.e., “Be subject 
to one another out of reverence for Christ...” (v 21). 
Furthermore, the unity of husband and wife is taken so 
seriously that “loving his wife as he would his own body” 
involves “loving himself,” because both are “one flesh” (vv 
28, 31). The traditional formula of the wife being her 
husband’s “own flesh” (see Sir 25:26; L. A. E. 3) emphasizes 
her status as his property. In Ephesians 5, though still 
within the context of the patriarchalism of that time, it has 
been transformed into an image of the oneness of a most 
intimate love, which is demonstrated through the readi- 
ness of the one partner to live for the sake of the other. 


D. Summary 

Through the Greek language Judaism acquired the 
word séma, “body.” The middle Platonism of the NT 
period would have strongly suggested a view of man as 
principally soul, and an understanding of life as a gradual 
separation of the ego (the soul) from the body and its 
physical impediment, where death becomes the final lib- 
eration. It was, however, the OT background and especially 
the life and teaching of Jesus that provided the NT with 
an understanding of the body as a means of communica- 
tion and mutual help and love among members of the 
body of Christ (and even beyond to nonbelievers). The 
climax of this view is manifest in Jesus’ body, always open 
to God’s spirit and willing to become the final sacrifice on 
the cross for the sake of all people. 

The Stoicism of the Ist century a.p. would have sug- 
gested with equal strength a view of man as part of a 
harmonious universe where God’s spirit could be found 
everywhere. Again it was the OT and Jesus that made it 
impossible to equate God and the world. God’s spirit is not 
merely a life power in creation; it is the spirit manifested 
in Jesus’ service and given to his disciples at Pentecost. 
Therefore, the “divine body” is not simply the totality of 
nature with its beautiful and beneficial forces (but also 
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with its cruel and destructive forces), but rather “the body 
of Christ,” ie., the unity of all individuals who allow 
themselves tc be helped, loved, and permeated by Jesus, 
who gave his earthly body “for many.” Every Lord’s Supper 
reminds his Church that it is only in this body that. his 
believers will find real life forever. Through his promise at 
the Last Supper, the body and blood of Jesus, offered as a 
sacrifice, become present and real again for the partici- 
pants in everv Lord’s Supper, granting them the quality of 
the one people of God and, at the same time, obliging 
them to live this oneness of Jew and Greek, lord and slave, 
man and wornan realistically ime and again, to be and to 
become the “>ody of Christ,” until he comes. 
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BOHAN, STONE OF (PLACE) [Heb eben bohan]. A 
site located on the N border of the territory of Judah (Josh 
15:6) and consequently the S boundary of Benjamin (Josh 
18:17). It is apparently near the top of the descent from 
the highlands down to the Jordan River, just a few miles N 
and W of the Dead Sea. 

By its name, it is a topographical feature which was 
known in the period, and not necessarily a settlement. The 
exact location of the stone is debated, and the lack of any 
further reference to a son of Reuben named Bohan does 
not aid the process of identification. The tribe of Reuben 
was allocated land in Transjordan (Josh 13:8), so a site in 
this area has been proposed (GTTOT, 405). Since the OT 
description of the boundary between the two tribes of 
Judah and Benjamin starts at one end of the confluence of 
the Jordan and the Dead Sea, and runs W from there 
based on the identifiable sites (Josh 15:5), a location to the 
W rather than the E of the Jordan is indicated. The 
association with Reuben could simply be the memory of 
an undetermined influence of the tribe on the W bank as 
well as in Transjordan (Woudstra Joshua NICOT, 236). 
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Bohan could be a Heb noun, “thumb,” and not a proper 
name at all (Noth 1966: 69). It would then most probably 
describe a rocky outcrop or pillar of the period that in 
some way resembled a thumb. This does not treat the 
present Heb text with integrity, however, since the biblical 
description “son of Reuben” indicates that, for the author 
at least, Bohan was a proper name. 

Some currently existing topographical features have 
been proposed as the location of the stone (Boling Joshua 
AB, 366; HGB, 119), but none of the proposals are com- 
pelling. 
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BOIL. See SICKNESS ANI? DISEASE. 


BOND. A biblical word often referring to something 
that restricts one’s freedom. 


A. Old Testament 

In the OT the word “bond” is used to refer to a state of 
servitude, or “bondage.” Thus “bondmaid” (Exod 23:12) 
and “bondwoman” (Deut 1:17) are used for the Heb 
?amah, generally “maidservant” as in their parallel texts 
(Exod 23:12=Exod 20:8; Deut 15:17= Exod 21:6). Simi- 
larly, “bondman” is used for Heb ‘ebed (Deut 15:17; Ezra 
9:9), usually “slave” or “servant.” 

A like interpretation is warranted for the phrase “bond 
or free” (Heb ‘Sdsir wéSazib; Deut 32:36; 1 Kgs 14:10; 
21:10; 2 Kgs 9:8; 14:26). The pairing of ‘zb with ‘bd in 
Ezra 9:9 would seem to support the implications of servi- 
tude. The repeated threats to destroy “every male” of the 
royal houses of Jeroboam I arid Ahab of Israel, “both bond 
and free,” however, imply a >roader sense of the phrase, 
because members of the ruling family did not likely con- 
tinue in slavery. In these cases, “bond and free” designates 
those still under the bond of parental authority and espe- 
cially sustenance, along with those who had been freed 
from the protection and authority of their parents. The 
phrase is a merism denoting opposing extremes in the 
designated group and encompassing all members of it. 

In both the singular and the plural, the noun mésér 
serves as a general term for “chains,” “fetters,” or the like, 
as both the symbol and reality of servitude. Isa 52:2 and 
Jer 30:8, for instance, refer to the bonds or chains of the 
neck. Expressions of liberation include “to loose the 
bonds” (Job 12:18; 39:5; Ps 116:16) and “to burst/break 
bonds asunder” (Pss 2:3; 107:14). Conversely, mésér, 
“bond,” also functions as a positive metaphor for the law 
(Jer 2:20; 5:5; 30:8) as that which binds the people to 
Yahweh. As punishment for »reaking these “bonds,” Yah- 
weh will subject both people and leaders to foreign servi- 
tude. Later, however, he will “break the bonds” of their 
foreign masters, and Israel will return to “serve” Yahweh 
and the Davidic king. 

The noun *4sér is used lirerally of the restraints with 
which Samson was bound by his Philistine captors (Judg 
15:14), and the cognate adjective ?dsir as a figure of cap- 
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tives not forgotten by their God (Ps 69:33). To “loose the 
bonds [résubbét] of wickedness” is the “fast” which God 
desires of Israel (Isa 58:6). 
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B. New Testament 

Two words in the NT can have the meaning “bond”: 
sundesmos and desmos (BAGD 1957: 175, 793). Col 2:19 uses 
sundesmos to refer to the sinews of the body (for compara- 
tive Hellenistic usage, cf. LSJM, 1701; Fitzer TDNT 7: 857). 
In accordance with other Hellenistic usage (Plut. Num. 6.3 
where Numa is the Sabines’ “bond of good will and friend- 
ship” with Rome; Simplicius in Epict. 30/89.15, “the Pytha- 
goreans .. . called friendship the bond of all the virtues”), 
Col 3:14 uses the word metaphorically to speak of love as 
the bond (sundesmos) of perfection. This could be under- 
stood as the bond of all the virtues or as the bond that 
leads to perfection or perfect harmony (Lohse Colossians 
and Philippians Hermeneia, 148—49). To keep the unity of 
the spirit the Ephesians are called to the bond (sundesmos) 
of unrighteousness (unrighteousness is the bond) in Acts 
8:23 (cf. Isa 58:6). 

Jesus releases the bond (desmos) from a deaf mute’s 
tongue (Mark 7:35). A. Deissmann understands it to be a 
demonic bond (1978: 304—7) by using ancient magic texts 
and by referring to Luke 13:16, where Satan’s bond kept 
a woman bent over for eighteen years. But nature could 
place a bond on the tongue in Hellenistic thought (Nonnus 
Dion. 26.261; Bacchus heals it in 26.287). Wettstein 
(NovTG26 on Mark 7:35) gives uses of desmos as a term for 
mute tongues. “Bond” can refer to physical objects used to 
bind persons as in Acts 16:26 (stocks for feet: for a descrip- 
tion of one kind with five holes, cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.1.27). 
The word refers to head and foot chains in Luke 8:29 and 
to eternal chains in Jude 6. An ambiguity occurs because 
the word can be used to refer to prison (and not physical 
bonds) as in LXX Isa 42:7; 49:9. Bonds were the rule in 
Roman imprisonment (Hitzig 1899: 1581) but not in every 
case (see two laws in Ulp. Digest 50.16.216 and Sever. Codex 
Tust 2.11.1). Whether texts such as Phil 1:7, 13 should be 
translated as “imprisonment” or “bonds” [in a physical 
sense]” is an unsolved question since the context does not 
clearly indicate which meaning is present. (See the varying 
interpretations in BAGD [175] and Gnilka Philippians 
HTKNT, 47, 56). 
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BOOTHS, FEAST OF. One of ancient Israel’s three 


giant annual feasts, celebrated in autumn. See CALEN- 
DARS. ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH. 
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BOR-ASHAN (PLACE) [Heb bér Sa3an]. See ASHAN. 


BORITH (PERSON) {Lat Borith]. See BUKKI. 


BOSOR (PLACE) [Gk Bosor]. One of five sites in Gilead 
in which Jews were taken captive by gentile inhabitants 
(1 Macc 5:25, 36). The city is usually identified with Busr 
el-Hariri, approximately 70 km E of the Sea of Galilee, 
perhaps the same site as “Bezer in the wilderness” men- 
tioned in Deut 4:43 (Tedesche and Zeitlin 1950: 115). 
Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) argues cogently that 
ALEMaA is the district within which Bosor lies, rather than 
being a separate city. 

Judas Maccabeus’ early successes, including retaking the 
temple in 164 B.c., led to gentile reprisals. Many Jews in 
Gilead fled to a stronghold at the city of Dathema, from 
which they sent word to Judas for help. En route to rescue 
the refugees, Judas encountered Nabateans, who told him 
that Jews were under attack in the cities of Bozrah, Bosor- 
in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim, as well as other 
cities (1 Macc 5:24—27). Judas detoured from Dathema to 
rescue Jews in Bozrah first, then in Dathema, and finally 
in the other cities. 
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BOUGAEAN (PLACE) (Gk Bougaios]. An epithet used 
to describe Haman in Add Esth 12:6, by the LXX in Esth 
3:1 (for the Heb h@agdégz), and as an addition in 9:10. The 
precise significance of the designation is disputed. Because 
the meaning of the term is obscure, some scholars have 
argued that the term is simply a corruption of the Gk 
agagaios or “agagite” (Gregg APOT, 673-74; Newman IDB 
1: 458). Noting that the term is replaced by the word 
“Macedonian” in Esth 9:24, some scholars have argued 
that it is simply a Homeric term of reproach (Iliad 13.824; 
Odyssey 18.79), meaning “bully” or “braggart” (Haupt 
1908: 141). A third view has been advanced by Hoschan- 
der (1923: 23-27) and Lewy (1939: 134-35), who argue 
that the term bougaios is derived from the word baga. A 
West Iranian religious term, meaning “god,” these scholars 
have argued that it refers specifically to Mithra and that, 
therefore, the designation bougaios means “worshipper of 
Mithra” (Lewy 1939: 135). If this is so, then the use of the 
word may be one small piece of evidence favoring the 
argument that the book of Esther, as well as the festival of 
Purim, is of non-Jewish origin (Moore Esther AB, xlviii— 
xlix). Owing to the limited amount of evidence available, 
however, it may be impossible to choose between the op- 
tions (Moore Esther AB, 36; Daniel, Esther, Jeremiah: The 
Additions AB, 178). 
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BOWL. See POTTERY (CHRONOLOGY). 
BOX TREE. See FLORA. 


BOZEZ (PACE) [Heb bésés}. An outcropping of rock in 
the pass between GEBA and MICHMASH (1 Sam 14:4). 
This outcropping figures in the story in which Jonathan, 
the son of Saul, initiates the defeat of the Philistines at 
Michmash. Fiozez apparently occupied the N side of the 
pass, while an outcropping named SENEH stood on the S 
side. The names of the two outcroppings reflect their 
formidable appearance. Seneh means “The Thorny One” 
while Bozez means either “The Gleaming One” or “The 
Miry One” (see McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 239). The exact 
location of these two outcroppings has not been mapped 
with precision, though it is generally agreed that they must 
lie upon the Wadi es-Suweinit, which runs between Geba 
and Michmash, in the middle of the triangle defined by 
Jerusalem, Bethel, and Jericho (see NHT, 106; MBA, 60). 
JEFFRIES M. HAMILTON 


BOZKATH (PLACE) [Heb bosgat]. A town situated in 
the Shephelah, or low country, of Judah (Josh 15:39), 
within the same district as Lachish and Eglon. This settle- 
ment is listecl among the towns within the tribal allotment 
of Judah (Josh 15:21-62; see also BETH-DAGON). Jedi- 
dah, mother of Josiah, was the daughter of Adaiah of 
Bozkath (2 Kgs 22:1). The location of the ancient settle- 
ment is unknown. 
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BOZRAH (PLACE) [Heb bosra]. Three sites of antiquity 
possessed this name. Two are mentioned in the Hebrew 
Bible and the third is mentioned in the apocryphal writ- 
ings and secular sources. 

1. Bozrah in Edom. According to Gen 36:33 and | Chr 
1:44, Bozrah was associated with Jobab the son of Zerah, 
one of the Edomite kings (whether his place of origin or 
his residence: is unclear), and periodically it was the capital 
and adminis«rative center of the Edomite state. Apart from 
these, the only other references to Bozrah in the OT are 
all in the wee-oracles against the nations (Isa 34:6; 63:1; 
Jer 49:13, 22; Amos 1:12; and perhaps Mic 2:12 [read 
*bassiva]). Tnese defy concrete historical evaluation and 
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their authenticity and dating are uncertain. Because of 
their apocalyptic character (Isa 34:6, 63:1) they can prob- 
ably be dated to the postexilic period. 

Bozrah, the ancient capital of Edom, is without a doubt 
to be identified with the modern village of Buseirah, which 
is located in N Edom (M.R. 208018). It guards both the 
Kings’ Highway (the major N—-S route through Transjor- 
dan) and a major route W to the Wadi Arabah and thence 
to the Negeb and §S Judah. It is also within striking distance 
of the Edomite copper mine: in the Wadi Dana and Wadi 
Feinan some 10-15 km SSW. 

It is situated W of the Kings’ Highway on a projecting 
spur, steep on the N, W, and E sides, with easy access only 
from the S. In addition to this natural defensive position, 
strong walls enclose a site of some 3200 m2. No water 
source has been found within the site, the main supply 
probably being the spring at ‘Ain Jenin, about one km E, 
which until recently was also the source for the modern 
village. 

Excavations at the site have been undertaken by C.-M. 
Bennett (1971—74) and the British Institute at Amman for 
Archaeology and History (1980). These have revealed a 
large, fortified site with monumental public buildings, far 
larger than any other site in the region. Two major phases 
of occupation have been found in ali the excavated areas, 
with numerous rebuildings and subphases. Exact dating 
has not yet been determinecl, but both phases would ap- 
pear to fall within the confines of the 7th—6th centuries 
B.c. There is no evidence for occupation earlier than the 
8th century B.c. 

Four main areas have beer. excavated. See Fig. BOZ.01. 
Area A, the highest point on the site and the so-called 
“acropolis,” contains large public buildings. Areas B and 
D, to the SW and NE of Area A respectively, contain 
private dwellings. Area B also contains a postern gate. 
Area C, to the S of Area A. contains more monumental 
buildings, probably residential but of higher quality than 
those in B or D. Thick plaster floors are in use in all areas. 

Two successive large buildings occupy the acropolis 
(Area A). Building A, the later, measures 48 m N-S and 
36 m E-W and is “winged,” i.e., the corners curve outward. 
It is similar to the Assyrian courtyard building and hence 
has usually been assigned to the Neo-Assyrian period 
(734-610 B.c.), but Benne:t notes (1977: 3) that “the 
discovery of stratified Persian pottery in a late phase in a 
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BOZ.01. Site plan of ancient Bozrah (Buseirah), indicating Areas A-D. (Redrawn 
from C.-M. Bennett 1974: 2, fig. 1) 
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similar building in Area C has given rise to doubt.” Build- 
ing A overlies the S part of Building B. 

The plan of the N part of Building B is clear, consisting 
of a large courtyard (ca. 10 X 15 m), a central cistern, 
rooms on the N, E, and W sides, and external access in the 
NW corner. A monumental entrance, consisting of shallow 
steps flanked by a column plinth on each side, leads to the 
S part of the building, the plan of which is mostly ob- 
scured. It would seem, however, that this is the more 
important part of the building for which the courtyard 
was an entrance or antechamber. Bennett (1977: 6) sug- 
gests that this might be a temple, the outer area being for 
purification. A palace or governor’s residence would also 
be a plausible interpretation with the outer area being for 
general admission. 

Area B is a section of the outer defensive wall with a 
postern gate. The defensive wall is approximately 3.5 m 
thick at the base and still stands to a height of 3.8 m. At 
some points the wall was strengthened by the addition of 
casemates. Domestic houses of rough stone were built 
against the casemates. A narrow gateway provided access 
during the main phases of the site. It was blocked in the 
final phase and the whole area used as a pottery dump. 

Area C lies S of the acropolis and covers an area of 
approximately 67 x 105 m. It contains a large residential 
complex, not dissimilar in plan to Building A in Area A. 
Persian pottery was found in the latest phase of Area C. A 
bath complex suggests the residence of a very important 
official. 

Area D is a small area of domestic houses built on rough 
stone construction. Several phases of occupation have been 
identified, some utilizing mudbrick. 

All the excavations at Buseirah have taken place in the 
upper town, which is isolated from the lower town by a 
battered enclosure wall (see Fig. BOZ.01). It is unclear 
whether the lower town was residential or mainly open. 

Dating for the two main phases at Buseirah has so far 
not been determined. The earlier phase is probably Assyr- 
ian, the later Babylonian/Persian, but there is no evidence 
to attribute the transition to the Babylonian campaign of 
587/586 B.c., which had such a devastating effect on Jeru- 
salem and the cities W of the Jordan. Edomite relations 
with Babylon at this point appear to have been cordial. 
The transition is likely to have occurred (supported by the 
late pottery from Area C) ca. 550 B.c. when the Babylonian 
king, Nabonidus, passed through Edom on his way to the 
N Arabian oasis of Teima. 
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2. Bozrah in Moab. The Moabite town, situated on the 
Mishor (mé6r), is mentioned in a list of geographical 
places, which are the objects of the woe-oracles against 
Moab (Jer 48:21—24). This list can hardly be accredited to 
Jeremiah and is probably a secondary addition. Bozrah 
may be identical with Bezer (beser), with which it is etymo- 
logically related (Deut 4:43; Josh 20:8; 21:36; and 1 Chr 
6:63—Eng 6:78; one of the cities of refuge belonging to 
Reuben), and dsr of the Mesha Inscription (ANET, 320-21; 
line 27; cf. Euseb., Onomast. 46.8.11, Bosor; Josephus, Ant 
4.173). Although Barazén and Umm el-‘Amed E of Hesh- 
bon have been suggested, the exact location of Bozrah is 
unknown. 

3. Bozrah in Hauran. Bozrah lies on one of the fruitful 
and water-rich plains of S Hauran at the important inter- 
section of the N-S route, which leads from Damascus 
through the Transjordan to the Hejaz, with the E-W route, 
on which one could travel from the Mediterranean to 
Mesopotamia. The ancient site is identical with the modern 
village Busra ash-Sham (32°31'N; 36°29’E), which lies E of 
Adraa (Der‘a) (cf. Euseb., Onomast. 12.14; 13.14; 84.9; 
85.8-9). The earliest attestations of Bozrah are in an 
Egyptian Execration Text as bw d3nw (Posener 1940: E 27) 
and in the list of conquered Palestinian cities, compiled 
under Thutmose III, found at Karnak, as 63d3rwwn3 
(bdrwn). The literary evidence of the place name ceases 
after two attestations in the Amarna Letters (197:13 and 
199:13; Busruna). (The Ugaritic site dsry cannot be identi- 
fied with any of the Bozrahs discussed here. It ought, 
rather, to be located in the environs of Ugarit. The site of 
URU Ba-as-re-e mentioned in the Assyrian sources is un- 
known.) 

Little is known about pre-Nabatean Bozrah since archae- 
ological excavations (apart from the reconstruction of visi- 
bly preserved architectural remains) have only begun. The 
only settlements (excluding those from prehistory) which 
can be archaeologically verified are from the LB and from 
the 2d century B.c. 

Bozrah’s history is again attested in written sources 
beginning in the Hellenistic age when Judas Maccabeus 
conquered Bozrah (1 Macc 5:26, 28; probably Bosorra 
instead of Bosor, cf. Jos., Ant 12.336). It is not known if 
the town was ruled by the Seleucids, was independent, or 
was perhaps autonomous. It is likely that Bozrah gradually 
came under Nabatean control, was slowly incorporated 
into the state, and soon became its most important city 
(Bostra Dousaria) except for Petra. This development par- 
alleled the decline of the Seleucid empire. Bozrah’s impor- 
tance remained unchanged from approximately 25 B.c. to 
A.D. 93. During this time Herod the Great (JW 1.398; 
2.215), Philip (JW 2.95; Ant 17.319), and Agrippa I and II 
(JW 2.215) reigned over Aurantis, which was briefly incor- 
porated into the Roman province of Syria (a.p. 34—37). 

Following Trajan’s annexation of the Nabatean empire, 
Bozrah became the capital of the newly created Roman 
province of Arabia in a.p. 106 and remained such 
throughout all of the expansions and divisions of this 
province. The status of a polis, with its own era (22 March 
106) along with the right to mint its own coins, was be- 
stowed upon Bozrah. It also became the garrison of the 
Legio III Cyrenaica. The city prospered from the con- 
struction and enlargement of the Via Nova Traiana. Two 
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Safaitic inscriptions divulge that the city (bsry), which was 
promoted to the status of a colony by the Severans (Nea 
Traiana Alexandriana Colonia Bostra) and to a metropolis 
(Metropolis tés Arabias) by Philippus Arabs, had to subject 
itself to an invasion by the Sassanians (A.D. 253 or 256). 

The city’s prosperity was due to its important commer- 
cial and political position, which enabled it to export grain, 
wine, and other commodities and to profit from commis- 
sion and caravan trade with the rest of Syria, Mesopotamia, 
the Mediterranean coast, and especially N Arabia. Monu- 
mental buildings such as the theater, the thermal bath, the 
avenues flanked by colonnades, the gateways, and the 
tetrapylons testify to the prosperity of the city in Roman 
times. The colorful, multiracial population included not 
only Arabs (Nabateans and Sassanids), Romans, Greeks, 
Jews, and Christians but also merchants from Palmyra, a 
Safaitic colony, and, among the soldiers, foreigners of 
mixed extraction (Carthaginians, Thracians, Persians, 
Britons, and perhaps even Goths). 

Nothing is known about the inception of Christianity in 
Bozrah, yet Christianity cannot have appeared much later 
in Bozrah than in Damascus. At any rate, Bozrah was 
already the seat of a bishop in the 3d century a.p. and 
shortly thereafter became the metropolitan seat subject. to 
the patriarch of Antioch. Origen sojourned in Bozrah 
twice. During his first stay he was employed as a teacher by 
the governor of the province and during his second visit 
he attended a synod at which he rebuked the residing 
bishop Beryll, who had uttered heretical views (Euseb., 
Hist. Eccl. 6.19.15; 33.1—3). 
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BRACELETS. See JEWELRY. 
BRAMBLE. See FLORA. 


BRANCH [Heb semah]. Branch (Jer 23:5; 33:15; Zech 
3:8; 6:12) refers to the legitimate Davidic scion who is 
associated with Yahweh’s postexilic restoration of Israel 
and Judah. 

Debate about the exact meaning of branch has focused 
upon possible messianic connotations of the word. In Jer 
23:5 and 33:15 branch refers to an unspecified future 
Davidic scion whose reign Yahweh would establish in the 
postexilic restoration of Israel and Judah. In Zech 3:8 and 
6:12 branch refers specifically to Zerubbabel as the Davidic 
scion (Patterson Haggai Zechariah 1-8 OTL, 273-78), 
though the difference betwe2n the Zechariah and Jere- 
miah texts is only the degree of specificity. On the basis of 
these texts, it has been proposed that branch was a techni- 
cal term for the Messiah in later Judaism (Baldwin 1964: 
93-97; cf. Mowinckel 1956: 119-22, 160-65). Yet, while 
the expectation of a Davidic branch in both Zechariah and 
Jeremiah may have contributed to the development of a 
messianic expectation in Judaism, uses of the term in other 
Northwest Semitic languages make it unlikely that the term 
was originally a messianic designation. 

The phrase smk sdk has been found in a 3d-century 
B.C.E. Phoenician inscription where it refers to the legiti- 
mate king of the Ptolemaic dynasty (Beyerlin 1978: 232- 
34). Holladay (Jeremiah 1-25 Hermeneia, 617-8) concludes 
that branch is the usual Northwest Semitic word to desig- 
nate the legitimate king. At the same time, there seem to 
be several other Hebrew synonyms which convey the same 
idea: for instance, shoot (héter) and sprout (néser), both in 
Isa 11:1 (cf. IDB 1: 460-61). 

The sense of branch as the |egitimate scion is reinforced 
by studies of sedek (McKane Jeremiah 1-25 ICC, 568), which 
modifies branch in Jeremiah and Semitic occurrences 
(though in Jer 23:5, cf. Holladay Jeremiah 1-25 Hermeneia, 
616). While sedek is usually translated “righteous,” these 
studies have suggested numerous Northwest Semitic oc- 
currences where sedek implies rightful or lawful as a partic- 
ular nuance of righteous. 

Thus, branch, or more specifically righteous branch, 
should be understood as the legitimate or rightful Davidic 
scion to the throne of Israel. Especially in Jer 23:5, the 
legitimacy of this future king contrasts with Zedekiah, 
whose name suggests legitimacy but who is in fact a Baby- 
lonian vassel (Swetnam 1965: 29-40). 
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BRAND, CAMEL. See WASM (CAMEL BRAND). 


BREAD. Bread includes various kinds of food such as 
unleavened and leavened bread, porridge, and gruel pre- 
pared from cereal grains such as wheat and barley. The 
term “bread” was also used for solid food in general. In 
the Bible, bread is a polyvalent symbol, being used both in 
everyday life and for metaphoric and symbolic purposes. 


A. General Introduction 
B. Bread in the Ancient Near East 
I. General Background 
2. Mesopotamia 
3. Egypt 
C. Bread in the Bible 
1. Introduction 
2. Bread in the OT 
3. Bread in the NT 


A. General Introduction 

Many civilizations have developed around the successful 
cultivation of one main cereal crop such as wheat, rice, or 
maize. The particular crop raised greatly shaped political, 
economic, and religious institutions. A large portion of 
everyday life revolved around the production, distribution, 
preparation, and consumption of this crop. 

Various technologies and tools were necessary for pro- 
ducing different kinds of food from cereals. After the 
grain was harvested, the husk or bran was removed from 
the seed. Various means of milling or pounding were used 
to atomize the endosperm. Different cooking methods, 
skills, recipes, and utensils were used to produce different 
kinds of bread. 

Humans generally eat only the seeds of cereals, since 
the outer husk or bran is indigestible. Most of the nutrition 
of a seed is located in the endosperm. Since the starch in 
seeds is not easy to digest, humans generally prepare them 
for consumption. They can be simply parched, toasted, or 
soaked in water, though more often they are first milled 
or ground, mixed with liquid, and heated. If the grain is 
only roughly crushed and the bran is not separated from 
the rest of the kernel, the product is “meal.” If only the 
kernel, separated from the bran, is very finely ground, 
“flour” is the result. Heating a mixture of liquid and meal 
produces porridge (see Moritz 1958: xix). To bake bread, 
a mixture of liquid and flour is usually heated at least to 
450° F. Leaven added to dough produces a light and 
aerated loaf. Because of the gluten content of cereals, 
wheat makes the best leavened bread, rye is second best, 
and barley can only be used for unleavened bread. 


B. Bread in the Ancient Near East 

1. General Background. Early hunting and gathering 
societies in the ANE gathered the seeds of wild cereals for 
food. These native plants were later domesticated. The 
cereals that were raised and the food products made from 
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them varied regionally and historically. Both climate and 
soil type shaped people’s diets. 

Since wheat and barley have different growing require- 
ments, they are often found in different regions. Oppen- 
heim states: “Since barley can be grown in poor and 
alkaline soils, it was preferred to wheat in Mesopotamia; 
Egypt became the wheat land, and the regions in between 
used the cereal which best responded to local conditions” 
(1977: 314). 

In the lands around the Mediterranean, bread was the 
staple food which provided most of the proteins and 
carbohydrates for humans for centuries and even millen- 
nia. The high costs of transportation kept both imports 
and exports to a minimum. Therefore, the amount of 
grain an area produced was a key factor for how large a 
population could be supported (Broshi 1979: 7). Similarly, 
within any given community, social and economic differ- 
ences were reflected in cuisine—bread of the poor and 
bread of the rich. 

Bread played a major role in the civilizations of Meso- 
potamia, Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Greece, and 
Italy. Here only a few brief comments concerning bread in 
Mesopotamia and Egypt will be made. (For more details, 
see Hoffner 1974; Darby 1976; Wahren 1964; Dalman 
1935.) 

2. Mesopotamia. Some 300 kinds of bread are men- 
tioned in Mesopotamian vocabulary lists. These breads 
were made from a variety of ingredients such as flours, 
spices, and fruit fillings and came in a variety of shapes 
and sizes. After grain was crushed on a grindstone to make 
meal and flour it could be used for porridge, mush, 
leavened and unleavened bread, and beer. Unleavened 
bread was made by a method called tintru. “A fire was 
built inside an upright clay cylinder, resulting in very hot 
exterior walls, upon which loaves of unleavened bread were 
placed and baked” (Bottéro 1985: 39). Dome ovens, which 
were available by the 3d millennium B.c.E., were necessary 
for making leavened bread. 

3. Egypt. On the walls of Egyptian tombs one finds 
depictions of various activities related to the production of 
bread and beer. Three-dimensional sculpture and wooden 
models depict people grinding grain, making dough, and 
baking bread (Filce Leek 1972: pls. 29-32; Darby 1976: 
501-28). Breads were made in numerous shapes: conical, 
circular with slashes, triangular, semicircular, flat and 
curved, rolled into spirals, and even shaped into animal 
and human figures. 

Archaeologists have found loaves and pieces of bread at 
grave sites. While the origin of leavened bread is unknown, 
samples of bread found at Neolithic El-Badari appear to 
have been leavened (Darby 1976: 515-16). Most specimens 
of bread examined were made from emmer but this may 
have been because offering breads had to be made from 
the best cereal. Most of the samples of the abdominal 
contents of prehistoric Egyptian mummies that were ex- 
amined by Netolitzky contained husks of barley (Filce Leek 
1973: 200-1). 


C. Bread in the Bible 

1. Introduction. Biblical texts do not present an exten- 
sive treatment about bread. Aspects related to the produc- 
tion and eating of bread were so commonplace that writers 
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did not go into much detail about them. Here only bread 
in the OT and NT will be examined. Data from other 
literary works such as the Mishnah, intertestamental liter- 
ature, and secular sources, as well as material evidence 
from archaeclogy, still needs to be collected, sorted, and 
assimilated. 

2. Bread in the OT. a. Etymology. The term /ehem, 
“bread,” occurs nearly 300 times in the OT. In Semitic 
languages leliem was used for “solid food.” Ullendorff 
(1956: 192) contends that the “root /hm expressed in 
Semitic simply the staple-diet and would, therefore, vary 
in the different regions.” In Arabic one has lahm, “meat,” 
in Ethiopic lam, “cow,” and in the South Arabic language 
of Sogotra lehem, “fish.” In Ugaritic, Phoenician, Hebrew, 
Aramaic, Syriac, and Mandaic lhm referred to bread specif- 
ically and food generally (TWAT 4:538). 

b. Basic Components. Grains such as wheat and barley 
are used to make porridge, mush, leavened bread, and 
unleavened bread. Bread is generally made from barley 
(2 Kgs 4:42) or wheat (Exod 29:2). Ezekiel is told to make 
bread from wheat, barley, beans, lentils, millet, and spelt, 
and eat it like a barley cake (Ezek 4:9). The mixture was 
not typical but reflected the scarcity of food during the 
siege of Jerusalem. 

While wheat bread was probably tastier than barley 
cakes and therefore more desirable, not all bread was 
made from wheat. Wheat was more expensive than barley 
(2 Kgs 7:1-twice as much; Rev 6:6-thrice as much) and 
may have been too expensive for the average Israelite. 
Furthermore, it was not advisable or even possible for the 
farmer to plant only wheat and not barley. Planting both 
crops allowed for diversification, enabled the farmer to 
utilize the different types of soil available, and spread out 
the harvest ttme (Hopkins 1985: 242). In premonarchic 
times most people ate barley bread; however, by the 8th 
and 7th centuries, Silver argues, more of the population 
ate wheat bread (1983: 93-98). 

c. Preparation of Bread. Borowski mentions three 
stages of cereal ripening during which grain could be 
picked, processed, and eaten (1987: 88). Grain could be 
eaten raw, parched (Ruth 2:14), crushed (Lev 2:14), or it 
could be groind to flour and used in various kinds of 
leavened and unleavened bread. 

While the term lehem can refer to grain in general (Isa 
28:28), most often it refers to food processed from grain. 
It is distinguished from raw grain in 2 Kgs 4:42 and from 
roasted and new grain in Lev 23:14. The general term for 
flour or meal from wheat or barley is gemah, whereas sdlet 
refers to very fine flour of wheat. Borowski reports that a 
jar of semolina which is a “by-product of grinding and 
sifting flour” was found “in Beth-shemesh in an early Iron 
Age context” (1987: 90). Either a mortar and pestle or 
grinding stones were used to grind the grain into flour 
(Num 11:8). Grinding stones and saddle querns are richly 
represented in archaeological reports (Borowski 1987: 89— 
90). 

Flour and/or meal could be stored in jars (1 Kgs 17:12). 
Flour which had water added to it was kneaded into 
dough. Then the dough was shaped (2 Sam 13:8; Gen 
18:6) into a form which could be baked. Leaven was 
sometimes added before baking took place (Exod 12:39). 
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One finds frequent mention of the baking of bread (Lev 
23:17; 2 Sam 13:8; Ezek 4:12). 

Particular types of bread include sappihit, “flat cake, 
wafer” (BDB, 860; Exod 16:31); niggédim, “hard bisquit or 
cake” (BDB, 666; 1 Kgs 14:3); kikkar, “(disk-shaped, round, 
thin) loaf of bread” (CHAL, 156; 1 Sam 2:36); hallé “(ring- 
shaped) bread” (CHAL, 104--5; 2 Sam 6:19); ragiq, “thin 
cake, wafer” (BDB, 956; Exod 29:23); lébibd, “heart-shaped 
cake” (CHAL, 172; 2 Sam 13:5); Sugé “(circular, flat) bread 
cake” (CHAL, 264; Gen 18:6); m@dpeh “thing baked” 
(BDB, 66); Lev 2:4); massé ‘unleavened bread, or cake” 
(BDB, 595; Lev 2:5); hamés, “that which is leavened” (BDB, 
329; Exod 12:15). A loaf of bread which had been pre- 
served by a fire was found zt Gezer dating from 1800— 
1400 s.c.£. (Silver 1983: 92). 

While men and women reportedly baked bread (Gen 
19:3; 1 Sam 28:24), baking was probably largely the work 
of women (Lev 26:26). Bread for cultic usage was made by 
priests (Lev 24:5). While the king could afford to have 
professional bakers who were women (1 Sam 8:13) or men 
(Gen 40:1), most families baked their own bread. Refer- 
ences to the bakers’ street (Jer 37:21) and the tower of the 
ovens (Neh 3:11) might indicate a quarter of bakers in 
Jerusalem. 

Three methods are mentioned for cooking grain offer- 
ings: baked in an oven, made in a pan, or made on a 
griddie (Lev 7:9). Similar means of making bread were 
probably used outside the ternple: in an oven (Lev. 26:26) 
or on hot coals (Isa 44:19; 1 Kgs 19:6). 

d. Bread as Food or Nourishment. The term “bread” 
can refer to food in general. The importance of bread is 
indicated by the expression ‘staff of bread” (Ps 105:16). 
Holladay (CHAL, 192) suggests that this phrase refers to 
“a bread-pole, stick on which ring-shaped bread is stacked 
(to keep it away from mice, et«.).” Other scholars think the 
expression refers to the suport that food provides for 
humans. When Yahweh breaks this staff of life, he brings 
famine upon people (Ezek 5: 1/6). 

While bread usually is food for humans, it can also be 
food for all living beings (Pss 136:25; 147:9). Bread offer- 
ings are sometimes designatecl as food for God (Lev 21:6). 
While some texts indicate that God does not need food for 
sustenance (50:12—13), sacrificial rites are partly modeled 
around activities associated with a meal. 

Along with water (Neh 13:2) or wine (Gen 14:18), lehem 
refers to solid food. Bread occurs in lists of food items in 
such contexts as agricultural products of Israel (Ps 
104:15), travel provisions (2 Sam 16:1), food supplies 
(1 Sam 25:18), gifts to the king (1 Sam 16:20), and sacrifi- 
cial offerings (1 Sam 10:3). 

Bread is a basic part of a meal. The expression “to eat 
bread” meant to share a meal (Gen 31:54; 37:25). Even the 
prisoner must have rations of bread and water (1 Kgs 
22:27). The author of Proverbs wisely prays not for pov- 
erty or riches but rather for the proper portion of bread 
necessary for daily existence |Prov 30:8—9). The virtuous 
person shares bread with the hungry (Isa 58:7). 

e. Special Usages and Expressions. To show his dis- 
pleasure, God could send “bread of adversity” (Isa 30:20) 
or “bread of tears” (Ps 80:5). Tears (Ps 42:4) or ashes (Ps 
102:10—Eng. 102:9) are the figurative bread of those who 
mourn. At some point during; mourning rites, others en- 
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couraged the mourners to break their fast and eat (1 Sam 
28:22; 2 Sam 3:35). This food was called the “bread of 
mourners” (Hos 9:4). 

The idioms “bread of idleness” (Prov 31:27), “bread of 
deception” (Prov 20:17), and “bread of wickedness” (Prov 
4:17) refer to improper means by which people gain 
bread. They all deal with a characteristic lifestyle which 
should be avoided. 

The idiom “to eat people like bread” (Ps 14:4) or that 
people are “bread” for others (Num 14:9) refers to op- 
pression. The figurative usage of cannibalistic imagery 
portrays the horror of oppression. 

Manna can be called lehem (Exod 16:8) because it was 
the daily food of the Israelites in the wilderness. It was 
prepared for eating like bread from grain (Num 11:8) and 
was perishable and spoiled much like regular bread (Exod 
16:20; cf. Josh 9:12). 

f. Theology of Bread. Bread is seen as a gift of God. 
Westermann (1982: 38) makes a distinction between bread 
of blessing and bread of deliverance: “Israel learned to 
differentiate between ‘bread of blessing’ growing during 
the yearly cycles, bread in which man’s own work partici- 
pated, and the ‘saving bread’ received as the preserving 
gift of the saving God during the distress of hunger.” 

The Israelites knew that land, fertility, rain, and produc- 
tive labor were all essential for the production of grain 
(Genesis 3; Isa 30:23). They also knew that they themselves 
could not control all of these factors, and therefore de- 
pended upon God’s blessing (Ps 127:1—2). The bounty of 
the basket and kneading trough was a result of his blessing 
or his curse upon their actions (Deut 28:5, 17). 

g- Cultic Usages of Bread. This close connection be- 
tween Yahweh and bread meant that the people needed to 
maintain a proper relationship with Yahweh. Gerstenber- 
ger points out that “The purpose, then, of most ritual 
activity is to secure and maintain the means of survival: 
food, shelter, medicine, rain, etc.” (Psalms-Part 1 FOTL, 5— 
6). Gifts of food were offered to God with the expectation 
that God would continue to provide food for them. 

Bread is frequently part of offerings and sacrifices. Both 
leavened (Lev 7:13) and unleavened bread (Exod 29:2) 
could be used. As part of the first fruits of the harvest, 
bread was offered to God during the Feast of Weeks (Lev 
23:15-20). During the Feast of Unleavened Bread, only 
unleavened bread was eaten (Lev 23:4—-6). 

Bread was widely used in the ANE and around the 
Mediterranean for religious purposes (Haran 1985: 221— 
23), and was probably originally understood to be nourish- 
ment for gods. Such an anthropomorphic depiction of a 
deity was considered crude by some in ancient times and 
was countered by various polemics (Ps 50:12-13; Bel and 
the Dragon; editing of the Gilgamesh Epic [Tigay 1982: 
224—28]). Even if the deity could not physically consume 
the food, it was assumed that in some sense the deity was 
pleased with it. Bread also served as a means for the 
provision of the daily needs of the priests, and when eaten 
as part of a religious meal it provided fellowship among 
community members and the deity. 

3. Bread in the NT. a. Bread in Everyday Life. In 
Classical Greek artos is used for a “cake or loaf of wheat- 
bread” and for bread in general, and is distinguished from 
maza, “porridge” or “barley-cake” (LSJM, 250, 1072). In 
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Koine Greek artos is used as the general word for bread 
(TDNT 1: 477). In other Koine texts one frequently finds 
the term with katharos referring to “pure” or “white bread” 
(MM, 1930: 80). 

The term artos, “bread,” occurs nearly 100 times in the 
NT. Louw and Nida (1988: 50) describe this bread: “a 
relatively small and generally round loaf of bread (consid- 
erably smaller than present-day typical loaves of bread and 
thus more like ‘rolls” or ‘buns’).” 

Barley bread is only mentioned twice (John 6:9,13). The 
poor may have eaten unleavened barley bread because 
wheat was expensive. While there is a special term for 
unleavened bread (azumos), artos by itself can be used for 
both leavened and unleavened bread. The bread eaten at 
the Last Supper (Mark 14:22) and on the road to Emmaus 
(Luke 24:30) probably was unleavened since these meals 
took place during the Passover week (Jeremias 1966: 66). 

There is a rich vocabulary related to the production of 
bread. Mention is made of mills, millstones, and grinding 
grain (Matt 24:41; Luke 17:2; Mark 9:42). The sound of 
the grinding of grain was a sound of normal everyday 
existence in a city (Rev 18:22). References are made to the 
sifting of flour (Luke 22:31), a batch of dough (1 Cor 5:6— 
7), yeast and the process of fermentation, regular flour 
(Matt 13:33), and fine wheat flour (Rev 18:13). 

The opening of a meal by giving thanks often focused 
upon bread (Matt 14:19; 15:36; Luke 24:30). “The father 
of the household opened a meal by taking a loaf of bread, 
giving thanks, breaking it, and distributing it” (BAGD, 
110). Abbreviated expressions such as “to take bread” 
(John 21:13) or “to break bread” (Luke 24:35) often re- 
ferred to the onset of a meal. A common practice of Jesus 
before meals, including the Last Supper (Matt 
26:26 = Mark 14:22; Luke 22:19=1 Cor 11:24), this was 
continued by the early Christians in their daily fellowship 
(Acts 2:46). 

b. Bread as Food in General. The term artos can be 
used for food in general (Matt 4:4). The idiom “to eat 
bread” meant to have a meal (Mark 3:20). To eat no bread 
or drink no wine meant to fast (Luke 7:33). “To eat one’s 
own bread” meant to make one’s own living (2 Thess 3:12). 

The petition for bread stands at the heart of the Lord’s 
Prayer and is the first of a series of requests for human 
needs (Matt 6:11). The expression with artos and epiousios 
has been variously rendered as “bread for subsistence,” 
“bread for today,” and “bread for the future” (Luke 10-24 
AB, 900-6; cf. BAGD, 296-97). While there is no consen- 
sus, the expression “daily bread” is still useful. Yamauchi 
(1964-65: 148) states: “In antiquity much of the food, 
such as bread, was prepared daily, and would be appor- 
tioned daily. This daily bread was the very symbol for 
subsistence, representing the minimal need for existence.” 

c. Symbolic Usages of Bread. Bread was used in Jewish 
religious ceremonies including the Feast of Unleavened 
Bread (Exod 12:17) and the bread of the Presence in the 
temple (Exod 25:30; Lev 24:5—9). In the Christian euchar- 
ist, bread and wine were the elements (1 Cor 11:23—26). 
In these cases bread had symbolic and religious functions, 
but it was also eaten and served as food. 

By the Ist century a rich midrashic treatment of manna 
had developed (Borgen 1981). Vermes (1969: 262) sum- 
marizes: “in rabbinic tradition Moses is associated with 
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manna and Torah, and manna is accepted as an allegorical 
Torah. In Philo, manna is connected with Logos, wisdom 
and Torah, znd Moses is presented as Logos and Torah 
incarnate.” Gartner (1959: 20-25) refers to the Jewish 
view of the three ages and the bread which is associated 
with each of -hem. In the Passover Haggadah a distinction 
is made between bread of the Mosaic age, bread of the 
present meal, and bread of the world to come. 

Jesus is called the “bread of life” (John 6:35) and the 
“bread which comes down from heaven” (John 6:41). In 
John a distinction is made between manna in the desert 
for the Mosaic age, Jesus’ feeding of the people in the 
wilderness, ad the eucharistic bread for the feast in God’s 
kingdom. Borgen suggests that John contrasts the external 
bread of the past given through Moses with the spiritual 
bread of the present that is available in Jesus (1981: 172- 
79). In Luke 14:15 a blessing is pronounced upon those 
who will eat bread in the kingdom of God. This refers to 
an eschatological banquet. The idea of such a banquet. can 
already be found in Isa 25:6—8 and continues to develop 
in the following centuries. 
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STEPHEN A. REED 


BREAD OF THE PRESENCE. The bread of the 
Presence consists of twelve lowves of unleavened bread that 
are displayed in the temple sanctuary. Since the sanctuary 
is next to the holy of holies, the bread is separated only by 
a curtain from Yahweh’s immediate presence. In this im- 
portant location, the loaves symbolize the covenant be- 
tween God and his people Israel (Lev 24:5-9). 

Although the purpose of the bread of the Presence is to 
be on display before Yahweh, the Priestly source (P) directs 
its attention to the stages cf preparation and disposal. 
(This is not surprising, for, unlike preparation and dis- 
posal, the week-long display requires no human interven- 
tion.) Preparation begins prior to the Sabbath’s onset with 
the baking of the loaves, each of which contains two tenths 
of an ephah of flour. Then, on Sabbath morning, the high 
priest enters the sanctuary wi:h the bread, removes the old 
loaves, and sets out the new ones. He arranges them—with 
accompanying pieces of frankincense—into two rows of six 
on a golden table on the WN side of the sanctuary (Lev 
24:5—9; Exod 26:35). 

Once the bread of the Presence enters the sanctuary, its 
nearness to Yahweh renders it holy. After the high priest 
removes the loaves from the sanctuary, therefore, he must 
properly dispose of the holy bread. To accomplish this, he 
gives the bread to other priests who in turn must eat it in 
a holy place—namely, within the temple complex. The 
frankincense cannot be reused, so it is burned on the 
sacrificial altar in the priestly court. 

The sanctuary constitutes the location for two further 
rites beside the bread of the Presence: burning lamps 
every night, and burning pure frankincense at morning 
and evening. The three observances have the same status, 
for they all take place on a golden piece of furniture. The 
bread rests on a golden table (Exod 25:23-—30), the lamps 
are on a golden seven-branched lampstand (Exod 25:31- 
39), and the frankincense is burned on a golden altar 
(Exod 30:1—10). Furthermore, each observance is tended 
by the high priest, who, according to P, is the only priest 
allowed to do so. Of the three rites, though, only the bread 
of the Presence is continual, for the lamp burns only at 
night and the incense burns only a few hours after it has 
been lit. 

The significance of the bread of the Presence within the 
temple cult is revealed by its location, the sanctuary. In- 
deed, only one act of worship occurs in a more important 
area of the temple, namely, the high priest entering the 
holy of holies on the Day of Atonement. Most temple 
observances—those involving, e.g., animal sacrifices and 
grain offerings—take place in a less important area, that 
is, the priestly court and the sacrificial altar in it. This 
hierarchy can be seen in several ways. To begin with, the 
sanctuary is more holy than the court, because the closer 
an area is to Yahweh, the more holy it is. Since the sanctu- 
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ary is separated from Yahweh in the holy of holies by only 
a curtain, it is more holy than the priestly court outside. 
This difference in status is reinforced by the furnishings 
and the personnel of the two locations. The sanctuary’s 
furniture is gold, while the court’s is primarily of bronze. 
Similarly, the sanctuary rites must be performed by the 
high priest, while the sacrifices are usually done by regular 
priests. Most importantly, however, the purposes of the 
rites carried out in the two locations differ. Those in the 
sanctuary maintain the continual relationship between 
God and his people Israel. Indeed, Leviticus (25:5—9) 
specifically states that the bread of the Presence symbolizes 
the covenant. The rites at the altar, by contrast, primarily 
concern the relationship between individuals and Yahweh. 
The animals and other offerings brought by private indi- 
viduals are sacrificed on the altar or distributed in the 
priestly court around it. P’s emphasis on the different 
locations within the temple complex thus reveals the im- 
portance of the bread of the Presence in the worship of 
Yahweh. 

Outside of P, the bread of the Presence is frequently 
associated with Israelite temples to Yahweh. Most refer- 
ences assume P’s description, while occasionally adding a 
new detail (1 Kgs 7:48; 1 Chr 9:32; 23:29; 28:16; 2 Chr 
2:4; 13:11; 29:18; Neh 10:33). Others merely mention the 
existence of the bread or its table. For example, in 1 Sam 
21:5-7, the Deuteronomic historian mentions that the 
temple at Nob has this bread as part of its rites. Similarly, 
1 Maccabees (1:22 and 4:49) states that Antiochus Epi- 
phanes carried off the table in 170 B.c.£. but that Simon 
the Maccabee later replaced it. Josephus mentions the 
bread of the Presence (Ant 3.6.6; 3.10.7), as do the Temple 
Scroll (cols. 3, 8), the gospels (Matt 12:4=Mark 
2:26 = Luke 6:4), and Hebrews (9:2). Finally, the Arch of 
Titus in Rome depicts the golden table being carried in 
Titus’ triumph after he conquered Jerusalem in 70 c.z. 

The name bread of the Presence (sometimes mistrans- 
lated as “showbread”) is based on the Hebrew lehem panim 
(LXX: artes endpion), which literally means “the bread 
which is in the presence of . . .” (e.g., Exod 25:30). It is 
also referred to as lehem hamma‘Greket (LXX: artos tés prothe- 
ses), “the arranged bread,” presumably because it is ar- 
ranged (°rk) in two rows (e.g., 1 Chr 9:32). Num 4:7 calls it 
lehem hatamid (LXX: prokemat), the “regular bread” or the 
“continual bread.” 
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BREASTPIECE [Heb hégen]. An item made of fabric 
that constituted part of the high priest’s apparel. A differ- 
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ent term, “breastplate” [Heb Siryén], refers to a type of 
metal armor worn by soldiers. 

The breastpiece of Aaron’s priestly wardrobe is de- 
scribed in great detail in the tabernacle texts of Exodus 
(see esp. 28:5-30 and 39:8-21) and is also mentioned in 
one passage in Leviticus (8:8) dealing with the tabernacle. 
The breastpiece was made of the same kind of material as 
the ephod: gold, blue, purple, and scarlet woolen threads 
interwoven with fine linen. The workmanship was of a 
certain skillful type (h63@b) also used for the ephod. The 
woven fabric formed a double piece of material, a span 9 
or 10 inches square when folded over. The reason for the 
doubled fabric was that the breastpiece, in addition to its 
symbolic ritual value, also served as a container for the 
Urim and Thummim. 

Once fashioned, the breastpiece was set with 12 precious 
stones, in four rows of three stones, with each stone set in 
gold filigree. These stones were set into the fabric and 
evidently did not protrude. Each stone represented one of 
the twelve “sons of Israel.” A series of golden fittings 
(rings, chains, or cords) and also a blue ribbon were then 
used to attach the breastpiece to other items of the high 
priest’s garb: at the top to the shoulder of the ephod, and 
at the bottom to the woven band or girdle of the ephod. 

As one of four special overgarments fashioned for the 
high priest and worn by no other priest, the breastpiece 
was part of a carefully designed complex of ritual acts 
associated with the priest’s role within the tabernacle, as 
opposed to the outer courts. Several of the inner rituals 
involved sacral acts; others were carried out by the wearing 
of the Aaronic ritual garb, each item having symbolic 
significance so that the wearing of the item was tantamount 
to the performing of a ritual (see Haran 1978: 212). 
Known as the “breastpiece of judgment,” the stone-stud- 
ded breastpiece signified the sons of Israel to God and also 
contained mantic devices by which God’s decisions were 
rendered. Along with the bells of the ephod coat and the 
diadem, it aroused the attention of God toward the people 
of Israel. 

The priestly “breastpiece” shares with the “breastplate” 
the fact that it was worn across the chest. However, the 
word rendered as breastplate is sometimes translated by 
the more inclusive term “coat of mail” (as in 1 Sam 17:5, 
38). The breastplate as a piece of military garb is used 
literally in reference to soldiers’ clothing (1 Kgs 22:34=2 
Ch 18:33) and also figuratively to represent righteousness 
(Isa 39:17; cf. Eph 6:14; 1 Thess 5:8). 
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BREASTPLATE. See WEAPONS AND IMPLE- 
MENTS OF WARFARE. 


BREECHES. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION. 


BRIDAL JEWELRY. See JEWELRY. 


BRIDE 


BRIDE. See MARRIAGE. 


BRIDE OF CHRIST, Although the specific phrase 
“bride of Christ” does not appear in the NT, the concept 
is found in several NT works as a description of the 
Church. Paul describes the Corinthian believers as having 
been betrothed to Christ and presented as a bride to her 
husband (2 Cor 11:2; cf. Rom 7:1—6). In Eph 5:21—33 the 
relationship between husband and wife is explained in 
terms of the relationship that exists between Christ and 
the Church. The author of Revelation applies the meta- 
phor of the bride of the Lamb (Christ), not only to the 
Church (19:7), but also to the new Jerusalem, the heavenly 
city, which is the eschatological manifestation of the people 
of God (21:2, 9). The source for this imagery is found in 
the OT where the relationship between Israel and God is 
often spoken of in marital terms (Isa 54:1-6; Jer 31:32; 
Ezek 16:8; Hos 2). The transference of this imagery to 
Christ and his Church was natural for the NT writers who 
viewed the Church as the new Israel. 
MITCHELL G. REDDISH 


BRIDLE. See ZOOLOGY. 


BROAD PLACE. The RSV translation of rahab in Job 
36:16 and merhab in 2 Sam 22:20= Ps 18:20 (—Eng v 19); 
Ps 31:9 (—Eng v 8). Both words come from a root (rhb) 
that means to be wide, spacious, roomy. Because it is 
geographically descriptive, the root was often used in place 
names suck as Beth-rehob, Rehob, and Rehoboth. How- 
ever, the root seems to be used metaphorically for salvation 
in the passages cited above: someone located in the middle 
of a “broad place” is relatively secure and safe from a 
surprise attack. 


BROAD WALL (PLACE) [Heb hahémé haréhaba). Wall 
of postexilic Jerusalem mentioned in Nehemiah. After 
repair of the Jeshanah Gate (RSV: “Old Gate,” Neh 3: 6), 
evidently ir the NW corner of Jerusalem, repairs were 
made as far as the Broad Wall (Neh 3: 8), which was 
reached by going past the Tower of the Ovens (Neh 12: 
38), which seems to have been on the W wall. This descrip- 
tion would suggest that the Broad Wall was somewhere on 
the western hill, the Upper City. In 1969-71 N. Avigad 
(1970; 197%) uncovered a section of a massive Broad Wall 
in the modern Jewish Quarter of the Upper City, a wall of 
large unhewn, unmortared stone, 23 feet (7 m) broad and 
ca. 140 feet long, preserved in part to the height of ca. 11 
feet; the foundation section of this massive city wall run- 
ning NE-SW and ending ca. 917 feet W of the temple 
platform may have been part of the city wall built by 
Hezekiah (£ Chr 32: 5) to enclose the Mishneh (Second) 
Quarter and, according to Avigad, is continued around to 
the walls of the City of David and enclosed the Siloam 
Pool. See Mazar 1975: 176-78; CORNER GATE. 
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W. Haro_p Mare 


BROOCH. See JEWELRY. 
BROOM TREE. See FLORA. 


BROTHER, BROTHERHOOD (NT) [Gk adel- 
phos, adelphotés). Adelphos is a compound term formed from 
the copulative prefix a and from delphus, “the womb,” 
which gives the meaning “one born from the same womb.” 
Adelphos and the feminine ‘orm, adelphé, are used first to 
speak of physical relationships, but approximately half of 
the occurrences in the NT use the figuratively/spiritually, 
primarily to speak of relationships between the people of 
Israel or between Christians. All of the derivatives and 
compounds (adelphotés, philadelphos, philadelphia, pseudadel- 
phos) bring out the figurative significance of the basic term. 

Adelphos was used for the inale and adelphé for the female 
members of the same physical family. The masculine plu- 
ral could cover all the children of a family. Adelphos was 
also used to signify near relatives, whether joined together 
by bloodline (e.g., nephew) or marriage (e.g., brother-in- 
law). Plato uses it for compatriots (Menex., 239a), Xeno- 
phon for friends (An., 7.2.25; 38), and Plotinus calls all the 
things in the world adelphoi (Enn., 2.9.18). It is often used 
for members of a religious society, both in the papyri and 
inscriptions and also in literature (Moulton and Milligan 
1930: 8-9). 

In the LXX adelphos is the usual term to render Heb ah, 
and only occasionally for réa‘ (Gen 43:33; Jer 31[38]:34). 
Adelphos was used originally for a physical brother and 
adelphé for a physical sister, but adelphos could also be used 
for other relatives as well (e.g., Gen 29:12ff.). The figura- 
tive use of the term naturally arose within the nation of 
Israel because the twelve tr.bes were descended from the 
twelve sons of Jacob. This is clearly seen in Ps 22:22[23] 
where “brothers” are in pérallelism with the “congrega- 
tion” and are synonymous with the descendants of Jacob/ 
Israel in the following verse. A related feature is found in 
the use of the terms “son” and “brother” in the picture of 
God’s relationship to his people (e.g., Hos 2:1-3 [—Eng 
1:10-2:1)). 

Judaism also uses “brother” with both a physical and a 
figurative sense. The term designates physical relation- 
ships (4 Macc 9:23; 10:3, 15; 13:19, 27) and also the 
brotherhood established by covenant fellowship (1 Macc 
12:10, 17). The compound term “love of the brethren” 
(philadelphia) also occurs (cf. 4 Mace 13:23, 26; 14:1). 
Josephus uses adelphos figuratively to speak of relationships 
between members of the Essenes (JW 2.122), and in the 
Qumran texts “brother” is a common term to designate 
the relationship between members of the community. In- 
deed, brotherhood was significant for the community be- 
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cause they saw themselves as the true remnant of Israel, 
the true people of God (Urbach 1979: 584-85; Schilling 
1967: 211-12). The Heb term haber (“companion, 
brother”), although used to designate scholars, was also 
used to describe the associates of the Pharasaic sect during 
the Second Temple period up to the time of Jesus (Wilkins 
1988: 123; HJ P? 2: 583-89; Aberbach 1967: 19-20). 

NT use of adelphos/adelphé is consistent with usage in the 
surrounding milieu, but it has unique characteristics as 
well. Adelphos occurs at least 343 times in the NT, 13 of 
which are in Acts in conjunction with anér (“man”) as an 
address (e.g., Acts 1:16-andres adelphoi). Adelphé is used 25 
times. As was true with the history of the terms, so also is 
true of their use in the NT: adelphos/adelphé designate both 
biological and figurative brothers/sisters. 

Adelphos/adelphé are used to describe several different 
literal family relationships, the most famous among them 
being Peter and his brother Andrew (Mark 1:16 par.), 
John and his brother James (Mark 1:19 par.), Lazarus the 
brother of the sisters Mary and Martha (John 11:1~2), and 
the brothers and sisters of Jesus (cf. Mark 3:31—35; 6:3). 

The OT figurative use is carried over to the NT when 
the apostles addressed Jews as adelphoi in Acts (2:29; 3:17; 
7:2; 13:15, 26, 38; 22:1; 23:1ff.; 28:17), and are them- 
selves addressed in the same way (2:37). 

But the terms come to have a distinctive emphasis in the 
NT. In Matt 12:46—50 Jesus gives a definition of those who 
would be his spiritual adelphoi/adelphai. While his physical 
mother and brothers wait outside to see him, Jesus 
stretches out his hand toward his disciples and says, “Be- 
hold my mother and my brothers. For whoever does the 
will of my Father in heaven, this one is my brother and 
sister and mother.” With this definition Jesus declares that 
spiritual union in the family of God takes precedence over 
national or blood-family lines (cf. also Luke 14:26). Here 
Jesus unites discipleship with a familial emphasis. See also 
JESUS, BROTHERS AND SISTERS OF. 

The early Church understood the family nature of the 
new community. Adelphos was one of the first terms for 
their self-designation (cf. Acts 1:15, 16; 6:3). The decision 
of the apostolic council explicitly applied the term to 
gentile Christians, giving them assurance that they were 
also part of the family of God (Acts 15:23). In 1 Cor 5:11 
Paul calls the immoral person who postures as a believer a 
“so-called brother,” and calls the Judaizers who attempt to 
bring believers into bondage to law “false brothers” (pseu- 
dadelphoi; 2 Cor 11:26; Gal 2:4). 

But the family relationship is not merely figurative. It is 
based on a spiritual birth. Jesus is the only begotten, 
firstborn, beloved Son of God, and through faith in him 
believers are born into a new life (2 Cor 5:17; 1 Pet 1:3—5) 
where they are called Jesus’ brothers (Rom 8:29; Heb 
2:}t1ff.). To believe in Jesus as the Christ causes one to be 
born of God, and to love marks the relationship of the 
members of the family (1 John 5:1—2). The derivative term 
adelphotés (found only in | Pet 2:17; 5:9) conceives of a 
“brotherhood” of believers throughout the world. Mem- 
bers of the brotherhood are urged to exercise “brotherly 
love” toward one another (philadelphos only in 1 Pet 3:8; 
philadelphia in Rom 12:10; 1 Thess 4:9; Heb 13:1; 1 Pet 
1:22; 2 Pet 1:7). Indeed, love is to be so characteristic of 
the believer's relationships that to hate one’s brother is to 
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give evidence that one does not love God (1 John 5:19— 
21), which means that one is not truly a member of the 
family of God. 
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS 


BRUCIANUS. See CODEX (BRUCIANUS). 
BUCK. See ZOOLOGY. 


BUCKLER. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF 
WARFARE. 


BUDDE HYPOTHESIS. In 1882 Karl Budde first 


described in detail his hypothesis on the structure of 
ancient Hebrew poetry. Qina meter, or falling rhythm, is 
a succession of lines of two colons, unequally divided in 
terms of syllables or accents, so that the first exceeds the 
second, as in Lam 1:5, Line 1: “Her foes have become the 
head, her enemies prosper,” where in the Heb the syllable 
pattern is 7:6 and the stress pattern is 3:2. Normally in the 
Heb the longer colon consists of three words and the 
shorter is two words, with some recognized variations. 
Budde held that the line is never equally divided. He 
described the falling meter as a rhythm that always dies 
away and he attempted to establish rules for its structure. 
He associated the rhythm with the lament or funeral song. 
Like many other scholars of his time and since, Budde 
accepted the possibility that exceptions to the qina pattern 
might be due to a faulty text. It is, however, to be noted 
that Budde accepted the possibility of some overarching 
principle that would allow for the exceptions found in the 
text. 

The concept of Budde’s falling rhythm has attracted 
scholarly attention up to the present time. The paradox is 
that, while one can find classic examples of the falling 
rhythm in Lamentations and elsewhere in the Hebrew 
Bible, there has been no agreement on a rationale for the 
numerous exceptions found in the same poems. There are 
clearly many examples of the qina meter in Hebrew poetry 
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that have nothing to do with lament, and some laments are 
not written ir: that pattern. Perhaps the only consensus is 
that great caution is in order when characterizing falling 
rhythm. 

Conventional statistical tests have the ability to distin- 
guish patterns, differences, or relationships that may not 
reasonably be attributed to chance. Thus it is possible to 
analyze Budde’s hypothesis by means of statistics in order 
to determine which patterns of syllable or stress structure 
may be attributed to the freedom of the poet to express 
each thought without regard to structure, and which pat- 
terns may fairly be laid to nonchance factors, technically 
called significant differences. A nonchance pattern would 
imply the presence of design crafted into the structure of 
the poem under study in terms of line length, colon 
length, and stress pattern. If all fluctuations and excep- 
tions are nothing more than chance factors, the argument 
for design could not be sustained. The advantage of such 
analysis is that it examines only the overall design, rather 
than the usuel practice of stanza-by-stanza analysis. 

The acrostic poems of Lamentations | through 4 are 
especially valuable for analysis because a clear structure is 
built into the text. Because of the alphabetic pattern, we 
can be certain about where the line or the verse begins, 
which at least removes one aspect of the uncertainty in 
approaching the analysis of Hebrew poetry (see Hillers 
Lamentations .AB). 

The following is a summary of research of David Noel 
Freedman and Erich A. von Fange to explore aspects of 
Budde’s hypothesis. Stress counts and two methods of 
syllable counts (A and B) were provided by Freedman. 

Analyses of colons according to syllable counts. The first line 
of each of the 22 stanzas of Lamentations 1, taken as a 
group, was analyzed according to the extent to which the 
sum of syllables of all the first colons (163) exceeded that 
of the second (136). Similar analyses were conducted for 
second (154 and 120) and third lines (154 and 128) of 
Lamentations 1, and the same procedure was followed for 
the other chapters of Lamentations. For this analysis l.am- 
entations 3 was treated as though it consisted of 22 stanzas 
of 3 lines each. Lamentations 5 (also 22 stanzas) was 
included in the analysis despite the fact that it is not an 
alphabetic acrostic. Of 12 analyses each for the A and B 
syllable counts, nonchance differences occurred for every 
comparison made in Lamentations | through 4, a total of 
22 tests for clifferences. In every case, the first of the two 
colons under comparison for a given line significantly 
exceeded the second in length, thus strongly supporting 
Budde’s hypothesis. No significant differences were found 
for the 2 analyses of Lamentations 5, which clearly does 
not have a falling rhythm, but one in which parallel colons 
are equal in length. 

Analyses of stress patterns. Stress counts for colons were 
analyzed following the same pattern as above, e.g., the sum 
of stresses for the first and second colons of the first lines 
of Lamentations 1 was 66 and 49 respectively. Similar 
analyses were made for second and third lines of Lamen- 
tations 1, and the same procedure was also followed for 
the other chapters of Lamentations. In all colon compari- 
sons of total stress counts, a total of 12 tests, the first 
exceeded the second to a significant degree. The surpris- 
ing finding was that in Lamentations 5, where the syllable 
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counts of first colons do not differ significantly from the 
second, the stress counts do differ in the expected manner 
to support what Budde perhaps felt intuitively when he 
stated that when the first unit equals the second the first is 
“heavier.” 

In sum, statistical analysis provides substantial support 
for the structural aspect of Budde’s hypothesis when the 
colons and stresses of the poems are taken as a whole. One 
possible interpretation of this evidence is that the poems 
were sung in ancient times ir such a way as to emphasize 
the gina pattern, and that the chanter had ways analogous 
to modern liturgical chanting: of accommodating to those 
lines which did not conform to that pattern. 
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BUKKI (PERSON) [Heb bukki]. Var. BORITH. The 
name of two people mentioned in the Hebrew Bible, Bukki 
seems to be a shortened version of the name BUKKIAH 
(1 Chr 25:4, 13). This is supported by the LXX translation 
békai (1 Chr 5:31—Eng 6:4: 6:36—Eng 6:51). However, 
contrary evidence is supplied by the LXX of 1 Esdr 8:2 
(Gk bokka) and 2 Esdr 1:2 (Rahlfs ed., 7:4; Gk bokki, or 
borith, see Myers 1-2 Esdras AB, 154), and the LXX of 
Num 34:22 (Gk bakchir). The name may be related to the 
root bqq, “luxuriant,” as in Hos 10:1, “the luxuriant vine” 
(Heb gepen bégéq). Guthrie (IDB 1: 473) suggests “proved 
of God,” which relates the root bgh to Aram b@, “to test, 
prove” (see IPN, 226). 

1. The son of Jogli, a leader (Heb nds?) of the tribe of 
Dan (Num 34:22), when the land of Canaan was allotted 
to the Israelites. 

2. The son of Abishua, and a priest in the line of 
Eleazar, the high priest (Ezra 7:4; 1 Chr 5:31—Eng 6:4; 
6:36—Eng 6:51). His name appears also in a genealogy 
linking the postexilic leader Ezra with this same original 
Israelite priestly family (Ezra 7:4=1 Esdr 8:2; see Myers 
1-2 Esdras AB, 154 for a comparison of these lists). In 
noncanonical uses of this same genealogy, Josephus (Ant 
5.10.5; 8.1.3) employs the priestly lineage, which includes 
Bukki (Gk bokki, bokkias), to establish the period during 
which Eli, the priest who raised Samuel, lived. 

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ 


BUKKIAH (PERSON) [Heb bugqiyahi]. One of the 
fourteen sons of Heman who were appointed to prophesy 
with musical instruments under the direction of their 
father and the king (1 Chr 25:4). Bukkiah received the 
sixth lot which was cast to determine duties (1 Chr 25:13). 
Scholars continue to debate the relationship between the 
two lists (1 Chr 25:2—6, 9-31) which contain the name 
Bukkiah. For a summary of the discussion and bibliogra- 
phy, see ASHARELAH. The etymology of the name is 
uncertain. Suggested meanings include “proved of Yah- 
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weh” (from a hypothetical Heb root bgh, perhaps related 
to Aram bq’) and “flask of Yahweh” (from Heb bqq; see the 
noun bagbugq in Jer 19:1, 10; 1 Kgs 14:3). 

J. CLinton McCann, Jr. 


BUL [Heb dil]. The eighth month of the Canaanite 
calendar, roughly corresponding to October-November. 
See CALENDARS. 


BULL/BULLOCK. See ZOOLOGY. 


BUNAH (PERSON) [Heb bind]. Individual of the tribe 
of Judah, the son of Jerahmeel (1 Chr 2:25). 


BUNNI (PERSON) [Heb bunni]. Like Bani and Binnui, 
Bunni is another short form of the name Benaiah (see 
BANI; BINNUI), found among the Levites at the time of 
Ezra and Nehemiah. 

1. A Levite in attendance at Ezra’s reading of the Law 
(Neh 9:4). 

2. The levitical ancestor of Shemaiah, the son of Has- 
shub, one of those who volunteered to live in Jerusalem at 
the time of Nehemiah (Neh 11:15). This ancestor was five 
generations removed from Shemaiah, the contemporary 
to Nehemiah, and is therefore not to be confused with the 
Bunni in Neh 9:4. 

3. One of the chiefs of the people who set his seal to 
Nehemiah’s covenant (Neh 10:15). 

D. G. SCHLEY 


BURIALS. Biblical references to burial are descriptive 
rather than prescriptive. Descriptions often include the 
formulas, “he lay with his fathers” (mainly in Kings and 
Chronicles, cf. | Kgs 14:31; 2 Chr 12:16), indicating a 
natural death, or “he was gathered to his people” (used by 
P, cf. Gen 25:8; Deut 32:50), denoting appropriate burial, 
apparently thought to ensure reunion with the ancestors. 
Proper burial required interment in a geber, geburd, or 
bayit, words meaning “burial” and “dwelling.” Interment 
was accorded all who served Yahweh; sinners were cursed 
with lack of burial or exhumation (Deut 28:25—26; 1 Kgs 
14:10-11; Jer 16:4). 


ISRAELITE 


. Patriarchs and Matriarchs 
. Exodus and Conquest Generations 
. Period of the Judges 
. Monarchic Period 
1. Textual Witnesses 
2. Archaeological Witnesses 


DOm > 


A. Patriarchs and Matriarchs 

From the patriarchal period, with the exception of Ra- 
chel, the patriarchs and matriarchs were interred in the 
Cave of Machpelah purchased by Abraham (Gen 49:29— 
31). In accordance with their wishes to be buried with 
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family, the embalmed remains of Jacob and Joseph were 
transported from Egypt to Canaan (Gen 47:29—30; 50:13; 
Exod 13:19; but cf. Gen 50:5). 

Interment at the location of death and in proximity to a 
tree were also attested in this period and later. Rebekah’s 
nurse, Deborah, was interred where she died near Bethel 
under an oak tree (Gen 35:8) and the people of Jabesh- 
gilead cremated the bodies of Saul and his sons and then 
buried their bones under a tamarisk tree (1 Sam 31:12— 
13). The tree signified divine presence as demonstrated by 
Abraham planting a tamarisk tree and calling on the name 
of God at a treaty site (Gen 21:32—33). Burial under a tree 
also expressed the desire to propagate and to perpetuate 
the memory of the individual. The tree was long associated 
with immortality as illustrated by the “tree of life” in the 
Garden of Eden (Gen 2:9; cf. Isa 56:3, the eunuch as a 
“withered tree”). Rachel was also buried where she died. 
Variant traditions locate her burial on the way to Ephrath 
where a massébé was erected (Gen 35: 19-20) and in Zelzah 
in Benjaminite territory near the Ephraim border (1 Sam 
10:2). The tradition locating her burial in the Bethlehem 
vicinity has been explained as a later attempt to associate 
her burial with Ephrathah in Judah, the ancestral home of 
David and the site of the present-day “Tomb of Rachel” 
(McCarter I Samuel AB, 181). 

In the patriarchal period, usually dated to the MB II 
from ca. 1750 to 1600 B.c.£. (JH, 142-48), it is impossible 
to distinguish Israelite from Canaanite burials. The prev- 
alent practice in the highlands was multiple burial in caves, 
as described for Abraham and his descendants. Typical 
tombs were cut at the highland site of Gibeon, located 9 
km N of Jerusalem. At the bottom of a vertical, cylindrical 
shaft, a doorway blocked with stones provided access into 
a circular chamber with lamp niches cut into the walls. 
Tomb 15 exhibited three phases of use probably repre- 
senting two generations. The skulls and bones of fourteen 
individuals were found along the sides of the chamber. 
Toggle pins used to secure wraps and jewelry demonstrate 
that the individuals were clothed and adorned at burial. 
The most common burial provisions were bowls and plat- 
ters for foodstuffs, jugs for liquids, and juglets for oil and 
perfume. Additional gifts included a knife, a dagger blade, 
two limestone pommels for daggers, fragments of bone 
inlay probably from a box, and four sheep skulls (Pritch- 
ard 1963: 22-33). These provisions demonstrate that the 
deceased were thought to need nourishment and the pro- 
tection afforded both by weapons and symbolically by 
colored and metal jewelry. 


B. Exodus and Conquest Generations 

Like Rachel and Deborah, members of the Exodus gen- 
eration were interred at the location of their death: Miriam 
in Kadesh (Num 20:1), Aaron on Mt. Hor (Num 33:39, 
but see Deut 10:6), and Moses in Moab (Deut 34:6). Burial 
at the death locale deviates from the patriarchal practice, 
for just as the bones of Jacob and Joseph were carried from 
Egypt for burial on family land (Josh 24:32) so could the 
remains of Miriam, Aaron, and Moses have been trans- 
ported. 

Beginning with the Conquest generation, family burials 
established a visible, perpetual claim to the patrimony 
(nahdélé), which sometimes functioned as a territorial 
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boundary marker as in the cases of Rachel (1 Sam 10:2) 
and Joshua (fosh 24:30). Joshua was buried on the border 
of his inheritance in the hill country of Ephraim {Josh 
24:30), Joseph on family land in Shechem (Josh 24:32), 
and Eleazar the son of Aaron at Gibeah in the hill country 
of Ephraim (Josh 24:33). The only other burial from this 
period was that of the five Amorite kings killed by Joshua. 
After being hanged from trees, their bodies were thrown 
into a cave the mouth of which was sealed with stones | Josh 
10:26). 

The Exodus and Conquest are usually dated to the LB 
and beginning of the Iron Age, from the 16th through 
the early 11th century B.c.E. As in the preceding MB, 
through the LB, the most common mode of burial in the 
highlands was multiple (family) burial in caves (Gonen 
1979). In the highlands of Israel and especially Judah, the 
conception of the burial dwelling, the treatment of the 
corporeal remains, and the categories of provisions for the 
deceased continued unchanged from the MB through the 
Iron Age. Gibeon tomb 10A—B contained the remains of 
eleven individuals provided with ceramic lamps, bowls, 
jugs, dipper uglets, and seven scarabs (an Egyptian amulet 
signifying birth and renewal which was a standard Egyp- 
tian funerary provision) (Pritchard 1963: 11-17). Lachish 
Tomb 216, cated from ca. 1450 to 1300 B.c.£., consisted 
of a shaft leading into a circular pit with plastered walls 
and floors. Buried in the pit were numerous individuals 
supplied with more than 200 vessels. As at Gibeon, bowls 
predominated with lamps, jugs, and dipper juglets. There 
was also a sizable collection of Cypriot and Mycenaean 
imported pottery. Metal knives, arrowheads, and a dagger, 
scarabs, beads, toggle pins, and playing pieces provided 
protection, adornment, and amusement (Tufnell 1958: 
232-35, pls. 52-54). 


C. Period of the Judges 

By the period of the Judges, family tombs of inherited 
lands were well established and so individuals were in- 
terred “in their father’s tomb” or “in their hometown.” For 
Gideon, Samson, and Asahel the record specifies that they 
were buried in their father’s tomb on family land (Judg 
8:32; 16:31; 2 Sam 2:32). Only the fact of burial locale is 
given for the remaining judges: Tola in the Shamir hill 
country of Ephraim (Judg 10:2), Jair in Kamon, Gilead 
(Judg 10:5), Jephthah in the cities of Gilead (Judg 12:7), 
Ibzan in Bethlehem, Zebulun (Judg 12:10), Elon in Aija- 
lon, Zebulun (Judg 12:12), Abdon in Pirathon, Ephraim 
(Judg 12:151, and Samuel in Ramah (1 Sam 25:1; 28:3). 
Ramah may refer to this city Ramathaim-Zophim as well 
as to an elevated place, for important individuals were 
buried in prominent places where their tombs would be 
visible and accessible. For some of these individuals little is 
known except for their burial location. Men who enjoyed a 
special relationship with Yahweh during their lifetimes 
were thought to continue that relationship after death and 
so it was important to know where they were buried. 


D. Monarchic Period 

1. Textual Witnesses. Beginning with David’s reign, 
kings and religious and administrative high functionaries 
(2 Chr 24:15-16; Isa 22:15-16) were buried in their 
capital cities. David initiated burial in the City of David 
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(1 Kgs 2:10) and was joined by his son Solomon (1 Kgs 
11:43; 2 Chr 9:31). Other recorded family burials from 
the period of the united monarchy include Abner and the 
head of Ishbaal (Ishboshet) in Hebron (2 Sam 3:32; 4:12), 
Ahitophel (2 Sam 17:23), Barzillai in Gilead (2 Sam 19:38), 
and Joab in the wilderness (1 Kgs 2:34). 

Following the death of Solomon and the division of the 
country into Israel in the N and Judah in the S, monarchs 
were buried in their capital cities of Tirzah or Samaria and 
Jerusalem respectively. Of kings and prophets it is re- 
corded that they were sometimes interred in proximity to 
holy sites: prophets of Judah and Bethel near the Bethel 
altar (2 Kgs 23: 17-18) and later Judahite kings adjacent 
to the Jerusalem temple (Ezek 43:7~8). The deaths and 
burials of the kings of Israel were recounted solely in 
Kings. The books of Kings present royal interment in a 
formulaic, consistent manner, perhaps in an attempt to 
fabricate a positive record for the Judahite kings in hom- 
age to the house of David. Varying accounts of the burials 
of Judahite kings are preserved in Kings and Chronicles 
(for a discussion of the reliability of the Chronicler’s ac- 
count, see Japhet 1985). The Chronicler’s supplemental 
information has been disccunted as glorifying favored 
kings and discrediting others. However, the Chronicler 
may have expressed judgment not through manufacturing 
new material but in choosing which references to include 
and which to delete. 

Relatively little was written about the burial of the kings 
of Israel. Of several kings, iacluding Nadab, Elah, Zimri, 
Ahaziah, Zechariah, and all subsequent kings, no details 
of burial are given (1 Kgs 15:28; 16:10; 18; 2 Kgs 1:17; 
15:10). For most of the remaining kings only the fact of 
burial in the royal city was mentioned: Baasha in Tirzah 
(1 Kgs 16:6), and Omri, Ahab, Jehu, Jehoahaz, Joash, and 
probably Jeroboam II in Samaria (1 Kings 16:28; 22:37; 
2 Kgs 10:35; 13:9, 13; 14:16, 29). 

In Judah, David and his descendants were buried in the 
Jerusalem City of David, a small ridge bounded by the 
Kidron, Hinnom, and Tyropoeon valleys. According to 
the account in Kings, all kings from Rehoboam through 
Ahaz were buried “with their fathers in the City of David” 
(1 Kgs 14:31; 15:8, 24; 22:51; 2 Kgs 8:24; 9:28; 12:22; 
14:20, 22; 15:7, 38; 16:20; Neh 3:16). Subsequent kings 
were buried elsewhere, Manisseh and Amon in the house- 
hold garden of Uzzah (2 Kgs 21:18, 26) and Josiah in his 
own tomb (2 Kgs 23:30). There is no reference to burial 
for Hezekiah or for Josiah’s successors. 

The Chronicler noted nc such harmony in burial ar- 
rangements. While commer:dable kings were buried with 
their predecessors in the City of David, sinful and ailing 
kings were denied interment with their fathers. A kabéd 
(honor) was prepared for the righteous king Hezekiah. 
The honor certainly entailed lamenting (1 Kgs 13:30; Jer 
22:18) and offering sacrifices (Isa 57:7; 2 Chr 16:14). 
Jehotadah the priest was also accorded burial with the 
kings in the City of David (2 Chr 24:16). Among the 
discredited kings, Asa was buried in his own tomb. Mortu- 
ary practices included laying the body “. . . in the resting- 
place [mzskab] which was filed with spices of all kinds; 
expertly blended; a very great fire was made in his honor” 
(2 Chr 16:14). The “very great fire” probably resembled 
in appearance and intent the burnt-offering sacrifices of 
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sweet savor presented to Yahweh (Gen 8:20—21; Lev 1:9, 
18). Others denied burial in the royal tombs included 
Jehoram, Ahaziah, Jehoash, Amaziah, Uzziah, Ahaz, and 
Amon (2 Chr 21:19-20; 22:9; 24: 25; 25:28; 26:23; 
28: 27). 

Isaiah described rock-cut tombs and mortuary practices 
in a condemnation of the cult of the dead. Isaiah 57, so- 
called “Third” Isaiah, is usually dated to the last quarter 
of the 6th century B.c.£. but the text describes Jerusalem 
bench tombs which had attained their postexilic form by 
the 7th century 8.c.£. According to Isa 57:79, tombs were 
hewn high in the mountainsides. A door and door post 
opened into the chamber with a resting-place (miskab) for 
the deceased and a mortuary stele perhaps in the shape of 
a phallus (zikrén, ydd) near the door. At the tomb sacrifices 
were offered (cf. also Deut 26:14 and Ps 16:3—4) and the 
dead consulted (cf. also 1 Sam 28 and Isa 8:19~—20). To 
conclude the diatribe, Isaiah refuted the role of the ances- 
tors in insuring control of the patrimony—true inheri- 
tance passes not through the ancestral dead (and the 
family tomb) but through Yahweh (Isa 57:13). 

A variety of mortuary practices existed within Israelite 
society, not all of which were widely practiced or accepta- 
ble to 8th century B.c.£. and later prophets and the Deu- 
teronomistic editor(s). The majority buried their dead in 
family cave and bench tombs located in proximity to the 
patrimony. Biblical references and inscriptions on a tomb 
at Khirbet Beit Lei testify to family burial, but there is 
currently no osteological evidence. Isaiah rebuked Shebna, 
an official of King Hezekiah, for having hewn an ostenta- 
tious individual tomb in Jerusalem, rather than being 
buried with his family (Isa 22:15—16). The common burial 
ground in Jerusalem’s Kidron Valley was considered by 
some an illegitimate form and place of burial as suggested 
by Josiah’s scattering asherah ashes over the ground and 
Jehoiakim’s casting in the body of the assassinated prophet 
Uriah (Jer 26:23; 2 Kgs 23:6). Both royalty and commoners 
sacrificed children in the tophet in Jerusalem’s Hinnom 
Valley (and presumably buried them as at Carthage; see 
Stager and Wolff 1984), demonstrating official sanction 
during certain reigns of a practice considered abhorrent 
and unacceptable at other times (2 Kgs 16:3; 2 Chr 28:3; 
Jer 7:31). 

Burial markers preserved the memory of the righteous, 
the sinner, and men without offspring. A massébé and styiin 
(“pillar” and “monument”) marked the graves of the right- 
eous Rachel (Gen 35:20) and the unnamed prophet (2 Kgs 
23:17) respectively. A circle of stones served to censure 
Israel’s enemies and those who challenged Yahweh’s 
anointed: Achan, the king of Ai, the five kings of the S 
coalition, and Absalom (Josh 7:26; 8:29; 10:26; 2 Sam 
18:17—18). Monuments serving to perpetuate the memory 
of men without descendants, literally to “memorialize the 
name,” have been associated with death cult activities (Pi- 
tard 1979). During his lifetime Absalom erected a pillar, 
literally, “hand/phallus [Heb yaéd] of Absalom” (2 Sam 
18:18; cf. also Isa 57:8) and Yahweh promised the faithful 
eunuch through his temple and holy city “a monument 
and memorial [yaéd wasém] better than sons and daughters,” 
a perpetual testimonial which cannot be severed (Isa 56:5; 
cf. 2 Sam 14:7). 

2. Archaeological Witnesses. Multiple (family) burials 
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in caves continued from the Bronze Age into the Iron Age 
at the sites of Gibeon, nearby Tell en-Nasbeh (biblical 
Mizpah or Ataroth-Addar), and Dothan. In the Gibeon 
tomb, ceramic vessels, objects of personal adornment, 
weapons, household articles, and amulets were present as 
in the earlier assemblages (Dajani 1951: 48; 1953: 66). 
Dothan Tomb | was in use from approximately 1400 to 
1200/1100 B.c.E. It contained the remains of at least 288 
individuals and 3146 artifacts in an irregularly shaped 
chamber with a domed roof, six niches, two crypts, and a 
window (Cooley 1983; Free 1960: 12). 

All the salient features of 8th century B.c.£. and later 
Judahite tombs appeared by the 12th century in tombs at 
Tell el-Farah(S), in Shephelah tombs at Gezer, Lachish, 
and Tel ‘Aitun, and at Sarafend on the coast and Pella in 
Transjordan. Tel ‘Aitun C1 consisted of steps leading into 
two chambers equipped with waist-high benches extending 
along the sides of the tomb on which to repose the dead, 
lamp niches, and a repository. The repository was a pit 
hewn in the rear of the chamber or under a bench to 
accommodate skeletal remains and accompanying objects 
moved to make room on the benches for additional buri- 
als. Fifteen individuals were distinguished in the tomb and 
the repository was completely filled with bones. One inhab- 
itant lay extended on its back with a copper bracelet on its 
arm, surrounded by lamps, a flask, a Philistine krater and 
jar, beads, and two bronze-socketed arrowheads. Other 
goods in the tomb included large quantities of local and 
Philistine pottery, many objects of personal adornment, 
household items, weapons, scarabs, and scaraboid seals 
(Edelstein et al. 1971: 86—87). 

Through the 10th to 8th century B.c.£. both cave and 
bench tombs were utilized in Israel and Judah. Following 
the fall of the N kingdom of Israel, “bathtub” coffins and 
jar burials were introduced by the Assyrians and other 
foreigners who settled there. Assyrian bathtub coffins are 
named for their characteristic shape, a deep bathtub- 
shaped ceramic vessel approximately 1 m long, with one 
rounded and one straight end, and handles around the 
sides. In a jar burial, the vessel neck was broken off and 
the body inserted either in a single jar or two facing jars. 
In both jar and bathtub coffin burials the deceased were 
supplied with the same types of goods provided in earlier 
and contemporary cave and bench tombs. In Judah the 
bench tomb overwhelmingly prevailed. See Fig. BUR.O1. 
Two of the largest and finest examples of bench tombs 
were preserved in the N cemetery of Jerusalem, the St. 
Etienne tombs. One example consisted of a central court 
around which were symmetrically arranged six burial 
chambers. Each chamber was equipped on three sides with 
parapeted benches with horseshoe (or Hathor wig)-shaped 
headrests and a repository under one of the benches. 
Stone-carved recessed door frames, right-angled cornices, 
and imitation sunken wooden panels enhanced the tomb 
(Barkai et al. 1975). Exceptionally fine tombs were also cut 
in the cliffs of what is today Silwan Village facing the City 
of David. These tombs incorporated distinctive Phoenician 
and Egyptian features such as gabled ceilings, stone cof- 
fins, funerary inscriptions carved into tomb facades, and a 
crowning pyramid atop a monolithic aboveground struc- 
ture (Ussishkin 1970). These magnificent structures surely 
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BUR.01. Plan of a typical bench tomb. (Redrawn from E. Bloch-Smith.) 


housed the wealthy and eminent members of Jerusalem 
society, such as Shebna (Isa 22:15-16). 

Beginning in the 10th century s.c.£. with the settlement 
of the S highlands of Judah, new objects were added to the 
standard funerary assemblage. These included additional 
vessels for tiie preparation, serving, and storing of food- 
stuffs and wine: cooking pots, plates/platters, store jars, 
and wine decanters. Juglets and dipper juglets were more 
frequently supplied for use as dippers in store jars and as 
containers of scented oils and perfumes in a period when 
tombs were repeatedly entered and bodies anointed. Ce- 
ramic models of chairs, beds, quadrupeds, and horse and 
rider figurines were found in Shephelah tombs, and fe- 
male pillar figurines were recorded from tombs initially in 
the Shephelah and later from throughout Judah. This 
figurine has a hollow or solid conical body, pronounced 
breasts emphasized by arms encircling them, and a hand- 
fashioned or molded head. The form is evocative of a tree, 
long depicted in ANE art as a source of nourishment, but 
identified with different deities at different times. Their 
presence in Judahite tombs, in conjunction with figurines 
of the Egyptian god Bes, one of whose roles was to safe- 
guard mothers and their newborn infants and children, 
indicates widespread concern for adequate lactation to 
nourish newborns and infants, and an acceptance of the 
use of figurines for sympathetic magic. 

Following the Babylonian conquest, within the region of 
the former kingdom of Judah, Iron Age burial customs 
persisted into the 6th century B.c.£. at Khirbet Beit Lei, 
Gezer, Beth Shemesh, Abu-Ghosh, and Jerusalem. By the 
end of the 6th century B.c.E. setthkement was concentrated 
along the coast and through the Shephelah where cist 
tombs with Achaemenid-style metal objects and weapons 
were succeecled by shaft tombs with Greek and Phoenician 
pottery and coins (Stern 1982: 68-92). A cist tomb con- 
sisted of a rectangular grave which was lined and occasion- 
ally foored with fieldstones or stone slabs. In a shaft tomb, 
a vertical shaft led into a rock-cut chamber of no particular 
shape. 
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This article will focus mainly on Jewish burial customs 
and funerary art from the Second Temple period. 


A. Burial Customs 
1. Tomb Types 
2. Burial Types 
3. Dating 
B. Funerary Art 
1. Tomb Decoration 
2. Ossuary Ornamentation 
3. Sarcophagus Ornamentation 
4. Wall Paintings 
5. Drawings 
C. Other Burial Customs 
1. Essene Burial Customs 
2. The Beth-shearim Necropolis 
D. Conclusions 


A. Burial Customs 

Our principal data for funerary customs and art in the 
Second Temple period come from two cemeteries, one in 
Jerusalem (Avigad 1950—51; Rahmani 1981, 1982; Kloner 
1980) and the other in Jericho (Hachlili 1978, 1979, 1980; 
Hachlili and Killebrew 1983). They were both located 
outside their respective town limits, in accordance with 
Jewish law (m. B. Bat. 2: 9). The Jerusalem cemetery 
consisted of tombs surrounding the walls of the city, in 
three major areas of concentration to the N, S, and E 
(Kloner 1980: 259-68) and the Jericho cemetery was lo- 
cated outside the town, on the hills flanking the Jordan 
Valley. 

The Jerusalem necropolis developed as the result of 
tombs being randomly scattered wherever the rock was 
soft and could be easily carved. Roads and paths led to the 
tombs, and plants and trees landscaped the surroundings. 
Families purchased burial plots presumably according to 
their means. Several of the loculi tombs have richly orna- 
mented facades, while a group of monumental rock-hewn 
tombs (the Kidron Valley tombs), probably belonging to 
prominent Jerusalem families, have a memorial or nefesh 
in the shape of a pyramid or tholus standing above the 
ground (Hachlili 1981). Despite the lavish ornamentation, 
burial was probably similar to that of the simpler, undeco- 
rated loculi tombs. Apart from two tombs where sarcoph- 
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agi were discovered, all were found in a disturbed, robbed 
state. Several crowded burial quarters exist in the present- 
day areas of Mt. Scopus, Dominus Flevit, and French Hill 
(Kloner 1980: 268). 

A large necropolis at Jericho containing either primary 
burials in wooden coffins or secondary collected bone 
burials in ossuaries was excavated and surveyed (Hachlili 
1979; 1980). 

1. Tomb Types. The tombs found in these two cemeter- 
ies may be divided into two types: the first consists of rock- 
hewn loculi tombs and the second type is a monumental 
tomb which is rock-hewn and has a memorial or nefesh 
standing next to or above it. Two basic tomb plans exist: 
one is called the loculi type (kokhim) and the other is the 
arcosolia. Some tombs are equipped solely with a burial 
room. Both types of plans are found in the Jerusalem 
necropolis, but the Jericho cemetery consists only of loculi 
tombs which are hewn into the hillsides. Both serve as 
family tombs but with provision for separate burial of each 
individual. 

The form of the loculi tomb (see Fig. BUR.03) consists 
of a square burial chamber, often with a pit dug into its 
floor to enable a man to stand upright. From one to three 
arched loculi 1 m high and 2 m long (kokhim) are hewn 
into three walls, the entrance wall excepted. The entrance 
to the tomb is square; in Jerusalem it sometimes has a 
forecourt and a molded facade (Avigad 1950-51: 98, fig. 
3) or an ornamental facade. It is closed either by a rectan- 
gular blocking stone, sometimes in the shape of a large 
“stopper,” or by mudbricks and small stones. Occasionally, 
single-loculus tombs were constructed. 

The evidence from Jericho proves conclusively that loc- 
uli tombs were first designed and used for primary—that 
is, permanent—burial in coffins. This is also indicated by 


BUR.03. Plan of a loculi type tomb. (Redrawn from R. Hachiili.) 
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the length of the kokh (ca. 2 m), which is the length of a 
coffin. The same tomb plan continued to be used in the 
case of ossuary burials. In previous research scholars have 
claimed that the kokh was “intimately” connected with 
secondary burial. If this was the case and the loculi tomb 
had been designed for 70cm-long ossuaries there would 
have been no need to dig a 2m-long kokh. 

The origin of the plan for the rock-cut loculi tomb of 
the Second Temple period in Judea is to be sought in 
Egypt, particularly in Leontopolis, from as early as Has- 
monean times (Ant. 13. 63, 67; 14. 99, 131-33; Hachlili 
and Killebrew 1983: 110-12). 

In some Jerusalem tombs the arcosolium type of burial 
is found. The arcosolium is a benchlike aperture with an 
arched ceiling hewn into the length of the wall. The 
arcosolium is a later type of burial, in use at the end of the 
Second Temole period. In the Beth-shearim catacombs the 
arcosolia were usually reserved for more expensive burials. 
In several cases the deceased was interred in a trough 
grave hewn in the arcosolium. From the 3d century on, the 
trough grave became the prevalent type of burial (Avigad 
1976: 259). 

2. Burial Types. Two distinctly different types of loculi 
tomb burials, primary and secondary, were discovered 
during the excavations in the Jericho cemetery. They can 
be classified typologically, chronologically, and strati- 
graphically into primary burials in wooden coffins (type 1) 
and secondary burials of collected bones which were either 
placed in individual ossuaries or piled in heaps (type 2). 

a. Primary Burial in Wooden Coffins. This is the earli- 
est type of burial known from the Jericho cemetery. The 
coffins were placed in the rock-cut loculi tombs, each 
loculus holding one wooden coffin; only when all loculi 
were filled would further coffins be placed on the benches 
or in the pit. 

Coffins took the form of a completely wooden chest, 
sometimes with a post at each corner, and were con- 
structed by means of mortising and dovetailing. Several 
types of wood were used in the construction: the most 
common types were sycamore, Christ-thorn, and cypress. 
The lid of tae chest was usually gabled and consisted of 
one plank on each side and a pediment at each end. See 
Fig. BUR.04. One well-preserved example, however, has a 
hinged lid. {ron nails and knobs found with the coffins 


BUR.04. Reconstruction of a wooden coffin from Jericho. (Redrawn from R. 
Hachiili.) 
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were probably used only for decoration or structural sup- 
port. The coffins were decorated with painted red and 
black geometric patterns and designs. 

Contemporaneous coffins, different in their construc- 
tion and decoration, were found in tombs at En-gedi, 
Jericho, and in the Qumran cemetery (de Vaux 1973: 46- 
47; Hachlili and Killebrew 1983: 115). Earlier examples of 
similar wooden coffins dating to the 4th century B.c.E. 
have survived in Egypt and £ Russia (Watzinger 1905). 

All the bodies were extended, face upward, in the coffin, 
usually with the head to one side and hands close to the 
side of the body. Most coffins contain one individual, but 
sometimes a mother and a sinall child (infant or fetus) are 
found together in a coffin. ‘There are several occurrences 
where one or two bodies have been added to a coffin that 
already contained an individual, but no more than three 
bodies have ever been found in any one coffin. 

In most of the coffin tombs, grave goods consisting of 
both personal possessions and objects of daily use were 
found in with the deceased, usually placed near the head 
or feet. Found only with women and children, they include 
wooden objects such as bowls, spatulas, beads, and a glass 
amphoriskos. Leather sandals were also commonly found, 
placed at the head of the deceased inside the coffin. 
Objects of daily use were found in the floor or in the pit of 
the tomb, while storage jars were placed outside the en- 
trance to the tomb. 

b. Secondary Burial in Ossuaries. This type was at first 
practiced only in Jerusalem but later became more wide- 
spread (Rahmani 1982: 109). From the finds and stratig- 
raphy of the ossuary burials in Jericho it is clear tht they 
postdate coffin burials. Ossuaries were hewn from one 
large block of limestone usually in the shape of a small, 
rectangular box resting on four low legs and measuring 
ca. 60 x 35 x 30cm for adults (less for children). A stone 
lid—flat, slightly curved, or gabled—was placed on top. 
The ossuaries were often decorated. Only a few pottery 
ossuaries, but none of wood, have been discovered thus 
far. 

The ossuaries were placed in the loculi or on the 
benches. Often two ossuaries would be stacked one above 
the other or placed next to zach other. The occupants of 
ossuaries placed in the same: loculus were usually related 
to each other, as can be concluded from the inscriptions 
found on the ossuaries. The bodies were prepared for 
secondary burial by being temporarily buried first to allow 
the flesh to decay completely, leaving only the bones. It 
has been suggested that the hody was placed in the loculus 
of the family tomb and that after a year the relatives of the 
deceased would come to gather the bones and put them in 
the ossuary (Rahmani 1961: 117-18; Kloner 1980: 226- 
27; 248-52). The bones were then placed inside the ossu- 
ary in a customary order. There are several occurrences 
of more than one individual |being interred in one ossuary. 

Grave goods discovered with ossuary burial tombs in- 
clude unguentaria, bowls, Herodian lamps and cooking 
pots, and glass vessels, all identical to those used in daily 
life. No personal objects were found inside the ossuaries 
themselves, but were usually placed close the ossuaries or 
in the pit. It is noteworthy that some of the objects in the 
tombs were defective at the time of their placement; for 
example, cooking pots were cracked, and pottery was left 
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in fragments. This raises the question whether it was 
economically preferable to place a defective item in the 
tomb or whether this had symbolic significance. The prac- 
tice of placing burial gifts with the dead was widespread 
throughout the Hellenistic and pagan worlds, but the Jews, 
although following the custom, gave it their own interpre- 
tation by ignoring the connotation of an offering to the 
dead for their use in the afterlife. Possibly Jews placed 
personal belongings in the tomb of the deceased because 
the scene aroused the grief of the onlookers. 

Inscriptions were incised, scratched, or written on ossu- 
aries. No particular place was reserved for the inscriptions 
and they are found on the front, back, sides, and lid. Some 
were bilingual, written in Jewish and Greek script. The 
inscription usually included the name of the interred and 
his position in the family (e.g., father), but in several cases 
additional information is also given, such as place of origin 
and age or status, for example, “freedman” (Hachlili 1979: 
46). 

A unique inscribed funerary bowl, found in an ossuary 
tomb in Jericho (Hachlili 1978) mentions a three-genera- 
tion family which originated in Jerusalem but probably 
lived, died, and was buried in Jericho. In Jerusalem most 
of the inscriptions consist of names and family relations. 
Sometimes a profession, such as “Simon the master 
builder,” appears, or an Aramaic inscription appears in 
archaic Hebrew script (such as the Abba cave inscription). 
An intriguing aspect of the inscriptions is the identity of 
their authors: they were probably professional scribes or 
family members. The latter seems more likely because of 
the great variety of hands that are evident in the execution 
of these inscriptions. A consideration of the inscriptions 
leads us to conclude (1) that ossuary tombs contained at 
most three generations of a particular family; (2) that the 
recurrence of names is common in successive generations 
of a family (Hachlili 1979: 53); and (3) that Jewish families 
were literate and bilingual in Aramaic or Hebrew and in 
Greek. 

Relatives and friends of the deceased probably per- 
formed the more personal duties associated with the burial 
of the deceased, such as carrying the coffin, placing it 
properly in the tomb, collecting bones and laying them in 
the ossuaries, mourning, and writing inscriptions (see 
AgAp 2.205). Contemporary and later sources mention 
charitable societies, the heber“ir, who probably dealt with 
other duties involved in the preparation of the body for 
burial. 

3. Dating. Dates for these burial customs are still the 
subject of some debate. Rahmani dates the practice of 
secondary burials in ossuaries in Jerusalem to 30/20 B.c.E.— 
70 c.E., continuing sporadically either until ca. 135 c.£. or 
the 3d century. Nevertheless, the Jericho cemetery can 
provide some chronology for the two different types of 
burials. Primary burials in coffins can be dated to ca. mid- 
Ist century 8.c.E.—10 c.£., while secondary burials in ossu- 
aries followed immediately, dating to ca. 10-68 c.E. 


B. Funerary Art 
Funerary art of the Second Temple period is a rich and 
varied art. It consists of ornamentation of tomb facades, 
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ossuaries, and sarcophagi, as well as wall paintings and 
graffiti. 

1. Tomb Decoration. The composite style, an amalga- 
mation of stylistic features influenced by Hellenistic-Ro- 
man architecture and by oriental elements, is characteristic 
of ornamented tombs in Jerusalem, and its execution is 
typical generally of local Jewish art of the Second Temple 
period. This composite style is found both on (a) facade- 
ornamented tombs with either a Doric frieze together with 
Ionic columns, or an ornate gable (such as the Jerusalem 
tomb of Zechariah), and on (b) monumental tombs exhib- 
iting a mixture of classical features and Egyptian pyramids 
and cornices (such as the Jerusalem monument of Absa- 
lom, which has a Doric frieze, Ionic capitals, and an Egyp- 
tian cornice). 

2. Ossuary Ornamentation. Most of the ossuaries 
found in Jerusalem are undecorated, whereas most of 
those in Jericho are decorated. The repertoire of motifs 
decorating ossuaries is quite varied and consists of plant, 
geometric, and architectural motifs. These motifs are sim- 
ilar to those appearing in other artistic works of the Second 
Temple period. However, the variation on each motif is 
greater, probably due to the large quantity of ossuaries 
found. Stone ossuary workshops and artists probably had 
a repertoire, presumably in the form of a pattern book, to 
which reference could be repeatedly made. See Fig. 
BUR.05. 

The ornamentation was carved into the soft stone of the 
ossuaries with the aid of tools such as a ruler and compass. 
Few ossuaries were painted. The most common type of 
ossuary ornamentation is a scheme consisting of a frame 
of zigzag lines, incised or chip-carved, within two straight 
lines. This frame is usually divided into two, and some- 
times more, metopes which are filled generally with six- 
petaled rosettes. 

The motifs decorating the ossuaries represent actual 
contemporary funerary art and architecture in Jerusalem. 
In fact, no symbols are depicted on the ossuaries, neither 
are there displayed any motifs connected with everyday 
life or with the temple. Rahmani’s contention (1982) seems 
to be the most acceptable: the repertoire of motifs used to 
decorate the ossuaries is part of a general ensemble of 
decorative patterns used in Second Temple period art, 
several of which are found solely in funerary art. 

3. Sarcophagus Ornamentation. A few sarcophagi have 
been found in tombs in Jerusalem. Made of hard stone, 
their ornamentation differs from that of ossuaries in both 
design and execution, although the motifs are similar, 
consisting of plants, rosettes, vine branches and bunches 
of grapes, and acanthus leaves. However, differences are 
noticeable between sarcophagi and ossuary decoration and 
ornamentation. The sarcophagi are usually depicted in 
high relief, are skillfully executed, and their design is 
richer and more elaborate. The richer and beautifully 
reliefed sarcophagi were probably much more expensive, 
suggesting that only wealthy families would have been able 
to afford them. 

4. Wall Paintings. Jewish rock-cut tombs of the Second 
Temple period are not known to have been decorated. 
However, one wall painting was discovered in the monu- 
mental “Goliath” tomb in the Jericho necropolis (Hachlili 
1985). Traces of a wall painting enclosed by a painted red 
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BUR.O5. Ornamental ossuaries. (Courtesy of R. Hachlili.} 


frame appear on three walls of the tomb. The vine motif 
is the subject. of paintings on both N and §S walls. Several 
birds perch on the vines. The Jericho tomb painting was 
most likely executed at the same time as the tomb itself 
was hewn, evidently for the benefit of the tomb’s visitors 
and to indicate the family’s prominent position. 

5. Drawings. Several drawings in charcoal of three ships 
and a recumbent stag appear on the N and S walls of the 
porch of Jason’s tomb in Jerusalem. They probably were 
executed by one artist at the same time. On the E wall of 
the porch graffiti of five menorahs are scratched, probably 
later than the drawing of the ships, about 30 c.c. A 
charcoal drawing of a nefesh, a column pyramid, was dis- 
covered on a tomb wall in the Jericho cemetery. The 
drawing depicts three columns and part of a fourth. 


C. Other Burial Customs 

Two completely contrasting Jewish tomb forms and bur- 
ial customs are encountered in the cemeteries of Qumran 
and En-el Guweir, (both belonging to the Jewish sect of the 
Essenes in the Dead Sea area) and in the 2d—4th-century 
burials in the Jewish necropolis at Beth-shearim. 

1. Essene Burial Customs. One sect of Jews during the 
Ist century c.E., the Essenes, practiced a completely differ- 
ent primary burial in individual graves as evidenced by 


their cemeteries at Qumran and En el-Guweir. The main 
cemetery of Qumran is located E of the setthkement and 
contains some 1100 graves (de Vaux 1973). Its organized 
plan consists of rows of single graves, usually oriented N— 
S. The graves are marked by oval-shaped heaps of stones 
placed on the surface. Several graves contained signs of 
wooden coffins. Most of the excavated tombs contained 
individual burials; male interments only were found in the 
main cemetery (de Vaux 1973: 46, pls. XXV—XXVI; Bar- 
Adon 1977: 12, 16, figs. 19--20). On the outskirts of this 
cemetery and in the smaller cemeteries of Qumran, a few 
females and children were interred. The large number of 
males found in these graves compared to the small number 
of women and children might point to the importance 
placed on celibacy in this community. 

The Essene burial practices have a few elements in 
common with those of the Jerusalem and Jericho cemeter- 
ies. The coffin burials at Qumran, though later in date, 
are comparable to those found at Jericho. Grave goods 
were discovered with women and children at Qumran and 
En el-Guweir, as well as remains of mattresses and cloth 
(indicating that the dead had been wrapped in shrouds). 
Broken storage jars were discovered on top of the graves 
at En el-Guweir and Qumran, probably a custom parallel 
to that of placing storage jars outside the tombs at Jericho. 
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The contrasts in these burial practices indicate differ- 
ences in religious philosophy toward the dead among the 
Jews of this time and reflects the separation of the Essenes 
from more mainstream Judaism. Single-person burials at 
Qumran and En el-Guweir cemeteries stress the impor- 
tance of the individual rather than the family. 

2. The Beth-shearim Necropolis. The Jewish necropolis 
at Beth-shearim (M.R. 162234) was the central burial 
ground for Jews from the land of Israel and neighboring 
areas. The majority of the catacombs date to the 3d—4th 
centuries. Beth-shearim was expanded after the death of 
Rabbi Judah in the latter part of the 3d century. The 
terminus ante quem for the catacombs is the date of their 
destruction in the year 352 c.E. (Avigad 1976: 260). 

The Beth-shearim burial place consists of catacombs, 
with a frontal courtyard and portals constructed of stone 
doors imitating wooden doors with nails (Mazar 1973: Plan 
1-5; pl. VI; Avigad 1976: figs. 3-5; pls. 25:1; 27:2; 28:1). 
Several burial halls spaced out along a corridor were hewn 
in the rock (see Avigad 1976: fig. 31). The graves were 
mainly loculi or arcosolia types and it is clear that burial 
customs—that is, primary inhumation in arcosolia, coffins, 
and sarcophagi—have little in common with those of the 
Second Temple period. On the walls were carved, painted, 
or incised decoration, in a popular art style. Decorated 
marble or clay sarcophagi contained the primary burials 
of local Jews or the reinterred remains of those returned 
from the Diaspora (Mazar 1973; Avigad 1976). By this time 
burial had become a commercialized, public enterprise 
and was directed apparently by the burial society (Hebrah 
Kadisha), who sold burial places to any purchaser (Avigad 
1976: 253, 265). 

The Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek inscriptions found in 
these tombs mainly record the names of the tomb owners; 
sometimes a personal note is added. Longer inscriptions 
are written on the walls. Their purpose was to identify the 
graves of the deceased for visitors (Schwabe and Lifshitz 
1974: 219). The inscriptions found at Beth-shearim indi- 
cate that the interred were people of importance, such as 
rabbis, public officers, merchants, craftsmen, and scribes. 

The Beth-shearim tomb walls, sarcophagi, and coffins 
are adorned with carvings, reliefs, incisions, and drawings. 
The patterns used are a blend of Hellenistic and oriental 
elements, with the occasional creation of a new motif. The 
style in which they are worked is similar to that used in 
contemporaneous Jewish synagogal art. See ART AND 
ARCHITECTURE (EARLY JEWISH). 

A distinction must be made between the custom of 
secondary burial in ossuaries and the custom of Diaspora 
Jews to be reinterred in the land of Israel. Scholars have 
claimed that ossuaries contained the bones of Diaspora 
Jews, citing as proof inscriptions mentioning a person’s 
place of origin outside the land of Israel. What the inscrip- 
tions actually indicate is that the deceased had belonged to 
a community of Jews residing in Jerusalem who were of 
Diaspora origin (Rahmani 1977: 28, and nn. 123-24). Jews 
did not begin to practice the custom of reinterment in the 
land of Israel until the 3d century c.£. (Gafni 1981), and 
especially abundant evidence for this practice can be found 
in the Beth-shearim cemetery (Schwabe and Lifshitz 1974: 
219). 


BURIALS 


D. Conclusions 

The excavations in the extended Jerusalem necropolis 
and the Jericho cemetery reveal that two completely differ- 
ent burial customs, one chronologically following the 
other, were practiced by Jews of the Second Temple pe- 
riod. The earlier custom (Ist century B.C.£.) is a primary 
individual burial in a wooden coffin. In Jerusalem indica- 
tions of such primary burial have been found in many 
tombs. Jewish burial practices of the late Second Temple 
period reveal a corresponding importance placed on both 
the individual and the family. This is reflected in the pian 
of the loculi tomb, which provided for individual burial of 
coffins or ossuaries in separate loculi while at the same 
time allowing a family to be buried together in the same 
tomb. The entire population and not just the upper classes 
(as in the Israelite period) were given individual burials. 
This practice is probably related to the increasing impor- 
tance played on the individual in contemporary Hellenistic 
society, and to the Jewish belief in individual resurrection 
of the body. This belief is reflected in sources dating as 
early as the 2d century B.c.E. (Rahmani 1961: 117-18, 
n.6). Similarly, burial in wooden coffins was practiced in 
En-gedi and in the cemetery of the Qumran sect. 

The second type of burial found in Jerusalem and in the 
Jericho cemetery—chronologically following the coffin 
burials—is deliberate secondary burial of the bones, placed 
either in individual ossuaries or in communal burials in 
loculi or pits, which was also common in burials of the 
First Temple and Hellenistic periods. This complete 
change in burial customs occurs during the beginning of 
the Ist century c.£. simultaneously with a change in the 
political status of Judea, which now became a Roman 
province. Up to now no theory has been able to account 
for this drastic change in burial customs; unfortunately, 
all sources dealing with ossilegium describe only the cus- 
tom itself without mentioning the reasons for its sudden 
appearance. 

In summary, what is most extraordinary in the Jewish 
burial customs of the Second Temple period is the aston- 
ishing fact that within a comparatively short span of time 
burial practices, which are typically among the most con- 
servative customs in a society, underwent rapid changes. 
Loculi tombs appear with primary coffin burials, and 
within a century secondary burials in ossuaries in similar 
loculi tombs becomes the prevalent custom, a practice 
lacking parallels in any other contemporary neighboring 
culture. At the same time, these customs were short-lived 
and show little affinity with either the earlier Israelite 
customs or the later Jewish rituals of late antiquity which 
contain only traces of these Second Temple customs. Fur- 
thermore, archaeological investigation has been unable to 
uncover the causes for these ossuary burial innovations. It 
may be conjectured that the Jews blamed their loss of 
independence and their state, in 6 c.£., on their sinful 
behavior; the custom of secondary burial of the bones in 
ossuaries, after decay of the flesh, may have become a way 
to expiate sins. The later Beth-shearim necropolis (3d—4th 
century C.E.) shows the practice of individual burial in 
various kinds of sarcophagi and was a central cemetery for 
Jews both in the land of Israel and in the Diaspora. 
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RacHEL HACHLILI 


BUSEIRAH. See BOZRAH. 

BUSHEL. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 
BUSTARD. See ZOOLOGY. 

BUTCHERING ANIMALS. See ZOOLOGY. 


BUZ (PERSON) [Heb biz]. 1. The second son of Nahor 
(Gen 22:21), See BUZ (PLACE). 

2. A “son,” i.e., descendant, of Abihail in Israelite 
Transjordan ‘} Chr 5:14). The persons (or rather fami- 
lies?) in 1 Chr 5:12—15 may actually have been “registered” 
in the reign of Jeroboam II (787-747 B.c.), as 1 Chr 3:17 
indicates. In this case, these names may represent the free, 
landowning, and taxpaying Israelite families in Gilead 
before it became an Assyrian province in 734 B.c. (cf. 
1 Chr 5:6). These Israelites cannot, however, have be- 
longed to the tribe of Gad, as 1 Chr 5:11 claims. Gad did 
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not inhabit Gilead but the region immediately N of the 
Moabite border and S of Gilead. The attribution of the 
Gadite territory to Reuben and of Gilead to Gad originated 
in Israelite historiographic theory after these tribes had 
disappeared from the scene of history (Wiist 1975: 245f.). 

As a personal name, Buz is difficult to explain. Heb biz, 
“despise,” is unlikely to have generated personal names. 
Perhaps one may compare Arabic Baus, “Kissing,” already 
attested in Thamudic and Safaitic (Knauf 1982: 173 and 
n.16). Buz can be derived from Baus by partial assimilation 
of the voiceless sibilant to the voiced labial. 
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BUZ (PLACE) [Heb baz]. A country in E Arabia (Jer 
25:23; Job 32:2, 6). In 605/604 B.c. (Jer 25:1), the prophet 
Jeremiah named four polities from the Arabian Peninsula 
(25:23): the city-states of Dedan and Taima in NW Arabia; 
“those with cropped hair” (i.e., the Qedarites according to 
Jer 49:28-33; see KEDAR); and Buz. In Job 32:2, 6, Buz 
is Ehhu’s country or tribe of origin. See ELIHU. Buz (Bauz 
in the LXX, 1.e., originally *B4z) occurs in Assyrian records 
under the name of *Bézu (Knauf 1985: 55, n.267 pace 
Eph‘al 1982: 133). In 677 B.c., Esarhaddon conducted a 
campaign into Bézu (Eph‘al 1982: 130-37). Two of the 
conquered cities can be located in E Arabia (Knauf 1985: 
55 n.267). 

It is highly likely that the “sons of Nahor” (Gen 22:21f.) 
actually form a list of Syriar. and Arabian countries and 
people from the Ist millennium s.c. The “brothers” of 
Buz, son of Nahor, are: Uz, a country or tribe in W Arabia 
(see UZ); Kemuel, the father of Aram (i.e., Syria and/or 
the Arameans); Kesed, the Chaldeans; and Hazo. The last 
recalls Hazi, a mountainous area next to Baézu in the 
inscriptions of Esarhaddon (Knauf 1985: 55, n. 267). In 
the Sefire-Inscriptions (KAI 2222) B 9, ydy (Zinjirli; but cf. 
Lipinski 1986: 85) bz denote the extension of the world 
known to its N Syrian author(s) in the first half of the 8th 
century B.C. 
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ERNST AXEL KNAUF 


BUZI (PERSON) [Heb bizi]. The father of the prophet 
Ezekiel (Ezek 1:3). The name means “The man from the 
land (or tribe) of Buz.” See BUZ. Because Ezekiel was of 
priestly descent, and from Jerusalem, it is highly unlikely 
that his family originated from this country in E Arabia. 
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The name may, however, betray links of Ezekiel’s family to 
E Arabia (by way of trade or diplomacy) at the time when 
his father was given this name. 

ERNST AXEL KNAUF 


BUZZARD. See ZOOLOGY. 


BYBLOS SYLLABIC 


BYBLOS (PLACE). See GEBAL (PLACE). 


BYBLOS SYLLABIC. See LANGUAGES (BYBLOS 
SYLLABIC INSCRIPTIONS). 


CABBON (PLACE) [Heb kabbén]. A town situated in the 
Shephelah, or low country, of Judah (Josh 15:40), within 
the same district as Lachish and Eglon. The only reference 
to this settlement occurs in the list of towns within the 
tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21-62; see also BETH- 
DAGON). It has been suggested (Boling and Wright Joshua 
AB, 386) that Cabbon may be related to MACHBENAH, 
listed in | Chr 2:49 as one of the descendants of CALEB. 
The location of the ancient settlkement is unknown. 
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CABUL (PLACE) [Heb kabil]. A town in the tribe of 
Asher (Josh 19:27; 1 Kgs 9:13). Cabul is of great impor- 
tance for the understanding of the topography of the 
territory of the tribe of Asher because it is the only place, 
the name of which has been retained in a modern place 
name, that is undoubtedly part of the description of the E 
border of the tribal territory. Other places mentioned in 
Josh 19:27-28, connected by the conjunctive waw (“and”), 
are generally considered not to belong to the border 
description but to have been part of a town list later added 
to it. Literally the phrase in Josh 19:27 reads “and [Asher’s 
territory] went out to Cabul from the left.” It has been 
suggested, however, that “left” should here be understood 
as “north” (Cooke, Joshua CBSC, 180). 

The name Cabul has survived in the name of the village 
Kabul (M.R. 170252) 14 km SE of Acco, situated on a low 
W spur of the hills of Galilee. This is with little doubt the 
ancient Chaboulon/Chabolo mentioned by Josephus as 
having been burnt by Cestius Gallus (JW 2.1.9), as his own 
headquarters (Life 43-45), and as the W border of Lower 
Galilee (JW 3.3.1; there “Zaboulon” should be corrected to 
“Chaboulon”). It is also the “Kabul” mentioned frequently 
in Talmudic literature (¢. Sabb. 7:17; t. MoSed Qat. 2:5; 
y. Meg. 4:78b; etc.). 

No evidence of Iron Age occupation has been reported 
from Kabul, however, and Gal (1985) suggests that biblical 
Cabul be identified at Kh. Ras ez-Zeitun, 1.5 km NE of 
Kabul. Excavations there have revealed a town 5 acres in 
extent from the early Iron Age replaced by a fort from 
the 9th century B.c.£. Cabul’s position between the hills of 
Galilee and the coastal plain determined its being chosen 
to demarcate the borders of Asher in Joshua and of Lower 
Galilee in JW. The border of Asher was apparently to the 
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E of Cabul, thus including the foothills in the tribe’s 
territory, while the border of Lower Galilee was probably 
to the W of Cabul at the foot of the hills. 

The “land of Cabul” (Heb eres kabiil) is mentioned in 
connection with the episode in which Hiram king of Tyre 
received “twenty towns in Galilee” from Solomon (1 Kgs 
9:10—-14; but cf. 2 Chr 8:2). Various attempts have been 
made to explain the derogatory meaning implied by the 
text. Josephus explained that it means “unpleasant” in 
Phoenician (Ant 8.5.3), and in the Talmud (b. Sabb. 54b) it 
is explained as “unfruitful.” There is, however, little doubt 
that the Cabul of 1 Kgs 9:13 is to be identified with that of 
Josh 19:27, and that the explanation in 1 Kgs 9:13 is 
etiological in character, either unconnected to the Hiram 
episode (NHI, 212, n.1), or intended to counteract (or at 
least soften) the negative political implications of the loss 
of Israelite territory to Hiram. 

The biblical text implies that the “land of Cabul” is 
identical with the “twenty towns in Galilee.” These are 
usually presumed to be the towns of the coastal plain that 
in Joshua 19 are included in the territory of Asher but that 
are later Sidonian (ANET, 287). However, it is unlikely that 
this region of important cities would be named after Ca- 
bul, a comparatively unimportant town on the periphery. 
The LXX of 1 Kgs 9:13 renders the MT kabal (“Cabul’”) as 
Gk Opion (“border”), implying that the original Hebrew 
was gébil (“border”) or that the translator interpreted it as 
such. The “land of Cabul” in | Kings 9 has therefore been 
explained as a smaller region in the vicinity of Cabul/ 
Kabul, and the discrepancy of this explanation with the 
biblical text has been explained either by presuming that 
part of the original narrative is missing (Alt 1929: 43-44; 
LBHG, 277) or by separating completely the episode of the 
land of Cabul from that of the cities in Galilee (NHI, 212, 
n.f). 
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CAESAR. Originally “Caesar” was a cognomen used by 
some of the members of the Julian family, e.g., by the 
dictator Gaius Julius Caesar. On his death, his heir and 
adopted son Octavian (later Augustus) added Caesar's 
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names to his own; for it was the custom, according to the 
historian Dic Cassius, “for a person, when he was adopted, 
to take most of his name from his adopter” (46.47.6). 
Subsequently, “Caesar” was transmitted, legally, to those 
whom Augustus adopted and to their direct descendants, 
namely, the 2mperor Tiberius (along with his son Drusus 
and his two sons), Germanicus (and his five sons, including 
the emperor Gaius), and the three sons of Marcus 
Agrippa. But Claudius and Nero (and later emperors as 


well) used it too, though they were not entitled to do so, or _ 


at least had no legal claim to it as a cognomen: neither 
they nor their fathers had been adopted by Augustus. 
Presumably, they regarded it as another imperial title. But 
by the 2d century at the latest it had acquired a new 
meaning: it was used to indicate the heir to the throne. 
“Caesar” is first attested in this sense in Hadrian’s reign, 
when he adopted Aelius Verus. Each subsequent heir pre- 
sumptive was automatically called “Caesar.” 
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CAESAR’S HOUSEHOLD. The extended family of 
the Roman emperor, including all slaves (servi) and freed- 
men (libertt) in his service, constituted the household of 
Caesar. 

The familia Caesaris was no different than the familia 
possessed by members of any great Roman clan (gens). 
From the earliest times the Roman familia “consisted of the 
conjugal family plus dependents,” and “could in its widest 
sense, refer to all persons (and property) under the control 
(patria potestus) of the head of the family (paterfamilias)” 
(Rawson 1936: 7-8). Accordingly, the households of 
wealthy nobles could become very large indeed. Under the 
empire, by far the wealthiest of Romans was the emperor, 
and his household was correspondingly greater than any 
other. 

The familiu Caesaris consisted of thousands of slaves and 
freedmen of the emperor. Their function was not neces- 
sarily servile. though many worked the emperor’s estates 
and properties, while others filled traditional servant roles 
in caring for the persons of the emperor and his relatives. 
Quite the contrary, many of the emperor’s slaves and 
especially freedmen functioned as managers of estates, 
enterprises, or other properties throughout the empire. 
Others took »art in the administration of the government 
itself, which in the early empire remained attached to the 
emperor’s household in the same way as did his personal 
property. The first Roman civil service developed out of 
the secretariats manned by the freedmen of Caesar and 
headed by a few elite freedmen who thus came to possess 
power far greater than that of the Roman nobility iself, 
and ultimately formed in imperial society a new influential 
class. For their role in the administration and governance 
of the empire, as well as in the personal service of the 
emperor, see Weaver 1972. 
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CAESAR, APPEAL TO). See APPEAL TO CAESAR. 


CAESAREA (PLACE) [Gk Kaisareia]. A seaport located 
ca. 50 km N of Tel Aviv and ca. 45 km § of Haifa on the 
Mediterranean coast (M.R. 140212); also known as Caesa- 
rea Maritima or Caesarea Palestinae. 


A. Caesarea’s History 

For millennia before anv permanent occuption oc- 
curred, the future site of Caesarea Maritima had been 
used as a roadstead for maritime trade between Egypt and 
the Levant. The founder of the first known settlement at 
the site was a Sidonian king named Strato, who lived 
during the 4th century 8.c.£. His trading station came to 
be known as Strato’s Tower. 

The original village may have been located ca. 300 m N 
of the subsequent Crusader fortifications. It probably in- 
cluded a small harbor, private houses, some official build- 
ings, magazines for storage, and perhaps a lighthouse or 
watchtower that may have given the settlement its name. 
Adjacent to the fertile Plain of Sharon, the site provided 
an excellent maritime outlet for the agricultural abun- 
dance of the region. 

In 259 B.c.E., when the rezion had passed under Ptole- 
maic control, an Egyptian oificial named Zeno arrived at 
the site to inspect the estates and manage the financial 
interests of his employer, Apollonius, and his king, Ptol- 
emy Philadelphus. His visit, recorded in the so-called Zeno 
papyrus, provides the first mention of Strato’s Tower or of 
the site of Caesarea itself. 

Near the end of the 2d century B.c.£., a petty ruler 
named Zoilus seized Strato’s Tower and the nearby city of 
Dor 12 km to the north. He transformed the coastal 
trading settlement into a fortified port city—a political 
imperative considering his tenuous hold on these coastal 
enclaves and the rise of the }lasmonean dynasty. In addi- 
tion, he expanded his port's harbor capacity by creating 
an artificial, protected ancho:age in the lee (N) of the site’s 
highest promontory. This facility, which was literally 
carved from the coast and then flooded, augmented a 
harbor to the north that had served the original settle- 
ment. Both basins were now enclosed within the city walls, 
consistent with the tradition of harbor construction of the 
Hellenistic age. 

Zoilus held Strato’s Tower until it was taken by Alexan- 
der Jannaeus in 103 B.c.£. Jts fate after this date is not 
clear, although its fortunes clearly declined. It had fallen 
into a ruinous state by the tirne of Herod the Great (40-4 
B.C.E.). 

Having survived the tumuliuous last years of the Roman 
civil wars, Herod continued as Rome’s client king of Judea. 
A successful meeting with Cctavian (later Augustus Cae- 
sar) led to reconfirmation of his status and to a grant of 
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additional territory which included the coastal region em- 
bracing the ruins of Strato’s Tower. 

Herod decided to build a major international port in his 
newly acquired land to foster several policy goals. A grand 
city built in the style of a Roman provincial capital and 
named for his imperial patron would be a tangible dem- 
onstration of his loyalty and would manifest his commit- 
ment to the traditions of Rome. In addition, Herod, who 
was a Jew and who would eventually rebuild the Second 
Temple in Jerusalem, could show his sympathy and sup- 
port for his non-Jewish subjects through the construction 
of a great Greco-Roman urban center complete with pagan 
temples and other structures (a theater, hippodrome, and 
amphitheater) that were inimical to his Jewish constitu- 
ency. This ambitious building program was a gentile coun- 
terpoint to his rebuiding of the Jewish temple. 

Herod’s dream for Caesarea had an economic dimen- 
sion as well. He hoped that this port, with its great harbor 
complex called Sebastos, would challenge and perhaps 
supplant Alexandria as the great emporium of the eastern 
Mediterranean. Finally, the erection of such an elegant 
city from the ruins of Strato’s Tower would confirm Her- 
od’s place in history as a great statesman and master 
builder. With so much at stake, work on the new city 
proceeded rapidly. In little more than a decade (ca. 22- 
10/9 B.c.E.), the city was completed and dedicated with 
spectacular games, with the Sebastos harbor complex fin- 
ished perhaps a few years earlier. See Fig. CAE.01. 

The primary source for Herodian Caesarea is the an- 
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cient historian Flavius Josephus ((W 1.408—14; Ant. 
15.331-41). Although not a contemporary of the king, he 
knew Caesarea and its history well. We are fortunate to 
have not only his description of Herod’s city at its inception 
but also an account of the actual building of the Outer 
Basin of Sebastos as well—a literary description that is 
unique in ancient texts. 

From its inception, Caesarea contained all the principal 
architectural elements that distinguished contemporary 
pagan cities—a theater, temples, elaborate sewer and water 
systems, paved streets installed on the typical orthogonal 
urban design, etc.—plus some unique features as well. 
Josephus mentions that Herod erected a grand temple to 
Augustus and Roma that dominated the harbor and pro- 
vided a monumental landmark for incoming ships. From 
archaeological data uncovered, we now know that it was 
constructed on an artificial podium adjacent to the earlier 
Inner Basin that itself had been refurbished, perhaps to 
serve as a limited-use royal harbor or a protected anchor- 
age for Herod’s fleet. 

Josephus’ description of the construction of the Outer 
Basin, long judged by many scholars as an exercise in 
inflated prose or even a conscious exaggeration, has been 
proven largely correct by recent underwater excavations. 
When completed, this facility was an engineering marvel 
of the age, incorporating such sophisticated and modern 
features as a siltation control system that used flushing 
channels, the extensive use of hydraulic concrete (a build- 
ing substance that was poured liquid into the sea to harden 
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CAE.01. Artist's reconstruction of Caesarea Maritima—Herodian Period. (Courtesy of R. Hohifelder.) 


CAESAREA 


in situ), and certain design elements to mitigate damage 
from wave energy. 

This facility was but one element of the city’s elaborate 
harbor complex known as Sebastos, or Portus Augusti (as it 
is identified on coins from the Roman occuption of Caesa- 
rea). Sebastos consisted of four harbors: the Inner Basin 
and Outer Basin that were connected by a channel, the 
South Bay anchorage, and the North Harbor (the original 
Hellenistic facility restored by Herod). Each may have had 
a distinct purpose. Their total working area was far greater 
than the immediate economic needs of the city or the Plain 
of Sharon required. Herod clearly planned for his seaport 
to assume a premier role in the maritime affairs of the 
Roman world. Caesarea was intended to be a major trans- 
shipment point on the busy maritime trade routes leading 
to Rome from the east. Although his city never surpassed 
Alexandria, it did achieve an international prominence 
and importance commensurate with Herod’s dream. 

Upon his death in 4 B.c.£., one of Herod’s surviving 
sons, Archelaus, received his throne. Archelaus was judged 
incompetent by Augustus and was removed from power in 
a.p. 6. His kingdom, including Caesarea, was then ab- 
sorbed by the Romans into their empire, and the new 
province was henceforth known as Judea. Herod’s seaport 
became the new provincial capital. When Judea entered 
the empire, the Romans took a census in the country, 
directed from Caesarea, to determine tax liabilities. This 
was the same census recorded in Luke 2:2 (contrast Matt 
2:1). 

The city figured prominently in the history of the early 
Church as recorded in the book of Acts. Philip, a deacon 
in the Jerusalem church, first brought Christianity to Caes- 
area (Acts 8:4—40). Pontius Pilate, who presided at Jesus’ 
trial, governed Judea as prefect from this provincial capi- 
tal. An important step toward fulfilling Christianity’s des- 
tiny as a world religion occurred at Caesarea when Peter 
there converted the first gentile, Cornelius the centurion 
(10:3—48). Paul, who earlier had been safely spirited away 
to Tarsus from Caesarea (9:29-30), was imprisoned for 
two years (A.D. 57-59) in Caesarea before being sent to 
Rome for trial (Acts 23-26). Although incarcerated, he 
was not isolated from the rest of the Christian community. 
Caesarea’s central position on the major maritime routes 
of the Roman Empire provided him with ample opportu- 
nity to continue his epistolary activities. Following these 
events, however, our knowledge of Caesarea’s Christian 
history dims until the 3d century. 

Caesarea also played an important role in the First 
Jewish War (a.p. 66-70). Events in the city triggered the 
onset of hostilities. Nearly 20,000 Jews were slaughtered at 
Caesarea in one hour. Vespasian, then his son Titus (after 
Vespasian had been declared emperor of Rome at Caesa- 
rea by his legions), conducted the war from there. Over 
10,000 soldiers were quartered in the city at one point in 
the war. When the war was over, Titus held victory games 
in the amphitheater. There 2500 Jewish prisoners of war 
were forced to fight to their deaths as gladiators. Vespasian 
honored Caesarea’s loyalty by refounding the city as a 
Roman colony, Colonia Prima Flavia Augusta Caesarea. 

The emperor Hadrian, who visited the city at least once 
during his ex:ensive imperial travels, patronized the city 
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on a grand scale. Among the public works attributed to 
him are a new temple, a second aqueduct, and possibly the 
construction of a permaneni stone hippodrome. Later 
emperors favored the city as well. New titles and honors 
accrued as time passed unti) the city achieved its most 
glorious (and ponderous!) recognition under Trebonianus 
Gallus (a.p. 251-53): Colonia Prima Flavia Augusta Felix 
Concordia Caesarea Metropolis Provinciae Syriae Palaestinae. 

Throughout the centuries cf Rome’s rule, the city pros- 
pered on many levels, enjoying the benefits of its role as 
provincial capital and busy international seaport. Its geo- 
political importance, its local prosperity, and its cosmopol- 
itan character as a leading Mediterranean seaport at- 
tracted numerous intellectuals and religious leaders. It 
evolved into one of the leading centers for religious study 
in the Roman world. 

By the beginning of the 3d century, the Jewish popula- 
tion had recovered from the disasters of two wars with 
Rome (the second in a.p. 132-35) and had grown once 
again to a considerable size. Prominent rabbis, including 
Rabbi Hoshaya, Rabbi Abbahu, and Rabbi Isaac Hapaha, 
taught and issued legal decisions at Caesarea. Their con- 
tributions to both the Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmuds 
loom large. The scholar Origzn came to Caesarea in A.D. 
231 and almost single-handedly turned the city into a 
center of Christian learning. During the next two decades 
he amassed a huge library that attracted serious scholars 
and students. His efforts were continued by Pamphilus, 
who educated another generation of Christians at Caesa- 
rea. 

During the great persecution of Christians (A.p. 303— 
13), numerous individuals died as martyrs for their faith 
at Caesarea. Eusebius of Caesarea wrote On the Martyrs of 
Palestine in 311 to describe their sufferings. Slightly earlier, 
he had written the Ecclesiastical History, the first history of 
the Christian Church. Both works were subsequently re- 
vised. 

As the Byzantine era dawned with the personal conver- 
sion of Constantine and the subsequent Christianizing of 
the Roman world, Caesarea became an even more impor- 
tant Christian center. As a provincial capital (a role it 
continued to play during the Byzantine era as well), its 
bishop, bearing the additional title of metropolitan, exer- 
cised a leadership role in the Christian Holy Land. This 
prestige and influence enjoyec! by Caesarea’s metropolitan 
bishops engendered a great rivalry with the bishops of 
Jerusalem until the issue was resolved in Jerusalem’s favor 
in A.D. 451. 

The city became a regular stop on Christian pilgrimages 
to the Holy Land. Numerous imperial visitors, including 
St. Helena, mother of Constantine, and famous church- 
men like St. Jerome, visited Caesarea during its Byzantine 
era. Jerome’s stay was prolonged because he took advan- 
tage of the city’s famous library. 

The prosperity of the city ebbed and flowed during the 
4th-7th centuries, reflecting oth international and local 
conditions. Sometime in the late 4th century the city walls 
were extended to incorporate an expanded population 
and another aqueduct was constructed. Although its pros- 
perity extended into the 5th century, Caesarea eventually 
declined, a victim of the general forces at work in that 
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tumultuous century as well as of local drought and reli- 
gious tensions. 

Procopius of Gaza (not to be confused with Procopius of 
Caesarea, the famous historian of the era of Justinian [A.p. 
527-65]), wrote of the restoration of the harbor under 
Anastasius (probably after a.p. 502) and the subsequent 
return of prosperity to the city and the region it served. In 
the reign of Justinian an ambitious rebuilding program 
was undertaken throughout Caesarea. It is quite likely that 
the city reached its greatest population during the last 
years of his reign. Perhaps as many as 150,000 people 
lived there, making this city one of the largest in the 
Mediterranean world. 

With the dawn of the 7th century, Caesarea’s fortunes 
changed again. The city surrendered without major resis- 
tance to the Persians in 614 and was held by them until 
627-28 when the emperor Heraclius destroyed the Persian 
Empire and recovered the occupied territories. Only six 
years later, the first Muslim army invaded Palestine. Caes- 
area was first attacked in 634. With its defenses revitalized 
by Heraclius and its ability to be resupplied by the sea, it 
withstood Arab attacks until 640 or 641. It only fell then 
because a Jew named Joseph led the Muslim besiegers into 
the city through a water “conduit,” either the Byzantine 
aqueduct (described by archaeologists as the low-level aq- 
ueduct) or a sewer. 

Many inhabitants fled, contributing to Caesarea’s decline 
as a city. In addition, the geopolitical realities of the 
Mediterranean world changed with the Arab conquest. 
Caesarea no longer was on the major sea lanes of E-W 
trade. Its harbors, now allowed to decline because they 
were no longer required, served only local coastal trade. 
The economic ramifications were significant. 

Caesarea survived, but as a less grand settlement. It lost 
its international and cosmopolitan urbanity and became 
an agricultural center on the fringes of a desert empire 
and a ribat, or coast guard station. It gained renown for its 
produce, its impregnable walls, its fountains, and its Great 
Mosque, constructed on the same podium where Herod’s 
temple to Augustus and Roma had stood centuries before. 

The advent of the Crusades saw another shift of for- 
tunes. Although not taken in the first military actions in 
the Holy Land, Caesarea soon thereafter came under 
Western control. In May 1101, Frankish knights under 
Baldwin I supported by a Genoese fleet assaulted and took 
the Arab city. One of the prizes of war was a green cut- 
glass chalice, found in the Great Mosque and thought to 
be the Holy Grail. It was taken by the Genoese to their city 
where it still forms part of the treasury of the Cathedral 
of San Lorenzo. 

During the next two centuries the city retrenched again 
and became a fortified settlement of slightly more than 12 
hectares. See Fig. CAE.02. Its history was tumultuous, as it 
changed hands several times during this period. The for- 
tifications that distinguish the site today were completed in 
1252. King Louis IX himself worked on these walls after 
his failed efforts to take Egypt in the Sixth Crusade. 
Ultimately, these Crusader fortifications proved insuffi- 
cient: the Mamluk sultan Baybars, ruler of Egypt, took the 
city in 1265 after a siege of six days, and the defenders 
were allowed to evacuate the city. In 1291, as the Crusaders 
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CAE.02. Site plan of Caesarea Maritima—Crusader Period. (Courtesy of R. 
Hohifelder.) 


were finally expelled from the Holy Land, Caesarea, along 
with other coastal fortresses, was destroyed to prevent any 
Christians from ever again gaining a foothold in the Holy 
Land. 

From that point to the late 19th century, the site was 
abandoned. Nature reclaimed much of it, but ancient 
Caesarea was never forgotten. In 1882 a small village of 
Bosnian Muslims was settled within its ruins by the Otto- 
man Empire. A small settkement developed within the 
precinct of the old Crusader city and survived until the 
creation of the state of Israel in 1948. Kibbutz Sdot Yam 
was founded on the site in 1940. Since 1954 the Caesarea 
Development Corporation has built more than 400 homes 
on a tract of land NE of the Crusader fortifications. The 
Department of Antiquities and the National Parks Author- 
ity have actively encouraged tourism at this site by promot- 
ing excavations by various national and international ex- 
peditions and by restoring numerous archaeological 
monuments. Caesarea annually attracts large numbers of 
visitors from throughout the world. 
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B. Archaeology at Caesarea 

Various travelers visited Caesarea before the 20th cen- 
tury and left impressionistic records of their observations. 
The first scieatific account of the site, however, was not 
produced until 1873 by C. R. Conder and H. H. Kitchner, 
who spent six days exploring the ruins. Actual excavations 
did not commence until 1951 after agricultural workers 
from Kibbutz Sdot Yam uncovered an imperial porphyry 
statue on what is now called the Byzantine esplanade. S. 
Yeivin, then director of the Israeli Department of Antiqui- 
ties, conducted that first exploration. 

In the next two decades, various excavations were car- 
ried out. Beginning in 1959, the Missione Archeologica 
Italiana, under the direction of A. Calderini, succeeded by 
L. Crema and A. Frova, carried out six seasons of field 
work. Several of the site’s most important monuments— 
the aqueduct, the N wall of the Herodian or Hellenistic 
city, and the theater—were excavated by this team. Their 
final report was the first significant treatment of the ar- 
chaeological evidence of Caesarea (Frova 1965). 

In 1960, A. Negev and G. Foerster of Hebrew University, 
assisted by A. Wegman of Kibbutz Sdot Yam, began field 
work on behzlf of the Israeli National Parks Authority. 
They excavated and restored the Crusader fortifications 
and many buildings within them. In 1960, one of the first 
underwater explorations of a submerged terrestrial site, in 
this case the ruins of the Outer Basin of Sebastos, was 
conducted by an American-Israeli team headed by E. A. 
Link. In 1962, M. Avi-Yonah, also of Hebrew University, 
excavated a synagogue located N of the Crusader fortifi- 
cations and some adjacent structures. 

In 1971, a consortium of universities and colleges known 
as the Joint “<xpedition to Caesarea Maritima (JECM), 
headed by R. J. Bull of Drew University, began field work 
at various sites in the ancient city. This group has worked 
at the site intermittently since then (Bull 1982; Bull et al. 
1986). Another team from Hebrew University, directed by 
D. Bahat, E. Netzer, and L. Levine, excavated an important 
Byzantine building within the N sector of the Crusader 
fortifications and explored the promontory where Profes- 
sor Netzer thinks Herod the Great’s palace was located (see 
Levine 1975a; 1975b; Levine and Netzer 1986). 

In 1980, another international consortium was formed 
to carry out maritime excavations at Caesarea. This group, 
known as the Caesarea Ancient Harbour Excavation Proj- 
ect (CAHEP), is headed by A. Raban of the University of 
Haifa and codirected by R. L. Hohlfelder of the University 
of Colorado, R. L. Vann of the University of Maryland, 
and R. Stieglitz of Rutgers University, Newark. (J. P. Oleson 
of Victoria University was a codirector until 1985.) CAHEP 
resumed Link s underwater explorations and began inves- 
ligating various coastal structures relating to the ancient 
harbors of Caesarea (see bibliography). 

Despite the considerable archaeological effort since 
1951, only a small part of Caesarea has been explored. At 
this writing, JECM has completed its last season of field 
work and will continue to work on final publication of its 
explorations. CAHEP is continuing its marine archaeolog- 
ical investigations. In 1989 a new land archaeological team, 
the Caesarea Land Excavation Project (CLEP), began field 
work on the temple podium and on the Byzantine forufi- 
cations. This consortium, headed by Professor K. G. 
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Holum, plans to conduct field work in these and other 
areas of the city. In June |989 the Israel Antiquities 
Authority announced that it would accelerate its efforts to 
excavate and restore Herod’s city. 
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CAESAREA PHILIPPI (PLACE) [Gk Kaisareia hé 
Philippou]. A town (also called Caesarea Paneas, M.R. 
215294) and district 40 km N of the Sea of Galilee along 
the Nahal Hermon (Wadi Banias), at the SW foot of Mt. 
Hermon, strategically located between Syria and Palestine. 
It was in this region that Jesus posed the question to his 
disciples, “Who do you say that I am?” and Peter answered 
“You are the Christ” (Matt 16:13~20; Mark 8:27-30; cf. 
Luke 9:18—22). 

Prior to the Hellenistic period, the name of the site is 
unknown. At the time of Antiochus the Great (ca. 200 
B.C.E.), it was called Panion (Polybius 16.18.2). Both the 
town and the district received this name (later Paneas, 
Pliny HN 5.74) from a cave and spring dedicated to the 
nature god Pan (widely attested by inscriptional and nu- 
mismatic evidence; see HJP? 2: 40 n.66; also Josephus Ant 
15.10.3 §364; JW 1.21.3 §405-6). Earlier cultic use of this 
site may be evident in the theophoric element of the 
toponyms Baal-gad (Josh 11:17; 12:7; 13:5) and Baal- 
hermon (Judg 3:3; 1 Chr 5:23) which are located in this 
area. Some have suggested that the transfiguration, which 
follows Peter’s confession in each gospel account (Matt 
17:1-8; Mark 9:2-9; Luke 9:28—36), took place in this 
area of ancient cultic significance (note also the proximity 
of a mountain near the cave in the Josephus references 
above). Places identified as “holy” often enjoyed a long 
history of use in practice and legend. (Miracle stories 
associated with this spring are recorded in the 4th century 
c.e. by Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 7.17; on the nature of sacred 
space, see Brereton in EncRel 12: 526-28.) 

After Zenodorus’ death in 20 B.c.£., Augustus gave the 
district of Paneas to Herod the Great, who subsequently 
built a magnificent marble temple near the cave in honor 
of the emperor (called both Paneas and Panium by Jose- 
phus, Ant 15.10.3 §360—-61, 363-64; JW 1.21.3 §404—-5). 
The district then passed from Herod to his son Philip, the 
tetrarch of Trachonitis (Ant 17.8.1 §189), who enlarged 
the city and named it Kaisereia to complete the honor to 
Caesar Augustus (Ani 18.2.1 §28; JW 2.9.1 §168). The 
name Caesarea Philippi came to be used in the Ist century 
C.E. to distinguish it from the other cities named Caesarea. 

Agrippa II (ca. 53 c.£.) enlarged the city again and gave 
it the name Neronias (Gk Nerénias) in honor of Nero (Ant 
20.9.4 §211; JW 3.10.7 §514); however, this use is rare 
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according to numismatic evidence (Benzinger in PW 3: 
1291). During the First Jewish War, Vespasian and his 
troops rested at Caesarea Philippi (JW 3.9.7 §443—44). 
After the fall of Jerusalem (ca. 70 c.x.), Titus went to the 
city, where it is reported by Josephus that some of the 
Jewish captives were thrown to wild beasts (JW 7.2.1 §23- 
24). 

In later Roman and Byzantine times, the name Caesarea 
Philippi was superseded by the old name Paneas (e.g., 
Eusebius Onomast. 215.82; 217.40; 275.36; see HJ/P2 2: 171 
n.465 for its use in rabbinic literature). This ancient fron- 
tier city is survived today by the village of Banias (the 
Arabic form of the name). 

For additional bibliography, see H/P? 2: 169 n.453; for 
the most extensive treatment, see Hélscher in PW 18/3: 
594-600. 
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CAIAPHAS (PERSON) [Gk Kaiaphas]. There is not 
unanimity but rather a consensus among the Gospels that 
the high priest at the time of Jesus’ death was named 
Caiaphas, and that he played an active role in the proceed- 
ings. Each of the presentations amounts to a nuanced 
portrayal of the events leading up to Jesus’ death, and each 
should be appreciated in its own right before any general 
statement in respect of Caiaphas may be made. In Mat- 
thew, the notice of a conspiratorial meeting of high priests 
and elders is located in the courtyard of Caiaphas’ house 
(26:3) at the commencement of the passion narrative. In 
Mark and Luke, there is no such reference to location, and 
less detail in the description of the conspiracy. The second 
(and final) reference to Caiaphas in Matthew has scribes 
and elders gathered with Caiaphas, to whom Jesus, having 
been arrested, is brought (26:57). The reference marks 
the success of the conspiracy. The conspirators had “taken 
counsel, that they might arrest Jesus by stealth, and kill 
him” (26:4); in 26:57 the “crowd” from the high priests, 
scribes, and elders (26:47) have succeeded in the arrest, 
and it is Caiaphas’ question and Jesus’ response (26:63b— 
64) which will bring the verdict of blasphemy, and a 
condemnation to death (26:65, 66). The grounds on which 
Jesus is found guilty of blasphemy is a vexed question, 
since no profanation of the divine name appears to be 
involved (Lev 24:15, 16; Sanh. 7:5). But Caiaphas’ tearing 
of his garments in 26:65 (again, cf. Sanh. 7:5) supports the 
reading that a judicial finding is involved. 

Matthew’s Caiaphas is not explicitly provided with any 
motivation. Indeed, he is not even named as an active 
agent of the conspiracy in 26:3. The mention of the 
courtyard may be more important cartographically than 
for its owner: in the same place, Peter denies Jesus at the 
close of the chapter (26:69—75; cf. 57, 58). At the crucial 
moment of his question, Caiaphas is simply identified as 
“the high priest” (26:59, 62, 63), the chief representative 
of “the high priests” generally (26:3, 14, 47, 59), who are 
primary instigators of Jesus’ judgment, and also of his 
death (27:1, 3, 6, 12, 20, 41, 62). The reference to a 
plurality of high priests is technically incorrect, although 
common enough in the Gospels, and presumably is used 
in respect of the leading families from which the high 
priest was chosen. The picture of an elite, familial group, 
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intimately associated with hierarchical authority, is sup- 
ported by Acts 4:6, where Annas is named as high priest, 
and Caiaphas, John, and Alexander are referred to, along 
with all who were of high priestly lineage. Matthew’s pic- 
ture, then, is of deadly opposition from those most inti- 
mately involved with the temple. Caiaphas is emblematic 
of the opposition without being an instigator of it. Mark 
achieves much the same effect with a comparable pattern 
of diction (particularly “high priest(s)”), but without nam- 
ing Caiaphas 

Luke does name Caiaphas, but in a peculiar manner 
(3:2). The ministry of John the Baptist is introduced with 
what at first sight seems chronological exactitude (3:1), but 
there is then reference to the time of the high priesthood 
of Annas and Caiaphas (v 2; Acts 4:6). Because the office 
was not jointly held, the statement constitutes a puzzle, 
and one which is complicated by the close relationship 
between Annas and Caiaphas, as documented by Josephus. 
Ant 18.2.2; ]8.4.3 has it that Joseph Caiaphas was ap- 
pointed high priest around the year 18 by Valerius Gratus 
and removed from office around the year 36 by Vitellius. 
Annas was appointed by Quirinius around a.p. 6 and 
deposed by Valerius Gratus in a.p. 15 (Ant 18.2.1, 2). Luke 
3:2, and especially Acts 4:6, therefore appear to confuse 
two quite distinct high priesthoods. S. Sandmel has in fact 
argued that |_uke-Acts mistakenly recognizes only Annas 
as high priest, and that a careless use of sources caused 
the name of Caiaphas to intrude (Sandmel, JDB 1: 482). 
But the close relationship between Annas and Caiaphas 
has simply not been taken into account by Sandmel: An- 
nas’ influence survived far beyond his high priesthood, in 
that five of his sons were to serve in the office (Ant 20.9.1), 
and Caiaphas was perhaps his son-in-law (John 18:13). 
The fact remains, however, that to single out Annas as 
high priest after a.p. 15 appears to be an error (Catchpole 
1971: 170). 

D. R. Catchpole is sufficiently convinced by the tenacity 
of the Lukan confusion that he understands the reference 
to the house and courtyard of the high priest in Luke 
22:54, 55 in respect of Annas, rather than of Caiaphas 
(Catchpole 1971: 171). Such an exegesis construes Luke in 
such a way as to accord strikingly with John, and disrupts 
any exact parallel with Matt 26:57, 58. Substantially, how- 
ever, the analogy with Matthew is difficult to explain away, 
and the latter identifies the house specifically as that of 
Caiaphas. There are, however, rather clear indications that 
the Lukan approach to Jesus’ condemnation is to focus on 
“the high priests” as a group. Except for 3:2; 22:50, 54, 
the noun always appears in the plural in Luke, in order to 
speak of a judicial proceeding against Jesus (9:22; 19:47; 
22:2, 4, 52, 66; 23:4, 10, 13; 24:20). The effect of that 
pattern is to emphasize the nature and source of opposi- 
tion to Jesus; the usage of 22:66—71 even puts the fateful 
question of jesus’ identity in the mouth of the “high 
priests” generally. Likewise, Luke alone of all the Gospels 
refers to the <tratégoi in 22:4, 52 in connection with Jesus’ 
arrest. The evident reference is to the police of the temple 
(Jeremias 1969: 180), but Luke uses a word in the plural 
which appears both in Josephus and Acts as a singular, 
referring to the “captain” of the temple (Ant 20.6.2; Acts 
4:1; 5:24, 26). It may be that Lukan usage is somewhat 
loose at this point; Acts 16:20, 22, 35, 36, 38 employs the 


804 - I 


plural noun, in respect of magistrates in Philippi. The 
inference may be drawn that the description of Jesus’ 
arrest and prosecution has been shaped to accommodate 
a Lukan scheme. Within tha: scheme, Caiaphas as a per- 
sonality, or even as an active agent of conspiracy, is not in 
view. Annas also is little mcre than a cipher of priestly 
opposition. What is emphasized is the organization of the 
prosecuting authorities and their link with the temple. 

Caiaphas emerges most clearly as a personality in John, 
in close association with Jesus’ passion, but he does not 
emerge as an active or willing agent of Jesus’ execution. 
John 11:47—53 presents a gathering of “high priests” and 
Pharisees, in which Jesus’ “many signs,” most notably the 
raising of Lazarus (vv 1-46). provokes the fear that “the 
Romans will come, and destroy both our place and our 
nation” (v 48). But Caiaphas is said to have prophesied 
Jesus’ death, being high priest of that year, by pronounc- 
ing the dictum that it was expedient for one man to perish 
for the people, that the whole nation might not be de- 
stroyed (vv 49-51). The result is, as in the Synoptics (but 
not in the context of Lazarus’ raising), that counsel is taken 
to kill Jesus (v 53). Notably, no malice is ascribed to 
Caiaphas; his prophecy is said to derive from his high 
priestly office. The reference to “that year” has been taken 
to mean that, within the Johannine scheme, Caiaphas 
alternated years in service with Annas. Such a reading is 
an exegetically desperate maneuver, designed to explain 
the prominent role of Annas in chap. 18: a less strained 
understanding would take “that year” as the year in which 
Jesus died (E. Jacquier DB 2/1: 45). Be that as it may, the 
fact remains that the Johannine portrait of Caiaphas is, so 
far, respectful of the man and his office. 

The 18th chap. of John presents an account of Jesus’ 
arrest and trial which differs substantially from that of the 
Synoptics. Although Caiaphas is again called high priest of 
that year (v 13c), the combined forces of “the cohort and 
the officer and the servants of the Jews” (v 12) take Jesus 
to Annas first (v 13a). Caiaphas’ marital relationship to 
Annas is also mentioned (v, |3b), but that scarcely moti- 
vates the session at Annas’ house, which is the scene that 
follows (vv 15-24). Caiaphas until this point is a bystander 
to the action, and the Johannine presentation heightens 
the contrast with Annas’ activism, by recalling Caiaphas’ 
prophecy in 11:49-52; cf. 18:14. He is more moved by 
events than he influences them. Consistently, the account 
of the session at Annas’ is punctuated with references to 
him as the high priest; at one point, his status as such 
causes Jesus to be struck by a servant for his insolence 
(v 22; cf. vv 15, 16, 19). Caiaphas, by contrast, is a cipher 
within the text: Jesus is brought to him in v 24, a final 
scene of Petrine denial unfolds in vv 25-27, and Jesus is 
immediately led away from Citaphas to the praetorium in 
v 28; cf. 35. Concomitant with this truncation of Caiaphas’ 
role, which denies him any clramatic place in the action, 
we are left in John with no equivalent to the Synoptic 
dispute, which involves the temple and Jesus’ messianic 
status. Annas interrogates hirn regarding his disciples and 
his teaching (v 19); how the issue comes to be Jesus’ royal 
pretensions, ig his confrontation with Pilate (vv 33-38), is 
not explained. Although Sandmel’s theory, that reference 
to Caiaphas was made in an attempt to clean up Johannine 
chronology, may be invoked here, it does not actually 
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explain why so very little involvement is attributed to 
Caiaphas. A possibly more satisfactory explanation is that 
John’s gospel is written on the supposition that the Synop- 
tic catechesis has already been appropriated. 

The most striking feature of consensus among the Gos- 
pels and Josephus in respect to Caiaphas is his close rela- 
tionship with the Roman administration. Cordial relations 
are implicit in his long tenure (some eighteen years) as 
high priest. Between Herod’s appointment of Ananel and 
the destruction of the temple, Josephus counts twenty- 
eight high priests (Eppstein 1964: 52; Ant 20.10; and 
Jacquier DB 2/1: 44), so that the duration of Caiaphas’ 
high priesthood was exceptional. Removed by Vitellus ca. 
36, Caiaphas’ exercise of office included the period of 
Pilate’s tenure. The latter was infamous for his insults to 
the national and religious identity of Judaism, and Caia- 
phas is notable for his absence from the pages of Josephus 
which describe objections and rebellions against Pilate’s 
activity (Jacquier DB 2/1: 44; Ant 18.3.1, 2; JW 2.9.24). 
The same Vitellus who dismissed Pilate also released the 
high priestly vestments from custody in the Antonia (Jere- 
mias 1969: 149, n.4 and Ant 18.4.3), a custody with which 
Caiaphas had apparently complied. The close cooperation 
between Caiaphas and the Roman authorities is implicit 
within the passion narratives of all four gospels. For all the 
differences between the Synoptics and John, there is a 
consensus that, following a hearing and high priestly inter- 
rogation, it was resolved to dispatch Jesus to Pilate (Matt 
27:1-2; Mark 15:1; Luke 23:1; John 18:28). The Johan- 
nine version of events may even hint at Roman complicity 
as early as Jesus’ arrest: it speaks of a cohort and an officer 
in addition to a force associated with the high priesthood 
(18:1, 12). Catchpole (1971: 149; also Jeremias 1969: 210) 
rightly points out that “cohort” (spezra) and “officer” (chi- 
liarchos) might refer to a band sent from the Jewish author- 
ities, but probability is against that reading. Both the 
passages in John speak of the cohort and “servants” of the 
Jewish authorities; the identity of the two groups does not 
seem to be implied. Within the NT itself, both “cohort” 
and “officer” refer straightforwardly to Roman military 
arrangements. If that usage is also to be understood in the 
case of John, then the fourth gospel does intensify the 
portrait of high priestly connivance with the Romans, 
which is independently attested in the Synoptics and (im- 
plicitly) in Josephus. 

A single, symbolic, and physical center provided the 
focus of Roman and high priestly cooperation—the tem- 
ple. The establishment of a police force to guard the purity 
of the temple is widely attested, in Mishnah, Philo, and 
Josephus (Jeremias 1969: 209-10 and H/P? 1: 366). From 
the point of view of successive Roman administrations, the 
sacrificial cult of the temple was valuable, not merely 
tolerable, because sacrifices in the emperor’s behalf were 
offered there (JW 2.10.4; HJP? 1: 379-80; 2/1: 311-12). 
Custody of high priestly garments, the maintenance of a 
credibly deterrent force in the Antonia (JW 5.6.8), and 
acceptance of a death penalty against desecrating the 
temple (HJP? 1: 378; 2: 80, 222 n.85, 284-85), together 
make sense as a coherent policy on the part of the Romans. 
Provided the cult of the temple proceeded under Roman 
permission and protection, the Jewish refusal to sacrifice 
to the emperor's image could be overlooked, and Judaism 
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could be seen as a licit soctety. The formal outbreak of war 
with Rome in a.p. 66 is, precisely for that reason, signaled 
by a refusal to offer sacrifice on the emperor's behalf (JW 
2.17.2). 

Caiaphas would have occupied an important position 
within this delicate settlement. His interrogation of Jesus, 
following a series of questions concerning the latter’s state- 
ment in respect of the temple (Matt 26:57-66; Mark 
14:53-64; cf. Luke 22:54—71, which is entirely christolog- 
ical in focus) is quite plausible. Likewise, the suggestion of 
O. Betz, that Caiaphas’ counsel in John 11:49—50 suits a 
Sadducean theology reflected in Josephus (Betz ANRW 2/ 
25/1: 596-98), is speculative but defensible. Josephus calls 
Caiaphas “Joseph Caiaphas”; attempts to explain the sur- 
name have abounded from antiquity until the recent past. 
The results have been inconclusive, although they elo- 
quently attest the attitudes of the scholars who propose 
them (cf. H/P? 2: 230; Jacquier DB, 44; and Jerome’s 
verdict, “investigator vel sagax, sed meltus vomens ore,” dis- 
cussed in Kraus JEnc 1: 493). No judgment of Caiaphas’ 
character or motivation can make any serious claim on our 
attention, except as an imaginative exercise. Historically 
speaking, the available evidence will not permit conclu- 
sions of that sort. Nonetheless, Caiaphas’ obvious, neces- 
sary, and essential link with the temple remains. 

A Talmudic tradition has it that, forty years prior to the 
destruction of the temple, the Sanhedrin was exiled from 
the chamber of hewn stone in the Jerusalem temple to 
Hanuth (‘Abod. Zar. 8b; Sabb. 15a; Sanh. 41a; Jeremias 
1969: 210; Eppstein 1964: 48). That momentous reform 
is naturally placed during the pontificate of Caiaphas, and 
Eppstein suggests that another innovation should also be 
attributed to him: the permission for vendors of offerings 
to set up shop within the precincts of the temple (Eppstein 
1964: 55). Eppstein’s elaborate reconstruction of a strug- 
gle for power between Caiaphas and the “Sanhedrin” (itself 
a problematic designation) is a tissue of speculation, but 
he has pointed to what may have been a crucial issue 
between Caiaphas and Jesus. Within the Gospels, Jesus’ 
expulsion of such vendors and money-changers from the 
temple is a pivotal event (Matt 21:12-13; Mark 11:15-17; 
Luke 19:45—46; John 2:13-17). The money-changers are 
easily presented as villains, but the fact is they served a 
useful purpose, in that Roman coin, the currency of op- 
pression, was scarcely apposite to achieve atonement. The 
ancient Tyrean shekel was used instead, and the rate of 
exchange appears to have been controlled (Eppstein 1964: 
43, n.10; Segal. 1.6, 7). Eppstein suggests that the tables of 
exchange were knocked over by Jesus in the melee con- 
cerning the vendors (Eppstein 1964: 57). That anything 
accidental or inadvertent can have taken place with furni- 
ture as massive as was used in the temple is quite implau- 
sible (Segal. 2.1; 6.5). More probably, the quotation from 
Jer 7:11 led to the reference to money-changers, whose 
existence Jesus (or any other Jew of the period) would have 
taken for granted (Segal. 1.3). What does stand out as an 
oddity, however, is that the vendors of animals are placed 
at the site of the temple instead of at Hanuth. 

Naturally, the possibility must be faced, that the refer- 
ence to both the money-changers and the vendors is the 
result of a misreading of sacrificial arrangements by Chris- 
tians who had lost touch with their Judaic heritage. On 
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such an understanding, reflection upon Jer 7:11 alone 
produced the story as we can read it today in the Synoptics. 
The fatal flaw in that reconstruction is that Jer 7:11 alone 
is not what is ascribed to Jesus: rather, a mixed citation of 
Isa 56:7 and Jer 7:11 is attributed to him. A mixing of 
scriptural elements in that manner is characteristic of 
Jesus, not of those who shaped the tradition after him 
(Chilton 198-t). It is theoretically possible that a mixed 
citation, correctly attributed to Jesus, was then attached 
arbitrarily to the narrative of the vendors, as it was to that 
of the money-changers. But the fact is that the vendors 
appear in the best witnesses of Luke 19:45, without a 
mention of the money-changers, so that the former appear 
a more stable element in the narrative than the latter. 
Moreover, the scriptural citation in John 2:17 (Ps 69:9) is 
quite unlike the Synoptic allusion (and is not attributed to 
Jesus), so that the story of Jesus’ occupation of the temple 
does not appear to be a simple expansion of a favorite text 
into the form of a narrative. As a matter of fact, Jesus 
would by no means be unique among rabbis in objecting 
to commercizl arrangements related to the cult; Simeon 
ben Gamaliel is said to have intervened in the matter of 
pricing doves (Ker. 1.7). More generally, complaints of high 
priestly rapacity are found in Pesah. 57a. Even Vitellius, at 
the time he restored custody of vestments to the temple, 
also remitted certain taxes; a criticism of financial arrange- 
ments during the period of Pilate and Caiaphas may have 
been implicit in his action (Ant 18.4.3). On balance, it 
would appear that Caiaphas did engineer the installation 
of vendors ir the temple, that Jesus reacted with force, 
and that the collision of the two was finally adjudicated by 
Pilate, Caiaphas’ protector (Chilton 1984: 18). 
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Bruce CHILTON 


CAIN (PERSON) [Heb gayin]. Son of Adam and Eve and 
father of Enoch (Gen 4:1, 17). Cain appears in Genesis 4 
as the murdeer of his brother Abel and as the progenitor 
of a line credited with the initiation of various aspects of 
culture. The name recurs in the oracle of Balaam at Num 
24:22 in a difficult text which associates Cain (gyn) with the 
Kenites (qyny). Later references to Cain focus upon him as 
the murderer of Abel (4 Macc 18:11; 1 John 3:12) or as 
the one whose sacrifice was not as good as his brother’s 
(Heb 11:4). Jude 11 pronounces judgment upon those who 
follow the way of Cain. In conjunction with Balaam and 
Korah, the way of Cain appears to represent an attitude of 
rebellion against God and the chosen ones of God. In line 
with other examples of Cain in postbiblical accounts, it 
may suggest the teaching of others to sin (Bauckham /ude, 
2 Peter WBC, 79-81; Watson 1988: 59). 

The derivation for the name of Cain in Gen 4:1 is the 
statement by Eve, “I have acquired (ganiti) a man with/from 
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(et) Yahweh.” A difficulty lies in how to understand the 7¢t, 
which regularly serves as a sign of the direct object. On the 
basis of similar usage of the preposition itt in Akk personal 
names, Borger (1959) argues for a meaning of “from.” 
Claims for divine paternity for Cain (Gordon 1988: 154- 
55) are not explicit in the present text. Nor do comparative 
studies prove a divine maternity (Kikawada 1971: 35-37). 
The association of the name Cain with the root gnh, “to 
create” and “to acquire,” leaves open two interpretations 
for the phrase; either Eve is acknowledging God at work 
through her in creation (or proudly claiming her own 
creative act [Cassuto 1961: 201; Westermann Geneses 1-11 
BKAT, 395]) or she is recognizing God as the ultimate 
source of Cain (Wenham Genesis WBC, 102). The verbal 
root gnh associates 4:1 with the genealogy of Cain in 4:17- 
24. In v 20 Jabal is described as the father of migneh (RSV 
“{those who have] cattle”), which has a root similar to that 
of Cain. Cain reappears in the last-named figure of his 
line, Tubal-Cain. Thematically there is also a connection. 
Cain and his line create (cities, music, tools, and weapons) 
and acquire (property, wives, and the fruits of vengeance). 

The name of Cain has its etymology in a root, gyn, which 
does not appear other than in proper names and gentilics 
in biblical Hebrew. A similarly spelled root occurs in South 
Arabian personal, clan, and tribal names (Beeston et al. 
1982: 112; DOSA, 454) as early as the 5th century B.c.£. 
(Eph‘al 1982: 194, 211, 212, 226, 227). A gyn root occurs 
in later Aramaic and Arabic with the meaning of “smith.” 
Furthermore, a similar root appears in the gentilic with 
which the Balaam oracle associates the name Cain, i.e., the 
Kenites (Num 24:21-22). These people appear in the 
biblical text as smiths associated with the desert area of 
Israel’s wanderings. See KENITES. A second etymology 
for the name may be found in the Hebrew gind, “song.” 
This has the advantage of appearing in biblical Hebrew 
but lacks examples of a gatil noun formation such as the 
name Cain possesses. Both interpretations relate 4:1 to the 
genealogy of 4:17-24. If the former is followed, compare 
Tubal-Cain, the last-mentioned figure in the line of Cain. 
He not only possesses Cain’s name but also is described as 
a smith. For the “song” derivation, compare the figure of 
Naamah in Cain’s genealogy. In Ugaritic her name may 
mean “song.” Recent examinations of the line of Cain have 
led to other connections with the region of the Kenites 
(Sawyer 1986). 

The narrative of Cain and Abel is sandwiched between 
the naming of Cain and the genealogy of this figure. It 
also has literary connections with the preceding narratives 
of chaps 2 and 3 (Hauser 1980). For example, v 16 speaks 
of the Garden of Eden, mentioned in chap 3. Though 
brief and clear in its overall plot, the narrative of Cain and 
Abel bristles with problems. Why was Abel’s offering pre- 
ferred? How did God make known the preference? What 
is the meaning of the counsel God gave to Cain? What did 
Cain and Abel say to one another? What is the mark given 
to Cain? What is the reason behind the story? 

As to the preference of Abel’s offering before Cain’s, 
see ABEL. The text is silent as to how God made known 
this preference for Abel’s offering. The same is true 
concerning the conversation of the two brothers, though 
this has not prevented the ancient versions from filling in 
this and other “gaps” (EncMigr 7: 119-24). The meaning 


I + 807 


of the counsel which God gave to Cain hinges on the text 
of v 7. Westermann’s negative assessment of a corrupt text 
follows other modern commentators, but it is not the only 
solution (Genesis 1~11 BKAT, 406-10). The word §7t has 
been interpreted as “forgiveness,” “happiness,” and “erect 
in posture” (Wenham, Genesis WBC, 105). The first two 
seem more likely, given the context. They would then 
contrast with Cain’s fallen countenance in v 6 (Castellino 
1960: 443). The word rabés seems to suggest the posture 
of sin “crouching at the door.” However, the Akkadian 
demon rébisu may also be intended; and a noun would 
solve the gender incongruence with the preceding femi- 
nine hf't, “sin.” Alternatively, Driver (1946: 158) suggests 
reading hft trbs, “sin will crouch,” with two taws expressed 
by a single one in an originally continuous Hebrew text 
without word divisions. Driver goes on to repoint the final 
phrase as a passive: “And so you shall be ruled by it,” 
(w@ atta timmesel-bah), rather than accepting it as it is and 
understanding an adversative waw, “but yet you may/should 
rule over it.” Perhaps, as Huffmon (1985) has suggested, 
the problem lies in the failure of Cain to investigate the 
reason for God’s rejection of his sacrifice. The sign (é¢) 
given to Cain after the murder is not specified, but the 
narrator intends some means to make public the punish- 
ment due to anyone who kills the murderer. 

The purpose of the story in its present context remains 
a matter of dispute. The traditional interpretations have 
found here a moral tale with lessons to be learned about 
the consequences of jealousy and anger. Historical ap- 
proaches have identified a sociological struggle between 
nomadic shepherds (Abel) and settled farmers (Cain), or 
they have found an etiology for smiths who travel with 
nomads, such as the Kenites. Within the present context, 
the narrative serves to explain the rejection of Cain the 
firstborn from continuing the line of promise. His own 
line ends with v 24. It thus prepares the background for 
the birth of Seth and the continuation of his line. Finally, 
it introduces the crime of murder, a subject taken up by 
Lamech and others, but not explicitly forbidden until Gen 
9:6. 


Bibliography 

Beeston, A. F. L., et al. 1982. Sabaic Dictionary (English-French- 
Arabic). Beirut and Louvain-la-Neuve. 

Borger, R. 1959. Gen. iv 1. VT 9: 85-86. 

Cassuto, U. 1961. A Commentary on the Book of Genesis. Part 1. Trans. 
1. Abrahams. Jerusalem. 

Castellino, G. R. 1960. Genesis IV 7. VT 10: 442-45. 

Driver, G. R. 1946. Theological and Philological Problems in the 
Old Testament. JTS 47: 156-66. 

Eph‘al, I. 1982. The Ancient Arabs. Jerusalem and Leiden. 

Gordon, C. H. 1988. Notes on Proper Names in the Ebla Tablets. 
Pp. 153-58 in Eblaite Personal Names and Semitic Name-Giving, 
ed. A. Archi. Rome. 

Hauser, A. J. 1980. Linguistic and Thematic Links between Genesis 
4:1-16 and Genesis 2-3. JETS 23: 297-305. 

Huffmon, H. B. 1985. Cain, the Arrogant Sufferer. Pp. 109-13 in 
Biblical and Related Studies Presented to Samuel Iwry, ed. A. Kort 
and S. Morschauser. Winona Lake, IN. 

Kikawada, I. M. 1971. Two Notes on Eve. JBL 91: 33-37. 

Sawyer, J. F A. 1986. Cain and Hephaestus. Possible Relics of 
Metalworking Traditions in Genesis 4. Abr-Nahrain 24: 155—66. 


CALAH 


Watson, D. F. 1988. Invention, Arrangement, and Style: Rhetorical 
Criticism of Jude and 2 Peter. SBLDS 104. Atlanta. 
RICHARD S. HEss 


CAINAN (PERSON) [Gk Kainam]. Name of two persons 
in the NT: The form “Cainan” is a Gk transliteration of 
the Heb géndn. See KENAN. 

1. Appears in Luke’s genealogy of Jesus as the son of 
Enos and the great-grandson of Adam (3:37-38). The 
name occurs in the MT of Gen 5:9-14 and 1 Chr 1:2. 

2. Occurs in Luke’s genealogy of Jesus as the son of 
Arphaxad and the father of Shelah (3:35-36). This 
Cainan is often called the second Cainan. The name ap- 
pears in the genealogy of Shem in the LXX of Gen 10:24 
and 11:12 and in Codex Alexandrinus of 1 Chr 1:18, but 
not in the MT or in P75 and Codex Bezae. The presence 
of the second Cainan in Luke’s genealogy of Jesus suggests 
that the evangelist used the LXX for this section instead of 
the MT. 

Vircit R. L. Fry 


CAIRO GENIZAH. See DAMASCUS RULE (CD). 


CALAH (PLACE) [Heb kélah]. In Gen 10:11-12 it is 
narrated that Nimrod, who was “a mighty hunter,” began 
his kingdom at Babel (Babylonia) and then went into 
Assyria where he built cities, among them Nineveh and 
Calah. This is the only specific reference in the Bible to 
one of the four great cities of ancient Assyria. Neverthe- 
less, because of this greatness and because Assyrian armies 
marched from Calah against the kingdoms of Israel and 
Judah, a brief description and history of Calah are essen- 
tial. For a fuller description, see MESOPOTAMIA, HIS- 
TORY OF (HISTORY AND CULTURE OF ASSYRIA). 

The ancient site of Calah was strategically located from 
an economic and military point of view. It was on the E 
bank of the Tigris just N of the point where the Upper 
Zab River flows into the Tigris. From a military point of 
view this meant that Calah was protected on all but the N 
flank. From an economic point of view, the site was in the 
very center of the Assyrian heartland, a region where a 
rich agricultural economy flourished. 

The biblical association of Nimrod with the city Calah 
has been preserved until modern times in the sense that 
the medieval and modern name of the site is Nimrud. 
While native tradition preserved in Arabic literature never 
forgot the correct identification of the ancient site Calah, 
it was only in the 19th century that Europeans recognized 
where the city had been. In fact there was some confusion 
among Europeans, and Sir Austen Henry Layard, the first 
excavator of Nimrud, actually thought the site was the 
location of Nineveh. This error was eventually corrected 
and his startling discoveries were then viewed in their 
proper historical context. Since Layard’s time, various ar- 
chaeological expeditions, both Iraqi and foreign, have 
excavated at this site. Among these was the British expedi- 
tion led by Sir Max Mallowan during the 1950s and 1960s. 
Many of the artifacts discovered were removed to the 
British Museum in London and the museum in Mosul 
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(Nineveh) but there are still numerous Assyrian stone 
reliefs to be seen in a museum at the site itself. Of the four 
great cities of Assyria, the others were ASSHUR, NINE- 
VEH, and ARBELA. In contrast to the other three, Calah 
was of no significance in the 3d and 2d millennium B.c. It 
was singled out for importance only in the 9th century B.c. 
when Assurnasirpal II chose it as his capital. Assurnasirpal 
totally transformed the insignificant village into a metrop- 
olis which was suitable to be the center of the empire he 
created. The chief god of Calah was Ninurta, the god of 
war, and Assurnasirpal had an enormous temple and 
ziggurrat (a temple tower) erected in this god’s honor. He 
also built a splendid palace, the so-called Northwest Palace, 
for his residence. Many other temples were erected and a 
huge wall surrounded the city for defense. The waters of 
the Upper Zal River were partially diverted by an intricate 
aqueduct in order to provide irrigation inside the walls. 
The extensive building program of Assurnasirpal II was 
continued by his immediate successors and Calah re- 
mained the administrative center of Assyria until about 
700 s.c. At that time other cities were chosen as capitals, 
and eventually Nineveh became the chief city. When the 
Assyrian Empire fell at the end of the 7th century B.c., the 
site of Calah was abandoned and there has been no major 
settlement there ever since. See RLA 5: 303-23. 
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A. KirK GRAYSON 


CALAMOLALUS (PERSON) [Gk Kalamélalos]. The 
name of the ancestor of a family which returned from 
Babylon with Zerubbabel; included im the RSV as a mar- 
ginal reading for “of the other Elam” (kalamé allou; 1 Esdr 
5:22). The identification of Calamolalus is further compli- 
cated by the variant Gk text (B) kalamékalos, and is com- 
monly consiclered a textual corruption. Myers (J and 2 
Esdras AB, 65), with the RSV, renders it as “the other 
Elam” and considers it parallel to Ezra 2:31 and Neh 7:34. 
However, Turner (IDB 1: 482) describes it as a corrupt 
combination of “Lod and Hadid” (Ezra 2:33 = Neh 7:37). 
MICHAEL DaviD MCGEHEE 


CALAMUS. See PERFUMES AND SPICES. 


CALCOL ‘PERSON) {Heb kalkél]. A man from Judah, 
he was the son of Zerah, whom Tamar conceived by her 
father-in-law Judah (1 Chr 2:4, 6). In 1 Kgs 5:11—Eng 
4:31, Calcol is identified as one of the sons of Mahol. 
Mahol shoulc! not be understood as a proper name but, as 
Albright (ARI, 123) and de Vaux (AnclIsr, 382) have sug- 
gested, the title of a guild of musicians, “sons of the choir.” 
See DARA. 

Calcol was one of the four wise men whom Solomon 
excelled in wisdom. According to Albright (ARI, 123) the 
name Calcol appears as Kulkul in several inscribed ivories 
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found at Megiddo. According to these inscriptions, written 
in Egyptian hieroglyphs, which have been dated in the 
13th century B.c., Kulkul was the name of a female singer 
of the god Ptah in the Canaanite city of Aijalon (Loud 
1939: 11-13). According to Albright, Calcol was the name 
of a flower or plant. In the ANE that name was applied to 
musicians. 
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CALEB (PERSON) [Heb kiléb]. Var. CHELUBAI. CA- 
LEBITES. It is possible to distinguish three people with 
this name, plus one variant form in the name Chelubai 
(Heb kelitbéy). Any discussion of the name Caleb and its 
variant form must of necessity also entail an investigation 
of the Calebites, or descendants of Caleb. This gentilic 
usage is quite important in sorting out the geographical 
location and genealogical identification of individuals and 
groups so named; however, these issues are one step re- 
moved from an examination of the name itself. 

Caleb has most commonly been treated as a form of the 
root Alb, “dog,” which occurs in virtually every ANE lan- 
guage (TWAT 4: 158; Beltz 1974: 116—34). Traditionally, 
complimentary and uncomplimentary connotations are 
associated with the literal meaning of Heb keleb, “dog.” On 
the one hand meanings like “raving dog” (IPN, 230), “dog- 
faced baboon” (Thomas 1960): 419-23), “dead dog,” and 
the like, all of which are attested in extrabiblical sources 
(TWAT 4: 157-62; Thomas 1960: 410-14), express self- 
abasement or invective. In one biblical example, Hazael, 
doubting his own abilities, says to Elisha, “What is your 
servant, who is but a dog . . .” (2 Kgs 8:13). On the other 
hand, most scholars agree that Heb keleb is used in certain 
letters, hymns, etc., to express a servant’s faithfulness, like 
that of a faithful watchdoz (Thomas 1960: 424-27; 
EncMigr 4: 106-10; Boling and Wright Joshua AB, 356—- 
57). Margalith (1983) contends that these are not two 
different connotations of meaning for one term, but 
rather the distinctive meanings of two homonymous terms. 
Brunet (1985) challenges the traditional view that there 
are two connotations for the term and concludes that in 
biblical and nonbiblical occurrences “dog” and its syn- 
onyms are almost exclusively terms of self-abasement. Var- 
ious theophoric names use the root Ald, i.e., Phoen klb‘im, 
“dog of the gods” (PNPI, 131. 331), and Akk kalbi-“sin and 
kalbi-! marduk (Thomas 1960: 425; see also TWAT 4: 158- 
62). Therefore, the biblical name Caleb appears to be “an 
abbreviation of a name beginning with the element kalb-” 
(Albright 1941: 47, n.26) meaning lit. “dog,” with the 
primary connotation of self-abasement, and probably also 
a secondary connotation of “{aithful servant.” 

1. The son of Jephunneh iind the representative of the 
tribe of Judah among the twelve spies sent out by Moses to 
reconnoiter the land of Canaan (Num 13:6). Caleb (alone 
in the so-called J source; Num 13:30), together with Joshua 
the son of Nun (in the so-called P source; Num 14:6), 
brought back a favorable report of the land and urged the 
people to go up and take it. In contrast to God prohibiting 
the people from entering the land because they rejected 
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this recommendation, God singled out “my servant Caleb” 
and promised to bring him into the land where he had 
gone, and to give it to his descendants as a possession 
(Num 14:24; see also Num 26:65; 32:12; Deut 1:36). This 
promise set Caleb apart from all his peers, even Joshua, 
and it raises the issues of geographical location and gene- 
alogical identification of Caleb and the Calebites. 

The land that came to be owned by Caleb, through 
apportionment (Josh 14:6-15; 15:13), force (Josh 15:14— 
19=Judg 1:11—15), or a combination of the two means was 
associated with Hebron and Debir in S Palestine. 1 Sam 
30:14 identifies part of this area as “the Negeb of Caleb.” 
If we identify the cities and boundaries of the tribe of 
Judah it becomes obvious that the land owned by or 
associated with Caleb is located within Judah’s borders 
(Josh 15:1-12, ete.; see KHC, 115-24, 372-97). Hebron is 
a key element in this association, in part because of its 
proximity to other Judahite cities, but in light of the 
centrality of the Davidic dynasty in the biblical tradition, it 
was as the first capital city of David that Hebron played an 
unquestionabie and important role. (Note that Nabal, the 
first husband of David’s wife Abigail, was a Calebite who 
lived in this region; 1 Sam 25:3.) When later tradition 
identified Hebron as one of Judah’s levitical cities, it re- 
solved the problem of Calebite ownership by specifying 
that the environs, and not the city itself, belonged to Caleb 
(Josh 21:12; 1 Chr 6:56). 

The relationship between the Kenizzite clan of Calebites 
and its Judahite neighbors was mutually beneficial on 
political and economic grounds (see Beltz 1974: 64-70), 
and although the Calebites became part of the tribe of 
Judah within the Israelite tradition they retained their 
distinctiveness. Of course, geographical location is not the 
only basis upon which the Calebites were incorporated into 
this tradition; there was also a genealogical connection. 

In 1 Chronicles several genealogies contain the name 
Caleb, and these reflect inconsistencies of lineage and raise 
questions in light of other biblical information about indi- 
viduals named Caleb. First, Caleb the son of Jephunneh is 
only explicitly mentioned in a genealogy of sons of Kenaz, 
or the Kenizzites (1 Chr 4:13-—15), which is set within a 
section concerning descendants of Perez. The daughter of 
this Caleb is named elsewhere as Achsah (Josh 15:16-17 
= Judg 1:12-13), while an Achsah is listed as the daughter 
of Caleb the son of Hezron, and a grandson of Perez (1 
Chr 2:49). Second, the MT never identifies the wife of 
Caleb the son of Jephunneh. However, Caleb the son of 
Hezron has several wives and concubines, and his descen- 
dants are not easily placed in his genealogy (1 Chr 2:18— 
24, 42-55). One identifiable descendant, Bezalel (1 Chr 
2:20), a great-grandson of Caleb the son of Hezron, was a 
contemporary of Moses (Exod 31:2; 35:30) and therefore 
cannot be the great-grandson of Caleb the son of Jephun- 
neh. Third, a Caleb the son of Hur can be identified 
according to the MT of | Chr 2:50, but according to his 
genealogy (1 Chr 2:42—55), this Caleb appears to be his 
own grandfather. Fourth, the names of some of Caleb’s 
descendants are place names (i.e., Tekoa, Ziph, Madman- 
nah, and Hebron), which complicates an attempt to under- 
stand the purpose of the genealogies (see Noth 1932). 
Williamson (J and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 48-55) resolves 
these problems by assuming that the Chronicler pulled 
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together most of the genealogies but was not concerned 
with the details of genealogical consistency. Rudolf (Chron- 
thbiicher HAT, 10-25), on the other hand, attributes the 
inconsistencies to later additions which disrupted the con- 
sistency of the Chronicler’s composition. It is generally 
agreed that one section (1 Chr 2:42—50) derives from a 
tradition which predates the Chronicler, probably from 
the united monarchy or shortly thereafter (Williamson / 
and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 55). 

The key to resolving the tensions in these genealogies is 
the fact that Caleb is part of Judah’s genealogy. Caleb the 
son of Jephunneh is a Kenizzite who gained special status 
through his deeds in the wilderness wandering and con- 
quest stories. On the other hand, Caleb the son of Hezron 
plays a role only in the genealogies of Judah, and Bezalel 
the tabernacle builder seems to be the central character in 
his genealogy. The Chronicler does not attempt to relate 
Caleb the son of Jephunneh to Caleb the son of Hezron 
because neither of them is central to his purpose of estab- 
lishing a royal and cultic origin in the tribe of Judah 
(Williamson I and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 52). Caleb the Ken- 
izzite is important, rather, because of things he did (Num- 
bers 13-14; Josh 14:6—15) and associations he had (Josh 
15:13-19 = Judg 1:11-15; Judg 3:9; see Boling Judges 
AB, 82) outside the Chronicler’s framework, although 
these were not unknown to the Chronicler. Therefore, in 
addressing the questions raised above, Caleb the Kenizzite 
who appears in ] Chr 4:15 within the lineage of Perez is to 
be identified with the individual so well known from the 
tradition of Calebites in S Palestine (Numbers 13-14; 
Joshua 14-15; Judges 1). To ask whether his daughter 
Achsah is the same as the daughter of Caleb the son of 
Hezron in | Chr 2:49 misses the point of the genealogy 
there. Furthermore, the complex genealogies of Caleb in 
1 Chr 2:18-24, 42-55 serve to highlight the mix of parallel 
(i.e., a sequence of siblings) and hierarchical (i.e., parent 
followed by child) genealogies in this chapter. The chiastic 
structure of the sections of genealogies in 1 Chronicles 2, 
as discussed by Williamson (J and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 49), 
focuses the reader’s attention on the significance that the 
Hezron clan had within the tribe of Judah; moreover, this 
follows the pattern of treating the sons in reverse order as 
established in 1 Chr 1:5-23, 28-34. Finally, by listing 
descendants of Caleb who have names associated with 
geographical locations, the Chronicler reveals both the 
antiquity of his source material and the close association 
of persons with places (Noth 1932; see also EJ 3: 41-42). 

This introduces the final issue of the function of gene- 
alogies. According to Wilson (1977: 183), genealogies can 
be used to delineate social and political ties between two 
groups, and, in particular, to incorporate marginally affil- 
iated clans into a central group. The genealogy of Caleb is 
related in this way to the tribe of Judah (Yeivin 1971: 13- 
14) and was assimilated into the Israelite tribal system 
thereby (Johnson 1969: 6). Not only the individuals and 
groups of people but the places associated with them 
became part of the tribe. Thus, the genealogy provided a 
means for legitimizing social relations and for defining the 
geographical domain of the individuals or groups con- 
cerned. 

It would appear that Caleb the son of Jephunneh is the 
name of a Kenizzite whose personal exploits became the 
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tradition of tie clan which took his name as patronym. 
This clan existed independently in S Palestine, but 
through political, economic, and religious ties it eventually 
became part of the tribe of Judah. Even within the larger 
Israelite tradition, the distinctive stories of the Calebites 
were retained into the postexilic period. 

2. The son of Hezron and great-grandfather of Bezalel 
(1 Chr 2:18—20). A variant form of the name occurs in | 
Chr 2:9 as Chelubai (Heb kelibay), and the LXX interprets 
the form as cialeb and identifies this third son of Hezron 
with the Caleb who appears in the following verses. ‘The 
identification is correct because the difference in spelling 
is a matter of an afformative (Heb -ay) which is common 
(IPN, 41), and both persons hold the same position in the 
genealogy of Hezron (1 Chr 2:9, 18, 42; see Beltz 1974: 
38). According to Williamson (J and 2 Chronicles NCBC, 
51), the variance may support the view that the Chronicler 
constructed 1 Chr 2:9 to connect two originally indepen- 
dent sources (1 Chr 2:10—-17, and 25-33, 42—50a). As 
noted above, Caleb is one of three sons of Hezron along 
with Jerahmezl and Ram, he appears only in this geneal- 
ogy, and he serves to introduce Bezalel the tabernacle 
builder into the line of Judah (1 Chr 2:20). Interplay 
between this Caleb and the tradition surrounding Caleb 
No. | influenced the genealogies. Thus, the names of the 
region and towns in which the Calebite tribe originally 
lived came to be so closely identified with the name Caleb 
(i.e., the Negeb of Caleb) that the town names were in- 
cluded as descendants in the genealogy of this son of 
Hezron. 

3. The son of Hur, according to the MT of 1 Chr 2:50. 
The textual ambiguity of this verse is correctly resolved in 
the RSV by reading the accentual pause as a period. 
Rather than reading with the MT, “These were the sons of 
Caleb, the son of Hur the firstborn of Ephrathah . . .” the 
first phrase is taken to summarize the preceding section 
(vv 42—49) arid what follows introduces a new genealogy, 
‘“.. These are the sons of Caleb. The son(s) of Hur the 
firstborn of Ephrathah . . .” Consequently, this individual 
should not be differentiated from the Caleb in | Chr 2:42 
(see Caleb No. 2 above). 
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CALENDARS. A calendar is a system for arranging 
and calculating the standard divisions of time (days, 
months, years, etc.). The term is also used to refer to 
schedules of events such as festivals. This entry consists of 
two articles, one surveying the use of calendars in the ANE 
and the other surveying ancient Israelite and early Jewish 
calendars. 


ANCIENT NEAR EAST 


A. Introduction 

1. The Lunisolar Calendar 

2. Intercalation and the Babylonian 19-Year Cycle 
B. The Babylonian Calendar 

1. The Year (Akk Sattu) 

2. The Month (Akk arhu) 

3. The Day (Akk amu) 
C. The Assyrian Calendar 
D. The Egyptian Calendar 
A. Introduction 
1. The Lunisolar Calendar. In most of the ancient 
Mediterranean, a civil calendar was developed to regulate 
the sacred and secular life of the state. The times for 
religious festivals, agricultural, fiscal, and legal activities 
were determined with reference to the natural intervals 
produced by the motion of the sun and the moon. This 
“lunisolar” calendar reckoned a year as the interval be- 
tween successive returns of the seasons, usually beginning 
with spring. The month was defined as the interval be- 
tween successive first appearances of the moon in its cycli- 
cal phases. The beginning of the lunar cycle is defined as 
the moment when, following the period of invisibility due 
to nearness to the sun, the lunar crescent appears again 
briefly on the western horizon just after sunset. The inter- 
val which constitutes the lunar month, also termed a luna- 
tion, varies in length from 29.26 to 29.80 days, and conse- 
quently is experienced as a period never less than 29 days 
or more than 30 days. The day, in accordance with the use 
of lunations, was reckoned as the interval between succes- 
sive sunsets. 

The lunar month was taken uniformly throughout the 
ANE and Mediterranean (by Sumerians, Babylonians, As- 
syrians, Hebrews, Arabs, and Greeks) to begin with the 
sighting of the first visible lunar crescent. Only the Egyp- 
tians (and later the Romans) did not conform, but instead 
disregarded the irregular natural time indications in favor 
of regular arbitrary measures, such as the fixed 30-day 
month or the 365-day year (see D). 

2. Intercalation and the Babylonian 19-Year Cycle. Be- 
cause the motions of sun anc moon are not uniform with 
respect to one another, a lunisolar calendar, which by 
definition reckons months by the moon and years by the 
seasons, faces the problem of maintaining synchrony be- 
tween the 12 lunar months and the solar year. The effect 
is that 12 lunations do not divide up the solar year evenly, 
nor do solar days divide the lunar month into equal parts. 
Twelve funar months of an average 29'-day length is 354 
days, which is about 11 days less than the average length 
of the solar year (= 365.2492, or 365% days). If no 
adjustment is made to compensate for the asynchrony, the 
months will fall 11 days behind each year, and after 3 
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years the sequence of months will be fully one month out 
of step with the season or with the activity designated to 
occur in a particular month, such as the barley or date 
harvest, or sheep shearing (discussion of seasonal activities 
reflected in month names may be found in Landsberger 
1949: 260-65). The problem would be eminently percep- 
tble, since after only 32% years a given month would pass 
through the entire cycle of seasons (as it did in the Middle 
Assyrian calendar until the time of Tiglath-pileser I; see 
Weidner 1935-36: 28-29). 

To ensure stability in the correspondence between spe- 
cific months and times of the year, whether defined agri- 
culturally, religiously, or fiscally, an extra “intercalary” 
thirteenth month was added to the year, not regularly, but 
whenever necessary to maintain the proper “place” of a 
month within the solar year. In Mesopotamia, an extra 
sixth month (ITI.KIN.DIRI= Ulilu arki) or twelfth month 
(ITL.S8E.DIRI=Addaru arkii) was intercalated, one or the 
other being preferred in various periods. Parker and Dub- 
berstein (1942: 3) note that preference for a given inter- 
calary month shifted from Ulilu to Addaru, and suggest an 
early tradition placing the New Year in Tasritu as an under- 
lying reason. Intercalary Misannu (ITI.BARAg.MIN.KAM) is 
occasionally attested, albeit rarely in economic texts 
(MUL.APIN 2.18; see also Landsberger 1915: 101; Langdon 
1935: 10 and 46-47). 

Intercalations were effected by royal decree. Documents 
from the reigns of Hammurapi, Nabonidus, Cyrus, and 
Cambyses attest to the procedure (Bickerman 1980: 22; 
RLA 5: 289; YOS 3: 15 and 115, and 196, and further 
references for intercalary years in the reigns of Samsui- 
luna and Ammisaduqa). The ad hoc intercalation of 
months represented by the royal letters was the standard 
procedure for controlling the calendar throughout the 
ANE from approximately the 3d millennium s.c. until 
about the middle of the Ist (certainly until 525 s.c.). 

Evidence from the 7th century B.c. shows that various 
procedures were developed for determining in advance 
whether a given year would be normal (esret or kinat, 
containing 12 lunar months) or intercalary (ezbet or atrat, 
containing 13 lunar months). One such procedure was 
based on the observation of the relation between the lon- 
gitudes of the moon and the Pleiades throughout the year. 
The conjunction of moon and Pleiades (when they occupy 
the same position in the sky) on particular dates through 
the year indicated a normal year, while their “separation” 
(napalsuhu) indicated a leap year. Leap years attested in 
actual documents, however, indicate that the Pleiades in- 
tercalation rules were probably not implemented (Hunger 
and Reiner 1975). In the astronomical series MUL.APIN 
(Tablet 2.11.1-—6), other rules for predicting leap years 
using select fixed stars (Sirius, Arcturus, Pleiades) are 
given. Since the month in which certain fixed stars or 
constellations had their heliacal rising was known (e.g., 
Pleiades became visible on the first day of the second 
month, Aiaru—MUL.APIN 1.11.38), the delayed appearance 
of the Pleiades in the third month instead of the second 
(MUL.APIN 2.Gap A.10—11) signaled the need to intercalate 
the year in question. 

A mathematical scheme producing a regular intercalary 
cycle was finally introduced into the Babylonian calendar 
during the Achaemenid period, sometime after 500 B.c. 
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This cycle was based on the good correspondence between 
the number of days in 19 solar years and 235 lunar 
months. When and how the nineteen-year cycle was rec- 
ognized is not precisely known, although on the basis of 
dated documents from the reign of Artaxerxes II it clearly 
became the official rule from 380 B.c. Indeed, the excep- 
tions to the rule during the preceding century, going back 
to 497 B.c. in the reign of Darius I, are rare (a mere two 
exceptions; see Neugebauer 1975: 354-55). On this basis 
it is argued that the establishment of the 19-year cycle is 
to be dated to the 5th century (see Parker and Dubberstein 
1942: 1 for the possibility that it was a discovery of the 
reign of Nabonassar 747 B.c., and Kugler 1924: 362-71; 
422-30 contra this date; Neugebauer 1975: 354-57). From 
380 B.c. on, the 19-year cycle determined the intercalation 
of seven months every 19 years (19¥" x 12™ + 7m = 235m) 
spaced at conveniently fixed intervals, namely in years 1, 
4, 7,9, 12, 15, and 18. All intercalary years except year 18 
had an extra twelfth month (Addaru arki). The eighteenth 
year in the cycle had an extra sixth month (Ulilu arki). 
The 19-year cycle of intercalation, begun under the 
Achaemenids, remained standard for the succeeding Se- 
leucid and Arsacid periods to the end of the cuneiform 
tradition. 


B. The Babylonian Calendar 

The Babylonian calendar was based on the three natural 
time intervals, the solar year (ultimately defined as the 
period of the return of the sun to the same fixed star, 
hence the sidereal year), the lunar month (from one new 
moon to another, defined above, A.1.), and the solar day 
(from one sunset to another). Further discussion of each 
calendaric unit follows. 

1. The Year (Akk gattu). The Babylonian year began in 
the spring, with the month Misannu (= March/April in the 
Julian calendar), and the first of the year fell approxi- 
mately around the vernal equinox, but actually varied 
widely. During the Neo-Babylonian period (between years 
626-536 B.c.), the first of Nisannu could fall between the 
11th of March and 26th of April, according to the tables 
of Parker and Dubberstein (1942). Even after the institu- 
tion of the 19-year cycle, the New Year could still vary 
within a 27-day range, but averaged about 14 days follow- 
ing vernal equinox (Kugler 1924: 333-34; RLA 5: 298- 
99) 


Evidence is lacking from Babylonian administrative or 
economic documents for a civil year beginning in Tasvitu, 
whose name means “beginning” (see C.). Tasritu, month 7 
in the Babylonian calendar, is generally the month of the 
autumnal equinox. The possibility of a cultic New Year in 
Tasritu, based on the performance of an akitu festival dur- 
ing that month (Thureau-Dangin 1921: 87; AO.6459 and 
6465 contain the New Year’s ritual for Tasritu, performed 
in Uruk), has found further support in letters from the 
Neo-Assyrian period (Parpola 1970, no. 190 r.2-10; 287 
r.2-6; ABL 951 r.2; Thompson 1900, no. 16:5). The early 
preference for intercalary Ulilu’s in the Babylonian cal- 
endar (noted by Parker and Dubberstein 1942: 3) is more 
plausibly explained by such a cultic autumn New Year, 
although this remains to be finally confirmed or refuted. 

Before the articulation of a solar theory in the mathe- 
matical astronomy of the late Babylonian period, no value 
for the length of a year in days can be cited. As a conse- 
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quence of the lunisolar character of the calendar, the 
length of the Babylonian civil year varied from year to 
year, depending on whether an extra lunar month was 
intercalated. The unit “year” was so defined for all periods 
of Mesopota:nian history. With the development of math- 
ematical astronomy and the derivation of number periods 
for cyclical phenomena (such as the return of the sun to a 
particular fixed star), diverse values for the length of the 
year are seen to underlie various computations (Neuge- 
‘bauer 1975: 528-29). For example, Seleucid astronomical 
texts from Uruk listing computed solar longitudes on 
consecutive dates (Neugebauer 1955, nos. 185, 186, 187) 
use as the value for the mean solar progress 0;59,9°day, 
This produces a year of about 6,5;10,234 (Neugebauer 
1975: 529). Such a year length (6,5;104) has been identi- 
fied in a procedure text from Babylon (Sachs and Neuge- 
bauer 1956: 132:3’ and 4’). Neugebauer 1955, no. 210 sec. 
3:1 1-12 defines the year in terms of an 18-year solar cycle: 
[1,4]9,34,25,27,18 up.MES 34 18 Mu $4 4Samaés [ana KI-s}u 
GUR ina 18 BaL.MES “[1,4]9,34;25,27,18 days of 18 years of 
the sun, returning [to] its [longitude] in 18 rotations,” 
meaning returns of the sun to the same fixed star (text 
quoted according to Neugebauer 1955: 272). This value 
produces a vear length of 6,5;14,44,51 days. These and 
other year lengths-(e.g., 6,5;15,36) are found as the peri- 
ods of functions in Babylonian astronomy. Neugebauer 
has emphasied (1975: 528-29) that all the “years” under- 
lying Babylonian astronomical computations refer to the 
so-called sidereal year, as no distinction was yet made 
between sidereal, tropical, and anomalistic years. Such 
distinctions presuppose recognition of precession, which 
has been conclusively shown to lie outside the knowledge 
of Babylonian astronomy. 

2. The Month (Akk arhu). Although the Sum logogram 
ITI, “month,” is found in archaic texts from Suruppak and 
from Ur, month names do not appear until the ED texts 
of Laga’, Adab, and Nippur (RLA 5: 299-300; Langdon 
1935: 157-58). The month names of the Ur III calendar 
at Nippur were eventually adopted as standard for all of 
Babylonia by the early OB (Isin-Larsa) and OB periods. 
Before this s:andardization, however, many Sumerian city- 
states had their own month name systems (Schneider 
1936: 80-107). The following are the names that became 
standard: (1) BARA9.ZAG.GAR, (2) GU4.SI.SA, (3) SIG4.GA, 
(4) 8u.NuMUN, (5) NE.NE.GAR.RA, (6) KIN.SINNIN, (7) DUg.KU, 
(8) APIN.DUy.A, (9) GAN.GAN.E, (10) aB.&, (11) ziz.a, 
(12) SE.kIN.KUD. These Nippur months became the logo- 
graphic writings for the following Babylonian month 
names: (1) .Visannu, (2) Ataru, (3) Simanu, (4) Duwizu, 
(5) Abu, (6) Ulilu, (7) Tasritu, (8) Arahsamna, (9) Kislimu, 
(10) Tebétu, (11) Sabatu, (12) Addaru. In other areas of 
Mesopotamiz. (e.g., Diyala region, Chagar Bazar, Mari. and 
Assyria) different names were used, for which, see RLA 5: 
301-2. 

The Babylonian month seems to have been divided, for 
both fiscal and cultic purposes, into halves (designated as 
Sapattu [written ub.15.kAM] mahritu “first 15th day” and 
Sapattu arkitu “second 15th day”), and into 7-day units, 
attested primarily in menologies and celestial omen texts, 
which make use of a schematic 30-day month (Langdon 
1935: 83-84: 90-91). 
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The length of the true lunar month varied between 29 
and 30 days, depending on the (variable) length of the 
period of the moon’s invisibility due to its nearness to the 
sun. The determination, in advance, of when a month will 
have 29 or 30 days is a complicated problem solved only in 
the Seleucid-period Babylonian mathematical astronomy. 
To predict when the new crescent moon would again 
appear depended not only 9n an ability to take into ac- 
count the motion of the sun and the moon, but also on the 
recognition of factors affecting visibility, such as the sea- 
sonal variation in inclination of the ecliptic to the horizon. 

3. The Day (Akk ému). Several ways of dividing the day 
may be identified in ancient Mesopotamia, each designed 
in response to a particular need. For astronomical compu- 
tation with respect to the period from one sunset to the 
next, 12 equal intervals of 30° duration (or 120 minutes of 
time) termed béru, “double-hour,” were used. For non- 
mathematical time reckoning, the periods of daylight and 
night were divided into 12 intervals termed simanu. These 
were not of equal duration throughout the year but varied 
seasonally, and so are the equivalent of the “seasonal 
hours” representing “2 of the actual period of daylight 
(or night) attested elsewhere in the ancient world (Roch- 
berg-Halton fc.). Late Babylonian nonmathematical astro- 
nomical texts established another system which expressed 
time as the number of time degrees (US, sometime béru 
and us) with respect to four divisions of the day that made 
use of sunset and sunrise as fixed points of reference. 
Thus the number of us were counted within the four 
periods (1) from sunset to midnight (GEg Gin), (2) from 
midnight to sunrise (GEg anu ZALAG), (3) from sunrise to 
noon (ME NIM-a), and (4) from noon to sunset (ana &6 
SamaS) (Neugebauer and Sachs 1967: 212-14; for the 
strictly astronomical midnight epoch, see Neugebauer 
1955: 79-80). 

The determination of the length of daylight through 
the year was a prominent part of the development both of 
the calendar and of astronomy. In the early period, before 
the 5th century B.c., the variation in the length of daylight 
was interpreted schematically and as a calendaric problem. 
The ratio of longest to shortest day was determined to be 
2:1 (MuL.APIN 2.107, 111, 117, 121). The equinoxes and 
solstices were placed in schernatic fashion in the middle of 
months 1, 4, 7, and 10, assuming perfect symmetry be- 
tween the length of the seasons as well as the lengths of 
days. In fact, however, no symmetry exists in the lengths 
of the seasons or in the lengths of day and night. The 
inequality of the seasons due to the irregularity in the 
sun’s motion through the year was not taken into account 
until the Hellenistic period, at which point the length of 
daylight was perceived as a function of the sun’s longitude 
and connected with the rising times of the zodiac. The 
values for daylight length found in the mathematical eph- 
emerides (“Column C”; see Neugebauer 1955: 47) and in 
the procedure texts (Neugebauer 1955: 187) show the 
ratio 3:2 for longest to shortest day, which is a useful 
approximation for the geographical latitude of Babylon 
(about 32%°). 


C. The Assyrian Calendar 
The 2d-millennium Assyrian calendar has been recon- 
structed on the basis of texts from the reign of Saméi- 
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Adad I (Larsen 1974: 16-17) as well as from the somewhat 
later archives from Kiiltepe (Larsen 1976: 192-93). In 
both periods, the New Year began in the autumn, in Samii- 
Adad’s time earlier in autumn than in the OA texts from 
Kiiltepe level I] (= 1920-1840 B.c.; see RLA 5:299). Fall 
New Year was also established in the Ebla calendar (Petti- 
nato 1974-77; 33-35). Although no intercalary month is 
attested in the Old Assyrian calendar, the naming of the 
year-eponym, by which “solar” years were identified, oc- 
curred always at the same time of year. In other words, the 
solar eponym-year was coordinated with the lunar months 
(for the exception to this in texts from Kiiltepe Ib, see 
Larsen 1976: 53, n. 18). The lack of intercalation and the 
consequent slipping of the seasons backward through the 
months in the Middle Assyrian lunar calendar has already 
been mentioned (above, A; Weidner 1935-36: 27-29). 
This changed with the Assyrian adoption of the Babylo- 
nian calendar in the Ist millennium. 

An additional calendaric device was employed in the Old 
Assyrian calendar. This was the “week”-eponymy, in which 
the hamustum period of 5 days was also designated by the 
names of officials. The hamustum system is widely attested 
in OA commercial documents and is distinctive for the 
Assyrian calendar. Documents were dated by means of 
hamustum, month, and year (=eponymy; see Larsen 1976: 
354—65 with many references). 


D. The Egyptian Calendar 

Two developments of major importance in the history of 
the calendar are contributions from Egypt. These are the 
Egyptian civil year of 365 days (Parker 1950: 51—56) and 
the 24-hour division of the day (Neugebauer and Parker 
1960: 116-21). The Egyptian civil year consisted of twelve 
30-day months with 5 extra “epagomenal” days added at 
the end of each year. Because the 30-day month was 
divided into three 10-day “decades,” the year contained 36 
such decades, plus the 5 epagomenal days. The three 
seasons of the Egyptian year, each four months long, were 
defined agriculturally, as is clear from their names: ht, 
“inundation (of the Nile)”; prt, “emergence,” which was 
the season for farming; and smw, “dryness.” As such, the 
Egyptian calendar was practical and constant, needing no 
intercalation of months (various lunar and cultic calendars 
were also used, for which, see Parker 1950: 13-50; Parker 
1970; also Bickerman 1980: 41 with references). 

The Egyptian civil calendar is unique in the ANE for its 
independence from the complicated astronomical prob- 
lems endemic to the lunisolar calendars. In establishing a 
fixed unit for measuring time, the constant 365-day Egyp- 
tian civil year had a great advantage over the other ancient 
calendar years in application to astronomy. Its potential 
for use in astronomy, however, was not realized until the 
Hellenistic Greek astronomers adopted this calendar as 
the standard basis for computing astronomical tables. In 
this astronomical capacity, the Egyptian calendar re- 
mained in use during both the Middle Ages and the 
Renaissance. 

The 24-hour division of the day derives ultimately from 
the Egyptian practice of counting “hours” at night on the 
basis of the rising of certain stars called by the Greek term 
“decan(s).” Around 2400 B.c., Egyptians began to tell time 
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at night by the rising of decanal stars. Originally the decans 
were defined by their relationship to the 36 decades of the 
Egyptian civil year, as each successive decade would bring 
the heliacal rising (first rising of a star just before sunrise 
after its period of invisibility) of a new decan. The decans 
indicated the time of night by their risings or, later, by 
their transits (crossing of the meridian) at 12 intervals 
during the night. Evidence for the use of rising stars to 
indicate night hours comes from 12 extant star clocks, 
which are diagonal diagrams of stars on the inside of 
coffin lids from the 9th to the 12th Dynasties (Neugebauer 
and Parker 1960). Although no traces remain of decans in 
modern astronomy, they continued to play a role in later 
Hellenistic and medieval astrology, defined as thirds of 
zodiacal signs (=10° segments of the ecliptic). The 12 
intervals between the consecutive rising of one decan and 
the next, counted from sunset to sunrise, were a direct 
consequence of the 10-day spacing of the decans. Daylight 
hours were reckoned on a different basis, one which 
determined 10 “hours” for the time between sunrise and 
sunset, plus 2 additional hours for twilight. The resulting 
division of the day was 12 hours of daylight and 12 of 
night, or 24 hours whose length varied with the season of 
the year. Eventually the Hellenistic astronomers replaced 
these unequal seasonal hours with 24 hours of constant 
length (equinoctial hours) which were further subdivided, 
according to the Babylonian sexagesimal system, into 60 
minutes. Our present system, in which one day contains 
24 60-minute hours, is the historical survival of this devel- 
opment in Hellenistic astronomy. 
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FRANCESCA ROCHBERG-HALTON 


ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND EARLY JEWISH 


One may assume that the ancestors of Israel and the 
early Israelites themselves followed some sort of calendar 
(or calendars), but the extant sources do not permit one to 
determine what its (their) nature may have been. No part 
of the Bible or even the Bible as a whole presents a full 
calendar; information about these matters must be 
gleaned from occasional, often incidental references to 
dates, days, months, seasons, and years. The largest 
amount of biblical calendrical data appears in documents 
that were written during the exilic or postexilic periods, 
while an explicit, complete calendar is not found in a 
Jewish text until approximately the 3d century B.c.£. when 
the Astronomical Book of Enoch (1 Enoch 72-82) was com- 
posed. The 62-day solar calendar which is described in it 
may, howeve-, have been nonnormative. The NT has even 
less to offer in this regard than the Hebrew Bible: it 
mentions on y a few dates and festivals and provides some 
details about when the day began. In this article the 
calendrical information in the Bible and in contemporary 
or nearly contemporary Jewish sources will be surveyed. 


A. The Biblical Evidence 
1. The Day 
2. The Month 
3. The Year 
B. Sources Outside the Hebrew Bible 
1. The Elephantine Papyri 
2. The Wadi ed-Daliyeh Papyri 
3. I Enoch 72-82 
4. The Book of Jubilees 
5. The Temple Scroll 
6. Sectarian Texts 
7. Solar and Lunar Calendars 
8. The 364-Day Calendar and the Date of the Last 
Supper 


A. The Biblical Evidence 

Even though more facts about ancient Jewish calendary 
practices are known from extrabiblical than from biblical 
texts, it will be useful first to summarize the available 
scriptural data. 

1. The Day. The word yém may be employed to express 
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the general sense of “time,” but it was regularly used to 
refer to “day” in the stricter senses of a period of light and 
darkness or the time of light alone. In the Hebrew Bible 
one meets various terms fo: different parts of the day: 
Sahar (dawn); béger (morning); sohdrayim (noon); nesep (twi- 
light); ‘ereb (evening); layla (night); and hdsi layla (mid- 
night). There are also references to the various watches of 
the night (e.g., Exod 14:24; fudg 7:19; 1 Sam 11:11; Lam 
2:19; Matt 14:25; Mark 13:35), and Matt 20:1—16 and John 
11:9 indicate that the daytime was divided into 12 hours. 

Scholars have debated but not definitively settled the 
issue of when the day was thought to begin at various times 
in biblical history. Before examining the evidence, one 
should be aware that casual references to “day and night” 
and “night and day” should not be equated with official 
calendrical statements. R. ce Vaux, for one, has main- 
tained (Anclsr) that before the Exile the day was regarded 
as beginning in the morning while later the evening was 
considered the point when it began. He was able to adduce 
various earlier passages in which the order day-night oc- 
curs (e.g., Deut 28:67 [but see v 66]; 1 Sam 30:12; Isa 
28:19; Jer 33:20) and later ones in which night is men- 
tioned before day (Esth 4:15; Dan 8:14; Jdt 11:17). But 
texts of this nature are largely irrelevant to the question of 
when, technically speaking, the day began. Moreover, the 
order day-night also surfaces in postexilic texts (Neh 1:6). 
An interesting example is 2 Chr 6:20, which speaks of day 
and night, while its source ‘1 Kgs 8:29) displays the re- 
versed order of the two. 

A sounder approach is to examine passages which treat 
the issue more officially. All of them, as it happens, deal 
with cultic affairs. If there ever was an official, secular 
position regarding the inception of the day, the sources do 
not divulge it. (1) Exod 12:5, 8, 10, 18 indicate that the 
rituals of passover and unleavened bread are to begin the 
evening of 1/14 (that is, month 1, day 14) and conclude the 
evening of 1/21. (2) Lev 23:32 mandates that the day of 
atonement is to be observed “on the ninth day of the 
month beginning at evening, from evening to evening shall 
you keep your sabbath.” It is evident that the command 
envisages an evening—evening day, but the underlying 
calendar (the day of atonement is supposed to be 7/10 
{23:27; cf. 16:29]) may have followed a morning—morning 
sequence. (3) The rules of purity (e.g., Lev 11:24-28; 
15:1-12, 16-24; 22:1~9) state that the periods during 
which one is impure end in the evening. (4) Neh 13:19 
relates that the sabbath was beginning as darkness fell. In 
later sources as well, this is clearly the understanding of 
when the day commenced (cf. CD 10:14—16; Josephus, JW 
4 §9, 12; Mark 15:42; Luke 23:54-56; John 19:31—42). 

For these texts, then, an evening—evening day is secure, 
and others are consistent with it (e.g., Gen 1:5, 8, 13, 19, 
23, 31; Esth 4:16; Acts 4:3). There are, however, some 
passages which may, if they are meant to convey exact 
calendrical information, entail a morning—morning pat- 
tern (e.g., Judg 19:4-9; 1 Sam 19:11; 28:19; Lev 7:15—16 
{a cultic text]). Perhaps the most that can be said is that in 
the Second Temple period virtually all cultic texts imply 
that the day began in the evening. There is insufficient 
evidence for establishing what preexilic practices may have 
been. J. Baumgarten has argued that even the author of 
the book of Jubilees (ca. 150 B.c.), who was a staunch 


Ie 815 


adherent of a solar calendar, used an evening—evening day 
(see 21:10; 32:16; 49:1). 

The Hebrew Bible makes it clear that from early times 
in Israel seven days constituted a week. This week was 
divided into six days during which work could be per- 
formed, and it concluded with a seventh day on which 
labor was illegal (Exod 34:21; 23:12; 20:8-11; 35:1-3; Lev 
23:3; Deut 5:12-15). The familiar creation story in Gen 
1:3~2:4a lists the seven days of the first week and refers to 
them with ordinal numbers. In the Hebrew Bible, only the 
seventh day receives a special name—the sabbath—but in 
the New Testament the day before the sabbath is called the 
day of preparation (Matt 27:62; Mark 15:42; Luke 23:54; 
John 19:31, 42). Use of this term may, however, be related 
to the fact that the following sabbath was, on this occasion, 
also the day of Passover (see John 19:14). Units of seven 
days are mentioned in the legislation about the festival of 
weeks which was to be celebrated 50 days after the waving 
of the barley omer. This 50-day period is divided into 
seven weeks and one day (cf. Deut 16:9-10; Lev 23:15- 
16). It should be added that in some texts the word “week” 
refers to a period of seven years (e.g., Lev 25:8; Dan 9:24— 
27; and throughout the pseudepigraphic book of Jubilees). 

2. The Month. The Hebrew Bible mentions months 
rather frequently but does not name them in a single 
manner throughout. In fact, it has been argued that there 
are three distinct systems of month names in the text. 

a. The Canaanite Month Names. It is often claimed that 
the early Israelites used lunar months and called them by 
names which they borrowed from their Canaanite neigh- 
bors. There are indeed some Canaanite month names in 
the Bible, and the word for month that is found with them 
is regularly yerah. It does not follow, however, that these 
months were lunar simply because this Hebrew word is 
etymologically related to the noun for moon (yaérééh) any 
more than it does that English-speaking people use lunar 
months because the term “month” is etymologically related 
to “moon.” It has been maintained that there are four 
Canaanite month names in the Hebrew Bible: Abib (Exod 
13:4; 23:15; 34:18; Deut 16:1 [=the first month]), Ziv 
(1 Kgs 6:1, 37 [=the second month]), Ethanim (1 Kgs 8:2 
[=the seventh month]), and Bul (1 Kgs 6:38 [=the eighth 
month]). The words “Abib” and “Ziv” have not been iden- 
tified in Canaanite or Phoenician sources, but the other 
two have. It is of some interest that the word AddeS is used 
with Abib (always) and with Ziv in one of its two occur- 
rences (1 Kgs 6:1), but it is not found with the remaining 
two names, which always appear with yerah. It is not clear, 
though, that the presence of two certain Canaanite month 
names in the Hebrew Bible indicates that the Israelites 
resorted to a full system of such names in an official 
calendar. The two undoubted Canaanite names and the 
name Ziv figure only in the account of Solomon’s building 
and dedication of the temple (which had noteworthy Ca- 
naanite connections), and even there the writer always tells 
the reader the corresponding number of the month. Con- 
sequently, one may be dealing with a special source at this 
point, and these month names may not have been in 
widespread or official use in Israel. In the parallel passages 
in 2 Chronicles the names are not given (for 1 Kgs 6:1 
(Ziv], see 2 Chr 3:2; for 1 Kgs 8:2 [Ethanim], cf. 5:3). If 
the ordinals which are added to these months correspond 
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with the time when they occurred in the year, these 
months would belong to a year which began in the spring. 

b. The Numbered Months. Biblical literature which was 
written just before, during, and after the Exile provides 
many dates and calendrical hints but again offers no 
systematic statement about the nature of the calendar(s) 
employed in Judah. The most noteworthy feature of the 
calendrical notices in these sources is their use of ordinal 
numbers to designate the twelve months. References to 
numbered months are infrequent in 1-2 Kings but are 
present in the temple-building section discussed above and 
in the last chapter of 2 Kings which describes the Babylo- 
nian capture of Jerusalem (25:1, 3, 8, 25, 27). Some schol- 
ars have concluded from their presence in this chapter 
and in Jeremiah that this system came into use in Judah at 
approximately the time of the Babylonian Exile. The fol- 
lowing works, many of which have undoubted priestly ties, 
use this nomenclature: the Priestly source; 1-2 Kings (with 
the exception of the Canaanite month names noted 
above); 1-2 Chronicles (where the Canaanite month 
names are eliminated from the temple section); Ezra (with 
one exception [6:15] in an Aramaic document in which 
the month when the Second Temple was completed is 
called Adar); Jeremiah; Ezekiel; Daniel (one example 
[10:4]); Haggai, and Zechariah (see 7:3-4; 8:19 for the 
fasts of the fourth, fifth, seventh, and tenth months). 

The schedules of holidays in these books are much more 
precise than in the earlier sources, which give only rather 
vague indications of dates for festivals. Ezekiel, in his 
blueprint for the restored temple and community (chaps. 
40-48), elaborates a cultic calendar (45:18—25; cf. 46:1) 
which includes 1/1] (the sanctuary is cleansed through 
sacrifice of a young bull); 1/7 (the same procedure as for 
1/1, but the sacrifice is for “anyone who has sinned 
through error or ignorance; so you shall make atonement 
for the temple” [45:20]); 1/14 (Passover, “and for seven 
days unleavened bread shall be eaten” [v 21]); 7/15 (a 
seven-day festival begins; it has the same sacrificial pre- 
scriptions as the days of unleavened bread [v 25]). Ezekiel 
also treats the sabbath (46:1—5) and mentions the day of 
the new moon (46:6; for the new moon celebration, see 
also 1 Sam 20:5, 18-19, 24-29; Hos 2:11; Amos 8:5). His 
remarkable calendar of holidays, which fails to mention 
the festival of weeks and proceeds from spring to autumn, 
draws no agricultural connections for any of the feasts. 

The most detailed schedule of festivals surfaces in the 
priestly parts of the Pentateuch. In these sections the dates 
are expressed by numbered months and numbered days 
within the months, and the first month 1s in the spring. If 
one combines the data from the relevant priestly peric- 
opes, one finds a full and precise list of festivals and 
observances: 

1/1-12: a special offering is to be presented on the first 
of each month (Num 28:1 1-15); 

1/14: Passover. Exod 12:2 specifies that the month of 
Passover is to be the first one of the year for the Israelites. 
The Passover lamb was to be selected on 1/10 and sacrificed 
on 1/14 (Exodus 12; Lev 23:5; Num 9:1—5; Num 28:16; cf. 
Josh 5:10). 

1/15—21: Festival of Unleavened Bread (Exod 12:18—19; 
Lev 23:6-8; Num 28:17—25). One noteworthy ceremony 
which is mentioned just after the laws about this festival in 
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Leviticus 23 is the waving of the omer by the priest (23:9— 
14). Lev 23:11 dates this ceremony to the “morrow of the 
sabbath”-—-a phrase whose ambiguity gave rise to disputes 
at a later time. The timing of the omer ceremony was 
especially significant because it determined the date of the 
festival of weeks. 

2/14: The Second Passover. It was meant for those who 
had become impure through contact with a dead body or 
who were away on a journey at the time of the first Passover 
(Num 9:6-14; cf. 2 Chr 30:1-22). 

3/2: The Festival of Weeks. Like Deut 16:9-12, Lev 
23:15-16 provides for a 50-day count (“fifty days to the 
morrow after the seventh sabbath” {v 16]) in calculating 
the date for the festival of weeks; but it names as the 
starting point for the count “the morrow after the sabbath, 
from the day that you brought the sheaf of the wave 
offering [=the omer] . . .” (v 15). It is striking, however, 
that no date for either the omer ceremony or the festival 
of weeks is given. In fact, even the month in which this 
second pilgrim feast occurs must be inferred from other 
data (cf. also Num 28:26—31; Acts 2). 

7/1: According to Lev 23:23-25, a “day of solemn rest” 
was to be observed on this date; it was to be “a memorial 
proclaimed with blast of trumpets” (v 24; see also Num 
29:1-6). This observance was apparently in addition to 
what Num 28:11-—15 requires for the first of each month. 
It is never called “New Year” (r6°s hass@nah) in the Bible. 

7/10: The Day of Atonement. Leviticus 16 provides the 
fullest description of the rites for this day; Lev 16:29; 
23:27 and Num 29:7 furnish the date. 

7/1521: The Festival of Tabernacles. The date is given 
in Lev 23:34, 39; and Num 29:12—-34. Both of these 
chapters alsc mention an eighth day (Lev 23:39; Num 
29:35), though they indicate that the festival itself lasts just 
seven days (Lev 23:34, 36, 39, 42; Num 29:12-34). It was 
during this festival that Solomon dedicated the temple (1 
Kgs 8:2, 65-66 [the eighth day is noted again]; 2 Chr 5:3; 
7:8—10 [a “solemn assembly” was held on the eighth day), 
and it was this celebration that Jeroboam redated to 8/15 
(1 Kgs 12:32--33). 

From these books which refer to months by ordinal 
numbers rather than names one can infer some additional 
information about them. First, that there were twelve 
months follows from lists such as those in 1 Kgs 4:7-19 
and 1 Chr 27:1—15 and from the fact that no source ever 
mentions a higher number (2 Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31 
mention the twenty-seventh or twenty-fifth day of the 
twelfth month as the date for King Jehoiachin’s release; cf. 
Ezek 32:1; the dates in the book of Esther are discussed 
below). That is, these texts never mention an intercalary 
month as nearly as one can tell. Second, the priestly 
chronologica) notes which dot the flood story suggest how 
long these months lasted. On 2/17 the waters begin to 
come (7:11); they then rise for 150 days (7:24; cf. 8:3). On 
7/17 the ark comes to rest on a mountain (8:4), and on 
10/1 the summits of the mountains become visible (8:5). 
By 1/1 the following year the water had disappeared, and 
on 2/27 the earth was completely dry (8:13—14). It appears 
that the 150 days of 7:24 and the five months from 2/17 to 
7/17 refer to the same span of time. This would imply 
months of 30 days. It has also been argued that the length 
of the flood (one year and ten days) may be related to the 
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fact that a solar year is approximately ten days longer than 
a lunar one, although in a lunar calendar five months 
would not total 150 days. 

The practice of numbering months continued for a long 
time and is attested in some Jewish writings which postdate 
the Hebrew Bible. Some examples are Judith (2:1; cf. 
4:13); 1-2 Maccabees; Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs; the 
Assumption of Moses; 1 Esdras (14:22, 48); 2 Baruch (77:18); 
Jubilees; 1 Enoch (72-82); 2 Enoch (1:1); Pseudo-Philo (23:1- 
3, 14); and the Dead Sea Scrolls (on which see below). 

c. The Babylonian Month Names. Yet another practice 
which appears in the latest CT literature is to employ the 
Hebrew equivalents of the Babylonian month names. One 
finds this custom in Ezra (once), Nehemiah, Esther, and 
Zechariah—all of which are postexilic books. It is well 
known from later sources that the names which Jewish 
people gave to the months were borrowed from the Baby- 
lonian language: As j. Ros Has. 1.56d says, “They carried 
the names of the months back with them from Babylonia.” 
These names are used alone at times but they also figure 
in combination with numbered months. The practice of 
using the Babylonian month names was a product of the 
Judeans’ exilic and perhaps postexilic contact with the 
Babylonians and Persians (who borrowed the names from 
the Babylonians). The Babylcnian months were lunar, and 
the year began in the spring. It is obvious that the Jewish 
use of the month names entailed that the same features 
were transferred to the Jewish calendar. The following 
Babylonian names appear in the biblical sources: 


Babylonian Names Hebrew Eq:uvalents 
1. Nisanu 1. Nisan (Neh 2:1; Esth 3:7 { = first]) 
2. Aiaru 2. 
3. Simanu 3. Sivan (Esth 8:9 [ =third]) 
4. Duzu 4. 
5. Abu 5. 
6. Ululu 6. Elul (Neh 6:15) 
7. Tashritu 2 
8. Arahsamnu 8. 
9. Kislimu 9. Chislev (Neh 1:1; Zech 7:1 
[ =ninth]) 
10. Tebutu 10. Tebet (Esth 2:16 [=tenth]) 
11. Shabatu 11. Shebat (Zech 1:7 [=eleventh]) 
12. Addaru 12. Adar ‘Ezra 6:15; Esth 3:7, 13; 


8:12; 9:1, 15, 17, 19, 21 
[ =twelfth]) 


The twelfth month occurs so frequently in the book of 
Esther because it was during that month that the events 
which gave rise to the annual festival of Purim took place. 
According to Esth 9:21, Mordecai gave orders that all the 
Jews in the Persian Empire were to “keep the fourteenth 
day of the month Adar and also the fifteenth day of the 
same, year by year... .” 

The Hebrew Bible, then, exhibits at least traces of three 
methods for naming months: with names, some of which 
are attested in Canaanite sources; by ordinal numbers; 
and by Babylonian month names. But in no case does one 
learn the lengths of all the months, nor is intercalary 
procedure ever described. It has been held that 1 Kgs 
12:32 (Jeroboam dated a festival to 8/15, not 7/15 as in 
Jerusalem), 2 Chr 30:1—4 (Hezekiah’s Passover was cele- 
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brated on 2/14 rather than 1/14), and Ezek 4:5 (the 
prophet lies on his left side for 390 days) point toward 
intercalation of one month in some years; but these pas- 
sages are far from making the case even plausible, much 
less compelling. One also learns nothing about the meth- 
ods used for determining the beginning of a month. 

3. The Year. There is no statement in the Bible about 
how long a year lasted, and the data about its beginning 
are confusing. Scholars have argued from different sets of 
facts that the year was thought to begin in either spring or 
autumn. A widely held position has been that an autumnal 
New Year was observed in preexilic times, while a vernal 
New Year came into vogue in the postexilic age. Some have 
also maintained (e.g., Thiele) that the kingdom of Judah 
began the year in autumn but the realm of Israel placed it 
in the spring. In treating a question of this sort, for which 
the evidence is sparse and difficult, it is important to 
remember that simultaneously there could be different 
inceptions for different sorts of New Years. This point is 
made abundantly clear by the famous passage in m. Ros 
Has. 1:1: “There are four ‘New Year’ days: on the Ist of 
Nisan is the New Year for kings and feasts; on the Ist of 
Elul is the New Year for the Tithe of Cattle (R. Eleazar and 
R. Simeon say: The Ist of Tishri); on the Ist of Tishri is 
the New Year for [the reckoning of] the years [of foreign 
kings], of the Years of Release and Jubilee years, for the 
planting [of trees] and for vegetables; and the 1st of Shebat 
is the New Year for [fruit] trees (so the School of Shammai; 
and the School of Hillel say: On the 15th thereof)” (trans. 
Danby). 

a. The Earlier Evidence. As one might expect, there is 
inconclusive evidence from the earlier biblical literature. 
The festival calendars of the sources J and E are often 
cited in this context as indications that the year began in 
the autumn in preexilic times. The J material is found in 
Exod 34:18—24. There the first holiday (unleavened bread) 
is dated to the month of Abib (i.e., the first spring month); 
the festival of weeks is not dated other than by its associa- 
tion with the wheat harvest; but the “feast of ingathering” 
is to be observed at the “year’s end” (tégtpat hassanah [v 
22]). The phrase here more literally means the “turn of 
the year” and clearly expresses the fact that at this point 
(this must be in autumn) the year has reached a significant 
juncture. In E (Exod 23:10—17) similar information ap- 
pears, but the “feast of ingathering” is located “at the end 
of the year” (bés@t haitanah |v 16]). Hence, in the two “epic” 
sources, the list begins with a vernal and concludes with an 
autumnal holiday (cf. also Deut 16:1-17). From the two 
Hebrew expressions just quoted, a number of scholars have 
inferred that the year ended in the autumn. Here, how- 
ever, it should be observed that one is dealing with an 
agricultural cycle which is not necessarily the same as a 
calendar year. It is obvious that the agricultural year 
concludes with the fall harvest, but whether one may 
deduce from that fact that a calendrical year did as well is 
quite another question. It seems safer to say with D. J. A. 
Clines: “. . . references to the ‘end’ (sé?) or the ‘turn’ 
(téqiipah) of the year in the autumn invariably have to do 
with the cycle of the agricultural year or of the festival 
calendar insofar as it is based on the agricultural seasons, 
and therefore they are irrelevant to the question of the 
beginning of the calendar year of months” (1974: 29). 
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In this connection it is interesting to compare the so- 
called Gezer calendar which undoubtedly dates from 
preexilic times (ca. 925 B.c. according to Albright). It reads 
as follows (ANET 320 [trans. Albright}): 


His two months are (olive) harvest [sp], 
His two months are planting (grain), 
His two months are late planting; 
His month is hoeing up of flax. 
His month is harvest of barley, 
His month is harvest and feasting; 
His two months are vine-tending, 
His month is summer fruit. 


As in J and E, the times of the year are identified by 
agricultural phenomena. The order of the twelve months 
is from autumn to summer, and the list begins with the 
process (sp) that marks the end of the cycle in J and E. 
Unfortunately, one does not know what the status of this 
“calendar” was and what purpose it served. 

b. The Later Evidence. The dating systems in which the 
months are numbered or given Babylonian names place 
the first month (= Nisan) in the spring as the Babylonians 
did. It is difficult to determine when the numbered system 
was first introduced, but there is no clear evidence that it 
preceded the time immediately before the Babylonian 
Exile. Jer 36:9, 22 indicate that the ninth month occurred 
during the winter; this would be true only in a system 
which began in the spring. But there is other evidence of 
a conflicting nature. For example, if one pairs the dates in 
Neh 1:1 (Chislev [=the ninth month] in the twentieth year, 
apparently of King Artaxerxes) and 2:1 (Nisan [=the first 
month] in the king’s twentieth year) it is apparent that the 
monarch’s regnal years were calculated from some time 
other than a Nisan inception of the year. If the year began 
with Nisan 1, this Chislev and Nisan would be in different 
years. These dates are consistent with a fall inception of 
the year. But as one is here dealing with the regnal years 
of a Persian king, it is not clear that these dates indicate 
anything about a Jewish calendar. It is well known, of 
course, that in later Judaism 7/1 became the day of New 
Year, although Nisan continued to be regarded as the first 
month. To add to the puzzle, Lev 25:8—9 prescribes that 
the jubilee years were to begin on 7/10. Thus, the practice 
or practices before the Exile remain unclear, while there 
is evidence later for both a vernal and an autumnal incep- 
tion of the year. Depending upon the topic under consid- 
eration, the autumnal New Year may have been calculated 
from different dates. 


B. Sources Outside the Hebrew Bible 

One encounters fuller calendrical details in Jewish doc- 
uments which were not included in the Hebrew Bible. 

1. The Elephantine Papyri. The earliest of these extra- 
biblical sources are the Aramaic papyri of the Jewish 
military colony in Elephantine on the Nile River. There 
are some 38 papyri that bear dates, and 22 of these have 
double or synchronized dates (Egyptian and Persian/Jew- 
ish). In the papyri one finds all twelve of the Babylonian/ 
Persian month names: 
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Nisan (A. E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri 21) 

Iyyar (Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Ara- 
maic Papyri 14) 

Sivan (Kraeling 1; 5) 

Tammuz (Aramaic Papyri 30; Kraeling 6) 


Ab (Aramaic Paypri 14) 


Elul (Aramaic Papyri 5; 20; Kraeling 3) 
Tishri (Aramaic Papyri 15; Kraeling 4; 7; 8) 
Marcheshvan (Aramaic Papyri 17; 30; 31; Kraeling 9) 
Chislev (Aramaic Papyri 6; 8; 10; 13; 25) 
Tebeth (Aramaic Papyri 26) 

Shebat (Aramaic Papyri 28) 

Adar (Aramaic Papyri 61; 67; Kraeling 10) 


Horn and Wood (1954) were able to draw no certain 
conclusions about whether the Jews of Elephantine had 
fashioned a precalculated, fixed calendar but noted strong 
similarities with the Babylonian system. There is no evi- 
dence among the Elephantine documents for intercala- 
tion. Horn and Wood argued that Kraeling’s text (BMAP 
6) implied a civil year that ran from fall to fall, but this has 
been disputed. 

2. The Wadi ed-Daliyeh Papyri. Though these mid- 
4th-century B.c.£. Samaritan papyri have not yet been 
published in full, the available evidence indicates that the 
authors usecl the Babylonian month names. Papyrus | 
reads: “on the twentieth day of Adar, year 2 (the same 
being) the accession year of Darius the king, in the prov- 
ince of Samaria” (Cross 1974: 19). 

3. 1 Enoch 72~82. The next book in chronological order 
is the Astronomical Book of Enoch (1 Enoch 72-82), a work 
which appears to date from no later than the 3d century 
B.C.E. It is preserved in Ethiopic, but fragments of the work 
in the original Aramaic have been found among the Dead 
Sea Scrolls. These indicate that the original text was prob- 
ably much longer than the Ethiopic version of it. Here for 
the first time an extant Jewish document describes a full 
calendar; or, more precisely, the angel Uriel reveals its 
details to Enoch. In fact, it sketches two systems: a solar 
calendar of 264 days (72:32; 74:10, 12; 75:2; 82:4—6) and 
a lunar one of 354 days (73:1—-17; 78:6-17). The solar year 
of 364 days takes a schematic form (the months are again 
numbered, not named): months 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, and 11 
have 30 days. while months 3, 6, 9, and 12 have 31 (72:6- 
32). From statements in the book about the relative lengths 
of day and night at different times in the year, it is obvious 
that the author thought the year began just after the vernal 
equinox (which is in the twelfth month). The summer 
solstice then falls in the third month, the autumnal equi- 
nox in the sixth, and the winter solstice in the ninth. 
Nothing is said about intercalary months, but this calen- 
dar, in which each date falls on the same day of the week 
every year (since 364 is exactly divisible by 7), is compared 
with a 354-day lunar arrangement (74:12—-16; in 74:10-11 
a 360-day solar calendar is compared to a 354-day lunar 
one—that is, the epagomenal days are not considered in 
these calculations). It is not clear why the author extends 
the comparison to eight years since in each year the lunar 
is ten days shorter than the solar year. But for neither the 
solar nor the lunar year does the writer mention interca- 
lation; every year has the same number of days (cf. also 
78:15-17; 79:3-5 where the lunar year is divided into 
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twelve months: 1-3, 7-9 have 30 days; 4—6, 10-12 have 29 
[but 78:9 mentions a month with 28 days]). 

4. The Book of Jubilees. Vhe intriguing solar calendar 
of J Enoch 72-82 was later advocated by other writers. The 
most vigorous of these would be the author of the book of 
Jubilees (ca. 150 B.c.) who strongly defended this solar 
arrangement against any sort of lunar calendar. In it an 
angel of the divine presence: (thus here too it comes by 
revelation) tells Moses: “Now you command the Israelites 
to keep the years in this number—364 days. Then the year 
will be complete and it will not disturb its time from its 
days or from its festivals because everything will happen in 
harmony with their testimony. They will neither omit a 
day nor disturb a festival” (€:32). In the sequel the same 
angel predicts: “There will be people who carefully ob- 
serve the moon with lunar cbservations because it is cor- 
rupt (with respect to) the seasons and is early from year to 
year by ten days” (6:36 (both passages are from Charles’ 
translation]). In other words, the author does not simply 
compare calendars as in J Enoch; he is decidedly for the 
solar one and implacably against the lunar arrangement 
which entails that sacred days are profaned and profane 
ones are sanctified (6:34, 3’"). It would be interesting to 
know the historical background against which the author 
wrote (see Dan 7:25 for a hint about a change of calen- 
dars), but it was apparently a time of calendrical dispute— 
at least for this writer, who was convinced that the 364-day 
solar calendar was the divine and anciently revealed sys- 
tem. It seems that Judilees, too, does not deal with the 
problem of intercalation, although it has been claimed that 
6:31, 33, which prohibit “transgressing” the proper year, 
originally read “intercalate” (the two words would be iden- 
tical in a Hebrew consonantal text). In whichever way these 
verses are read, the result is the same: there is no interca- 
lation, so that festivals, which had agricultural ties, would 
soon be celebrated at the wrong time relative to the agri- 
cultural cycle. 

Jubilees, with its special calendar (months are again num- 
bered), is able to provide a precise date for the festival of 
weeks—something not found in any earlier source. The 
author dates it to 3/15 (15:1 [“in the third month, in the 
middle of the month”]; 44:t—5) and associates this date 
with the covenants made with Noah (6:17—-22), Abram 
(14:20), and Moses (cf. 1:1). Though Jubilees does not 
mention the ceremony of waving the omer, its calendar 
implies that it occurred on 1/26 (that is, the day after the 
sabbath [= the morrow of the sabbath] which follows the 
festival of unleavened bread). The book also mentions that 
the first days of months 1. 4, 7, and 10 were special 
memorial days (each recalls an incident during the flood 
(6:23-29]); and it speaks ra:her vaguely about times for 
the second tithe of “seed,” wine, and oil (32:10—14). Fi- 
nally, Jubilees claims that the day of atonement was insti- 
tuted to mark the time when Jacob learned of Joseph’s 
“death” (34:17—19); and it, like several biblical works, notes 
an additional eighth day for the festival of tabernacles 
(32:4-29),. 

5. The Temple Scroll. The ‘femple Scroll found at Qumran 
(11QTemple) offers more extrabiblical information about 
the same calendar of twelve numbered months, the total 
of whose days was 364. The date of the document is 
uncertain. The editor Y. Yedin (1983) thought it came 
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from the time of John Hyrcanus (135-104 8.c.E.) or 
slightly earlier, while others argue that it was written closer 
to 200 B.c.E. As Yadin has unraveled the cultic calendar 
(especially in columns 12-29) found in this long but still 
fragmentary scroll, it can be sketched as follows: 


1/1-8 Days of Ordination for Priests 

1/14 Passover 

1/26 Waving of the Omer (= The Festival of 
Firstfruits of Barley) 

(2/14 The Second Passover (perhaps in a lost 
part of a column)] 

3/15 The Festival of Weeks (= The Festival of 
Firstfruits of Wheat) 

5/3 Festival of New Wine 

6/22 Festival of Oil 

6/23—-29(?) Festival of the Offering of Wood (cf. Neh 
10:34) 

7/1 Day of Remembrance 

7/10 Day of Atonement 

7/15-22 Festival of Booths 


A matter of special interest is the series of firstfruits 
festivals which the author describes and dates. In this 
system, as understood by Yadin, the day of the waving of 
the omer (1/26) and the festival of weeks (3/15) are sepa- 
rated, as the Bible prescribes, by seven full weeks. The 
count begins and ends on a Sunday. The same temporal 
span separates the festival of weeks (3/15) from the festival 
of new wine (5/3), and the latter occurs seven full weeks 
before the festival of oil (6/22). That is, the biblical pre- 
scriptions for calculating the date of the festival of weeks 
from the day the omer was waved have been extended to 
these other three firstfruits festivals. Indeed, very similar 
language is used in each case (see 18:10-13; 19:11-13; 
21:12-14; compare Jubilees 32:10—14). In calculating these 
exact dates, Yadin was dependent on several bits of data, 
an important one of which is a fragmentary statement 
from an unpublished Qumran ms which gives the date 
6/22 for a festival of oil (the Hebrew word used for oil— 
hsmn—is not the same as the one in the Témple Scroll for 
this festival—yshr). If one accepts this date as relevant for 
the festival of oil in the Temple Scroll, and if the last day of 
one count (i.e., the holiday itself) is also regarded as the 
first of the next count, every date mentioned fits the Enoch/ 
Jubilees 364-day solar calendar. 

6. Sectarian Texts. / Enoch, Jubilees, and the Temple Scroll 
may have been written before the Qumran community 
settled on the shores of the Dead Sea, but the presence of 
copies of each testifies to the fact that they were used and 
studied at the Essene settlement. Hence it is not surprising 
to discover that the 364-day calendar is also attested among 
the sectarian documents. Indeed, it has been surmised 
that a calendrical dispute with the priestly establishment 
in Jerusalem was a precipitating factor in the exodus of 
the Essenes from Jerusalem to the Dead Sea. Evidence that 
the group followed a calendar that differed from the 
mainline one appears in !QpHab 11:4—9 which indicates 
that the Wicked Priest—the archvillain for the covenanters 
and apparently the reigning high priest—appeared (at 
Qumran?) on the day of atonement. Since the ritual for 
this solemn day required that the high priest be at the 
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temple, it is highly unlikely that he would have chosen this 
day for settling accounts with the Teacher of Righteous- 
ness. A reasonable inference is that the day of atonement 
fell on different days for the two protagonists because they 
lived by different cultic calendars. 

It was clear when scholars began studying the scrolls 
that observance of the festivals at the proper time was a 
point that the authors considered worthy of emphasis 
(1QS 1:13-15), but the precise nature of the Qumran 
calendar was not demonstrated until several other texts 
were published. The only text which simply states that the 
year contains 364 days is “David’s Compositions”—part of 
the Cave 11 Psalms Scroll which the editor has dated paleo- 
graphically to the Ist century aA.p. It asserts, as it enumer- 
ates David’s literary output: “And he wrote 3,600 psalms; 
and songs to sing before the altar over the whole-burnt 
tamid offering every day, for all the days of the year, 364; 
and for the gorban {offering] of the Sabbaths, 52 songs; 
and for the gorban of the New Moons [the phrase should 
be translated “firsts of the months”] and for all the Solemn 
Assemblies and for the Day of Atonement, 30 songs” 
(11QPs4 27.4—8; Sanders’ translation). The last line (1.11) 
adds that David spoke all these “through prophecy which 
was given him from before the Most High.” 

There are several other indications in the scrolls that the 
same calendar was known and used. A text named Songs of 
the Sabbath Sacrifices (11 QShirShabb) appears to employ it, 
and the War Scroll refers to 26 priestly “heads of courses” 
(1QM 2.1), whereas 1 Chr 24:7-18 lists just 24 such 
courses or shifts of temple duty. If there were 26 priestly 
groups who rotated temple service (and it is known from 
other sources that each served for two weeks during a 
year—one week in the first part, one in the second), then 
the number fits a 52-week year (note the 52 “fathers of the 
congregation” in 1.1) exactly, unlike the number 24. Fur- 
ther information about the priestly courses comes from an 
unpublished document, parts of which J. T. Milik quoted 
in 1957. This text (4QMismarét {the term for the priestly 
shifts]) gives the name of the priestly family which was 
serving in the temple on the various holidays and also the 
number of the day within its week on which the festival 
fell. By using the list of priestly courses in 1 Chr 24:7-18, 
one can calculate exactly when the feasts were celebrated 
and every feast fits the dates known from Jubilees and the 
Temple Scroll. The available part of the text reads: 


The first year, its festivals 


On the third (day) in Maoziah—Passover [= 1/14] 
[On the first (day)] in Jedafiah]—the waving of 

the [omer] [= 1/26] 
On the fifth (day) in Seorim—the [Second] 

Passover {= 2/14] 
On the first (day) in Jeshua—the Festival of 

Weeks {= 3/15] 
[On] the fourth (day) in Maoziah—the Day of 

Remembrance (= 7/1] 
{On] the sixth (day) in Joiarib—the Day of 

Atonement [= 7/10} 
[On the fourth (day) in Jedajiah—the Festival 

of Booths [= 7/15] 
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One interesting feature of this list is that only names found 
in 1 Chr 24:7—18 are used. That is, though the year is 
divided into 26 periods of service, they are filled by 24 
groups. Consequently, the time of service for each group 
would vary from year to year. This appears to be the 
meaning of the reference to the “first year” in the initial 
line of the mixmdrét text. 

Milik has also discussed some texts which evidence a 
concern to svnchronize this 364-day system with a lunisolar 
calendar which had 354 days in a year, with one 30-day 
month added every third year. He has mentioned a line 
from the mi‘mdarét text which reads: “in the sixth (day) in 
Jehezkel, on the 29th in the 22nd of the eleventh (month).” 
He has interpreted the extra date (the 29th) as a reference 
to the same date in a Junisolar calendar, while 11/22 would 
be its equivalent in the 364-day system. He has also alluded 
to a six-year priestly roster which he thinks reflects the 
sect’s interest in synchronizing its calendar with this sche- 
matic lunisclar one. The two would synchronize every 
three years, Dut it would take six years for the time of duty 
of one’s course to return to its original period in the vear. 

7. Solar and Lunar Calendars. The 364-day calendar 
was known and perhaps practiced from at least the 3d 
century B.c.&. to the Ist century a.p. If it was used over 
such a span of time, the issue of intercalation would have 
become acu:e as each year the calendar would deviate 
another 1% days from the true solar year. The earlier 
sources (1 Enoch, Jubilees {though see the comment on 
6:31, 33 above], and the Temple Scroll) fail to deal with the 
problem, while some of the scrolls appear to show interest 
in synchronizing this arrangement with a schematic luni- 
solar calendar. It should be noted that this dearth of 
information about intercalation within the 364-day calen- 
dar is more than balanced by the complete lack of infor- 
mation in the sources about what may have been the 
calendar of the “mainline” Jewish community during these 
centuries. About this no contemporary or near contempo- 
rary source supplies any details. It may be that the 364-day 
calendar was followed only by fringe groups; even so, 
much more is known about it than about what might have 
been the calendar of the Jerusalem authorities in different 
parts of the Second Temple period. The present-day Jew- 
ish calendar evolved over several centuries in a process that 
can be tracec. in postbiblical texts. A complete list of month 
names can be found in Megillat TaSanit (perhaps written in 
the Ist century a.p.), and the Mishnah (edited in approxi- 
mately a.p. 200) reflects the rabbis’ knowledge about the 
intercalary “second Adar” (m. Meg. 1:4; m. Ned. 8:5). The 
19-year cycle in which an extra month is added to seven 
lunar years is attributed to Hillel II (ca. 358-59) but may 
be post- Talmudic. 

8. The 364-Day Calendar and the Date of the Last 
Supper. One additional note should be added about the 
364-day calendar. A. Jaubert (1957) has argued that the 
presence of two calendars in Judaism at approximately the 
time of Jesus can be used to solve the old problem of when 
Jesus and his disciples celebrated the Last Supper. The 
difficulty is as follows: in the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus and 
his disciples celebrate the Supper as a Passover meal which 
was eaten near sundown on Friday as Nisan 15 began (Matt 
26:17-19; Mark 14:12; Luke 22—7-13); but John implies 
that the meal was eaten on Thursday as Nisan 14 began 
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(18:28; 19:14, 31, 42) and that Jesus was crucified at the 
time when the Passover lambs were being slaughtered. 
Jaubert maintained that the difference reflected use of two 
calendars—one by the Synoptic writers (the 364-day sys- 
tem), another by John (a lunisolar calendar). Her solution, 
while it has proved attractive to some, founders on the 
complete lack of evidence elsewhere that Jesus or his 
disciples used the 364-day calendar. There is reason to 
think that the different timing for the meal in the gospel 
of John may be motivated more by theological than by 
historical concerns. That is, he wished to present Jesus as 
the Passover lamb of God whose death symbolized re- 
demption. For further discussions, see HJ/P2 1: 587-601. 
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CALF. See ZOOLOGY. 
CALF, GOLDEN. See GOLDEN CALE 


CALIGULA (EMPEROR) Gaius (Caligula) was born in 
12 c.g. and was the third son of the Roman military leader 
Germanicus and Agrippina the elder (Suet. Claud. 8). Asa 
young boy he accompanied his parents on the German 
frontier and the soldiers nicknamed him “Caligula” for 
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the miniature military boots (caligulae) that he wore (Tac. 
Ann. 1.41.69; Suet. Calig. 9; and Dio Cass. 47.5). 

By his 19th year, his father, mother, and two elder 
brothers had been murdered. After the fall of Sejanus in 
32 c.e., Caligula was adopted by the Emperor Tiberius, 
with whom he lived on the island of Capreae. Caligula was 
elected pontifex in 31 c.E. and quaestor in 33 c.e. When 
Tiberius died in 37 c.£., Caligula (who had been appointed 
joint heir in Tiberius’ will) was supported by the praetorian 
prefect Macro and was immediately hailed as princeps by 
the senate. Soldiers who loved the house of Germanicus 
enthusiastically supported the new emperor and were par- 
ticularly pleased by the honor he showed to the memory 
of his relatives who had died treacherously by the hand of 
Tiberius. 

Caligula ruled equitably for his first six months, after 
which time there was a rapid degeneration in the emper- 
or’s character (Josephus Ant 18.256). The emperor’s insan- 
ity, manifesting itself through his inordinate lusts, mega- 
lomania, and sadism, appeared to have been precipitated 
by a grave illness, which was purportedly caused by a 
reaction in his brain to an aphrodisiac. Caligula’s behav- 
ioral change was also concomitant with the death of his 
grandmother Antonia, who may have been a restraining 
influence in the young emperor’s life. Unlike his predeces- 
sors, Caligula took his own claims to divinity seriously and 
rigorously enforced emperor worship. 

At the beginning of his principate, Caligula released 
from prison his friend Herod Agrippa, who had been 
incarcerated by Tiberius. In addition to his freedom, Ca- 
ligula gave Agrippa a gold chain supposedly equal in 
weight to the iron chain that had bound him in prison. 
Agrippa was appointed by the emperor to rule the terri- 
tory that his uncle Philip the tetrarch had once governed 
until his death three years prior, along with Abilene, which 
had been governed by the tetrarch Lysanias. Caligula also 
granted the title of “king” to Agrippa (Josephus JW 2.181; 
Ant 18.236ff.). 

Herodias was Agrippa’s sister, and wife of Antipas. 
Herodias, motivated by envy for her brother’s elevation to 
the station of a client king, urged her husband to petition 
the emperor for a similar title. Against his will, Antipas 
complied with his wife’s request. Agrippa used the oppor- 
tunity to accuse his brother-in-law, by letter to Caligula, of 
treason. Caligula exiled Antipas and Herodias chose to 
accompany him. Galilee and Peraea, formerly under the 
rule of Antipas, were added at this me (39 c.z.) to the 
dominions of Agrippa. 

While there is no direct evidence to suggest that Caligula 
was responsible for any formal persecution of Christians, 
his short reign was plagued by problems with the Jews. In 
38 c.E. a severe anti-Jewish riot occurred in Alexandria 
which was the result of a combination of factors, including 
the Greek majority’s rejection of the Jews’ claim to full 
citizenship, the Jews’ refusal to sacrifice to the emperor, 
and finally the duplicity of Flaccus, the Roman governor 
of Alexandria. The two parties sent delegations to Caligula 
in 40 c.e. Philo, who represented the Jews of Alexandria, 
has left a vivid account of what transpired. 

Eusebius, the early Church historian, states that Philo 
wrote five books on the troubles of the Jews under the 
reign of Gaius (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 2.5; see also 2.6 and 2.18). 
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Emil Schtrer, the eminent historian of the Jews in the age 
of Jesus, suggested that Philo’s Contra Flaccum and the 
Legatio were the third and fourth books, the rest having 
perished. Other scholars have suggested, on the contrary, 
that the extant Legatio is a mutilated form of the work to 
which Eusebius referred, originally existing in five books 
(see PHILO OF ALEXANDRIA). 

Another severe incident took place in 40 c.z. when the 
Jews of the Judaean town of Jamnia destroyed an altar that 
the Greeks had set up in honor of Caligula. Caligula 
responded by issuing a decree that the places of worship 
should be converted into shrines for the imperial cult. 
Orders were sent to Publius Petronius, the governor of 
Syria, to erect a statue of the emperor in the guise of Zeus 
in the Jerusalem Temple. Agrippa realized the potentially 
devastating consequences of the decree and persuaded 
Caligula to rescind his order. Not long afterward, Caligula 
and his family were murdered. 
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CALL STORIES (GOSPELS). Stories of individuals 
being called to a life of discipleship are a common feature 
of religious and philosophical biography in antiquity (e.g., 
Philostr. VA 1.19; 4.1, 24; 8.21; Porph. Plot. 19-20; and, in 
general, Bieler 1935-36: 1.122-29). The Gospels contain 
similar accounts of the miraculous effect of Jesus’ call to 
discipleship. What distinguishes these narratives, however, 
is the importance placed on the initiative of Jesus and the 
demand for an immediate and unconditional response on 
the part of the prospective disciples (Mark 1:16—20; 2:14; 
5:18-19; 10:17-22; 10:46-52; Luke 5:1-11; 9:57-62; 
John 1:35-51). On this the tradition is unambiguous: one 
can become a disciple of Jesus only on the basis of a call 
(TDNT 4: 444; Schweizer 1978: 394). Indeed, there is not 
a single instance in all the synoptic tradition of an individ- 
ual successfully volunteering to become a disciple. Nor do 
the Johannine call stories differ fundamentally in this 
regard (John 1:35—-51; cf. 6:65; 10:3-5, 14, 26-28; 15:16; 
21:20-22). 

Bultmann classified the call stories of the synoptic tradi- 
tion under the rubric of “biographical apothegms” and 
compared them to Elijah’s call of Elisha in 1 Kings 19 
(1963: 28-29). However, if analyzed strictly on the basis of 
literary form, these stories are closer to the ancient rhetor- 
ical category of the chreia, or anecdote, a brief narrative 
relating a striking saying or deed of some individual. The 
chreia was a popular literary form and became one of the 
major vehicles of biographical characterization in antiquity 
(Momigliano 1971: 23, 76). This is shown by the anecdotal 
nature of Xenophon’s Memorabilia, Plutarch’s Lives, Lu- 
cian’s Demonax, and Diogenes Laertius’ Lives of the Philoso- 
phers, to cite only the most well known examples. It should 
not be surprising therefore if examples of chreiai are also 
to be found in the Gospels (Dibelius 1934: 160). 

Bultmann’s comparison with Elijah’s call of Elisha also 
stands in need of correction. Although the language and 


CALL STORIES 


structure of Flijah’s call of Elisha appear to be a prececient 
for the synoptic call stories (8 Kgdms [LXX] 19:19-21 is 
similar to Mark), a careful reading reveals at least one 
important difference. Elisha consents to follow Elijah only 
on the conditien that he be allowed to return home and bid 
farewell to his family. It is just this kind of precondition 
that is explicitly rejected by Jesus in Luke 9:61—62. Jesus 
instead warns his hearers that the leniency demonstrated 
by Elijah shal! not be extended to his prospective disciples. 
Unless the response to Jesus’ call is immediate and uncon- 
ditional it is invalid (cf. Luke 9:59-60). 

One looks in vain for anything similar to this in the OT 
or subsequen Jewish literature. Nor are there any rabbinic 
stories of “calling” and “following after” analogous to those 
in Mark and Q. Whereas in the Gospels the decisive call 
comes from Jesus himself, entry into a rabbinic school is 
based generally on the initiative of the prospective pupil 
(TDNT 4: 444, 447). In contrast, Jesus is portrayed in the 
gospel call stories much like the wandering philosopher- 
teacher in Greek tradition who gathers disciples of his own 
choosing (Robbins 1982: 221-22, 233). A number of anal- 
ogies can be found in the biographies of various philoso- 
phers, as Socrates’ call of Xenophon and Crates’ cal] of 
Zeno illustrate (Diog. Laert. 2.48; 7.2—-3). The similarities 
between these accounts and the gospel call stories are 
striking. Cast in the form of anecdotes, they describe the 
sudden call of individuals engaged in the ordinary affairs 
of life, and their immediate response is characterized by a 
willingness tc follow. These and other examples demon- 
strate that the gospel call stories exhibit many of the 
features of thie Greek philosophical call story. They show 
the same typical situations and actions, and often employ 
the same vocabulary. They also serve the same function, 
namely, to draw attention to Jesus as the ideal teacher and 
to give expression to a particular understanding of the 
nature of discipleship. In other words, a Hellenistic form 
portraying how the ideal sage gathers disciples was 
adapted by certain early Christian writers to describe the 
relationship of Jesus to his disciples. 

Not all NT cali stories appear in a condensed form. 
Some, for example, have been expanded so that in place 
of a terse saying one may find a longer one or even a 
dialogue. The description of the setting, moreover, may 
require several sentences and the original saying or ceed 
may be explained or its effects described (Dibelius 1934: 
155-56). This is illustrated by the Johannine form of the 
call of the first disciples (John 1:35~—51). Here the author 
has reworked the call stories of Mark 1:16—20 by elaborat- 
ing the description of the setting, introducing dialogue, 
and focusing attention on the divine character of Jesus. In 
a different way, the author of Luke 5:1—-11 has taken over 
the call stories of Mark 1:16—20 and transformed them 
into a story about a miraculous catch of fish. The miracle, 
however, assumes secondary importance, while the essen- 
tial point of the call story has been retained: the disciples 
respond to Jesus by leaving everything and following him. 
The logion about “fishers of men” may have suggested this 
elaboration. Another example of a call story transposed 
into a miracle story occurs in the account of the healing of 
Bartimaeus in Mark 10:46—52 (Achtemeier 1978: 115-45; 
Steinhauser ] 983: 204-6). 

In order for a call to succeed, the initiative must come 
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from Jesus himself and the prospective disciple must re- 
spond immediately and unconditionally. When either of 
these components is missing the story inevitably ends in 
failure. This is illustrated by the collection of three “unsuc- 
cessful” call stories in Luke 9:.57—62 which are intended to 
describe inappropriate attitudes about the nature of disci- 
pleship (cf. Mark 5:18-19; 10:17-22). Indeed, they func- 
tion as caricatures of the successful call story insofar as 
they represent basic misunderstandings of what it means 
to follow Jesus. The first claimant approaches Jesus with 
the boast, “I will follow you wherever you go”; the other 
two also appear willing to follow, but only if certain condi- 
tions are met: “Let me first go and bury my father” and 
“Let me first say farewell to those at my home.” All three, 
however, are rejected by Jesus with an extreme, even bi- 
zarre, pronouncement. Jesus counters the heroic gesture 
of the first claimant by pointing dramatically to the dan- 
gers a life of discipleship would entail. In following Jesus, 
the homeless wanderer, one is even more exposed and 
vulnerable than the animals themselves (Luke 9:58; cf. 
Matt. 8:19—20). Similarly, Jesus’ call supersedes all ties to 
an individual’s home and family (as well as to occupation 
and possessions, cf. Mark 1:16—20; 2:14; 10:17-22). Not 
even the requirement of burying one’s father can come 
between Jesus and his disciple. Examples of “unsuccessful” 
call stories can also be found in Greek biography (e.g., 
Diog. Laert. 6:36: Diogenes the Cynic). 

Although the gospel call stories do not contain an ex- 
plicit theory of discipleship, due in large part to their 
anecdotal nature, they do imply one. First, they presup- 
pose an anthropological dualism. That is, 2 humanity 
divided into two camps: in religious terms, the saved and 
the lost; and in philosophical terms, the wise and the 
foolish. This dualism, however, is concealed from the eyes 
of the world. The call story shows us ordinary, indeed 
disreputable, individuals (e.g., fishermen and tax collec- 
tors) who do not appear to enjoy the necessary qualifica- 
tions for the religious life. The call by a divinely appointed 
agent functions in such a way as to disclose the true nature 
of the one called. It is an event which lies beyond human 
volition. One cannot decide to become a disciple of Jesus; 
the initiative rests solely with him. This idea is expressed 
clearly by Jesus in the fourth gospel: “You did not choose 
me, but I chose you” (John 15:16). And the transformation 
or conversion occurs instantaneously; there is no notion of 
preliminary training. In this respect, the synoptic call 
stories are not far from the Johannine understanding of 
discipleship. 

A second way in which the theory of discipleship implicit 
in the gospel call stories may be discerned is through the 
sayings or pronouncements which often form the climax 
of these accounts, for example: “I will make you fishers of 
men” (Mark 1:17); “Sell what you have and give it to the 
poor” (Mark 10:21); “Foxes have holes, birds of the air 
have nests, but the son of mar has nowhere to lay his head” 
(Luke 9:60); and “No one who puts his hand to the plow 
and looks back is fit for the kingdom of God” (Luke 9:62). 
Taken together, these sayings present a picture of disciple- 
ship characterized by lack of family, homelessness, pov- 
erty, and vulnerability. It is interesting to compare this 
understanding of discipleship with those collections of 
sayings which deal explicitly with the theme of discipleship 
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(e.g., Mark 8:34—38; 10:28-31; Luke 14:25—33). Although 
these collections have some points in common with the call 
stories, they betray later developments, particularly by 
(1) stressing the necessity of martyrdom in light of the 
death of Jesus, (2) introducing the idea of “rewards,” and 
(3) presenting views contrary to those found in the call 
stories (e.g., the idea of “counting the cost beforehand,” 
Luke 14:28-32). 
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Wuellner, W. 1967. The Meaning of “Fishers of Men.” Philadelphia. 
A. J. DROGE 


CALLISTHENES (PERSON) [Gk Kallisthenés]. A Syr- 
ian who helped set fire to the Temple gates in Jerusalem in 
the time of Judas Maccabeus (2 Macc 8:33). After Judas’ 
victory over the Syrian general Nicanor, Callisthenes and 
others of the Syrian army who had taken refuge in a small 
house were burned alive by the Jews for their part in 
setting fire to the gates of the Temple. This episode may 
be referred to in 2 Macc 1:7—8, in which case Callisthenes 
would have been a follower of Jason the Oniad. Goldstein 
(2 Maccabees AB, 338-41) notes that v 33 must continue 
the description of the victory over Nicanor and Gorgias 
which has been interrupted by vv 30-33, an account of 
the victory over Timotheus and Bacchides. The death of 
Callisthenes and his followers was considered divine rec- 
ompense, a favorite theme of Jason of Cyrene. Goldstein 
(2 Maccabees AB, 256, 341) cites other examples in 2 Macc 
5:9-10; 9:5-6, 28; 13:6-—8; 14:32-33. In Psalm 74:3-6 
(—Eng 74:4—7) the setting on fire of the sanctuary has 
been associated with this event. However, most commenta- 
tors stress that the description of this event in the psalm is 
too ambiguous to date historically (Anderson Psalms 
NCBC, 537-45; Kraus Psalmen BKAT, 514-15; Weiser 
Psalms OTL, 518-20). 
RussELL D. NELSON 


CALNEH (PLACE) [Heb kalnéh]. Var. CALNO. A city in 
Syria in the vicinity of Arpad and Aleppo (Isa 10:9; here 
Calno, Heb kalné). The conquest of Calneh by Tiglath- 
pileser III in his 8th year of reign (738 B.c.) was of such 
significance that it served as the Assyrian eponym desig- 
nation for that year. This was the same year in which 
Menahem of Israel gave tribute to Tiglath-pileser III, and 
it is therefore not remarkable that this crucial conquest is 
commemorated in the words of both Amos and Isaiah, 
who perceived Calneh’s defeat in recent history as an event 
which both foreboded the destruction in 722 B.c. of a less 
significant Israel (Amos 6:2) and prompted Assyria to self- 
delusions of invincibility (Isa 10:9). Located 300 miles N 
of Israel in Syria and thus closer to Assyria, it was inevitable 
that Calneh would experience the Assyrian threat earlier 
than Israel. The subsequent incorporation of Calneh into 
the Assyrian empire, with the accompanying payments 
and supplies which she was required to provide to Assyria, 
parallels the similar experience of Israel. 

The exact location of Calneh remains unconfirmed, 
possible sites including Kullan Kéy and Tell Ta‘yinat. In 
late 8th-century Assyrian texts the name appears as 
Kulni(a)/Kullani(a) and is probably to be identified with 
the Ki/unali/ua of earlier Assyrian texts, the capital and 
most important city of the state of Unqi (see J. D. Hawkins 
RLA 5: 597-8; 6: 305-6). If this identification is correct, 
then the site of Calneh is to be located somewhere in the 
Antioch plain on the basis of a 9th-century B.c. itinerary 
recording an Assyrian march through Syria (GARI 2, 
§584-85). This identification provides further parallels to 
Israel’s experience, for deportees from other Assyrian 
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campaigns were relocated and settled in this the former 
capital of Unqi. The vocalic fluctuation evident in Assyrian 
sources (even the reduction of the second vowel) accounts 
for the different spellings in Amos (kalnéh) and Isaiah 
(kainé), even though the initial patah (“a” vowel) in both 
remains unaccounted for. As elsewhere, the name of the 
new Assyrian province was derived from the name of the 
most important city in the province. The Canneh of Ezek 
27:23 which some scholars identify with Calneh is proba- 
bly a different locale. 

Although a Calneh appears in the Hebrew text of Gen 
10:10 (identical in form to Amos 6:2), the S Mesopotamian 
context suggests that this city attributed to Nimrod should 
be located near the renowned cities of Babylon, Uruk, and 
Agade and not the Syrian location of Amos 6:2. This 
awareness no doubt generated traditions that the Caineh 
of Gen 10:10 is to be identified with sites such as Nippur 
(6.Yoma 10a), but there is no Calneh attested in well-docu- 
mented S Mesopotamia, let alone of significant reputation 
to match the other three cities. Since a textual corruption 
is likely, possibly one should revocalize the text to read 
“and all of them” wékullandé (RSV). 

SAMUEL A. MEIER 


CALVARY (PLACE). See GOLGOTHA (PLACE). 


CAMEL. Irom the order Artiodactyla and the family 
Camelidae (even-toed ungulates). In the family there are 
six living species with two in the Old World: the dromedary 
(or one-humped camel: C. dromedarius) and the bactrian 
(or two-humped camel: C. bactrianus). (For distinctive zoo- 
logical characteristics, see Clutton-Brock 1981: 121-23.) 
The family is generally considered to have originated in 
North America but migrated to Asia by the end of the 
Pliocene, ca. 2 million B.P., since the earliest recovered 
fossils from the Siwalik Deposits in India belong to this 
period (for recent summaries, see Howell et al. 1969; 
Grigson 1985). It is difficult to determine which modern 
species inhabited SW Asia or what the early Holocene 
range and distribution might have been, but for the sake 
of practicality, most authors have suggested that the drom- 
edary was the species characteristic of SW Asia (Arabian 
peninsula) as opposed to the Inner Asian range of the 
bactrian (see Compagnoni and Tosi 1978 for suggested 
early Holocene ranges). Human association with camel 
remains in the Levant goes back to the Lower Paleolithic 
based on sparse finds at Ubeidiya in the Dead Sea area (1 
million p.p.) and the Acheulean at Latamne, Syria (ca. 
250,000 B.p.). Camel remains are more numerous at se- 
lected Middle Paleolithic sites such as Doura Cave in Syria 
(Takai 1974: 170) and Azraq in E Jordan (Clutton-Brock 
1970). (For a summary of Paleolithic finds in general, see 
Grigson 1983: 312.) Later remains have been reported 
from a Pre-Pottery Neolithic B context at Ain al Assad in 
Azraq (Kohler 1984: 201), and from the Pottery Neolithic 
at Shar-ha-Golan (Stekelis 1951: 16). At no site, however, 
are the remains particularly numerous or widespread 
enough to suggest that camels were ever a dietary staple in 
early human context in the Near East (for overall treat- 
ments, see Ripinsky 1975; Zarins 1982). (For rock art 
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depictions from the 7th—5th millennia B.c., showing 
speared camels from SW Arabia, see Anati 1968: 110 and 
fig. 74; Anati 1974: 234 and fig. 243; Zarins, Murad, and 
al-Yish 1981: pls. 36B, 34E, 35F, 11A.) By the advent of 
the Bronze Age, ca. 3000 B.c:., wild camels seem to have 
disappeared or to have been driven out of their natural 
habitat into the more inhospitable reaches of the Arabian 
peninsula and our understanding of their behavior pat- 
terns and ecological preference remains unclear (Grigson 
1983: 313). 

Biblical references to camels are still considered contro- 
versial, especially in the Genesis passages. Table 1 lists the 
occurrences in Old Testament usage: 


Table 1 


Text Person/Period 
Neh 7:69 tron II 


Context Sugg. Date 


return from exile c. 530 B.c. 


with camels 


Ezra 2:67 Iron III return from exile c. 530 B.c. 


with camels 


Isa 21:7 Iron I/II camel riders from  c. 600 B.c. 


desert 
30:6 camels among 
“beasts of the 
Negev” 
60:6 Midianite camels 
Ezek 25:5 Tron IVHI “People of the 
East” and 
Ammonites with 
camels 
camels of Qedar 
camels of the 
inhabitants of 
Hazor 


c. 600 B.c. 


Jer 49:29 
49:32 


Tron I/II c. 600 B.c. 


2 Kgs 8:9 Hazael/Ben Hadad _ camel loads of c. 850 B.c. 


goods 
1 Kgs 10:2 camels of Sheba __c. 950 B.c. 
bearing spices 
camels of Obil the c. 1000 B.c. 
Ishmaelite 


Solomon 


1 Chr 27:30 David 


12:40 camels used as 


pack animals 
5:21 camels as booty 
from Hagrites 


1 Sam 30:17 David the camels of 


Amalekites 


27:9 camels as booty 
from Shur 

“Chaldeans” 
raiding Job’s 
camels 


{Job 1:3, 1:17] 


1 Sam 15:3 Saul camels of c. 1050 B.c. 


Amalekites 


Judg 6:5 Gideon camel attacksof —_c. 1150 8.c. 
Midianites 

7:12 camel attacks of 
Midianites 

8:21, 26 camels of Zebah 


and Zalmunna 
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(Lev 11:4 = Deut 14:7] Mosaic Law prohibition 
against eating 
camel meat 


Exod 9:3 Pharaoh's camels —c. 1250 B.c. 
are plagued 
along with other 
herds in Egypt 

Midianites/ 
Ishmaelites 
going to Egypt 
with camel 
caravans 


Jacob’s flocks with 
Laban include 
camels as well as 
herd animals 
for Esau in the 
Seir area 


Moses 


Gen 37:25 Joseph c. 1300 B.c. 


Gen 32:15 
31:34 
30:43 


Jacob 


Gen 24:10-67 
12:16 


Abraham camels used for —c.? 
trip to Syria, 
included as 
bride price; 
Abraham in 
Egypt owns 
camels as part 
of larger herds 


From this brief look, we can see that references to camels 
in the OT fall into three groups. The third period, the 
latest, corresponds to the Iron Age II-III periods. The 
occurrence of camels in the greater Near East during this 
period, 900-400 B.c., is well documented (Eph‘al 1981). 
The second period, covering the use of camels from Jo- 
seph to Solomon, should fall within the archaeological 
periods labelled LB III and Iron I (1300-950 B.c.). In the 
OT, camels are consistently associated with people called 
Ishmaelites, Midianites, and Amalekites, located to the S 
and E of Israel and Judah proper. Therefore, it may be 
the case that domesticated camels were in use in the 
northwestern portion of the Arabian peninsula sometime 
in the mid-2d millennium B.c. among pastoral people with 
whom the Israelites had some acquaintance. 

This idea (already noted by Albright FSAC, 257, 287; 
ArchPal 206-7), can be affirmed from both independent 
inscriptional and archaeological data. The earliest mention 
of the camel as a domesticated animal occurs in the inscrip- 
tions of AsSur-bel-kala (1074-1057 B.c.) from Assyria. In 
an account dated to 1069 B.c., herds of camels are men- 
tioned as if they are curiosities to the people of Assyria 
(GARI, 55). It would appear then that the Assyrians were 
not familiar with domesticated camels much earlier than 
the late 2d millennium s.c. This is supported by other 
lines of evidence. For N Arabia and the S Levant, the 
occurrence of osteological camel remains follows the devel- 
opment of cultures involved in the S Arabian overland 
spice trade. This largely supports the pattern derivable 
from the Biblical references in Table 1. With direct Midi- 
anite association, however, we have only a sherd depicting 
a camel from Qurayya (Ingraham et al. 1981: pl. 79/14); 
but this sparse attestation is due to the lack of excavation. 
In the Wadi Arabah at Site 2, at a copper smelting camp 
dated to the Ramesside period (c. 1350—1150 B.c.), “sev- 
eral camel bones” were found with other faunal remains 
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(Rothenberg 1972: 105; Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). In a 
later report, the excavators mention that a “large quantity 
of camel bones” was uncovered at the 13th—12th-century- 
B.c. sites of Timna (Rothenberg and Glass 1983: 122, n. 
50). From Tell Jemmeh on the Gaza Strip, Wapnish identi- 
fies only seven camel bones from levels attributable to the 
14th-10th centuries B.c. (Wapnish 1982: 2; 1984: 171). 
Similarly at Heshbon in Jordan, camel remains are very 
infrequent from the earliest levels, 1230—1150 B.c. (Weiler 
1981: table 4). Two early Iron I “fortress” sites (Har Saad, 
Kadesh Barnea) found in the Negev and northern Sinai 
dating to ca. 1000 B.c. have been interpreted to represent 
a fundamental shift among pastoral nomads in the region, 
perhaps brought on by the advent of domesticated camels 
(Finkelstein 1984: 200 n. 4). This may be confirmed by 
Hakker-Orion, who states that camel bones in some quan- 
tity were found at Har Saad and Kadesh Barnea (1984: 
210). 

However, for our first phase, represented by the early 
Genesis accounts, the evidence for camel domestication 
remains frustratingly elusive. Part of our problem lies in 
the attempts to delineate domestic from wild camels on 
the basis of morphological change in the skeleton alone. 
This is not yet possible (Hoch 1979: 607; Clutton-Brock 
1981: 126; Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). Secondly, the region 
where this transition may have occurred first is far re- 
moved from the S Levant and N Arabia. Our best evidence 
to date comes from E Iran. From the site of Shahr-i- 
Sokhta, the excavators recovered not only osteological re- 
mains but also hair and dung. Found in a context datable 
to 2700 B.c., the remains led the excavators to argue that 
camel domestication began in Turkmenia and spread 
south (Compagnoni and Tosi 1978: 95-99). The domestic 
camel was apparently known to the inhabitants of the 
Indus Valley Civilization by 2300 s.c., although the species 
utilized remains open to question (Meadow 1984: 134 and 
references). 

From the Arabian peninsula proper, at the site of Umm- 
an-Nar, analysis of the osteological camel remains suggests 
tentative steps toward domestication. This idea is based on 
the unusual number of camel bones found, the age distri- 
bution of recovered material, and the cultural context 
(Hoch 1979: 613). This stimulus toward domestication may 
well have come from the Indus Valley (Zarins 1978). Camel 
remains from S Arabia, supporting the thesis that the 
center of domestication lay in the south, are not common, 
but again survey and excavation have been limited (Bulliet 
1975: 28-56). From Sihi, a shell midden on the S Red Sea 
coast, camel remains have been recovered in a late 3d— 
early 2d-millennium B.c. context or earlier (Zarins and 
Badr 1988; Grigson et al. fc.). The likelihood that camel 
remains will turn up at other sites of the 3d or 2d millen- 
nium B.C. is great with the recent archaeological activity 
along both the Red Sea coast (Tosi fc.) and highland Yemen 
(De Maigret 1981, 1984). Several bedouin sites from S 
Arabia dating to the mid—2d millennium s.c. have also 
yielded camel remains (Zarins et al. 1981: pls. 43A—B; 
Zarins et al. 1980: 23 n. 6). 

Based on this observed pattern it appears that domesti- 
cated camels arrived en masse in N Arabia and the S 
Levant only by the latter part of the 2d millennium B.c. 
Essentially, this confirms the biblical evidence outlined 
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above in Table 1. However, the problem of the earlier 
Genesis accounts is unresolved. Third-millennium ..c. 
camel remains from the S Levant are very rare. From Arad 
in an EB I context (ca. 2900 B.c.), a few bones have been 
found (Lernau 1978: 87); and from Bir Resisim in the N 
Negev in an =B IV context (ca. 1900 B.c.), several frag- 
ments have been reported (Hakker-Orion 1984: 209). It is 
unlikely that in both of these cases the remains represent 
domestic camels. Nonetheless, if we hold that the patriar- 
chal stories are essentially historical in outlook, we would 
not be totally amiss in suggesting that domestic camels nay 
have been known to the inhabitants of Syria-Palestine as 
early as the turn of the 3d millennium B.c. Conclusions 
concerning the utilization of the camel within the Arabian 
peninsula are summarized in Table 2. 


Table 2 
Suggested Domestication and Developmental Model 
for Camel Nomads of the Arabian Peninsula 
(after Zarins 1988) 


Phase Camel Uul ation Date Cultural Evolution 
Vv North Arabian saddle 500. z.c. rectangular goat har 
(Shadad) Thamudic tent; minimal use of 
stone 
TV South Arabic cushion 1000 B.c. rectangular, stone-cut- 
saddle lined structures, tapered 
structures 
IIE — South Arabic saddle 1500 B.c. troughs, horseshoe- 


(Hawlani/Hadaja) pack 
animals; overland in- 
cense trade; change in 
camel status 

Il nonriding; herds for 
milk; little group move- 
ment 


shaped structures 


2200-1500 B.c. Umm-an-Nar, Subr. 
Sihi; Phase II rock art in 
southwest Arabia. Arad 
and Bir Resisim remains 


from the Levant? 


6000-2000 B.c. Phase I rock art in 
southwest Arabia; osteo- 
logical remains; Chalco- 


lithic sites in Levant 


I wild came hunted 
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CAMEL BRANDS. See WASM (CAMEL BRAND). 


CAMEL’S HAIR. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTA- 
TION. 


CANA OF GALILEE (PLACE) [Gk Kana]. A village 
mentioned in the gospel of John. It was called “of Galilee” 
probably to distinguish it from the Kanah of Asher in the 
territory of Tyre (Josh 19:28). 

1. Cana in the NT. Cana appears only in the fourth 
gospel. In John 2:1-11 Jesus performed his first “sign” 
there, turning the water to wine at a wedding feast. From 
the text we cannot infer any topographical features of 
Cana, only that the home belonged to an anonymous 
Jewish family (v 6). However, from the incident of the 
healing of the son of the “royal man” or “king’s man” 
(basilikos) at Cana in John 4:46—54 we can infer that Cana 
may have been administered by a royal representative (Avi- 
Yonah 1977: 94). This man petitioned Jesus to come to 
Capernaum to heal his son, which suggests that Caper- 
naum must have been more or less directly accessible from 
Cana. Thus, Cana lay on a major road to Capernaum. Yet 
the father could not get to Capernaum from Cana between 
1:00 p.m. (the seventh hour, v 52) and sundown, which 
suggests that the way to Capernaum was rugged. Nathan- 
iel, one of the Twelve, was from Cana (John 21:2). 

2. Identification. Three sites have been suggested as the 
probable location of Cana of Galilee: Ain Qana, 1.5 km N 
of Nazareth next to the village of Reina (Thomsen 1907: 
77); Kafr Kanna, also known as Kefr Kenna, a major village 
about 5 km NE of Nazareth (Bagatti 1971: 42-47); and 
Khirbet Qana, a smail ruin on a prominent mountain spur 
about 14 km N of Nazareth (Robinson 1841: 204; Dalman 
1924). Of the three, only Khirbet Qana (M.R. 170070) has 
the consensus of scholarship since Dalman. All the facts of 
paragraph | would fit any of the proposed sites. Yet the 
name “Cana” means “reed” in Hebrew. Kafr Kanna ap- 
pears to mean “the village of the roof,” and has no linguis- 
tic connection with the name gana. “Reed” fits best the 
Cana in the Plain of Asochis (today’s Beth Netofa valley) 
mentioned by Josephus: “I spent some time there in a 
village of Galilee which is called Cana” (Life 86, 206). The 
plain of Asochis favored the growth of reeds during and 
after the winter rains, as it does to this day, particularly in 
its eastern lower half. When the Romans destroyed Jerusa- 
lem in 70 a.p., the priestly course of Eliashib settled at 
“Qana” (Klein 1909, Mishmaroth 11), not “Ain Qana.” 

3. Cana in Later Tradition. That the priestly course of 
Eliashib settled in Cana suggests that Cana was a Jewish 
village, not a gentile or mixed village. By 200 a.p. there 
was a question of ritual cleanliness about a certain “Qz:ni.” 
“... but Rabbi (Judah the Prince) and his law court voted 
to decide about ‘Qini’ [Cana?] and declared it clean” 
(m. Ohol. 18.9; Neubauer 1868: 276). Cana is mentioned in 
the Jerusalem Talmud (j. Ter. 46b) as the village of origin 
of a famous 3d-century robber, Eli of Cana (Klein 1928: 
49). There is no doubt from the citations in the Christian 
pilgrim literature, which flourished from the 4th century 
onward, that Cana came to be identified with Kafr Kanna, 
perhaps because it was close to Nazareth. Eusebius in the 
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4th century a.p. confused Cana of “Sidon the Great of the 
lot of Asher” with Cana of Galilee (Onomast. 116.37r). In 
the 5th century, Jerome, although he followed Eusebius in 
this confusion (Onomast. 117.3f), seemed to believe that 
Cana was near Nazareth (Wilkinson 1977: 153). The Pil- 
grim of Piacenza (570 a.p.) found Cana only 3 miles from 
Sepphoris-Diocaesarea on the road to Nazareth (Wilkinson 
1977: 79), which fits Kafr Kanna. This is the town that 
pilgrims visit to this day. 

4. Archaeological Remains at Cana. Visitors to Khirbet 
Qana in the 19th century found the remains of a large 
village on a low spur of “Mt. Cana” (Jebel Qana, apparently 
modern Mt. Shekhanya) on the N side of the Beth Netofa 
valley. The records of many visits, including scientific 
survey in 1982, indicate that Cana was laid out on the 
points of the compass. An enormous building on the NW 
side of the village dominated the site. Rock-cut tombs are 
to be found S and SE of the village on the lower slopes of 
the hill. The top of the spur is virtually honeycombed with 
caves and cisterns. The cisterns guaranteed a good supply 
of water for the village, as there are no remains of an 
aqueduct. A long wall runs the length of the site on the W 
side (Bagatti and Loffreda 1969). The entire site is in a 
very advantageous geographical position to house a “king’s 
man” or “royal man” to administer the royal estates of the 
Valley of Asochis, as it is situated about 100 m above the 
valley floor. A major E-W road ran from Ptolemais-Acco 
in the W through the Valley of Asochis E through the 
Wadi Hammam to the W shores of the Sea of Galilee. From 
there it was easy access N and E to Capernaum or S to 
Tiberius. Pottery and coins from the surface of Khirbet 
Qana suggest occupation from the early Roman to the 
Byzantine period. A second ruin halfway down the slope 
on the § side appears to be a more recent ruin built from 
stones of the Roman-Byzantine village. This latter village 
was occupied as late as 1838 (Conder and Kitchener SWP 
2: 313). 
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CANAAN (PERSON) 


CANAAN (PERSON) [Heb kéna‘an]. The fourth son of 
Ham and the father of Sidon and ten other families of the 
Canaanites (Gen 10:6). When Noah learned what Ham, his 
youngest son, had done (seeing his father uncovered and 
telling his brothers of it); Noah cursed Canaan, the son of 
Ham (Gen 4:18-27). According to the curse, Canaan 
would be a slzve to Ham’s brothers, Shem and Japheth. For 
a discussion of the meaning of the name Canaan, and the 
peoples and lands encompassed by that term, see CA- 
NAAN (PLACE). Two problems emerge from the mention 
of Canaan in Genesis 9: why is Canaan cursed rather than 
the apparent perpetrator Ham; and what is the implication 
of the curse for Canaan and his descendants? 

A composite text, in which the narrative and the curse 
were originally distinct (the “youngest son” of 9:24 would 
then refer to Canaan, rather than Ham, and would be 
connected with the curse which follows) and preserved in 
two separate traditions, might explain origins (Neiman 
1966: 133; Westermann Genesis 1-11 BKAT, 650-51), but 
does not explain the present text. Some have attempted to 
solve the proslem of why Canaan was cursed by eliminat- 
ing two Hebrew words in vv 18 and 22 (“Ham, the father 
of”), so that Canaan, rather than Ham, becomes the prin- 
cipal actor in the narrative (Gunkel Genesss HKAT 3: 69- 
70; Skinner Genesis ICC, 182; Schottroff WMANT 30: 148 
n. 3; von Rad Genesis OTL, 135). But this lacks textual 
support. The same is true of attempts to portray Haim as 
involved in ir.cestuous relationships with his mother (Bas- 
sett 1971: 235) or with his father (Phillips 1980: 41). 
Commentators have noted how these (and other similar 
explanations of sexual misconduct) were intended to sym- 
bolize the sinful practices of the Canaanites (Cassuto 1964: 
154-55; Wenham Genesis 1-15 WBC, 201). The emphasis 
upon the identification of Ham as the father of Canaan 
has led to the suggestion that Ham learned how to do the 
evil deed from Canaan (Jacob 1934: 262-65). 

Older explanations which observe Noah’s blessing upon 
his sons (Gen 9:1) as irreversible have been used to explain 
Noah’s inability to curse Ham. It has further been sug- 
gested that since Ham was the youngest of Noah’s sons, 
the curse would be transferred to the youngest of Ham’s 
sons, Canaan (cf. Cassuto 1964: 153). 

Much speculation has centered around the particular 
circumstances represented in the figures of Japheth, Shem, 
and Canaan; and reflected in the curse (Schottroff 
WMANT 30: 149-50). Attempts have been made to date 
the events (or a desire for their realization) in the pre- 
Israelite period; e.g., that of Gunkel (Genesis HKAT 3: 73), 
where “Canaan” represents the Amorites and Hittites, who 
oppose the Hebrews and the Aramaeans, represented by 
“Shem.” Skinner (Genesis ICC, 187) also argues for an early 
period. For him “Canaan” is the Amarna Canaanites, who 
oppose the Apiru and their allies, represented by Japheth 
and Shem. Note also Cassuto (1964: 168), who finds the 
fulfillment of this curse in the account of Genesis 14. Many 
scholars choose the time period of Joshua/Judges. In this 
case, “Canaan” (i.e., the Canaanites) oppose the Israelites 
(= “Shem”) and the Philistines/“Sea-Peoples” (= “‘Ja- 
pheth” [Speiser Gen AB, 62-63; von Rad ROTT 137.-39; 
Neiman 1965: 121-33; Bassett 1971: 232; Bastomsky 
1977}). The period of the Israelite Monarchy is the one 
chosen by Hoftijzer (1958). In his view the Israelites, 
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represented by “Canaan,” stand against “Japheth,” i.e., the 
Philistines/Assyrians/Babylonians. The underlying as- 
sumption in all such theories is that each of the figures 
mentioned in the curse are intended to represent peoples 
or groups of peoples, rather -han the individuals Canaan, 
Shem, and Japheth (ct. however Westermann Genesis 1-15 
WBC, 657-60). 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


CANAAN (PLACE) [Heb kéna‘an]. CANAANITES. A 
term designating the land along the E shore of the Medi- 
terranean encompassing modern Lebanon, part of S Syria, 
and most of Palestine W of the Jordan. The ethnicon 
derived from the geographic term designates the indige- 
nous and assimilated inhabitants of the area in antiquity, 
and, secondarily, the group of related Semitic languages 
characteristically spoken there. The substantial identity of 
Canaan with the land occupied by the Israelites is a central 
theme of the OT. (For a discussion of the prehistory and 
material culture of this region, see PALESTINE, AR- 
CHAEOLOGY OF) 

The geographic name “Car.aan” is spelled kn‘n in North- 
west Semitic alphabetic texts (Ug, Heb, Phoen-Pun). The 
Masoretic vocalization is kéncSan, accented on the second 
syllable; LXX transliterates Chanaan, the Vulgate Chanaan. 
The name is found syllabically written in Akkadian Ki-na- 
ah-num (gentilic), with the pharyngeal consonant repre- 
sented by &, and Ki-in-a-nim, with the pharyngeal unrepre- 
sented. The Egyptian spellings K-i-n-‘-nw and K-3-n-<n-3 
consistently represent the pharyngeal consonant. Western 
peripheral Akkadian texts of the 2d millennium most 
frequently attest the name with a reduced base Kinahh-, 
indicating that the final -n of the alphabetically written 
examples is probably an affixational morpheme. 

The etymology of the word “Canaan” remains obscure. 
If it is of W Semitic origin, tt probably derives from the 
root kn‘ “to bend, to bow” with the afformative -n; the 
meaning “Occident” has been proposed on the basis of 
such a derivation (Astour 1965: 348). E. A. Speiser (1936) 
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constructed an etymology from a putative word kinahhu, 
designating blue-dyed cloth in cuneiform texts from Nuzi, 
and probably representing a Hurrian adoption of a Medi- 
terranean term related to Akk ugni and Gk kyanos. But the 
Hurrian word (properly spelled ginahhu) has been shown 
to have an entirely different history than Speiser proposed 
(Landsberger 1967: 166-67). Improved attestation of 3d- 
millennium geographic names from Syria-Palestine has 
lessened the likelihood of a Hurrian etymology for “Ca- 
naan”; its meaning should probably be sought in the 
Semitic lexicon (see Astour 1988). 

“Canaan” is first attested as a geographic name in cune- 
iform texts. The ethnicon “Canaanite” is found in a text 
from Mari (Dossin 1973; Sasson 1984; “ki-na-ah-num). The 
15th-century autobiographical text of Idrimi (from Alalah) 
mentions “Ammia in the land of Canaan,” (ANET, 557; 
Akk ki-na-nim). Ammia is to be identified with modern 
Ammiun near Tripoli. Later cuneiform texts from Alalah 
mention Canaan as well. An economic text from Ugarit 
written in the wedge alphabet (UT 311.7; KTU 4.96.7) 
includes a Canaanite (kn“ny) in a list of foreign merchants. 
This indicates that Ugarit did not include itself in the 
Canaanite sphere (so Rainey 1965). The Amarna corre- 
spondence refers to Canaan as an Egyptian province (pi- 
hatu, EA 36.15) that includes Tyre (EA 148.46), Byblos 
(EA 109.46; 131.61; 137.76), other coastal cities, and Hin- 
natani (HANNATHON [PLACE], Josh 19:14) in the Gali- 
lee. (The name of the divinity 4Be(BAD) ga-na-na found in 
3d-millennium cuneiform texts from Ebla [ARET 3: 31 r. 
II 13; 42 111 6; VII 6; 769 I] 1; ARET 4: 23 v. VIII 4] was 
alleged by Pettinato [1979: 103] to include the geographic 
name Canaan, but subsequent study of the texts has not 
supported this interpretation {contra Stolz, TRE 17: 540].) 

The earliest mention of Canaanites in an Egyptian text 
is found in a list of booty from the Asian campaign of 
Amenhotep (Gk Amenophis) II (ANET, 246) late in the 
15th century. The 13th-century “Israel stela” of Mernep- 
tah lists Canaan among the vanquished (ANET, 378; AEL, 
77), 

It is generally agreed (following Helck 1971: 246-55) 
that Egypt administered Syria-Palestine as three provinces: 
Amurru, Upi, and Canaan (Weinstein 1981; on the history 
of Upi, see Pitard 1987: 49-80, esp. pp. 59-60; for details 
see EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN; Wright 
1988; Dever 1987; Leonard 1989). Amurru, the northern- 
most province, passed to Hittite rule after the Egyptian 
defeat at Kadesh. Egyptian texts after this period some- 
times refer to the area encompassed by Canaan and Upi 
by the general designation Hurru. After the invasion of 
the Sea People, “Canaan” comes to be used in a more 
restricted sense to designate S Palestine, and the expres- 
sion “the city of Canaan” can refer specifically to Gaza (Alt 
1944: 4-6; RLA 5: 353). The latest Egyptian reference to 
Canaan, the 22d-Dynasty inscription of an “envoy to the 
Canaan from Philistia” (so Weippert 1974: 429), has occa- 
sioned various interpretations (RLA 5: 354 with bibliogra- 
phy). 

The word “Canaan” was sometimes transliterated Cha- 
naan in Greek sources (PW 3: 2109), and frequently in 
LXX (e.g., Gen 9:22, 25; Jdt 5:9-10; 1 Macc 9:37). “Ca- 
naan” is transliterated twice in the NT (Acts 7:11; 13:9). 
More frequently, however, Canaan is indicated in Greek 
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by the designation “Phoenicia” and the related ethnicon 
“Phoenician.” The equivalence of the two terms is estab- 
lished by the legends of 3d-century coins from the Beirut 
mint: the Phoenician text /?dk? > bkn‘n “Laodicea which is 
in Canaan” corresponds to Greek Laodtkeia he en Phoiniké 
“Laodicea which is in Phoenicia” (RLA 5: 354 with bibli- 
ography). The equivalence is reflected in the NT, which 
employs the ethnicon Chananaia once (Matt 15:22); the 
rare word Syrephoinikissa is used in the parallel account 
(Mark 7:26). 

A difficult passage in the Phoenician History of PHILO 
OF BYBLOS identifies a certain Chné as the first to carry 
the name “Phoenician” (Attridge and Oden 1981: 60-61 
and n. 144). Herodianus Grammaticus (2d century C.E.; 
Lentz 1868: 913) and Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. Chnd) 
indicate that the Phoenicians were formerly called Chndé. 
The reduced form of the name Canaan, written Kinahh- 
in Akkadian texts of the 2d millennium, may be repre- 
sented in Gk Chnd. 

The distribution of the geographical name “Canaan” in 
the OT provides some measure of the significance of this 
word in biblical texts. The word “Canaan” occurs 80 times 
in the MT. Most frequently (64x, or 80 percent of its 
occurrences) it is found in the construction eres kéna‘an, 
“land of Canaan.” This construction is most frequent in 
Genesis, but also occurs in Exodus (6:4; 16:35), Leviticus 
(14:34; 18:3; 25:38), Numbers (12x), and once in Deuter- 
onomy (32:49). In the Deuteronomistic History, the word 
“Canaan” is restricted to Joshua and Judges, most often in 
the construction “land of Canaan.” Thus the Primary 
History accounts for 88 percent of the word’s use. 

The word “Canaan” is found in passages assigned by 
literary-critical analysis to the J, E, and P sources. See 
TORAH (PENTATEUCH). Its concentration in the sec- 
tions of the Pentateuch which introduce and develop the 
theme of promise of land to the Patriarchs (i.e., Genesis 
12-50; largely in passages attributed to P), and in narra- 
tives of the conquest and settlement (Joshua-Judges), 
which are viewed in the Bible as a fulfillment of the 
promise to the Patriarchs, shows how closely bound the 
word “Canaan” is with the theme of promise and fulfill- 
ment (Clements 1967; Lohfink 1967). Thus, for example, 
the divine promise to Abraham that he and his descen- 
dants would be given “all the land of Canaan” has been 
called (by Brueggemann 1977: 21) the “focal verse” of the 
patriarchal promise theme within the Pentateuch (see also 
Clines 1978: 36). With the cessation of the settlement 
theme in Judges, the term disappears from the Primary 
History. 

Reference to Canaan is infrequent outside the Primary 
History. The name is found in two prophetic books (Isa 
19:18; 23:11; Zeph 2:5) and in the Psalms (105:11 [= 1 
Chr 16:18]; 106:38; 135:11). In select passages, construc- 
tions using the word have been taken (see Maisler 1946) to 
have the meaning “merchant” (Job 41:6), “trade” (Ezek 
16:29; 17:4), or “trader” (Hos 12:7; Zeph 1:11). In the 
Apocrypha, “Canaan” is a simple geographical name (Jdt 
5:9, 10; Bar 3:22; 1 Macc 9:37), but also carries an implicit 
moral contrast with “Judah” (Sus 1:56). The two references 
to Canaan in the NT are in recitations of the Joseph story 
(Acts 7:11) and the conquest theme (Acts 13:19). 

The boundaries of the region called “Canaan” undoubt- 
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edly changed over time. Num 34:3-12 gives the bounda- 
ries of the land that would fall to the Israelites as an 
inheritance, with the implication (the syntax of v 2 is 
vague) that it comprehends all of the “land of Canaan.” 
The boundary list must be viewed together with similar 
lists elsewhere in the OT (IDBSup, 922). The S boundary 
of Canaan listed in Num 34:3—5 (attributed to P) precisely 
matches the 3 boundary of Judah given in Josh 15:2—4 
(moving E to W): from the S end of the Salt Sea (= Dead 
Sea) to the ascent of Akrabbim, to the wilderness of Zin, S 
of Kadesh-barnea, Hazar-addar, to Azmon, along the 
Brook of Egypt (probably the Wadi el-‘Arish [see EGYPT, 
BROOK OF (PLACE)]) to the sea (= Mediterranean). This 
border is essentially the same as that prescribed in the 
book of Ezekiel (47:19) as the S boundary of the restored 
Israel. The N boundary in Num 34:7-9 corresponds to 
Ezek 47:15—-17, and seems to correspond to the boundary 
implicit in the Idrimi inscription, if the “entrance of Ha- 
math” is identified as modern Lebweh (see HAMATH, 
ENTRANCE OF (PLACE)), an inland site not far S of 
Tripoli. 

The literary-critical questions raised by the similarity of 
these lists are difficult to resolve. Josh 15:2—4 was formerly 
attributed to P (e.g., Eissfeldt 1965: 251); it is part of a 
section (Joshua 13-22) considered a later addition to the 
Deuteronomistic history (NDH, 40). The essential identity 
of lists in Nurnbers 34, Joshua 15, and Ezekiel 47 suggests 
that the Pentateuchal lists may be retrojected from a later 
period (for cletailed discussion, see Keel, Kitchler, and 
Uehlinger 1984: 1.245—-50; Kallai [HGB, 279-83] dates 
them to the period of David and Solomon). A later date is 
in keeping with the distributional evidence that the word 
“Canaan” is a theologoumenon in the Primary History. 

Some of its uses are, however, early and nontheological. 
In the archaic poem known as the Song of Deborah occurs 
the phrase malké kéna‘an, “kings of Canaan” (Judg 5:19), 
recalling the Akkadian expression Sarrani Sa kinahhi, “kings 
of Canaan,” from the Amarna letters (EA 30.1; 109.46). 
This is approximated in the later Hebrew phrase malké 
hakkéna‘dni “kings of the Canaanites” (Josh 5:1) using the 
gentilic form of the name. Reflected in this phrase is the 
movement from a _ political-geographical reference for 
“Canaan” to a social and ideological reference for “Ca- 
naanite.” In Josh 17:16, 18 “Canaanites” are owners of 
iron chariots and thus a military elite. This is reminiscent 
of the collocation of Canaanites and maryanna (chariot- 
owning nobility; see Leonard 1989: 8) in a list of booty 
taken in Palestine by the Pharaoh Amenhotep IE (mid- 
15th century B.c.£.; ANET, 246). 

In the Pentateuch, the word “Canaanite” is found prin- 
cipally in texts attributed to J (e.g., Gen 10:18, 19; 12:6; 
13:7; 15:21; 24:3, 37, etc.; Exod 3:8, 17; Num 13:29; 
14:25, 43, 45; 21:1, 3). The word “Canaan” never occurs 
in D (Deut 32:49 is attributed to P), but “Canaanite” occurs 
four times in D (Deut 1:7; 7:1; 11:30; 20:17). It serves as a 
general designation of the pre-Israelite inhabitants of the 
land (Gen 50 11; cf. Neh 9:24), often in a list of “nations” 
previously occupying Israelite territory (e.g., Gen 15:21; 
34:30; Exod 3:8; 23:23, 28; 33:2; 34:11, etc.). The “Ca- 
naanites” are viewed as doomed to expulsion (Exod 33:2) 
or, from the Deuteronomic perspective, extermination 
(Deut 20:17). The persistence of Canaanites within Israel- 
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ite territory was a theological problem variously addressed 
by biblical writers. The Canaanite elements of the Yahwis- 
tic cultus were largely unperceived (see SACRIFICE AND 
SACRIFICIAL OFFERINGS [OLD TESTAMENT]), and 
prophetic castigations of the cult arise from ethical rather 
than ethnic concerns (Amos 5:21—25). Elements of the cult 
involving Canaanite deities other than Yahweh and prac- 
tices exceptional to the Judean cult were more openly 
criticized by biblical writers and actively suppressed by 
some rulers. See CANAAN, RELIGION OF; PHOENI- 
CIAN RELIGION; HEZEKIAH KING OF JUDAH; JO- 
SIAH (PERSON). The essential unity of the Canaanite 
languages was recognized by their speakers (Isa 19:18), 
even if regional differences could be the occasion of con- 
flict (Judg 12:6; see also LANGGUAGES [INTRODUCTORY 
SURVEY)). 
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CANAAN, CONQUEST OF. See ISRAEL, HIS- 
TORY OF (PREMONARCHIC PERIOD). 


CANAAN, EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH. 
See EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH CANAAN. 


CANAAN, RELIGION OF. The general geograph- 
ical limitations of the ancient term “Canaan” are the terri- 
tories of the modern states of Lebanon, Israel, Jordan, and 
a portion of S Syria. For a more specific discussion of the 
geographical range of Canaan, see CANAAN (PLACE). 


A. Sources 
B. The Canaanite Pantheon 

1. Second-Millennium Ugarit 

2. First-Millennium Phoenicia 
C. Religious Practices and Beliefs 

1. Festivals, Sacrifice, Prayer 

2. Afterlife and Cult of the Dead 
D. Canaanite Religion and the OT 

1. El and Yahweh 

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs 

3. The High Places, Sacred Prostitution, and the Mo- 

lech Cult 

4. Israelite Calendar and Kingship 

A. Sources 
Prior to the rise of Near Eastern archaeological work, 

our sources for Canaanite religion were confined to allu- 
sions in the OT and various classical authors, especially 
Philo of Byblos (preserved in excerpts in Eusebius) and 
Lucian of Samosata. Since then, numerous texts as well as 
objects have been found which shed direct light on the 
religion of the Canaanites. Pride of place goes to the 
mythological texts from Ugarit (modern Ras Shamra), a 
site on the Syrian coast, which though outside Canaan 
proper nevertheless shared in the Canaanite culture. More 
recent discoveries have revealed the nearby site of Ras Ibn 
Hani, and antecedents of some of the Ugaritic deities have 
been found in the 3d-millennium texts from Ebla (modern 
Tell Mardikh). Phoenician and Punic inscriptions reveal 
deviations from (as well as similarities to) the Canaanite 
religion attested at Ugarit. Texts from Egypt as well as 
other countries also shed light on Canaanite religion. In 
addition to texts, the discovery of temples, images, and 
other cultic paraphernalia have increased our knowledge 
of Canaanite religion. 


B. The Canaanite Pantheon 

1. Second-Millennium Ugarit. Canaanite religion in all 
its manifestations was always polytheistic. Many of the 
Ugaritic deities are in the Ugaritic pantheon list, which is 
attested in both Ugaritic (Ugaritica V.18B = CTA 29 = KTU 
1.47) and Akkadian (Ugaritica V.18A) versions. The su- 
preme Canaanite deity was the god EI. He was the creator 
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of the earth and of man, and was the begetter of the gods 
(the “sons of El”) who are said to be seventy in number. 
Presumably El] was also the creator of the whole universe, 
though we lack a creation account. He was an aged deity, 
called “father of years” (ab 5nm), and appropriately had 
gray hair, and in keeping with this he was noted for his 
wisdom. Kindness and benignity are also mentioned 
among his attributes. There is no reason to suppose that 
the more violent El depicted in the late Philo of Byblos 
represents an earlier stage of Canaanite religion than the 
milder El of the 2d-millennium Ugaritic texts. El’s dwelling 
place was “at the source of the rivers, amid the springs of 
the two oceans.” Where this actually was is disputed, 
though it should be noted that in the Hittite-Canaanite 
Elkunirga myth, El (or Elkunirsa as he is called, a name 
deriving from 7! gn rs, “El creator of the earth”) dwells at 
the source of the river Euphrates (Mala). One may com- 
pare the location of the Garden of Eden at the source of 
the rivers Euphrates and Tigris in Gen 2:10—-14. 

El’s consort was the goddess Athirat. Her full title was 
“Lady Athirat of the sea” (rbt ?atrt ym). The popular view 
that this epithet should be rendered rather “She who 
treads on the sea” is invalid, since this presupposes the 
originality of the longer form, whereas the occurrence of 
the short form (ASratum) occurs in Akkadian already as 
early as the Ist Dyn. of Babylon. Athirat was the mother 
of the gods. She is sometimes called Qd¥ (“holy” or “sanc- 
tuary”) in the Ugaritic texts, a name which also occurs in 
connection with Egyptian depictions of a nude goddess 
wearing a Hathor headdress; Canaanite plaques with sim- 
ilar representations likely represent Athirat. Baal used her 
as an intermediary in order to get El to grant him a palace/ 
temple, and along with Rhmy she is described as having 
sexual intercourse with El, thereby giving birth to the gods 
Shahar (Dawn) and Shalem (Dusk). Her cult symbol, a 
wooden pole of some kind, perhaps a stylized tree, is 
alluded to a number of times in the OT (“the Asherah”), 
and this seems to be the point of the reference to the 
Asherah in the inscriptions from Kuntillet SAjrud in N 
Sinai (“Yahweh and his Asherah”). See ASHERAH (DE- 
ITY). 

Although El is the chief god in the Canaanite pantheon, 
as attested at Ugarit, Baal is clearly the most active. He is 
the bringer of the rain, on which the fertility of the soil 
depends. He is called “the rider of the clouds” (rkb ?rpt) in 
Ugaritic, and is responsible for the thunder and lightning, 
which herald the coming of the rain. Baal (“lord”) was 
originally an epithet of the god Hadad (“thunderer”). 
Hadad appears already at Ebla under the name ?Ada. In 
the Ugaritic texts, the Baal cycle (KTU 1.1-6 = CTA 1-6) 
consists of three main parts: (1) his conflict with the god 
of the sea, Yam (KTU 1.1-2 = CTA 1-2), (2) the subsequent 
building of Baal’s palace/temple (KTU 1.3-4 = CTA 3-4), 
and (3) Baal’s conflict with Mot (“Death”), in the course of 
which Baal dies and rises again. There is debate how far 
the Baal myth should be interpreted in seasonal terms. 
Although attempts to interpret the Baal myth as a pano- 
rama representing a complete year seem too sweeping, it 
is difficult to deny the presence of seasonal elements in 
the Baal-Mot cycle. See BAAL (DEITY). 

Another question concerns the relation between Baal 
and El. The extreme view that Baal and El are in conflict 
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is to be rejected, since there is evidence that Baal was 
appointed king by El, and El clearly regrets Baal’s death 
at the hands of Mot and rejoices at his subsequent resur- 
rection; however, occasions of tensions do exist. More 
explicit signs of hostility occur between Baal and the sons 
of Athirat. Baal’s dwelling place was on Mt. Spn (probably 
vocalized Sap4n), the mountain known in classical times as 
Mt. Casius, and today as Jebel el-Aqra‘, a mountain near 
Ugarit and appropriately the highest mountain in Syria. 
Sapan was itself regarded as a god. 

Baal’s chief consort is the goddess Anat. She is constantly 
by Baal’s side and is devoted to him. She cuts up Mot like 
corn, is said to have defeated the dragon (i.e., Leviathan), 
and in one particularly gruesome scene is depicted wading 
through blood. See ANATH (DEITY). Also appearing as 
a consort of Baal in the Ugaritic texts is the goddess 
Astarte, though she is less prominent in that role than 
Anat. However, in Phoenician inscriptions and the OT 
Astarte rather than Anat appears to be Baal’s consort, her 
name having been distorted to Ashtoreth (with the vowels 
of baset, “shame”) in the OT by later scribes. See ASHTO- 
RETH (DEITY). 

Baal’s father is usually represented as Dagon, but occa- 
sionally El is designated as such. Perhaps Dagon was Baal’s 
literal father since Dagon is listed between El and Baal in 
the Ugaritic pantheon; it is conceivable that Baal was 
actually the grandson of El. Although Dagon is frequently 
mentioned as the father of Baal and he appears in a 
number of sacrificial lists, he does not figure in any myth- 
ological texts from Ugarit. However, his dwelling place, 
TJuttul (in NE Syria), is mentioned in a Ugaritic snake 
charm text. His name suggests that he was a corn god. 
This deity is already attested at Ebla and was prominent 
among the Amorites at Mari and the OT indicates that he 
was worshiped by the Philistines, who must have appropri- 
ated him from the Canaanites. See DAGON (DEITY). 

The craftsman of the gods, comparable to the Greek 
Hephaetus, was Kothan-and-Hasis (‘skilful and clever”). 
Among other things he made the magic clubs with which 
Baal defeated Yam and built Baal’s palace/temple. His 
dwelling place was both Crete and what is probably Egypt. 
He appeared at Ebla under the name of KaSalu. 

At Ugarit the sun was worshiped as a goddess, Shapash. 
For the unusual spelling of the name at Ugarit we may 
postulate the development samsu —> Sampiu —> Sapsu 
(employing the form of the name with the nominative 
ending). Her epithet is nrt iim, “luminary of the gods.” 
Among other things, she scorches the earth during Baal’s 
stay in the underworld (as befits the summer months) but 
tells Mot to stop struggling with Baal when the time is up. 
Her nocturnal trip in the underworld is reflected at the 
end of the Baal myth, where she is found amid the rp’um 
(the- underworld shades). The moon does not appear to 
have played a particularly prominent role in Canaanite 
mythology, though its name is preserved in such place 
names in Palestine as Beth-yerah and Jericho. From Ugarit 
we possess a text (KTU 1.24 = CTA 24) which celebrates 
the marriage of the moon god, Yarikh, and the goddess 
Nikkal. Two other deities associated with the sky in some 
way are Shahar and Shalem, whose names mean respec- 
tively “Dawn” and “Dusk.” KTU 1.23 (= CTA 23) attributes 
their birth as a result of El’s sexual intercourse with Athirat 
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and Rkmy. Sometimes it has been supposed that Shahar 
and Shalem represent respectively Venus as the morning 
and the evening star. However, the equivalence of Astarte 
with Ishtar as well as later with Aphrodite makes it virtu- 
ally certain that she herself was equated with Venus. Maybe 
Athtar (the equivalent masculine form) was the morning 
star and Astarte the evening star, though explicit evidence 
for this in Canaanite sources is lacking. In the Baal myth 
Athtar is represented as being appointed to rule in Baal’s 
stead when Baal is in the underworld, but he is said to be 
too small to fill the throne ancl so has to step down, though 
he still becomes king over the earth. It has often been 
supposed that at this point Athtar represents the waters of 
artificial irrigation (e.g., Gaster 1961: 127). This may be 
so, but the Arabic evidence to which appeal is made is 
ambiguous. 

Although Mot is the primary deity associated with the 
underworld at Ugarit, he is not the only one. Another is 
the god Resheph, appearing already as Rasap at Ebla. At 
Ugarit his underworld character is indicated by his equa- 
tion with Nergal, the Mesopotamian underworld god, and 
this is fully borne out by othe: Ugaritic evidence. Thus, he 
is referred to as the sun goddess’ porter at the time of her 
setting (suggesting a location at the entrance of the under- 
world). His dwelling place is stated in a serpent charm text 
to be at But. 

Various other deities were also worshiped as part of the 
Ugaritic and wider Canaanite pantheon. A number of the 
Canaanite deities were worshiped in Egypt, especially dur- 
ing the New Kingdom, including Baal (equated with Seth), 
Anath, Astarte, Qds (= Asherah), Resheph, and Horon. 
(The precise function of Horon, also attested at Ugarit 
and elsewhere, is unclear.) 

2. First-Millennium Phoenicia. The name Phoenicia is 
given to that area N of Palestine where the Canaanites 
were not dispossessed by the Israelites but maintained 
their separate identity. The religion is partly known from 
inscriptions from the Ist millennium B.c. and partly from 
later classical sources. It shows some continuity with Ca- 
naanite religion elsewhere, but also has some distinctive 
features of its own. 

An important god at Tyre and, because of Tyre’s su- 
premacy, a leading god of the Phoenicians generally (in- 
cluding Carthage) was Melqart. It has sometimes been 
supposed that Melqart was a form of the god Baal; how- 
ever, we have no evidence to equate Melqart with Baal 
prior to a 2d-century-B.c. inscription from Malta, where 
he is called “the Baal [or lord] of Tyre” (KAI 47:1). The 
7th-century-B.c. treaty between Baal king of Tyre and 
Esar-haddon king of Assyria clearly distinguishes Melqart 
on the one hand, and Baal-shamem and two other Baal 
deities on the other, the latter (unlike Melqart) manifesting 
themselves in the storm. It ts possible that Melqart was 
originally a chthonic deity—he is identified with the un- 
derworld deity Resheph in a Punic inscription from Spain 
and with the Mesopotamian underworld god, Nergal, at 
Palmyra. In classical times he seems to have taken some 
attributes of the sun god (he sleeps during winter) and 
also has connections with the sea. He was commonly 
equated with Heracles in the classical era (e.g., CIS I 122; 
Eusebius, Praep. Evang 1.10.27). 

Baal-shamem (lit. “Baal of the heavens”) was another 
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important god at Tyre, as well as elsewhere. The evidence 
implies that he is simply the well-known Canaanite storm 
god, Baal, attested in the OT and the Ugaritic texts. Thus, 
in the 7th-century-B.c. treaty between Esar-haddon and 
Baal king of Tyre he is associated with the storm and in 
the 8th-century-B.c. hieroglyphic Hittite version of the 
Karatepe inscription he is represented by a sign for the 
Hittite storm and thunder god Tarhunt. 

The chief god of Sidon was Eshmun, but he is also 
attested elsewhere (e.g., at Carthage). He is first mentioned 
in the treaty between Esar-haddon and Baal king of Tyre, 
and was identified by the Greeks with Asclepius, the god 
of healing. However, not much is known about the charac- 
ter of the god and the meaning of his name remains 
uncertain. 

Adonis was the Greek name of a Phoenician deity, and 
must be based on the Semitic word ?adén, “lord,” though 
strangely it has not appeared as the name of a god in 
Phoenician inscriptions. Classical sources indicate that he 
was a fertility god and his death (from a boar) and resur- 
rection signified the annual death and rebirth of vegeta- 
tion. He had to spend half the year in Hades with Perseph- 
one and was allowed to spend the other half of the year 
with Aphrodite. One important center of his worship was 
at Byblos, and Lucian of Samosata (2d century A.D.) reveals 
that some believed the reddish color of the river Adonis 
(Nahr Ibrahim) was due to the blood of Adonis. The 
“Gardens of Adonis” were a feature of his cult—seed boxes 
with plants that grew quickly and speedily withered (cf. Isa 
17:10-11). 

Other deities that the Phoenicians worshiped include 
other forms of Baal, and El, Baalat, Astarte, and Resheph. 

The leading Punic deities (i.e., the deities of the Phoe- 
nician colonies in the W Mediterranean such as Carthage) 
were clearly the god Baal-hammon and his consort, the 
goddess Tinnit. It has been thought that Baal-hammon is 
a form of the god El, but it seems more likely that he is, as 
his name suggests, a manifestation of Baal. Sometimes in 
Punic dedicatory texts he is simply called Baal, which 
suggests that this is his name and not merely an epithet, 
“lord.” Moreover, in Latin inscriptions he is called frugifer 
and deus frugum, which suit Baal better than El, and his 
consort Tinnit is equated with Astarte (Baal’s wife) in a 
text from Sarepta in Phoenicia. But whereas Punic sources 
refer to the recipient of human sacrifice as Baal-hammon, 
classical texts regularly refer to the recipient as Kronos, 
the common classical equivalent of El. However, Kronos is 
occasionally referred to as Baal as well as El, and Baal- 
hammon seems to be called Zeus (the more usual equiva- 
lent of Baal) in Polybius (7.9.2—3), which records Hanni- 
bal’s oath in connection with his treaty with Philip V of 
Macedon. (On this treaty see Barré 1983.) It seems proba- 
ble that Kronos’ devouring of his own children led to his 
equation with Baal-hammon, the god of child sacrifice. 
There are two main views as to the meaning of the name 
Baal-hammon: one interpretation understands it to mean 
“Baal [lord] of the incense altar” (Day 1989: 37-40) while 
the other takes it as “lord of Amanus” (Cross CMHE 24— 
28, 35-36). The former view is more likely, since a number 
of depictions of Baal-hammon’s cult feature an incense 
altar, whereas Mt. Amanus in N Syria was remote even 
from the original Phoenician homeland. 
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Baal-hammon’s consort, Tinnit, the most prominent 
Punic goddess, who is sometimes referred to as “the face 
of Baal,” has not been fully explicated. Some have thought 
that she was of N African origin, but several early attesta- 
tions in Phoenicia (e.g., at Sarepta) have clarified her E 
origin. There is, however, uncertainty about her precise 
relationship to the other Canaanite goddesses and what 
her name means. On the supposition that Baal-hammon 
was El, it has sometimes been presumed that she was 
Athirat (Asherah). However, this view of Baal-hammon is 
unlikely, as we have seen. Moreover, Tinnit is known to 
have been equated with Astarte. We cannot be certain, but 
possibly she was a variant of Anath or she could have been 
a completely independent goddess. 

Other deities worshiped in the Punic world include 
Melgart, Eshmun, and Resheph (see above). 

One traditional source for ancient Phoenician religion is 
Philo of Byblos’ Phoenician History (ca. a.p. 100) which 
declares itself to be dependent on a much earlier Phoeni- 
cian author, Sanchuniathon. Excerpts from Philo’s work 
have been preserved by Eusebius of Caesarea in his Prae- 
paratio Evangelica. Scholarly evaluation of Philo’s work as 
an account of ancient Phoenician and Canaanite theology 
has passed through different stages during the course of 
the last century. See PHILO OF BYBLOS. In the 19th 
century his work was often denigrated, but with the discov- 
ery of the Ugaritic texts, revealing the names of a number 
of deities mentioned by Philo, he underwent a considera- 
ble rehabilitation. In more recent years, as witnessed by 
the work of such scholars as J. Barr (1974) and A. I. 
Baumgarten (1981), there has been an increasing aware- 
ness that though Philo’s work shows acquaintance with 
Phoenician traditions, these date from a late stage when 
they were subject to considerable Hellenistic influence. 
This Hellenistic influence is especially prominent in Philo’s 
cosmogony. It is true that he has knowledge of a fair 
number of genuine Canaanite/Phoenician deities’ names, 
e.g., Elos (El), Beelsamen (Baal-shamem), Zeus Belos 
(Baal), Adodos (Hadad) Dagon, Astarte, Chousor (Kothar- 
and-Hasis), and Elioun father of Ouranos (Heaven) and 
Ge (Earth) (cf. Gen 14:19, 22, where “El-Elyon” is creator 
of heaven and earth). However, the overall picture which 
he gives does not correspond closely with genuinely an- 
cient sources—he lacks the important motif of Baal as a 
dying and rising god who was engaged in conflict with 
Mot, and his depiction of El as a violent god is quite 
different from that of the benevolent figure of the Ugaritic 
texts. 


C. Religious Practices and Beliefs 

1. Festivals, Sacrifice, Prayer. In spite of the consider- 
able information available about the members of the Ca- 
naanite pantheon the details of the various Canaanite 
festivals and their accompanying rituals and liturgies re- 
main scarce. It appears that the OT feasts of Tabernacles, 
Unleavened Bread, and Weeks had Canaanite prototypes 
(cf. Judg 9:27) and that these were essentially agricultural 
festivals. It is plausible to suppose that Baal’s enthrone- 
ment as king was celebrated at the Canaanite feast of 
Tabernacles, but detailed reconstructions (e.g., de Moor 
1972) must remain speculative. 

An important part of Canaanite religious practice con- 
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sisted of sacrifice to the gods. The beginning of the Aqhat 
text, which describes Daniel as feeding the gods, indicates 
that sacrifice could be thought of as food for the gods. A 
number of Canaanite sacrificial terms are known, many of 
which are paralleled by similar expressions in the OT, 
though we cannot be certain that the meaning in every 
case is identical or that the Israelites appropriated the 
terms from the Canaanites, although this may be the case. 
Among the parallel terms are Ugaritic dbh (Heb zebah 
“sacrifice”), 5p (Heb ‘6/4, “burnt offering”), slm (Heb Selem, 
“peace offering”), snpt (Heb téniipd, “wave [or “elevation” ] 
offering”) and ndr (Heb neder and néder, “vow”). Other 
terms found in Punic may also be compared—cf. Punic kil 
(Heb kaiil, “whole burnt offering”) and mtnt (Heb matrandé, 
“gift”). 

There is evidence that human sacrifice was practiced 
within the Canaanite world, although we have no indica- 
tions of it at Ugarit. There are a number of references to 
child sacrifice in the OT, especially in connection with the 
Canaanite god Molech in the valley of Hinnom outside 
Jerusalem (see Heider 1985; Day 1989), and classical 
sources attesi. child sacrifice among the Phoenicians. The 
most abundant evidence, however, is in the Punic world: 
not only do various classical authors attest its practice 
among the Carthaginians, but archaeological discoveries 
have revealed cemeteries of sacrificed children (commonly 
referred to by scholars under the biblical name of “to- 
pheth”) at Motya (Mozia) in Sicily, Monte Sirai, Nora, 
Tharros, anc. Sulcis in Sardinia, and at Carthage, Sousse 
(Hadrumetuin), and Cirta (near Constantine) in N Africa. 

Another practice for which we have evidence among the 
Canaanites but is not certainly attested at Ugarit is sacred 
prostitution (see below). However, Ugarit has revealed 
some traces cf the practice of divination, where models of 
livers and lurigs probably linked to hepatoscopy have been 
found (models of livers are known from Hazor and Me- 
giddo). A text written in Ugaritic containing omens based 
on unnatura. births of animals has also been discovered, 
analogous to the Mesopotamian summa izbu texts. (ATU 
1.103 + 1.145 = Ugaritica VII, RS 24.247 + 24.265 + 
24.268 + 24.287 + 24.328A + 24.328B.) 

Not surprisingly, prayer was employed as a means of 
communication with the gods. An interesting example is 
known from Ugarit requesting deliverance should the city 
be under at:ack (KTU 1.119.26—36): “If a strong one 
attacks your gate, a warrior your walls, raise your eyes to 
Baal [praying]: ‘O Baal, please drive away the strong one 
from our ga:e, the warrior from our walls! The bull, O 
Baal, we will consecrate; the vow, O Baal, we will fulfill. 
The male [animal], O Baal we will consecrate; the sacrifice, 
O Baal, we will fulfill; the libations, O Baal, we will pour 
out. Let us go up to the sanctuary of Baal, let us walk to 
and fro on tke paths to the house of Baal!’ Then Baal will 
hear your prayer—he will drive away the strong one from 
your gate, the warrior from your walls.” Clearly this 
prayer, disregarding Baal’s importance as a nature god, 
sees him as an agent in history. 

2. Afterlife and Cult of the Dead. Although we lack 
precise details, it is clear that the Canaanites envisaged a 
post mortem existence. In the OT the shades of the dead are 
often referred to as the rép@im, and they are similarly 
termed in Phoenician (rpm) and Punic ?°p’m). It is now 
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clear that the rp’um in Ugaritic also denote the shades of 
the dead, and that these are deified. The most explicit text 
is KTU 1.161, where the rf?um are invoked, and these 
include a number of deceasect Ugaritic kings. Again, at the 
end of the Ugaritic Baal mvth, we find the expressions 
rpimPilnym in close parallelism with ?ilm/mtm, ‘gods/dead’ 
(KTU 1.6.V1.46—48 = CTA €.VI.45—47), thus supporting 
the view that they are the deified dead. It now seems that 
this is the meaning of rp’um in all its occurrences in 
Ugaritic (Caquot and Sznycer 1980: 19-20) and that it is 
wrong to seek a temporal reference in certain instances 
(e.g., the so-called Rephaim text, KTU 1.20-22 = CTA 20- 
22, contra Gray 1965: 126-30). In one Ugaritic text (KTU 
1.108.1-3 = Ugaritica V.2.1--3) it seems that we have an 
allusion to rp’u (a shade of the dead) drinking with Hadad 
the shepherd and Astarte; if this is the correct understand- 
ing (see AAHTAROTH [PLACE]), it bears comparison with 
the 8th-century B.c. Aramaic Panammua text, where the 
hope is expressed, “May the soul of Panammua eat with 
Hadad, and may the soul of Panammua drink with Hadad” 
(KAI 214: 21-22). 

One institution which has attracted increased attention 
in recent years (cf. Greenfield 1974) is the marzéah, which 
is attested in the Canaanite world at Ugarit (both in Akka- 
dian and Ugaritic texts), the OT (Jer 16:5; Amos 6:7), at 
Elephantine, and Piraeus, and in Nabatean, Palmyrene, 
Punic, and rabbinic texts. It took the form of an association 
involving banquets and there is evidence from Ugarit (the 
Rephaim text), Jer 16:5, a Nabatean text, and rabbinic 
tradition that these could be issociated with the cult of the 
dead. However, other purposes may have been involved. 
(See DEAD, CULT OF THE; ANCESTOR WORSHIP.) 

There is evidence that the Ugaritic kings were thought 
of as divine after their death. and probably they were also 
considered divine during their earthly reign. The list of 
Ugaritic kings (KTU 1.113) precedes each name with the 
word i “god,” but this could simply allude to their post- 
humous deification. However, in the Keret text, words are 
expressed which suggest that king Keret (admittedly not 
king of Ugarit) was considered divine during his lifetime. 
A son of his declares, “(How can it be said [that] Keret is a 
son of El, the progeny of La:ipan and Qds? Or shall gods 
die? Shall the progeny of Latipan not live?” (KTU 
1.16.1.20-23 = CTA 16.1.20-23). Keret’s daughter Thit- 
manat expresses similar sentiments in KTU 1.16.11.43—44, 
48-49 (= CTA 16.11.105-6, 110-11). Furthermore, El says 
that Keret’s (presumably eldest) son “Yassib . . . will suck 
the milk of Athirat . . . drain the breast of the virgin 
{Anath], the suckling nurses of [the gods]” (KTU 
1.15.11.25-28 = CTA 15.11.25—28). 

The king’s role in the cult included a ritual purification 
bath (e.g., Ugaritica V.12.6; CTA 36.10; KTU 1.119.5). In 
addition, Tabnit and Eshmunazar, two kings of Sidon, also 
served as priests of Astarte (AAl 13.1, 2). It is clear that as 
in ancient Israel, a high ethical ideal was expected of the 
king, since it was his duty to protect the poor, the widow, 
and the fatherless (cf. KU 1.16.V1.45-50 = CTA 
16.VI.45—50). 


D. Canaanite Religion and the OT 
The relation of the religion of Israel to the religion of 
Canaan consists of two parts. On the one hand, the OT 
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stands steadfastly opposed to the polytheism and fertility 
cult practices of the religion of Canaan and firmly in favor 
of the exclusive worship of Yahweh, the God of Israel. On 
the other hand, the OT has appropriated elements from 
the religion of Canaan, baptizing them in a form compati- 
ble with Israel’s own distinctive faith. 

1. El and Yahweh. The chief god of the Canaanites, El, 
is equated in the OT with Yahweh. Thus, the patriarchal 
narratives depict them as worshiping various manifesta- 
tions of El—E]-Shaddai in particular, but also El-Bethel, 
El-Olam, El Elohei Israel, El-Roi, and El-Elyon—and these 
are understood as revelations of Yahweh (e.g., Exod 6:2— 
3). It has even been suggested by F. M. Cross (CMHE, 68-— 
71) that the name Yahweh derived from part of a cult 
name of El, il di yahwi saba’ét, “El who creates hosts.” 
However, against this hypothesis it mzy be argued: (1) the 
formula in question is nowhere attested and is highly 
speculative; (2) the character of El is uniformly benevolent 
in the Ugaritic texts, whereas Yahweh has a fierce side as 
well as a kind one; and (3) this view presupposes that the 
name Yahweh means “he creates” (understood as a Hip“il), 
whereas it more likely means “he is” (the verb Ayh, ‘‘to be,” 
is nowhere attested in the Hip“ in Hebrew). Perhaps in 
the time of Moses, as certain biblical references suggest, F] 
was equated with Yahweh, who probably was originally the 
Midianite god of Mt. Sinai. Whereas the OT abominated 
Baal, it was happy to equate Yahweh with El, who was the 
supreme creator god noted for his wisdom, and was not 
associated with the fertility cult in the way that Baal was. 

In his identification with El, Yahweh also appropriated 
“the sons of El,” so that “the sons of God” formed his 
heavenly court (cf. Job 1:6; 2:1). The notion that they were 
seventy in number lived on, since Deut 32:8 states that 
“the Most High . . . fixed the bounds of the peoples 
according to the number of the sons of God” (so LXX; 
4QDeut), from which evolved in Jewish apocalyptic litera- 
ture the notion of seventy guardian angels of the nations. 
Thus, as absolute monotheism took over from monolatry 
in Israel, those who had originally been in the pantheon 
of the gods were demoted to the status of angels. 

In being equated with El, it is not surprising that in 
syncretistic circles Yahweh also appropriated El’s consort 
Athirat, or Asherah as she is known in the OT. Her cult 
symbol, known as the Asherah, was a wooden pole, per- 
haps in the form of a stylized tree. It is mentioned in the 
OT a number of times and appears to be the point of the 
inscriptions, “Yahweh and his Asherah” from Kuntillet 
‘Ajrud in N Sinai. 

2. OT Use of Baal Motifs. Although the OT condemns 
the Baal cult, it nevertheless adopts some of its motifs. 
Hosea, who is at pains to emphasize that Yahweh, not Baal, 
brings fertility to the land (Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8), applies 
the imagery of death and resurrection to Israel’s coming 
exile and restoration (Hos 5:14—6:3; 13:1-14:7). That this 
imagery is actually derived from the fertility cult of Baal is 
supported by the allusion to the coming of the rain in 
connection with the resurrection imagery in Hos 6:3 and 
the evident irony of the fact that Hosea declares that Israel 
“incurred guilt through Baal and died” (Hos 13:1). 

The OT also appropriates the motif of Baal’s conflict 
with Leviathan (also called “dragon,” “twisting serpent”) 
and Yam and applies it to Yahweh. Sometimes the imagery 
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is associated with the creation of the world (e.g., Ps 74:12- 
17), and this can also be demythologized so that it is simply 
a case of God’s controlling (rather than fighting with) the 
waters, as in Genesis 1. Sometimes the imagery is histori- 
cized, so that the sea becomes a term for the hostile nations 
(cf. Ps 144:7) and the dragon can symbolize a particular 
nation, such as Egypt or Babylon (e.g., Isa 30:7; Jer 51:34). 
Again, the imagery can be projected into the future and 
eschatologized (cf. Isa 27:1; Daniel 7). A related theme to 
that of the divine victory over the waters is divine kingship. 
Just as Baal became king following his victory over Yam, so 
the OT associates Yahweh’s kingship with his defeat of the 
chaos waters (cf. Ps 74:12; 93:1-2). The name of Baal’s 
sacred mountain, Mt. Sap4n, is applied to Mt. Zion, the 
seat of Yahweh’s dwelling in Ps 48:3—Eng 48:2, “the 
heights of Zaphon” (cf. Isa 14:13). Moreover, the descrip- 
tion of Yahweh’s manifestation in the thunderstorm tends 
to echo that of the storm god, Baal, and this is particularly 
striking in Psalm 29. 

3. The High Places, Sacred Prostitution, and the Mo- 
lech Cult. The Asherim formed part of the cultic para- 
phernalia of the “high places” (bdmét) (see also HIGH 
PLACE), the local sanctuaries where a Baalized Yahweh 
cult was practiced in ancient Israel until their abolition by 
Josiah in 621 B.c. They were frequently located on hills 
and the cult practices associated with them are described 
as taking place “on every high hill and under every green 
tree” (e.g., 2 Kgs 17:10). In addition to the Asherim, stone 
pillars (massébét) symbolizing the male deity, altars, and 
incense altars were among the characteristic features of 
these sites. The OT also suggests that rites of sacred 
prostitution were characteristic of the Baalized Yahweh 
worship, presumably a form of imitative magic in order to 
encourage the fertility of the land. That sacred prostitu- 
tion was a feature of the religion is indicated by the 
parallelism of the word 26nd, “prostitute,” with gédésa, lit. 
“holy one,” in Deut 23:18-19 and Gen 38-15, 22-23 and 
of z6nét, “prostitutes,” with gedését, lit. “holy ones,” in Hos 
4:14. The masculine form qaddé (Deut 23:18—Eng 23:17; 
1 Kgs 14:24; 22:47—Eng 22:46), plural gédéim (1 Kgs 
15:12; 2 Kgs 23:7) must therefore allude to male cult 
prostitution. It is not certain whether the gdm mentioned 
in the Ugaritic texts were similarly cult prostitutes. Outside 
the OT, classical allusions confirm the practice of sacred 
prostitution among the Phoenicians. See PROSTITU- 
TION (CULTIC). 

The OT sometimes makes reference to a god called 
Molech, to whom gruesome rites of child sacrifice are 
made. Some scholars have denied that Molech is the name 
of a god, claiming it to be a sacrificial term cognate with 
Punic molk (Eissfeldt 1935), while others maintain that no 
human sacrifice was involved but simply a dedication in 
fire (Weinfeld 1972). However, both these views are forced. 
There is evidence that mlk was the name of a Canaanite 
god (e.g., at Ugarit), and it is most likely that OT Molech is 
a reference to him, the vowels having been distorted with 
those of the word béSet, “shame” (cf. how the OT form of 
Ashtart is likewise distorted to read Ashtoreth; so Day 
[1989]). Probably he was an underworld god (Heider 1985; 
Day 1989). Another Canaanite underworld god who has 
left traces in the OT is Resheph (e.g., Ps 78:48—49; Hab 
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3:5), who seems to have become a destructive angel in 
Yahweh’s entourage. 

4. Israelite Calendar and Kingship. The important di- 
viding line in the agricultural year in Canaan comes with 
the autumn when the rainy season commences following 
the months of dryness and summer sun. This must have 
been the time of the Canaanite new year, just as it was in 
preexilic Israel (cf. Exod 23:16; 34:22), prior to the adop- 
tion of the Babylonian spring new year calendar at the 
time of the Exile or just before. The festival in the autumn 
was the feast. of Tabernacles, when the corn, wine, and oil 
were gathered. The Canaanite equivalent of this feast is 
recorded in Judg 9:27. The other major feasts, those of 
Weeks and Unleavened Bread, being in origin agricultural 
festivals, must also have been appropriated from the Ca- 
naanites. Some sacrificial practices may well have been 
adopted (see above). 

It was not until about 1000 B.c. that the Israelites 
adopted the institution of kingship. Since kingship was a 
new institution for them, it is to be expected that features 
should be borrowed from the surrounding nations (cf. 
} Sam 8:20) Influence from the Canaanite kingship ide- 
ology cannot be denied. The most explicit evidence for 
this comes from Ps 110:4, where the Davidic king is hailed 
as ‘a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.” Since 
Melchizedek is represented as a pre-Israelite, Jebusite 
priest-king in Jerusalem in Gen 14:18—20, it appears that 
Ps 110 involves a fusion of Israelite with the Jebusite royal 
ideology. This is most naturally understood as having 
come about soon after David’s conquest of Jerusalem. The 
Jebusite deity, (El-)Elyon (Gen 14:18, 19, 22), became 
fused with Yahweh, though it should probably not be 
supposed that David’s priest, Zadok, was originally a Jebu- 
site priest. If he had been, then neither of David's two 
chief priests (Zadok, Abiathar) would have been a native 
southern Israelite, which would be surprising. 1 Chr ]2:28 
may support F. M. Cross’ view (CMHE 207-15) that Zadok 
had already been David’s priest at Hebron. 

In various ways, therefore, it is apparent that Canaanite 
religion has exerted an influence on the OT, in spite of the 
condemnation of that religion which the OT often ex- 
presses. For further discussion see Albright ARI, YGC; 
Donner and Rdéllig KAI; Eissfeldt KiSchr; Gibson TSSI: and 
Gordon UT. 
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CANAANITE LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES 
(INTRODUCTORY SURVEY). 


CANDACE (PERSON) [Gk Kandaké]. Title of the person 
who employed the Ethiopian eunuch converted by Philip 
(Acts 8:27-39). Candace is not a proper name but a title 
(like the word “Pharaoh”); in fact, it was one of the first 
Ethiopic words clearly identified by scholars. It means 
Queen, though it also seems to have referred to the Queen 
Mother. Bion of Soli, who wrote a work on Africa probably 
in the 2d century B.c., says that the Queen Mother, called 
the Candace, was the real head of the government of the 
so-called kingdom of Meroe, not in modern Ethiopia 
proper, but rather along the Nile in modern Sudan. The 
title Candace may have been a hereditary one, since it is 
attested in various periods before and after the NT era in 
the relevant classical literature (cf. Strab. 17.1.54; Dio Cass. 
54.5.4-5; Pliny HN 6.35.186; Ps.-Callisth. 3.18). Thus, the 
Candace mentioned only once in the NT (Acts 8:27) can- 
not be clearly identified because we are not given a proper 
name (Cadbury 1955: 15-18). Eunuchs were frequently 
used in ancient Near Eastern courts as guards of the 
harem or sometimes of the treasury (see ETHIOPIAN 
EUNUCH). 
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CANNEH (PLACE) [Heb kannéh]. A N Mesopotamian 
city with whom Tyre traded in textiles (Ezek 27:23). Assyr- 
ian texts of the 8th and 7th centuries B.c. contain numer- 
ous references to individuals involved in economic trans- 
actions who are from Kannuw”’, a city whose precise 
geographical location is unknown (see Postgate RLA 5: 
390). Since this city provides the most likely counterpart 
to the Canneh of the MT in Ezek 27:23 (once improperly 
identified with Calneh), one learns from Assyrian sources 
that it was strategically located on a royal Assyrian highway 
which facilitated the city’s development as a center of 
trade. Citizens of Canneh are attested long before the time 
of Ezekiel transporting hundreds of horses for the Assyr- 
ian empire (Waterman 1930-36: 529) and engaging in 
slave sales. Because the city is listed in Ezek 27:23 between 
the two other well-known locales Haran and Eden ‘(i.e., 
Beth-eden), Canneh also must have achieved some inter- 
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national stature as a comparable commercial center. The 
Assyrian evidence indicates that the city was a center for 
the cult of the god Apladad. The etymology of Kannu?/ 
Canneh remains unclear, for a proposed Aramaic etymol- 
ogy from ganno’ “the enclosure” would appear in Hebrew 
with an initial voiced consonant. The Targum equates 
Canneh with Nisibis. 
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CANON. The word “canon” comes from the Gk kanén, 
“measuring stick.” By extension it came to mean “rule” or 
“standard,” a tool used for determining proper measure- 
ment. Consequently, the word has come to be used with 
reference to the corpus of scriptural writings that is con- 
sidered authoritative and standard for defining and deter- 
mining “orthodox” religious beliefs and practices. Books 
not considered authoritative and standard are often called 
“noncanonical” or “extracanonical.” Generally speaking, 
the corpus of authoritative books is called the “Bible,” 
although obviously the Christian Bible (or canon) differs 
from that of Judaism. This entry consists of two entries: 
one covering the canon of the Hebrew Bible (i.e., the 
Christian “Old Testament”), and another covering the spe- 
cifically Christian writings comprising the “New Testa- 
ment.” See also APOCRYPHA (OT and NT) articles. 
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4. Canonical Hermeneutics 
5. God and “Powerflows” 
E. Canon and Inspiration 


A. Introduction 

1. Canon in Judaism and Christianity. Some of the 
religions of the world are “scriptured” such as Judaism, 
the Samaritans, Christianity, Islam, Confucianism, Taoism, 
Buddhism, Hinduism, and Zoroastrianism; others are not 
(W. C. Smith 1977). Judaism and Christianity claim to have 
Holy Scriptures inspired by God; the Christian includes 
the Jewish, but the Jewish does not include any of the 
peculiarly Christian “Second [or New] Testament.” That 
which is common to the two, though in a different order 
of contents, in most Protestant Bibles is traditionally called 
the “Old Testament” by Christians but simply the “Bible” 
by Jews. The Bible of the Samaritans is limited to the 
Pentateuch. The Bible of the early church before there 
was a NT canon, that which was most often cited in NT 
and most Christian literature, was a Greek version of the 
OT containing many more books than the current Protes- 
tant OT or Jewish Bible. The Protestanv Jewish “First Tes- 
tament” is often inexactly called the Hebrew Bible. In more 
accurate terms the OT (whether referring to the LXX or 
the current Protestant OT) may also be called the First 
Testament. Jntil recent times the Christian OT, whether 
Orthodox, Catholic, or Protestant, included more books 
than the Jewish Bible included; it was not until the late 
19th century that Protestants began to exclude the Jewish 
so-called apocrypha, or deuterocanonical books, which 
surviving Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism had excluded from 
its Bible at least by the end of the Ist century of the 
common era. Samaritans, also heirs of ancient Judaism, 
accept only the Pentateuch (Torah) as canon. Muhammad, 
apparently the single author of the Koran, adapted iradi- 
tions from both Bibles or testaments into the 7th-century- 
c.E. Bible of Islam; by contrast, both Judaism and Christi- 
anity have accepted the fact of multiple authorship of their 
canons as well as pseudonymity of some of the books in 
each. Whereas the Koran is viewed in Islam as a direct 
revelation from God, the Jewish and Christian canons are 
viewed as human testimonies to God’s revelations (Pokorny 
1984: 486-6). When one uses the word “canon” one must 
specify to which denomination or community of faith it 
refers even within Judaism and Christianity; within both 
there is now and was in antiquity more than one canon in 
the sense of limited lists of sacred books considered canon- 
ical. The Church of Latter-Day Saints is perhaps the latest 
to claim the Christian canon to be open-ended (Davies 
1986). And in recent times the word “canon” is used to 
refer to the rabbinic corpus in addition to the Bible or 
even instead of the Bible (Neusner 1987: 43-51). 

2. Etymology of the Word “Canon.” The word “canon” 
comes from the Greek kanén which was derived from a 
Semitic root (Hebrew qdneh, Assyrian gani, [Sumerian-] 
Akkadian qin, Ugaritic gn). It passed into Greek as kanna 
or kané, into Latin as canna, and English as cane. It origi- 
nally meant “reed” (English “cannon”) and came to mean 
something firm and straight. In Greek the word was used 
to indicate a stave, a weaver’s rod, a curtain rod, a bedpost, 
and a stick kept for drawing a straight line or as a constant 
reference for measuring such as level, plumb line, or ruler. 
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It then took on metaphoric meanings such as model, 
standard, paradigm, boundary, chronological list, and tax 
or tariff schedule. In the NT “canon” means rule, stan- 
dard (Phil 3:16 in some mss; Gal 6:16), or limit (2 Cor 
10:13, 15-16). In early church literature it came to be 
used to refer to biblical law, an ideal person, an article of 
faith, doctrine, catalog, table of contents, a list of persons 
ordained or sainted (Metzger 1987: 289-93). Origen (d. 
254) may have used the word in the sense of a list of 
inspired books, but Athanasius (d. 373) was the first known 
to have done so and the firs! in his Easter letter of 367 to 
include the 27 books of the INT. 

3. Other Terms Used. The Bible (OT) of the early 
churches was referred to as “Scripture” (John 2:22; Acts 
8:32; 2 Tim 3:16; etc.) or “the scriptures” (Mark 12:24; 1 
Cor 15:3—4, etc.). Other terms used were “holy scriptures,” 
“the writings,” “the sacred scriptures,” “the book,” “the 
sacred books.” Use of such terms does not, however, indi- 
cate exactly which books were meant beyond the Law and 
the Prophets in the Jewish tripartite canon (Law, Prophets, 
and Writings). And doubt has been expressed as to 
whether the term “Scripture” was synonymous with 
“canon” (Sundberg /DBSup, 137; cf. Metzger 1987: 30). 

The same is true of terms used in Judaism where the 
word “books” (sépdrim) meant sacred writings but without 
precise definition (Dan 9:2; Mishnah, etc.). The term “holy 
books” (sipré haqqédes), used in medieval commentaries, was 
also indefinite in reference in that it was used to refer to 
all Jewish religious literature. In the Greek prologue to 
Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira), wt.ich was translated (tradition- 
ally 132 8.c.£.) by the grandson of the author, the phrases 
“the other books of our fithers” and “the rest of the 
books” are also indefinite in reference. In Tannaitic times 
the term “outside books” (s*parim hitzénim) was coined to 
refer to books not in the Jewish canon (Sanh. 10:1), but 
even then it was used mainly to refer to non-Jewish or 
nonrabbinic literature, not specifically to refer to Jewish 
writing outside the Jewish Bible. 

More precise in designation, though not content, is the 
word migra (“reading”; see Arabic quran) referring to 
Scripture and based on the custom of reading aloud for 
the assembled faithful in a dominantly oral culture, contin- 
ued today as oral lectionary readings in most worship 
services Jewish and Christian; it was and is frequently used 
to indicate Scripture, as against Mishnah, Midrash, or 
other Jewish literature. 

Another term, “holy writings” (kitbé haqqddes), is used to 
refer to holy or inspired writings but not exclusively to the 
Bible (Sabb. 16:1; B. Bat. 1: end; t. Besa 4 [Blau JEnc, 141]), 
another indication of the necessity to distinguish between 
‘Gnspired” and “canonical” (Leiman 1976: 127; Metzger 
1987: 254-57); the term is reflected in Greek in Rom 1:2; 
John 5:47; 2 Tim 3:15—-16; Ant 1.13; 10.63; etc. 

The word “Torah,” like many others in early Jewish 
literature, has both a narrow (sensus strictus) and a broad 
meaning (sensus latus). While it can refer strictly to the 
Pentateuch it may also refer to the whole Bible; but it may 
quite broadly refer to all jewish religious literature, or 
indeed be used as a virtual synonym of Judaism itself 
(Sanders 1987: 111—14). Similarly the word nomos in the 
NT and elsewhere may mean “law,” or it may mean cus- 
tom, instruction, or doctrine (Pasinya 1973). The Penta- 
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teuch itself is basically a blend of narrative and law (San- 
ders 1987: 43-60, 115-23); indeed one great Jewish 
philosopher (Heschel 1972) believed that Judaism itself is 
made up of halakah and haggédah (law and narrative). 

Another term used of Scripture is hakkatib, “that which 
is written,” but the term is usually accompanied by the 
name of a book of the Bible; “all that which is written” or 
perhaps “all Scripture” is early and may be reflected in 2 
Tim 3:16 (pasa graphé). The term “covenant” or “testa- 
ment” seems to have been principally a Christian term of 
reference for the OT (2 Cor 3:14), though Sirach appar- 
ently used “book of the covenant” (24:23) to refer to the 
Pentateuch (cf. Exod 24:7; 2 Kgs 23:2, 21 where the same 
Greek term translates the Hebrew séper habberit). 

Other terms used include the expression “those [books] 
that soil the hands” (Yad. 3:5; 4:5, 6), which is as close 
perhaps as may be found to what is commonly meant by 
the term “canon”; and yet it is not really clear how the 
term arose (JEnc 1: 141) or even if it was used to mean 
“canonical” in sensu stricto (Leiman 1976: 102-20). 

Finally, one of the most common terms used to refer to 
the Bible in Talmud and Midrash, and perhaps the most 
common in Jewish speech in any modern language, is 
Tanak, an acrostic made up of the first letters of the three 
divisions of the Hebrew or Jewish Bible: Térah (Penta- 
teuch), Neb?im (Prophets), and Ketiibim (Writings or Hagi- 
ographa). 

4. Basic Uses of the Word “Canon.” There are two 
basic uses of the word “canon”: the one refers to the shape 
of a limited body of sacred literature; the other refers to 
its function. Traditionally it is viewed as both an authorita- 
tive collection of books (norma normata—shape) and a col- 
lection of authoritative books (norma normans—function; 
Metzger 1987: 282-88). The word “shape” refers, however, 
to more than the number and order of books contained in 
a community’s canon; and the word “function” refers to 
more than how a community used its canon. Both terms 
include consideration of pre- and proto-canonical literary 
and historical factors as well as factors resulting from 
eventual stabilization of text and canon. 


B. External Shape of Canon 

1. Extrabiblical References. The designation “Tanak” 
accurately suggests the basic tripartite shape of the Jewish 
Bible: Torah, Prophets, and Writings. Beginning in the 2d 
century B.c.£. the third division was vaguely indicated in 
the prologue to Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira) written by the 
author’s grandson in 132 B.c.£. (or 116 [Kahle 1959: 216]; 
or 110 [Bickermann 1944: 344]). He apparently knew only 
paraphrastic expressions such as “. . . and the others that 
followed them,” or “. . . the other books of our fathers,” or 
“...and the rest of the books.” Much has been made by 
some of the vague expression in Philo’s Vita Cont 25 which 
mentions “laws and oracles delivered through the mouth 
of prophets, and psalms . . .”; or the phrase “They read 
the holy writings and seek wisdom from their ancestral 
philosophy by taking it as an allegory . . .” (Vita Cont 28). 
Such expressions can be taken to indicate a closed canon 
of the third division, the Writings, in pre-Christian times 
only by inference; the evidence is not clear (cf. Leiman 
1976: 131-32; Beckwith 1985: 110-11). 

The first two divisions, the Law and the Prophets, are 
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attested to in the Second or New Testament (Matt 5:17; 
7:12; 22:40; Luke 16:16; John 13:15; 24:14; Rom 3:21 
[see “Moses and the Prophets” in Luke 16:29, 31]), but the 
third division remained amorphous (without clear shape) 
in all such designations until the end of the Ist century 
C.E.; in fact it is not clear when the term “Tanak” itself first 
appeared (Aicher 1906: 1-53). Recent in-depth study of 
the function of Scripture in the Mishnah affords no evi- 
dence of the tripartite canon in the ways in which Scripture 
is cited or alluded to beyond the Torah (Pettit 1988). The 
tripartite division, with the third section clearly not yet 
having a stable title such as Writings (or Hagiographa), is 
also indicated in Sirach 39:1; 2 Macc 2:13-14; and Luke 
24:44. In Luke 24:44 the phrase “. . . Law of Moses, 
Prophets and Psalms. . .” is reported said by the resur- 
rected Jesus to the disciples in one of his last meetings with 
them. The inarticulate psalmozs in the Lukan phrase could 
indicate any collection of Jewish religious hymns, but it 
probably designated a collection of psalms such as we know 
in the biblical book of Psalms, but not im all probability the 
stabilized Psalter witnessed in 4th—5th-century-c.£. and 
later LXX mss or in 10th-century-c.£. and later Masoretic 
mss, as the various scrolls and fragments of psalms among 
the Dead Sea Scrolls would suggest. If one took Philo or 
others as witness to the canon there might be doubt as to 
how far it extended at the turn of the era beyond the 
Pentateuch (Barthélemy 1984: 10—14); but if one took the 
Qumran library or the NT as witness in the same time 
frame one might wonder if indeed the number of books 
considered functionally canonical were not still indefinite 
(Barthélemy 1984: 15-19). 

The long encomium to famous men in Ben Sirach 44— 
49 indicates that the author of Ecclesiasticus knew the Law 
and the Prophets as we have them, even the title “The 
Twelve Prophets”; and he seems to cite Mal 3:23. He also 
apparently knew a good portion of the Writings. He re- 
flects the very old tradition (Amos 6:5) that David was a 
musician: “In all his works he praised the Holy One Most 
High with words of glory; with his whole heart he sang 
(humnése) and loved Him that made him. He also set 
singers before the altar . . .” (Sir 47:8—9). He also knew the 
old tradition that foreigners wondered at David’s songs, 
proverbs, parables, and interpretations (47:17). But he 
does not thereby indicate, except by the broadest stretch 
of will (as some have claimed: Leiman 1976: 29; Beckwith 
1985: 73), that Ben Sira knew the Psalter as we have it in 
medieval Masoretic mss. 

2 Maccabees explicitly mentions the covenant with Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacob (1:2), as well as traditions about 
Moses and Solomon (2:4—12), and then deals considerably 
with the work (1:20-2:15), writings, and commentaries of 
Nehemiah (2:13); it also reflects on the prior prophecies 
of Jeremiah (2:1—7). The crucial passage states that Nehe- 
miah founded a library collecting literature dealing with 
official acts or matters “concerning kings and prophets, as 
well as concerning David, and correspondence of kings 
concerning sacred gifts”; that Judas Maccabeus recovered 
the collection scattered because of the war (168-165 
B.C.E.); and that it was still extant in the writer’s time 
(2:13-14). To deny double-duty to the earlier preposition 
peri functioning in the expression ta tou David in 2:13, and 
therefore to understand the neuter plural phrase as “the 
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psalms of David,” is unwarranted; 2 Macc 2:13 refers to 
royal records, probably Samuel and Kings, and quite pos- 
sibly a Davidic collection of psalms (cf. Beckwith 1985: 
150—52). But broad claims about the Psalter and the whole 
Hagiographa as we know them being already in the shape 
we have them or already canonical when Judas engaged in 
his literary restoration (Beckwith 1985: 434-37) cannot be 
founded on 2 Maccabees. 

The stabilized Jewish canon attested to by the end of the 
Ist century c.g. included 24 books (4 Esdras 14:44-46). 
The textus receptus or early printed editions of Jacob ben 
Hayyim based on European Hebrew Bible mss of the time 
(Blau 1902: 141, 144, col. viii) had the following order: the 
5 of the Pentateuch; the 8 of the Prophets (Joshua, Judges, 
Samuel, Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve 
Minor Prophets); and the 11 of the Writings (Psalms, 
Proverbs, Job, Song of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations, Ec- 
clesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah, and Chroni- 
cles). 

There is a different order in the third section in earlier 
Tiberian Masoretic mss on which current printed editions 
(cf. Yeivin 1980: 38, §71) of the Hebrew-Aramaic Bible are 
based, as we shall see; but the count of 24 remains the 
same. Josephus (AgAp 1.39), Origen (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 
2.25), and Jerome (but only in his preface to Samuel and 
Kings) counted 22 books, the number of the letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet; and such a tradition may have been 
fairly widespread at one time. Such a count would be 
possible if Ruth were included on the same (Greek trans- 
lation or even Hebrew) scroll with Judges (or with Psalms), 
and Lamentations with Jeremiah (JEnc 1: 142; Leiman 
1976: 133-34). On the other hand, in the case of Josephus 
there may simply have been only 22 books to count as 
canonical by the beginning of the fourth quarter of the Ist 
century c.£. (Talmon 1987: 68). It is clear that too much 
certainty about Josephus’ canon has been drawn from 
AgAp 1.37—43 (Leiman 1976: 31-34; but see n. 155!). The 
tradition in most Jewish communities after the Ist century 
C.E. was consistently a count of 24 books except in a very 
few Midrashim (e.g., Num. Rab. 18:21) where the Minor 
Prophets were separately counted to render 35. Ezekiel, 
Proverbs, the Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, and Esther were 
disputed as late as the early 2d century but eventually won 
full acceptance in the canon. In the opinion of some 
(Leiman 1976: 119-20; Beckwith 1985: 318-23; and Tal- 
mon 1987: 75—79) the five books were already considered 
canonical and the passages in rabbinic literature which 
record the clebate assume that they were; the same pas- 
sages have been read by most others to indicate a genuine 
debate about their canonical status. 

2. Masoretic Text. The order of books beyond 2 Kings 
has varied to some extent even down to the 20th century 
as may be noted in the fact that the current student 
editions of the Hebrew Bible (BHK and BHS) still place 
Chronicles at the end of the third division, or Writings, 
even though the editors claim to use exclusively the Len- 
ingradensis ms, the oldest full codex of the Tanak in 
existence dating to the late 10th/early 11th century, which 
like its older (though incomplete) mate, Aleppensis (925 
B.C.E.), and numerous other mss dating before the 12th 
century and after, has Chronicles as the first book in that 
division (see BHS xi), as well as a generally different 
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internal order. The third section aside from Chronicles 
always begins with Psalms and ends with Daniel and Ezra- 
Nehemiah, no matter whether Chronicles was placed first 
before Psalms or last after Exra-Nehemiah. 

It is probable that the sequence Genesis through 2 Kings 
was stabilized in content and order probably by the middle 
of the 6th century B.c.E. (Freedman [DBSup, 131-32), 
certainly by the middle of the 5th when the Pentateuch or 
first five books in that sequence was recognized by “all the 
people as one person,” that is, by the whole community, as 
the “Book of the Torah of Moses” (Neh 8:1) or “The 
Torah” (Neh 8:2) in what was undoubtedly quite an elabo- 
rate ceremony in the Water Gate Square in Jerusalem in 
the middle (458? B.c.£.) of the 5th century. The Penta- 
teuch (and not the Hexateuch or even Octateuch—that is, 
Genesis to Deuteronomy and not Genesis to Joshua or even 
Kings) became the Torah for Judaism for all time because 
of the triumph of the book of Deuteronomy and the school 
of thinkers, writers, and editors which its triumph 
spawned in the exilic 6th-century period (the Deuterono- 
mists and others; Sanders 1172: 9-20). The Torah which 
was read that day in Jerusalem had been brought there by 
Ezra from the large exilic community in Persian-occupied 
Babylonia. But the sequel Genesis to Kings, no matter that 
Ezra’s Judaism needed to break it into two liturgical divi- 
sions (called Torah and Earlv Prophets), was undoubtedly 
a stabilized written (hi)story fairly much as we now have it 
in the Tanak by the middle of the 6th century B.c.E. Since 
that sequence of books, in contrast to all that follows in the 
Jewish canon, is clearly a story line beginning with creation 
and ending with the Babylonian destruction of Jerusalem 
and the exile, the order of the books Genesis to Kings was 
secured early on even when the text was written on scrolls, 
well before the invention of the codex in the Ist centuries 
c.E. Beginning with the Latter Prophets or the Books of 
the Three, there has been considerable variation. “The 
order of the Books in the Torah and the Former Prophets 
has been established from earliest times; however the order 
of the books in the Latter Prophets and the Writings is not 
fixed” (Yeivin 1980: 38). 

The two great Tiberian mss, Leningradensis and Alep- 
pensis (A), dating to the early 10th and 11th centuries, 
where A is extant agree on the following order after Kings: 
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Twelve Minor Prophets 
(the order indicated already in Sirach 48:22 and 49:6—8); 
Chronicles, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ruth, Song of Songs, 
Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, Esther, Daniel, Ezra-Nehe- 
miah. By contrast, a Baraita in the Talmud (B. Bat. 14b), 
which at the earliest dates to the 2d century c.E., and a 
number of mss later than the Tiberian (Blau 1902: 143-— 
44) agree on the order: Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, and the 
Twelve; Ruth, Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of 
Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra-Nehemiah, 
Chronicles. 

Even the practice of grouping the Five Scrolls together 
(Megilloth—Ruth, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Lamenta- 
tions, Esther) was sometimes abandoned in favor of placing 
Ruth at the beginning of the Writings. The order of the 
Five Scrolls varies considerably in the various manuscripts 
with no apparent pattern evident. With the advent of 
printing, early editions of the Jewish Bible placed the five 
in the calendar order of the four feasts and one fast at 
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which each was read: The Song of Songs (Passover), Ruth 
(Weeks), Lamentations (9th of Ab), Ecclesiastes (Taberna- 
cles), and Esther (Purim) (see JEnc, 144 and IDB 1: 509); 
but apparently no medieval mss so ordered them. 

Clearly one has to be cautious in constructing theories 
about “the shape” of the Jewish canon beyond the very 
secure (hi)story line beginning with the Torah and ending 
in 2 Kings, and the fact that the books of the three Major 
Prophets and the Twelve Minor Prophets always followed 
the record of that (hi)story; but even the order of these 
within the two categories may have been due as much to 
lengths of the books as to chronological order or any other 
factor (JEnc, 143; Metzger 1987: 295-300; see the conve- 
nient lists in Beckwith 1985: 450-64.) 

3. Jabneh. In the past century, since the work of Graetz 
(1886: 281-98) but especially Buhl (1892: 24), it has been 
commonplace to refer to the gathering of rabbis at the 
Palestinian coastal town of Jabneh (Jamnia in Greek) as an 
authoritative council at which the canonization of the 
Tanak was completed. For some six decades in the first 
part of the current century a sort of formula was passed 
from one student generation to another: the Pentateuch 
was canonized by 400 B.c.£., the Prophets by 200 B.c.z., 
and the Writings at Jamnia by about 90 c.r. (Pfeiffer 1948: 
64; IDB 1: 501-14; Jepsen 1959: 114). The discovery of 
the Dead Sea Scrolls, both the Qumran literature and 
other scrolls and fragments from other caves in the area, 
changed ail that. 

A pivotal study published in 1964 by J. P. Lewis exposed 
the misunderstandings and misreadings by Graetz and 
others of the rabbinic evidence concerning Jabneh. Lewis 
investigated each passage and came to the conclusion that 
while there was a gathering at Jabneh it did not function 
as an authoritative council, in the later sense of the great 
church councils, which somehow for all time closed the 
canon. Lewis’ work has gained wide acceptance even 
though it has been used to argue otherwise opposing 
points of view (Sanders 1987: 9-39; Freedman IDBSup, 
135; Leiman 1976: 120-24; Barthélemy 1984: 9-45; 
Beckwith 1985: 276-77; Talmon 1987: 71). For some 
(Sanders, Barthélemy, Talmon) it means that factors other 
than conciliar or official decisions must be sought in the 
sociopolitical realm; for others (Leiman, Beckwith) it has 
meant that the canon was officially closed up to two centu- 
ries earlier and that discussions reported concerning what 
“soiled the hands” by the end of the Ist century C.z. were 
about books already canonized. 

4. Septuagint. The so-called Septuagint (LXX) presents 
quite a different picture of the shape of the OT canon. 
Greek translations of the Jewish Bible seem to have begun 
in the 3d century B.c.£., first apparently the Torah and 
then the other books, and some of the others seem to have 
been in existence by the time of the translation of Ben Sira 
into Greek (see above). Most Greek First (or Old) Testa- 
ment mss and most available early lists (see Swete 1902: 
201-10) indicate that the (hi)story sequence Genesis 
through Chronicles was fairly constant. There is little to 
suggest in the LXX mss or early church lists that the 
Pentateuch (Torah) was thought of as a separate entity; it 
was primarily (hi)story in the same sense as the books that 
followed. Ruth often followed Judges and preceded the 
four books of Kingdoms (i.e., 1-2 Samuel plus 1-2 Kings), 
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which were immediately then followed by the revisionist 
(hi)story of all that had been recounted up to that point, 
supplied by Chronicles (Paraleipomena). 

In fact, there is no tripartite division in the Greek First 
Testament, as in the later Hebrew-Aramaic mss and lists 
noted above, suggesting that such a division after the 
Pentateuch was either not yet known, or more likely, not 
of full canonical status by the me of the Roman destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem and the break of Christianity from 
Judaism. The further fact that after Chronicles the order 
of books in the LXX varied widely and without a clear 
pattern would also indicate that by the time of that break 
the full canonical process was not yet complete—unless 
some convincing polemical reasons could be advanced for 
the varying orders, or for the fact that libertarian variance 
took place at all; and none has been advanced. All the 
Greek OT mss were preserved by the churches (Kraft 
1978: 225) and might possibly reflect an undetected po- 
lemic of order of books. All the principal Greek OT mss 
were in codex form and hence relatively (though not 
absolutely) stable in terms of order of books within the 
mss (Beckwith 1985: 194). 

The Twelve Minor Prophets in Hebrew mss were always 
copied on one scroll; the order of them was fairly stable, 
usually beginning with Hosea and ending with Malachi in 
the order found in modern translations. But Greek OT 
translations and lists show variance within the Twelve; 
Codices B (Vaticanus) and A (Alexandrinus), e.g., both put 
Amos and Micah after Hosea before Joel; and the order 
Hosea, Amos, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, etc. is 
also found (Swete 1902: 202); beginning with Nahum the 
order seems quite stable through to Malachi. 

The three Major Prophets with Daniel may appear after 
the Twelve (B and A) or before them (Sinaiticus); or they 
may be separated by the Twelve with Daniel and Ezekiel 
following the Minor Prophets (Melito’s list). The 
(hi)storical books beginning with Genesis may go through 
4 Maccabees (Sinaiticus) before the Prophets, or Maccabees 
may be put last (Origen). Other such observations could 
be made, but all would support the view that there was no 
Alexandrian canon in the sense that the term normally 
conveys with regard to shape or structure (Sundberg 1964; 
Freedman /DBSup, 135). 

5. Dead Sea Scrolls. The so-called Dead Sea Scrolls, 
discovered between 1947 and 1961 (with perhaps others 
yet to come in), include the scrolls and tens of thousands 
of fragments of scrolls found in the eleven caves just N of 
the Wadi Qumran at the NW end of the Dead Sea, as well 
as others found in Judean desert caves (Murraba‘at, Hever, 
Se’elim, Mishmar) containing literature dating between 
the two Jewish Revolts (70 to 135 c.£.), in the Palace/ 
Fortress at Masada (68-73), and in caves in the Wadi ed- 
Daliyeh SE of Nablus (4th century B.c.E.; see Sanders 
1973b and Wise 1986a; 1986b). Their discovery has caused 
a review of nearly every aspect of biblical study including 
that of questions relating to the canons of Judaism and 
Christianity and denominations and groups within them. 
All of the literature emanating from the Qumran caves 
(except for the few found in caves 3 and 7, and maybe 6) 
seems to have originally been part of a denominational, 
theological library belonging to a single Jewish group 
which treasured them in the period between its founding 
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in the middle of the 2d century B.c.£. until its disintegra- 
tion and dispersion at the hands of Roman troops in the 
spring of 68 c.E. 

All of the discoveries from all of the areas noted date 
from before the development of codices; all of it, with the 
very few exceptions of writing on ostraca and wood, was 
found or was originally in scroll form whether written on 
leather or papyrus, and in one case on copper (Cave 3). 

This makes the question of the shape of the canon at 
~ Qumran, even indeed in Judaism during the time of the 
writing, copving, and reading of the scrolls, difficult to 
discern; this is the reason, as noted above, that opinions 
about the shape of the Jewish canon precisely during the 
period of the scrolls still vary considerably. 

Every book of the Jewish Bible with the single exception 
of Esther has been identified among the scrolls and frag- 
ments from the eleven Qumran caves. Some 30 copies of a 
Psalter or Psalters have been identified, about 25 copies of 
Deuteronomy, 20 of Isaiah, 15 of Genesis, 15 of Exodus, 
8 of Leviticus, 6 of Numbers, 8 of the Minor Prophets, 8 
of Daniel, 8 of Numbers, 6 of Ezekiel, 5 of Job, 4 of 
Samuels, 4 of Jeremiah, 4 of Ruth, 4 of Song of Songs, 4 
of Lamentations, 3 of Judges, 3 of Kings, 2 of Joshua, 2 of 
Proverbs, 2 cf Qohelet, and a single fragment each surviv- 
ing of Ezra-Nehemiah and of Chronicles (cf. Barthélemy 
1984: 15). 

Caution is in order. One might be tempted to suggest 
that even the Pentateuch was out of shape at Qumran 
because of the great popularity, apparently, of Genesis, 
Exodus, and Deuteronomy, but fewer examples of Leviti- 
cus and Numbers. We simply do not know if we have 
everything they had in their library, probably indeed not. 
The great in:erest in laws of holiness and purity evident in 
their own denominational literature would indicate consid- 
erable interest in Leviticus. The complete lack of a repre- 
sentative fragment of Esther may or may not be significant 
with regard to whether that book was included in the 
Qumran biblical canon, or yet at the time in the general 
Jewish canon; even the fact that it was one of the five books 
disputed after the fall of Jerusalem in 70 may or mav not 
be emphasized now by the lack of Esther at Qumran. 
Failure to find evidence of the presence of Psalm 110 in 
any of the many Psalter copies represented is mitigated by 
the fact that the figure of Melchizedech, important in 
Psalm 110, was prominent in the angelology of Qumran 
thinking; yet, Psalm 110 is not needed to deem Melchize- 
dech a canonical figure since he is prominent also in 
Genesis 14 (cf. Hebrews 6—7). Psalm 111 is also lacking 
representation. 

More interesting is the shape, or perhaps lack of it, of 
the Psalter at Qumran. Even though there were apparently 
more copies (30) of the Psalter at Qumran than of any 
other book, 35 of the 150 psalms in the Masoretic canon 
are lacking even on fragments (Sanders 1967: 143--49); 
and there seems to be no pattern to the lack. There is no 
block of Masoretic psalms missing (Sanders 1967: 146— 
48). Even more striking is the fact that the longest, most 
continuous scroll of Psalms, 11QPs*, contains not only 41 
psalms known from the Masoretic (familiar) Psalter, but 
also contains 8 compositions heretofore either unknown 
(4) or known in Greek and/or Syriac translations (4). The 
scroll is about 4.75 m (almost 15.5 ft) long, containing 33 
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columns, with the order of at least 46 of the 48 composi- 
tions contained in the extant leather beyond doubt. This 
makes the Cave 11 Psalms Scroll one of the longest and 
best preserved of all the Qumran Scrolls; even though the 
bottom third of each column is lacking (due to decompo- 
sition over the 1900 years in the cave), careful measure- 
ment of the lacunae indicates the order and sequence of 
psalms on the scroll is certain except for the precise 
placement of one of the fragments of the scroll (fragment 
E), and even that is virtually <ertain. 

11QPs>, though surviving in only six fragments, appears 
to be a copy of the same Psalter; it includes one of the 
non-Masoretic psalms also in 11QPs* and has the same 
non-Masoretic order as the latter of the traditional psalms 
preserved in it. 4QPsf inclucles another of the non-Maso- 
retic psalms also in 11QPs*, though not the same, and has 
Masoretic psalms as well. 4()Ps>, 11QPs8, and 11QPsAp@ 
also exhibit evidence that the Psalter as we know it was not 
yet stabilized or that the folk at Qumran had not endorsed 
it for themselves (Talmon 1987: 73). It is clear that the folk 
at Qumran knew and used many non-Masoretic psalms of 
the biblical type (4Q380 and 381 in Schuller 1986: 61— 
265) as well as others familiar to us now only from Qumran 
such as the Hodayot (4QH) and the Songs of the Sabbath 
Sacrifice (4Q400—407 and 11 QShirShabb in Newsom 1985: 
85-387). It is difficult to know how “canonical” these latter 
were considered by the folk :t Qumran, but they figure in 
discussions of canon only in a broad sense of what was 
available to a Jewish denomination in the time before the 
stabilization of the Masoretic is certain. Those collections, 
however, like 11QPs@ and the others noted above, do 
indeed enter into consideration of stabilization of the 
proto-MT Psalter. Either they are viewed as evidence of 
the last stages before stabilization (Sanders 1967: 9-21; 
1968: 284-98 fesp. n. 10]; 1973a: 134-48; 1974: 79-99; 
Meyer 1968: 213—19; Wilson 1985; Wise 1986a: 143-48; 
Barton 1986: 86), or they are viewed as liturgical collec- 
tions drawn from an already canonized Psalter with non- 
canonical compositions mixed in for specific liturgical pur- 
poses (Goshen-Gottstein 1966: 22-23; Talmon 1966; 
Skehan 1973) which are as yet unclear. “The Psalter pro- 
vides us a sort of revealing microcosm of the fluidity 
existing on the frontiers of what books were sacred at 
certain times and for certair: members of the community 
at Qumran” (Barthélemy 1984: 19). Psalters of up to 200 
psalms are reported as late as the middle ages (Sanders 
1967: 157-58; 1968: 294). 

Just as the Psalter at Qumran seems not yet to have been 
stabilized in terms of content and order, so also the third 
section of the canon, the Writings, would appear to have 
been still open, parallel to the witness of the LXX. The 
Qumran library contained much in the original languages 
of what are called apocrypha and pseudepigrapha (San- 
ders 1973a; fc.; Fitzmyer 1977) as well as literary works 
heretofore unknown. It is simply not possible to be sure 
how many of these were considered canonical in function 
in the thinking of the Qumran faithful. Superficial criteria 
such as care in copying, mode of format in terms of 
column width and length, practice of using paleo-Hebrew 
script, whether or not a pesher-type commentary was 
written only on what was there considered canonical, or 
any other such, are not determinative. In eastern Christian 
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churches the lengths of canons vary still, up to 81 books in 
the Ethiopian Orthodox canon (Cowley 1974: 318-23; 
Kealy 1979: 13-26; Sanders 1984a: 12; cf. Beckwith 1985: 
478-505). 

6. Sociopolitical Factors and Community Needs. One 
point on which there is clarity and general agreement is 
that the gathering of rabbis at the Palestinian coastal town 
of Jabneh (Jamnia) after the fall of Jerusalem up to about 
90 c.E. cannot be considered a canonizing council (Lewis 
1964; 125-32; Sanders 1987: 13; Leiman 1976: 120-24; 
Beckwith 1985: 4-7). The significance of that general 
conviction, however, varies. For the most part it is taken to 
mean that such conciliar bodies simply did not exist in 
early Judaism and that to understand Jamnia as such is a 
reading back of the hierarchical authority of later church 
councils. The canonical process was more realistically one 
of bodies of literature passing the tests of time and space 
in terms of their value for many scattered believing com- 
munities. Canonicity was recognized by communities of 
faith with common identity as having in effect already 
taken place because of sociopolitical factors and commu- 
nity needs (Sandmel 1966: 207; Sanders 1987: 125-51]; 
1984a: 1-20; Barthélemy 1984: 30-37; Talmon 1987: 67— 
72) and not because of deliberate or conciliar decisions; 
councils for the most part only ratify what has already 
happened among the people. But it has also been taken 
more radically to mean that canonization of the Writings 
had already taken place either de facto (Leiman) or de jure 
(Beckwith) by the 2d century B.c.£., and that variance 
from that canon, whether in the Dead Sea Scrolls or the 
LXX, should be taken as benign aberration. It is more 
likely that surviving Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism after 70 
C.E. trimmed the lush growth of apocalyptic and other 
literature (Freedman [DBSup, 135; Kaestli 1984: 71-102), 
which had become erratically diverse and in danger of 
abandoning Judaism’s basic monotheizing faith. A part of 
that lush growth, from the standpoint of Pharisaic-rabbinic 
Judaism, may have been early Christian literature and 
practice. Clear evidence for a date earlier than the end of 
the Ist century c.E. is at best weak and unconvincing (cf. 
Talmon 1987: 74-79). 

7. Stabilization of Text and Canon. Parallel to stabiliza- 
tion of canon was stabilization of the text of books after 
the Pentateuch. The Torah, whether in text or versions, 
exhibits remarkable stability in all the witnesses available. 
Even the some six thousand variants in the Samaritan 
Pentateuch are, except for a few, largely minor and fall 
within a range of relative stability. While the actual books 
of the prophetic corpus may well have been set in an early 
form about the same time the Torah was being edited, or 
even perhaps earlier (Freedman 1962: 250-65), the stabi- 
lization of the text of the prophetic corpus has been 
convincingly described as having taken place during the 
Ist centuries B.c.e. and c.e. (Greenberg 1956: 157-67; 
QHBT, 1-41, 321-400; Barthélemy /DBSup, 878-84; Al- 
brektson 1978: 49-65). The variance of texts in the proph- 
ets has been understood both as exhibiting distinct families 
of text types (QHBT, 177-95, 306-20; Ulrich 1978) and as 
simply indicating textual fluidity and variety (Goshen- 
Gottstein 1965: 17; Sanders 1987: 125-51; Talmon 1987: 
45-79; Tov 1988: 28-37) up to what apparently was full 
stabilization of the text by the middle of the fourth quarter 
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of the Ist century C.E., as witnessed by the proto-Masoretic 
texts from the Judean desert sites other than Qumran and 
by the more literal translations into Greek at the end of 
the Ist century c.£. Stabilization of the Writings in the 
proto-Masoretic tradition seems to have been complete by 
the end of the Ist century c.£. (Barthélemy /DBSup,.878— 
84; Tov 1982: 19-27; 1986: 181-85). 


C. Internal Shape of Canon 

I. Canon as Context. Recent discussions about the 
shape of the canon have moved beyond issues of fluidity 
and stability of text and canon to observations about how 
the shape of a canon provides a context in which to read 
the individual contributions contained in it. The juxtapo- 
sition in the order, where stable, of those contributions, 
whether sources within a book or the books interrelating 
among themselves, can influence how each is read. Context 
influences understanding of text. Canon in this sense is 
the primary and most authoritative context in which to 
read the various parts of it (Childs 1978; JOTS). There are 
other contexts in which it is read and these are important 
as well: these include the community of faith and cultic 
setting in which a text was and is read, as well as the 
historical and sociopolitical situation or setting in which a 
text is composed and in which it is later read and reread; 
equally important is the hermeneutical context in which a 
text is heard or read. Whenever a text is read three factors 
must be kept in mind: the text itself; the sociopolitical 
situation in which it arose and in which it is read; and the 
hermeneutics by which it is caused to function when re- 
peated/recited (Sanders 1984a: 77-78). The internal shape 
of canon focuses on the literary and intertextual chemis- 
try, as it were, of texts in their relation to other texts which 
had arisen out of different original contexts but are now, 
in canon, compressed into a canonical-literary whole. 

One might contrast the Koran to the Bible. The Koran 
is the record, supposedly, of a direct revelation of God to 
a human and to humans; the Bible is the record of human 
responses to God’s revelations. The Bible comes from 
many different human hands over a 1500-year period of 
formation from the Bronze Age to the Roman Period. 
Most of recent biblical criticism has attempted to discern 
the provenance and source of each literary unit in it as 
well as the messages of each unit as originally intended. 
This is in effect a deconstructionist exercise; the original 
parts are unraveled and examined each in its own right, 
and only subsequently in the immediate context of the 
larger literary unit or book to which it belongs. But the 
Bible is a text in itself. It all hangs together in a larger 
literary context so that each of the discernible units small 
and large, including books, may take on new hues and 
connotations within the whole. Sometimes this resignifica- 
tion of texts may be attributed to an editor, or redactor, 
who may or may not have altered the sources used to 
integrate them into a new discernible literary unit; but 
sometimes it is due to the intertextuality of canonical 
context (IOTS, 46—83). 

2. Canon and One God. The (hi)story which begins in 
Genesis and ends in 2 Kings is made up of a number of 
ancient sources which are woven together to recount a 
rather remarkable story focused on the purposes, will, and 
acts of One God, Creator of heaven and earth and all that 
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in them is. The views in the smaller units of who and what 
God was or :s vary considerably, but they are all woven 
together in such a way as to present a monotheizing view 
of the One God who is made up quite clearly of various 
communities’ views of numerous local, tutelary, high, 
earthly, and heavenly deities, gods, and goddesses, exhib- 
iting their various characteristics and activities (e.g., Gen 
6:1—4; Deut 32:8; Hos 2:10—Eng 2:8; etc.). The result is 
that the God who emerges in the resultant (hi)story is both 
a high god and a local deity, both a moving and a station- 
ary god, both male and female (e.g., Gen 1:26-28; Jer 
31:32), both national and international: creator, sustainer- 
nurturer, judge, and redeemer. The various surviving 
names of God in the text become epithets or occasional 
names; there is a tradition that God has seventy names. 

3. Canon and (Hi)story. Beginning with Genesis 12 the 
story begins to focus on one family, the progenitors of 
which were Abraham and Sarah. Modern critical study has 
shown that the stories of the patriarchs and matriarchs in 
Genesis stem from various ancient sources, but in the 
Genesis text they are presented as succeeding generations 
of the Abraham-Sarah family promised in Genesis 12 and 
15. Exodus tells of a slave rebellion organized and led by a 
person named Moses, heir of the same family; in fact the 
slaves though diverse in background are presented as 
descendants in the same family. The story as woven incor- 
porates a long stop at the foot of Mt. Sinai and a trek of 
40 years in the Sinai desert with efforts to enter the 
Promised Land of Canaan thwarted until the escaped 
slaves find themselves on the E bank of the Jordan in the 
plains of Moab listening to a very long speech by Moses 
just before his death (most of the Book of Deuteronomy). 
The (hi)story continues on into the book of Joshua with 
the settlement in the land, the book of Judges and the 
Philistine threats to the whole venture, the establishment 
of a monarchy in Samuel under Saul and David, and then 
the greatest rise and fall in the Bible of earthly success 
followed by the split of Solomon’s kingdom and the total 
demise of the Hebrew monarchy at the end of the Book of 
Kings. The Abraham-Sarah family finds itself at the end 
of the (hi)story in destitution. That which had started with 
great promises which indeed were fulfilled in the glorious 
climax of the reigns of David and Solomon (2 Samuel 5 to 
1 Kings 10) ends ignominiously. How so? 

The only answer to that question lies in the full canonical 
text, and that fact was recognized in every shape of the 
canon noted above. It is still recognizable today but only if 
all the sources woven together are read as the text is 
inherited. Scholarship has discerned and tried to name 
some of the sources which are woven together to make the 
story: a Jahwist source (J) which was basically southern or 
Judean; an Elohist source (E) which was northern or 
Ephraimitic; the book of Deuteronomy (D) and a school 
of editors and writers which the book spawned, called 
Deuteronomist (Dtr); perhaps a source or perhaps only 
editors who s2em to have a priestly perspective (P); records 
from the courts of both N and S; and various other minor 
sources. Efforts have been made to extricate some of the 
sources by unraveling the woven canonical text to discern 
earlier views of the (hi)story (such as Coote and Ord 1988); 
and they are viable efforts insofar as reconstruction of the 
sources, or even perhaps the actual history, is concerned. 
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But none of them alone can answer the above question, 
only the full text as finally shaped. 

The answer to the question of the apparent failure lies 
first in the affirmations found several times but especially 
in some of the great hymns, such as the Songs of the Sea 
(Exod 15:1—7), of Moses (Deut 32:39), and of Hannah (1 
Sam 2:6—7): that God is the God of the risings and the 
fallings of the powerful as weil as the God of death and of 
life, of victory and defeat (the same theme is at the heart 
of the Song of Mary {Luke 1:46—55] in which Luke situates 
the failure of Jesus as a political messiah). The fulfillment 
of the promises as well as the demise of the two kingdoms 
is set in the larger theocentric and monotheizing perspec- 
tive which no one source alone can provide, not even the 
most monotheizing book of the Bible, Deuteronomy. The 
God who emerges from the whole can no longer be iden- 
tified with any one deity of any of the sources but is the 
God of all life’s experiences, what humans would call good 
as well as what they would call bad—such as defeats and 
failings. In the same manner the story that emerges cannot 
be found in any one of the sources alone. Just as the genre 
called gospel arose at a later time to explain the apparent 
failure of the ministry of a wisdom/prophetic teacher from 
the Galilee in a theocentric monotheizing mode, so the 
(hi)story which begins in Genesis and moves on through 
Kings had no exact parallel. And it is difficult to identify 
one grand, final redactor who did it all because some of 
the most primitive materials in the story adumbrate the 
message of the story as a whole. The answer lies in the 
whole and not in the parts, not even in the intentionality 
of one final genius, some supposed final redactor. 

The answer may be put in the following way: (a) it is not 
God who let us down in the defeats; (b) it is we by our sins 
who had let God down in disobedience and polytheistic 
rebellion; (c) God had in fact sent prophets early and 
betimes to tell us that is the way it is in the divine economy; 
(d) but if in destitution we take it to heart that God meant 
what Moses and the prophets had been saying, then God 
will be more than pleased to restore Israel, even though in 
a transformed state if need be:. 

4, Torah and Prophets. These four points are not stated 
as such in any one passage ir the story (Brueggeman and 
Wolff 1982: 101—41); they emerge from the whole. The 
tripartite Jewish canon is shaped in such a way that these 
four points are celebrated over and over again. After the 
story is told and the defeat is underscored by the ignominy 
of the one surviving king of the Davidic dynasty living 
under house arrest in Babylon (2 Kgs 25: 27-30), then 15 
case histories are presented in the Latter Prophets to 
illustrate the points made: Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Ho- 
sea, etc. (i.e., the Books of the Three Prophets plus the 
Book of the Twelve), which follow the Genesis-to-Kings 
(hi)story. Israel had indeed been warned often and be- 
times, and well before it all happened. But even these 15 
prophetic messages had been well anticipated by the mes- 
sages of the prophets who showed up from time to time in 
the (hi)story itself: Samuel, Nathan, Ahijah, Elijah, Elisha, 
Micaiah ben Imlah, and others in the Former Prophets 
(Judges to Kings) anticipated by Samuel’s mother’s hymn 
(1 Sam 2:1-10). 

Most of the 15 speak both of God’s being God of risings 
and God of fallings, fallings and risings. Most of them end 
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with the fourth point of the answer stressed: God can and 
will effect restoration if Israel accepts divine discipline, the 
purging and the cleansing (Sanders 1955: 101—4, 117-19), 
even the open-heart surgery to be effected by God in the 
adversity (Hos 5:15—-6:1; Jer 30:17; 31:31-34; Ezek 36:26— 
27). This had been anticipated already in Torah: whereas 
Jeremiah early in his ministry, and indeed an early level of 
Deuteronomy, exhorted the people to circumcise their 
hearts (Jer 4:4; Deut 10:16), Deuteronomy finally says that 
if the people do indeed in destitution take the whole lesson 
to heart, God himself will do the circumcising (Deut 30:6) 
even though the people had failed to do so. Suffering was 
understood both as God’s punishment for sins and as 
God’s restorative and re-creating activity (Sanders 1972: 
73-90). 

The prophets also make the point time and again that 
God is the God of the risings and fallings of other peoples 
as well as of Israel. This is explicitly stated in Amos 9:7, 
but it is underscored in the so-called oracles against the 
nations contained in most of the prophetic books. Nahum 
and Obadiah cannot finally be read in isolation from the 
rest of the corpus, but should be read on the contrary as 
oracles against foreign nations in the same sense as the 
collections of such in the other prophetic books. No one 
book, especially of the Twelve Minor Prophets, tells the 
whole story; each must be read in the light of the whole. 
Amos’ great sermon at Bethel (Amos 1:3—3:2) as received 
in the Amos text starts with oracles against Israel’s neigh- 
bors and ends with similar indictments and sentences 
against Judah and Israel, as well as a theological defense 
of God’s being Israel’s judge (Amos 2:9-—3:2) as well as 
judge of all God’s creation (Amos 9:2-6). None of the 
points Amos makes, when the book is read in its canonical 
order (even given the slight variations in order in the 
Minor Prophets), are a surprise since they have already 
been made in numerous ways in the basic Torah story. 
Nahum and Jonah speak in solid canonical cadences of 
God as both judge and redeemer of Nineveh, the capital 
of one of Israel's worst enemies. Each can and should be 
read for itself in terms of the needs of the community 
doing the reading; but theologically they are complemen- 
tary. 

5. One God and (Hi)story. The Bible comes from dif- 
fering sources over a 1500-year period ranging from the 
Bronze Age to the Hellenistic-Roman. This is surely the 
case with the Christian Bible as a whole, but it is also the 
case with the LXX and arguably the case with the Jewish 
Hebrew/Aramaic Bible. It is written in the mores and 
idioms of the five culture eras of those 1500 years. While 
it is not strictly speaking a monotheistic literature, the 
Bible is a monotheizing literature in the sense of exhibiting 
in all the periods of its formation a struggle against the 
various forms and expressions, mores and idioms, of the 
polytheisms of those times. One of the reasons the canon- 
ical shapes of the canons, Jewish and Christian, which 
eventuate from the canonical process are important is that 
it is only from the whole that we learn how to read the 
parts. It is important never to absolutize the primary 
religious language of any of the texts it contains, especially 
those which exhibit pretty clearly early tribalistic views of 
the deities (Exod 4:24-26; 1 Sam 15:2-3) in the divine 
compression called God. 


CANON 


That which the great hymns call the risings and fallings 
of empires and mighty people, over which God is Lord of 
history, may also be called “powerflows.” For most of Is- 
rael’s early history Egypt had hegemony over the Palesti- 
nian area and the peoples that inhabited it, especially 
Israel and Judah. Then, about the middle of the 8th 
century B.C.E., Egypt’s power waned while Assyria’s waxed 
in the area. Toward the end of the 7th century, while 
Egypt tried to reassert hegemony, it was Babylonia which 
gained the day and remained so until the middle of the 
6th century when Persia dominated the whole area, even 
some of the Greek cities. Persia then had hegemony over 
the whole area until Alexander the Great came out of 
Macedonia and conquered the known world. The Greek 
conquest of the Semitic and non-Semitic worlds of the East 
created a phenomenon called Hellenism which came to 
influence Judaism as profoundly as any culture in all its 
history. Rome then began to assert itself and became the 
dominant power in Jerusalem from 63 B.c.£. for centuries 
to come. 

The biblical assertion that the one true God is the Lord 
of history takes on poignant significance when seen in the 
light of such an overview. All of those cultures contributed 
to an understanding of the one God (Mendenhall 1973: 
198-214) and contributed to attempts to verbalize that 
understanding through the mores and idioms of those 
cultures. Such pluralism within a canon provides a self- 
corrective apparatus within its bounds; no one group of 
idioms should be absolutized over another. Recognition of 
this canonical given, or gift, would deter the pervasive 
tendency to locate a canon within the canon and then to 
abuse the rest by insisting that it all agrees with the parts 
chosen. This is one reason it is very important not to 
decanonize the NT by focusing only on a synchronic 
understanding of its literature within the Hellenistic cul- 
ture only. Such a canonical overview of the Bible’s shape is 
also important in understanding its assertions that God is 
the God of death and life, the risings and the fallings of 
empires. No government lasts so long, not even the even- 
tual Roman empire, as to escape the observation that the 
God of the canon is not stumped by the failings nor 
particularly impressed by the successes. 

Judaism as we know it arose (Ezekiel 37) out of the 
failure of the two kingdoms, and it still exists 2600 years 
later. And it does so in great measure because of the 
theological history that is related in Genesis to Kings. The 
great prophets whose ministries are described in the 15 
books of the corpus called Latter Prophets lived, beginning 
with Amos, when the “powerflows” in the ANE had their 
greatest effect on the Abraham-Sarah folk. When Persia 
then became dominant over two centuries later, prophecy 
reached its zenith with the Isaiah of the exile (Isaiah 40— 
55) and was believed to have ceased completely with the 
introduction of the Torah to Jerusalem which Ezra 
brought back with him from Babylonia (Nehemiah 8) 
where it had been edited into the short version of the story 
we call the Pentateuch. It was because of the now-firm 
belief that God is God in fallings as well as risings, and can 
wrest life out of death (Deut 32:39), that the story of the 
settlement in the land of Canaan could be left out of the 
Pentateuch. One could be an observant, believing Jew 
without having to live in Palestine, as much a hope as that 
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would always remain (Sanders 1972: 1-53). The function 
of canon, as we shall see, is to provide ever-new generations 
with identity (faith) and direction for life (obedience). 
Hence the practice arose very early in Judaism of reading 
the Torah in annual (rarely triennial) cycles so that the 
people could identify with the Abraham-Sarah call and 
venture. One could indeed continue to live in Babylonia 
(the largest Jewish community in the world until the Mid- 
dle Ages, and the community which gave Judaism its 
official Talmud) and still be a faithful Jew. 

6. One God and Hagiographa. The Jewish canon does 
not end, as does the Christian First Testament, with the 
prophetic corpus. On the contrary, there is still the third 
section, the Hagiographa. In the majority of the best 
Tiberian anc Spanish mss, this section begins with Chron- 
icles, a revisionist history of the whole story focusing on 
the Temple and Temple worship of God, with emphasis on 
David and Solomon, and with a retelling of many episodes 
giving hope “hat one can indeed be obedient. The Genesis 
to Kings (hi)story had as its major burden its explanation 
of the failures and defeats and hence gives a fairly pessi- 
mistic picture of human efforts at monotheizing obedience 
and loyalty to God. Chronicles has a quite different per- 
spective on human capacity to obey. Some of the realism 
of Samuel and Kings is retuned to give hope that Jews, 
wherever they might be, hopefully in and around Jerusa- 
lem, could please God. A Jew is called to the service of 
God and Judaism is the expression of that service (Neusner 
1984: 90-98). The center and heart of Judaism is Sabidah, 
“service” in both senses: worship and obedience. Many 
Jews, precisely the remnant that did not assimilate to a 
dominant non-Jewish culture in which they lived, must 
have asked many times how they could live so as to serve 
and please God. One needs to have hope, first and fore- 
most, that it 1s possible to live a meaningful, that is, an 
obedient life 

While Judaism, like that of old Israel and Judah, is 
community- and covenant-oriented, it also is largely fam- 
ily-oriented and considerably more focused on the individ- 
ual. Jeremiah and Ezekiel had both prepared the remnant 
for understanding individual responsibility (Jer 31:29-34; 
Ezekiel 18) and for the hope it could bring; individuals 
would not have to bear responsibility any longer for all the 
old sins of the earlier generations (Isa 40:1—3) despite the 
realism in the old view (Exod 34:7). Chronicles not only 
offers hope and some examples of obedience, in its review 
of the old history, it ends on a note of real hope, the edict 
of Cyrus, King of Persia, that Jews could return to Jerusa- 
lem and rebuild the temple (2 Chr 36:22~23). In many of 
the best mss the Psalter begins immediately after Chroni- 
cles with Psalm 1 on the same column as the happy account 
of Cyrus’ edict: “Happy is the person who walks not in the 
counsel of the wicked . . . but whose delight is in the Torah 
of God on which he meditates day and night” (Ps 1: 1-2). 
Many of the old royal and community psalms in the 
Masoretic Psalter are resignified in their canonical context 
into psalms the individual or the family can identify with 
no matter their original intent or use. 

In those same mss the Psalter is followed by Job and 
Proverbs, then the five scrolls, and finally (hi)story ts re- 
sumed with Daniel and Ezra-Nehemiah closing the Jewish 
canon. In such a shaping there is a return to recounting 
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(hi)story and a closing of the ranks to avoid extinction of 
Judaism by assimilation, but the emphasis is on hope and 
the opportunity for individuals and families to live obedi- 
ent lives. It has been suggesied that the Writings in their 
canonical shape, no matter in what order the individual 
books are found, provided {or Judaism a way to live and 
exist in stasis (Morgan 1990), in community, in whatever 
locale Judaism was practiced. But its steady assumption is 
belief in One God. Job takes monotheism more seriously 
perhaps than any other book dealing with undeserved 
suffering. The 31 chapters of the Book of Proverbs pro- 
vide all kinds of suggestions for living obedient lives under 
One God in all the areas which the laws in the Pentateuch 
perhaps do not touch. 

The five scrolls are read during annual feasts and a fast 
and deal with ways to understand living under One God 
(even if God is not mentioned, as in the Book of Esther) 
on the heights as well as in the dark passages of life. 
Qohelet says it is normal to question how anyone can 
believe in One God, and it is important to do so. Doubt is 
an essential part of faith, otherwise it may be only super- 
stition. The Song of Songs celebrates God’s gift of nepes or 
eros and resonates both with the first commandment in the 
Bible, to be fruitful and multiply (Gen 1:22 and 28), and 
with the Shema‘, in which is the command to love God with 
all the nepes or self (Deut 6:5). Daniel looks at the larger 
picture of fortunes rising and falling and how a Jew who 
truly believes in One God can tolerate living under oppres- 
sion and even persecution. 

7. Septuagint. The LXX provides a quite different con- 
text for everything after the Pentateuch. The theological 
history expressed in the Jewish canon is considerably resig- 
nified by the different number and order of books in LXX 
manuscripts, but there is a strong sense of (hi)story none- 
theless. While it is undoubtedly true that there was no 
Alexandrian canon as such (Sundberg 1964; IDBSup, 136— 
140), codices of the LXX provide interesting contexts for 
reading the different books in them. Whereas the tripar- 
tite Masoretic canon openly stresses a prophetic under- 
standing and perspective on nations’ risings and fallings, 
especially Israel’s, under the aegis of the one true God, 
and then how surviving Jews can live lives of service and 
obedience, the LXX mss tend to put the historical books 
together in the order of 1-+ Kingdoms (Samuel-Kings), 
Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther (Sinaiticus; cf. Vati- 
canus and Alexandrinus). Ruth is placed right after 
Judges, or in some just before it. Tobit, Judith, and 1-4 
Maccabees are in nearly all LXX mss and extend the sense 
of history into the Hellenistic-Roman period. It, too, is a 
theological history in a monotheizing mode but the accents 
are different and history tends to a speculative perspective 
with accommodation to the messianic and apocalyptic view 
of the goals of history. Daniel is grouped with the proph- 
ets, often after Ezekiel. 

The LXX, while originating in Jewish communities 
where Greek was the principal language and Hebrew and 
Aramaic were less well known, was ultimately preserved by 
Christianity (Kraft 1978). The so-called LXX was the Bible 
of the early church (Sundberg 1964; McDonald fc.) until 
the formation of the strictly (Christian canon which was by 
the 4th century c.£. made up of the Greek First (or “Old”) 
Testament (of varying content and order after the Penta- 
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teuch) and the peculiarly Christian Second (or “New”) 
Testament (of varying content and order—Metzger 1987: 
191-250, 295-300). It was not until Jerome devoted 35 
years of his life (d. 420 c.r£.) to learning and translating 
Hebrew/Aramaic mss of the First Testament with a rabbi 
in Bethlehem that the kind of stability represented by mss 
of the Vulgate entered the picture, and even then not until 
well after his death. While Jerome did not adopt the 
content and order of the Jewish canon but kept those of 
the LXX as he knew it, by translating a clearly proto- 
Masoretic copy of the text of the Jewish Bible he in large 
measure brought the Vulgate into closer textual (though 
not canonical) relation to what we know as the MT, un- 
doubtedly because of the proto-MT biblical mss of his 
Bethlehem mentor. From the end of the Ist century of our 
era up to that point the Greek First Testament was a 
peculiarly Christian tradition and may well reflect Chris- 
tian interests if not in the actual texts then in the inclusion 
and order of books after the Pentateuch (Kraft 1978: 207— 
26). Jerome not only succeeded in regard to the Roman 
Catholic Church (though not the Eastern churches), his 
attitude of pursuing the Hebraica Veritas of the text was 
adopted by the 16th-century Reformers in Europe; in fact 
Protestantism, while keeping a generally LXX sense of the 
order of books after the Pentateuch, limited the content to 
that of the Jewish canon, even bracketing the so-called 
deuterocanonicals or apocrypha in a kind of appendix. As 
noted above, it was not until the 19th century that any 
editions of the Protestant Bible were published with only 
the content, though still not the order, of the Jewish canon 
in the First Testament. 


D. Canon as Function 

1. Canon as Process. The other meaning of “canon,” 
norma normans, or “collection of authoritative books,” with 
focus on how the canon functions in the believing com- 
munities that find their identity in a canon and base 
programs of obedience on it, has also received attention in 
recent study (Sanders 1975; 1984a; 1984b; 1987; Knight 
1975; Fishbane 1985). This aspect of study of canon does 
not totally ignore questions of inclusion/exclusion and the 
juxtaposition of the contents of a canon, but its focus is on 
early traditioning processes and the role they played in 
development of the concept of canon and its function in 
believing communities, and hence may cut across and 
challenge readings done in canonical context (see C.1.— 
C.4. above). Canon understood as process valorizes biblical 
pluralism and intracanonical dialogue. 

It has often been observed that the event of discovery of 
the scroll of Deuteronomy in 621 B.c.£. and its adoption 
by King Josiah as the authority for his reformation (2 
Kings 22-23) was the beginning of the actual canon (Pfeif- 
fer 1948: 50—70; IDB 1: 502-7). There is recorded in the 
Bible itself royal and official activity by Josiah that suggests 
a recognition of the authority of the scroll by the commu- 
nity in Jerusalem under Josiah’s sponsorship (2 Kgs 22:8- 
16; 23:1—3); the scroll functioned as legitimizing authority 
for Josiah’s reformation and seems to have been adopted 
as authoritative at least throughout Josiah’s reign, but 
apparently not thereafter as long as the monarchy lasted, 
which was almost another quarter century (2 Kgs 23:25). 
After the kingdom of Judah was destroyed (587 B.c.E.) 
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when those in exile (especially in Babylon) began to reflect 
on what had happened (Sanders 1987: 18-30), Deuteron- 
omy became the cornerstone of the eventual canon (San- 
ders 1987: 175-91). Its position as the climax of the 
eventual Torah with its massive emphasis on belief in One 
God (Lohfink 1963) gave it pride of place in the whole 
eventual canon with influence backward to Genesis and 
forward through the rest of the whole canon, whether MT 
or LXX (Sanders fc.). But the prehistory of canon as 
function antedates Deuteronomy. Deuteronomy could 
function as it did for Josiah and the whole community of 
Judah because there had been authoritative traditions 
functioning in a similar manner well before it. When the 
Pentateuch as Torah came into being on the demise of 
prophecy in the time of Ezra, with Deuteronomy as its 
capstone, it functioned as canon (norma normans) for Juda- 
ism well before canon as an authoritative collection of 
books came into being (Aicher 1906: 10; Sanders 1972: 1- 
9). 

Canon as function antedates canon as shape. The function 
of a written canon has antecedents in the very process by 
which the concept arose, that is, in the function of author- 
itative traditions when there was as yet no written literature 
deemed canonical in the sense of norma normata, or shape. 
One of the results of form-critical study of the First (“Old”) 
Testament has been recognition of the function of early 
recitals of Israel’s early and formative history under God 
(von Rad PHOE 1-78; Wright 1952; Sanders 1972: 1-30; 
1975: 75-106; Groves 1987: 7-62). It has long been rec- 
ognized that most all texts build on earlier texts and 
traditions. This, too, is properly called intertextuality. We 
used the term above to refer to how reading a text within 
an intertextual context such as canon may be different 
from reading that same text as a totally independent 
literary unit, as is done in historical, form, and even 
redaction criticism. But recognition of how a later text 
“rings in the changes,” as it were, on earlier traditions and 
texts by citing, paraphrasing, alluding to them, or imitat- 
ing their form, is also intertextuality. In a sense all texts 
are to some degree intertextual since all new texts in order 
to be read with understanding presuppose what has gone 
before in the community’s traditions, oral or written. This 
is recognized as well by others than form critics in the case 
of the Jewish Bible (Sandmel 1961: 105-22; Fishbane 
1985: 91-524). 

2. Textual Fluidity. All such observations point to the 
early function of traditions and texts in nearly all parts 
and forms of literature within the Bible. One of the most 
interesting aspects of intrabiblical intertextuality is the 
fluidity of citation and allusion. Exact quotation is rare 
such as the verbatim citation of Micah 3:12 in Jer 26:18; 
attribution is also rare within the Jewish canon (outside the 
historical books where even so it is not common until 
Chronicles) such as the mention of Jeremiah’s prophecy in 
Ezra 1:1. But fluid references to earlier traditions abound, 
and these include reference to the authoritative traditions 
known from the biblical stories relating the great episodes 
in the Hexateuch as well as in the Davidic traditions (San- 
ders 1972: 1-30). When they were alluded to or cited for 
the most part it was done for the authoritative value in 
them recognizable by the believing community for which 
the new speech or text was being composed. They were 
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brought to mind to argue a point. And because a great 
deal of the Bible in its early forms was oral, fluidity 
presented a great advantage; the tradition referred to 
could be shaped to fit the new argument. It did not have 
to be an exact citation. This situation continues to be the 
case right on through the literature of Early Judaism, 
Apocrypha, Pseuepigrapha, Dead Sea Scrolls, even Philo 
and Josephus, including the Christian Second Testament. 
It should be clearly understood that the fluidity of citation 
one sees in ail that massive amount of literature is not 
primarily to be attributed to poor memory, which was not 
a truly pertinent factor (Balch 1988). Relative fluidity and 
adaptability were major characteristics of the whole history 
of formation of the Bible from earliest times through to 
the stabilization of texts discussed above complete by the 
end of the 1st century of our era, including citations 
(Sanders 1987: 9-40; 125-51). Being a written text and 
officially adopted by King Josiah as the foundation of 
national policy, Deuteronomy began a process of shift 
from relative fluidity to relative stability that still was not 
finally complete by the end of the Ist century c.r. (Sanders 
1987: 175-91. 

3. Adaptability and Stability. Adaptability is a major 
characteristic of the very concept of canon. Throughout 
the period of canonical process in antiquity up to stabili- 
zation of text and canon, and even to a limited extent 
beyond it down to today, a canon is marked by its mallea- 
bility; citations and allusions throughout the literature of 
Early Judaism including the Second Testament exhibit the 
relative adaptability of authoritative texts and traditions. 
Free choice among numerous modern translations of the 
Bible is an exponent of fluidity of text today. Rewriting of 
earlier authoritative texts was common, and so was reshap- 
ing them a bit to fit the new argument or affirmation of 
faith. To call a tradition or text “canonical” is to say it will 
be available for later communities to apply to their new 
situations. Even when stabilization of text became a major 
factor, ways were found to get canonical texts to fit later 
problems, ancl the need to render the stable adaptable 
induced hermeneutical regulations to control the exercise 
(Sanders 1987: 142-51). 

But a community’s need to adapt what had been ac- 
cepted as authoritative meant that those texts exhibiting 
multivalency were appealed to time and again, and thus 
acquired a special, and eventually a canonical, status (Tal- 
mon 1987: 67-69). Another characteristic of canon, at 
least in the case of both the Jewish and the Christian. in 
contrast perhaps to the Koran, is the compression, noted 
above, of various genres and kinds of literature by many 
different authors over almost 1500 years. Of necessity that 
very fact of compression of such diverse literature renders 
the canon pluralistic to a limited extent. The adaptability 
of canonical literature may therefore be found in its inter- 
nal contradictions. When the community later needed the 
challenge of one portion it was there; when it needed the 
comfort of another, that too was there. When the com- 
munity needed to settle and build, when it faced the 
challenges of peace and political stability, there were por- 
tions to call on to validate the activity; when the community 
faced upheaval and disruption and had once more to be 
uprooted, there were portions to call on to validate the 
activity. Multivalency of a single passage, and the pluralism 
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of the whole, meant that accuracy of citation, when that 
became a necessity in itself after full stabilization, did not 
curtail the ability of a community to adapt the canonical to 
new phases of life. Even so, if need be, mixing and match- 
ing of passages from different portions of Scripture could 
yield the adaptability needed. The limited pluralism that 
is in a canon also provides it with a built-in self-corrective, 
a sort of prophetic, apparatus. For example, a policy or 
program might be constructed on certain portions of 
Scripture; then, when it wou:d need modifying, correc- 
tions could also be rooted in Scripture (Sanders 1984b: 
341-62). 

One of the most interesting observations of community 
use of canon is the pervasive iendency to deny its plural- 
ism. It is supposedly thought that to be honest about a 
canon’s pluralism would be 10 deny its authority. God 
cannot be self-contradictory, it is argued (as though lim- 
ited human experience and inielligence is capable of judg- 
ing the fullness of the Integrity of Reality, that is the 
Oneness of God). Canons, precisely because they are hu- 
man responses to divine revelation, of necessity reflect the 
ambiguity of reality. Denial o! this point, supposedly out 
of fear of loss of canonical authority, has sometimes led to 
the danger of idolatry of the Bible, precisely worshiping 
what is believed to be a gift of God instead of worshiping 
God the Giver of all gifts; that tendency in some commu- 
nities of faith has been called bibliolatry. To deny the 
Bible’s pluralism is to deny its prophetic voice when a 
challenge to what has been constructed on it might later 
be needed, its built-in self-corrective apparatus. 

4. Canonical Hermeneutics. The mid-term between the 
fluidity or adaptability of traditions and texts and their 
stability is hermeneutics (Sanders 1987: 61—73). It is always 
important to ask how the text or tradition was being read 
in the new situation. Jesus is reported to have asked a 
contemporary, “What is written in Torah and how do you 
read it [Luke 10:26]?” What is the pertinent text and by 
what hermeneutic do you reac it? What is the conceptual- 
ity lying back of the (newer) text being studied and what is 
the view of reality at play when the older tradition is being 
called upon? These are crucial questions, and they need to 
be asked whenever intertextuality is identified in study of 
a text (Neusner 1983: 43-51). The prophets often sur- 
prised, even shocked their contemporaries by the ways in 
which they caused a tradition to function (Sanders 1987: 
87-105) in their arguments and challenges to their people. 
Study of controversy passages including the disputations 
between so-called true and false prophets is very revealing 
in terms of how hermeneutics can cause a text or tradition 
to be applied to a new situation in two opposing ways. 

a. Challenge. Amos’ fluid citation of the basic Torah 
story in 2:9-11 points to a contrast between the people’s 
current activity and what God had done for them in the 
Exodus-to-Entrance story; in fact, the contrast is high- 
lighted by the Amos text having God refer first to the 
divine gift of land (v 9), precisely because Amos’ indict- 
ment of his contemporaries focused on their maltreatment 
of the poor and the needy in the land which God had 
given them (2:6—8). The force of God’s “remembering” 
that (as well as God’s lifting their heads out of the dust of 
the earth (cf. 2:7] of Egypt when they were the poor and 
needy) is poignant indeed. But when then a hearer appar- 
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ently intervened contradicting Amos’ use of those author- 
itative traditions, Amos agreed with the main point made, 
namely that they were the only family on earth God knew 
in the way he knew Israel, but went on to claim that 
authoritative tradition as the very base of his argument 
that God would therefore punish them for their iniquities 
(3:2). The opponent had assumed that the tradition meant 
that God was their God and would take care of them no 
matter what. The difference in hermeneutics is that Amos 
understands God also to be the Creator God of all peoples 
(9:2-7) and hence free to judge Israel as well as others. 
The same distinction in hermeneutics, or how the so-called 
true prophets read Israel’s common authoritative tradi- 
tions, can be traced throughout the prophetic corpus: God 
is both Redeemer of Israel and Creator of all peoples, 
hence free to express grace to Israel and to others, and 
free to judge Israel as well as others (Sanders 1987: 87— 
105). 

Hermeneutics make a difference no matter what tradi- 
tion is being called on, as Isaiah showed in adducing the 
Davidic royal traditions in a challenging way in his time 
(Isa 1:21-27; 28:9-22; et passim). What must be kept in 
mind is that there are three factors always at play in 
adapting authoritative traditions, hence canon: (1) the text 
or tradition called on; (2) the sociopolitical and historical 
situation to which the text is being adapted; and (3) the 
implicit hermeneutics used to apply the tradition or text. 
If one denies the importance of any one of the three the 
very canonical dimension of the exercise may be missed. 
This is especially the case when the historical provenance 
of a text, such as the ones just noted in Amos and Isaiah, 
is bracketed or reduced in importance (OTS, 56-57); to 
reduce canonical context to its literary aspect only, as 
important as that is (see C.1. above), is to reduce the very 
canonical dimension of the text (Sanders 1987: 153-74), 
and may indeed reduce its relevance or adaptability to 
later settings by focusing only on the hermeneutic moves 
on the literary level. The application of the tradition about 
the call of Abraham and Sarah and God’s promise of land, 
which the people cited to Ezekiel to offer themselves hope 
upon receipt of the news of the fall of Jerusalem, is refuted 
by Ezekiel (33:23—29) but affirmed by the prophet of the 
exile (Isa 51:1—3). Sociopolitical and historical context has 
to be carefully discerned as to what the needs of the 
community are in order to choose a text or tradition to 
apply and then choose the hermeneutics by which to apply 
it. The ancient and the new sociopolitical contexts have to 
be exegeted as carefully as does the text (Gottwald 1985: 
301-21). 

b. Comfort. The pluralism characteristic of the Bible 
means that we should be cautious in using the terms “true” 
or “false” with regard to the prophets in the controversy 
passages or to their theology, for that which is “false” in 
one historical setting may well be true in another. There is 
an ancient, anonymous saying to the effect that the same 
text may afflict the comfortable and also comfort the 
afflicted. The prophetic corpus as well as the Gospels are 
full of passages which indicate that the older text or 
tradition read or cited or alluded to could be understood 
by the people as comforting but is applied by the prophet 
or Jesus so as to challenge (Luke 4:16—30; Sanders 1975: 
75-106). 
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The hermeneutic that emerges from study of the im- 
plicit hermeneutics in most passages which exhibit such 
intertextuality is a theocentric monotheizing hermeneutic, 
that is, the focus is on what the One God of All has done 
in given human situations and then what God would yet 
do in another. There are passages, however, in which 
God’s dominion over all creation is not the view of reality 
underlying the individual text. There are texts in both 
testaments which seem to present a tribal view of God; 
these are often the ones called on by communities of faith 
when out of fear they feel they need to battle an enemy of 
some sort or need to feel they are right and others wrong. 
Judaism and Christianity have often called on such texts in 
time of conflict; and they are there. 

The question then arises as to whether it is canonically 
legitimate to read such passages with a hermeneutic differ- 
ent from the one implicit in the text. Is it canonically fair 
to superimpose a hermeneutic that seems to emerge from 
most biblical passages upon those that do not? Is it canon- 
ically legitimate to read the parts in the light of the whole? 
The answer is Yes (see C.1.—C.7. above). Most of the proph- 
ets did so; Jesus did so. The hermeneutical move is first to 
theologize in reading all passages, using a theocentric 
monotheizing view of reality, and then only thereafter to 
moralize, or ask what it means for the new situation in 
which it is being read. To do so would, in a prophetic 
manner, turn the passage inside-out, as it were, and expose 
modern tendencies to tribalize God just as the old text 
seems to do. The next move would then be to ask if the 
One God of All was instead commanding the enemy to 
challenge us. Very important in reading any passage is to 
be conscious of the particular party in it with which we 
readers are identifying. Nathan in effect told David that 
he should identify with the rich man in the mirror of the 
parable he had told, enabling David to judge himself (2 
Sam 12:1—14). Jeremiah castigated the slaveholders in his 
time for reenslaving their slaves after they had freed them, 
and he did so by preaching on the tradition we know in 
Genesis about Abraham and the covenant between the 
pieces of the carcasses of the sacrificial animals (Gen 
15:17-21). Normally the people would, without thinking, 
use the hermeneutic of God as the covenant God of Israel 
and hence their God; that is, normally they would identify 
with Abraham in reading or hearing the tradition. But 
Jeremiah, on the contrary, said they should identify that 
time, in that situation (not at all times), with the carcasses 
cut in two, for that is what would happen to them (Jer 
34:17—-22). Isaiah agreed with his contemporaries that God 
had indeed risen as Holy Warrior to assist David in his 
battles with the Philistines on Mt. Perazim and in the Valley 
of Gibeon (2 Sam 5:17—25; | Chr 14:8—16) and also agreed 
that God was still Holy Warrior, but in their time (probably 
701 8.c.£.) God would instead be at the head of the enemy 
troops entering Israel (Isa 28:21-22). Jesus agreed that 
God was sending the messiah to announce good news to 
the poor and release to captives; but in contrast to the way 
Isa 61:1—2 was typically understood by his contemporaries 
(as comfort for their national suffering under Roman 
oppression), Jesus believed God was free instead to extend 
grace and comfort to whomever (Luke 4:16—30). 

The triumph of the Deuteronomic emphasis on God’s 
being the One God of All, when linked up in the canonical 
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compression 0f all the Bible with such implicit hermeneu- 
tics as seen in the above examples, is also canonical warrant 
for reading the parts in the light of the whole. This means 
that the original “intentionality” of individual authors may 
canonically be overridden in the adaptation of a passage 
to a new situation. This is in part what is meant by 
understanding the Bible as canon. It would mean reading 
the NT not only synchronically in its Hellenistic context, 
though that is important to do, but also reading it dia- 
chronically or canonically in the light of the monotheizing 
hermeneutic 9f the canon as a whole. 

It does not mean, however, that authorial intentionality 
is denied altogether. On the contrary, careful exegesis of 
individual pzessages is a part of the ongoing canonical 
process of in-rabiblical dialogue; and the one applying a 
passage may decide that the need of the community for 
comfort is greater than its need for challenge. Prophetic 
imagination (Brueggeman 1978) requires that the 
preacher or teacher doing the adapting ask who, in an 
increasingly smaller world today, is being threatened when 
comfort for one’s own community is being affirmed. It 
may indeed be decided that comfort is important, as the 
Isaiah of the exile knew. One cannot deny the hermeneu- 
tics of the so-called false prophets in the preexilic period 
without denying the very same hermeneutics used by the 
Babylonian Isaiah (chaps 40-55) when Israel was on the 
verge of ext:nction. There is richness in the dialogue 
between disagreeing colleagues in the same situation, just 
as there is richness in the pluralism of the canon as a 
whole. 

5. God and “Powerflows.” The canon as a whole indi- 
cates clearly that God is the God of both the risings and 
the fallings of life, the victories and the defeats, life and 
death, the great reversals of which life is made—ali the 
human “powerflows” and all the pluralism of the ambiguity 
of reality. But in and through it all the Bible as a whole, as 
canon, celebrates the Oneness of God, that is, the Integrity 
of Reality. That Integrity is not measurable by any human 
means (Isa 40:12—26; Job 28). It may not be possible even 
to compreherid it just as perhaps no one contributor to the 
whole could understand the full canonical Reality. It may 
be that only a faith based on these compressed texts as 
canon can even apprehend tt. 

God’s Oneness or Reality’s Integrity is both ontological 
and ethical. It is a Oneness both in being and in character, 
and just as there may be no human means of measuring 
the being so there may be no human means (as the Book 
of Job seems to say) to affirm, in any one generation, the 
ethical integr'ty of God as Reality. A thorough reading of 
the Bible as canon induces the belief that there is moral 
fiber to the universe despite all the obvious and evident 
injustice. Ged did not just create the world and leave it be. 
God did not just liberate some slaves from Egyptian bond- 
age and leave them be. God became involved and ad- 
dressed an assembled community on a mountain, more 
than once pechaps (Matthew 5-7), with clear suggestions 
as to how to integrate their own lives with respect to the 
divine will. God is not only Creator and hence free; God is 
also Redeemer and hence involved with creation. Crod 
made justice the line and righteousness the plummet (Isa 
28:17) every bit as much as God made the world in the 
first place. The Bible as text compressed into canon gives, 
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in multiple and widely varying situations, hermeneutic 
clues on how to apply those suggestions in ever-new situa- 
tions as they arise. To call a Bible a community’s canon is 
to say that it continues to be relevant and adaptable to the 
needs of that community, ancl of the world. 


E. Canon and Inspiration 

The traditional view of the inspiration of Scripture holds 
that God or God’s Holy Spirit inspired the individual 
writers and contributors to the scriptural canon. This 
seems to receive support in the believed authorship of 
Moses, first of the scroll found in the Temple in 621 B.c.£. 
(even though the account in Kings is not clear on the point 
[2 Kgs 23:25]), and then of the fully compiled Torah Ezra 
brought with him from Babylonia to Jerusalem (Neh 8:1). 
Josephus lends credence to the view in his defense of the 
source he principally used in writing his first work, The 
Jewish War. In the defense he notes that the authors of his 
source, the 22 books of Jewish Scripture, were prophets 
inspired by God (AgAp 1.3’). In this line of thinking 
tradition developed the view that all the authors of Scrip- 
ture lived before the demise of prophecy and hence of 
such inspiration (Leiman 1976: 128; Talmon 1987: 58- 
59). 

It has been recognized, however, that “inspired” and 
“canonical” are not synonyinous terms (Leiman 1976: 
127). On the contrary, many in Judaism and Christianity 
are said to have been “inspired by God,” yet their writings 
are not in any community’s canon (Metzger 1987: 254— 
57); whether or not these can be called Scripture is dis- 
puted (Sundberg, JDBSup, 139; cf. Metzger 1987: 30). In 
any case, the concept of inspiration is a broader one than 
that of canon. Jewish views of the broad concept of Torah, 
Roman Catholic doctrine, and even such a traditionist as 
John Calvin insist on a far broader activity of divine 
inspiration than only on a canon. Even the most traditional 
statement in the NT on the matter (2 Tim 3:16; cf. John 
11:51) is not exclusivist; in fact, it is ambiguous. 

Nonetheless, the view persists in many circles, openly in 
some conservative Protestant groups but also covertly in 
some scholarship, that inspiration of Scripture means di- 
vine inspiration of the individual contributors in antiquity. 
The image has been that cf God or the divine spirit 
impacting each individual whose words were then more or 
less accurately heard, understood, transmitted orally, and/ 
or recorded for posterity. This focus on the ancient indi- 
viduals is even evident in deconstructionist scholarship that 
unravels the several contributors to various literary units 
and books, labeling certain portions of the Bible “primary” 
(or genuine) and “secondary” (or even spurious). This has 
unfortunately caused otherwise honest, serious (but con- 
servative) students of Scripture to overlook any number of 
important data in order to continue to sponsor single- 
person authorship of certain vanonical books. 

There is nothing, however, in Jewish or Christian Scrip- 
ture or even tradition to hinder a different, more realistic 
view of the inspiration of Scripture, particularly of a canon 
of a given community of faith. That view (Sanders 1984a: 
xv—xviil; see Knight 1975: 5-54) has its roots in Scripture 
and tradition, both Jewish and Christian. Taking up the 
very traditional view of the work of God or God’s Spirit 
(Shekinah in Hebrew) being far broader than on a canon 
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only or only on certain individuals, one can just as faith- 
fully affirm the work of the Spirit all along the path of 
formation of the Bible, or a canon, as on those individuals 
whose names happen to be recorded (Simon 1685: “Pref- 
ace de l’auteur’”). 

The broader pneumatic activity would include the so- 
called secondary passages as well as the so-called primary 
ones. It would include the work of editors and redactors 
and scribes. It would include the pseudepigraphic writings 
now recognized to pervade both biblical testaments (Po- 
korny 1984: 496; Metzger 1987: 284-85). It would include 
recognition of how much ancient Israel and the early 
church learned from others through international wisdom 
and of the hermeneutics by which such wisdom was 
adapted into Israel’s and Judaism’s monotheizing struggles 
throughout the history of the formation of the canon. It 
would include recognition of how the traditioning process 
through that history included dialogue with the wisdom 
and thinking of others, and celebration of how the same 
process continues to the present. It would include the 
canonical process of repeating, reciting, and recommend- 
ing to the next generation and to neighboring communi- 
ties certain texts (Sanders 1987: 160—66), the broad accep- 
tance of which favored these for final incorporation in the 
community’s canon (Talmon 1987: 67-68). It would ex- 
clude the untenable effort on the part of a believing 
community to limit the work of God or of God’s Spirit, and 
would challenge the tendency in some so-called funda- 
mentalist circles toward bibliolatry, which is an abuse of 
the concept of canon, and is itself a form of idolatry. 

Understanding canon as having been guided by the 
Spirit through all its stages of formation permits it to 
continue functioning for a believing community as para- 
digm of how that Reality called “God” impacted the vision 
and thinking of ancestors in the faith—and how it may 
continue to do so in the present. 
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1. The Scope of the Canon 
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3. The Function of the Canon as a Norm 
4. The Hermeneutical Value of the Canon 


A. Introduction 

In reference to the NT, the term “canon” calls special 
attention both to its form, that is, a fixed collection of 
precisely 27 early Christian documents, and to its function, 
that is, literature that is normative for the faith and life of 
the Christian community. Both of these connotations be- 
longed to the Greek word kanén: from its fundamental 
sense, “a tool for measurement,” there arose the extended 
meanings “list,” “catalog” (probably derived from the se- 
ries of calibrations on a measuring tool), and also “norm,” 
“standard.” When the term began in the 4th century to be 
applied to Christian writings it was with the sense of “list”: 
a document was said to be “in the canon” or “canonical” if 
it was “on the list” of those writings which were read, or 
were permitted to be read, in Christian assemblies of 
worship. The word “canon” had previously been used in 
Christian as in secular circles also in the sense of “norm” 
or “standard,” and though this was not its initial meaning 
in reference to Christian writings, it followed close behind, 
since those writings which were used for liturgical reading 
were certainly regarded as authoritative. 

It is customary in modern cliscussion and necessary for 
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clarity to observe a distinction between the concepts “scrip- 
ture” and “canon.” “Scripture” signifies writings that are 
considered religiously authoritative, without regard to 
their precise number or a fixed collection; “canon,” how- 
ever, is a matter of a definitive, closed list of such writings. 
Thus the availability of scripture does not imply a canon, 
but a canon presupposes scripture and delimits its scope. 
At its inception Christianity inherited from Judaism a rich 
trove of scripture, including the Law of Moses, the pro- 
phetic books, and a great variety of other writings that 
were authoritative for various groups of Jews, but it did 
not inherit a canon, for Judaism had not in the Ist century 
made a list or collection setting limits to its scripture. 
Christianity, in turn, produced a large body of its own 
literature (letters, gospels, narratives of apostolic acts, 
apocalypses, church orders, etc.), much of which became 
authoritative for various Christian groups, and so came to 
be regarded as scripture alongside Jewish scripture. But 
Christianity did not for a long time attempt to create a 
canon. Not until the end of the 2d century did Christians 
begin to take an interest in defining the scope of authori- 
tative Jewish writings (Melito, in Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 
4.26.13-14) and thus begin to think in terms of an “Old 
Testament” canon, an issue that continued to be debated 
into the 5th century. And not until the 4th century did 
Christians begin to draw up lists of authoritative Christian 
writings and thus attempt to form a “New Testament” 
canon, the extent of which was not fully agreed even in 
the 5th century. Hence during most of its first four centu- 
ries, the church had scripture, but no set canon. 

The designations “Old Testament” and “New Testament” 
by which the Christian collections of Jewish and Christian 
scripture came to be known are obviously correlative, 
implying each other. But originally these phrases had 
nothing to do with such writings; they referred instead to 
the covenant (Gk diathéké; Lat testamentum) of God, first 
with Israel, then with the Christian community. Although 
the “old covenant,” by virtue of having a law, could be said 
to be “written” and “read,” the “new covenant” did not 
have a literary dimension (2 Cor 3:4—18). When in the late 
2d century covenant terminology began to be applied to 
Jewish and Christian scripture (Melito, Clement), the sense 
was that these were books pertaining to or belonging to 
the old or the new covenant, not that these books were 
themselves the covenants. 


B. History of the NT Canon 

1. General. Although Christianity had recourse from 
the beginning to Jewish scripture, Christianity was not 
originally a scriptural religion in the same sense as Juda- 
ism. The faith of the earliest Christian community was 
evoked by and centered on a person, Jesus of Nazareth, 
and he was apprehended by them not first of all in texts 
but in preaching, in oral traditions of his words and deeds, 
and in charismatic experience. Only secondarily were the 
scriptures of Judaism called into service for the exposition 
and defense of the Christian faith; they did not constitute 
its basis. The primary authorities for earliest Christianity 
were rather “the Lord” (Jesus’ teaching and acts, preserved 
mainly in oral traditions) and “the apostles” (the teachings 
of the witnesses to Jesus). The appeal to Jewish scripture 
was made only in the light of these, and consequently the 
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early Christian use of Jewish scripture was selective in both 
content and method of interpretation, stressing its pro- 
phetic and messianic elements. 

Christian writings began to be composed by the middle 
of the Ist century, and gradually increased in number and 
variety, but none of them was composed as scripture. 
Though some religious authority might be claimed by 
their authors (when they were not anonymous) or might 
lie in their content (when it was traditional), this did not 
constitute them as scripture for their authors or their 
readers. Throughout the Ist century and far into the 2d, 
whenever scripture (graphe) was mentioned or cited, it was 
the Jewish scriptures that were in view. Only very gradu- 
ally, through their use in worship and teaching alongside 
the Jewish scripture, did Christian writings acquire the 
status of scripture in the church. And only after a large 
number of writings had come to be valued in this way was 
it necessary to define their number and to fix a canon. 
The history of the NT canon, then, was a process extend- 
ing from the composition of Christian literature in the Ist 
and early 2d centuries, through the spread, use, and 
progressive esteem of these writings in the 2d and 3d 
centuries, to the determination of a fixed list of authorita- 
tive Christian scripture in the 4th and 5th centuries. This 
process was not only lengthy but also uneven, moving at a 
different pace and even in somewhat different directions 
among the religional constituencies of the ancient church. 
Further, the process was not always deliberate or self- 
conscious, but was often influenced simply by historical 
circumstance. Indeed it is remarkable how little explicit 
evidence remains about the development of the NT canon. 
To reconstruct its history it is necessary to rely on (1) the 
actual use of early Christian documents by Christian writ- 
ers of the 2d through the 5th centuries, noting the fre- 
quency and manner of their citations and inferring the 
value they attached to them; (2) explicit discussions and 
judgments by individual writers or ecclesiastical councils 
about the authority of various documents; and (3) the 
contents and arrangements of ancient manuscripts, to- 
gether with the various aids (concordances, prologues, 
etc.) they include. All of these must be evaluated in the 
light of what is otherwise known about the history of the 
ancient church, of which the history of the canon is a part, 
and to which it is deeply indebted. 

2. The History of Component Collections. The NT 
canon is not so much a collection of individual documents 
as it is a collection of collections: its major components are 
a collection of gospels, a collection of letters of Paul, a 
collection of “catholic epistles.” Outside these stand only 
two documents, Acts and Revelation. Each of these smaller 
collections had its own distinctive history, and must be 
treated individually. 

a. The Letters of Paul. Paul's letters, the earliest surviv- 
ing Christian writings, were also the earliest to be collected. 
They were unlikely candidates for scriptural regard be- 
cause they are actual letters closely tailored to the particu- 
jar circumstances of the individual congregations to which 
they were sent, and their general relevance and value were 
not clear to all (Dahl 1962). On the other hand, Paul was 
reputed over a wide area, and his letters did claim the 
authority of an apostle of Christ. By the early 2d century 
Paul’s letters had been gathered up and were known as a 
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group by Ignatius, Polycarp, and the author of 2 Peter 
(3:15-16). It is not clear how much this development owed 
to an inforrmal exchange of the letters among Paul’s 
churches (cf. Col 4:16; Mowry 1944), and how much it was 
due to the careful efforts of an individual (Goodspeed 
1933; Schmithals 1972) or a group of Paul’s associates and 
admirers who after the apostle’s death sought to promote 
Paul’s teaching by preserving, collecting, and disseminat- 
ing his letters. (Schenke 1975), but the last possibility gains 
plausibility from the presence in the collection of pseudon- 
ymous writings and evidence of editorial reworking. 

The earliest known form of the collection of Paul’s 
letters contained 10 letters, omitting the Pastorals. These 
10 letters were presented as “letters to seven churches,” 
letters to the same community being taken together (1-2 
Corinthians, 1-2 Thessalonians, Colossians, Philemon). 
This collecticn seems to have been available in two differ- 
ent editions, one with the letters arranged by decreasing 
length, giving the order Corinthians, Romans, Ephesians, 
Thessalonians, Galatians, Philippians, Colossians (+ Phi- 
lemon) (Finegan 1956; Frede 1969; Dahl 1978), and the 
other, apparently attempting to order the letters chrono- 
logically, giving the order Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, 
Thessalonians, Ephesians (=Laodiceans), Colossians 
[+ Philemon], Philippians (Frede 1964; Dahl 1978). The 
latter order is attested for Marcion (ca. 140) but also for 
Syrian sources and is presupposed by the prologues to the 
Pauline epistles that occur in many Latin manuscripts. 
This order was once thought to be a creation of Marcion, 
but it is now clear that Marcion simply took over a preex- 
isting edition of the letters of Paul, retaining its sequence 
(Dahl 1978) as well as many of its peculiar textual features 
(Clabeaux 1989). The collection of 10 letters was eventu- 
ally, but already in the 2d century, superseded by a collec- 
tion of 13 letters, the Pastorals being added. In this edition 
the “seven churches” rubric was abandoned, and the letters 
were ordered individually longest to shortest, with the 
personal letters being placed after the community letters. 
This resulted in the sequence familiar to modern readers 
of the New Testament. 

In spite of the availability of Paul’s collected letters by 
the early 2d century, most Christian writers of the 2d 
century show little knowledge or use of them. Only Mar- 
cion and the gnostics seem to have relied heavily on them. 
This circumstance has sometimes been thought to show 
that Paul became discredited by heterodox appeals to his 
letters and so was ignored by more traditional writers. But 
this is not likely. No Christian writers of this period show 
an animus toward Paul and his letters; the issues and 
genres of 2d-century Christian literature did not encour- 
age strong dependence on Paul; and there is a progressive 
tendency in the period to an ever greater use of the letters 
(Rensberger 1981; Lindemann 1979). By the end of the 
2d century Paul’s letters were heavily invoked by Clement 
of Alexandria, Tertullian in North Africa, and Irenaeus in 
Gaul, and had attained fully scriptural status over a very 
wide area, a fact which implies their long and broad usage 
through mos: of the 2d century. 

The Epistle to the Hebrews, which even the ancient 
church doubted was written by Paul, nevertheless came 
ultimately to be attached to the collection of Pauline letters, 
ordinarily at the end, after the personal letters. ‘This 
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document had been respected and used in the Egyptian 
church from an early time. and it appears within the 
Pauline collection (standing second after Romans) in the 
earliest extant manuscript of the Pauline collection, P46 
(which has an Egyptian provenance). In the Western 
church, however, Hebrews fad little popularity, and its 
authority did not become established there until the 4th 
century. Hebrews did not belong to the earliest editions of 
Paul’s letters (cf. Anderson 1966; Aland 1979). 

b. The Gospels. From the seginning Christianity attrib- 
uted the highest authority to “the Lord,” preserving in 
memory and transmitting by word of mouth accounts of 
his teachings and acts. The earliest gospels are partial 
deposits of this oral tradition, but the oral tradition was so 
rich in content and established by custom that it persisted 
well beyond the first written gospels and was respected, 
and often preferred to written accounts, until about the 
middle of the 2d century (Koester 1957; Kirrzinger 1983). 
Drawing on it, gospels continued to be written during the 
2d century (Koester 1980; Cameron 1982). The composi- 
tion of written gospels was an effort, on the one hand, to 
collect and codify Jesus-traditions, but, on the other, also 
to interpret them for particular situations. No less than 
the letters of Paul, the gospels are occasional documents, 
composed in and directed to specific local Christian 
groups, and so each has a <listinctive character. Accord- 
ingly, it was at first customary for a given Christian com- 
munity to know and use only one such document. 

It was somewhat contrary to their character as interpre- 
tations of Jesus-traditions that the gospels were valued first 
as historical records, not as scripture. This view became 
problematic as Christian communities became acquainted 
with multiple gospels and noticed discrepancies among 
them that were not easily reconciled. This, together with 
the custom of using only one gospel and the idea that the 
Christian message (itself traclitionally known as “the gos- 
pel”) was unitary and coherent, worked against any easy 
acknowledgment of numerous gospels. Thus the history 
of gospel literature in the 2d century was governed by two 
opposing tendencies: the desire for a comprehensive and 
theologically adequate gospel led to a proliferation of such 
writings, but the desire for a single, self-consistent gospel 
worked to reduce the number, either by advocating one 
gospel against others or by conflating several such docu- 
ments into one (Cullman 1956; Merkel 1971; 1978). The 
prime example of this last tendency is the Diatessaron of 
Tatian (ca. 170), which ingen:ously weaves together in one 
narrative most of the contents of Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and John, and adds some e:ements from oral tradition. 
This effort (and its broad popularity) symptomizes the 
problem posed by multiple gospels, and shows also that 
although the gospels were much valued for their contents, 
they had not acquired sacrosanct status as individual texts. 
Their texts were not beyond alteration in the earlier 2d 
century either, as significant additions were clearly made 
to Mark (the various longer endings after 16:8) and John 
(chap. 21, and 7:53-8:11). 

Justin Martyr (ca. 150) is the first Christian writer to 
show a knowledge and appreciation of several gospels, 
which he called “memoirs” (as0mneumonémata) of the apos- 
tles, thus revealing his historical estimate of them. But he 
seems not too have known John, and draws often on oral 
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tradition or on other gospels not known to us, and so did 
not invest exclusive authority in the gospels that ultimately 
became canonical. John was little known or used by 2d 
century Christian writers, except among gnostics, who 
valued it highly (J. N. Sanders 1943; Hillmer 1966). This 
may explain its unpopularity, but perhaps the strongest 
reservations about John arose from recognition of its ex- 
tensive differences in outline, substance, and style from 
other, more popular gospels. Rather than try to reconcile 
these, it was easier to neglect John altogether. 

The collection of four gospels (Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
John) which came to be incorporated in the canon arose 
only near the end of the 2d century, and first in the 
Western church. Irenaeus (ca. 180) had to argue inven- 
tively for it (Haer. 3.11.8—9), while in the Eastern church 
much use was still being made of other gospels (e.g., 
Clement [Ruwet 1948], Serapion [Eus. Hist. Eccl. 6.12.2]). 
This collection was a compromise among the competing 
tendencies, resources, and needs of earlier usage, and 
struck a balance between an indefinite plurality of gospels 
and exclusive use of one gospel. The collection as such was 
thought of and entitled as the gospel, and each member of 
the collection was known as the gospel according to its 
putative author. In this “fourfold gospel” the tension be- 
tween plurality and unity was not resolved, but was perpet- 
uated in manageable form. It is notable that the Gospels 
acquired their scriptural standing as a group and not 
individually, and that religious authority was vested in 
their collective witness. 

The collection of four gospels rapidly gained accep- 
tance, and seems to have been broadly established by the 
middle of the 3d century, but its arrangement varied for 
some time. The Western church preferred the order Mat- 
thew, John, Luke, Mark, thus giving precedence to the two 
gospels supposedly composed by apostles over those sup- 
posedly composed by disciples of apostles. The Eastern 
church sponsored the order Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, 
possibly intending a chronological arrangement. The 
adoption of the Eastern order by Jerome for the Vulgate 
led to its subsequent dominance also in the West. 

c. The Catholic Epistles. The third collection compo- 
nent of the canon was the latest to coalesce. Of the various 
documents in this collection only | Peter and 1 John had 
much currency in the 2d and 3d centuries. The rest 
(James, 2 Peter, 2-3 John, Jude) had only local and re- 
gional use, and in spite of the claims of some of them, 
there was no early or strong acknowledgment of their 
apostolic authorship, and so they remained obscure and 
questionable well into the 4th century. It is from Eusebius 
(Hist. Eccl. 2.23.25) that we first hear of “Catholic Epistles” 
as a group of 7 letters, and such a collection probably 
arose only in the 3d century. It may have been formed in 
an effort to document a common witness of primitive 
apostles, perhaps especially of the “pillar apostles” (cf. Gal 
2:9; Luhrmann 1981), and to balance the imposing collec- 
tion of Paul’s letters. 

d. Acts and Revelation. Although the gospel of Luke 
and the Acts of the Apostles were composed as two volumes 
of a unitary work, they were early separated and had 
distinctive subsequent histories. Acts came into general 
usage later than Luke. Justin Martyr is the first writer to 
show any knowledge of it, but it was only near the end of 
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the 2d century that real importance began to accrue to 
Acts, possibly as a result of conflicts with Marcionite and 
gnostic groups. Acts served to underline the view of main- 
stream Christianity in the late 2d century that the apostles 
acted and taught with authoritative consensus, and that 
Paul was at one with the collective apostolic witness. Thus 
Acts became useful in documenting the concept of apos- 
tolic tradition. The position of Acts among other docu- 
ments in early canon lists and manuscripts varies consid- 
erably. It is often placed with the Catholic Epistles (before 
or after), often with the Pauline letters (before or after), 
and sometimes with the four gospels (always after). 

The Revelation to John had a controversial career in the 
ancient church. In the Western church it was well received 
and by the end of the 2d century was widely cited as 
scripture. It was also current and respected in the East in 
the 2d century, but was generally interpreted allegorically. 
In the 3d century, however, a dispute arose in Egypt as to 
whether the book should be read literally or allegorically. 
Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, defended the allegorists’ 
view, and was led by many acute observations to deny the 
apostolic origin of the book (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7.25). Subse- 
quently, Eastern Christians tended to reject Revelation. 
Even in the West the authority of Revelation came into 
dispute because of its use by Montanists, and both the 
authenticity and authority of Revelation (as well as the 
gospel of John) were strongly questioned by the Roman 
churchman, Gaius, in the early 3d century, but without 
much effect on Western usage. The full recognition of 
Revelation in the East did not come about until the late 4th 
century, and even then with the understanding that it was 
to be interpreted in nonmillennial terms. 

e. Other Writings. Even though the NT canon came to 
be constituted mainly by bringing together smaller collec- 
tions that had evolved in the first three centuries, it must 
be emphasized that the history of the canon was selective 
as well as collective, and that the canon which finally 
emerged contained only a fraction of the Christian litera- 
ture that had been produced in the early period. Many 
other writings (gospels, acts, letters, and apocalypses) 
achieved wide currency and attained the status of scripture 
in some areas without in the end becoming canonical. So, 
for example, the Apocalypse of Peter and the Shepherd of 
Hermas were scarcely less popular than the Revelation to 
John in the 2d century; the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel 
of Peter were reckoned by some no less authoritative than 
any other gospel; the letters known as J Clement and 
Barnabas were esteemed and quoted as scripture by many; 
the Acts of Paul also was held in high regard in some areas, 
as was the manual of church order known as the Didache. 
But any or all of these, and perhaps some others, might 
have been included in the canon but for various reasons 
were not. 

3. Developments in the 4th and 5th Centuries. By the 
end of the 2d century a considerable amount of early 
Christian literature was in broad circulation. The collected 
letters of Paul were well established, widely used, and 
considered to have scriptural standing. The collection of 
four gospels had more recently been formed and was 
gaining recognition. | Peter and | John were highly re- 
spected as scripture, but belonged to no collection, and 
many other writings had broad currency and scriptural or 
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quasi-scriptural status. But there was as yet no canon of 
Christian scripture, for no effort had been made to define 
the scope of authoritative literature. This situation pre- 
vailed throughout the 3d century and into the 4th. Only 
in the 4th century did attempts begin to evaluate the legacy 
of early Christian literature as a whole and to determine 
precisely what documents commanded the authority to be 
used in the church, and what did not. The 4th and 5th 
centuries therefore are the period of canon formation 
proper, when actual lists of authoritative books were drawn 
up. The most important of these are the following: 

a. The Muratorian Canon. The date and provenance of 
this list are in debate. For a long time the Muratorian 
Canon was taken to be a Roman (or at least Italian) product 
of the late 2d or early 3d century, but it would be unique 
at such an early time, and there are good reasons to 
consider it an Eastern list of the 4th century (Sundberg 
1973; cf. Ferzuson 1982). The document is fragmentary 
and badly translated into Latin, but lists the following 
books: four gospels, Acts, 13 letters of Paul (omitting 
Hebrews), Jude, 1-2 John, the Wisdom of Solomon (?), 
Revelation, Apocalypse of Peter. The omission of most of the 
“Catholic Epistles” is notable, and so is the inclusion of the 
Wisdom of Solomon in a list of Christian books. Specifi- 
cally rejectec, on the other hand, are the Shepherd of 
Hermas, a pseudo-Pauline letter to the Laodiceans and 
another to the Alexandrians (both attributed to Marcion- 
ites), and some unnamed books of heterodox groups. We 
have here, then, a list of 24 documents accepted for 
reading in the church, including two that did not finally 
become canonical, but excluding five that did. 

b. Eusebius. In his Church History, written in the first 
decades of the 4th century, Eusebius variously comments 
on the uses made of early Christian writings by previous 
Christian figures, but in Hist. Eccl. 3.25 he provides a 
summary list of these writings in three categories: (1) 
acknowledged books (homologoumenoi), i.e., those accepted 
without qualification; (2) disputed books (antilegomenot), 
i.e., those whose genuineness or authority is questioned; 
and (3) heretical works, i.e., those that are firmly rejected. 
The acknowledged writings include four gospels, Acts, the 
(14) letters of Paul, 1 John, and 1 Peter. He also allows that 
Revelation may be placed in this group “if it seem desir- 
able.” The disputed books are James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2-3 
John, the Act: of Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Apocalypse 
of Peter, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Didache. He also 
allows that Revelation may be classed among these books 
“f this view prevail,” and notes that some would place the 
gospel of the Hebrews also in this category. Rejected books 
are the gospels of Peter, Thomas, and Matthias, among 
others, and the Acts of Andrew, John, and others. The 
acknowledged books, then, are 21 (22 with Revelation), 
and the dispted books are 10 (11 with Revelation). This 
list must reflect what Eusebius took to be the situation 
obtaining in his time and among the churches of his 
acquaintance. The ambiguity about Revelation was felt 
widely in the East, and surely also by Eusebius himself. 

c. Other Canonical Lists. Another list is found in codex 
Claromontanus, a 6th-century Greek-Latin manuscript of 
the Pauline letters. The list it contains is much earlier than 
the manuscript itself, and probably derives from the 4th 
century and an Eastern setting. It contains, in order. the 
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following items: four gospels. 10 letters of Paul (omitting 
Philippians and 1—2 Thessalonians, certainly accidentally), 
the seven “Catholic Epistles, Barnabas, Revelation, Acts, 
the Shepherd of Hermas, the Acts of Paul, and the Apocalypse 
of Peter. Here are 30 docurnents (if we include the 3 
neglected Pauline letters). (Hebrews may also have been 
unintentionally left out.) Of these 30, four were not ulti- 
mately to become canonical. 

The so-called Cheltenham Canon, a further list of au- 
thoritative Christian books, probably was drawn up in 
North Africa near the mid-4th century. It offers 24 books, 
with the claim that “our fathers approved that these books 
are canonical and that the men of old have said this”: four 
gospels, 13 letters of Paul, Acts, Revelation, 1-3 John, and 
1—2 Peter. Thus James, Jude, and Hebrews lack. 

Of special note is the list »f canonical books given by 
Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria, in his 39th Festal Letter 
issued on Easter of 367, for this list is the first to name as 
exclusively authoritative precisely the 27 documents that 
finally came to constitute the New Testament as we know 
it. He was the first Christian writer after Origen to affirm 
the full authority of Revelation, and must have been influ- 
enced in this by his many contacts with the Western 
churches, especially in Rome. 

Athanasius’ views were not decisive for the East as a 
whole, however. Tatian’s Diate:isaron continued to have con- 
siderable popularity in the East, especially in the Syrian 
churches, which tended still in the 4th and 5th centuries 
to admit in addition only Acts and the Pauline letters, 
though late in the 4th (Chrysostom) and early in the 5th 
(the Peshitta, Theodoret) recognition was extended to 
James, | Peter, and 1 John. Even so, the Syrian church 
typically admitted only 22 bouks as canonical. 

Among the 4th-century lists there was still notable vari- 
ation, especially in the regard for Hebrews, Revelation, 2— 
3 John, 2 Peter, and Jude, and other writings occasionally 
claim attention. It is interesting, for example, that one of 
the oldest and most important manuscripts of the entire 
NT, codex Sinaiticus (4th century), contains, along with 
the 27 books of Athanasius, the Epistle of Barnabas and the 
Shepherd of Hermas. So although the four gospels, Acts, the 
letters of Paul, 1 Peter, and | John were almost universally 
accepted, everything else was to some degree questionable. 
The resolution of such uncertainties fell largely to ecclesi- 
astical councils of the late 4th and early 5th centuries. The 
Council of Laodicea (363) held that “the canonical books” 
were 26 in number (omitting Revelation in the Eastern 
manner), while the North African councils of Hippo (393) 
and Carthage (397) named the 27 books of our New 
Testament, but in accepting Hebrews distinguished it from 
the letters of Paul. It is worth stating, however, that no 
ecumenical council of the ancient church ever undertook to 
define the scope of the canon. 

4. Influences in the Formation of the NT Canon. A 
process that extended through four centuries will obvi- 
ously have been subject to many influential factors. So long 
as it was (wrongly) supposed that the canon had virtually 
come to full form by the end of the 2d century, the 
tendency was to see its chief causes in the conflicts with 
heterodox movements of the 2d century. It has been held, 
for example, that Marcion, who based his teaching on an 
edition of the Pauline letters plus a form of the gospel of 
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Luke, forced the church to form its own canon in response. 
It has also been claimed that the gnostics, who produced 
many writings of their own and appealed to secret apos- 
tolic traditions, were opposed by the shaping of a canon 
that excluded their documents and presented instead a set 
of broadly recognized and accessible writings containing 
apostolic and catholic teaching. And it has been main- 
tained that the Montanists, by their claim of charismatic 
authority and new revelations, provided the motivation for 
the church to close its canon and restrict revelation to 
traditional authoritative documents. But none of these 
arguments is valid: Marcion was not a “first cause” of 
canon formation, but a case of arrested development, since 
Paul’s letters had previously been collected and were 
widely valued before him; the gnostic groups tended to 
value most of the same literature as other Christians, and 
differed rather in the philosophical assumptions and inter- 
pretive methods with which they approached this litera- 
ture; and in response to the Montanists the church did not 
deny the continuing activity of the spirit or limit revelation 
to a limited number of books. Although the heterodox 
movements of the 2d century threw into relief the question 
of the resources, authorities, and boundaries of the Chris- 
tian faith, they do not appear to have had any direct impact 
on the history of the canon. 

The chief determinants of the history of the canon were, 
rather, the historical origins of the church’s faith and the 
traditional usages of the church’s worship and teaching. 
Since Christianity vested revelatory and redemptive signif- 
icance in a particular historical person and a specific his- 
torical period, the church had always to hark back to Jesus 
and the events of his life, death, and resurrection. This 
resource was at first available in the direct testimony of 
apostles and in a lively and authoritative oral tradition. But 
with the lapse of time, the demise of the apostolic genera- 
tion, and the dissipation of oral tradition, it was increas- 
ingly necessary to value written materials. This led to the 
preservation of some early literature (e.g., Paul’s letters) 
and to the composition of additional literature deeply 
indebted to early tradition, and elevated the importance 
of these documents as means by which the church sus- 
tained its access to the events and to the witness which 
constituted its raison d’etre. The question, however, as to 
which documents provided this access, and therefore were 
authoritative, was answered by reference to the actual 
experience of the church with this literature. Those writ- 
ings that proved, over time, to be most useful in sustaining, 
informing, and guiding the church in its worship, preach- 
ing, and teaching came to be the most highly valued, and 
gained a special authority in virtue of their usefulness. 

Given this basic impulse and the context in which it 
played out, there were many specific factors that condi- 
tioned the history of the canon. The judgments of re- 
spected theologians, for example, Origen and Athanasius 
in the East, and Jerome and Augustine in the West, were 
influential, especially for the fates of particular books. 
Athanasius’ sponsorship of Revelation in the East finally 
overcame the reservations fostered by Dionysius’ criti- 
cisms, and the acceptance of Hebrews in the West was 
largely the result of its use by Hilary, Ambrose, Rufinus, 
and Jerome. Also visible are the effects of the great eccle- 
siastical centers, Antioch, Alexandria, and Rome. The 


CANON 


conservatism of Antiochene Christianity and its tendency 
to literal-historical interpretation are reflected in the 
rather narrow collection of scriptures that persisted so 
long in that region. The open, speculative bent of Alexan- 
drian Christianity and its penchant for allegorical exegesis 
are mirrored in the expansive body of literature valued as 
scripture in Egypt. In the history of the canon, as in 
doctrinal matters, Rome tended to take a middle way 
between these extremes. Further, particular doctrinal or 
disciplinary issues sometimes affected the status of certain 
books. Hebrews, because of its teaching against a second 
repentance after baptism, was disadvantaged by develop- 
ing penetential practices in the West; Revelation was called 
into question in the East and West because of its use by 
millennialists (Hist. Eccl. 7.25; 3.28.1-5); John was once 
disputed in the West as a result of Montanist appeals to its 
teaching about the paraclete, and the Gospel of Peter was 
rejected in Syria because of alleged docetic elements (Hist. 
Eccl. 6.12.2). The experience of persecution, which some- 
times involved the confiscation and destruction of Chris- 
tian scriptures, perhaps provided occasion to discriminate 
between those books held to be sacred and preserved from 
the authorities, and those that might be surrendered un- 
der duress. Even so mundane a matter as the technology 
of book manufacture may have played a role, for almost 
from the beginning Christianity made use of the codex 
(leaf book) rather than the roll in transcribing its scripture 
(Roberts and Skeat 1983). But it was not until the 4th 
century that codices were produced that were large 
enough to encompass most or all of Christian scripture, 
and it may not be mere coincidence that the canon ac- 
quired a relatively fixed content only when it was possible 
to transcribe the various writings in a single book. And, so 
far as canonization is understood as a matter of devising a 
fixed and closed list of scriptures, the decisions of ecclesi- 
astical councils had their effects. No such decisions are 
known before the 4th century, by which time many docu- 
ments had secured such established use that councils could 
only ratify their standing. But ecclesiastical mandates were 
important in bringing some disputed writings (e.g., He- 
brews, Revelation, 2 Peter, Jude) to full canonical regard, 
and in discounting others. But perhaps the preeminent 
factor was the actual historic practice of leading churches. 
The determination of a list of writings which might be 
read in liturgical assembly was largely a matter of making 
regulative what had long been merely customary. Only in 
cases where custom differed were specific decisions re- 
quired. 

All of this indicates that the history of the canon was not 
an isolated process, but belonged fully to the ongoing life 
of the ancient church and was in its own ways responsive 
to the forces broadly operative in the early history of the 
church. 

5. Criteria of Canonicity. Though it was indebted to 
historical forces, the formation of the canon was not hap- 
hazard. The church also reflected critically on its literature 
and, in setting certain documents apart as peculiarly au- 
thoritative, it invoked various principles (Flessemann-van 
Leer 1954; Ohlig 1972). Prominent considerations were 
that canonical documents should be apostolic, catholic, 
orthodox, and in traditional use. 

The apostolic character of a writing was often articu- 
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lated in terras of authorship by an apostle, but it was 
actually a broader concept than this, and could signify, 
besides actual authorship, derivation from the time of the 
apostles, or even simply agreement with what the church 
took to be apostolic teaching. Even the ancient church did 
not claim that every authoritative document was written by 
an apostle, sut it did consider that canonical wriungs 
should come from the earliest times of the church. For a 
writing to be catholic, it had to be relevant to the church at 
large. This criterion embodies the church’s preference for 
broadly accessible and pertinent documents as opposed to 
esoteric ones. But this preference did not, obviously, ex- 
clude documents originally addressed to strictly tocal 
churches or 2ven to individuals. It was rather a matter of 
their availability and their utility to the whole church. The 
criterion of orthodoxy signified that no document could 
be acknowledged as authoritative unless it conformed to, 
or at least did not contradict, what the church took to be 
its proper teaching. This presumes that the true faith of 
the church could be known independently of Scripture, 
specifically ir. what was known as “the rule of faith” (regula 
fidei), a traditional summary statement of the basic Chris- 
tian confession. Hence there was no idea that Scripture 
was the sole repository of authoritative teaching. Rather, 
the authority of Scripture could be gauged against author- 
itative but unwritten tradition. No less important was the 
criterion of traditional usage, that is, whether a writing 
had been employed from an early time and in most 
churches. This principle came strongly into play only in 
the 3d and 4th centuries when the church had a retrospect 
on its past. But in fact customary usage had been the major 
force in promoting the authority of various documents 
before it was articulated as a principle of canonicity. 

None of these criteria, however, was absolutely definitive. 
Thus while Paul’s letters were undoubtedly apostolic in the 
strictest sense, because of their particularity they did not 
satisfy very well the ideal of catholicity. Or, although there 
was a persistent uncertainty about the apostolic authorship 
of Hebrews, it was acknowledged as canonical nevertheless. 
Or again, although Jude and 2 Peter, for example, had not 
enjoyed a longstanding tradition of use, this did not finally 
count decisively against them. Clearly, then, the criteria of 
canonicity were not applied with great rigor or consistency, 
and were no: narrowly understood. While their use indi- 
cates a measure of deliberation and judgment in the his- 
tory of the canon, it is difficult to regard apostolicity, 
catholicity, or orthodoxy as the effective reasons why any 
document gained canonical status. The criterion that was 
most fully operative was traditional use, and this has ref- 
erence not tc the intrinsic character of a writing but to the 
church’s actual practice. 

It remains to be noted that inspiration was not a criterion 
of canonicity in the ancient church. It was not claimed that 
the canonical documents were uniquely or exclusively in- 
spired. The reason for this was the conviction that inspi- 
ration characterized the church as a whole. Since the 
concept of inspiration was much broader than the concept 
of scripture, it provided no basis for distinguishing among 
writings produced within the church (Kalin 1967; Sund- 
berg 1975). 
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C. The Theological and Hermeneutical Significance 
of the NT Canon 

The theological and hermeneutical significance of the 
canon has come under reassessment as a result both of the 
history of the canon and of modern exegesis of the canon- 
ical documents. Of the varicus issues that have arisen in 
modern discussion the following are the most prominent. 

1. The Scope of the Canon. The traditional contents of 
the canon are difficult to justify in the light of modern 
knowledge. The canon as we know it resulted from a 
complex interplay of contingent factors, and from a histor- 
ical point of view its limits seem fortuitous. It is easily 
conceivable that the canon might have been larger or 
smaller, and that it might have contained other documents 
instead of or in addition to those that stand in it. Further, 
the contents of the canon car not be fully defended on the 
criteria adduced by the ancient church, for not all of them 
are apostolic or catholic in any strict sense, and some of 
them had not enjoyed broad and longstanding use. Finally, 
the limits of the canon were never officially defined by the 
ancient church, and have never constituted an article of 
doctrine. In this situation, two different claims have been 
made on behalf of the tracitional scope of the canon. 
Protestant scholars have ofte: maintained that the canoni- 
cal documents possess an intrinsic and self-authenticating 
authority, and that the canon evolved more or less sponta- 
neously through the religious intuition and experience of 
the early Christian communities. Catholic scholars, on the 
other hand, have claimed that the authority of the canoni- 
cal documents derives from their recognition by the 
church in accordance with its own tradition and teaching. 
At issue is the relationship between the authority of the 
canon and the authority of the church. In fact, this rela- 
tionship is historically ambiguous. The judgments about 
the limits of the canon by bishops and councils in the 4th 
and 5th centuries did not merely ratify a status which the 
documents had already acquired for themselves, for some 
of the writings then designated canonical had not previ- 
ously been widely taken as authoritative. Yet the very high 
regard in which the gospels or the letters of Paul were held 
from an early time owed nothing to ecclesiastical decisions, 
and the church could only acknowledge their authority, 
not decide it. So, as a closed collection and with a view to 
its outer limits, the canon is very much a product of the 
church, but much of the contents of the canon rose to 
authority by virtue of their self-evident value. 

In the interest of maintaining the critical independence 
of the canon of Scripture over against the church, some 
Protestant scholars have argued that in principle the canon 
remains open to revision, even if no change in its scope is 
actually envisioned. Catholic scholars, however, fully af- 
firm the traditional boundaries of the canon as the author- 
itative work of the ancient church, and thus conceive the 
canon of Scripture and the teaching authority of the 
church to be indivisible. Here it is clear that the theological 
authority of the canon is differently conceived in different 
confessional traditions of Christianity. 

2. Scripture and Tradition. The same question emerges 
in a different guise when the relation of Scripture and 
tradition is explored. The history of the canon shows that 
the contents of the canon were largely determined by 
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ecclesiastical tradition (traditional usage, traditional ideas 
of authorship, and the appeal to traditional teaching), such 
that to acknowledge the authority of the canon is to ac- 
knowledge the authority of the tradition which gave rise to 
it. This point is now freely conceded by Protestant scholars 
(Cullmann 1956b; Ebeling 1968b). For its part, exegesis 
has shown further how deeply individual documents of 
the canon are themselves indebted to earlier kerygmatic, 
liturgical, parenetic, and exegetical traditions, and indeed 
exhibit the development of tradition among themselves 
(e.g., the elaboration of Pauline teaching in the pseudony- 
mous Pauline letters). Thus it can be said that tradition 
precedes Scripture, is presumed by Scripture, and persists 
in Scripture. It is appropriate enough, then, to see Scrip- 
ture itself as “a specific form of tradition” or as “a tran- 
scription of tradition at a particular stage” (Ebeling 1968b; 
Best 1979; Hahn 1980). For these reasons it has become 
impossible any longer to juxtapose Scripture and tradition 
as alternatives. Rather, they stand in an organic relation- 
ship which precludes the exaltation of either against the 
other as a theological authority. 

3. The Function of the Canon as a Norm. The use of 
the canon of scripture as a theological norm has required 
rethinking as a result of exegesis. The historical-critical 
exegesis of canonical documents has revealed among them 
a great diversity of theological orientations which are not 
easily reconciled with each other: Jewish Christianity, vari- 
ous types of Hellenistic Christianity, apocalyptic Christi- 
anity, and early Catholic Christianity, to name the most 
obvious. In this respect the canon seems accurately to 
reflect theological variegations characteristic of the early 
church (Dunn 1977). But because it presents no thorough 
theological consistency, the canon as such, and taken as a 
whole, cannot serve as a sharply effective theological norm 
(Kasemann 1964). Once a wholistic, formal conception of 
the canon is given up in view of its inner diversity, its 
authority must be conceived in a different way. This is 
often done, especially by Protestant thinkers, by appealing 
to a “canon in the canon,” that is, a principle or center 
which is taken as the essential and controlling element 
within the larger canon, and which may serve as an inter- 
pretive criterion of the whole. Efforts to formulate such a 
principle have been various (Schrage 1976), including, 
among others, the original preaching of Jesus, the oldest 
recoverable form of the kerygma, and the Pauline theme 
of the justification of the ungodly. Other, mostly Catholic, 
scholars have criticized this approach as reductive, selec- 
tive, and arbitrary, and have insisted on affirming the unity 
and coherence of the canon as a whole (Kiting 1963). In 
their view the meaning of Scripture is sufficiently medi- 
ated by the tradition and teaching office of the church. 
But each view is in its own way an assertion that the formal 
canon cannot of itself function as a theological norm. 

What needs special recognition in this debate is that the 
canon is pluralistic in principle. The effort to discover in 
ita uniform and coherent norm would seem to be contrary 
even to the intentions of the ancient church, which canon- 
ized no single theological position but a range of theologi- 
cal viewpoints. This is indicated well enough by the repu- 
diation of Marcion’s exclusively Pauline canon in favor of 
a broader but less consistent collection, and the rejection 
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of Tatian’s Diatessaron in favor of the multiple witness of 
four gospels. It remains true that every interpreter of the 
NT and every confessional standpoint within Christianity 
proceeds, tacitly or explicitly, with an interpretive princi- 
ple or perspective which elicits from the canon a particular 
pattern of meaning. This is inescapable if the canon is to 
inform theological reflection and not remain diffusely 
meaningless. But just here the importance of the canon as 
a whole, in all its diversity, can be seen: although it requires 
a limitation and specification of its meaning to exercise a 
normative function, it nevertheless resists the absolutizing 
of any particular appropriation, and thus maintains the 
potentialities of interpretation against narrow, ideological 
foreclosures. 

4. The Hermeneutical Value of the Canon. The histor- 
ical-critical study of the canonical documents has custom- 
arily approached them in disregard of the canon. Its 
interest is in individual writings interpreted in terms of 
the diverse, particular circumstances in which they arose. 
Their literary context in the canon is not relevant to that 
aim. But in recent years there has been a growing interest 
in the relevance of the canon for theological exegesis, and 
this approach has gained the name “canonical criticism.” 
This enterprise has taken two main forms. One has urged 
that the theological interpretation of Scripture is properly 
attentive to the canon when it takes as its basis the “final 
[canonical] form” of a given text, as distinct from sources 
that can be identified behind the text or as distinct from 
an original form of the text, and interprets that text in 
terms of its “full canonical context,” as distinct from its 
original historical context. Thus the literary and theologi- 
cal context furnished by the canon itself is made the 
touchstone of interpretation. No document, on this view, 
should be read in isolation; rather each should be read 
with a view to the interrelationships established by the 
canon between it and other canonical documents. What 
arises from such a reading is the “canonical sense” of the 
text, which is taken to be the theologically normative 
meaning of the text (Childs 1979; 1984). Another form of 
canonical criticism attends not to the final form of a text 
or its intracanonical relationships, but to the canonical 
process exhibited within the texts, that is, the hermeneuti- 
cal dynamics by which authoritative (preliterary) traditions 
were not only stabilized in writing, but were subsequently 
and repeatedly revised and adapted, reformulated and 
rewritten, so as to make them freshly relevant to the 
changing circumstances and needs of the religious com- 
munity. The interpretive paradigms that can be observed 
in this process as it is enshrined in and even continued by 
the canonical literature may then become useful means for 
the modern appropriation of the canonical documents 
themselves (J. A. Sanders 1976; 1984). 

It is assuredly true that the formation of the New Testa- 
ment canon held hermeneutical consequences for the doc- 
uments that were included in it: new meanings accrued to 
the texts by their placement in that new context. While 
this “canonical sense” deserves recognition, it is not usually 
easy to identify, and is often merely impressionistic. Fur- 
thermore, it is not at all clear that the alleged “canonical 
sense” of a document has or ought to have a better claim 
to theological authority than the meaning that attaches to 
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an individual document taken by itself or in connection 
with a smaller group of related documents. For it was these 
latter meanings that commended the documents to the 
church and resulted in their incorporation into the canon. 
An adequate hermeneutic of the canon cannot therefore 
be indifferent to detailed historical criticism or to the 
history of the canon. At the same time, the canon is 
something both more and different than the sum of its 
parts, and historical criticism cannot fully illumine the NT 
without reflecting on the hermeneutical significance of the 
canon. 
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CANON, MURATORIAN. See MURATORIAN 
FRAGMENT. 


CANONICAL CRITICISM. The term “canonical 
criticism” does not adequately convey the range of ap- 
proaches or the variety of methodologies employed by 
scholars who are often associated with it. Even scholars 
who have come to reject the term, e.g., Brevard Childs, 
may still be regarded by other scholars as its leading 
practitioners. What is clear is that canonical criticism is less 
a formal “criticism” than an approach or series of ap- 
proaches that seeks to raise neglected questions about the 
form and function of scripture, both Jewish and Christian. 


A. Introduction 

B. “Canon” and Canonical Approaches 
1. Canonical Dimension and Biblical Interpretation 
2. “Shape” of Biblical Books 
3. Examples of a Canonical Approach 

C. Conclusion 


A. Introduction 
Approaches currently associated with “canonical criti- 
cism,” regardless of how it is specifically defined, presup- 
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pose the triumph of historical criticism over premodern 
historical notions about the authorship and formation of 
biblical books. While many of the proposals associated 
with a canonical approach rejuvenate traditional questions 
about the nature and authority of scripture, they do so 
only through significant innovation and with the hope of 
a greater degree of historical precision than one could 
have expected of similar premodern treatments. In this 
way, biblical fundamentalists find that some subjects ne- 
glected by older historical critics are taken up once again, 
though expressed in the light of critical historical conclu- 
sions alien to fundamentalist views regarding the history 
of the Bible. Canonical criticism, regardless of the theolog- 
ical spectrum that may find it appealing, is a response 
from within a more liberal, rather than a conservative, 
assessment of the biblical prehistory. 

Canonical approaches in general strive to articulate a 
perspective on the relationship between biblical studies 
and the study of religion and theology. In premodern 
Christian studies of the Bible, both Roman Catholics and 
Protestants agreed that the “literal sense” of scripture 
provided the principal authority for Christian doctrine 
and that this sense, as distinguished from “spiritual 
senses,” could be identified, at least in part, with the 
“author’s intent.” Since the 15th century, Nicholas of Lyra 
and many other Christian exegetes resorted to the idea of 
a double “literal sense,” especially for the OT: one aimed 
at a grammatical, historical, and religious dimension com- 
mon to both Jews and Christians; the other based on the 
role of the OT within Christian scripture as a norm of 
distinctly Christian doctrines. In the early modern period, 
biblical scholars frequently sought through a “historical” 
approach to secure neutral, scientific consensus regarding 
what a biblical text “meant” distinct from ecclesiastical or 
sectarian assessments of what it “means.” This allegedly 
neutral meaning of the Bible often became identified with 
the traditional religious goal of describing the “titeral 
sense” of scripture as a prior step to theological interpre- 
tation. 

In the past few decades, the confidence that the literal 
sense of scripture can be equated with the results of 
historical criticism has been seriously reexamined. At the 
outset, biblical criticism has convincingly shown that the 
Bible is a multilayered, editorial composite of diverse texts 
and traditions. Any effort to describe the “original” histor- 
ical traditions, as against the “secondary” one now pre- 
served with them in the Bible, is highly speculative and, 
more significantly, must isolate older traditions away from 
their context within scripture. Such historical analysis leads 
properly to an effort to recover the “original” form and 
function of ancient Israelite traditions and to conjecture 
about the original prebiblical social settings in which they 
were once heard or read. If the “literal sense” is identified 
rigorously with the intent of the first “authors” of such 
traditions, then the intent will, in most instances, be pre- 
biblical in so far as these authors rarely, if ever, “intended” 
to write “biblical” traditions. Many of these traditions only 
became identified as “biblical” at a later time and were 
publically established as such when they were assigned a 
place within a scripture by editors. Consequently, the 
“meaning of the biblical text” cannot be equated uncriti- 
cally with the historical intent of a modern conception of 
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the “original” authors, without losing precisely what the 
traditional formulation sought to preserve. 

A modern understanding of the form and function of a 
scripture implies a shift in the semantic import of its 
antecedent traditions. The canonical context of the Bible 
exhibits moments of both formal preservation and contex- 
tual modificetion, both historical retention and ahistorical, 
or topical, reorientation. Just as the semantic force of 
words is not secured solely by appeal to their etymologies 
but gains specific import within the context of a particular 
sentence, so the context of scripture inevitably influences 
how earlier traditions come to make sense as a part of 
scripture. This transformation in the meaning of texts and 
traditions occurs through a complex, sociopolitical process 
of literary production leading to the public recognition of 
both a particular religion and the canonization of its scrip- 
ture. This process is historically serendipitous, but reflects 
in general terms a dialectical relationship between canon 
and community, between the formation of a scripture and 
the identificztion of the community of faith that treasures 
it. In sociological terms, a scripture may be considered a 
social contract between differing groups that assume a 
common purpose and status before God. While the con- 
text of a scripture establishes a restrictive framework in 
which religious interpretation takes place, the context it- 
self is composed of the favored traditions of different 
groups, ordered in, at times, a remarkably unharmonized 
fashion. 

In sum, the semantic function of a scripture often ex- 
ceeds or con:ravenes the original intent of various histori- 
cal authors/redactors who can be reconstructed within the 
prehistory of the canon. In the place of a modern recon- 
struction of historical authors, Jewish and Christian scrip- 
ture presents key figures—Moses, David, Isaiah, Jeremiah, 
Luke, John, Paul—as “biblical” persons whose “intents” 
can only be found in the canonical context. The very 
realism of these biographical presentations, together with 
some degree of modern historical support for their histo- 
ricity, may tempt interpreters to replace the biblical por- 
trayal with more historically “accurate” biographies. How- 
ever, such a substitution usually sacrifices the context of 
scripture ancl misses the possibility of a biblical anthropol- 
ogy. Only the biblical context warrants such a wedding of 
word and pevsona that presumes to render the nature of 
ultimate reality through the reception of scripture as a 
human witness to divine revelation. 


B. “Canon’’ and Canonical Approaches 

As early as the 2d century, Christians could speak of the 
Bible as “canonical,” as well as divinely “inspired.” Only 
later did Athanasius (ca. 350 c.g.) identify ta biblia (‘the 
books” of scripture) with the noun kanon (a list of norma- 
tive books). The same usage in Judaism belongs only to the 
modern period, though, as in Christianity, Jewish scrip- 
tures possesses a special normative quality—it is “spoken 
by God” and “defiles the hands.” In both Christianity and 
Judaism, the identification of books belonging to scripture 
preceded by several centuries the determination of a textus 
receptus, or fixed textual tradition. Prebiblical uses of the 
word “canon” reflect well the ambiguities attendant to the 
formation of a “normative” scripture. 

As a Semitic loan word transliterated into Greek and 
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Latin, “canon” can denote (1) an ideal, standard, central 
criterion, or essential summation and/or (2) a list, catalog, 
or measure. Something “canonical” may not yet be situated 
in a fixed list or collection of similar canonical things. So, 
biblical traditions and even whole books may be viewed as 
“canonical” long before they belong to a fixed “canon” or 
list of such books. A scripture is, of course, only one special 
type of canonical text or tradition. Other canons may 
include oral Torah, magisteria, special exegetical traditions, 
the inspired interpretation of a rabbi, or a contemporary 
word of Christian prophecy. These extrabiblical canons 
may seem more immediately influential for practical reli- 
gious life than the scripture. The practice of religion is, of 
course, further subject to still other secular authorities or 
canons. Nonetheless, scripture is, at least in theory, as- 
signed a superior place as a norm of faith within Judaism 
and Christianity. 

Premodern handbooks or introductions usually began 
by considering the subjects of text and canon. As the more 
rigorous historical orientation of the modern period came 
to dominate, canonical issues seemed to belong only to the 
last steps in a long process. at great distance from the 
original historical events upon which the revelatory claims 
of a religion depends. Therefore, modern scholars, 
whether conservative or liberal on questions of biblical 
history, tended to shift the treatment of these subjects to 
the back of introductions, following the lead of such major 
orthodox interpreters as J. (:. Carpzov (1721). This same 
priority of biblical history to biblical text informed much 
of the recent “Biblical Theology Movement” which often 
focused the theological worth of the Bible to the “acts of 
God in history” or defined the biblical witness in terms of 
an “actualized” report about a historical event. The canon 
could be viewed, according to this model, as merely a late 
and flawed premodern effor: to preserve efficacious “con- 
fessions” about history. A canonical approach challenges 
the assumption that the earliest historical events play such 
a determinative role in the capacity of scripture to have 
authority or to render reality. Without denying the value 
of information gained by means of any critical investiga- 
tion, a canonical approach seeks to understand a different 
issue: how a biblical text i normative within religious 
interpretation, that is to say. how the context of ancient 
traditions within scripture functions as an arena in which 
certain religious questions are asked and answered. In this 
approach, one seeks to recognize the textual warrants and 
rules whereby a scripture makes specific religious claims, 
perpetuates paradoxical andl ambiguous expressions of 
faith, engenders the need for repeated interpretation, and 
imposes upon the reader a vision of the world that God 
has made. 

Though various canonical approaches explore the same 
neglected perspective on the nature of a biblical text, their 
chief interpreters do not always agree on terminology, on 
methods of analysis, or on the practical implications for 
the future of biblical interpretation and commentary. 
James Sanders first coined the term “canon criticism” and 
popularized it through his Torah and Canon (1972). 
Through the study of interpretations within the Bible, 
which he calls “comparative midrash,” Sanders sought to 
find a “canonical hermeneuti::” that would explain why the 
same normative traditions could properly be interpreted 


I + 863 


with contradictory implications at different times and 
places. Later, in Canon and Community (1984) he changed 
the terminology from “canon criticism” to “canonical criti- 
cism,” stressing its alignment with other critical methods. 
Brevard Childs, for one, initially used the term “canon 
criticism” in the 1970s (e.g., Exodus OTL) but dropped it 
as a misleading label for his own approach. It does not 
occur in either his Introduction to the Old Testament as Scrip- 
ture (IOTS) or The New Testament as Canon (NTC). For Childs, 
“canon criticism” wrongly suggested a “criticism” parallel 
to other standard biblical methodologies (e.g., source, 
form, and redaction criticism). 

Childs prefers to speak of a “canonical approach,” high- 
lighting how “the canonical shape” of a biblical book estab- 
lished possibilities and limits to its interpretation as a part 
of Jewish and Christian scripture. He starts with “the final 
text” of scripture, without uncritically accepting the textus 
receptus, and makes observations about how diverse, even 
contradictory, traditions share a canonical context to- 
gether. Rather than allowing the reader to pick and choose 
what elements of traditions seem the most appealing, this 
canonical context deepened the demand for interpretation 
in specific ways and in certain significant theological direc- 
tions. Leaning more in the direction of Childs than San- 
ders, Rolf Rendtorff’s The Old Testament: An Introduction 
(1983, ET 1986) finds evidence of additional unifying 
“literary” features in a Kompositionsgeschichte (“composition 
criticism” or “history of composition”) for each biblical 
book. Rendtorff stresses the inability of form criticism to 
account for how the “literary” dimension of the biblical 
text extended the audience and often detached traditions 
from their historical moorings for the purpose of estab- 
lishing another theological way of receiving these tradi- 
tions within Judaism and Christianity. 

Related studies include I. L. Seeligmann’s seminal study 
of “canon conscious” exegesis within the Bible. Nahum 
Sarna and Michael Fishbane have elaborated cases of “in- 
ner-biblical” interpretation that similarly presume plays 
upon fixed normative traditions, anticipating in some in- 
stances later types of Jewish midrashic interpretation of 
scripture. More radically, the French school of “anthologi- 
cal midrash” (e.g., A. A. Robert, R. Bloch DBSup 5: 1263- 
81) sought to describe a particular type of inner-biblical 
interpretation that reemploys words and phrases from 
canonical traditions in order to compose whole portions 
(e.g., parts of Proverbs 1—9) of some late biblical books. A 
number of redaction-critical studies, such as those of Ack- 
royd, Blenkinsopp, Clements, and Sheppard, have called 
attention to the special nature of canonical traditions from 
the perspective of later editors. Certain “canon conscious” 
redactions tell readers how some biblical books should be 
read in the context of others (Sheppard EncRel 3: 62-69). 
An editor’s use of certain esoteric techniques in the alter- 
ation and placement of a tradition suggest self-conscious 
terms of restriction and freedom in how biblical authors/ 
editors handled the preceding normative traditions. These 
traditions can be seen to function within the formation of 
the Bible with a special “semantic depth” (Clements), “vi- 
tality” (Ackroyd), “adaptability” (Sanders), or within an 
implicit “scriptural vision” (Fishbane), or with a special 
potential for “actualization” (Childs). This highly tenden- 
tious sketch of scholarly activities that are often associated 
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with “canon criticism” illustrates some of the diversity in 
the present debate. In order to convey what is at stake in 
these newer approaches, a more general discussion of the 
canonical dimension will be followed by some examples of 
implications for assessing biblical literature. 

1, Canonical Dimension and Biblical Interpretation. 
The present diversity in canonical approaches has led to a 
variety of proposals regarding the future of biblical inter- 
pretation. Sanders’ and Fishbane’s concern with “inner- 
biblical” interpretation suggests a continuity between the 
prebiblical interpretation of normative traditions and the 
later postbiblical interpretations of scripture in Judaism 
and Christianity. As Fishbane finds anticipations of later 
Jewish midrash, so Sanders detects a midrashic “canonical 
hermeneutic,” already forged among Israel’s ancient 
prophets and continuing into the postbiblical period. San- 
ders argues that contemporary theological exegesis should 
employ the same hermeneutic he has found here and 
there in ancient Israel and throughout the process of 
canonization. In religious terms he identifies this herme- 
neutic with “the ancient struggles of our ancestors in the 
faith to monotheize, to pursue the oneness of God, over 
against all kinds of polytheisms and fragmentations of 
truth” (1984: 17). The canonization of scripture repre- 
sents the freezing of only one imperfect moment within 
that same process of interpretation. In Sanders’ view, this 
hermeneutical criterion allows one to distinguish true 
from false prophecy in ancient Israel and can be applied 
similarly today to discern true and false biblical preaching 
in Christian churches. 

Conversely, Childs, Rendtorff, and Sheppard have em- 
phasized elements of discontinuity between the prescrip- 
tural functions of ancient traditions and the new roles they 
play within “the canonical context” of Jewish and Christian 
Bibles. While acknowledging different levels of authority 
and canonicity in the prehistory of the Bible, these scholars 
start with the canonical context as a way to assess how 
earlier traditions have been put together to form a new 
literary entity. Because the historical forces behind the 
formation of biblical books are so heterogeneous, Childs 
concludes: “The history of the canonical process does not 
seem to be an avenue through which one can greatly 
illuminate the present canonical text” (IOTS 67). Only the 
present “shape” (Childs) or “composition” (Rendtorff) of 
a biblical book survives as evidence of how the community 
of faith ordered past traditions as a normative witness to 
divine revelation. Besides indicating a specific inner-tex- 
tuality and a unity of subject matter, the canonical context, 
also, gives permanence to unresolved differences between 
traditions, delimits functional ambiguities, and perpetu- 
ates undecoded symbolism integral to a religion’s under- 
standing of divine mysteries yet to be fully revealed. 
Clearly, many ancient historical features are retained 
within this later context, though the formation of scripture 
tends to insure that “texts are less bound up with particu- 
lar events and situations” (Rendtorff 1986: 125). 

The hermeneutical significance of the canonical context 
of scripture depends partly on how a religion construes 
the relation between the biblical witness and its revealed 
subject matter. Rabbinic Judaism sought to interpret the 
written Torah of scripture chiefly through midrashic meth- 
ods, honoring the parallel testimony of oral Torah (Mish- 
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nah and the Talmud{s]). Christianity moved in another 
hermeneutical direction. With the addition of a “New 
Testament” and the transformation of Hebrew scripture 
into “Old Testament,” a new literary horizon emerged. At 
least by the middle of the 2d century, Christian leaders 
asserted that priority in dogmatic disputes should be given 
to a nonmidrashic, “plain” or “literal sense.” Similarly, 
Christians sought to understand the relation of the Torah 
to the Gospel. A prophetic interpretation often predomi- 
nated and certain texts lent themselves more readily than 
others to Christian messianic explication. Though Christi- 
anity did not share the oral Torah of Judaism, it did not 
lack its own extrabiblical authorities in the form of creeds, 
binding church decisions, local ecclesial laws, and so forth. 
Though the practice of biblical interpretation differs be- 
tween Judaism and Christianity, both frequently show a 
similar concern for warrants implicit within the canonical 
“shape” of books. In this respect, crucial religious features 
of the Hebrew Bible are fully retained in Christian scrip- 
ture in spite of the semantic transformation that takes 
place when Christians appropriate the Hebrew Bible as the 
“Old Testament” within the context of the “New.” At a 
minimum, the canonical context is a highly significant 
factor, but not the only one that may influence the nature 
of biblical interpretation. 

2. “Shape” of Biblical Books. Childs has chosen the 
term “shape” to describe the distinctive features of biblical 
books when they are read as scripture. This trope may 
connote too readily a trait of harmony or full coherence 
of traditions in books, comparable to geometric symmetry. 
Nevertheless, Childs uses “shape” carefully to describe the 
boundaries and orchestration of semantic possibilities of 
traditions within a biblical book from the perspective of its 
form and function as scripture. From the Ist centuries of 
Christianity up to the modern period, Christians have 
often sought to preserve the same scriptural dimension by 
an appeal to the “scope” of a biblical book. At times, the 
“scope” (skopos) has pertained to an element in the church’s 
“rule of faith,” as in Athanasius’ refutation of the Arians’ 
use of Proverbs; at other times, it denoted a more literary 
appeal to the beginnings and endings of biblical books, to 
titles, and other transitional markers within a biblical] text. 
The latter usage can be readily seen in the rules of Flacius 
in the middie of the 16th century and commonly among 
English Protestants in the late 16th century until the end 
of the 19th. The indices of the scope of a text were 
supposed to provide clues regarding the normative “pur- 
pose” of the text, coinciding with the “intent” of the 
inspired author. 

In the premodern period, Christian interpreters com- 
monly assutned that the literal sense of scripture was 
identical with the biblical author’s “intent.” What becomes 
obvious is that in these formulations the “biblical author,” 
the central figure associated with a particular book, is not 
identical wit’) a “historical author” reconstructed by mod- 
ern historical criticism. A canonical approach can try to 
express what the older formulation sought to describe in 
another way, informed by a modern understanding of 
history and religion. This alternative expression of how 
the biblical text relates to its subject matter must take into 
account a different perception of diachronic dimensions 
and involves a critical awareness of the semantic import of 
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traditions shifted from their origins, through transmission 
and editing, to their later places among biblical texts. The 
shape of a biblical book and its canonical context within 
scripture provide an essential guide as to how the intents 
of various historical authors and editors pertain to the 
presentation of a biblical author and a biblical book. More- 
over, the canonical context indicates how the presentations 
of key biblical figures have 2een linked to the “canonical 
intention” of the biblical text. In these two ways, the aim of 
the older identification of literal sense with the author’s 
intent is maintained but expressed in new ways that re- 
spond to the impact of historical criticism and the contem- 
porary perception of differences in a biblical text. 

3. Examples of a Canonical Approach. The form of 
the Pentateuch (“the book of Moses,” Josh 1:7) corre- 
sponds to its function as scriptural “Torah” in various ways. 
First, as Sanders has eloquently shown, it situates the law 
of God prior to the actual conquest of the land. The Torah 
could be received by future readers of the Jewish Diaspora 
as an address to people who themselves yearn to enter into 
a promised land. The laws, regardless of what we may say 
about their original historical settings, refer in this context 
to a revealed Torah rather <-han to law codes that reflect 
merely compromises to the experiences of life at various 
times in the land. 

Second, while “the Toral.” denotes a single, coherent 
instruction from God, it is represented in the narrative 
form through different Mosaic mediations: as shown in 
the legal collections of Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and, 
then, those of Deuteronomy. While each of these collec- 
tions now shares substantially the same Decalog (Exod 
20:2-14 and Deut 5:6—18), the other laws contain many 
disagreements, even within laws governing the same of- 
fense. While historical criticism can provide one account 
for these differences, the canonical context now relates 
them according to another religious implication. In the 
context of the Mosaic Torah, the laws found in Exodus, 
Leviticus, and Numbers belong to the legislation as given 
to Moses in the region of Sinai, while the laws presented in 
Deuteronomy belong to Moses’ subsequent “interpreta- 
tion” of them on the plains cf Moab to the next generation 
(Deut 1:5). Based on the role of these laws in scripture, 
the historical etymology of <hese traditions is less impor- 
tant than the canonical context which depicts Moses as 
“interpreting” the earlier laws to the changing circum- 
stances of a later generation. This contextual precedent 
was recognized by rabbinic Judaism and perpetuated by 
the acceptance of the oral Torah (the Mishnah and Tal- 
mud{(s]), that accompanies the interpretation of the written 
Torah. It was also allegedly perpetuated by Moses through 
the Elders. 

Third, Moses appears in these books as a vivid flesh- 
and-blood figure with strengths and weaknesses like our 
own. Genesis elaborates the zenealogical record leading to 
his birth in Exodus, and the five-book Torah concludes in 
the last chapters of Deuteronomy with an account of his 
death. This presentation of his life provides a key unifying 
feature corresponding to the unity of the revealed Torah 
which this five-book collection mediates. Moses’ unique 
status as the prophet par excellence (Deut 34:1] 0—12) indi- 
cates the special role these books play within the scripture 
as a whole. Though modern critics suspect correctly that a 
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historical Moses could not have written all of these tradi- 
tions, the biblical portrayal of Moses and the events of his 
life belong to the very syntax of these books in their form 
and function as scripture. Modern critics have often sought 
to improve on the historical elements in this presentation 
by searching for the “historical” Moses. If such a search 
claims to pursue “biblical” faith, then it has confused 
uncritically the mode of understanding congruent to the 
realism of a scripture with the mode of understanding 
congruent to a realism pertaining to conceptions of a 
modern “history.” 

As Judaism now finds in scripture and in oral Torah 
different literary manifestations of law as inspired human 
witnesses to the one Torah that God has given to a chosen 
people, so Christianity possesses in the NT four different 
Gospels, as well as Romans and James, despite the confes- 
sion that there is actually only one Gospel of Jesus Christ. 
From this perspective the biblical canons do not end inter- 
pretation by harmonizing as much as they ground and 
perpetuate the need for fresh interpretation of the Bible 
by each generation of believers. Though both Judaism and 
Christianity resist the expansion of scripture by new reve- 
lation, each generation seeks to express the Torah or the 
Gospel, with the aid of scripture, more precisely and in 
pragmatically more pertinent ways than preceding gener- 
ations. Therefore, the scripture harbors in its own contex- 
tual ambiguities the potential for a criticism of each believ- 
er’s current ruling metaphors while, at the same time, it 
delimits a specific arena in which a grand quest for the 
revelation of reality can take place. 

In both the OT and NT, collections of tradition outside 
of the Mosaic Torah and the Gospels have been assigned a 
special context and function together as parts of scripture. 
What might be regarded as historical anachronisms fre- 
quently contribute to the canonical context and religious 
import of ancient traditions. Though the activity of many 
of the OT prophets precedes historically the period when 
the present Mosaic Torah was formed, the traditions of the 
prophets have been edited together as scripture in a man- 
ner that allows the prophetic books now to be read as 
commentary on the Torah of Moses. So, too, the Pauline 
Epistles, many of which precede the time when the Gos- 
pels were composed, now are found after the written 
Gospels as a part of a collection of “Pauline Letters” and 
provide a commentary upon the same essential message 
found in the four Gospels. 

The Solomonic books offer a vivid example of how the 
canonical context alters our vision and reception of ancient 
traditions when read as scripture. Modern criticism prop- 
erly questions a direct connection between the historical 
Solomon and the books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song 
of Songs. Nevertheless, the context of scripture identifies 
these books in a highly significant manner as Solomonic 
“wisdom” within Hebrew scripture. Because of its associa- 
tion with Solomon, biblical wisdom cannot be equated 
uncritically with a strictly historical conception of ancient 
Israelite “wisdom” in the Near East. The canon-contextual 
presentation of Solomon delimits some crucial distinctions 
between the biblical wisdom traditions and those of the 
Mosaic Torah. For instance, Solomon epitomizes the wisest 
person who ever lived (1 Kgs 4:29-—31), but he must, also, 
obey the Torah of Moses as did his father (1 Kgs 3:14). 
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Furthermore, by assigning this “wisdom” literature to Sol- 
omon, the canonical context provides its own account for 
why wisdom literature appears to bracket out self-con- 
sciously the idiosyncratic language of faith about the Exo- 
dus, the giving of the law of God at Sinai, the covenant, 
and other historical details regarding Israel's faith in Yah- 
weh. Part of the religious genius of biblical wisdom lies in 
its affirmation of an international collection of sayings that 
borrows from and rivals that of other nations, without 
resolving issues of conflict between different religions. It is 
the sort of knowledge that inspires the Queen of Sheba to 
travel to test Solomon with riddles. Biblical wisdom lends 
itself to an international cooperation in understanding 
territories not explicitly addressed by the Torah but shared 
by the wisdom of other religions. This demarcation of 
wisdom in association with Solomon, distinct from other 
parts of scripture, naturally invited a debate over how the 
parts of scripture relate to each other as a guide to the 
obedient life. Prior to Christianity, Judaism overtly af- 
firmed that the Torah and Wisdom complemented one 
another and that the one could be read as a resource for 
refinements in the understanding of the other (cf. Sirach 
24 and Bar 3:9—4:4). The manner in which wisdom relates 
to the Torah and to the Prophets, and how wisdom relates 
to all of these and to the Gospel, becomes part of the 
vocabulary that continues to inform the response of both 
Judaism and Christianity to issues of practical knowledge, 
scientific inquiry, psychology, and many other areas of 
common life. 


C. Conclusion 

Canonical criticism has become a popular, though de- 
bated, label for a variety of approaches that inquire into 
the form and function of the Bible as scripture. A canoni- 
cal approach assumes a particular perspective by which 
biblical studies can understand the nature of scripture and 
its relation to the history of religious interpretation and 
theology. As shown by Childs’ commentary on Exodus, 
this perspective encourages a critical examination of the 
history of interpretation, both ancient and modern. In my 
view, attention to the canonical context of scripture is 
essential for an appreciation of how religions construe 
reality and how competence in biblical interpretation is 
recognized in earlier periods. In the larger task of contem- 
porary Christian theological interpretation, canonical ap- 
proaches offer foundational descriptions of the context of 
scripture and detect warrants for a reading of the diverse 
traditions as multiple human witnesses to the same subject 
matter of faith and revelation. 
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CANOPY. Four different Hebrew words are rendered 
“canopy” in English versions. The first, sikkd, derives from 
the root skk, which means “to weave together,” thus form- 
ing a thick material that can be a shelter, as in the “booths” 
made of boughs that served as temporary dwellings during 
harvest time. This noun is used in 1 Sam 22:12 and Ps 
18:12 (—Eng 18:11] to refer to Yahweh’s heavenly shelter 
and to enrich the dramatic language of divine theophany 
in these two passages. Another term, ‘60, is found twice: 
once in an obscure reference to some part of the pillared 
forecourt (?iilém) to Solomon’s “Hall of Pillars” (1 Kgs 7:6); 
and once in a description of a shelter in front of the 
forecourt (?zilam) of the Temple (Ezek 41:25). The latter 
reference uses “wood” with ‘6b, thus indicating a more 
solid architectural element than a woven canopy. 

A third Hebrew word for canopy, hippd, is from hpp, 
meaning “to cover.” The act of covering rather than the 
material itself is basic to this term, which appears in Isa 
4:5 to refer to the way smoke and fire by day and night 
will provide a cover (“canopy”) over the restored Mount 
Zion and its assemblies in the glorious future. Finallv, the 
word sapriir (or saprir, Qere) which appears only once in 
the Hebrew Bible (Jer 43:10), apparently denotes a royal 
pavilion or canopy being spread out by Nebuchadnezzar 
over his throne. Related to Akkadian suparrun, it might 
also indicate a carpet being stretched out. In either case, 
this too appears to be a textile rather than a solid structure. 

All the words rendered “canopy,” along with “pavilion” 
and other terms, are part of the rich Hebrew vocabulary 
dealing with shelters, both temporary and permanent. 
Such terms designate both actual shelters and are also 
used symbolically to indicate God’s sheltering, protective 
presence. 

Caroi MEYERS 
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CANTICLES, BOOK OF. See SONG OF SONGS, 
BOOK OF. 


CAPE. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION. 


CAPERNAUM (PLACE: [Gk Kapharnaoum]. A place 
on the NW bank of Lake Tiberias (M.R. 204254). Josephus 
renders the Heb képar nahum as kapharnaoum (JW 3.10.8), 
as does the NT. The Arabs of the region call the spot 
Talhum or Tell Hum. 

After Jesus began his ministry, he moved to Capernaum 
(Matt 4:13; Mark 2:1). Capernaum had a synagogue which 
had been built with the sponsorship of the local centurion 
(Luke 7:2—5). While in Capernaum, Jesus healed several 
people (Matt 8:5; Mark 1:21-28; 2:]-12; Luke 7:1-10; 
John 4:46—54) and taught in the synagogue (Luke 4:31— 
38; cf. John 6:22-59). The city, however, eventually re- 
ceived a scathing denunciation when Jesus condemned its 
stubbornness as worse than Sodom’s (Matt 11:23—24). 
Later, during the First Jewish Revolt, Josephus was taken 
to Capernaum for his initial medical treatment after he 
was injured in battle (Life 72). 

After having been abandoned and completely forgotten 
for centuries, Capernaum reemerged in 1894, when the 
ruins of the site were acquired by the Franciscan custody 
of the Holy Land from the As-Samakiyeh Arabs. The first 
exploratory excavations were conducted in 1905 under the 
direction of H. Kohl and C. Watzinger. Their probes were 
in the central and eastern naves of the synagogue, with a 
number of additional trenches in the western nave; these 
allowed a reconstruction of the plan of the building. In the 
same year, other excavations were conducted under the 
direction of F. V. Hinterkeuser, which continued until the 
outbreak of World War I. After the war, excavations re- 
sumed until 1921 by P. G. Orfali, who not only published 
a monograph, Capharnaum et ses ruines, but also began a 
restoration of the synagogue; this work, however, was not 
completed because of his tragic death. 

In April of 1968, V. Corbo and S. Loffreda reopened 
the excavations of Capernaum and conducted 18 cam- 
paigns up to 1985; these excavations led to the discovery 
of many of the insulae of the city and to the rediscovery of 
the house of Simon Peter. They also led to the discovery 
of the synagogue of the Roman centurion beneath the 
foundations of the synagogue of the 4th—5th century. 


A. The City 

Until 1968, no remains oj the city of the time of Jesus 
were visible; since then manv insulae have been excavated. 
The city was laid out according to the orthogonal, or 
Hippodamian, urban plan, which consisted of a cardo 
maximus or via principalis (e.g., main N—S thoroughfare) 
and numerous decumani (e.3., E-W intersecting streets). 
Within the grid pattern of the streets, the dwellings were 
grouped in insulae. The use: of this plan, along with the 
archaeological finds have allowed the excavators to date 
the origins of this city to the Hellenistic period. The city 
continued developing along this same plan until its aban- 
donment in the 7th century c.£., when the Islamic invasion 
occurred. However, under the pavement of the synagogue, 
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there are remains of an LB dwelling which appears to date 
to the 13th century B.c.£. During the campaigns of 1984- 
1985 in the lowest levels of the excavation, the archaeolo- 
gists began to encounter dwellings with ceramics both of 
the Persian (538-332 B.c.£.) and of the MB Ages (1900— 
1550 B.c.£.). These dwellings were enveloped in the Helle- 
nistic urban plan. 


B. The Dwellings 

In the insulae of the Hellenistic city, the archaeologists 
found dwellings of two types: “clan” dwellings and individ- 
ual dwellings. The “clan” dwellings were arranged around 
internal courts, which numbered at times as many as three; 
around these courts were rooms which faced inward. 
There was a single entrance to the house, which faced the 
street and had a threshold and jambs with pins for the 
wooden door. The windows of the rooms opened onto the 
internal courts and never on the streets. Family life took 
place in the courts, where there were hearths, millstones 
for the grain, and handpresses. Also situated in the courts 
were stairs which allowed access to the roofs, which were 
made with wooden beams and covered with a layer of 
packed mud. 

Household furnishings included vases in white stone for 
holding water; basalt mortars; various basalt containers 
and vessels of a whole range of forms and sizes, and much 
ceramic pottery. The ceramics included lamps, plates, 
bowls, pans, amphorae, pots, and cups. 

The houses were constructed with walls made of blocks 
of basalt dry-set; the interior faces of the walls were fin- 
ished with ornamental patterns of pebbles. Seldom were 
there masonry walls, and then they were almost always of 
late date. The floors were made of basalt pebblework, 
sometimes covered with a layer of yellowish earth. The 
windows of the rooms were set in series on stylobate walls, 
and were formed of jambs supporting architraves which 
were crudely carved. 


C. The House of Simon Peter 

The house of Simon Peter at Capernaum is mentioned 
many times in the Gospels, so much so that in referring to 
his house, the Evangelists do so with or without the article 
(Matt 17:25; Mark 2:1; 3:20; 9:33); alternatively they refer 
to it with the name of Peter (Matt 8:14) or of Simon and 
Andrew (Mark 1:29). 

The house of Simon Peter was found in 1968 in the first 
campaign of the excavations. It is situated in the SE corner 
of a vast insula which extends from the shore of the lake 
to the Hellenistic decumanus. Its N side lies under the 
balcony of the synagogue; its E side faces an open area 
which adjoins the cardo maximus and to which reference is 
made in Mark 1:33 and 2:2. The archaeological finds show 
that this house had already been built in the Hellenistic 
period, and that therefore, Simon Peter must have ac- 
quired it when he settled with his clan at Capernaum. The 
entry to the vast dwelling was from the open space to the 
E. See Fig. CAP.O1. The plan of the house had three 
courts, around which were arranged the numerous living 
rooms. Among these rooms were two situated on the S side 
of the N court, which was the court into which one entered 
from the street. These two rooms were transformed in the 
apostolic period into a “house church”; here the excavators 
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CAP.01. House of Simon Peter showing “house church’ at Capernaum. (Re- 
drawn from Corbo 1975: tav. IX.) 


found part of the paving of the floor, which was surfaced 
with lime plaster—the same type of paving, in fact, which 
was found some years later in the triclinia of the palace of 
Herod at Macheron. The walls of the house-church were 
likewise covered with plaster and had painted decorations 
consisting of Judeo-Christian emblems. Christian pilgrims 
of the first centuries scratched on these plastered walls 
sacred and devotional graffiti in Greek, Latin, Syriac, and 
Aramaic (cf. Testa 1972). 

The house of Simon Peter underwent a radical restruc- 
turing in the 4th century c.£. when, at the initiative of 
Count Joseph of Tiberias, a friend of Constantine the 
Great, the house—church was restructured on the interior 
with the addition of an arch supporting a new roof. The 
floor was also resurfaced; a new sacristy was added on the 
N side, while on the E flank a portico was built. The 
original entrance of the house, which had opened onto 
the cardo maximus, was closed, while there were opened two 
new entrances in the sacred wall—one on the S toward the 
shore of the lake and one on the N on the new decumanus 
which had been cut through the insula. This 4th century 
arrangement was seen by the pilgrim Fgeria. 


D. The Octagonal Church 

In the second half of the 5th century, under the influ- 
ence of the Gentile church, which, with its clergy of Greek 
culture, was progressively consolidating its influence in the 
Holy Land, the house of Simon Peter, including the 
house—church of the Ist to the 4th centuries, was razed. 
On the same spot, about 2 m above the earlier house— 
church, there was erected an octagonal church to mark in 
perpetuity the spot of the house of Simon. See Fig. 
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CAP.02. The church consisted in fact of two concentric 
octagons, with porticos on five sides. The central octagon 
had eight pilasters which supported a roof covered with 
tiles. The paving of both octagons was wholly in mosaic: 
that of the central octagon showed a peacock fanning its 
tail, while in the large octagon were found the remains of 
a nilotic mosaic. The portico had mosaics with a woven- 
reed design laid in circles. This is the church seen by the 
“Anonymous Placentinus” in 570 c.E. 

With the Islamic invasion of Palestine in 638, Caper- 
naum was abandoned, and the two sacred buildings of the 
city, the chuvch of the house of St. Peter and the syna- 
gogue, began to fall into ruin. The later Arab inhabitants 
who settled within the bounds of the city which had been 
abandoned in the time of the Omayyads (661—750) had no 
interest in the Christian and Jewish edifices, and began to 
despoil them. 


E. The Synagogues of Capernaum 

The excavations have brought to light two synagogue 
buildings. In 1905, Kohl and Watzinger partially excavated 
the later building, which had been seen in ruins by the 
first explorers in the 19th century. The excavation begun 
by the two German archaeologists was taken up by the 
Franciscan custody of the Holy Land. In 1921, Orfali 
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CAPO02. Plan of O:stagonal Church at Capernaum—Sth Century c.e. (Redrawn 
from Corbo 1975: iav. IV.) 


868 - I 


completed the excavation and also tried a partial recon- 
struction. This synagogue in white stone, the most beauti- 
ful and grand of those which have been excavated in the 
Holy Land, has been variously dated. The two German 
archaeologists dated it to the 2d and 3d centuries C.£.; 
Orfali, on the other hand, put it in the time of Jesus. With 
the reopening of the excavat:ons in 1968, the problem of 
the dating of this building wis addressed once more, and 
based on remains found under the paving, it was attrib- 
uted to the 4th—5th century ¢.£. 

1. The Late Synagogue. This building is composed of 
two edifices—the prayer room, and a vast court. The 
prayer room is in basilican form without an apse (24.34 x 
17.25 m), and has a central nave surrounded by three 
lateral naves in the form of a horseshoe (on the E, N, and 
W sides) with Corinthian columns on plinths. On the W 
and E walls were benches, while on the S side were the ark 
and the chair of Moses. It probably never had a women’s 
balcony. On the E side, the synagogue adjoined a vast 
court with a portico on three sides (the S portico was the 
shortest—11.26 m). On the outside it measures 24.34 x 
13.34 m. The portico area faced the cardo maximus with 
three large windows, while on the N and S sides were two 
or three portals. The cour! was constructed after the 
synagogue had already been completed. The synagogue 
was visited toward the end of the 4th century by the 
pilgrim Egeria (cf. Petrus Diaconus, Geyer, 112) who re- 
ferred to it as having “many steps” and walls of “square- 
hewn stones.” 

2. The Synagogue of the Roman Centurion. In 13 years 
of patient research (1969-81), the area under the late 
synagogue was explored. On the basis of this research, it 
was possible to ascertain the chronology of the late syna- 
gogue; the researchers also discovered the remains of the 
synagogue constructed by the Roman centurion (cf. Luke 
7:5) atop a very ancient dwelling. Under the paving of this 
earlier synagogue and the adjacent houses were found 
ceramics of the MB, LB, Persian, Hellenistic, and first 
Roman periods. 

The synagogue of the centarion has a rectangular plan 
with a slight displacement of the axis with respect to the 
synagogue of the 4th—5th cen-ury. The external perimeter 
of the first synagogue is th same as that of the later 
synagogue. The internal area of the synagogue of the 
centurion, however, is a little smaller, because of the con- 
siderable thickness of the wall, which are made of blocks 
of basalt (120-30 cm). On the inside, on the E wall, there 
was a sort of atrium, while the wall-bench must have 
occupied the whole length of the W wall. The paving was 
of basalt pebblework. 
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CAPHAR-SALAMA (PLACE) [Gk Chapharsalama]. 
The location of an ambush of the Seleucid army con- 
ducted by Jewish rebels ca. 163 B.c. (1 Macc 7:31). This 
encounter may be the same as that recorded in 2 Macc 
14:16 as occurring at Dessau. The Seleucid army led by 
Nicanor was sent to Judea upon the request of Eliakim, 
the Seleucid candidate for high priest. This priest had 
ordered the execution of 60 pious Jews and as a result of 
his action, the Maccabees rallied opposition to Eliakim’s 
religious and administrative activities. 

Nicanor was an experienced general who had previously 
confronted the Judean rebels. He safely brought his army 
to Jerusalem but reportedly lost 5,000 men when he was 
ambushed at Caphar-salama. Subsequently he was forced 
to retreat to Jerusalem and to call for additional troops 
from Antioch to suppress the rebels. 

The location of the ambush is not positively identified; 
however, it clearly took place near Jerusalem which was 
Nicanor’s base of operations. Alternate locations of the 
battle site have been proposed, but Khirbet Selma (M.R. 
167140), located halfway between Jerusalem and the Beth- 
horon pass, is frequently identified as the site (Goldstein J 
Maccabees AB, 339-340). This argument is based upon the 
etymological similarity of the name and the geographic 
situation. The site is located near Jerusalem and would 
have provided the context for an ambush. 

Rosert W. SMITH 


CAPHTOR (PERSON) [Heb kaptor]. CAPHTORIM. 
The seventh “offspring” of Egypt (Gen 10:13). The Caph- 
torim are described as originating in Caphtor and as 
displacing the Avvim along the coast as far as Gaza (Deut 
2:23). They are explicitly associated with the Philistines in 
Jer 47:4 and Amos 9:7. Thus there is conjectured, without 
textual basis, the association of the phrase in Gen 10:14, 
“whence came the Philistines,” with the Caphtorim rather 
than its grammatically closer subject, the Casluhim (so 
BHS; IDB 1: 534; Skinner Genesis ICC, 213; Speiser Genesis 
AB, 68; Strange 1980: 35 n. 132; Westermann Genesis BK, 
519). Others accept the text as it now stands and apply the 
phrase to the Casluhim (cf. Cassuto 1964: 206-208; 
Kitchen 1973: 53; Rendsburg 1987; Wenham Genesis 


CAPHTOR 


WBC, 225). In Jeremiah 47, the prophecy promises the 
destruction of Tyre, Sidon, and the Philistines from Caph- 
tor. This passage also identifies Caphtor as an island or 
coastland. The possibility of the relation of the Caphtorim 
to the Cherethites is strengthened by the latter’s associa- 
tion with the Philistines. 

A problem associated with Caphtor is its identity. Its 
traditional identification with Crete (Vercoutter 1956) has 
been challenged with the proposal of Cyprus (Strange 
1980; Merrillees 1982). The issue has been addressed in 
three areas: archaeology, philology, and geography. As to 
the archaeology, the absence of Cretan ceramic wares after 
the mid-15th century B.c. in Egypt and Ugarit, despite the 
presence of textual citations for Caphtor/Keftiu until the 
mid-14th century in Egypt and the mid-13th century at 
Ugarit, has been used to argue against Crete as an identi- 
fication (Merrillees 1982: 247—48). However, a similar ar- 
gument could be made for the Cypriote ware in Egypt 
(exclusive of Amarna) at the same time (Knapp 1983: 285— 
86; 1985). Further, the textual and pictorial evidence in 
the chapel of Rekhmire is closely tied together (Vercoutter 
1956: 185-88) so that attempts to separate the Keftiu from 
“the isles in the midst of the sea” and from the Minoan 
dress worn by the figures (Strange 1980: 44-70) seem 
strained (Gérg 1982; Kitchen 1983). 

As to philology, the identifiable “offspring” of Egypt in 
Genesis 10 appears to reflect place names or people who 
lived in or near Egypt. The order of the names seems to 
be according to the number of consonants in the root, 
beginning with two (LUD) and proceeding to four (NAPH- 
TUHIM and all the names of v 14). Thus the order of the 
names is probably not intended to follow a geographical 
sequence (Wenham Genesis WBC, 224). Caphtor is also 
mentioned in Egyptian (kftiw, kftyw), Akkadian (kap-ta-ra), 
Ugaritic (kptr), and Greek (kabdéros) texts (Vercoutter 1956; 
Strange 1980: 16-112). The 18th dynasty list of names 
from Egypt, with the title “to make names of Keftiu” has 
been used to argue a non-Greek, ancient Near Eastern 
environment more like Cyprus than Crete (Strange 1980: 
94—96, 166). However, there can be no certainty as to what 
the list was intended to reflect (Astour 1982: 395) nor as 
to the accuracy of the analysis of the names (Vercoutter 
1956: 46-47; Kitchen 1983). 

A Theban topographical list of Amenophis III (Kitchen 
1965: 5-6; Edel 1966: 33-60; Faure 1968) is best identi- 
fied as a list of cities in the regions of kftyw and of tny, the 
latter to be identified with the Danaoi, i.e., Greeks of the 
Argolid (Faure 1968: 145-47; Helck 1971: 306—7; Kitchen 
1973: 54; 1983: 159) rather than Rhodes (Edel 1966: 54— 
55; Vercoutter 1956: 56) or Adana in Cilicia (Strange 1980: 
22). This identification is preferred due to the agreement 
of the remaining names with places in Crete (e.g., Amni- 
sos, Knossos, and Lyktos) and the Danaoi region (Astour 
1966; Edel 1966: 33-60; Kitchen 1966). Thus the text 
suggests an equation of kftyw with Crete. 

The remaining issue is geographical. To place Caphtor 
in Cyprus it is necessary to relocate Alashiya, which has 
traditionally been associated with that island. Either it 
becomes a part of the island or it is located near Alalakh 
(Strange 1980: 172, 183). This latter possibility has been 
denied by Astour (1982: 395) and Muhly (1972: 202), who 
find no room for such an important kingdom on the 
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Syrian coast. Thus the identification of Caphtor with Crete 
remains a probability. 
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CAPITAL [Heb kaptér; koteret]. Of the two Hebrew terms 
translated “capital,” one always denotes a part of the 
Tabernacle menorah, except for two uses in prophecy; and 
the other signifies an architectural element of Solomon’s 
Temple. 

The term kaptér is used repeatedly in the tabernacle 
texts of Exodus in juxtaposition with “flower” (perah). The 
former word may have an architectural meaning, in that it 
is used twice elsewhere (Amos 9:1; Zeph 2:14) in contexts 
that suggest a major building element. The ancient ver- 
sions all indicate a spherical or rounded object, like a kind 
of fruit (as in the Peshitta and Targums). These renderings 
may be derived from the rounded shape of a simple 
capital. However, taken together with “flower,” it forms a 
hendiadys. The two words together denote a floral, or 
more specifically, a lily capital, since perah most likely 
means “lily” (Meyers 1976: 24—26). This decorative, archi- 
tectonic element is repeated three times on each of the six 
branches of the Tabernacle menorah; and the central 
stand of the menorah features four such arrangements 
(see Exod 25:33, 35 = 37:19, 21; 25:31, 34 = 37:17. 20; 
25:36 = 37:22). 
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The other word for capital. koteret, signifies the elaborate 
architectural feature surrounding the columns Jachin and 
Boaz, which were set at the entrance to the forecourt 
Cilam) of the Solomonic Ternple (1 Kgs 7:16ff. = 2 Chr 
4:12, 13; 2 Kgs 25:17 = Jer 52:22). These capitals, or 
double capitals, were made of bronze and were exception- 
ally ornate and large (at least five cubits high). Because 
they were decorated with floral forms (“lily-work” and 
“pomegranates”), they can be considered part of the floral 
capitals that were characteristic features of monumental 
architecture in the ancient world. The size, material, and 
decoration of the capitals contributes to the role of Jachin 
and Boaz as gateposts to the entrance of Yahweh’s earthly 
dwelling (see Meyers 1983). 
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CAPITOLIAS 
230222). 


(PLACE). See BEIT RAS (M.R. 


CAPPADOCIA (PLACE). The great plateau which 
dominated central Asia Minor contrasted markedly with 
its surroundings. Flat, treeless, ringed by forested moun- 
tains, broiling in summer and gelid in winter, it constituted 
a land apart, difficult to reach but then easy to traverse. Its 
climatic extremes limited most agriculture to cereals and 
some fruits; most of its surface lay in pasture. 

One long river, the Halys, traversed Cappadocia; an- 
other, the Euphrates, formed its eastern boundary; be- 
yond lay Sophene, Atropatene, and the Parthian Empire. 
The Euphrates came to be regarded as the boundary 
between Parthia and the Roman Empire, beginning with a 
dramatic meeting at the Euphrates between Sulla and a 
Parthian representative of Mithridates II, with the Cappa- 
docian king in attendance. 

The Taurus and Antitaurus ranges on the south limited 
access to and from the Levant; just beyond these ranges 
lay Cilicia and Commagene. Boundaries to the west and 
north provided easier passaze, leading to struggles with 
adjacent dynasties, especially in the Ist century B.c. 

Cappadocia was notorious for possessing few cities, only 
two at the time of Christ. In Christian times this resulted 
in an unusual type of organivation, based not on cities but 
on large districts containing numerous towns or villages. 

Persian occupation of Asia Minor for centuries created 
an Iranian aristocracy ruling the native population. Local 
kings claimed descent from Darius the Great. After Alex- 
ander, the Ariarathid dynasty continued this claim and 
added Seleucid Greek lineage. 

As the Seleucid Empire began to weaken in the mid-2d 
century B.c., Rome was drawn toward Cappadocia among 
others. Quarrels with the neighboring Galatians led to 
Roman mediation in 164 Bc. King Ariarathes IV was 
described at this time as “one of the true friends to the 
Romans” (Polyb. 31.7—8). About 160, envoys to Rome from 
Cappadocia spoke of “the friendly attitude” of King Ariar- 
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athes V (Diod. 31.28). The alliance between Rome and 
Cappadocia bore one unusual feature; instead of being 
with the king alone, it was “jointly with the Cappadocian 
king and with the tribe [ethnos]” (Strabo 12.2.11.540). That 
distinction probably arose from the unusual organization 
of the country into 10 administrative districts termed stra- 
tegiai, one of them controlled by the powerful priest of 
Comana (Strabo 12.1.2.533). The nobles dwelt in “for- 
tresses” and usually resisted centralized control. 

To the north, the kingdom of Pontus arose from terri- 
tory previously claimed by Cappadocia. By the late 2d 
century B.c., the expansionist monarch Mithridates VI 
Eupator of Pontus constituted a clear threat to Cappado- 
cia, which he tried to control through a sister who became 
queen of Cappadocia, and then through a son who became 
king. 

The Ariarathid line of kings ended early in the Ist 
century B.c. and Cappadocians elected a new royal house, 
that of Ariobarzanes I (Strabo 12.2.11.540; Justin 38.2.6— 
8). 
Mithridates continued his interventions and drew Ro- 
mans into Asia Minor to reinforce Cappadocian resistance. 
Two Roman allies already bordered Cappadocia, the king- 
dom of Bithynia and the country of the Galatians. A long 
struggle began about 95 B.c., which was aimed at adding 
Cappadocia to the roster of reliable Roman allies. 

The Mithridatic Wars between Rome and Mithridates 
Fupator lasted some 25 years (89/88—63 B.c.) and led to 
fundamental alterations in the political map of Asia Minor. 
At the outset of the wars, Mithridates could order massa- 
cres of Romans along the Aegean coast and conduct oper- 
ations as far west as Athens. He could rely on the assistance 
of his son-in-law, Tigranes the Great of Armenia, and of 
allies as far north as the Crimea. By the close of the wars, 
Mithridates was dead, Tigranes defeated, and part of 
Pontus a Roman province, with an allied king ruling the 
remainder. 

Ariobarzanes I survived some five exiles at the hands of 
Mithridates or Tigranes, and handed over his kingdom to 
his apprehensive son about 63 B.c. In the next years, 
internal disruptions and a new external threat—Parthia— 
kept Cappadocia unsettled. Ariobarzanes II fell by assas- 
sination. His successor required the assistance of Cicero 
against enemies from within, and his kingdom appeared 
“stripped bare” by Roman creditors. Invasions were threat- 
ened from the directions of Pontus (Pharnaces II), Arme- 
nia (Artavasdes II), and Parthia (Orodes II; Pacorus I). 

Perhaps against the odds, Cappadocia weathered these 
political storms and those of the Roman civil wars, too. In 
47 8.c., Caesar came through Cappadocia, saw Pharnaces 
II, and conquered him at Zela. In the aftermath of Cae- 
sar’s murder in 44 B.c., Cassius killed King Ariobarzanes 
ILI (Dio 47.33). 

During the reign of his successor, Ariarathes X, a Par- 
thian invasion of Asta Minor in 40 B.c. reminded Cappa- 
docians of their vulnerability. A complicated internal 
struggle and intervention by Antony replaced this last 
member of the house of Ariobarzanes with a new king, 
familiar from Judean history: Archelaus I (Dio 49.32; 
Sullivan ANRW 2/7/2: 1149-61). 

Archelaus enjoyed a long reign, over half a century from 
about 36 B.c. to A.D. 17. His father had held the powerful 
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priesthood at Comana, and his grandfather had served as 
general in the Pontic army. Antony much admired Arche- 
laus’ mother, Glaphyra. 

Augustus reconfirmed Archelaus despite his taking An- 
tony’s side at Actium (Dio 51.2). Some internal trouble is 
recorded (Jos. JW 1.507; Dio 57.17). However, Archelaus 
became an important king in the East, receiving additional 
territory to rule in Cilicia Tracheia and Armenia Minor 
(Dio 54.9; Strabo 12.2.11.540). Honors given him, his 
mother, or his son and daughter were recorded on stone 
in Athens, Olympia, Magnesia, Comana, and elsewhere 
(OGIS 357-63). 

To judge from claims exercised by his descendants, 
Archelaus married a princess from the Armenian royal 
house. He passed on claims to the throne of Armenia to 
his grandson, Tigranes V (ex regio genere Armeniorum in the 
words of Augustus, Res Gestae 27). His daughter, Glaphyra, 
boasted of descent on her mother’s side from Darius the 
Great (Jos. JW 1.476). 

By marrying Queen Pythodoris, widow of Polemo II of 
Pontus, Archelaus linked two of the East’s largest king- 
doms (Strabo 12.3.29.556). Under the rule of this pair now 
fell a large territory in eastern Asia Minor, running from 
the Black Sea to the Mediterranean off Syria. 

Archelaus also became an advisor to the Judean royal 
house, or a mediator in time of crisis (Jos. JW 1.507; 1.538; 
Ant 16.357). Herod came to view Archelaus “as one of his 
dearest friends” and in fact helped reconcile him with the 
Roman governor of Syria, Marcus Titius, after an unspeci- 
fied argument (Jos. Ant 16.270). 

Ultimately a marriage cemented these good relations. 
His daughter Glaphyra wedded Herod’s son Alexander. 
Glaphyra’s freely stated conviction that she outranked the 
other women at the Judean court through superior gene- 
alogy caused predictable friction. So did the habit Arche- 
laus developed of intervening in Judean politics, as when 
he assisted two sons of Herod against their father. By 7/6 
B.c., after Archelaus executed Glaphyra’s husband, Herod 
returned her and her dowry (Sullivan ANRW 2/7/2: 1161— 
65). 

The children of Glaphyra remained in Judea, and both 
her son Tigranes V and her grandson Tigranes VI at- 
tempted to rule Armenia. Her great-grandson, King Al- 
exander (PIR2 J 136), became the last royal ruler of Cilicia 
under Vespasian. 

Glaphyra herself went next in marriage to King Juba of 
Mauretania (Jos. Ant 17.349). She returned once more to 
her father. Next, Herodes Archelaus, another son of 
Herod, married her, violating Jewish law. She died soon 
afterward. 

Archelaus fell into disfavor with the emperor Tiberius 
on a charge of plotting revolution (Dio 57.17). He was 
summoned to Rome, tried before the senate, and probably 
condemned; at any rate, he died soon after that, most 
likely in a.p. 17. (Tac. Ann. 2.42). His son, Archelaus II, 
ruled a portion of Cilicia, at least until a.p. 36 (Tac. Ann. 
6.41). 

Cappadocia itself became a Roman province under Ti- 
berius and remained that way. Vespasian grouped Cappa- 
docia with several other regions in a.p. 72, and Trajan later 
divided that grouping, joming Cappadocia to Armenia 
Minor and Pontus. Diocletian divided the group again, 
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leaving Cappadocia in two parts, only the western still 
called by that name. Late in the 4th century it was subdi- 
vided again, and the ecclesiastical boundaries—disputed 
between the bishops of Caesarea and of Tyana—ceased to 
coincide with the civil (Jones 1971: 183ff.). The ancient 
Cappadocian problems of central administration contin- 
ued at least until Justinian, who complained that public 
lands there had frequently been alienated by private les- 
sees. 

The main lines of royal administration continued to be 
followed during the first centuries of the province, and the 
core of the previous kingdom remained permanently be- 
reft of cities, which grew up on the Euphrates and along 
the trade routes from Cilicia but did not penetrate the 
interior. 

Cappadociz retained a distinctive character for these 
thousand yezrs (400 B.c.-a.p. 600). Its great size and 
important location made it a factor in Hellenistic and 
Roman history, as well as in the early spread of Christian- 
ity. 
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CARABASION (PERSON) [Gk Karabasion]. A descen- 
dant of Bani who divorced his foreign wife during Ezra’s 
reform (1 Escr 9:34). Although 1 Esdras is often assumed 
to have been compiled from Ezra, Carabasion does not 
appear among the list of names in Ezra 10. Omissions such 
as this also raise questions about | Esdras being used as a 
source by Ezra. Furthermore, problems associated with 
dating events and identifying persons described in | Es- 
dras have cast doubt on the historicity of the text. Heltzer 
(1977: 68) argues that Carabasion is a Gk rendering of the 
Heb grbSsh. 
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CARAVAN. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION. 


CARIA (PLACE) [Gk Karia]. Rugged, mountainous re- 
gion of southwest Asia Minor, bordered on the west by the 
Aegean Sea, the southwest by the Mediterranean Sea, 
along the Meander River by Lydia, and to the east by 
Phrygia and Lycia (1 Macc 15:23). Caria’s early political 


history was cominated by independent cities of which’ 


Halicarnassus (the birthplace of Herodotus), Miletus (Acts 
20:15-17; 2 Tim 4:20), and Onidus (Acts 27:7) were chief. 
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Caria was ruled successively by Persia and later Rhodes 
(cf., Ptolemy 5.2), until Rome restored its freedom in 167 
B.c.E. (Polyb. 30.5.12-16, 21.3—5, 31; Livy 45.25). In 139 
B.C.E., the Carians were granted Roman citizenship (Livy 
49.15) and in 129 B.c.£., Caria became part of the Roman 
province of Asia. 

The coastal cities of Caria were populated primarily by 
Greeks, but the rest of the reyzion had a mixed population 
which included a high density of Jews, evidenced by a 
number of Jewish inscriptions, epitaphs and synagogues 
from the region. According :o 1 Macc 15:23, the Roman 
senate sent a letter in 139-138 B.c.£. favoring the Jews of 
Caria and the cities of Myndus, Halicarnassus, and Knidos, 
which, at the time, were independent enclaves within 
Caria. According to Josephus ‘Ant 14.244—46), the Romans 
intervened on behalf of the Jews of Melitus, guaranteeing 
their right to observe the Sabbath and to live according to 
their customs. The cities of Caria were only mentioned in 
the NT in connection with Paul’s missionary travels at 
which time they were certainly evangelized. Ignatius of 
Antioch addressed a letter to a church in the Carian city 
of Tralles. 

Scotr T. CaRROLL 


CARITES [Heb dari]. A group of mercenaries loyal to 
the Davidic house (2 Kgs 11:4, 19). In the account of the 
revolt against Queen ATHALIAH (2 Kings 11), they were 
one of the groups called on by JEHOIADA the priest to 
protect the Davidic scion JOASH, to seize and execute the 
usurper Athaliah, and to rid the land of the foreign cult 
of Baal. The Carites are not mentioned in the parallel 
account in 2 Chr 22:10-23:21. They appear to be men- 
tioned in the Heb consonantzl text of 2 Sam 20:23. How- 
ever the MT marginal Qere “CHERETHITES” (a change 
from kry to krty) is followed by the majority of scholars 
(e.g., McCarter IJ Sam AB, 433; but see Delcor 1978: 415 
n. 21) on the basis of its standing in parallel with PELETH- 
ITES and of the LXX (B: cheleththi; A: chereththi). 

Attempts have been made to identify the biblical Carites 
with the Carians, a people of the Ist millennium B.c.£. 
whose homeland CARIA lay in SW Anatolia. Carians are 
known to have served as mercenaries in Egypt and Nubia 
under pharaohs Psammetichus I and II. However, the 
attempt to link them with the biblical Carites has been 
called into question on linguistic grounds (see Cogan and 
Tadmor // Kings AB, 126 and Schmitt RLA 5: 424). Al- 
though the suggestion has been made that the Carites as a 
royal guard were descended from the Cherethites (e.g., 
Greenfield IDB 1: 557), the evidence for this remains 
inconclusive at best. 
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CARKAS (PERSON) [Hel karkas]. See MEHUMAN 
(PERSON). 
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CARMEL (PLACE) [Heb karmel]. A town in the Judean 
wilderness (Josh 15:55) located approximately eight miles 
southeast of Hebron (M.R. 162092). Carmel was the site of 
a monument built by Saul (1 Sam 15:12); the location of 
the sheepshearing business of Nabal (1 Samuel 25); and 
the home of Abigail the wife of David, formerly married 
to Nabal (1 Sam 27:3; 30:5; 2 Sam 23:35; 1 Chr 11:37). 

The monument Saul erected in Carmel following the 
defeat of the Amalekites was probably a victory stela 
signifying that he claimed authority over the region 
around Carmel (HAIJ, 138). Nabal’s response to David's 
request for supplies (1 Sam 25:9—11) implies that the local 
inhabitants in the area of Carmel recognized Saul’s author- 
ity as opposed to David’s (HAIJ, 166). Aharoni suggested 
that David made incursions into the area, to Carmel and 
other sites (1 Sam 23:15, 24b; 25:2), from a base of 
operation, a fortress, perhaps Masada, a likely candidate 
because Iron Age sherds have been found at the site 
(LBHG 289-90, n. 9). While the reference to Carmel in 
the context of Josh 15:21-62 appears to provide informa- 
tion concerning the tribal period, many scholars suggest it 
reflects the administrative districts and towns during the 
ume of the Judean Monarchy (LBHG 347), a period when 
Carmel was a part of the district of Ziph (LBHG 354-55). 
During the biblical period, Carmel was a fortification and 
an important part of the defense system of the Judean 
desert. Though the region appears to be a useless waste- 
land, on the contrary, in ancient times it was a politically 
strategic area with an economy based on animal breeding. 
For these reasons, the Judean desert had two lines of 
fortifications protecting the highways of the area, one 
located along the Dead Sea, the other several miles west. 
Carmel was a part of the western line of fortresses (Har- 
El, 1981: 13-14). The modern name el-Kirmil, the biblical 
Carmel, illustrates how the ancient name has been pre- 
served, though the modern Arabic name includes the 
definite article (LBHG 121). 
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CARMEL CAVES (M.R. 146230). Prehistoric caves in 
Mount Carmel. The term “Mount Carmel Caves” unmis- 
takably refers to the three which were excavated under the 
direction of D. Garrod between 1929-34: Tabun, Skhul, 
and El-Wad. The three are located in a rock cliff on the S 
bank of Nahal Mearot, or “the River of the Caves,” with a 
fourth one, the cave of Gamal which yielded no ancient 
remains. The cliff is some 20 km S of Haifa, at the border 
between Mt. Carmel and the coastal plain. The Tabun 
excavations were renewed by A. Jellinek between 1967-71, 
then by A. Ronen (1973-84). A test excavation at El-Wad 
was carried out by O. Bar- Yosef in 1981. 


A. Tabun 

The cultural deposits in Tabun were about 25 m thick, a 
long record with few parallels in the world. Two major 
units were present: Lower and Middle Paleolithic, each 
occupying approximately half of the deposits. 
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The Lower Paleolithic consisted of an Acheuleo-Yabru- 
dian sequence (layers G[?], F, and E) and an Amudian 
episode located near the top of layer E. The material from 
layer G was too poor to be indicative. The Acheuleo- 
Yabrudian had hand axes and sidescrapers as its main tool 
types, with ratios varying from almost exclusively hand 
axes to almost exclusively sidescrapers. The dominant 
technology was flake production, non-Levallois. The Amu- 
dian episode was very different: typical tool types were 
burins and knives—typically Upper Paleolithic tools; the 
technology used in the Amudian was a highly sophisticated 
blade production, also typical of the Upper Paleolithic. 
There also appears an original and exclusive phenomenon 
of reusing older tools for shaping new ones. 

The Middle Paleolithic consists of the Mousterian cul- 
ture (layers D, C, and B), with two main phases. The lower 
(D) has typically long flakes and long points, the younger 
(layers C, B) has mainly large flakes and large points. The 
Levallois technique is widely used throughout the Middle 
Paleolithic sequence of Tabun. 

During layer C, a shaft (or chimney) started to open in 
the ceiling of Tabun (hence its name, which means “the 
Oven”); it eventually widened to such a point that it ren- 
dered the cave uninhabitable. Afterward (layer B), the cave 
became a trap into which deer were driven and butchered. 
The accumulation of layer B may have ended some 40,000 
years ago. After that only scattered remains were depos- 
ited ranging from the last 10,000 years (layer A), which 
marks the end of the Paleolithic occupation of the cave. 

The Lower Paleolithic levels in Tabun are made of quartz 
and sand; the Middle Paleolithic levels are silt and clay, 
with a transitional zone between the two sediments (in 
layers E and D). The changing sediment probably indicates 
fluctuations in the sea level, which was probably high 
during the accumulation of sand, and low during the 
accumulation of silt and clay. See Fig. CAR.0O1. These 
fluctuations are attributed to Isotope Stages 5 and 4 re- 
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spectively, or the last episode of high sea stand (130,000-— 
80,000 years ago, possibly 20 m above present level). fol- 
lowed by the last glacial period with its very low sea stand 
(100 or more m below its present level). Some palynological 
evidence indicates a dry period, with few trees, when the 
sand accumulated, followed by a wetter climate, and hence 
a forested landscape, during the silt and clay layers. This 
theory still nzeds confirmation. 

A Neanderthal burial was found in the Middle Paleo- 
lithic of Tabun, a female of 30—40 years of age who was 
placed in a contracted position. The precise Mousterian 
layer to which the burial belongs is unclear. Additional 
fragments of human bones were also found in the Mous- 
terian of Tabun. 


B. Skhul ; 

This is the easternmost in the group of Carmel Caves, 
and had two cultural phases. The lower (layer C2) was a 
sandy deposit with Acheuleo-Yabrudian(?) remains and 
was preserved only in small, thin patches with very scanty 
remains (including hand axes) which do not permit a 
definite analysis. Above it were some 2.5 m of Middle 
Paleolithic remains in a reddish silty clay (layers C1 and B). 
The tools were like those of the younger Mousterian in 
Tabun, with abundant Levallois technique. The most im- 
portant find in Skhul was its cemetery (layer B) with 10 
fairly well preserved individuals. There were isolated re- 
mains of other individuals. These burials contain the re- 
mains of anatomically Modern Man, or Homo sapiens, as 
distinguished from the Neanderthal found in the nearby 
cave of Tabun. The precise chronological relations between 
these two neighbor populations remains unclear. In Skhul, 
like in Tabun, the Paleolithic occupation ended with the 
Mousterian. The upper layer (A) contained the mixed 
remains of the last 10,000 years. 


C. El-Wad 

El-Wad is the longest cave in Mount Carmel, penetrating 
some 50 m into the rock. At its base it contained the 
remains of Mousterian culture (layer G), overlain by Upper 
Paleolithic (layers F, E, D, and C) and Natufian (layer B; 
12,000—-11,000 years ago). El-Wad was then unoccupied 
except for cccasional visitors and shepherds of the last 
10,000 years (layer A). The entire sequence is 2—3 m thick. 

The Mousterian at the base of El-Wad resembles that of 
Skhul and the upper part of Tabun, but the precise tem- 
poral relatioas between the three Mousterian occupations 
is unknown. El-Wad is the only cave among the Mount 
Carmel classics to have Upper Paleolithic and Natufian 
cultures. 

The Upper Paleolithic starts with an Ahmarian phase, 
rich in retouched and pointed blades, and poor in grattoirs 
(end scrapers) and burins (layers F, E). This phase is 
followed by the Levantine Aurignacian culture, with its 
typical steep scrapers and abundant burins (layers D, C). 
In layer B, in a reddish silty clay, the Natufian cultural 
remains were found. The dominant tools (80-90 percent 
of the total) are tiny implements called microliths, mainly 
in the shape of lunates. Besides these there are some 
burins and scrapers, together with a new invention, the 
sickle blade, with its typical luster due to grass cutting. The 
Natufian of :]-Wad yielded stone structures, mortars and 
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pestles (in basalt or limestone), and a cemetery containing 
about 80 burials of anatomically Proto-Mediterranean 
man. A few individuals had decorations made of bone and 
seashell. Some had art objects associated with them (i.e., a 
human head covered in stone and a deer made of bone). 
The Natufian culture represents the earliest sedentary 
society in the Near East, and possibly in the world. 

As with the other Carmel Caves, the upper layer (A) had 
mixed remains from the Neolithic period till the present. 

AVRAHAM RONEN 


CARMEL, MOUNT (P).ACE) [Heb har hakkarmel]. A 
range of hills and mountains running SE from modern 
Haifa on whose promontory occurred the cataclysmic en- 
counter between Elijah and the prophets of Baal (1 Kgs 
18). Carmel, a common noun, means “garden,” “vine- 
yard,” or “orchard” (Isa 10:18; 16:10; etc.). The name 
may reflect the fertility of M1. Carmel’s slopes which catch 
the Mediterranean moisture in the westerly sea breezes. 
Baly gives the annual rainfa!l as 28 inches (GB, 58). The 
abundance of these mountain slopes is reflected in modern 
times by the remnants of forests (mentioned by Baly GB, 
81, see also Isa 33:9; Jer 46:18), by the presence of olives 
and grain, and by vineyards which produce the famous 
Mt. Carmel wine. Even today something of the slopes’ 
beauty may be seen in the Bahai garden shrine. Mt. Car- 
mel’s beauty is certainly celebrated in the Bible. Cant 7:5 
says the loved one’s “head crowns you like Carmel, and 
your flowing locks are like aurple.” Mt. Carmel is com- 
pared to the Plain of Sharcn, Lebanon, Tabor, Bashan, 
and Gilead (Isa 35:2; Jer 50:19). In reversal, a drought 
makes Mt. Carmel an area cf desolation (Isa 33:9; Amos 
1:2; Nahum 1:4). 

What is usually called Mt. Carmel, Jebel Kurmul or Jebel 
Mar Elyas, is a headland that juts out into the Mediterra- 
nean Sea and helps to forra to the N the Bay of Acre 
together with the modern harbor of Haifa. It appears on 
maps as a sharply pointed cape on an otherwise mostly 
smooth coast all the way to Egypt. The headland is the NW 
end of a 13-mile long, 5- to 8-mile-wide range of hills of 
hard Cenomanian limestone (formed ca. 55 million years 
ago). This limestone weathers into a rich red éerra rossa 
soil, adding to the areas’ fertility. The headland itself rises 
to ca. 556 feet and the range reaches ca. 1800 feet near its 
southeastern end. On the N, overlooking the Esdraelon 
Valley and the Kishon (Mugatta) River (Judg 4:7), the slope 
tends to be steeper than the & which slopes more gradually 
toward the Plain of Sharon. The range actually splits 
Palestine S—N with Sharon and Philistia to the S and 
Esdraelon and the coastal pliain of Acco to the N. Though 
a narrow beach goes along the sea, traffic of antiquity 
normally turned inward and went through passes like the 
ones near Jokneam (Josh 12:22) and Megiddo. 

Mountain caves such as those in Wadi el Mugharah 
(Valley of the Caves) overlocking Sharon, were inhabited 
from the Lower Old Stone Age through the Middle Stone 
Age (150,000—10,000 B.c.). ‘Towards the end of this time, 
the Natufian period included the earliest art found in 
Palestine—carved animal heads of tool handles, a human 
head carved in limestone, pendants and beads of dental- 
ium shells, etc. Palestinian Man, Palaeanthropus Palestinus, 
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viewed by some as a hybrid of Neanderthal man and 
modern Homo sapiens, inhabited the caves. Others claim 
there are 10,000 years between the two types. These caves 
and mountains appear to hold prehistoric significance as 
the cradle of human development in Palestine (EAEHL 1: 
290-98; see CARMEL CAVES). 

Historically, Mt. Carmel has been mentioned in the 
writings of both Egypt and Mesopotamia. An indirect 
reference may be found in the records of the Egyptian 
pharaoh Pepi, ca. 2350 8.c. They mention a mountain 
running down to the sea, called “the Nose of the Gazelle’s 
Head,” behind which troops landed. Mt. Carmel appears 
as Ros Qades, “Holy Head,” in the Egyptian records of 
Thutmose III (1490-1436 B.c.; as No. 48 in his topograph- 
ical list), Ramses II (1301-1234 s.c.) and Ramses III 
(1195-1164 B.c.). This suggests that at least in the 2d 
millennium Mt. Carmel may have been a holy place or 
sanctuary. Aharoni (LBHG, 99, 171) identifies the Egyptian 
Mount User (e.g., wsr “strong, mighty”) with Mt. Carmel in 
Papyrus Anastasi I from the time of Ramses II. In the 
annals of the Neo-Assyrian King, Shalmaneser III (841 
B.c.), Mt. Carmel appears as Ba’li-ra’si (Safar 1951: 19). It 
is here that Tyre and Jehu, King of Israel, paid tribute to 
Shalmaneser. 

This payment of tribute raises the issue of boundaries. 
The Mt. Carmel area seems to have formed a natural 
barrier that placed it in a border region. In the tribal 
boundaries of Joshua, the forest hills of Mt. Carmel form 
the southern boundary of the Tribe of Asher (19:26). 
Some say Mt. Carmel itself was part of Asher while others 
maintain that it was included in the northern border of 
western Manasseh (Kallai HGB, 176-77; GTTOT, 189 n. 
173—the borders of Asher “touched” Mt. Carmel). Jose- 
phus included it in the tribal territory of Issachar (GTTOT, 
352). Mt. Carmel may have also marked the border be- 
tween Tyre and Israel during the period of the divided 
monarchy. Based on the Neo-Assyrian evidence for the 
location of the payment of tribute by Jehu and Tyre noted 
above, Astour ({DBSup, 141) maintains (1) that this con- 
firms Mt. Carmel as the border between Tyre and Israel 
(Sidon and Israel says Simons [GTTOT, 87]); (2) that an 
Assyrian Army crossed Israel as early as 841 B.c. and 
provides that background for Jehu’s seizure of power that 
year; and that Carmel was a sacred mountain, dedicated 
to the “Baal of the Promontory” (IDBSup, 141). 

This evidence together with the Egyptian evidence cited 
above indicates the religious significance of the mountain 
and also a possible explanation for the choice of this site 
by the biblical writers as a background for the Elijah-Elisha 
cycle. In 1 Kings 18, Mt. Carmel is selected for the famous 
duel between Elijah and the 450 prophets of Baal and the 
400 prophets of Asherah. There Elijah rebuilds an old 
altar and lifts a challenge to see whose deity would prevail. 
In this story, as the extrabiblical evidence would suggest, 
Baal is defeated by Yahweh on Baal’s own ground (de Vaux 
Anclsr, 280-81). However, one must note that Baal wor- 
ship, though dealt a significant defeat in the biblical story, 
was not eliminated in Israel. The exact location of the 
subsequent slaughter of the prophets of Baal is not known. 
One tradition locates it at el-Muragen (Karten Karmel), 
“the place of burned sacrifices” in the SE, while another 
refers to Tell el-Qassis, “the mound of Priest” NE of Mt. 
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Carmel. This has become the traditional site. Subsequent 
to these momentous events, the Elijah cycle narrates the 
flight of Elyah to Mt. Horeb because of the wrath of 
Jezebel (1 Kgs 19:1-18). There he discovers a cave (v 9) 
where he encounters the Lord, the God of Hosts in a “still 
small voice” (v 12). Some attempts have been made to add 
to the religious significance of Mt. Carmel by identifying 
this cave with a grotto on the SW corner of the Mt. Carmel 
cape. This grotto is part of the antiquities site of Tel 
Shiqmona (LB-—Byzantine period; includes a Byzantine 
monastery plus later Arab occupation; EAEHL 4: 1101— 
9). The religious significance of Mt. Carmel is perpetuated 
also with Elisha, Elijah’s disciple. In 2 Kgs 2:25 and 4:25, 
the area seems to serve as a spiritual retreat for Elisha. 

Mt. Carmel continues as a religious site into the Helle- 
nistic and Roman periods. Pseudo-Skylax (4th century 
B.C.) records a temple to Zeus on Mt. Carmel (Aharoni 
LBHG, 361). Pythagoras meditated there. Vespasian and 
Trajan sacrificed there to the deity, Carmel. Tacitus notes 
that the priests of the Carmel oracle assured Vespasian 
that he would become master of the world. The sacredness 
of the area is indicated by a stone foot, discovered by Avi- 
Yonah in 1952 while visiting the museum of the Monastery 
of Elijah. The inscription of the foot reads, “To Heliopo- 
leitan Zeus Carmel from Gaius Julius Eutychas, citizen of 
Caesarea.” The foot was not part of a statue but a votive 
offering to the deity, Carmel, who is identified with Zeus. 

Within the Christian period, Mt. Carmel has been 
equated with the monastic tradition. Monasteries were 
located on the summit for centuries and the mountain 
gives its name to the Carmelite monastic movement origi- 
nating from a group of hermits who came under the 
supervision of St. Berthold ca. 1150. A 19th-century mon- 
astery of St. Elias continues this ancient tradition. 

In modern times, the sacred character of the mountain 
also continues in the Bahai garden shrine with the tombs 
of the Bahai leaders Bab-ed-din (d. 1850) and Abdul Baha 
(Abbas Effendi, 1844-1921). Baly further notes that in 
the 1930s people still spoke with awe of the “Forty Oaks,” 
a sacred grove still standing on the heights of Mt. Carmel. 
Subsequently this sacred aura has been lost for “in Janu- 
ary, 1970, it was a sorry mess,” according to Baly (GB, 173 
n. 11). 
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Henry O. THOMPSON 


CARMI (PERSON) [Heb karmi]. CARMITES. 1. The 
fourth son of Reuben. He went down to Egypt with his 
father when the family of Jacob migrated from Canaan to 
Goshen (Gen 46:9; Exod 6:14; 1 Chr 5:3). He was the 
ancestor of the family of the Carmites (Num 26:6). 

2. A man from Judah, he was the son of Zabdi (Josh 
7:1, 18). Carmi was the father of Achan, the man who 
violated the religious ban imposed by Joshua upon the city 
of Jericho (Josh 6:17-19). Noth (NHI 64) has identified 
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Carmi, the father of Achan, with the Reubenite family of 
Carmi (Num £6:6). In 1 Chr 2:7 the son of Carmi is listed 
as Achar, “the troubler of Israel.” This variation in name 
was probably a deliberate effort to bring out a play on the 
Hebrew word for trouble: Sakdr “ékér yiirdél, “Achar, the 
troubler of Israel.” 

In 1 Chr 4:] Carmi, Perez, Hezron, Hur, and Shobal are 
listed as the sons of Judah. Of these, however, only Perez 
was Judah’s son (1 Chr 2:4). Hezron was the son of Perez 
(1 Chr 2:5); Hur was the son of Caleb (1 Chr 2:19), who 
was the son of Hezron (1 Chr 2:18). Shobal was the son of 
Hur (1 Chr 2:50). Carmi should be reckoned as a descen- 
dant of Judal. through Zerah and his son Zimri (1 Chr 
2:5). The LXX identifies Zabdi, the father of Carmi, with 
Zimri (see Josh 7:1 where the LXX reads Zambri). For this 
reason, BHS proposes to read Caleb (1 Chr 2:18) or 
Chelubai (2 Chr 2:9) in place of Carmi in 1 Chr 4:1, thus 
presenting six generations of Judahites, from Judah to 
Shobal. 

CLAUDE F. MARIOTTINI 


CARMONIANS [Lat Carmonii]. A people referred to 
in the apocalyptic visions of war and calamity that consti- 
tute chaps. 1-16 of 2 Esdras (15:30). The Carmonians 
appear in the E, devastate the land of Assyria, and then 
engage in battle with the “dragons of Arabia.” The Car- 
monians were a people culturally related to the Medes and 
Persians, who resided in the province of Carmania N of 
the Strait of Hormuz on the Persian Gulf (cf. Kerman in 
SE Iran). The vision in 2 Esdras 15:28—33 in all likelihood 
contains veiled allusions to the a.p. 259-60 campaign of 
the Sassanian king Shapur I (i.e., “the Carmonians”), who 
devastated Syria and Cappadocia (i.e., “the land of the 
Assyrians”) and captured the Roman emperor Valerian. 
The Palmyrene prince Odenathus, husband of the famous 
Zenobia, then attacked Shapur, apparently in a vain at- 
tempt to liberate Valerian. For a detailed discussion of 
these events, see Myers, 1—2 Esdras AB, 349-51. 
Gary A. HERION 


CARNAIM (PLACE) [Gk Karnaim]. One of five cities in 
Gilead in which Jews were taken captive by the Gentile 
citizens (1 Macc 5:26). The city is widely identified with 
modern Sheih Sa’ad “because of its ancient city walls and 
also on accourit of its especially suitable situation as a place 
of refuge at the confluence of nahr el-ahreir (harir) and 
wadi ezra°” (GTTOT, 425). Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 303) 
thinks the site is the same as Ashtoreth-karnaim men- 
tioned in Gen 14:5; Josh 9:10, 12:4; and Amos 6:13, and 
that the name implies that the goddess Ashtoreth (Ashtar- 
oth) was worshipped in the city’s temple in the form of a 
goddess with horns. 

The Maccabean Revolt met with early success, leading to 
the Jews’ retaking the Temple in 164 B.c. Gentiles retali- 
ated in Gileadl under a military leader named Timothy. 
Many Jews in Gilead fled to a stronghold at the city of 
Dathema, from which they sent to Judas for aid. En route 
to rescue the refugees, Judas learned from a group of 
Nabateans that Jews were also under attack in the cities of 
Bozrah, Bosor-in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim, 
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as well as other cities (1 Macc 5:24—27). The last of these 
Jews to be liberated were those living in Carnaim. Judas 
attacked Timothy and his Arab mercenaries on the bank 
of a tributary of the Yarmuk River, causing the enemy to 
retreat to nearby Carnaim (5:43—44; cf. 2 Macc 12:21, 26). 
There they took refuge in the Temple of Ashtaroth, per- 
haps thinking the Jews would not attack a temple, even 
though dedicated to a pagan goddess, or hoping the 
goddess would save them (Goldstein 1 Maccabees AB, 303). 
If so, they were fatally mistaken, for Judas captured the 
city and burned the temple and Timothy’s army. 
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CARPUS (PERSON) [Gk Karpos]. A resident of Troas 
and presumably a Christian, with whom Paul left some of 
his belongings (2 Tim 4:13). It may have been at the house 
of Carpus that the Christians of Troas held their gather- 
ings, and perhaps Carpus was Paul’s host on the occasion 
of his visit and preaching when Eutychus fell asleep and 
tumbled out of the window (Acts 20:7—12). For some 
reason, before one of his departures from Troas (appar- 
ently referred to in Acts 20:13), Paul had left a cloak, 
books, and parchments with Carpus, items Timothy was 
later asked to retrieve and bring to Paul in his imprison- 
ment. 

In anticipation of winter (cl. 2 Tim 4:21), Paul needed 
the cloak (called in Greek a phailonés, usually understood 
as the equivalent of the Lat puenula—i.e., a seamless over- 
coat with a hole for the head and woven to resist rain— 
Johnson 1950: 8). Such overcoats (and other types) are 
known to have been made from black glossy wool. This 
wool, world-famous at the time, came from the region near 
Laodicea where it was woven, although it is uncertain 
whether the color’s source was a special breed of black 
sheep or dyes. Paenulae later became popular in Rome and 
eventually developed into the ecclesiastical chasuble. 

Paul was also concerned to have “the books, and above 
all the parchments” (4:13). “Books” (diblia) is normally 
interpreted as the more general term which includes the 
“parchments” (membranai). But Skeat translates: “the 
books—I mean the parchment notebooks” (1979: 174). 
The parchments, most likely in scroll form, were made 
from sheepskin and goatskir. and naturally were more 
expensive than the papyrus rolls which would have made 
up other types of books. Papyrus was still the usual writing 
material at the time. Many suggestions have been advanced 
concerning the contents of F'aul’s books (e.g., letters to 
him, copies of his own correspondence, sacred books) and 
parchments (e.g., OT writings. official copies of the Lord’s 
words, Paul’s certificate of citizenship), but there is no way 
of knowing what they contained. It has been pointed out, 
however, that while membrana: means “parchments,” it is 
actually a transliteration into Greek of the Latin term 
membrana by which the Romans meant specifically a parch- 
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ment notebook (in page form) used for notes, memo- 
randa, or rough drafts (Skeat 1979: 173). Thus, if Paul 
were using the term in that sense he could have been 
referring to notebooks he especially valued, perhaps con- 
taining lists of Christians in various communities. What- 
ever their contents, Carpus was trusted by Paul to keep 
them until he sent for them. 
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CARSHENA (PERSON) [Heb kariéna]. One of the 
seven princes of Persia and Media who were the advisers 
of King Ahasuerus (Esth 1:14). These men were the most 
prominent at the court (lit. “sat first in the kingdom”) and 
had the privilege of personal audience with the king (lit. 
“saw the king’s face”). That such a council of seven promi- 
nent nobles customarily advised the Persian monarch is 
well known from extrabiblical sources (for references see 
Paton Esther ICC, 153 and especially ISBE 3: 971). Based 
on the MT form, the name is very likely Persian (see the 
arguments of Millard 1977: 481-88, who counters the 
excessive caution of Moore [Esther AB, 41-44] regarding 
the Hebrew spelling) and probably identical with the name 
kur-w5-na (Zadok 1976: 246) occurring in the Persepolis 
Fortification Tablets (see Mayrhofer 1973: 8.785). The 
etymology is uncertain. Millard (1977: 485) notes Mayr- 
hofer’s analysis into Avestan Kara “furrows” plus the pat- 
ronymic suffix-ina. Zadok (1976: 246) offers the alterna- 
tive explanation that it is from Sogdian krsn “(beautiful) 
form.” It would appear that the form of the name in the 
LXX, arkesaios, omits the patronymic (Millard 1977: 485). 
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CARVING. See ART AND ARCHITECTURE. 
CASEMATE. See FORTIFICATIONS. 


CASIPHIA (PLACE) [Heb kasipya?]. A place in the 
vicinity of the Ahava River (N Babylonia), where some 
Jerusalem “temple servants” apparently had been living in 
exile; Ezra sent a delegation to Iddo, “the leading man at 
the place of Casiphia” (Heb haré’s békdsipya? hammdqém) to 
solicit volunteers to return with him to Jerusalem where 
they could presumably resume services as “ministers for 
the temple of God” (Ezra 8:15—20). Early versions reflect 
uncertainty about whether Casiphia (mentioned twice in v 
17) was a proper (place) name or a common noun related 
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to Heb kesep, “silver, money.” LXX-A assumes that Iddo 
was a leading man at “the place of the treasury” (en 6 topé 
tou gazophylakiou, 1 Esdr 8:44—45 [—Eng 45-46]), while 
LXX-B assumes that Ezra sent the delegation to the lead- 
ers “with money of the place” (en argyri6 tou topou, i.e., with 
money presumably of Ahava, 8:17), The place of Casiphia 
is unknown, although Winckler (1901: 509-30) suggests 
that it might be identified with Ctesiphon on the Tigris 
River ca. 20 miles SSE of Baghdad. See also MERARI 
(PERSON) and SHEMAIAH (PERSON). 
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CASLUHIM [Heb kaslihim]. Sixth “offspring” of 
Egypt, concerning whom it is said, “whence came the 
Philistines” (Gen 10:13—14). On the basis of the plural 
suffix marker, -im, this figure seems to be the name of an 
ethnic group. The order of the names appears to be 
according to the number of consonants in the root, begin- 
ning with two (LUD) and proceeding to four (NAPHTU- 
HIM and all the names of v 14). Thus the order of the 
names is probably not intended to follow a geographical 
sequence (Wenham Genesis 1-15 WBC, 224). 

There are two problems surrounding the Casluhim: 
who are they, and is the gloss concerning the origin of the 
Philistines meant to apply to them? As to the first, Pseudo- 
Jonathan identifies the origin as pentapéliti, i.e., of Cyrene 
(cf. pntsk(y)n?y of two of the fragmentary targums). How- 
ever, the two problems are related since those who com- 
pare Amos 9:7 (as well as Jer 47:4 and Deut 2:23) and 
transfer the gloss to the following name, Caphtorim, tend 
to associate the Casluhim with some part of Egypt (cf. 
Skinner Genesis ICC, 213, whose review of the options 
includes the nomadic Libyans of Herodotus, nasaménes 
near the oasis of Amon) or provide no identification 
(Speiser Genesis AB, 68-69; Westermann 1984: 519). 

On the other hand, those who retain the natural Hebrew 
grammar and associate the Casluhim with the home of the 
Philistines, attempt to reconcile the text by: (1) separating 
the Philistines of Caphtor from an earlier wave of Philis- 
tines from Casluhim (Cassuto 1964: 208; Kitchen 1973: 
56; Wenham Genesis 1-15, 225); or (2) assuming that, by 
identifying the Pathrusim as Upper Egyptians and the 
Naphtuhim as Middle Egyptians (or, more likely, “they of 
the Delta” or “they of the oasis land” as in Kitchen 1980: 
1054, since Middle Egypt did not exist as a separate unit 
in ancient Egypt), the Casluhim must be Lower Egyptians 
who migrated to Crete before coming to the Levantine 
coast as Philistines (Rendsburg 1987); or (3) assuming a 
metathesis from sklh(m), which is related to the Tjekker of 
the Egyptian sources, with the addition of a non-Semitic 
suffix -h (Kitchen 1973: 70 n. 3). 
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RICHARD S. HEss 


CASPIN (PLACE) [Gk Kaspin]. A fortified town in the 
Hauran Plain captured ca. 161 B.c. by Judas Maccabeus (2 
Macc 12:13). Judas’ 8,000-man contingent of the Hasmo- 
nean army ac.vanced into the region E of Galilee in order 
to rescue the Jewish populace from the hostilities of the 
Hellenistic Gileadite forces led by Timotheus. Caspin is 
equated with CHASPHO in a second account of Judas’ 
Gilead campaign recorded in | Macc 5:9-54. The account 
in 2 Macc 12:10—31 contains fuller detail but is chronolog- 
ically disjointed and suffers textual difficulties. The ac- 
count in Josephus (Ant 12.8.3 §340) and that in Maccabees 
vary greatly, orobably the result of the name being trans- 
literated from a Semitic dialect into Greek (Goldstein I 
Maccabees AB. 301). 

Caspin was identified by a band of Nabateans as one of 
the five fortified towns in Gilead where Jews were being 
held captive (1 Macc 5:24-27). These towns included 
Bozrah, Bosor in Alema, Chaspho, Maked, and Carnaim. 
Caspin was the site of one of the earlier confrontations of 
the Gilead campaign. It was attacked after Judas’ army 
forced Timotheus and his forces to break their siege on a 
Jewish stronghold at Dathema (1 Macc 5:30-34). 

The residents of Caspin were from a variety of ethnic 
groups and were well-disposed towards Hellenism. They 
were confident in the ability of their fortifications and 
provisions to withstand Judas’ attack. However, their taunt- 
ings and curses were repaid with the slaughter of the 
residents of the city which was captured when Timotheus’ 
forces were regrouping. A nearby lake reportedly turned 
red with the blood from the carnage. At the time of Judas’ 
siege there were apparently no surviving Jewish residents 
in the city. 

The locaticn of Caspin has not been substantiated ar- 
chaeologically. Proposed sites include Khisfin (M.R. 
226250), 14 km E of the Sea of Galilee, and E] Muzerib in 
the Wadi Yarrauk. 

RoBERT W. SMITH 


CASSIA. See PERFUMES AND SPICES; FLORA. 


CASTANETS. See MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRU- 
MENTS. 


CAT. See ZOOLOGY. 


CATHOLIC EPISTLES. See EPISTLES, CATHO- 
LIC. 
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CATHOLIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, CATHO- 
LIC. 


CATHUA (PERSON) [Gk Kathoua]. A temple servant 
whose descendants returned from Babylon with Zerubba- 
bel (1 Esdr 5:30). Although | Esdras is often assumed to 
have been compiled from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family 
does not appear among their lists of returning exiles (cf. 
Ezra 2:47; Neh 7:49). Omissions such as this also raise 
questions about 1 Esdras being used as a source by Ezra or 
Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems associated with dating 
events and identifying persoris described in | Esdras have 
cast doubt on the historicity of the text. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CATTLE. See ZOOLOGY. 


CAUDA (PLACE) [Gk Kauda]. A small island (modern 
Gozzo or Gaudos) located approximately 23 miles S of 
Crete (34°50'N; 24°05’E) mentioned in Acts 27:16. Julius 
the centurion, Paul, and other prisoners boarded a large 
Alexandrian grain ship bound for Rome at Myra. Strong 
winds forced the ship to sail to the lee side (E) of Crete, 
and they set sail for the port of Phoenix where they 
intended to spend the winter. The ship, however, was 
forced off of its course by a wind of hurricane force called 
Euroquiloa or “northeaster.” The ship could not head into 
the wind so it was forced to be driven along by the wind. 
The ship soon came to the lee of the island of Cauda, 
which provided enough protection for the crew to make 
some preparations for the storm. The crew stowed a life- 
boat which was in tow and hindering steering, under- 
girded the ship with ropes, ard lowered the anchor. 

The exact spelling of the name of this island is problem- 
atic. Several manuscripts rendered it Klauda. The form 
Cauda is found in many of tke most ancient manuscripts, 
and the Latin Vulgate rendering as Gaudus (see also Pliny 
HA 4:12), as well as the mocern names, both the Greek 
Gaudos and the Italian Gozzo, give credence to this spell- 
ing. 
The small island could only have supported a limited 
population. Cauda, however, did merit a bishopric during 
the Byzantine period, but this was undoubtedly due to its 
association with the apostle Paul. See Smith 1979: 95-96, 
110-13; Jackson and Lake 19155: 332. 
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CAVALRY. See MILITARY ORGANIZATION IN MES- 
OPOTAMIA. 


CEDAR. See FLORA. 
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CEILING. RSV rendering of the Heb verbal wayyispon, 
“to cover/panel over” (1 Kgs 6:9). 


CELIBACY. Votive abstention from marriage and sex- 
ual relations—unknown unless alluded to in Matt 19:12. 


CELSUS (PERSON). Celsus was a late 2d-century Middle 
Platonist and vigorous opponent of Christianity. Nothing 
is known about him except what can be inferred from 
excerpts from his otherwise lost True Doctrine (TD) which 
are embedded in Origen’s mid-3d-century work in eight 
books, entitled Against Celsus (c. Cel.). Origen’s attempts to 
identify him with a known historical figure are contradic- 
tory and fail under close scrutiny. 


A. The True Doctrine 
1. The Trustworthiness of Origen’s Quotations 
2. Date 
B. Celsus the Person 
1. Identity 
2. Philosophical Views 
3. Scope of His Polemic 
C. Celsus and Christian Literature 
. Old Testament 
. New Testament 
. Apologists 
. Sects 
a. Marcionites 
b. Gnostics 
D. Celsus’ Picture of Christianity 
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A. The True Doctrine 

1. The Trustworthiness of Origen’s Quotations. Al- 
though earlier scholarship was mixed on the reliability of 
Origen’s preservation of the original TD, more recent 
studies have concluded in favor of Origen’s care and gen- 
eral objectivity in his quotations from the TD. He preserved 
the larger part of the TD in some form, most of it in direct 
quotations. These citations were presented with a remark- 
able degree of exactness and absence of alteration for 
apologetic purposes. Further, in almost every instance, the 
original order of the TD is reflected in Origen’s quotations. 

2. Date. More than a century ago Keim (1873) argued 
so convincingly that the TD was written in the year 178 
c.E. that his dating became the scholarly consensus. Cer- 
tain recent studies, however, have exposed major flaws in 
Keim’s interpretation of key passages and have, in effect, 
reopened the date question. If, as they should be, Keim’s 
arguments are rejected, the TD can be dated no more 
precisely than the last third of the 2d century. 


B. Celsus the Person 

1. Identity. A substantial number of men of letters and 
position in the first two Christian centuries bore the cogno- 
men (family name) “Celsus.” Unfortunately, Origen, who 
did not know the identity of his opponent, supplied no 
information on either Celsus’ praenomen (first name) or his 
nomen (clan name), so nothing about his nationality or 
country of residence can be inferred from his name. 
Celsus’ book reflects a broad acquaintance with the Medi- 
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terranean world but none of his ideas betray a narrow 
ethnic or national bias. Efforts to connect him specifically 
with Rome have failed and little else is known except that 
he at least traveled in the East. Celsus, thus, cannot at 
present be identified with any other known 2d-century 
figure. 

2. Philosophical Views. The belief that Celsus was an 
Epicurean who lived during the reign of Hadrian was first 
championed (c. Cel. 1.8) then abandoned by Origen. In 
modern times a number of scholars have identified Celsus 
with the Epicurean to whom Lucian of Samosata dedicated 
his Alexander the False Prophet. This conjecture has rightly 
been criticized on the basis of the overt Platonism of the 
author of the TD, coupled with the incompatibility of 
Middle Platonism and Epicureanism during this period. 
Clearly, Celsus was in the mainstream of 2d-century Mid- 
dle Platonism. This made him all the more powerful an 
antagonist of Christianity because he moved in the same 
intellectual milieu as his Christian apologist adversaries. 

3. Scope of His Polemic. Celsus’ arsenal contained an 
impressive array of weapons, from an imaginary Jew (the 
first two books) to Greek philosophy and mythology. He 
even pitted competing Christian groups against each 
other. Almost nothing about Christianity escaped his as- 
sault. Celsus attacked the person and teachings of Jesus 
and his original followers. Subsequent doctrines and prac- 
tices were no less culpable to him. Christianity was hope- 
lessly divisive, and its underhanded evangelistic methods 
attracted only the simpleminded. Christians were worth- 
less as citizens and could not be counted on to defend the 
empire. 

Encyclopedic in his knowledge of Christianity, Celsus 
left no type of Christian group untouched. Jewish Chris- 
tians, various gnostic sects, and Marcionites were all targets 
of his scorn. The majority of his polemic, however, includ- 
ing virtually every attack preserved in the first five books 
of c. Cel., was directed against “orthodox” Christianity or 
what Celsus characterized as the mainstream (“those of 
the multitude,” c. Cel. 5.61). Only in 5.61-64 and 6.24—52 
did Celsus focus on the sects, some of which have left no 
other trace of their existence. Elsewhere their theology 
surfaces only in scattered fragments in passages that deal 
predominantly with rather standard orthodox matters. 


C. Celsus and Christian Literature 

Celsus read widely in Christian writings and, in some 
cases, especially in biblical books, the literary source of his 
information can be established with a reasonable degree 
of certainty. In other passages his comments accurately 
represent the content of various types of Christian books 
but definite literary dependence cannot be demonstrated. 

1. Old Testament. Although Celsus drew some of his 
information on the Judeo—Christian cosmogony from Mar- 
cionite (6.52—53) and Ophite (6.27—28) sources, in 4.20-— 
53 he exhibited an in-depth acquaintance with the content 
of the book of Genesis which can only be explained ade- 
quately by his having read the book directly. In 4.20—-21 
he cited examples of divine intervention in the order in 
which they occur in Genesis and connected one of them 
with Moses as the source. Celsus’ critique in 4.36—47 covers 
the entire scope of Genesis, beginning and ending where 
Genesis does and presenting the material in the proper 
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sequence. Celsus’ allusions to material found in the rest of 
the Pentateuch and the prophets, on the other hand, are 
too brief and commonplace to determine their direct 
source. 

2. New Testament. Celsus never quoted a NT book or 
author by name, but at several points ample evidence exists 
to conclude that he was directly dependent on certain NT 
documents. 

Possible allusions to the Gospels present a methodologi- 
cal difficulty, because two thirds of them occur in 1.28— 
2.79, where Celsus put his anti-Christian argument into 
the mouth of a Jew. Because of the probable Jewish sources 
of this section, evidence for direct dependence on the 
Gospels must be limited to the rest of the TD. 

While many references to the TD are easily explicable 
on the basis of direct knowledge of all of the four canonical 
Gospels, rarely can direct dependence be proven. Only in 
5.52 was Celsus clearly dependent on Matthew (1:20, 2:13, 
28:1—5), but the fact that material was drawn from widely 
separated passages to support a single line of reasoning 
suggests more than a casual acquaintance with the book. 
Similarly, in 7.18 Celsus betrayed familiarity with widely 
dispersed passages in Luke, thus suggesting that he was 
conversant with major portions of the work. No demon- 
strable allusions to Mark or John occur. Numerous addi- 
tional statements can be explained on the basis of Celsus’ 
having read other NT books but only in the case of the 
middle portion of 1 Corinthians is the evidence strong 
enough to suggest direct dependence (8.21-—37). 

3. Apologists. Celsus was well acquainted with the type 
of Christianity reflected in the 2d-century apologists. In 
fact, extensive arguments have been formulated to estab- 
lish his dependence on Justin (Andresen 1955) and to a 
lesser extent Aristides (Harris 1893; 1921), the Kerygma 
Petrou (Robinson 1893), and certain other apologists. While 
all of these efforts fall short of proving a direct literary 
dependence on any extant 2d-century apologist (Burke 
1985), Celsus’ knowledge of the religion of the apologists 
was so extensive and accurate that such a dependence 
cannot be ruled out and remains a distinct possibility. 
Ironically, the sole apologetic writing Celsus actually 
named, the “Dispute Between a Certain Papiscus and 
Jason” (4.52), has only survived in three late fragments, 
the largest of which contains a mere seven words. 

4. Sects. In 5.61—62, Celsus mentioned by name several 
sects which he was able to distinguish from what he called 
“those of the multitude.” 

a. Marcionites. Elsewhere he alluded to specific Mar- 
cionite teachings (5.54 and 6.74) without identifying them 
as such and in other passages he made possible allusions 
(6.29, 52-53. 73, 7.2, 18). In no case, however, did Celsus 
indicate whether or not his sources were Marcionite docu- 
ments. Two passages, however, are of special interest. In 
7.18 the formulation of Celsus’ argument so resembles the 
approach in Marcion’s Antitheses that he seems to have been 
familiar at least with Marcion’s practice of formulating 
antitheses, if not with the Antitheses themselves. The fact 
that the quotation from the Heavenly Dialogue in 8.15 is 
consistent with Marcionite thought has led some (Aubé 
1878: 374; Patrick 1892: 76) to conclude that it was a 
Marcionite document, but his citation is too short to make 
a positive identification. Hence, while Celsus knew Mar- 
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cionites by name and theology, his direct acquaintance 
with their literature remains ¢o be established. 

b. Gnostics. Celsus treated the gnostic sects primarily 
in 5.61-64 and 6.24—52. Nowhere did he make any clear 
references to specific gnostic documents which are now 
known to exist or to have existed, but there are numerous 
parallels with statements in “he anti-heretical writings of 
the Church Fathers and in extant Coptic gnostic writings. 
In 5.61—64 Celsus specifically mentioned by name Gnos- 
tics, Sibyllists, Simonians, Helenians, Marcellians, Harpo- 
cratians, and followers of Mariamme and of Martha. He 
seems to have alluded also tc: Valentinians, Ebionites, and 
possibly to Carpocratians, assuming that his mention of 
Harpocratians was not already a reference to that sect. All 
of this was treated superficially, so no source determina- 
tion can be made. In 6.24-58 Celsus described a nonex- 
tant Ophite diagram which he had seen along with a 
written explanation of it. Some of his information about 
the diagram even came from conversations with sect mem- 
bers. 


D. Celsus’ Picture of Christianity 

Celsus is himself a valuable source on certain aspects of 
late-2d-century Christian life and piety because his knowl- 
edge of Christianity was not limited to written sources. He 
drew much of the standard anti-Christian caricature but 
also exhibited a sophistication that is best explained by his 
extensive contact with and observation of Christians. Cel- 
sus discussed sectarian documents and theology with 
Ophites (6.25, 40). He observed Christian evangelistic and 
group teaching activities (3.72—78; cf. 3.44) and was on 
occasion even the object of efforts to convert Ophites (1.9, 
12). 

The following picture emerges from his vast reading of 
Christian literature and experience with Christians. Chris- 
tians were, with few excepticns, illiterate members of the 
lower classes. Their teachers, even the relatively better 
educated ones (3.44), sought to attract the gullible, uned- 
ucated masses by discouraging any kind of rational 
thought or questions (1.9, 12; 3.49—50, 55; 6.10—14). The 
fact that such professions as woolworker, cobbler, and 
laundry worker (3.55) were common was further evidence 
of Christians’ low social status. Because of his philosophical 
rejection of the notion that people can undergo radical 
moral change (3.65), Celsus was appalled by the fact that 
Christians consciously attempted to attract sinners (3.59, 
62). Significantly, however, he did not repeat the oft-heard 
charges of immoral acts and, in fact, treated Christian 
ethical teaching as commonplace (1.4). 

In sum, Celsus portrayed Christianity as a movement 
with no innate value or status in society. The great masses 
of Christians were of no consequence whatever and did 
not deserve to be taken seriously. Yet, Celsus did take them 
seriously and wrote no small book to discredit the move- 
ment. The danger rested precisely in Christianity’s appeal 
to the masses. To the extent Christians could win the great 
bulk of society, pagan culture as it had been known for 
more than a millennium was in danger of being eroded. 
To his credit, Celsus perceived ever so clearly what eventu- 
ally happened. His is one of the few and most articulate 
surviving voices from the sice of the struggle which ulti- 
mately lost. 
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Gary T. BuRKE 


CENCHREAE (PLACE) [Gk Kenchreais]. The E seaport 
of Corinth, located on the Saronic Gulf ca. 11 km E of the 
city and ca. 4 km S of Isthmia. Two NT references (Acts 
18:18 and Rom 16:1) confirm the existence of an early 
Christian community at the site and the name of one 
Phoebe, a deaconess of the church. Much later in its 
history, ca. 4th century c.£., a large Christian complex 
arose at the S end of the harbor, eventually absorbing and 
incorporating earlier structures including the Isis sanctu- 
ary. It was apparently in use until the port’s destruction in 
the 580s and possibly even beyond. The modern name of 
the village in the proximity of the ancient site is Kechriais. 


A. History 

The ancient site of Cenchreae is mentioned infrequently 
in surviving texts. Its raison d’étre was to serve as Corinth’s 
E portal to the Mediterranean. Its fate was inexorably 
linked to the history of the city it served, suffering and 
enjoying Corinth’s changes of fortune. 

Little is known of Greek Cenchreae from either extant 
literary texts or archaeological data, although it was cer- 
tainly in existence by the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 4.42). 
The site may have been in continuous use until its destruc- 
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tion or abandonment following Mummius’ devastation of 
Corinth in 146 B.c.z. When Corinth was revived by Julius 
Caesar in 44 B.c.£., Cenchreae’s situation improved. New 
harbor facilities were built to accommodate Corinth’s ris- 
ing importance as an emporium of the E Roman empire 
(Hohlfelder 1976). Two artificial rubble breakwaters were 
constructed to provide a deep-water anchorage that was 
available for use during the normal sailing season (approx- 
imately April to early October), and that was both larger 
and more suitable for Roman Corinth’s expanded eco- 
nomic role (Hohlfelder 1985). 

Its international prominence and prosperity probably 
peaked in the 2d century c.z. Although damaged by 
earthquakes and seismic sea waves in 365 and 375 c.£., the 
port revived and continued to play a significant role until 
Cenchreae was finally destroyed by marauding Avars and 
Slavs in the 580s. In the face of these attacks and subse- 
quent vicissitudes, its population apparently fled to safer 
regions, ending urban life at the site (Hohlifelder 1973; 
1975). Thereafter, it may have been occasionally occupied 
and the ancient harbor area even used intermittently as a 
fair-weather roadstead, but Cenchreae never again rivaled 
its earlier glory. 

In addition to the artificial breakwaters, which are now 
submerged because of subsidence and/or a relative sea 
level rise of ca. 2 m since their construction, the Roman 
harbor was distinguished by various warehouses and sup- 
port buildings, monumental statues, and several temples, 
the most notable being a sanctuary of Isis mentioned in 
Apuleius’ Metamorphosis. An apsidal basin of this structure 
located on the S breakwater was excavated to reveal more 
than 100 glass opus sectile panels, dating from approxi- 
mately the reign of Julian (361-363 c.£.). They were 
intended for a renovation that was planned, perhaps 
started, but never completed (Scranton 1967; Hohlfelder 
1976). 


B. Archaeology 

Excavations were conducted at the site in 1963-1964 
under the direction of R. L. Scranton and E. S. Ramage, 
and in 1965 under Scranton alone. J. W. Shaw led the 
underwater excavations, one of the earliest ancient harbor 
explorations and one that pioneered many survey and 
excavation techniques still in use (Shaw 1967). Fieldwork 
was conducted from 1963 through 1968 (excepting 1966), 
but was limited primarily to the Roman site. An adjacent 
alluvial plain, which has not been excavated, is believed to 
conceal the earlier Greek harbor. Five volumes of final 
reports have appeared to date (cf. Scranton, Shaw, and 
Ibrahim 1978; Ibrahim, Scranton, and Brill 1976; Hohl- 
felder 1978; Adamsheck 1979; and Williams 1981) with 
several more in preparation. 
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CENDEBEUS (PERSON) [Gk Kendebaios]. Governor of 
the coastal plain, who attacked Judea, under the orders of 
the Seleucid king, Antiochus VII Sidetes (1 Macc 15:37— 
16:10). Cenclebeus’ name seems to be of Thracian origin. 
He was a supporter of Antiochus Sidetes. Josephus (Ant 
13.225) assumed, maybe rightly, that he belonged to the 
philoi (the “Friends” in the court hierarchy). He is one of a 
line of governors of the coastal plain, the Parala, which 
existed as a separate province since Antiochos V up to at 
least Antiochos VII. Cendebeus fortified Kedron, in the S 
coastal plain and harassed Judea (Bengston 1964: 176— 
81). Simon, with two of his sons, Judas and John, attacked 
him and won a battle at the SW corner of Judea, and drove 
away Cendebeus’ forces as far as Kedron. See Goldstein (J 
Maccabees AB.) for new suggestions. 
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CENSERS. Hand-held devices in which incense was 
placed along with burning coals; the burning spices would 
provide a pleasing odor. These devices could be either 
cup-shaped vessels at the end of a long handle, or bowls 
set onto an upright pedestal. The former is probably 
indicated by mahtah (Lev 10:1, etc.); the latter is called a 
migteret (Ezek 8:11). The term mahtah can also be used here 
specifically fcr various temple vessels that could carry coals 
and thus be used to burn incense (e.g., RSV “firepans,” 
Exod 27:3, and “snuffers,” Exod 25:38). A word in Ezra 
1:9 rendered “censer” in RSV probably means something 
else, but its meaning is uncertain. See also FIREPAN; 
SNUFFERS. 

The cultic use of incense offered in censers may be 
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Egyptian in origin. Its use in Egypt apparently served 
apotropaic purposes. Worshippers would carry censers in 
processions to keep away the evil forces associated with 
impurity (Haran 1978: 239-40). The use of incense in 
ancient Israel seems to have had similar apotropaic func- 
tions, as when Aaron is said to have halted an outbreak of 
disease by standing, with a censer of burning incense, 
“between the dead and the living” (Num 17:11—13 [—Eng 
16:46—48]). 

Most references to censers in the Hebrew Bible are in 
cultic contexts, and they indicate problems in the proper 
use of censer incense. Nadal and Abihu (Lev 10:1—3) met 
difficulties when they used “strange fire,” apparently coals 
from outside the altar area and hence lacking requisite 
sanctity. Korah’s company of 250 (Numbers 16) also appar- 
ently used improper incense; but their attempt to take 
over priestly functions, by using the censers, was an even 
worse misdeed, for which they were punished by being 
swallowed up by the earth. Similarly, Uzziah (2 Chr 26:19) 
contracted lepresy when he tried to take from the priests 
the right to burn incense in it censer. Finally, the 70 elders 
holding censers in Ezekiel’s vision are called an abomina- 
tion (Ezek 8:11—13). Clearly, the cultic use of censers was 
a prerogative of priests—or of angels (Rev 8:3, 5). 
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Caro MEYERS 


CENSUS. This entry consists of two articles, one survey- 
ing the census in the ancient Near East, and the other 
exploring the census in Roman times, particularly with 
reference to the census repo-ted in the gospel of Luke. 


ANCIENT NEAR EAST 


Census, as we understand it in our day (“an official 
enumeration of inhabitants, with details as to age, sex, 
pursuits, etc.” or the like) does not find a concrete appli- 
cation in the societies and cultures of the ANE. As is well 
known, a variety of administrative and economic clay tab- 
lets in cuneiform script from Mesopotamia and outlying 
regions, from the 3d to the Ist millennium B.c., provide 
partial population listings and counts from various cities 
and territorial entities. What is lacking, on the other hand, 
are recordings of the overall size of the population in these 
places: recordings planned by the central administrations 
of the ANE in terms of fixed geographical limits and 
regular spans of time. 

In most types of state-formation of the ANE during the 
Bronze Age, a certain number of contingent and practical 
needs—from the distribution of rations to fiscal revenues 
to military levies—constituted the main occasions for draw- 
ing up inventories of specific sectors of the population. 
Thus, e.g., the texts from Ebla (Syria, 24th century B.c.) 
leave us a list of food provisions for 260,000 people—but 
it is quite unlikely that this was a “head count” of the local 
population. On the other hand, the archives of Alalakh 
(level 4) and Ugarit in Syria (15th—14th century B.c.) pre- 
sent numerous registers of male individuals according to 
their village of origin and to their social grouping, essen- 
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tially for the supply of military contingents. And finally, 
the many interconnecting legal documents from Sippar in 
lower Mesopotamia allow us to reconstruct the inner orga- 
nization of this city in full for the period ca. 1900-1600 
B.C., from settlement patterns to social mobility, including 
the career stories of men and women alike—but few, if 
any, numerical and statistical data and frameworks may be 
called upon for this picture. 

The perspective changes somewhat for the period 1000- 
500 B.c., when the Mesopotamian states (first Assyria, then 
Babylonia) engage in the construction of universal em- 
pires. Figures on vanquished and deported populations 
begin to be quoted by the Assyrian kings in order to 
emphasize imperial might: a statistical study of these data 
has yielded a sum total of about 4.5 million deportees 
during the period ca. 930-630 B.c. Great care must be 
taken, however, in evaluating these materials, as the possi- 
bility for fictitious numbers (i.e., numbers inflated for 
ideological reasons) cannot be ruled out in various cases. 
On the other hand, partial calculations on these deportees, 
when proved to be likely, usually refer to an overall count 
of population—men, women, and children—similar to an 
actual census appraisal. Thus, e.g., it is of general statistical 
interest to note that Shalmaneser III (858—824 B.c.) reck- 
oned at 110,610 the total of deportees during 20 years, 
and that Tiglathpileser III (745-727 B.c.) gives the sum 
total of 13,520 captives from N Palestine alone. 

A group of tablets from the same general period, discov- 
ered in the archives of the Assyrian capital Nineveh, comes 
admittedly closest to a definition of “census” for the ANE, 
as was stated—with great enthusiasm—by the first editor, 
C. H. W. Johns: “. . . as a Census, this will bear comparison 
with the Census in Egypt, or the Roman Census, or the 
Doomsday Book, which latter it most resembles” (1901). 
The 21 tablets of the so-called Assyrian Doomsday Book, 
which are in a fair state of preservation, present divisions 
in columns and sections. Each section is opened by a list of 
people in family groups, enumerated in a rigid sequence 
by age and sex. First come the adult males (whose personal 
names and professional designations are given), then the 
“sons” (names but no profession given), followed by the 
adult women and the “daughters” (no names, no individ- 
ual listings, just the total for each subgroup given). The 
sons and daughters are further described by their height 
in “half-cubits” or “spans,” as a marker of their relative 
age before adulthood. Totals of the type “in all, n (people)” 
end the human enumeration. 

The list continues with measurements of land parcels 
with specified destinations (barley cultivation, vineyard, 
orchards), and at times with mentions of further commod- 
ities forming part of the farm or tied to it (from animals 
to threshing floors to living quarters). A geographical 
setting for the plots concludes each section: and all such 
localizations point to the province of Harran or bordering 
regions in the NW corner of Mesopotamia. It is also clear, 
despite the fragmentary character of most texts, that gen- 
eral totals of some type were provided at the end of each 
document. These totals refer to persons outside of the 
register itself, at times provided with professional names 
identifying them as medium-to-high-ranking palace offi- 
cials. 

These clues are sufficient to conclude that not even the 
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well-structured tablets of the Assyrian Doomsday Book 
may be considered to pertain to a veritable census of 
population in the modern sense of the word. Rather, it 
would seem that the interest for listing people and land 
around the old and famous city of Harran stemmed from 
a specific policy undertaken by Assyrian kingship: the 
overall tax-exemption decreed for a few choice sites of the 
Assyrian empire by Sargon II (721-705 B.c.). The list of 
villages or other units of settlement, comprising the (ser- 
vile and forcedly resident) population employed in agri- 
culture, and the land itself with various commodities or 
fixtures, was drawn up in order to establish the amount of 
landed property belonging to this or that courtier or 
official, who was to be exempted from revenues and ser- 
vices otherwise owed to the state. The fact that the archives 
of Nineveh also yield larger digests, registering all the plots 
owned by particular officials, validates this theory, and 
implicitly shows the limits of censual interests in the ANE 
as consistently tied to here-and-now, practical and ephem- 
eral, perspectives. 
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FREDERICK MARIO FALES 


ROMAN CENSUS 


The violent transition of Roman government from the 
late republic to the principate (inaugurated in 27 B.c.E. 
with Octavian’s acceptance of the title Augustus and its 
attendant imperial prerogatives) was marked by innova- 
tions in fiscal policy. Significant among these was the 
institution of the provincial census. Caesar Augustus be- 
gan the practice of a regular and periodic count (Lat 
census, Gk apographé) of the population of all the provinces 
of the Roman Empire, and a valuation of individually and 
corporately held property (Gk apotimésis), for the assess- 
ment of tax liabilities. Revenues which the imperial govern- 
ment extracted from the provinces included taxes on land 
and usufruct (Lat tributum soli), variable-rate taxes on chat- 
tel and a fixed tax on each liable individual (Lat tributum 
capitis), rents on imperial and public property, percentage 
taxes on Roman citizens, and extraordinary levies (Neesen 
1980). Taxes were variously payable in kind or in cash. In 
addition to individual liabilities were a variety of commu- 
nal liabilities incumbent on cities. Public corporations 
formed for the collection and transmission of taxes be- 
came powerful and (at least in reputation) corrupt; but by 
the time of the principate, tax collection in the province of 
Judea was administered directly by Rome (see TAX COL- 
LECTOR). 

Two NT passages, both of them Lukan, refer to the 


CENSUS 


Roman census. Both are synchronisms linking events in 
the narrative of Jesus’ life, and its perduring effects, to the 
larger span of secular history. Both raise difficult questions 
about the accuracy of the chronological details in the 
gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles. 

The first reference to the census marks a transition from 
the narrative of the wonders surrounding John the Bap- 
tist’s conception, gestation, and birth (Luke 1:5—80) to the 
etiology of Jesus’ nativity in Bethlehem (2:1—8). The in- 
fancy narrative concerning John (which may derive from a 
pre-Lukan source, possibly in Hebrew or Aramaic) is set 
en tais hemera's Herodou “in the days of Herod” (Luke 1:5), 
the latest date for which would be the year of Herod’s 
death, 4 B.c.z. The Bethlehem story is set in motion by a 
decree of Caesar Augustus apographesthat pasan tén orkou- 
menén “that all the world should be enrolled” (Luke 2:1). It 
is further specified that this census took place while Quir- 
inius was governor of Syria (2:2; on the syntax and related 
matters see Fitzmyer Luke I-IX AB, 399-400). 

The distinguished career of P. Sulpicius Quirinius ts 
reasonably well documented from contemporary inscrip- 
tions as well as Latin and Greek historical writers (the 
sources are collected in HJP?, 259), chief among them 
Josephus. In all of the five Josephan passages in which 
Quirinius plays a part, he is associated with a valuation (Gk 
apotimésis) of the Judeans and its political consequences 
(see ZEALOTS); the event is called an apographé (Ant 18.3; 
JW 7.253). In one passage (Ant 18.26), Quirinius’ adminis- 
tration of the census is set in the 37th year after the defeat 
of Antony at Actium, and thus in the year 6/7 c.z. The 
decade separating the death of Herod from the census 
decreed by Augustus and carried out by Quirinius is the 
source of the difficulties critical readers have in relating 
the Baptizer’s infancy narrative to that of Jesus, since the 
pregnant mother of Jesus figures as a character in both. In 
addition, there are several potential difficulties involved in 
relating the journey of Joseph and Mary to Bethlehein to 
reconstructions of how Roman censuses were conducted. 

The chronological uncertainties are compounded by the 
complex synchronism of Luke 3:1 and the reference to 
Jesus’ age in 3:23. These passages imply that Jesus was 
“about 30 years of age” (3:23) in the 15th year of Tiberius 
Caesar (26/27 c.£.). This age accords with a date of birth 
ca. 4.B.c.£., but not with a birth in 6 or 7 C.E. 

The apparently incompatible chronologies of these nar- 
ratives in Luke’s “orderly account” (1:3) of the Jesus story 
have provoked an enormous literature of controversy. 
Some of the most significant contributions to this literature 
were made late in the 19th and early in the 20th centuries, 
at a time when the relevant primary sources were acutely 
studied (the discussion in HJP2, 399-427 is fully docu- 
mented from 1840 to 1972; more recent opinions are 
voiced by Stern 1974: 372-74; Brown 1977: 547-56; and 
Fitzmyer Luke J-IX AB [1981], 399-405). 

Classical scholars are convinced that there is no evidence 
for a simultarieous census of every province of the empire 
(Neesen 1980: 39-42; Brunt 1981: 163), and it would be 
wooden to insist that Luke’s use of the phrase “all the 
world” (2:1) is any less hyperbolic than its use in imperial 
decrees (TDNT 5: 157). The rhetorical concern of the 
Passage is to introduce the census in Judea; Luke did not 
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necessarily understand the Augustan decree to have been 
carried into effect at once throughout the empire. 

Proposed solutions to the chronological problem have 
attempted to separate Quirinius from the census by means 
of historical and linguistic arguments. The historical ar- 
gument posits a census previcus to that of 6/7 C.E., at some 
point late in the reign of Herod. Judea under Herod was a 
client kingdom (see CLIENT KINGS) not incorporated in 
the provincial system of the Roman Empire. It is thus 
unlikely, though not impossible, that a Roman census 
would have been conducted curing Herod’s lifetime. Rela- 
tions between Augustus and Herod deteriorated over time, 
and Augustus threatened at one point to treat Herod as 
no friend but a vassal (Ant 16.9.3). The ensuing political 
tensions, it has been argued (e.g., by Stauffer 1960: 31— 
33), would have provided an opportunity for Roman pu- 
nitive interference by means of a census and associated 
taxation; but nothing indicates that Augustus ever carried 
out his threat (Bammel 1968). 

The grammatical argument necessitated by any separa- 
tion of Quirinius from the ensus interprets the Lukan 
clause haut? apographé proté egeneto (2:2) adverbially as “this 
census was the first” (of two made by Quirinius) or “this 
census was before” (another made by Quirinius) (Turner 
1963: 32). It fails to account for the following genitive 
absolute, and is therefore unsatisfactory. 

Yet another approach has been to speculate that Quiri- 
nius held an earlier term of office as legate to Syria during 
which he conducted a census previous to the one with 
which Josephus concerns himself. Various inscriptions have 
been appealed to in support of such a reconstruction of 
Quirinius’ career, but classical scholarship remains uncon- 
vinced (see CHRONOLOGY (NT); QUIRINIUS). 

The census is mentioned again in Acts 5:37 in the course 
of a speech by Gamaliel tc the Sanhedrin. Here it is 
associated with the uprising instigated by Judas of Galilee, 
an association made repeatedly by Josephus (see JUDAS 
(PERSON) #10; ZEALOTS). A revolt by THEUDAS men- 
tioned in the previous verse (Acts 5:36) with the apparent 
implication that the two were contemporaries has been the 
source of further questions about Luke’s chronological 
precision. 
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Puiiie C. SCHMITZ 


CENTURION [Gk Kenturion]. See ROMAN ARMY. 


CEREMONIAL LAW. See LAW, (BIBLICAL AND 
ANE). 


CERINTHUS (PERSON) [Gk Kerinthos]. A gnostic 
teacher who lived in Asia Minor about 100 a.p. Irenaeus 
(Haer. 1.26.1) says that Cerinthus believed the world was 
created by a Power separated from and ignorant of the 
true God. He also taught that Jesus was the son of Joseph 
and Mary. At baptism the Christ descended on Jesus from 
the true God. He then proclaimed the unknown Father 
and performed miracles. Since Christ was a spiritual being 
incapable of suffering, he left Jesus before the crucifixion. 
Jesus suffered and rose again. 

Hippolytus (Haer. 7.33.1-2, 10.21.1-3) differs little 
from Irenaeus. He claims that Cerinthus was trained in 
the teaching of the Egyptians (see discussion in Wright, 
1984) and that he called the Power that created the world 
an angel. Pseudo-Tertullian (Haer. 3) adds that Cerinthus 
believed the Law was given by angels. According to Euse- 
bius’ sources (Hist. Eccl. 3.28.1-6; 7.25.1-3) Cerinthus 
taught that the kingdom of Christ would be set up on 
earth with its center in Jerusalem. Several sources associate 
Cerinthus with SIMON MAGUS or Carpocrates. 

Irenaeus also reports that John wrote his gospel against 
the teaching of Cerinthus (Haer. 3.11.1). He quotes Poly- 
carp as saying that one day when John was going to the 
‘bathhouse at Ephesus he heard that Cerinthus was there. 
John rushed out saying he was afraid the bath-house would 
fall because the enemy of truth was inside (Haer. 3:3.4). 
Eusebius knew some who claimed that Cerinthus wrote the 
Apocalypse of John (Hist. Eccl. 3.28.3—4). Epiphanius re- 
futed those who held that Cerinthus wrote the Apocalypse 
and the Gospel of John (Adv. Haeres. 51.3.6). 

Later writers tended to associate Cerinthus with the 
EBIONITES and describe him in Jewish—Christian terms. 
Epiphanius (Adv. Haeres 28.1—-8) says that Cerinthus be- 
lieved the Law and the Prophets were both given by angels, 
one of whom was the creator of the world, and that 
Cerinthus partially adhered to Judaism. He describes Ce- 
rinthus as one of the false apostles who promoted circum- 
cision and opposed Paul in the early church. Cerinthus’ 
followers are supposed to have had an edited version of 
Matthew’s gospel which they used to argue that Christians 
should keep the Law. The reliability of Epiphanius’ infor- 
mation is questionable. 

Primary sources for Cerinthus with English translation 
are included in the selections from the Church Fathers in 
Klijn and Reinink (1973: 101-273). Klijn and Reinink also 
have a good discussion of these sources (3-19). 


CHAEREAS 
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CHABRIS (PERSON) [Gk Chabris]. One of the elders of 
Bethulia (Jdt 6:15; 8:10; 10:16). He is also identified as 
the son of Gothoniel. The name Chabris is confined to the 
book of Judith, where at least 13 spelling variants are 
attested in the various Gk manuscripts. Given the number 
of variants, Moore (Judith AB), among others, has sug- 
gested that the name has been translated into Greek from 
a Hebrew name (possibly hbry?). This is possible but un- 
proven. Chabris always appears with his fellow elder Char- 
mis. He cannot be identified with any historical personage; 
the author’s purpose in using the name appears to have 
been to add interest and detail to the narrative. This is in 
keeping with the genre of the book of Judith. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


CHADIASANS [Gk Chadiasai]. A family which re- 
turned from Babylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:20). Al- 
though | Esdras is often assumed to have been compiled 
from Ezra and Nehemiah, this family does not appear 
among their lists of returning exiles (cf. Ezra 2; Neh 7). 
Omissions such as this also raise questions about 1 Esdras 
being used as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, 
problems associated with dating events and identifying 
persons described in | Esdras have cast doubt on the 
historicity of the text. Turner (/DB 1: 549) and LaSor (JDB 
1: 629) suggest that the family’s place of origin may have 
been KEDESH (Josh 15:23). 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CHAEREAS (PERSON) [Gk Chaireas]. Commander of 
the city of Gazara, brother of Timotheus (2 Macc 10:32, 
37). It is reported that Chaereas was killed with Timotheus 
and Apollophanes when Judas Maccabeus burned Gazara 
(2 Macc 10:32-38). This would suggest that Timotheus 
attacked Judea and then fled W to Gazara (biblical Gezer). 
However, the parallel account in 1 Macc 5:1—8 describes 
Judas as attacking Timotheus in his own territory of Am- 
mon. The last city mentioned in this attack is Jazer in 
Ammon. Goldstein (2 Maccabees AB, 393-94) presents a 
convincing argument that the correct reading behind the 
text of 2 Macc 10:32 is Jazer and not Gazara. Chaereas 
would then be the commander of Jazer, a city under 
Ammonite control. Josephus (Ant 12.8.1 §129) also follows 
1 Maccabees 5 and supports this conclusion. 
RussELL D. NELSON 


CHALDEA 


CHALDEA (PLACE) [Heb kasdim]. CHALDEANS. Bib- 
lical name for S Mesopotamia, the area associated with 
Babylon. 


A. The Forrn of the Name and Its Appearance in 
Genesis 

The distinction between the Heb kasdim (cf. also Aram) 
and the Gk chaldaioi (cf. also Akk kaldu) may be explained 
linguistically either as the “sibilant + d” being assimilated 
to ld in Akkadian (Millard 1977: 70-71), or as an original 
Arabic(?) consonant “d” lying behind both forms (Edzard 
RLA 5: 296). The LXX follows the Akkadian rather than 
the Hebrew/Aramaic spelling. The Chaldeans are associ- 
ated with Ur. where Haran, brother of Abram, died, and 
whence Terah, Abram, and their family set forth for 
Harran and Canaan (Gen 11:28, 31; 15:7; Acts 7:4). To 
Nahor, Abram’s other brother, was born Kemuel, father 
of Aram, anc. Chesed (Gen 22:22; cf. however Saggs 1960: 
208-09). The Hebrew consonants of Chesed and kasdim 
are identical. The association of Aram and the Chaldeans 
is also to be found in Jer 35:11, where Nebuchadnezzar’s 
army includes the army of the Chaldeans and the army of 
Aram. 


B. Other Biblical References 

The Chaldeans were a people with whom Judah sought 
an alliance which the prophets condemned using images 
of lust and harlotry (Ezek 16:29; 23:14—16). The Chal- 
deans were understood to have been brought against the 
people of Ged as a judgment (Job 1:17; Ezek 23:23; Hab 
1:6). The term is applied to the Neo-Babylonian army 
which brought to an end the kingdom of Judah (2 Kgs 
24:2; 25: 4, 5, 10, 13; 2 Chr 36:17; Jer 21:4; 22: 25; 32: 
4-5, 24-25, 28-29; 33:5, 43; 37: 5, 8-11, 13-14; 38:18—- 
19, 23; 39:8; 43:3; 52:7, 17) and who supervised the land 
afterward (2 Kgs 25:24—26; Jer 40:9-10; 41:3, 18). On the 
other hand, in Jer 21:9 and 38:2, the Chaldeans are viewed 
as a source of life for the besieged inhabitants of Jerusalem 
who are willing to surrender. Associated with Babylon in 
the prophetic oracles against that city, the Chaldeans re- 
gard Babylor. with pride (Isa 13:19). 

The land of Chaldea is used in parallelism with Babylon 
(Isa 47:1, 5; 48:14; Jer 25:12; 50:1; 51:35). It is the land 
to which the Judeans are sent (Ezek 12:13), where as exiles 
they reside (Ezek 1:3; 11:24), whose language and culture 
they are taught (Dan 1:4), and from whence they will 
return (Isa 48:20; Jer 24:5; 50:8) after God punishes it 
(Isa 43:14; Jer 50:10, 25, 35, 45; 51:4, 24, 54). In the MT, 
Isa 23:13 refers to the destruction of Chaldea by Assyria 
who used it for ships. The Chaldeans appear in Daniel 
where Darius is made king over Chaldea (Dan 9:1). The 
Chaldeans are among the royal counsellors of the Babylo- 
nian court (Dan 2:2, 4, 5, 10). In the Deuterocanonical 
narrative of Judith, the Chaldeans are a polytheistic people 
from whom Israel is descended (Jdt 5:6—7). 


C. Chaldean History 

As a distinct people, the Chaldeans appear in the 9th 
century B.c. in the land lying to the S of Babylonia and 
reaching to the borders of Elam (Oppenheim /DB 1:549— 
550). Although they are already well established when they 
appear (Brinkman CAH®: 287), their earlier origins are 
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uncertain. Neither the possible relationship of Chaldean 
with a Kassite name for Babylon, Karduniash, nor the 
presence of West Semitic personal names alongside the 
Akkadian ones, from the earliest 9th and 8th century 
sources, have proven conclusive (Brinkman 1968: 265- 
266). In Assyrian and later cuneiform sources the name 
appears as kal-da-a-a; kal-di; hal-du; ka-al-du; and kal-da-ni 
(Parpola 1970: 188-190; Zadok 1985: 191-192). Like their 
neighbors, the Arameans of S Babylonia (Dietrich 1970; 
Brinkman 1977), the Chaldeans possessed a tribal form of 
social organization, and in the Neo-Babylonian period no 
clear distinction can be made between the personal names 
of many of the Chaldeans «nd those of the Arameans; 
both may be identified as West Semitic (Zadok 1977: 10). 
However, the Chaldeans, with only five tribes (each of 
which was ruled by an individual tribal leader), were dis- 
tinct from the Arameans (Brinkman 1977: 306-307); the 
Chaldeans were wealthier, involved in trade and politics, 
and more urbanized (Brinkman CAH?: 288—90; cf. Edzard 
RLA 5: 291—92 for a survey oi the opinions on the relation- 
ship of these two groups). 

During the Neo-Assyrian period, when Babylon was 
politically and militarily dominated by Assyria, the Chal- 
deans often found their inierests in opposition to the 
Assyrians. Because of the presence of marshlands, Chal- 
dea, known as the Sealand, made an ideal center from 
which to wage a guerilla war .gainst the rulers of the Neo- 
Assyrian empire (Brinkman 1979: 244-25, 235--36). Often 
allied with Elam, Chaldean leaders were able to rise to 
positions of leadership in Babylon during periods of As- 
syrian weakness. One of the greatest of these figures was 
Merodach-Baladan II, who united the tribes of the Chal- 
deans and twice occupied the throne of Babylon during 
the latter 8th century B.c. He was able to lead delegations 
to other states such as Judah (2 Kgs 20:12-19), probably 
in order to organize a more widespread revolt against 
Sennacherib and the Assyria: empire of their day (Brink- 
man 1964: 33). By this time, the words Chaldean and 
Babylonian were becoming synonymous in biblical and 
other texts; indeed, in terms of language and writing, the 
Chaldeans were not distinct from the Babylonians. The 
8th century rise of the Chaldeans, their association with 
Babylon, and their international policy coincide with their 
earliest mention in the Hebrew prophets (cf. Saggs 1960: 
205-7). 

Assyrian dominance in the later 8th century is attested 
by deportations of nearly 250,000 Chaldeans during the 
reigns of Tiglath-Pileser II] and Sargon II; deportations 
which continued with Sennacherib (Brinkman 1979: 227). 
Although Assyria retained the upper hand, the domina- 
tion was not to outlast the 7th century. With the weakening 
of the empire following the death of Ashurbanipal, the 
Chaldeans under Nabopolassar gained the upper hand in 
Babylonia, allied with the Medes, and drove the Assyrians 
W to Harran and Carchemish where they were defeated 
in 605 s.c. Under his rulership, a Chaldean dynasty in 
Babylon ushered in the Neo-sabylonian empire (Wiseman 
1956; 1985). It was this empire that brought about the 
downfall of the Judean state in 587/586 B.c. 

The Chaldeans remained an influence in the adminis- 
tration of affairs in the empire and seemed to have gained 
a reputation for wisdom and counsel throughout the Per- 
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sian and even into the Hellenistic periods. We may observe 
the later tradition of Merodach-Baladan, who was said to 
have maintained a garden of exotic plants (supported by a 
contemporary list of 67 plants belonging to his garden) 
and to have had an observatory in Babylonia for purposes 
of astronomy (Brinkman 1964: 37, 40). Further, the begin- 
ning of careful historical, economic, and astronomical 
record keeping in Babylon in 747 B.c., roughly coincides 
with the rise of Chaldean influence, two events which later 
traditions were to relate to one another (Oates 1979: 112- 
113). 


Bibliography 

Brinkman, J. A. 1964. Merodach-Baladan II. Pp. 5-53 in Studies 
Presented to A. Leo Oppenheim June 7, 1964, ed. R. D. Biggs and 
J. A. Brinkman. Chicago. 

——~. 1968. A Political History of Post-Kassite Babylonia 1158-722 
B.C. AnOr 43. Rome. 

. 1977. Notes on Arameans and Chaldeans in Southern 

Babylonia in the Early Seventh Century B.C. Or. n.s. 46: 304— 

25. 

. 1979. Babylonia under the Assyrian Empire, 745-627 B.c. 

Pp. 223-50 in Power and Propaganda: A Symposium on Ancient 

Empires, ed. M. T. Larsen. Mesopotamia. Copenhagen Studies 

in Assyriology 7. Copenhagen. 

. 1984. Prelude to Empire. Babylonian Society and Politics, 747— 
626 B.C. Occasional Publications of the Babylonian Fund, 7. 
Philadelphia. 

Dietrich, M. 1970. Die Aramder Siidbabyloniens in der Sargonzeit (700— 
648). AOAT 7. Kevelaer. 

Millard, A. R. 1977. Daniel 1-6 and History. EvQ 49: 67-73. 

Oates, J. 1979. Babylon. London. 

Parpola, S. 1970. Neo-Assyrian Toponyms. AOAT 6. Kevelaer. 

Saggs, H. W. F. 1960. Ur of the Chaldees. A Problem of Identifica- 
tion. Irag 22: 200-9. 

Wiseman, D. J. 1956. Chronicles of the Chaldean Kings (626-556 B.C.) 
in the British Museum. London. 

. 1985. Nebuchadrezzar and Babylon. The Schweich Lectures 
of the British Academy 1983. Oxford. 

Zadok, R. 1977. On West Semites in Babylonia during the Chaldean and 
Achaemenian Periods. An Onomastic Study. Jerusalem. 

. 1985. Répertoire Géographie des Textes Cunéiformes VIII. Geo- 

graphical Names according to New- and Late-Babylonian Texts. Bei- 

hefte zum Tibinger Atlas des vorderen Orients B/7. Wiesba- 
den. 


RICHARD S. HEss 


CHALKSTONES. See GEOGRAPHY AND THE BI- 
BLE (PALESTINE). 


CHALPHI (PERSON) [Gk Chalphi]. Father of Judas, a 
commander of elite troops under the Hasmonaean Jona- 
than (1 Macc 11:70). Nothing is known about the ancestry 
or descent of this family. Even the rendering of this name 
in Greek and its derivation is uncertain. Josephus (Ant 
13.5.7.161) renders the name Chapsaios. Scholars have 
taken the Greek to be derived from the Hebrew root hip, 
meaning a child given in birth as a substitute for another 
(Swaim IDB 1: 551). Another possibility would be a native 
of the town Heleph in Naphtali (Josh 19:33). It is further 
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debated if the NT name Alphaeus (Gk alphaios), applied 
to the father of either Levi (Mark 2:14) or of James (Matt 
10:3; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13), is derived from 
the same Hebrew root as Chalphi (Swaim JDB 1: 551), ora 
Hebrew root Alp (BAGD, 41), or is a purely Greek name 
(Norris [DB 1: 96). 

RussE.LL D. NELSON 


CHAMPION. See DAVID’S CHAMPIONS. 


CHAPHENATHA (PLACE) [Gk Chaphenatha]. A 
name given to part of the wall of the city of Jerusalem on 
the valley to the E which is the Kidron (1 Macc 12:37). The 
actual location of the place is uncertain, and the exact 
derivation of the name is unknown. This opens the topic 
to speculation and scholars offer various solutions. Torrey 
(1934: 32-33) reads caph henatha as “the bend of the 
fountains” and identifies the spot with the curved portion 
of the wall which ran from the Virgin’s Fountain to the 
Pool of Siloam which was commonly referred to as a 
fountain (Neh 2:14; 3:15). Odelain and Seguineau (1981: 
82, 283) think it possibly means a new quarter NW of the 
temple to which the city expanded (2 Kgs 22:14; Zeph 
1:10). In the time of the Maccabean War, Jonathan (160 
B.C.E.) sought to fortify Jerusalem and to build a rampart 
between the city and the citadel to prevent the garrison 
from having commercial transaction with the city (1 Macc 
12:35-37). The suggestion of Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 
465) that Chaphenatha derives from an Aramaic root 
meaning “hunger,” may suggest an attempt to starve out 
the citadel, but this is purely speculation. Josephus does 
not speak of this wall by name, though he refers to Siloam 
as a fountain of sweet and abundant water (JW 5.4.1 §140). 
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CHARAX (PLACE) [Gk Charax]. Ostensibly a town or 
city located in Gilead. The name appears only in 2 Macc 
12:17 as a place where Jews known as Toubiani lived or 
had sought refuge, whom Judas Maccabeus subsequently 
transported to Judah for their safety during the early years 
of the Maccabean revolt (2 Macc 12:13—28; cf. the corre- 
sponding account in 1 Macc 5:24-51). The Gk common 
noun charax has the basic meaning of “stake” and, by 
extension, “palisade;” it was used to designate either a fort 
or a siege-enclosure (the latter in Luke 19:43, the only 
occurrence of the word in the NT); and in the LXX charax 
translates any of several Heb words relating to fortifica- 
tions or siegeworks. In the Greco-Roman world military 
camps and marketplaces occasionally bore this name (see 
L. Biirchner et al., PW 3:2121—2124). If the place name 
had a strictly Greek origin, it may have been a Seleucid 
fortification that later developed into a regional market 
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town. By coincidence there was, however, a semitic noun 
karak(a) (frora the root &rk, “to encircle, fortify”), meaning 
“fortification,” “city,” “capital,” or “mercantile center,” 
which occasionally appears as a place name in the Levant, 
e.g., the Mozbite capital of Karak Moab, transliterated in 
Greek texts as Charachméba (or Charakmoéba). The similarity 
of the two terms in both sound and meaning may have 
given rise to some confusion in antiquity. Abel (1949: 98, 
436) identifies the site referred to in 2 Maccabees as the 
present village of el-Kerak (M.R. 217066). Goldstein (2 
Maccabees AB, 440) argues that 2 Maccabees does not refer 
to a place naned Charax at all, but erroneously alludes to 
the “palisaded camp,” i.e., fortress palace, at Araq el-Emir, 
the seat of the Tobiad dynasty in Ammonitis. 


Bibliography 
Abel, F. -M. 1949. Les livres des Maccabées. Paris. 
RoBERT HousTON SMITH 


CHAREA (PERSON) (Gk Charea]. See HARSHA (PER- 
SON). 


CHARIOTS. Two-wheeled vehicles used throughout 
the ANE in warfare, hunting, and travel. 


A. Egyptian Chariots 
B. Levantine Chariots 
C. The Origin and History of the Chariot 


A. Egyptian Chariots 

The basic design of the first chariots mentioned in the 
Bible, the Ezyptian chariots of Gen 41:46; 46:29; and 
Exodus 14, must have been very similar to that of the 
chariots of the immediately preceding 18th Dyn.—the only 
chariots that have been preserved. These are the six from 
the tomb of Tutankhamen, the chariot box of Thutmosis 
IV, and the chariot of Yuia and Tuiu, which, although 
smaller and ipparently hand-drawn, is constructed on the 
same principal. All of them are in the Egyptian Museum 
in Cairo. To this list should be added a chariot from an 
unknown tomb at Thebes, now in the Museo Archeologico 
in Florence, and a wheel hub with fragmentary spokes 
from the chariot of Amenophis II], in the Ashmolean 
Museum, Oxford. Further information is furnished by 
temple and tomb reliefs and wall paintings, showing such 
vehicles primarily in military or hunting scenes (Littauer 
and Crouwel 1985: 1-2, 67-69, 69: n. 4). Although there 
are no actual remains of chariots from the Ramesside 
period, reliefs of the era depict vehicles identical with the 
18th-Dyn. ones, varying only slightly in the armament they 
carry (Yadin 1963: 232). 

These chariots were light, open vehicles, with two spoked 
wheels; they were drawn by a pair of horses placed under 
a yoke at the end of the draft pole. There was just enough 
room for two men—the driver and the archer—to stand 
abreast. The floor plan was in the form of a capital D 
approximate.y 1 m wide by 0.5 m deep (from front to 
back). The floor was framed by one or two curved, heat- 
bent members and a straight, rear floor bar. The chariots 
were entirely open at the rear for ready access and egress. 
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The light breastwork was framed by a rail of heat-bent 
wood that usually reached hip height. 

The wooden axle ran under the rear of the vehicle 
(although in some representations it was convenient to 
show it somewhat farther forward). The wheels, which 
revolved freely on the axle, were of unique construction. 
The spokes were formed by the two equal sides of an 
isosceles triangle (with an apex of 60° for a six-spoked 
wheel or 90° for a four-spoked one). The legs of the angle 
(the half spokes) were joined back-to-back with those of 
the adjacent angles to form whole spokes, elliptical in 
section. The apices of the triangles either formed an 
integral part of the nave, as in the Ashmolean fragment 
(Western 1973), or they nestled in the bays of a casing 
surrounding the nave, as in the chariots in Cairo. The 
naves were further extended on either side of the wheel 
by flanges. The spoke ends were morticed into the rim, or 
felloe, which was composec| of two unequal lengths of 
heat-bent wood, beveled and overlapping at the ends. The 
nave and spokehead area was consolidated by glue and 
rawhide; the latter, when applied wet, has a compressing 
effect as it dries. The felloe ends were bound at their 
overlaps with rawhide. A rawhide tire, also undoubtedly 
shrunk on, helped to consolidate the whole, as well as to 
protect the tread of the wheels. In some cases the latter 
were also protected by a wooden “tire” in sections, flush 
with the rim and with a rawhide tire outside it (Littauer 
and Crouwel 1985: 76—79). 

Rawhide again was the material used to lash the parts of 
the floor frame and the rear floor bar together, and the 
interwoven thongs formed a light, resilient flooring in an 
otherwise springless vehicle. ‘This webbing also maintained 
tension on the bent wood of «he floor frame and helped it 
to keep its shape. 

It is noteworthy that such a construction method would 
have been practical only in a dry climate, since rawhide is 
susceptible to dampness. Protection against moisture is 
indeed implied by the birchbark covering of the rawhide 
bindings on certain chariots, birchbark having waterproof- 
ing properties. Since this material is not native to Egypt, 
the nearest source being E Anatolia, it seems likely that 
this design of wheel originated farther E and N as did, 
indeed, the chariot itself. 

The wheels were secured cn the axle arms by linch pins 
of wood, boiled leather, or bronze. The latter, the bronze 
nave hoops on some wheels and the bronze wire sometimes 
used to bind the ends of felloes with wooden tires, consti- 
tute the only metal parts of the chariot itself that were not 
purely decorative. Thus the vehicle was held together by a 
tough, resilient bonding material—rawhide—that could 
not be jolted loose in rough going, as could metal parts. 

To compensate for the instability resulting from the 
lightness of the vehicle, the track was very wide (1.51—1.8 
m). This also permitted long naves (0.32—0.44 m). These 
helped to reduce the tendency of a wooden wheel to 
wobble on a wooden axle, where it would not fit as snuggly 
as modern wheels with metal-lined naves can fit on metal 
axle arms. To help reduce friction and squeaking, the 
naves were lined with leather and appear to have been 
greased. 

The chariot body had a siding around the front and the 
two sides; this was fenestrated in a manner that made it 
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resemble a butcher’s apron. In the majority of chariots this 
siding was probably of leather, of which traces remain; in 
the parade chariots it was of thin wood, which was coated 
with gesso molded in a design and gilded (two chariots of 
Tutankhamen) or silvered (chariot of Thutmosis IV) (Lit- 
tauer and Crouwel 1985: pls 9, 17, 47). 

The draft pole ran back all the way under the chariot 
floor, its flattened end fitting in an open, horizontal, U- 
shaped socket beneath the rear floor bar. This prevented 
horizontal movement and the consequent stress on the 
only area of attachment, which was to the floor frame at 
center front. Here it was secured by rawhide bindings and, 
after describing a flattened S curve, ran forward and 
upward to the yoke. Slender wooden rods joining the front 
rail to the pole a short distance before the body provided 
support for the front breastwork and reinforced the at- 
tachment of pole to chariot, which was susceptible to 
stress—particularly in rough going or on turns. Some- 
times, however, if we are to judge from representations, 
the connection was of leather and could have served only 
the latter purpose. 

The pole ran forward diagonally to a yoke, which was 
secured on top by a peg and lashings. A pair of straps ran 
out from an area on the pole, one to either arm of the 
yoke, and kept it from swiveling on the pole. The yoke, 
originally devised for bovid draft, lay on the neck directly 
in front of the withers, and was adapted to horses’ confor- 
mation by yoke saddles (Littauer 1968: 27-31). These were 
lashed by their “handles” to the yoke arms, and their “legs” 
lay along the horses’ shoulders and took much of the pull. 
Their ends were joined by a crescentic strap that crossed 
the front of the neck and kept the saddles in place. A slack 
strap ran from each outer yoke-saddle end and under the 
horse’s belly to a point near the end of the pole. This 
served as a backing element, since there was no breaching 
strap (Spruytte 1983: 28). 

The 18th-Dyn. Egyptian chariots carried as armament 
two bow cases; to these were added under the Ramessides 
a pair of short spears or javelins—-never shown in use. 
They may have been for close fighting should the chariot 
be brought to a standstill. The warrior wore a long, protec- 
tive tunic of lamellar armor; his head was bare. The driver 
carried a small rectangular shield. In battle, the reins were 
tied around the warrior’s hips, while the driver with one 
hand held up a small shield to protect his companion’s 
face and, with the other hand, exercised directional con- 
trol over the reins in front of the warrior. Both, in a sense, 
“hung on by the horses’ mouths.” (Metal horse bits—either 
of plain bar or jointed-shaffle type—begin to be docu- 
mented in this period.) 


B. Levantine Chariots 

Levantine chariots, shown in battle or brought as booty 
or tribute to Egypt, usually appear almost identical to the 
Egyptian ones. Those of the Hittites or their Levantine 
allies at the battle of Kedesh (1286/1285 B.c.) are, however, 
shown as carrying three men: driver, shield bearer, and 
javelin thrower. They must have been deeper front-to-back 
than the Egyptian ones and their sidings are not fenes- 
trated but solid. 

The close relationship of chariots in the Egyptian/Near 
Eastern area may be materially supported by a recent find 
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of the remains of a wheel of the unique “Egyptian” con- 
struction, in a 13th-century B.c. context at Lidar in SE 
Anatolia (H. Hauptmann, personal communication). From 
about the same period we also have evidence of a simpler 
and more familiar wheel construction. Wheels found in 
water-logged burials on the shores of Lake Sevan in Ar- 
menia had 28 spokes merely morticed into a barrel nave, 
although their felloes still consisted of two lengths of heat- 
bent wood. They belonged to light carts in which the 
occupants apparently sat, and which could not properly 
be called chariots (Piggott 1983: 95-96). 


C. The Origin and History of the Chariot 

These superbly designed Late Bronze Age chariots 
could not have come into existence without a long line of 
development behind them that stretched back at least to 
the Uruk period in S Mesopotamia in the later 4th millen- 
nium B.c. Here we find our first evidence of wheeled 
vehicles, in the form of pictographs on clay tablets. The 
latter show both sledges and what appear to be sledges 
mounted on four disk wheels (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 
12). More detailed information comes from the ED period 
(first half of the 3d millennium s.c.) in the form of bas- 
reliefs, painted pottery, shell mosaics, or models in the 
round. From this period also come the first remains of 
buried vehicles (chiefly in the form of impressions in the 
soil) in tombs at Kish and Ur. The wheel area has fur- 
nished the most definite—and certainly the most impor- 
tant—information. It reveals technical advances that sug- 
gest an earlier, intensive, trial-and-error period. The 
wheels already revolve differentially on a fixed axle, in- 
stead of being fixed on a revolving axle—the more primi- 
tive system. This not only facilitates turning, but helps to 
cope with uneven terrain. The disk wheels, moreover, were 
no longer made of single pieces, whether of slices cut 
across the grain or with it. A disk cut across the trunk 
would probably have been the first thing to suggest itself. 
Owing to the nature of tree growth, however, with its 
spongy heart wood, annual rings, and exterior sapwood 
and cambium, this method would soon have proven im- 
practical. It would, moreover have limited wheel diameters 
to the size of trunks that could be worked with the means 
available. A solid cut lengthwise of the trunk (i.e. with the 
grain), while quite viable, would have been limited in size 
for the same reason. Hence a technique was worked out by 
which the wheel was made from three pieces of wood 
vertically cut: a wide central plank, through the center of 
which the axle arm passed, and two quarter moons flank- 
ing it on either side, the whole held together by external 
battens or thongs. 

There were four-wheeled vehicles and two-wheeled 
ones, none of which could yet properly be called “chari- 
ots.” The four-wheelers are indeed often depicted in battle 
scenes, but more than one factor must have discouraged 
this use, and after the middle of the 3d millennium B.c., 
they are no longer shown in military contexts. Without a 
horizontally swiveling front axle, the rear wheels of a four- 
wheeler cannot follow in the tracks of the front ones and 
are forced to skid, unless the turning is in a very wide arc. 
To keep the skidding to a minimum, the vehicles were 
made very short and narrow. There was just room for the 
driver and warrior to stand one behind the other, the 
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driver necessarily in front. This would hardly make for an 
efficient instrument of war. Moreover, although the psy- 
chological impact of the first use of wheeled vehicles in 
battle may originally have had a daunting effect on the 
enemy, this would have worn off with familiarity. The 
frequently drawn parallel between these four-wheelers 
and modern tanks is quite invalid. In the tank the person- 
nel and the motive power are both protected, whereas here 
both men and animals were highly exposed. While the 
tank can negotiate a variety of rough terrain, these vehicles 
were limited to smooth and level ground (Littauer and 
Crouwel 1979: 32-33). 

The two-wheelers, of which there were two body types, 
are never shown in unquestionably military contexts, and 
since they could carry only one person, this is not surpris- 
ing (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 21). 

Draft powe: in the 3d millennium B.c. consisted—apart 
from bovids--—of teams of (usually) four equids under 
yoke, attached to a central draft pole. These were either 
domesticated donkeys (of which there is already evidence 
at this time) or hybrids. The latter are most likely to have 
been donkey crosses—either with a small local equid, 
Equus hemionus (similar to an onager), or with true horses. 
The latter animal was beginning to make its way S from 
the Pontic steppe, where it had been domesticated in the 
previous millennium (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 23--28, 
4]~43). 

It was just before and around 2000 B.c. that new types 
of wheels and vehicles began to appear and to develop 
rapidly. The first evidence of an attempt to lighten the 
clumsy disk wheel was found on a cylinder seal from Tepe 
Hissar in north-central Iran (Littauer and Crouwel 1979: 
fig. 21). This “cross-bar” wheel was not yet a spoked one, 
nor did it prove suitable for speed, but it is still in use 
today with slow-moving, ox-drawn vehicles in several parts 
of the world (Littauer and Crouwel 1977: 95-105). By 
about the turn of the millennium, this type of wheel was 
also used in central Anatolia, along with the first, truly 
spoked wheel. At the same time, a two-wheeler, with a 
light, railed body of different design from the previous 
ones, appeared. It was drawn by a team of only two equids 
that seemed to be horses rather than donkeys or hybrids. 
By the 18th—17th centuries B.c. Syrian cylinder seals began 
to show a variety of such light, horse-drawn vehicles with 
two-spoked wheels, demonstrating a period of lively ex per- 
iment and ac.vance—all tending toward the Late Bronze 
Age chariots we have described. For the first time, a chariot 
carried a man with a bow—that chariot weapon par excel- 
lence. And a chariot in which two could stand abreasi—a 
requisite for efficient military performance—appeared. 
These developments took place in the Near East itself; 
there is no need for the popular theory of an invasion of 
horse-drawn chariots from the N steppe (Littauer and 
Crouwel 197°: 68-71). 

The light, “ast chariots of the period of the Exodus in 
the Near East and Egypt were used for warfare, hunting, 
parade, and travel. In warfare, when manned by archers, 
as they very often were, they constituted a mobile platform 
from which to fire volleys of arrows—particularly effective 
in softening up enemy infantry. Javelins or short, light 
spears could also be used as distance weapons and could 
serve for thrusting if the chariot were brought to a stand- 
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still. In both cases the char:ots served as flanking and 
pursuing arms. It should be emphasized that frontal at- 
tacks by squadrons of charicts would have been self-de- 
feating, with easily injured animals and wheels locking 
with enemy wheels (the long naves here would be a liabil- 
ity). Fairly smooth and level terrain was essential for the 
deployment of chariots. This limitation also applied to 
hunting use. Game would be driven by beaters across the 
path of the chariot over chosen ground. In Egypt, the 
Pharaoh and royal family were conveyed in chariots in a 
procession to the temple on a feast day. While travel is 
implied by various texts (many of them nonbiblical), its 
practicality, and certainly its comfort, may be questioned 
for periods before the introduction of the front-to-back 
division (see below). But to travel on animal back was 
considered beneath the dignity of members of a privileged 
class, and man will suffer much to preserve his status and 
prestige. 

Later actual chariot remains in the Near East are scanty 
or, at best, only fragmentary, and pictorial evidence is 
largely wanting for something over 200 years after Ra- 
messes III in the early 12th century B.c. 

During the tribal period, the Israelites had neither use 
for nor the means of producing and maintaining chari- 
otry. The rugged interior terrain they occupied would 
have been as unsuitable for their own chariots as for those 
of the enemy. Only the important states of the time, with 
their resources, organization, and technical skills, could 
have produced and sustained a chariot corps, with its 
specially trained wheelwrights, drivers, warriors, and 
draught teams. Hence the first chariots mentioned after 
the Egyptian ones of Exodus are not Israelite, but the 
“iron” chariots of Sisera and the Canaanites and their 
allies (Joshua 11, 17, 24; Judges 1, 4, 5). We would assume 
that the chariots of this period would still be very like those 
illustrated under Ramesses I{I, although there was a de- 
velopment toward what we see in 9th century B.c. Assyria, 
and perhaps rather rapidly. The repeated stress on “iron” 
is puzzling, but must reflect some actual iron component 
of the chariot—no matter how small. This may have 
seemed remarkable to the Israelites, who had no iron 
themselves at the time (CAH 2/2: 516), and to whom even 
a small amount might have been sufficient to categorize 
the whole vehicle. 

As we have seen, metal (even bronze) was rarely and 
sparingly used in Egyptian chariots, and iron was in gen- 
eral use in Egypt only very late. We should look in the 
opposite direction for this innovation—to the Neo-Hittite 
states of N Syria and to Assyria, in close proximity to 
Anatolia, where iron was already mined and used. Unfor- 
tunately, our earliest satisfactory chariot representations 
from these regions do not appear before the early 9th 
century B.c. The most suitable areas in the chariot for 
reinforcement by iron were the wheels and the pole-and- 
chariot-front connection. These were precisely the parts 
where iron may have been used on chariots under the 
Assyrian king Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 B.c.). Three 
wide wooden tires or felloes appear to have been set 
around a grooved rim so narrow it was more likely to have 
been of metal than of wood. Is outer face would have been 
channeled to receive the felloes, just as the surviving 
wheels of some cult vehicles from W Europe had chan- 
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neled bronze rims for this purpose. The short, rodlike 
connection between the chariot front and the pole could 
also be of iron, adding greatly to its strength in this area 
of stress. It is doubtful that much more iron than this was 
employed. Iron was not yet a cheap commodity and its 
added weight in the chariot might not have been welcome. 
May we then assume that the chariots of Sisera resembled 
the 9th-century B.c. Neo-Hittite and Assyrian ones in 
general? It is impossible to say. 

If the Israelites themselves had chariots, it was no earlier 
than the reign of David; their mention in ] Samuel may 
not indicate anything more than the personal chariots 
appropriate to the status of oriental royalty (Yadin 1963: 
284-85). It is clear that Solomon made efforts to build up 
an important chariotry. However, the discrepancies be- 
tween the 40,000 “stalls for horses and chariots” of 1 Kgs 
4:26, the 4000 of 2 Chr 9:25, and the 1400 chariots of 1 
Kgs 10:26 are confusing and certainly point to the hyper- 
bola typical of the scribes of the period. Yadin (1963: 286) 
suggests a force of 500 chariots, although Schulman (1979: 
142) accepts the 1400 in a study that in general tends to 
deflate the numbers of Egyptian and Near Eastern chari- 
otry. A yet thornier question is that of Solomon’s “chariot 
cities” (i.e. his stables and carriage houses). The building 
at Megiddo originally identified as “Solomon’s stable” is 
now known to belong to the period of Ahab (Yadin 1963: 
286). The same function has been attributed to several 
smaller buildings of similar construction at other sites, but 
this hypothesis has been challenged (Pritchard 1970: 268— 
76, Herzog 1973: 23-30). 

The largest body of documentation for 9th to 7th cen- 
turies B.c. comes from Assyria. Aside from texts, this 
consists of extensive bas-reliefs, a few painted murals, 
several ivory plaques and cylinder seals, all of which are in 
strict profile view. Thus some of the proportions have to 
be extrapolated from models in the round or from frag- 
mentary remains of similar vehicles found in Cyprus and 
elsewhere dating from the 8th century B.c. and later. 

The chariots of the reigns of Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 
B.C.) and Shalmaneser III (858-824 B.c.) appear in Assyr- 
ian reliefs as identical. They preserved the features of the 
Egyptian chariot listed above, but varied from these in 
having a solid siding and smaller wheels with wider felloes. 
Since axles were placed directly beneath the floor, the 
reduced wheel diameter would have lowered the chariot. 
The body, to judge from models found in Cyprus, the 
Levant, and Transcaucasia, was strengthened by a support 
down the center. This bar ran from the front breastwork 
back to a vertical post or loop rising from the rear floor 
bar (Littauer 1976: 221-22), which provided a handhold 
for mounting and helped to prevent the crew from jostling 
each other. The loop or post at the rear seems often to 
have carried an extra shield, which may have provided 
partial rear closure. 

The two-horse team of earlier times had disappeared. 
These chariots had teams of three or four, with only two 
horses under yoke, and the extra horse(s) attached loosely 
as outriggers. The chariots, however, still appear to func- 
tion as fast, mobile platforms in warfare. Crossed quivers 
contained bows, arrows, and sometimes axes, and a short 
spear was carried at the rear of the vehicle; the latter two 
(close-range) weapons were for use dismounted or from a 
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standing chariot, as was probably the shield carried at the 
rear. Both crew and horses might have worn protective 
armor. 


_. _By-the time of Tiglath-Pileser III (744—727 B.c.), chariot 


bodies became rectangular and may have been covered 
with metal. Wheels were larger and usually had eight 
spokes. The quivers were hung vertically at each front 
corner of the body, and although the spear was still carried 
at the rear, there was no sign of the shield. There may 
have been a door at the rear and the shield may have been 
carried inside. The chariots had a complement of three— 
a driver and two warriors. 

Chariots of Sargon II (721-705 B.c.), Sennacherib (704— 
681 B.c.), and Ashurbanipal (668-627 B.c.) were almost 
identical. They did not differ greatly from those of Tig- 
lath-Pileser III except in having a larger body and an 
undoubted door closure at the rear. The wheels were 
larger and their treads were often studded. War and hunt- 
ing chariots may have carried a complement of four, in the 
former case consisting of a driver, an archer, and two 
shield bearers. Although only one horse is shown in some 
depictions, these were four-horse chariots with a single 
draft pole and a fitted yoke, as we know from the depic- 
tions of unharnessed vehicles. 

The Assyrian chariots of the later 8th and 7th centuries 
B.c. still appeared to be primarily firing platforms for 
archers in warfare, although less mobile than before as a 
result of increased size, heavier construction, and the 
limitations imposed by four horses under yoke. Better 
armed and protected, they were sometimes depicted as 
stationary firing platforms. Mounted troops were by now 
taking over the traditional role of the light, fast chariotry. 

Royal chariot hunts were still taking place, with the aid 
of beaters and even special game parks. Chariots were also 
used for ceremonial purposes, sometimes carrying a para- 
sol—_the prerogative of royalty. 

Unfortunately, despite all the references to chariots in 
the OT, there are not even fragmentary remains from 
Palestine. And the only representation of a Palestinian 
chariot is on an Assyrian relief of the conquest of Lachish 
by Sennacherib. Here, a chariot being carried off as booty 
by Assyrian soldiers is shown as indistinguishable from the 
Assyrian chariots. It is impossible to tell how accurately the 
Assyrian artist rendered a foreign chariot. In periods of 
active warfare, however, enemies were apt to copy each 
other’s developments in military material. Moreover, there 
is recent textual evidence that horses from Kush (Nubia) 
were being imported by Assyria in the late 8th and 7th 
centuries B.c. via Samaria, where they were being trained 
specifically for chariot use (Dalley 1985: 43—48). 

From the Persian period, the Levant offers only meager 
documentation in the form of representations of chariots 
on coins struck at Sidon under the Achaemenid domina- 
tion. These resemble the Persian chariots on the reliefs at 
Persepolis and on some Persian cylinder seals. The floor 
plan is rectangular, the body spacious, the siding solid. 
The axle is fixed close to the rear and the large wheels are 
twelve-spoked. From models in the round we know that 
the front-to-back division down the center still obtained 
and was indeed broad enough at this time to furnish a seat 
on which one could sit sideways. The adaptation of this 
feature to sitting may possibly go much farther back. 
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There is mention in 2 Kings 5 (among other places) of 
what seems to be simply traveling in a chariot. This could 
be very fatiguing if one had to balance standing for hours 
in a jolting vehicle without the stimulus of battle to keep 
one alert. 

Of the Persian and Seleucid chariots with scythed 
wheels, mentioned in texts, which have fascinated poster- 
ity, there are no representations. Indeed, their role at the 
time must have been more psychological than practically 
effective, to judge from accounts of such battles as Cunaxa 
(401 B.c.) and Gaugamela (331 B.c.). In the former, they 
faced Greek mercenaries under Cyrus the Younger, and 
in the latter, Alexander’s troops, but being heavy and 
clumsy, they were easily outmaneuvered and destroyed. 
These scythed and armored chariots represented an un- 
successful attempt to cope with the greatly increased num- 
ber and importance of mounted troops. The military 
chariot was on its way out. 

Under the Seleucids, the heirs of Alexander, who cccu- 
pied Palestine from 199-165 B.c., Greek games were held, 
and these must have included chariot racing. These games 
were continued by at least some of the Roman governors, 
for Herod held them quinquennially. The Roman circus, 
with its permanent and monumental structure, only came 
to the Levart in the early 2d century a.p. (Humphrey 
1986: 477, 529-33). 

Travel by chariot was perhaps more convenient, with a 
seat when needed, and there were probably better routes. 
On the other hand, covered two-wheeled carts and four- 
wheeled wagons are attested in the Near East, dating as 
far back as the 3d millennium s.c. and seem to have 
offered an alternative—if slower—travel conveyance (Lit- 
tauer and Crouwel 1979; Crouwel 1985). 
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CHARISMATA. See HOLY SPIRIT; GIFTS, SPIRI- 
TUAL. 


CHARITY. See LOVE (NT AND EARLY JEWISH 
LITERATURE). 


CHARMER. See MAGIC ‘OT). 


CHARMIS (PERSON) [Gk Charmis}. One of the elders 
of Bethuliah (Jdt 6:15, 8:10, 10:6). He is also identified as 
the son of Melchiel. His name is a translation into Greek 
of the Hebrew name “Carmi” (Heb karmi), which appears 
in, e.g., Gen 46:9, Josh 7:1, Exod 6:14. He always appears 
with his fellow elder Chabris. Charmis cannot be identified 
with any historical personage; the author’s purpose in 
using the name appears to have been to add detail and 
interest to the narrative. This is in keeping with the genre 
of the book of Judith. 
Sipnig ANN WHITE 


CHASING. See JEWELRY. 


CHASPHO (PLACE) [Gk Chaspho]. One of five cities in 
Gilead in which Jews were taken captive by the Gentile 
citizens (1 Macc 5:26). The location of Chaspho is not 
definitely known, but two sites are often suggested: el- 
Mezerib on the Yarmuk (cf. Simons, GTTOT, 423-24; and 
Abel 1923: 519) or Khisfin, J: of the Sea of Galilee (MBA, 
map 189; and Grollenberg 1956: map 31). The city is 
probably the same as Caspin, whose destruction is detailed 
in 2 Macc 12:13-16. Goldstein (1 Maccabees AB, 301) 
suggests that the uncertainty over the first letter of the 
city’s name (kappa or chi) derives from Greek translitera- 
tions of the original name ‘spw. Heb and Aram kap is 
usually transliterated by Gk chi, but the local inhabitants 
may not have aspirated the consonant when pronouncing 
the name of their town, giving rise to an alternate spelling 
with a kappa. The same lack of aspiration may have given 
rise to differences in transliterating the pe as well. The 
final “-in” of Kaspin may be an Arabic form of the final 
waw. 

The Maccabean Revolt met with early success, including 
retaking the temple in 164 B.c., which led to Gentile 
reprisals. Many Jews in Gilead fled to a stronghold at the 
city of Dathema, from which they sent word to Judas for 
help. En route to rescue the refugees, Judas learned from 
a group of Nabateans that other Jews were under attack in 
the cities of Bozrah, Bosor-in-Alema, Chaspho, Maked, 
Carnaim, as well as other ciiies (1 Macc 5:24--27). Judas 
defeated the Gentiles in Bozrah and Dathema before turn- 
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ing his attention to Chaspho. Assuming Kaspin in 2 Macc 
12:13-16 to be Chaspho, one finds elaborations upon the 
defenses of the town and the extent of bloodshed in the 
battle. That account, however, makes no mention of Gen- 
tile persecution in Gilead and moves awkwardly from an 
account of victories at Joppa and Jamnia to a battle with 
Arabs and the attack upon Kaspin. The differences in the 
accounts in 1 and 2 Maccabees may be due to special 
pleading on the parts of the authors (i.e., 1 Maccabees was 
written by a Hasmonean propagandist, while 2 Maccabees 
was more open to contacts with Greeks) or defective ac- 
counts received by the author of 2 Maccabees (Goldstein 2 
Maccabees AB, 432-35). 
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Pau L. ReppittT 


CHEBAR (PLACE) [Heb £éb4r]. A Mesopotamian water- 
course mentioned eight times in the book of Ezekiel (1:1, 
3; 3:15, 23; 10:15, 20, 22; 43:3). The Hebrew phrase in 
which it always occurs, néhar kébér, is translated “river 
Chebar” in RSV, but the Chebar was actually a canal. Its 
ancient course left the Euphrates River N of Babylon and 
flowed 60 miles SE through the vicinity of ancient Nippur, 
rejoining the Euphrates S of Warka (biblical Erech). 

It was beside the Chebar canal, as a member of a settle- 
ment of Judean exiles there (Ezek 1:1), that Ezekiel had 
the vision inaugurating the book of his prophecies (1:4— 
16). This or another settlement of exiles near the Chebar 
was called TEL-ABIB (3:15). The Chebar was undoubt- 
edly one among the nahdrét babel “waters of Babylon” by 
which Judean exiles wept (Ps 137:1). 

The canal is referred to in cuneiform documents of the 
5th century B.c.c. from the Nippur region (see MURA- 
SHU, ARCHIVE OF), spelled 4a-ba-ru (Hilprecht and Clay 
1898 [= BE] text no. 9.84; on the texts, see Zadok 1978: 
287). Large manors and date palm groves were located 
along its course, and the names of several settlements near 
the Chebar are attested. The Chebar is probably the mod- 
ern Shatt el-Nil, a silted-up watercourse that once ran E 
from Babylon and merged with a canal coming down from 
the Sippar region near Baghdad, continuing S to Nippur 
and Warka (Vogt 1958: 212). It was probably navigable at 
one time. 

The Chebar is not the same as the Habur River (some- 
times spelled Khabur), a tributary of the Euphrates in N 
Mesopotamia (see HABOR). 
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CHECKER WORK. An English term that translates 
three Hebrew words. Two of these are apparently derived 
from the root 36s, which in Late Hebrew means to decorate 
something with a pattern. In Exod 28:4 (taibés) and 28:39 
(Pi‘el perfect verb) “checker work” designates an ornamen- 
tal aspect of the tunic worn by the high priest. It may 
indicate some texture-giving process, such as embroidery. 
In any case, this ornamentation is used only for Aaron’s 
garment and so contributes to the presentation of special 
priestly garb, of the best quality, reserved only for the 
high priest, the holiest of the servants of Yahweh in the 
tabernacle. The third word rendered “checker work” (Heb 
sébaké; 1 Kgs 7:17) also represents an artistic decoration, 
the exact nature of which cannot be determined. The 
temple texts in 1 Kings describe the elaborate capitals 
surmounting Jachin and Boaz at the entry to the temple’s 
forecourt. These large and symbolic architectural features 
are heavily adorned, including with “checker work with 
wreaths of chain work.” 
CAROL MEYERS 


CHEDORLAOMER (PERSON) [Heb kedorla‘omer]. 
King of Elam (Gen 14:1, 4, 5, 9, 17) and the leader of a 
coalition of four kings (the other three were Amraphel 
king of Shinar, Arioch king of Ellasar, and Tidal king of 
Goiim). The kings of Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, 
and Bela (Zoar) had served him twelve years before rebel- 
ling in the thirteenth year. In the fourteenth year, Che- 
dorlaomer and his three allies came and defeated the 
Rephaim, Zuzim, Emim, Horites, Amalekites, Amorites, 
and finally the aforementioned five kings in a battle in the 
Valley of Siddim. They plundered Sodom and Gomorrah 
and took away Abram’s nephew Lot, but on their way back 
were defeated by Abram and lost all of their booty. 


A. The Name 

The very peculiar Genesis 14 has long attracted the 
attention of biblical scholars and historians of the ANE 
who have tried to identify the four eastern kings and to 
clarify the historical background of the narrative. The 
name “Chedorlaomer” (which, as shown by the form in 
LXX, chodollogomor, was pronounced with a gayin) was 
found to be genuinely Elamite; both of its elements, kudur 
(Akk rendering of Elamite kutir) and the DN Lagamar, 
occur in Elamite royal names. But no king of Elam named 
*Kutir/Kudur-Lagamar is attested, nor is there the slightest 
evidence of Elamite political or military engagement in 
Palestine at any time in history. The key to understanding 
this name (as well as the names of his three confederates) 
is provided by the so-called “Chedorlaomer texts” (or 
“Spartoli tablets”). 
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B. The “Chedorlaomer Texts” 

1. General Description. Th. G. Pinches (1897) pub- 
lished, from a collection of late Babylonian tablets in the 
British Museum purchased from a dealer named Spartoli, 
three tablets (Sp. I11:2; Sp. 158+1I, 962; Sp. II, 987) 
containing personal names, three of which were in some 
way reminiscent of three of the four-eastern kings in 
Genesis 14. The tablets date from the Parthian period 
(after 142 B.c.) but were no doubt copied from earlier (7th 
or 6th century B.c.) originals. One of the tablets is a prose 
summary, while the other two are fragmentary poetic 
presentations of the same events. They are written mm a 
metaphorical, allusive style not unlike that of QL or the 
Sibylline Oracles. 

These texts deal with four kings who, in consecutive 
turns and according to divine will, sacked, destroved, 
flooded, or at least oppressed Babylon and its holiest 
shrine, Esagila, and carried away the statues of its gods. 
Afterward, three of them were murdered by their own 
sons, while the fourth was chased into the sea and died 
there. The names of these kings were intentionally dis- 
guised under pseudonyms or cryptic spellings based on 
the use of rare ideograms and on the play of polyphones. 
These names are: (1) ™KU.KU.KU.MAL (in one tablet) or 
™KU,.KU.KU.KU.MAL (in the other two) king of Elam, the only 
one whose country is plainly spelled out; (2) ™BAD.MAH- 
dvaS (var. ™pUR.MAH-¢ma§, incorrectly read by Pinches 
[1897] and Jeremias [1917] as Dar-mah-ildni) son of ™ir-4£- 
a-ku, var. ™ir-£-ku-a (in which ir could be read éri); (3) 
m7-ud-hul-a son of ™Gaz.za. [..]; and (4) ™I-bil-9Tu-tu. 
Pinches tried to read the first name ™Ku-diir-lah-mal or 
™Ky-dir-lah-ga-mal and equated it with the Chedorlaomer 
of Genesis 14. He saw in the patronymic of the second 
king, ™Evi-4é-a-ku, the prototype of Arioch; and in the 
name of the third king, ™Tu-ud-hul-a, the prototype of 
Tidal (Heb tidal, originally, with LXX, *tadgal), both of 
which are also mentioned in Genesis 14. This triple ono- 
mastic resemblance, as well as the general tenor of the 
Chedorlaomer texts (which is somewhat similar to the 
Deuteronomist historiography [see below]), make it highly 
probable that the author of Genesis 14 was acquainted 
with some earlier versions of these Chedorlaomer texts. 
This raises two questions: (1) what historical characters are 
hidden behind the cryptic names of the Chedorlaomer 
texts? and (2) what relationship, if any, exists between the 
events alluded to in these texts and the story of Genesis 
14? 

2. The Cryptic Names. Jeremias (1917), proceeding 
from the ample description of the destructions and atroc- 
ities perpetrated by ™KU.KU.KU.(KU.)MAL in Babylon and 
other cities of Babylonia, identified him with the Elamite 
Kutir-Nahhunte (Akk Kudur-Nahhundu) I], who took 
part in the conquest of Babylonia by his father, King 
Shutruk-Nahhunte (1185-1155 s.c.), and was left behind 
as its viceroy (1160-1155). He also defeated and captured 
the last Kassite king of Babylonia, and deported him to 
Elam. In the words of a Babylonian historical inscription, 
he “swept away all the people of Akkad like a deluge, 
turned Babylon and the other famous shrines into piles of 
rubble,” and carried away to Elam the statue of Marduk 
along with masses of Babylonians. Kutir-Nahhunte suc- 
ceeded his father in 1155 but died after only four years 
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on the throne. Jeremias reacl| ™KU.KU.KU.KU.MAL as ™Ku- 
ditr-néh-hun-*te, in which only the value of the last sign is 
hypothetical. This identification was accepted by Cameron 
(1936: 111), Albright (1942: 34), and Hinz (1972: 127). 
Earlier, Albright (1921: 71 n. 4 and 1926: 233 n. 8) showed 
that by a different decoding of the cryptic writing of the 
name it could be read ™Ku-dii-laham-mal, a decoding from 
which the biblical form of the name derived. 

After B6hl’s widely accepted, but wrong, identification 
of ™Tu-ud-hul-a with one of the Hittite kings named Tud- 
haliya’s, Tadmor found the correct solution by equating 
him with the Assyrian king Sennacherib (see TIDAL). 
Astour (1966) identified the remaining two kings of the 
Chedorlaomer texts with Tukulti-Ninurta I of Assyria (see 
ARIOCH) and with the Chaldean Merodach-baladan (see 
AMRAPHEL). The common denominator between these 
four rulers is that each of them, independently, occupied 
Babylon, oppressed it to a greater or lesser degree, and 
took away its sacred divine images, including the statue of 
its chief god Marduk; furthermore, all of them came to a 
tragic end. 

3. Relationship to Genesis 14. All attempts to recon- 
struct the link between the Chedorlaomer texts and Gene- 
sis 14 remain speculative. However, the available evidence 
seems consistent with the following hypothesis: A Jew in 
Babylon, versed in Akkadian language and cuneiform 
script, found in an early version of the Chedorlaomer texts 
certain things consistent with his anti-Babylonian feelings. 
Among these were the following: (1) the depiction of 
history as a recurring cycle of sinfulness, divine wrath, and 
punishment by invasion and destruction, followed by re- 
pentance, divine forgiveness. and restoration; (2) stark 
images of violence and devastations visited upon Babylon, 
which must have been read with a gloating anticipation of 
their imminent repetition (compare Isaiah 47; Jeremiah 
50-51); and (3) the recurring motif of deluge, flood, and 
the submergence of Babylon by water. This latter feature 
of the Chedorlaomer texts evoked the popular legend of 
the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, which was al- 
ready being associated with the imminent destruction of 
Babylon in various prophecies of the exilic period (Isa 
13:19; 14:22-23; Jer 50:39-40; 51:41-42). The writer of 
Genesis 14 replaced Babylon with Sodom and Gomorrah, 
and had them sacked by the same four kings simultane- 
ously (rather than consecutively as in the Chedorlaomer 
texts). In addition, he depicted the four kings victoriously 
traversing the territory between Dan and Elath (El Paran), 
eventually to be defeated by Abram, who received a bless- 
ing from Melchizedek, king of Salem. This implies that the 
land legally belonged to Abram and his descendants, and 
that Salem (i.e., Jerusalem), in the person of its priest-king 
Melchizedek, exercised a religious supremacy over the 
country from the earliest time. 
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CHEETAH. See ZOOLOGY. 


CHELAL (PERSON) (Heb ééal]. A descendant of Pa- 
hathmoab and one of the returned exiles who was re- 
quired by Ezra to divorce his foreign wife (Ezra 10:30). 
His name does not appear in the parallel list in 1 Esdr 
9:31. While the etymology of the name “Chelal” is not 
certain, it is probably derived from the root &d/, meaning 
“to be perfect.” Chelal was a member of a family from 
which groups of exiles returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 
2:6; Neh 7:11) and later with Ezra (Ezra 8:4). For further 
discussion, see BEDEIAH. 
JEFFREY A. FaGER 


CHELLEANS [Gk Cheleén]. An otherwise unknown 
people mentioned in the book of Judith (Jdt 2:23). It 
should be noted that the Greek manuscripts show a wide 
variation in spelling (chaldiaén, chellaion, chaldaiou, etc.). 
The reading “Chaldeans” should be understood as a 
scribal error. The definite article occurs as both a singular 
or a plural (¢és or ton). Enslin suggests that the singular tés 
understands an omitted gés (“earth”), while Moore (Judith 
AB) translated the phrase as a place name (“south of 
Cheleon”), and identifies it with ancient Cholle (modern 
el-Khalle), located between Palmyra and the Euphrates. If 
the phrase is translated to refer to a people, they are 
located to the N of the children of Ishmael, above the 
desert. This location would still allow them to be connected 
with ancient Cholle. It is not clear whether or not the 
author intended them to be related to the site CHELOUS 
in 1:9. 
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CHELOUS (PLACE) [Gk Chelous}. A site in the book of 
Judith, located in the vicinity of Jerusalem (Jdt 1:9). Two 
possible identifications have been proposed for this site. 
The first identification is with HALHUL (M.R. 159110) 
located 4 mi to the N of Hebron. This town is mentioned 
in Josh 15:58 as one of the towns of the tribe of Judah. 
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The second identification is with Chalutsa (M.R. 117056), 
modern Khalasa, which is located to the SE of Beersheba. 
It should be noted that, given the genre of the book of 
Judith, the name may be fictitious. It is not clear whether 
or not the author of Judith intended to relate the site 
Chelous with the CHELLEANS mentioned in 2:23. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


CHELUB (PERSON) [Heb ééliib]. 1. Brother of Shuhah, 
father of Mehir, and grandfather of Eshton (1 Chr 4:11). 
None of these persons are mentioned elsewhere and Che- 
lub’s own parents are not identified. In 1 Chr 4:12, the 
entire group is termed “the men of Recah” (LXX “Re- 
chab,” i.e., Rechabites). The LXX, Vg, and Syriac versions 
read “Caleb” instead of “Chelub” (see Williamson J & 2 
Chronicles NCBC, 60; Braun I Chronicles WBC, 55—58). In 
addition, the LXX reads “the father of Ascha” in place of 
“the brother of Shuhah,” a variation which reinforces the 
identification with Caleb who in Josh 15:16-17 (= Judg 
1:12-13) gives his daughter Achsah to Othniel after he 
defeated Kiriath-sepher (= Debir). | Chr 2:9 mentions a 
person named Chelubai whose extended family does over- 
lap partially with the extended family of Caleb (2:18, 42). 
In 1 Chr 4:11, however, the compiler seems to distinguish 
Chelub from Caleb, for the latter is included subsequently 
among the references to Kenaz (4:13—15). 

2. The father of Ezri, who was a steward of royal prop- 
erty appointed by David (1 Chr 27:26). His name appears 
in a list of stewards of crown property (1 Chr 27:25-31). 

RICHARD W. NyssE 


CHELUBAI (PERSON) [Heb kélabay]. See CALEB. 


CHELUHI (PERSON). A descendant of Bani and one 
of the returned exiles who was required by Ezra to divorce 
his foreign wife (Ezra 10:35). His name does not appear 
in the parallel list in 1 Esdr 9:34. The Hebrew text is 
uncertain (K klhy, Q kéltihi). The LXX (chelia) may indicate 
a corruption of an original kélayah, meaning “Yahweh is 
perfect” (Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah WBC, 144). Cheluhi 
was a member of a family from which a group of exiles 
returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:10). For further discus- 
sion, see BEDEIAH. 
JEFFREY A. FAGER 


CHEMOSH (DEITY) [Heb kémé3]. The national deity 
of the Moabites. Like several other small kingdoms, the 
Moabites lost their independence during the Neo-Babylo- 
nian expansion in the early 6th century B.c. The Moabite 
state never reappeared, and the subsequent mixture of 
peoples and religions (e.g., Nabatean, Greek, Roman, 
Christian) led to the extinction of Moabite religion. Some 
of its features persisted after the kingdom of Moab col- 
lapsed, even as some religious elements from the Bronze 
Age had undoubtedly survived in the beliefs and practices 
of the Moabites in the Iron Age. The position of the god 
Chemosh (hereafter Kemosh) remained significant 
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throughout Moab’s history; this deity is the fundamental 
datum in the study of Moabite religion. 

Unfortunately, the extant sources that enable us to re- 
construct Moabite religion are relatively meager. As in the 
study of other ANE religions, relevant data come from two 
kinds of sources, textual and archaeological. Naturally, 
many of the archaeological data are subject to a broad 
range of interpretation, and conclusions based on such 
evidence remain tentative. There is occasional uncertainty 
in the scholarly interpretations of written sources pertain- 
ing to Moabite religion. Few texts relate directly to the 
religious beliefs of the Moabites, and some of our knowl- 
edge about this people’s religion is derived from non- 
Moabite texts. 

The most important sources of information on Moabite 
religion are the OT and the Mesha Inscription. Although 
the Hebrew scriptures are critical of the religion of Moab, 
these inciderital references should not be dismissed in a 
cavalier manner. Undoubtedly, the most important source 
for the study of Moabite religion is the Mesha Inscription, 
a 34-line text. which was written ca. 830 B.c. This inscrip- 
tion is a memorial stele that commemorates Mesha’s tri- 
umph over Israel, a victory that was attributed to the favor 
of Kemosh, Moab’s principal deity. According to the stele 
(lines 3-4), Mesha commissioned the inscription to coin- 
cide with his dedication of a high place (bamah) in honor 
of Kemosh. 

Many scholars have come to assume that Yahweh, Mil- 
com, Kemosh, and Qaus were the leading deities, the 
national god, of Israel, Ammon, Moab, and Edom, re- 
spectively. Clearly, these peoples held many religious be- 
liefs and practices in common, so much so that the theolo- 
gies and functions of these various deities were somewhat 
interchangeable. Even though the Hebrew Bible and the 
Mesha Inscription indicate that Yahweh and Kemosh and 
their peoples were in conflict with each other, the similari- 
ties in the theology and cult of these two deities are 
remarkable. Simply put, everything we know about the 
Moabites’ perception of Kemosh finds its parallel in He- 
brew religion. Indeed, one scholar has suggested that the 
Mesha Inscription’s treatment of Kemosh reads like a 
chapter from the Bible. 

The logical place to begin any detailed discussion of 
Moabite religion is with the nature and function of Ke- 
mosh. There seems to be little doubt that Kemosh was 
perceived as ihe national god of the Moabites, although it 
is likely that the people of ancient Moab practiced heno- 
theism throuzhout their history (i.e., they worshiped Ke- 
mosh as their leading deity but recognized other deities as 
well). It is probable that the Moabites were polytheistic in 
some periods, which could reflect the Canaanite back- 
ground of this region and the polytheism of Moab’s neigh- 
bors during the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age. 

Kemosh was, of course, very important to the Moabites, 
but their deity was also worshiped by other ancient peoples 
before the establishment of the Moabite kingdom and 
outside of Moab. A god named Kamish (4ka-mi-is) appears 
in deity lists on tablets from Tell Mardikh (ancient Ebla), 
the Syrian city-state whose royal archives date to ca. 2600-— 
2250 B.c. There seems to be little doubt that this name 
“Kamish” ts an archaic form of Kemosh. Not only is Kam- 
ish listed among the 500 deities acknowledged at Ebla, but 
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he was regarded as one of tne principal gods of the city, 
with his name appearing in the name of a month, in 
personal names, and in the place name “Carchemish” (kar- 
kamis). There was a temple for Kamish at Ebla; Kamish 
was also the recipient of offerings. Of great importance is 
the way in which the Eblaite spelling 4ka-mz-ii, or 4ka-me-is, 
may explain the variant spelling kemis in Jer. 48:7, since 
the other seven appearances of this god’s name in the OT 
are read k¢moS. Textual critics have eagerly amended the 
consonantal Amys of Jer. 48:7 to kmw¥, but this is no longer 
necessary, since the former spelling may reflect the more 
ancient tradition. The Meshi Inscription spells this god’s 
name kms, which is usually vocalized Kemosh. 

Even before the recovery of the name “Kamish” at Tell 
Mardikh, a god with the compound name “mud” or “clay” 
+ kam(m)ut (it or £ + kmt) was known from the Ugaritic 
tablets. A little circular reasoning, based on this reference, 
allows us to infer that Kernosh was a god of infernal 
nature. This perception of Kemosh’s character is rein- 
forced by the equation between the Mesopotamian deity, 
Nergal, and 4ka-am-mus in an Assyrian god list. Clearly, 
these ancient and extra-Moabite references to names simi- 
lar to Kemosh indicate that Kemosh, the leading Moabite 
deity, was part of an older Semitic pantheon with which a 
number of Near Eastern peoples were acquainted. 

While the etymology of the name “Kemosh” remains 
uncertain, knowledge about the Moabite understanding of 
Kemosh’s nature and function comes from a variety of 
sources. The OT mentions this god by name eight times 
(Num 21:29; Judg 11:24; 1 K.gs 11:7; 11:33; 2 Kgs 23:13; 
Jer 48:7, 13, 46), always recognizing that Kemosh was the 
national deity of Moab and that his cult, though similar to 
Yahweh’s, was a rival to the faith of Israel. The one possible 
exception to the Bible’s acknowledgment that Kemosh was 
the god of Moab exclusively is the puzzling and intriguing 
reference to this deity in Judy 11:24, a verse that has been 
interpreted in a variety of ways. In this text, Jephthah 
makes reference to Kemosh giving land to his (i-e., Ke- 
mosh’s) people, the Ammonites. The problem has been 
variously solved by assuming that the verse contains a 
Kemosh-Milcom equation, a Moabite-Ammonite equation, 
an ad hominem argument, an interpolation, a scribal blun- 
der, or an example of diplornatic protocol. Whatever the 
correct interpretation may be, the important thing to no- 
tice is that the text suggests that it was the prerogative of 
Kemosh to give land to his people. 

Another source of information about Kemosh’s nature 
and function is, of course, the Mesha Inscription itself. 
This Moabite text refers to Kemosh a dozen times, if one 
includes the theophoric name of Mesha’s father, usually 
restored as Kemosh-yat (line 1), and the compound name 
of Ashtar-Kemosh (line 17). The precise meaning of the 
latter remains elusive, though many explanations have 
been proposed. A number of scholars have suggested that 
Ashtar-Kemosh is the name of Kemosh’s consort, the god- 
dess who was considered the female counterpart of Ke- 
mosh; Ashtar-Kemosh has been connected with Ishtar or 
Astarte. Among other evidence that supports this inter- 
pretation is an Aramaic inscription from Kerak that dates 
to the Hellenistic period; this late text identifies Kemosh’s 
as Sarra. Reference should also be made to the presence 
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of a god and a goddess on the famous Balu‘ Stele, which 
probably dates to the 12th—11th centuries B.c. 

Another group of scholars suggest that Ashtar-Kemosh 
was simply a compound name for the leading deity of 
Moab. The element “Ashtar” is associated with the Ca- 
naanite god Athtar or ‘Attar, the Venus star; the com- 
pound name may have been an epithet or hypostasis of 
‘Attar. Therefore, according to this argument, the Mesha 
Inscription indicates that the two deities were either iden- 
tified or assimilated. Since the text refers to Kemosh eleven 
other times, however, it is likely that Ashtar-Kemosh was 
simply another name of Moab’s national god. In the final 
analysis, it must be admitted that the unique appearance 
of this compound name makes it impossible for us to be 
certain about the meaning of Ashtar-Kemosh. 

In addition to the 34-line Mesha Inscription, another 
reference to Kemosh comes from another inscription from 
Dhiban, a fragmentary text whose last line can be restored 
as bt kms, “temple of Kemosh.” This text is contemporane- 
ous with the Mesha Inscription and clearly refers to a 
Kemosh sanctuary in ancient Dibon. A fragmentary text 
from Kerak, dating to the same period, mentions Kemosh 
twice. One use of Kemosh appears in the theophoric name 
of Mesha’s father, Kemosh-yat; Kemosh is also mentioned 
in this text in association with a cultic installation, perhaps 
a temple. 

In addition to the preceding biblical and nonbiblical 
texts, there are several artistic representations that may (or 
may not) relate to Kemosh. Because of the description of 
Kemosh on the Mesha Inscription, it is perhaps natural to 
view this deity as a god of war. Indeed, this warlike 
character and the presence of a town named Areopolis 
(modern Rabba) in the center of Moab have led some 
scholars to link Kemosh with Ares, the Greek god of war, 
and to identify the figures on a Greek coin from Areopolis 
and on the Shihan Warrior Stele as Kemosh. It is possible 
that some of the small human figurines found in Moab 
and a recently published seal depict Kemosh, but it must 
be admitted that there is no representation that can be 
identified as Kemosh with certainty. It is likely that such 
artistic representations of Moab’s national god were made, 
however, as may be implied in Jer 48:7. 

While the Mesha Inscription was intended to celebrate 
the achievements of Mesha, there is no doubt that the text 
also reflects an attitude of loyalty and thanksgiving to the 
Moabite national god. The OT writers regarded the Moa- 
bites as the “people of Kemosh” (Num 21:29; Jer 48:46), a 
designation that was probably used by the people of Moab 
themselves. The frequent references to Kemosh in the 
Mesha Inscription indicate that he was thought to display 
a wide range of emotions in his control over and involve- 
ment with Moab. While it is likely that the Moabites sought 
Kemosh’s favor in many aspects of life, the Mesha Inscrip- 
tion is most emphatic on his intervention and specific 
guidance in times of war, as is clear in the Moabites’ 
practice of herem. 

GERALD L. MATTINGLY 


CHENAANAH (PERSON) [Heb kéna‘ind]. A great- 
grandson of Benjamin according to one Benjaminite ge- 
nealogy (1 Chr 7:10). He is one of those Benjaminites 
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described as “mighty warriors . . . ready for service in 
war,” a designation particularly given to the descendants 
of Benjamin through Jediael. The genealogy in which 
Chenaanah is found belonging to Benjamin (1 Chr 7:6- 
12) has been considered by some scholars as mistakenly 
attributed to Benjamin. Guthrie (JDB 1: 556) suggests that 
the list more likely belongs to Zebulun. This suggestion is 
made on the basis that | Chronicles 8 gives a longer and 
very different genealogy of Benjamin, while Zebulun is 
lacking in the genealogies given by the Chronicler. Wil- 
liamson (Chronicles NCBC, 77) calls attention to this and 
other features of the smaller list which have caused some 
scholars to view it as a corrupt genealogy of Zebulun, but 
he concludes that the names are probable in a Benjaminite 
context, and that the textual emendations proposed by 
those who wish to attach the list to Zebulun are “too violent 
to inspire confidence.” Myers (J Chronicles AB, 53, 59) 
likewise sees no reason to attribute the shorter genealogy 
to Zebulun, stating that it is found in its “proper place” in 
the Chronicler’s arrangement of tribal genealogies. 
SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


CHENANI (PERSON) [Heb kéndéni]. A Levite present at 
the public reading of the Law by Ezra (Neh 9:4). A short- 
ened form of a name (Heb kénanyahi) meaning “Yahweh 
has made firm” (Brockington Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCBC, 
171). 

FREDERICK W. SCHMIDT 


CHENANIAH (PERSON) [Heb kénanyéhi, kénanyah). 
Two individuals in the OT bear this name. It is a theophoric 
name composed of two elements: knn = “be firm/substan- 
tial” and yh = divine name “yah’/“yahu” for Yahweh. The 
name has been translated either “Y. is firm” (Fowler 
TPNAH, 76) or “Y. strengthens” (Noth JPN, 179). 

1. Leader (Sar) of the Levites in 1 Chr 15:22, 27. In v 27 
Chenaniah is clearly understood as the leader of the sing- 
ers in the entourage which brought the ark to Jerusalem. 
Chenaniah’s role in v 22, however, is not as clear (for 
divergent opinions on the relation of vv 22 and 27 and 
thus the role of Chenaniah, see Rudolph Chrontkbiicher 
HAT, 125 and Williamson Chronicles NCBC, 122). The 
issue turns on the interpretation of bammassd, lit., “in the 
lifting up,” in v 22. If its object is understood to be “songs,” 
as in v 27, Chenaniah was an expert in and leader of the 
music. If, however, its object is the ark, as is clearly the case 
at 2 Chr 35:3, then his expertise was in the proper manner 
of carrying the ark (see | Chr 15:2, 13-15). If, on the 
other hand, massa? is to be understood as “oracle,” as in 2 
Chr 24:27, then Chenaniah was a leader who was learned 
in the art of giving oracles (Mowinckel 1923: 18). 

2. An administrative official in 1 Chr 26:29. His Leviti- 
cal roots are traced through Izhar, the son of Kohath. He 
and his “family” were appointed to secular tasks as judges 
and administrative subordinates to higher officials (van 
der Ploeg 1954). 
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CHEPHAR-AMMONI 
CHEPHAR-AMMONI (PLACE) [Heb képar 


ha‘aménay]. A village that was listed among the cities of the 
tribe of Benjamin (Josh 18:24). The Hebrew text reading 
tradition (Qere) presented the name of this village as képar 
ha‘am6né while the writing tradition (Kethib) presented it 
as képar hdSainéndy or képar haSaméni. This final presenta- 
tion supports the conclusion that the village (Heb képar) 
was one inhabited by Ammonites. Press (1952: 482) sug- 
gested its founder may have been Zelek the Ammonite, 
one of David’s mighty men (2 Sam 23:37). Although the 
root kpr appears in | Sam 6:18 to indicate unwalled vil- 
lages, Albright (1924: 154) noted that the term was not 
used in place names in the preexilic period, making it, 
therefore, unlikely that the name meant “village of the 
Ammonites.” He posited that two cities were indicated by 
Chephar-Ammoni, Chephirah (a mistaken repetition from 
Josh 18:26), and Ammoni. Three major Greek versions 
(Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, and Luciani) do not translate 
kpr as “village,” but instead transliterate kfr with the place 
name. Codex Vaticanus separates kfr from Moni as if they 
were separate villages (Gk Kephira kai Mont). The Vulgate, 
however, renders it, villa Elmona. Though it has been 
suggested that the present Khirbet Kafr ‘Ana (M.R. 
173153) is the site of Cephar-Ammoni (GP, 92; Press 1952: 
482), this identification is not generally accepted by scho- 
lars. Kallai (1960: 33-34) noted that several of the names 
that are in this part of the list of Benjaminite cities actually 
lie outside the boundaries of Benjamin as described in the 
boundary descriptions (Josh 18:12—21). Both Beth-Hoglah 
and Beth-Arabah lay in the district of Judah. Zamarim, 
Bethel, Ophrah, and Geba (Geba of Ephraim) lay in the 
district of Ephraim. Chephar-Ammoni, like its neighbors 
in the list, probably lay in Ephraim (as does Khirbet Kafr 
‘Ana). The presence of all of these cities in a Benjamin 
city list is bes: explained as reflecting the territorial situa- 
tion following Abijah’s conquests in Mount Ephraim (2 
Chr 13:19; HGB, 398). 
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CHEPHIRAH (PLACE) [Heb fépira]. A town in the 
territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:26). Chephirah was one of 
the four Hivite cities whose inhabitants deceived Israel, 
making peace with Joshua on the pretense that they were 
from a distant land (Josh 9:17). The inhabitants of Che- 
phirah and tke other three Hivite towns (Gibeon, Kiriath- 
jearim, and Beeroth) were thus spared annihilation and 
were allowed to live among the Israelites as woodcutters 
and water carriers (Josh 9:26-27). The town was incorpo- 
rated into the tribal territory of Benjamin (Josh 18:26), 
and later its inhabitants were among those who returned 
from Babylonian Exile (Ezra 2:25; Neh 7:29). 

Edward Recbinson (1867: 146) was the first modern 
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scholar to identify Chephirah with Khirbet el-Kefireh 
(M.R. 160137), a 4-6-acre tell located about 1.5 mi N of 
Kiriath-jearim and 5 mi WSW’ of Gibeon (el-Jib). Virtually 
all scholars agree with this identification (GP 2:92, 120, 
298; Kallai EncMigr 4:228-29; Yeivin 1971: 141, LBHG, 
433; etc.). Kh. el-Kefireh has not been systematically ex- 
amined. Garstang (1931: 166, 369) visited the site and 
found LB pottery there. The site is located on a steep, 
high spur, bounded on the N and S by two wadies that join 
just W of the ruin to form Wadi Qotneh, which descends 
to the Aijalon Valley. During biblical times Chephirah 
guarded the midpoint of a secondary road that connected 
the cities of Gibeon and Aijalon, the main connecting road 
being the famous Beth-horon Ascent, located about 3-4 
miles farther N. 
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CHERAN (PERSON) [Heb kéran]. A clan name in the 
genealogical clan list of Seir the Horite. This person ap- 
pears in Gen 36:26 as well as in the matching genealogy in 
1 Chr 1:41. He is said to be the fourth son of the clan chief 
DISHON and is thus the grandson of Seir. These relation- 
ships may reflect tribal affiliation or alliance rather than 
blood kinship. For discussicn of the Horite clans, see 
JAAKAN. 
Vicror H. MATTHEWS 


CHERETHITES [Heb éréti; kérétim). A people of 
presumably Aegean origin who settled along the SW coast 
of Palestine and from whose ranks David drew the core of 
his personal guard (1 Sam 30 14; 2 Sam 8:18; 15:18; etc.). 
The term “Cherethite” is first encountered in reference to 
a region of the Negeb in the account of the sick Egyptian 
slave abandoned by his Amalekite master and found by 
David (1 Sam 30:14). The Cherethites are most frequently 
mentioned in conjunction with the PELETHITES. To- 
gether they formed a mercenary unit under the command 
of Benaiah which was distinct from the regular army (2 
Sam 8:18; 20:23 [Qere; about the Kethib kry see CAR- 
ITES] 2 Kgs 11:4, 19; 1 Chr 18:17; see also de Vaux 
Anclsr, 123, 219-22). They owed their allegiance to David 
and showed him great loyalty in times of crisis. 

The Cherethites and the Pzlethites accompanied David 
on his flight from Absalom (2 Sam 15:18); they went out 
in pursuit of Sheba during his revolt against David (2 Sam 
20:7); and they were instrumental in Zadok, Nathan, and 
Benaiah’s efforts to crown Solomon king (1 Kgs 1:38, 44). 
After the death of David, the Cherethites and the Peleth- 
ites disappeared from the biblical record. Albeit there are 
two references to the Cherethites as a people in poetic 
parallel with the Philistines in prophetic oracles (Ezek 
25:16; Zeph 2:5). 

Research on the Cherethites has tended to focus on the 
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questions of their geographical origin and ethnic affilia- 
tion. Although the island of Crete is named Caphtor in 
the Hebrew Bible (Deut 2:23; Jer 47:4; etc.; Akk Kaptara, 
Eg Keftiu; see CAPHTOR), most scholars view the Heb 
kéreti as meaning Cretan and seek the Cherethites’ roots 
on the island of Crete (Gk Krété; Albright 1920-1921; 
Delcor 1978; but see Virolleaud [1936: 8-10] who views 
the Ugaritic hero Keret as the eponymous ancestor of the 
kérétim; arguments against this latter view can be found in 
Delcor 1978: 414—15). 

The exact relationship between the Cherethites and the 
Philistines is unclear. Since the Hebrew Bible ascribes the 
Philistines’ origin to the island of Caphtor (Amos 9:7), it 
would appear that the Cherethites and the Philistines came 
from the same region of the Aegean. In spite of poetic 
passages such as Ezek 25:16 and Zeph 2:5 in which the 
Cherethites and the Philistines are juxtaposed, it cannot 
be determined whether the Cherethites were identical with 
the Philistines, a subgroup of the Philistines, or a separate 
ethnic entity. Owing to the absence of their name among 
the Sea Peoples in the Medinet Habu inscription of Ramses 
II] (ANET, 262-63), Albright (1920-21) surmised that the 
Cherethites were foreign mercenaries already in Egyptian 
employ before the mass movements of Sea Peoples at the 
end of the Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age 
which brought the Philistines to Canaan. Hence they were 
unrelated to the Philistines and able to enter David’s ser- 
vice, in which they presumably fought against the Philis- 
tines. Using the same evidence, Delcor (1978: 421) con- 
cluded that the Cherethites must have arrived on the scene 
at about the time of David, or shortly before. In his 
opinion they either merged with or formed a subgroup of 
the Philistines. The area of Cherethite settlement was in 
the Negeb to the S and SE of Gaza (Aharoni 1958: 28-30). 
It may have been during the time of David’s service to 
Achish, king of Gath, at Ziklag (1 Samuel 27; 29) that he 
hired the loyalty of the Cherethites and formed them into 
his personal bodyguard (McCarter 7 Samuel AB, 435). 
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CHERITH, BROOK OF (PLACE) [Heb nahal kérit). 
A stream on the E side of the Jordan River where Elijah 
hid from Ahab and Jezebel during the drought in Israel; 
he remained there until the spring dried up (1 Kgs 17:2- 
7). 

Ever since the Middle Ages, scholars have been divided 
as to which side of the Jordan River this stream should be 
located. Those who have preferred a location on the W 
side have argued that the Hebrew word ‘al-péné should be 
translated “before” or “toward” the Jordan (e.g., Gen 
25:18; 18:16). Scholars preferring this translation include 
Marinus Sanutus (1321), who suggested ‘Ain Fusail (Phas- 
aelis of NT times) just N of Jericho, and E. Robinson who 
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preferred the Wadi Qelt near Herodian Jericho. Robin- 
son’s argument was based on the idea that the Arabic Qelt 
could have been derived from the Heb kérit. A major 
difficulty with this location is that it is hardly an isolated 
stream, being one of the main routes connecting the two 
heavily populated centers of Jerusalem and Jericho. 

Most scholars have preferred to locate the stream on the 
E bank, arguing that the most obvious reading of ‘al-péné 
is “east of” the Jordan (e.g., Eusebius in the Onomast. 
p. 174). Although Thenius argued for the Wadi Rajtb or 
Ajlun, a number of scholars, beginning with Benjamin of 
Tudela and including F. Abel (GP 1: 484-85) and N. 
Glueck (AASOR 25-28), have preferred the Wadi el-Yubis 
in the highlands of N Gilead. This suggestion may make 
the most sense in view of the fact that Elijah was a Gileadite 
(1 Kgs 17:1). This wadi empties into the Jordan about 8 
km S of Pella. 

RANDALL W. YOUNKER 


CHERUB (PERSON) [Gk Charaath]. The leader of a 
group of exiles returning from two Babylonian locations, 
Telmelah and Telharsha, who were unable to prove their 
genealogies (1 Esdr 5:36). While Cherub represents a 
personal name in | Esdras, in the parallel texts (Ezra 2:59 
= Neh 7:61 [LXX charoubd] it is a geographic location. See 
CHERUB (PLACE). Moreover, in | Esdras, Cherub and 
Addan have been combined in many manuscripts, among 
them Codex Vaticanus (Gk charaathalan) and the Vg (Lat 
carmellan). Variations such as these raise questions about 
the sources of and literary relationship among | Esdras, 
Ezra, and Nehemiah. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CHERUB (PLACE) [Heb séritb]. An unknown Babylo- 
nian site from which exiles returned to Jerusalem with 
Zerubbabel (Ezra 2:59 = Neh 7:61 [LXX charoub]). Ac- 
cording to Ezra and Nehemiah, those returning from 
Cherub, as well as from Telmelah, Telharsha, Addon, and 
Immer, were unable to establish their genealogies, or 
prove that they belonged to the people of Israel. In the 
parallel text of 1 Esdr 5:36, however, Cherub (Gk charaath), 
Addan, and Immer appear as the names of the leaders of 
the people who returned from Telmelah and Telharsha. 
MIcHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CHERUBIM [Heb kéribim]. The terms “cherub” (sing.) 
and “cherubim” (pl.) occur over 90 times in the Hebrew 
Bible (and only once in the NT, in Heb 9:5) in reference 
to fanciful composite beings. Although all of these refer- 
ences are in sacral contexts, there is no uniformity as to 
the nature of the strange creatures involved except for the 
fact that they are all winged beings. From a graphic per- 
spective, the biblical description of cherubim can be di- 
vided into two major groups: those that were two-dimen- 
sional, as they appeared woven into textiles, or in low 
relief; and those that were free-standing either as mod- 
eled, three-dimensional forms or as living, moving crea- 
tures. 

The two-dimensional or low-relief images of cherubim 
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were those found in the sacred structure of ancient Israel. 
In the tabernacle, the inner curtains and the veil that 
closed off the inner sanctum or holy of holies were 
adorned with cherubim (Exod 26:1, 31; 36:8, 35). These 
decorated fabrics, made of a woolen-linen mixture and 
crafted in special (hé6s@b) workmanship, were part of the 
innermost and holiest part of the tabernacle complex. The 
Jerusalem temple, which was constructed of walls and not 
hangings, featured carved cherubim, covered with gold, 
on the corresponding elements: the sanctuary walls (1 Kgs 
6:29; cf. 2 Chr 3:7 and Ezek 41:18—20) and on the doors 
separating the internal chambers (1 Kgs 7:32, 35; cf. Ezek 
41:25). In acldition, the temple had cherubim carved into 
panels that formed the base and part of the top of the 
stands for the lavers (1 Kgs 7:28, 36). 

Three-dimensional cherubim were also part of the holi- 
est elements of both tabernacle and temple. Two golden 
cherubim with wings extended were part of the covering 
of the ark, within the holy of holies of the tabernacle 
(Exod 25:18-22; 37:7-9). In the Jerusalem temple, two 
enormous olivewood cherubim, overlaid with gold, virtu- 
ally filled the innermost chamber (1 Kgs 6:23-28) as a 
covering for -he ark (1 Kgs 8:6—7). In both these instances, 
the cherubim apparently constituted a resting place, or 
throne, for God’s invisible presence or glory (e.g., 2 Kgs 
19:15 = Isa 32:16; 1 Sam 4:4; 2 Sam 6:2). As part of the 
cultic furniture for God in the divine dwelling place on 
earth (see Haran 1978: 254-59), these cherubim are to be 
related to figures attested in several biblical texts which 
envisage Goc! riding upon living composite beasts (e.g., Ps 
18:10 = 2 Sam 22:11) or in which God’s glory rests upon 
the creatures (Ezekiel 10). Finally, the close connection 
between God and cherubim is present in their appearance 
as guardians of the garden of Eden (Gen 3:24). 

The many variations of cherubim represented in the 
Bible—examples with one or more faces; with human, 
leonine, bovine, or aquiline faces; with two or four legs— 
correspond t> various forms of composite beasts depicted 
in ANE art, particularly the art of Assyria (TWAT 4: 330— 
34). In ancient Israel and its contemporary world, cheru- 
bim were characterized by mobility, since they all had 
wings. By virtue of their combining features of different 
creatures or having more of such features than real ani- 
mals or persons, they were unnatural. These characteris- 
tics made them apt symbols for divine presence, since 
deities moved where humans could not and were some- 
thing other than either animals or humans. The cherubim 
of the Bible are hardly the round-faced infant cherubim 
known in Western art. 
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CHESALOIN (PLACE) [Heb késalén]. One of the towns 
along the N boundary of Judah, bordering on Dan (Josh 
15:10). Eusebius, like LXX A, has chasalén, while LXX B 
reads chaslén. The imprecision in describing Judah’s terri- 
tory at this point probably stemmed from difficulties en- 
countered by the biblical writer when attempting to define 
an evidently unsettled region. Eusebius (Onomast. 172.16) 
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describes Chesalon in the 4th century c.£. as a large village 
in the territory of Aelia (Jerusalem), whereas Jerome says 
it lay in Judah. But neither writer defines its true position. 
Following the identification of Edward Robinson (1856: 
2.30; 3.154), the biblical name is now generally agreed to 
be preserved in the ruin of Kesla, ca. 20 km/12 mi W of 
Jerusalem (M.R. 154132), and situated at 641 m/1920 ft 
above sea level. Chesalon was never a fortified town and 
consequently does not possess a tell. Its bare rock summit, 
though, is easily detectable in a region inhabited then, as 
today, by oak forests. A surface survey conducted there 
revealed pottery from the Iron Age II period and later 
(Gafni 1984: 26). The Bible locates Chesalon between Mt. 
Seir and Beth-shemesh, where it is mentioned as an alter- 
native name for the shoulder of Mt. Jearim, meaning a 
“wooded mountain.” When referring to a site in the hills, 
“shoulder” means the edge of a ridge or a range (HGB, 
128). According to the biblicil description, the border ran 
seaward from Kiriath-jearim to Mt. Seir. There it turned 
S, skirting along the edge of the Mt. Jearim range toward 
Beth-shemesh, including both Mt. Seir and Chesalon 
within the territory of Judah (HGB, 122). A corrupted 
form of Chesalon may appear in an LXX supplement to 
Josh 15:59 in the name of koilon (HGB, 392). 
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CHESED (PERSON) [Hel kesed]. The fourth son of 
Nahor and Milcah (Gen 22:22). Although it occurs only 
once in the Bible, this name has been associated with the 
people known in the Bible as the Chaldeans. Chesed is 
orthographically and phonologically related to the Kasdim 
(Heb kasdim), and this group is identified throughout the 
Bible with the Chaldeans (e.g. Gen 11:28; Job 1:17; and 
elsewhere). The Old Babylonian term kasdu, which became 
kaldi im Assyrian documents, is the equivalent of this term, 
which the LXX translates chaldién. A connection could be 
drawn between the clan of Chesed and these Mesopota- 
mian “Chaldeans,” but to do so based on the similarity of 
terms only is unadvisable. 
Jor. C. SLaYTON 


CHESIL (PLACE) [Heb £2:él]. A town in Judah located 
in the extreme S (Negeb) near Hormah and Ziklag and 
toward the boundary of Edom (Josh 15:30). In other lists 
of S Judean towns, it is replaced with Bethul (Josh 19:4) 
and BETHUEL (1 Chr 4:30). Also, 1 Sam 30:27 refers to 
a BETHEL in S Judah, in connection with David’s exploits 
in the area around Ziklag and Hormah. Thus, it is impos- 
sible to be certain not only about the location but also 
about the precise name of this town. 
Gary A. HERION 


I+ 901 


CHESTER BEATTY PAPYRI. The papyri named 
after Sir Alfred Chester Beatty (1875-1968), an American 
collector who in 1950 settled in Dublin, Ireland. The 
library which he founded, now called the Chester Beatty 
Library and Gallery of Oriental Art, was bequeathed to 
the Irish people at the time of Beatty’s death. 


A. The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri 

The appellation refers in the first instance to the famous 
Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri, the largest and most sensa- 
tional discovery to date of Greek biblical mss written on 
Papyrus, acquired by Beatty in 1930-31. 

1. The Discovery. Announcement of Chester Beatty’s 
acquisition was made by Sir Frederic Kenyon, the Times 
(London), November 19, 1931. Though the original an- 
nouncement mentioned twelve codices, the figure was low- 
ered to eleven when it was found that Pap. IX (Ezekiel, 
Esther) and Pap. X (Daniel) form part of the same codex. 
Though the exact place of discovery is unknown, some 
Christian church or monastery near Aphroditopolis (Carl 
Schmidt) or perhaps less likely in the Fayum (Kenyon) has 
gained general acceptance. Although Chester Beatty man- 
aged to make a second acquisition from the discovery, in 
1935, by no means all parts of the eleven codices found 
their way to his collection. Substantial segments were ac- 
quired by John H. Scheide (Princeton), the Universities of 
Michigan and Cologne, and the Consejo Superior de In- 
vestigaciones Cientificas of Madrid. Fragments are in Bar- 
celona and Vienna. (For all present locations of “Chester 
Beatty Papyri,” consult the Bibliography. In what follows 
all will be counted as Chester Beatty Papyri). 

2. Popular Designation. In spite of the official designa- 
tion, “Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri,” individual Papyri 
are normally cited as P. Chester Beatty . . . in conformity 
with standard papyrological practice. 

3. The Manuscripts. Since the Papyri must be dated on 
the basis of paleography, no absolute unanimity among 
experts has been achieved. Nevertheless, at least the cen- 
tury to which each document was assigned by its chief 
editor still meets with general approval. Hence the dates 
range from the 2d (Pap. VI) to the 4th (XI, XII) centuries, 
with the majority falling in the 3d. 

a. Papyrological Importance. At the time of their dis- 
covery, prevailing opinion was that the papyrus codex did 
not gain general acceptance among Christians until the 
4th century. The evident date of most of the Papyri altered 
that opinion. Along with the earlier date for the general 
use of the codex form, they also supplied an abundance of 
information on how the papyrus book was constructed. 
Formats are as numerous as the Papyri. Page size ranges 
from about 18 by 33 cm (Pap. VI) to 14 by 24.2 cm (III). 
Similarly, the makeup of individual codices shows much 
diversity, some being constructed of a single gathering 
(quire) of papyrus sheets (Pap. II, VII, IX + X), while in 
others the gathering varies from a single sheet (I) to five 
(V) or seven (VII). The largest codex among them (Pap. 
IX + X) must have counted at least 236 pages. 

One of the most interesting aspects of scribal practice 
concerns the nomina sacra. In the Papyri we find diversity 
not only on which names are contracted and how, but also 
early evidence of sacral treatment of nonsacral names. So, 
for example, already in the 2d century (Pap. VI) 
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“Joshua = Jesus” was treated as a nomen sacrum, suggesting 
that the sacral treatment of “Jesus” had become routine. 

b. Textual Importance. No less than their papyrological 
significance is the textual importance of the Papyri. Since 
all but two (Pap. XI, XII) of the eleven codices are dated 
earlier than the 4th century, they present important evi- 
dence for the text of the Greek Bible as it existed in Egypt 
prior to the traditio codicum (the “turning in” of Christian 
books during the Diocletianic persecutions) and a century 
or more earlier than the great vellum codices of the 4th 
century, namely Vaticanus (B) and Sinaiticus (S). Although 
the Papyri supply a wealth of new information on textual 
detail, they also demonstrate remarkable stability in the 
transmission history of the biblical text. In terms of textual 
affiliation, they can only be described as mixed or una- 
ligned. Only if great latitude is allowed can they be counted 
as members of textual groups or representatives of partic- 
ular text types. For the Greek OT, their great significance 
lies in the fact that their text is pre/nonrecensional, that is 
to say, their text is untouched by the systematic revisionary 
activity of Lucian (III-IV) and of Origen (III) as well as 
other more shadowy or entirely unknown revisers. 

(1) OT Papyri. Even though two of the Papyri (VIII 
{containing Jer 4:30-5:24]; XI [Sir 36:28-37:22; 46:6- 
47:2)) give relatively little text, so as to make textual 
analysis precarious, they nonetheless are the most exten- 
sive early (3d/4th cent. A.D. and before) witnesses for their 
respective books. 

Pap. IV (Gen 9:1—44:22) and V (Gen 8:13—9:2; 24:13- 
46:33) between them preserve four fifths of the book of 
Genesis, a book almost absent from both B and S. Together 
with the only other substantial papyrus, 911, they are our 
chief early witnesses to LXX Genesis. Only sporadic cor- 
rections to the Hebrew text are in evidence. 

Pap. VI (Num 5:12-36:13; Deut 1:20—34:12), though 
the earliest among the Papyri, postdates P. Fouad 266 (847, 
848) and P. Rylands 458 (957) by several centuries. Its text, 
however, is much more extensive and it exhibits few read- 
ings which need have arisen under Hebrew influence. 

Pap. VII (Isa 8:18—-19:13; 38:14-45:5; 54:1-60:22) has 
a very low number of unique readings and is an exception- 
ally good witness to the original text of LXX Isaiah. Its 
chief claim to fame, however, lies perhaps in its annotations 
in Old Fayumic. Most interesting among the OT Papyri is 
Pap. IX—X. Its 3d-century date makes it the earliest sub- 
stantial witness for all three books it contains: Ezekiel, 
Daniel-Bel-Susanna, Esther. 

Ezekiel (11:25—fin.). Though clearly nonhexapharic, the 
text of IX—X gives evidence of having undergone correc- 
tion toward the Hebrew, but whether the equation kyrios ho 
theos = adonai-yahweh is to be counted as such is controver- 
sial. 

Daniel (1:1—12:13)-Bel (c. 4-39)-Susanna (5-subscrip- 
tio). Since the popular text in antiquity was not LXX 
Daniel but the so-called Theodotionic version, the former 
is extant in but few witnesses, two of which are hexaplaric 
(88-Syh), while several others are very fragmentary. Pap. 
(IX—)X is the earliest by at least two centuries and, because 
of its age and extent, is the most important witness to LXX 
Daniel. Though not hexapharic, the Papyrus contains spo- 
radic pre/nonhexaplaric corrections to the Hebrew. 
Uniquely, Daniel 7-8 precede 5-6, and 4:3-6, 5:18-22, 
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24-25 are lacking as in 88-Syh but against MT. Of consid- 
erable interest is the order of the “books” and, according 
to the subscriptio, that Bel and Susanna were regarded as 
belonging to Daniel. 

Esther (1: la—8:6). Not unexpectedly, the Papyrus con- 
tains the LXX rather than the so-called L version which is 
attested in only a small minority of witnesses. Additions 
A-D are attested in their usual locations in Greek mss. 

The chief importance of Pap. XII lies in the newness of 
its contents. 

Enoch (93:12-13; 94:7-8; 97:6-104:13; 106:1—107:3). 
The chief text is in Ethiopic translation. For Book V (91— 
105) and the concluding fragment from the book of Noah 
(106-107), the Papyrus supplies our only Greek text. 
Chapters 10.5 and 108 were never part of the text, and 
have been regarded as secondary. The former chapter, 
however, is represented among the Aramaic fragments 
from Qumran (4QEn‘). The subscriptio reads “Epistle of 
Enoch.” 

Melito of Sardis, Pert Pascha. Though at the time of its 
discovery, Pap. XII constituted the only (original) Greek 
text of this treatise, it has since been supplemented by P. 
Bodmer XII{ and P. Oxy. XIII 1600. 

Apocryphon of Ezekiel. Though cited by Clement of Alex- 
andria (Paedagogus I. ix. 84.2—4) Pap. XII supplies the only 
ms evidence of this work. 

(2) NT Papyri. Pap. I (Matt 20:24—Acts 17:7) chal- 
lenged the prevailing view at the time of the discovery of 
the Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri that, prior to the 4th 
century, eack. Gospel had circulated separately. The order 
of the individual books in the codex was apparently the 
so-called Western order: Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, Acts. 

Pap. II (Rom 5:17—-16:23, Heb, Cor, Eph, Gal, Phil, Col, 
1 Thess). The placement of Hebrews among the Pauline 
epistles at a t.me when it was widely regarded as uncanon- 
ical is remarkable, and its location after Romans is virtually 
unique. Equally uncommon is that Ephesians precedes 
rather than follows Galatians. Perhaps the object of great- 
est textual interest is the doxology of Rom 16:25-27, 
which in our Papyrus closes chap. 15. That the Pastoral 
Epistles were not included seems certain but does not 
necessarily reflect doubts about their Pauline authorship, 
as some have suggested. 

Pap. III (Rev 9:10—17:2). As is the case for most of 
Genesis (cf. Pap. 1V and V), ms B is not extant for Revela- 
tion. Moreover, Pap. III is at least a century older than S 
and, of our early (3d/4th cent. and before) witnesses, is the 
most extensive. 

B. Other Chester Beatty Papyri. Although the Biblical 
Papyri are the centerpiece of the Library’s holdings in 
early biblical mss, they were neither Beatty’s only nor his 
earliest acquisitions in this field. 

1. Coptic Vellums. In 1924—25 Chester Beatty acquired 
three Coptic (Sahidic) volumes evidently produced in the 
monastery of Apa Jeremias at Saqqara. (Two more of the 
same find were bought by the University of Michigan.) All 
three volumes were in their original bindings, and written, 
not on papyrus, but on vellum. P. Chester Beatty 2003 
(=813) contains the Pauline Epistles (Rom, Cor, Heb, Gal, 
Eph, Phil, Co:, Thess, Tim, Phim) and the Gospel of John; 
P. Chester Beatty 2004 (= 814) has Acts and the Gospel of 
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John, and P. Chester Beatty 2005 (=815) the first fifty 
psalms plus Matt 1:1-2:1 (ined.). 

2. Manichea. Roughly contemporaneous with the Bibli- 
cal Papyri was Beatty’s acquisition of Manichean mss in 
Coptic (Sub-Achmimic) translation (ca. 400+ a.p.). 
Though part of the find of papyrus codices, reputedly 
from Medinet Madi in the & Fayum, ended up in Berlin 
(and Vienna), Chester Beatty gained possession of the 
Homilies and the Psalm Book. Part I of the latter remains 
to be edited, as well as the Synaxeis Codex now in Berlin. 

3. Later Acquisitions. Acquisitions of papyri (and some 
parchments) continued, notably around the middle 1950s. 
Not only were some of these materials bought through the 
same dealer Martin Bodmer engaged, but like the bulk of 
the BODMER PAPYRI, they were from the discovery near 
Dishna in 1952. In two instances, a fragment each from 
Bodmer Papyri was bought by Beatty, namely from P. 
Bodmer II (John 19:25-28, 30-32) and from P. Bodmer 
XX (Apology of Phileas 135, |\3-16 and 136, 14-17). Ina 
third case, a substantial portion was acquired by Beatty: P. 
Bodmer XXI = P. Chester Beatty 2019. It is not clear 
which and how many mss in the possession of the Chester 
Beatty Library also derive from the Dishna discovery. 

a. Greek Biblical Papyri. The series of Biblical (but cf. 
Pap. XII) Papyri launched by Kenyon has been continued 
for Greek “biblical” papyri acquired at later dates: P. 
Chester Beatty XIII (Ps 72:6—75:13; 77:1-88:2), XIV (Ps 
31:8-11; 26:1-6, 8-14; 2:1-8), XV (Acts of Phileas plus Ps 
1:1—4:2), XVI (Apocryphon of Jannes and Jambres [ined.}), 
XVII (Luke 14:7-14, XVII] (Job 9:2~3, 12-13. Chester 
Beatty accession no. (hereafter acc.) 1499 is a Greek gram- 
mar, and a Graeco-Latin lexicon on Romans, 2? Corinthi- 
ans, Galatians, and Ephesians and is being edited. 

b. Coptic Texts. (1) Biblical and related. P. Chester 
Beatty 2018 (Apocalypse of Elijah), 2019 (Josh 1:1—6:16; 
6:25-7:6; 22:2-19; 23:7-15: 24:23-33 plus Tob 14:13- 
15), 2021 (John 10:8-13:38 in Sub-Achmimic plus mathe- 
matical exercises in Greek), 2023 (Gen 7:13—-23, 27:23-25, 
27-32, 2024 (Luke 1:63-9:31, 11:1—12:48, 18:8-15, 2 Cor 
1:1-12:12 [ined.]), 2025 (lectionary containing at least Ps 
31:1-4, 96:3-4, Mark 8:34, Acts 13:28-29, 31-33, 1 John 
4:14—16 [ined.]). 

(2) Hagiographica: P. Chester Beatty 2022 (Cephalon), 
2028 (Herai), 2029 (Phoebammon), 2030 (Hermauo). 

(3) Pachomiana: Chester Beatty acc. 1486 (Letter 2 of 
Theodore [on parchment]), acc. 1494 (Letter 3 of Horsie- 
sius [ined.]), W.145 (Greek trans. of Pachomius’ Letters 1, 
2, 3, 7, 10, 114 [on parchment]), acc. 1495 (Letter 4 of 
Horsiesius [ined.]), no. 54 (Pachomius’ Letters 11, 10, 112, 
9a, 9b), 

(4) Miscellanea: P. Chester Beatty 2026 (nonbiblical 
fragment about Moses and Pharaoh [ined.]), 2027 (non- 
biblical fragment about Pilate [Bohairic; ined.]), 2031 (tale 
featuring Pshoi s. of Jeremiah [ined.]). Various other bits 
and pieces still await identification. 
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CHESULLOTH (PLACE) [Heb késéiét]. A town in the 
territory of Issachar (Josh 19:18). The name is apparently 
a variant of CHISLOTH-TABOR. 


CHEZIB (PERSON) [Gk Chaseba]. A temple servant who 
was the progenitor of a family which returned from Bab- 
ylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:31). Although 1 Esdras is 
often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 
Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists 
of returning exiles (see Ezra 2:48; Neh 7:51). Omissions 
such as this also raise questions about | Esdras being used 
as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems 
associated with dating events and identifying persons de- 
scribed in | Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the 
text. 
MICHAEL Davip McCGEHEE 


CHEZIB (PLACE) [Heb &ézib]. A city in S Canaan where 
Shelah, one of Judah’s sons, was born of a Canaanite 
woman (Gen 38:5). The context of the biblical reference 


CHEZIB (PLACE) 


implies that the town was near Adullam (cf. Gen 38:1). 
The consensus is that the site is the same as ACHZIB [Heb 
-akzib) in Judah (Josh 15:44; Mic 1:14), which results from 
the addition of a prosthetic ?alep to kézitb (GKC 19m). 
Eusebius’ (Onomast. 172) identification of Achzib with the 
town of Chasbi further preserves the consonantal tradition. 
Chasbi is now known as Tell el-Beida (M.R. 145116), which 
is near Adullam. Saarisalo (1931) visited the site, and 
although he identified Tell el-Beida as Moresheth-gath, he 
described a typical tell configuration with early Iron I and 
II potsherds on its surface; otherwise no archaeological 
work has been done at the site. 

The MT states that “he was” (i.e., Judah) in Chezib when 
the woman bore Shelah; however the RSV follows the Gk 
which states “she was” (i.e., the Canaanite woman) in 
Chezib when she gave birth. Speiser’s translation (Geneszs 
AB, 295) essentially confiates the two traditions and ren- 
ders the phrase: “they were at Chezib . . .” The Hebrew 
text, furthermore, implies that only Shelah was born in 
Chezib, while the Gk implies (“when she bore them”) that 
there she bore all of the sons—Er, Onan, and Shelah. 
While the Gk may preserve the more accurate information, 
the first two sons, Er and Onan, became irrelevant as far 
as inheritance purposes were concerned, since they both 
died childless. The descendants of Shelah, however, would 
need this information (cf. Num 26:19-20). Perhaps the 
Hebrew text accommodates only the essential information 
(cf. Keil and Delitzsch n.d.: 339-340). 
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CHI. The twenty-second letter of the Greek alphabet. 
CHIASM, CHIASMUS. See PSALMS, BOOK OF. 
CHICKEN. See ZOOLOGY. 


CHIDON (PERSON) [Heb kidén]. An alternate form of 
NACON. 


CHIDON (PLACE) [Heb kidén]. The name of the 
threshing floor where Uzzah was struck dead for touching 
the ark of the covenant while it was being transported to 
Jerusalem by oxcart (1 Chr 13:9). David then renamed the 
spot PEREZ-UZZAH, preserving it in national memory as 
the place where God’s wrath “broke out” agairist Uzzah 
for his irreverant act (1 Chr 13:11 = 2 Sam 6:8). 2 Sam 
6:6 calls the place “the threshing floor of Nacon.” Jose- 
phus, like the LXX A, writes cheidén (Ant 7.4.2). LXX B 
omits “of Chidon.” It is not clear from the text whether 
Chidon was the name of the place or its owner. Some have 
tried to identify the spot with the threshing floor of Ar- 
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aunah or Ornan the Jebusite (cf. 1 Chr 21:15). In Ugarit, 
threshing floors were often associated with cultic activity. 
Thus, Coggins (1 and 2 Chronicles CBC, 79) has suggested 
that the location may have been significant in the earlier 
form of the story, although it is likely that here the 
Chronicler was simply following his source. While no name 
resembling Chidon or Nacon has been preserved, there 
are two plausible routes for the transport of the ark to 
Jerusalem. The most direct, but more difficult access 
would have been to go somewhere along the line of the 
present Jerusalem—Tel Aviv highway, a distance of about 
13 km/8 mi. The easiest, bu: longer way would have been 
to go from Kiriath-jearim to Gibeon (el-Jib); and then on 
to Jerusalem via Gibeah of Benjamin (Tell el-Ful). Thus 
the ark would have been brought through Benjamin in full 
view of the local population. Given the political tensions 
between the Benjaminite house of Saul and the Judean 
house of David, this would have served as a bold statement 
by David that he is now the one in charge. This latter route 
also has the benefit of high ground exposed to westerly 
winds needed for threshing rain. Several threshing floors 
still exist in the region today 
R. A. MULLINS 


CHIEF. See PALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF JU- 
DEAN OFFICIALS (POSTEXILIC). 


CHILD, CHILDREN. In the OT, children are a gift 
from God, instruments of God’s activity, and symbolically 
a guarantee of the covenant between God and the people 
of Israel. In the NT, children are principally a model or 
image for the believer to emulate. 


A. Children in the OT 
B. Children in Mark 
C. Children in Matthew 
D. Children in Luke 
E. Children in John 


A. Children in the OT 

God’s greatest gift and guarantee of the covenant with 
Israel was that of children. Despite every other gift, Abra- 
ham felt at a complete loss without children (Gen 15:1—3). 
God’s promise of a numerous posterity to Abraham and 
Sarah was at the root of the biblical covenant (Gen 12:1— 
3). In the creation account, the first woman was called Eve, 
because she was “mother of all living” (Gen 3:20) and thus 
source of hope for the fallen first parents. In view of the 
primacy of children, a favorite image was that of father, 
mother, and numerous children around a table (Ps 128: 
3-4). While every birth was considered a divine miracle, 
those with extreme difficulty or seemingly impossible due 
to old age were attributed to extraordinary divine inter- 
vention (Gen 17:17; 21:6). In the early biblical period, 
immortality was linked to living on through children who 
carried on the name of their parents (Gen 48:16). When 
there were no offspring, the Levirate law provided for 
carrying on this name and for continuity through the 
nearest relative (Deut 25:5-10). Children were important 
in worship, prayer, and ritual (Exod 13:8, 14; Deut 4:9; 
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6:7). The Bible attaches special significance to the blessing 
of children, especially before the death of parents (Genesis 
27, 48, 49). The ancient Jewish custom of blessing children 
follows the ritual of these texts. The priestly blessing is 
also used for them (Num 6:24-26). 

Despite this special esteem for children, they were the 
powerless ones on the bottom rung of Hebrew and other 
ancient societies. Tradition and custom allotted the most 
important place to older people (Prov 16:31; Job 12:12; 
Sir 25:4-6). Parents had almost absolute authority over 
children, who were educated through strict obedience 
often enforced by severe physical punishment (Prov 13:24; 
19:18; 22:15; 23:13; Sir 30:1, 12). The law reinforced 
parental authority with its own strong sanctions (Exod 
21:17; Lev 20:9). 

Yet in contrast to human ways, the Bible presents God as 
acting in a surprising way through children and young 
people. Wisdom is a special gift from God (Prov 2:6-7) 
granted even to little ones. God gives the young Joseph the 
gift of interpreting dreams and ruling the land of Egypt 
(Gen 41:38). The young Solomon asks God for wisdom 
through the gift of a listening heart (1 Kgs 3:5—9). The 
book of Wisdom expands on this story and describes 
Solomon as asking for wisdom as a child and pursuing it 
throughout his youth as if searching for a bride (Wis 6:3- 
7; chaps. 7, 8). In regard to creation, the Psalmist declares 
that even little children are able to perceive and praise the 
wonders of God’s universe (Ps 8:2). 

As if to turn the tables on ordinary human expectations, 
the Bible focuses on examples where God works through 
the young and little ones. He favors not Cain the firstborn 
son of the human race but the younger Abel (Gen 4:4—5). 
When Rebekah, Jacob’s mother, consults the Lord, she 
receives an answer that the elder shall serve the younger 
(Gen 25:23). Before death, Jacob blesses his eleven sons, 
but gives a double blessing to the youngest, Joseph (Gen 
48:1-22; 49:22-26). Joseph in turn desires Jacob’s special 
blessing for his older son Manasseh; instead it is granted 
to the younger, Ephraim (Gen 49:13-20). When the 
prophet Samuel searches for a new king to replace Saul, 
he meets Jesse and his seven sons at their home. However, 
God tells him that despite their impressive strength and 
appearance none will be the anointed one. Instead, it will 
be David, a “little one” and shepherd out in the fields 
doing the work often allotted to children (1 Sam 16:1—13). 
God enables David, too young even for battle, to overcome 
the Philistine champion Goliath (1 Sam 17). 

The image of a child plays an important part in messi- 
anic expectations. The prophet Isaiah announces a future 
child of David’s line will be the hope of his people despite 
much suffering (7:14, 16; 9:16). The same prophet also 
describes this future in terms of an idyllic return to the 
childlike innocence of the garden of Eden (11:8—9). The 
prophet Zechariah has a vision of the messianic era as a 
time of peace and joy when “the streets of the city shall be 
full of boys and girls playing in them” (8:5). 


B. Children in Mark 

Mark writes for an audience oppressed and persecuted 
by abusive Roman authority. In response, some Christian 
leaders and prophets proclaimed an imminent powerful 
return of Jesus and substantiated their message through 
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miracles and signs (13:6, 21-22). To counter these views, 
Mark presents children as models of discipleship. Two 
stories about Jesus and children form an important literary 
frame for illustrating true discipleship in a central teach- 
ing section formed around Jesus’ three predictions of his 
passion and death (8:31; 9:31; 10:32—34). As Derrett has 
shown (1983), these children’s stories should not be under- 
stood merely as examples of Jesus’ compassion for little 
ones or as a support for the existence of infant baptism in 
the early church. Instead, they should be studied in light 
of their context and the importance of Jesus’ blessing, 
which follows OT biblical models (Genesis 48—49). 

The first story (9:33-37) follows Jesus’ second prediction 
of death in 9:31 and the connected pericope about the 
disciples arguing over who would be the greatest among 
them. (Here Mark’s audience would probably think of 
succession to Jesus in view of the statement about his 
departure.) There is a direct confrontation with the twelve, 
who are thinking in terms of power and authority. Jesus 
illustrates his own response by actions as well as words. He 
“takes the child in his arms” as again in the literary frame 
closure in 10:16. Derrett (1983: 5-10) has argued from 
OT parallels that this is part of an adoption ritual. Jesus 
then confirms this action by words, and announces that 
those who receive children receive him, thus introducing a 
succession motif with words similar to Matt 10:40 and John 
13:20. Without a break in the scene, Jesus again confronts 
John, who wants to forbid someone outside the twelve 
from working in Jesus’ name (9:38). Then Jesus once more 
gives priority to the child in their midst by stressing the 
danger of leading little ones into sin (9:42). 

The end of the children’s literary frame (10:13—16) 
occurs at a significant point after Jesus has confronted the 
Pharisees in regard to divorce. Jesus’ own disciples also 
find this difficult and question him in the house. Here 
there is an even stronger confrontation between Jesus and 
his disciples, who had rebuked those bringing children to 
him. Jesus is visibly indignant and publicly contradicts the 
disciples by saying, “Let the children come to me, do not 
hinder them; for to such belongs the kingdom of God” 
(10:14). Then Jesus states the necessity of receiving the 
kingdom as children (10:15). In this second text, children 
are not only “owners” of the kingdom but models of total 
childlike reception of Jesus’ teaching. The two pericopes 
end with Jesus’ blessing. This is especially significant given 
the OT parallels Derrett has pointed out and the power of 
Jesus’ concluding blessing as seen in Luke 24:50. 

Children and youngsters also play a distinct role in 
Mark’s dramatic sequence. Jesus’ greatest miracle is the 
raising of the twelve-year-old daughter of Jairus (5:35- 
43). The longest gospel miracle account is that of the 
young boy afflicted with a life-threatening illness resem- 
bling epilepsy (9:14—29). In the passion account, only 
Mark relates that a young man or youngster “closely fol- 
lowed” (Gk synékolouthei) Jesus after all the other disciples 
had fled (14:50—51). Yet even this person fled away naked 
after the soldiers seized him, grabbing hold of the linen 
cloth around him. 

Scholars have not agreed about the relationship of this 
disciple to the young man at the empty tomb who pro- 
claims Jesus’ resurrection (16:6). However, the following 
textual details suggest an identification as well as a key role 
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in Mark’s gospel conclusion. When Mary Magdalene and 
the other women came to Jesus’ tomb, they said to one 
another, “Who will roll away the stone for us from the 
door of the tomb?” (16:3). Then the text notes that the 
women entered the tomb, found the young man sitting 
there, and were amazed. The sequence suggests that their 
amazement was due to their perception that the young 
man was the only one who could have performed the 
prodigious feat of moving the huge stone. 

The following arguments support this view and point to 
the young tnan as part of a surprising climax of Mark’s 
gospel: (1) The central importance of the resurrection 
proclamation needs support by a special sign, as customary 
in Mark anc! in prophetic OT proclamations (Mark |1:1— 
5; 14:12-16; Isa 7:10); (2) The Markan audience would 
look for an :mportant biblical parallel to such a sign. This 
is found in te story of Jacob’s arrival at the well in Paddan- 
aram (Genesis 29). Jacob proves God is with him and 
identifies himself to his future wife Rachel by miraculously 
rolling a huge stone from the well to water her flocks. The 
verb “roll away” (in regard to a stone) is found only in the 
LXX of Gen 29:3, 8, 10. In addition, the same description 
of a “large stone” occurs in both Gen 29:2 and Mark 16:4. 
Jacob’s feat was really a formative miracle of Israel, for 
after this we hear about Jacob’s marriage and the birth of 
his children. It would thus parallel a similar formative 
miracle in Mark announcing a new beginning. 

The above considerations would prepare the audience 
for a final dramatic surprise: the previously weak young- 
ster who had fled away naked (14:51—52) has become the 
miraculously strong proclaimer of Jesus’ resurrection. 
Thus he surnmarizes Mark’s theme that God reverses hu- 
man expectations by working through the powerless, chil- 
dren and little ones. 


C. Children in Matthew 

In the stories of Jesus’ birth and childhood, Matthew 
introduces some of his central gospel themes. Jesus’ birth 
and the following events identify him with the child prom- 
ised through Isaiah the prophet (Isa 7:14, 16). The child 
Jesus is called Emmanuel to fulfill these prophecies (Matt 
1:23). This child will be the hope of the gentile world, as 
illustrated bv the Magi’s journey guided by God through a 
star and by creams. The child is also one with his suffering 
people in history, especially in their exile in Egypt. The 
Jewish king Herod tries to kill the “newly born king,” 
afraid that he himself may be supplanted by another. The 
experiences of the child Jesus are also remarkably similar 
to those of Moses, who was saved from death from Pharaoh 
by God’s intervention. Just as Moses liberated his people at 
the risk of his life, so the child Jesus identifies with his 
people by suffering, exile, and danger. 

Like Mark, Matthew also constructs a literary frame 
around two stories about children in his discipleship sec- 
tion (18:1—5. 19:13—15). However, unlike Mark, there is no 
sharp contrast to the twelve, but a simple question ad- 
dressed to Jesus about who is the greatest in the kingdom 
(18:1). Yet Matthew enhances the place of children by 
making this story an introduction to a whole discourse on 
church discipline (18:1 to 19:1). Thus children will stand 
as a model for a much larger group in the church. The 
first image is that of conversion: “Unless you turn and 
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become like little children, you will never enter the king- 
dom of heaven” (18:3). The second is that of humility: 
“Whoever humbles himself <is this little child is the greatest 
in the kingdom of heaven” (18:36). The third is that of 
identification with Jesus: receiving a child in his name 
(18:5) and the very opposite, causing a little one to sin. 
Here Matthew emphasizes the identification-with-Jesus 
theme that is central to his gospel. Jesus then highlights 
the importance of little ones by declaring that each has a 
special guardian angel assigned to them by God (18:10). 

In this discourse, Matthew expands the image of chil- 
dren or little ones to include first of all lost community 
members. The audience stould search for them like a 
shepherd looking for a single lost sheep, since it is not the 
Father’s will that a single litle one perish (18:14). The 
evangelist then gives two other examples of the search for 
little ones: first, the case of a serious transgression within 
the community where every possible effort should be 
made to have the transgressor realize what he has done. 
An initial step is a secret one-to-one talk, then two or three 
witnesses, and finally the whole community should try to 
win over the lost person (18: 15-20). In regard to the weak 
backslider, forgiveness must be extended without limit, up 
to “seventy times seven” (13:22). The children’s literary 
frame ends in 19:13—15. Matthew does not have Mark’s 
significant blessing. However, he has Jesus twice lay his 
hands on the children. This could have special significance 
given the importance of the .aying on of hands in the early 
church. 

The theme of children/little ones is also important else- 
where in this gospel. Following the OT wisdom mou, Jesus 
praises God who has hidden things from the “wise and 
understanding and revealed them to babes” (11:25). When 
Jesus enters the temple for the last time, Matthew contrasts 
the indignant attitude of the chief priests and scribes to 
that of children who saw Jesus’ wonderful deeds and cried 
out to him, “Hosanna to the Son of David” (20:15). When 
the Jewish leaders objected to the children’s words, Jesus 
replied to them by quoting: Psalm 8:2, which describes 
children as open to the wonders of God’s universe. The 
Last Judgment scene in 25:31 sums up Matthew’s theme 
of Jesus’ identification with the little ones and least of the 
kingdom, who now include the poor, sick, hungry, and 
homeless in the world. Jesus declares, “Truly I say to you, 
as you did it to one of the least of these my brethren, you 
did it to me” (25:40). In contrast, what was not done to 
“one of the least of these” is not done to Jesus (25:45). 


D. Children in Luke 

Luke could well be called she “gospel of little children.” 
The stories of Jesus’ birth and childhood introduce central 
motifs found later in that gospel. As in Matthew, the child 
Jesus is the promised descendant of David. The nativity 
stories resemble Scripture meditations on the OT. There 
God directed the prophet Samuel to choose a “little one” 
as the future king, the youngster David who was out 
shepherding the flocks (1 Sam 16:1—-13). In a similar 
manner, the promised child is discovered by shepherds in 
a rustic setting near David’s own city of Bethlehem. The 
shepherds recognize the child through Isaiah’s sign of the 
manger (1:1-2; Luke 2:7, 12, 16). The child’s place in a 
feeding crib symbolizes he will be a shepherd and source 
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of nourishment for his people. This prepares the way for 
a gospel climax in which Jesus will be recognized in the 
breaking of bread (24:30-31). The lack of hospitality at 
Jesus’ birth contrasts with the hospitality shown to the 
mysterious stranger at the end of the gospel who proves 
to be the risen Jesus (24:28—32). The two childhood wis- 
dom summaries (2:39, 52) are significant in presenting 
Jesus as a wisdom child in view of the OT wisdom scrip- 
tures. Later, Luke will take up the theme of God’s gift of 
wisdom bestowed on little ones, even infants (10:21-22). At 
the Last Supper, Jesus teaches that the greatest of the 
disciples should be like the youngest (22:26). 

Luke’s gospel is unique in having a special journey 
section, beginning in 9:51, where most of his special ma- 
terial is found. He introduces it by focusing on children as 
the model for the new teachings on discipleship that he 
will present. J. Kodell (1987) has studied the literary chil- 
dren’s framework in the journey section and shown how 
Luke teaches through opposing pairs based on the model 
of children and little ones. Jesus teaches that the disciples 
must receive children as himself and that the least among 
them is the greatest (9:47—48). The first opposing group 
is the disciples who argue about first places in the kingdom 
(9:46—48). The second is the attitude of John forbidding 
someone outside the twelve from casting out devils in Jesus’ 
name. Connected to this episode is Jesus’ opposition to 
both John and James in their response to Samaritans 
(9:49-56). The closing children’s story is near the end of 
Luke’s journey section (18:15—17). Here the emphasis lies 
on receiving the kingdom as a child (18:17). Luke expands 
this to include the least and lowliest in the kingdom. The 
opposing pairs are the Pharisee and tax collector as well as 
the rich ruler and Pharisees (18:9—30), 


E. Children in John 

The gospel prologue announces the Word came down 
from heaven so that those who believe in Jesus might 
become children (Gk tekna) of God. In the Nicodemus 
episode, Jesus states the necessity of being born again (or 
from above) to enter the kingdom of God. While the 
Synoptic Gospels present children as models for this new 
birth, John appears to present this model through an 
actual person (Brown 1979: 31), the beloved disciple, al- 
though some scholars consider him to be an idealized 
disciple or model for the audience. 

This beloved disciple (BD) seems to be a youngster, for 
there was a reported saying of Jesus that he would still be 
alive when Jesus returned (21:22—23). Also his position at 
Jesus’ bosom at the last supper suggests a young age. His 
relationship to Jesus seems modeled on that of Jesus to the 
Father. Jesus reveals his Father’s secrets because he is in 
his Father’s bosom (1:18). Correspondingly, the BD at 
Jesus’ bosom learns from him the secret of Judas’ betrayal 
and tells it to Peter. The BD’s special place at Jesus’ side 
suggests that he will be his special successor, since chaps. 
13-17 treat of Jesus’ departure and his continued pres- 
ence. The gospel presents the BD as the authority behind 
its views of Jesus’ and his teaching. Hence the BD is 
presented as Jesus’ successor either as a favorite disciple or 
as an adopted son, perhaps modeled on Joseph, the favor- 
ite son of Jacob, who receives a double blessing (Gn 49:22— 
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26), and whose children Ephraim and Mannaseh are 
adopted as Jacob’s own (48:1—-22). 

The following are ways that the BD appears as models 
for the gospel audience: (1) He is a model for the gospel’s 
emphasis on the Paraclete or Holy Spirit as the inner 
successor of Jesus (Culpepper 1983: 123-24). As the Par- 
aclete is the Spirit of truth (14:15) so the BD also proclaims 
the truth (19:35). As the Spirit bears witness, so does the 
BD (15:26; 19:35). They both teach and bring into remem- 
brance what Jesus has said (14:25; 2:20-22). (2) The “one 
[or disciple] whom Jesus loved” is the principal designation 
of the BD in this gospel (13:23; 19:26; 20:2; 21:7, 20). 
Thus he is a model for every disciple who is likewise loved 
by Jesus. This love is parallel to and modeled on the love 
of the Father for Jesus. This is shown in statements like, 
“the Father loves the Son, and has given all things into his 
hand” (5:20; also 10:17; 15:9). A prominent example of 
this love is the “family relationship” of Jesus with Lazarus, 
Martha, and Mary. The gospel describes each of them as 
loved by Jesus (11:3, 5, 36). The quality of this love receives 
special notice, for Jesus risks his life to save Lazarus by 
being willing to go into Judea (11:8). In response, the 
family gives a reception for Jesus at Bethany, where Laza- 
rus is seated at table, Martha fulfills her role in serving, 
and Mary affectionately anoints his feet with oil and dries 
them with her hair as an extraordinary sign of hospitality 
(12:1-3). (3) The BD is a model of faith for the audience. 
On hearing from Mary Magdalene that the tomb was open, 
the BD ran with Peter, noticed that the tomb was empty, 
and believed without any accompanying sign or confirma- 
tion. 


Bibliography 
Brown, R. E. 1979. The Community of the Beloved Disciple. New York. 
Clemens, R. E. 1966. The Relation of Children to the People of 
God in the Old Testament. Baptist Quarterly 21: 195-205. 
Culpepper, R. A. 1983. Anatomy of the Fourth Gospel. Philadelphia. 
Derrett, J. D. M. 1983. Why Jesus Blessed the Children (Mk 10:13- 
16 par.). NovT 25: 1-18. 
Kodell, J. 1987. Luke and the Children. CBQ 49: 415-30. 
Josepy A. GRassI 


CHILEAB (PERSON) [Heb ki?ab]. The second son of 
David, born at Hebron (2 Sam 3:3). He was the firstborn 
of David and Abigail, the Carmelite, whom David had 
taken as a wife upon the death of her foolish husband 
Nabal (1 Samuel 25). Presumably he had died, along with 
David’s first- and third-born sons, Amnon and Absalom, 
when David’s fourth son Adonijah attempted to seize the 
throne in the last days of his father’s life (1 Kings 1-2). He 
is called “DANIEL” in 1 Chr 3:1, and this—or some form 
such as “Daluiah” (see McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 101)—was 
most likely his correct name. In 2 Sam 3:3, 4QSam? has 
dif ], the OG has Dalouia, and an OL fragment has da{_ ]; 
a textual corruption is easily postulated here, since the last 
three letters of the Hebrew—/?b—are identical to the first 
three of the next word and since the letters & and d could 
have been easily confused. 
Davip M. Howarb, JR. 
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CHILIASM. The materialistic and sensual aspect of 
millenarianism, the belief in an earthly paradise lasting 
about one thousand years. Illustrative of this belief is 2 
Baruch 29-3\), a Jewish work of the early 2d century c.£. It 
says that the earth will yield “ten thousand fold,” the vine 
will have a thousand branches, one grape will produce a 
cor (= 55 gallons) of wine, and manna will fall from 
heaven. This concept is employed and developed by a 
number of early Christians. Eusebius of Caesarea (ca. 260~ 
ca. 340) states that the gnostic Cerinthus (ca. 100) taught a 
crude chiliasm which included belief in an earthly king- 
dom replete with sumptuous banquets, marital bliss, feasts, 
“sacrifices and slaughter of victims” (thysiais kai hiereton 
sphagais): presumably he means animal sacrifices (fist. 
Eccl, 3:28; 7:25). Here Eusebius is quoting Dionysius of 
Alexandria (died ca. 264), who opposed the teaching of 
Cerinthus. Teaching similar to Cerinthus is attributed to 
Nepos of Arsinoe (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 7:24). He thought that 
the “divine Scriptures should be interpreted” “after a 
more Jewish fashion” (Joudaikoteron), that is, according to 
the model o- certain Jewish interpretations which antici- 
pated an earthly paradise. Another exponent of chiliasm 
was Apollinarius (ca. 310-390). Epiphanius (anac. 77:36— 
38) states that Apollinarius expected persons to rise with 
resuscitated physical bodies and to observe both male 
circumcision and the Jewish dietary laws. Chiliasm is found 
in one of its most crass forms in Lactantius (ca. 224~—ca. 
320). He states that the righteous will have multiple off- 
spring; celestial bodies will shine seven times more brightly 
than in this world; mountains will drip with honey; there 
will be streams of wine and milk and animals will cease to 
be carnivorous; there will be no need for commerce or 
agriculture. Dyeing of wool will not be necessary because 
the sheep will be of different colors (Lactant. Div. /nst. 
7:24; cf. Verz. Ecl. 4:21-45). Commodianus (3d century 
or later) takes an approach similar to Lactantius and adds 
that there will be no rain or cold and that Jerusalem will 
be 12,000 furlongs square and reach as high as the heav- 
ens. The righteous shall beget children for one thousand 
years. Methodius of Olympius (died ca. 311) in Banquet 9 
views the millennium as the fulfillment of the Jewish feast 
of Tabernacles. However, he states that there will be no 
begetting of children. The author of the Apocalypse of John 
the Theologian (von Tischendorf 1966: 70—94) takes a ma- 
terialistic view of the renewed earth and also argues that 
there will be neither yellow nor red nor black races, neither 
Negro nor “different face,” and all will be about the age of 
thirty. However, although his statements refer to a para- 
dise on a renewed earth, he does not mention a thousand 
years per se. 
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CHILION (PERSON) [Heb kilyén]. Son of Elimelech 
and Naomi, husband of Orpah (Ruth 1:2, 5; 4:9). Chilion 
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and his family migrated to Moab, where he married Orpah 
(4:9-10) and later died with his brother Mahlon and their 
father (1:4—5). Chilion is always paired with his brother in 
the story. The initial order cf Mahlon followed by Chilion 
(1:2, 5) is inverted at the gate scene by Boaz (4:9) but not 
for the reason of chiasmus since 1:5 would interrupt this 
sequence. The inverted order presented by Boaz has been 
explained on the basis that the older brother’s seniority 
would require him to be named first in such a commercial 
transaction and therefore it is assumed that Mahlon is the 
elder. The reason for the first pairing is unclear. Gordis 
(1986) attributes it to the syinbolic meaning of the names 
“sickness” (Mahlon) and “death” (Chilton), which together 
sum up the destitute condition of the family in Moab. See 
MAHLON. 

The etymology of “Chilion” is uncertain, but many 
relate it to the noun &illayé1. (masc.) from kalé; thus the 
name is interpreted “destruction,” “annihilation,” or “fail- 
ing” (cf. LXX spellings kelazon, chelaion, and chellaion). 
Noth, however, prefers “consumption, a wasting disease” 
(IPN, 11). Those who take the characters as historical point 
out that the names in the story are plausible, some being 
attested in ANE onomastica. This is evidenced for “Chi- 
lion” in Ug (klyn), Phoen (kly). and Palmyrene (kylywn, kyly). 
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CHILMAD (PLACE) [Hed kilmad]. A trading partner 
with Tyre mentioned only in the MT of Ezekiel’s lament 
over that city (Ezek 27:23). The name is last in a list of five 
places, three of which are well attested: HARAN, EDEN 
(= Bit Adini), and ASSHUR; CANNEH is otherwise un- 
attested, but may be the sarne as CALNEH. Chilmad is 
obscure, and has given rise to speculative interpretations. 
LXX reads Charman, a puzzling name, and the Vulgate 
simply transliterates MT to give Chelmad. The Targums 
reanalyzed the consonantal text as ki md[y] “all Media,” 
followed by some modern commentators (e.g., Eichrodt 
Ezekiel OTL, 381; Zimmerli Ezekiel Hermeneia, 50) and 
translators (NEB). 

The trade with Tyre engaged in by Haran, Canneh, 
Eden, Asshur, and Chilmad (?) seems to have involved the 
export of textiles and other woven goods (Ezek 27:24). 
The three known places are located in Syria and N Meso- 
potamia, and this has induced suggestions of Mesopota- 
mian and Syrian identifications for Chilmad. Among these 
are Charmon (Charmande) on the Euphrates near Baby- 
lon (Xen. An. 1.5.10), Kalwada near Baghdad (Smith 1872: 
61; now generally rejected), and Kulmadara in N Syria 
(Astour [DBSup, 145, supposing omission of an r by hap- 
lography). Simons (GTTOT 457) observes that LXX Char- 
man may reproduce the name of the Persian province 
Kirman; if so, the Greek translator may have already made 
implicitly the analysis of MT as a reference to Media 
followed by the later Targums. He further notes (Simons 
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GTTOT, 488) that the “sons of Cheleoud” in Jdt 1:6 (RSV: 
“Chaldeans”) have also been associated with Chilmad. 

The revocalization kélimmdd “like an apprentice” is at 
least as old as David Kimhi (ca. 1160-ca. 1235) and was 
followed by some critics in the 19th century. 
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CHIMHAM (PERSON) [Heb kimhdm]. Son of Barzillai 
the Gileadite who resided with King David after the unsuc- 
cessful revolt of Absalom (2 Sam 19:38-39, 41—Eng 
19:37—38, 40). On David’s return to Jerusalem after quell- 
ing Absalom’s rebellion, he wished to reward faithful Bar- 
zillai with a place at the royal residence in Jerusalem. Since 
he was eighty years old, Barzillai politely declined and, 
instead, asked the favor for “your servant” Chimham. 
David complied and Chimham returned to Jerusalem with 
him. 

Although it is not stated that Chimham was the son of 
Barzillai, this can be reasonably inferred. Some Greek 
versions and the Syriac add “my son” to Chimham’s name 
in 2 Samuel 19, and Josephus (Ant 7.11.4) believed that 
Chimham was the son of Barzillai. As one of his last 
requests, the dying David asked Solomon to continue to 
show favor to Barzillai’s “sons” who lived at the royal 
residence (1 Kgs 2:7). It can be assumed that others had 
joined their kinsman (lit. brother) Chimham there. 

The name also occurs in the place name, GERUTH- 
CHIMHAM (jer 41:17). Since the name probably means 
“lodging place or fief of Chimham,” and is located near 
Bethlehem, some commentators believe that David 
awarded Chimham a grant of land from his patrimony. 
For further discussion see Williamson Chronicles NCBC. 

STEPHEN G. DEMPSTER 


CHINNERETH (PLACE) [Heb innaret]. Var. CHIN- 
NEROTH. Chinnereth was identified by W. F. Albright 
and G. Dalman with Tell el-“Oreimeh (Tel Kinrot M.R. 
200252) on the W shore of Lake Chinneroth, N of the el- 
Ghuwayer Plain. It comprises a small tell on top of a 
natural hill clearly visible from the S and the W, and of a 
lower city covering great parts of the slope extending to 
the shore of the lake. The primary water source is ‘En et- 
Tine, a spring located at the S foot of the hill underneath 
a steep cliff. 

The identification agrees with the literary sources. Chin- 
nereth is first mentioned in the list of Thutmose III as 
number 34, the last of four cities in the upper valley of the 
Jordan, after Laish, Hazor, and Pehel. The importance of 
the town during the 18th Dyn. is further documented by 
the fact that Chinnereth is listed in Papyrus Petersburg 
1116 A, together with ten other Canaanite cities, among 
which are Megiddo, Taanach, Ashkelon, and Hazor. Dur- 
ing the later part of the 18th Dyn. no further reference to 
the town is made. In the Bible, Chinnereth appears one 
time in Josh 19:35 as one of the cities of Naphtali. However, 
it must have been an important city in the time of the 
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monarchy, since the lake was named after the town (cf. 
Num 34:11; Deut 3:17; Josh 12:31; 13:27). In Josh 11:2 
and 1 Kgs 15:20, Chinneroth probably designates the 
region S of Chinnereth, 1.e., the el-Ghuwayer Plain. After 
the Assyrian conquest of the N Kingdom, the city was 
abandoned, and in Roman and Byzantine times it was 
replaced by the new settlement called Gennesaret (cf. Matt 
14:34), which appears as Ginnosar in the Jewish tradition 
and can most probably be located in the vicinity of Kh. el- 
Minya, just .5 km S of Tell el-“Oreimeh. 

At the W edge of the tell, a city wall and part of a house 
were excavated that can clearly be dated to the EB II. But 
the pottery from various fills is a mixture of different 
wares from EB I and II. Common are sherds decorated in 
the band-slip or grain-washed technique, as well as sherds 
of red-burnished ware, both typical of EB I, suggesting 
that a settlement already existed during this period. Not a 
single sherd of KHIRBET KERAK WARE has been found, 
suggesting that the site remained unsettled from EB HI 
until MB II. 

From the MB and LB ages only scattered remains have 
been found, so that nothing conclusive may be said about 
the fortification and extension of the town during the 2d 
millennium. Habitation during the MB II and LB is indi- 
cated by sherds from different loci, including fragments 
of imported vessels such as Mycenaean bowls and Cypriot 
milk bowls. 

The site was probably not settled during the Iron Age I. 
A new settlement was founded during the 10th century 
B.c., replaced by a city covering approximately 6 acres. 
The earliest city was defended by a massive wall system up 
to 11 m wide. 

At the end of the 9th or the beginning of the 8th century 
B.c., the city was reduced in size. The city wall encircled 
only the upper part of the mound, protecting an area of 
about 2 acres. An entirely new city wall, 3-4 m wide, was 
built, partly founded on the earlier wall. At the S side, a 
citadel was separated from the rest of the city, which could 
be entered from the city in the N. The small two-cham- 
bered city gate stood at the E side, and beside it was a 
pillared building. The whole gate was filled with burnt 
mudbrick material and ashes to a depth of ca. 2 m, 
indicating a heavy and sudden destruction. According to 
the pottery from the rooms adjoining the gate, the de- 
struction can be dated into the second half of the 8th 
century B.c., and may be attributed to the conquest of 
Tiglath-pileser III in 733 B.c. 

During the Hellenistic period, most of the tell remained 
uninhabited. Only in the central depression were a few 
houses erected, and they are badly preserved. They were 
probably built by local farmers who used the slopes for 
agriculture. The rooms were entirely empty, with only 
some scattered fragments of Hellenistic pottery (such as 
bowls, cooking pots, lamps, and uguenteriae) found in the 
debris. Two bronze coins of the Ptolemaic period indicate 
that this farming activity started during the 3d century 
B.c. It probably did not last longer than early Roman times, 
and most likely came to an end during the war from 66— 


70 A.D. 
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CHINNERETH, SEA OF (PLACE) [Heb kinneret). 
See GALILEE, SEA OF. 


CHIOS (PLACE) [Gk Chios]. A large mountainous island 
of volcanic origin in the Aegean Sea 8 mi W of Asia Minor 
(Strabo 14.1.35; Acts 20:15). The island’s name was either 
derived from the Greek word for snow, because its moun- 
tains are perennially snow-covered, or from a Syrian word 
for mastic, because its forests abound with mastic. Chios is 
situated between the islands of Lesbos and Samos and is a 
principal island in the Ionian Archipelago. 

The islancl’s principal ancient city was named Chios also 
and had the advantage of a good harbor which could 
contain 80 ships (Strabo 14.1.35; Herodotus 6.8; Thucyd- 
ides 8.15). Evidence of Chios exports have been found in 
large quantity in Naucratis, the Black Sea area, and Massi- 
lia, but rarely in the Greek peninsula. The men of Chios 
made slave trade a chief pursuit. Underwater archaeolo- 
gists have found a number of amphoras testifying to the 
significance of the Chios wine trade (Strabo 14.1.15; 
14.1.35; 14.27.19). 

Emporio was the earliest fortification on the island (C- 
14 date 2075 3.c.£.) and the site was later settled bv the 
Mycenaean. The site was destroyed by fire about 1100 
B.c.E. and was left abandoned until about 750 B.c.r. at 
which time the population of the island gradually began 
to grow. The inhabitants of Chios were subject to the 
fonians and in 546 B.c.£. fell with Asia Minor to the 
Persians. The Chians and the Miletians rebelled against 
the Persians and fought gallantly off the island of Lade 
with 100 ships only to fall again to the Persians. After the 
battle of Mycale in 479, the Chians joined the Athenian 
confederacy and in 412, they sided with the Spartans in 
the Peloponnesian war against their former allies, the 
Athenians. The Athenians retaliated by devastating the 
island of Chios. After the battle of Naxos in 376, the 
Chians revolted against the Spartans allying themselves 
again with Athens. In 363, the Chians joined forces with 
Thebes and successfully defeated the Athenian general 
Chares in battle. Athens recognized the island’s indepen- 
dence in 355. The island later befriended Rome and 
subsequently had to surrender their ships and 2000 talents 
to the Pontic king Mithidates. The Romans recognized 
Chios’ independence and probably never made the island 
part of the p-ovince of Asia (Pliny 5.38; 16.6). 
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Chios was renowned for its red wine (Pliny 14.9; 
17.34.22; Horace Od 3.19.5; Virgil Eclogues 5.7; Athena- 
goras 4.167; 1.32), mastic (Pliny 12.36; 24.74; Dioscor. 
1.90), and marble. The island was also one of the reputed 
birthplaces of Homer. According to legend, Homer gath- 
ered his pupils to himself a: the foot of Mt. Epos on the 
coast of Chios, which was probably the same location of an 
ancient sanctuary of Cybele. 

In Josephus’ account of Herod’s voyage to the Black Sea 
to meet Marcus Agrippa (Ant 16.2.2), he recorded that 
Herod was detained for some time by north winds at 
Chios. During his delay, Herod gave a generous sum of 
money for the restoration cf public works on the island, 
which had been destroyed during the Mithridatic war. 

Paul anchored off the island for a night while returning 
to Jerusalem after his third missionary journey (Acts 
20:15), but never went to shore. Isidorus, an Alexandrian 
Christian and soldier in the Roman army, went with his 
fleet to Chios, where he was accused for his beliefs and 
martyred in 251 c.e. There is evidence of Christianity on 
the island by the 4th century, with a Bishop of Chios (who 
was not present at the Nicaesn Council) and post-Constan- 
tinian basilicas at Chios and Phana (on the southern end 
of the island). 

Scotr T. CARROLL 


CHISLEV [Heb kisléw]. The ninth month of the Hebrew 
calendar, roughly corresponding to November and De- 
cember. See CALENDARS (ANCIENT ISRAELITE AND 
EARLY JEWISH). 


CHISLON (PERSON) [Heb dislén]. A Benjaminite, and 
the father of Elidad (Num 34:21). The latter was selected 
from the tribe of Benjamin to help oversee the distribution 
of the land of Canaan W of the Jordan among the ten 
tribes who would occupy tha! territory. 

Several meanings have been suggested for the name 
“Chislon.” Johnson (IDB 1: 562), following Noth (IPN 
227), suggested “slow” or “Leavy of movement,” relating 
the name to an Arabic cognate. Others have proposed 
“hope” or “aspiration” and have suggested a derivation 
from occurrences of the 1oot ks! in Ugaritic sources 
(EncMigr 4:222). There are also several cities mentioned in 
Scripture whose names recall that of Chislon: Chesalon 
(Josh 15:10), Chisloth-Tabor (Josh 19:12), and Chesulloth 
(Josh 19:18). 

RAPHAEL I. PANITZ 


CHISLOTH-TABOR (PLACE) [Heb kislét tabor]. Var. 
CHESULLOTH. A town on the S border of the territory 
of Zebulun (Josh 19:12). It is apparent that Chesulloth 
(Heb késilét) in the territory of Issachar (Josh 19:18) is a 
variant name of this town. Eusebius states that it is “called 
Chsalous, a village in the valley by Tabor 8 miles from 
Diocesarea eastwards” (Klosterman 1904: 28, lines 23-25). 
Josephus mentions it twice, once as “Xaloth” (JW 3.3.1) as 
the S border of Lower Galilee, and again as “Exaloth” (Life 
44). In a homiletical interpretation of Gen 49:14, Gen. Rab. 
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(98:12) describes Issachar as a mountain between two 
valleys, that of “Iksalo” and that of “Jezreel.” 

As already recognized by Eshthori ha-Parhi (Edelman 
1852: 47) and again by Guerin (1880: 108—9) and the 
Survey (Conder and Kitchener 1881: 365), the village of 
Iksal (M.R. 180232) 5 km W of Mt. Tabor retains this 
ancient name. However, no Iron Age sherds have been 
reported from Iksal, but neither has an alternative site 
been found in the immediate vicinity. The position of the 
four places mentioned in conjunction with Chesulloth in 
Joshua 19—Sarid, Daberath, Jezreel, and Shunem (the 
names of which having all survived in modern place 
names)—confirms the identification of Chesulloth/Chis- 
loth-Tabor with Iksal. 

Iksal’s position shows the border between Issachar and 
Zebulun to have been at the foot of the hills, and also that 
in JW 3.3 Josephus excluded the Jezreel valley from Gali- 
lee. 
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RAFAEL FRANKEL 


CHITLISH (PLACE) [Heb kitlis]. A town situated in the 
Shephelah, or low country, of Judah (Josh 15:40), within 
the same district as Lachish and Eglon. The only reference 
to this settlement occurs in the list of towns within the 
tribal allotment of Judah (Josh 15:21—62; see also BETH- 
DAGON). The location of the ancient settlement is un- 
known. It has been suggested (Boling and Wright Joshua 
AB, 386) that Chitlish may be the same place as Kentisha 
of the list of Thutmose III, and &-n-ti-sa, mentioned on a 
hieratic ostracon discovered at Lachish. 
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CHLOE (PERSON) [Gk Chloé]. A woman singled out for 
mention by Paul in 1 Cor 1:11 because her “people,” 
literally “those of Chloe,” had reported to Paul about 
quarreling among the Corinthians. Chloe’s “people” were 
presumably either family members, or slave or freed mem- 
ber employees of her household. The information they 
conveyed to Paul, who was in Ephesus, could have been 
delivered either by a letter from the Corinthians or by 
word of mouth. It is unclear whether Chloe’s people re- 
sided in Corinth or in Ephesus at the time. An Ephesian 
rather than a Corinthian base for the household of Chloe 
seems more probable since Paul probably would not have 
been so tactless as to identify his informants in remarks to 
their local Corinthian brothers and sisters. On the other 
hand, since Chloe herself is apparently known to the 
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Corinthians, she and her people may well have lived in 
Corinth. But in view of the conjecture above, it is more 
likely that they resided in Ephesus where, probably as a 
person of means, Chloe ran a business which required 
sending emissaries to Corinth and resulted in her being 
acquainted with residents there. 

Chloe’s people were obviously Christian. But the same 
cannot be said with certainty about Chloe. It has been 
noted, however, that the Greek phrase describing her 
people as hot tén chloés lit. “those of Chloe” contrasts with 
references to Christian members of other households, e.g., 
hoi ek ton ?Aristoboulou, hoi ek tin Narkissou lit. “those from 
(of) Aristobulus, those from (of) Narcissus” (Rom 16:10— 
11). The absence of the Gk preposition ek (from) in the 
phrase mentioning Chloe may imply that the whole of her 
household including Chloe was Christian (Meeks 1983: 
217, n. 54). One can also surmise that Paul’s identification 
of his informants by using Chloe’s name could reflect some 
familiarity with her, perhaps acquired through business, 
but just as likely through membership in the Christian 
community. Chloe may well have been known to Paul as a 
believer along with her whole household. In that sense she 
would be reminiscent of Lydia of Philippi and, together 
with Lydia, might be cited as one type of woman who 
belonged to the Pauline communities: female heads of 
households and businesses, women thus accustomed to 
social leadership and decision-making roles. 
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CHOBA (PLACE) [Gk Chéba]. Var. CHOBAI. A site in 
the book of Judith, located in Israelite territory (Jdt 4:4, 
15:4, 15:5). The location of the site is uncertain, and given 
the genre of the book of Judith, the name may be fictitious. 
It is even unclear whether 4:5 and 15:5 are referring to 
the same place (15:4 gives the probable variant spelling 
chébai). The Choba in 4:4 is located to the N of Jerusalem, 
but seemingly S of the area of Samaria, while in 15:5 it 
seems to be a border town. In 15:5 the mention of Damas- 
cus has led some to draw a connection with the Hobah in 
Gen 15:14, the place to which Abraham pursues the cap- 
tors of Lot. However, that Hobah is located N of Damascus, 
so the connection does not seem fruitful. Aharoni and Avi- 
Yonah (MBA) have identified Choba with el-Marmaleh 
(M.R. 196163), which is located 30 mi S of Scythopolis and 
3 mi W of the Jordan. Moore (Judith AB) suggests an 
identification with el-Mekhubbi, which is located between 
Tubas (biblical Thebez M.R. 185192) and Besan. See Abel 
GP. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


CHORAZIN (PLACE) [Gk Korazin]. Chorazin was a 
Galilean town rebuked by Jesus for its rejection of his 
message, although it had witnessed his miracles (Matt 
11:21; Luke 10:13). Ancient Jewish sources describe it as a 
medium-sized town (¢. Mak. 3:8) noted for its remarkable 
wheat production (b. Menah. 85a). 

Eusebius (Onomast. 174.23) and Jerome (De Situ et Nom. 
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Loc. Hebr. 194) located the ruins of the town 2 mi N of 
Capernaum. C. W. M. Van de Velde’s identification of 
Khirbet Karazeh (M.R. 203257) as ancient Chorazin in the 
1850s has been generally accepted (Yeivin 1987: 24). 

Located in the hills overlooking Capernaum and the N 
shore of the Sea of Galilee, this town thrived in the 2d 
century A.D. when the population of the region expanded 
as a result of the Bar Kokhba rebellion. The imposing 
basalt ruins have been subjected to some architectural 
clearance by the Department of Antiquities of Palestine in 
1926, and more recently Ze’ev Yeivin has conducted exca- 
vations for the Israel Department of Antiquities and Mu- 
seums 1962-65, 1982-86. Domestic complexes, a public 
building, ancl a synagogue have been exposed. The well- 
preserved architectural fragments of the 4th-century syn- 
agogue, which include friezes adorned with geometrical, 
floral, and even anthropoid imagery, make it an important 
site for the study of post-temple Judaism and synagogue 
architecture. The discovery of numerous coins on the floor 
of the synagogue has been interpreted as indicating that 
the town was a stop on the journey of Christian pilgrims 
who came to witness the fulfillment of Jesus’ reproach and 
who tossed coins into the ruins. 

Archaeological excavations as of yet have not unearthed 
evidence of occupation prior to the 2d century a.p. at Kh. 
Karazeh, although Chorazin’s earlier existence is attested 
in the literary evidence. Only a small percentage of the 
site, which covers over 80 acres, has been excavated. The 
remains of Ist-century Chorazin remain to be discovered. 
See also EAEAL 1: 299-303. 
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CHORBE (PERSON) [Gk Chorbe]. The head of a family 
in a list of returnees from exile in Babylon (1 Esdr 5:12 
= Ezra 5:9; Neh 7:14). This section of the list (5:9-—15) 
identifies laymen by family relationship rather than by 
town of origin. | Esdr 5:7—46 is based on the parallel in 
Ezra 2:1~-70 rather than on Neh 7:6—73. However, both 
parallel verses in Ezra and Neh give the name “Zaccai,” 
which either means “pure” or is a contraction of Zechariah 
(“Yahweh reraembers”). Since the Gk text of | Esdras 
contains many corruptions of the Hebrew Vorlage, W. Ru- 
dolph (Esra und Nehemiah HAT) considers Chorbe to be a 
corruption of zobbe:, a Gk transliteration of the Hebrew 
word zabbai. Some manuscripts interchange Zaccai and 
Zabbai in Neh 3:20, so it is possible for Zaccai to have been 
corrupted to Zobbei and then to Chorbe. One Gk manu- 
script of | Esdras has Zakchai instead of Chorbe. Nothing 
is known about this person, though a stamp discovered by 
Moscati contains the name “Zaccai.” (See Myers Esdras AB.) 
MITCHELL C. Pacwa 


CHOSAMAEWUS (PERSON) [Gk Chosamaios]. A name 
associated with Simon, a son of Annan, who divorced his 
foreign wife during Ezra’s reform (1 Esdr 9:32). Although 
the RSV follows the LXX by listing Simon Chosamaeus as 
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the last of the five sons of Annan, the apparently parallel 
account in Ezra 10:31—32 mentions eight sons of Harim, 
of which the fifth, Shimeon, is often assumed to be a Heb 
variant for Simon in | Esdras. Chosamaeus is lacking in 
the Ezra parallel. However, Ritsch (DB 1: 563) argues that 
“the name Chosamaeus probably arose as the result of a 
scribal error in copying the three Greek proper names 
following Shimeon” in Ezra 10 (i.e., Benjamin, Malluch, 
and Shemariah). Difference: such as this raise questions 
about the sources of and literary relationships among 1 
Esdras, Ezra, and Nehemiah. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CHREIA [Gk Chreia]. Isocrates used to say that the root 
of education is bitter, but its fruits sweet (Aphthonius in 
Hock and O’Neil 1986: 224). Diogenes, on being asked 
why people give to beggars but not to philosophers, said, 
“Because they think that they might become lame or blind, 
but they never think that they will take up philosophy” 
(D.L. 6.56). The forms of these two anecdotes—-So-and-so 
said ..., and So-and-so, on being asked ..., said... — 
represent two of the most popular varieties of a literary 
form known in antiquity as the chreia, itself a very popular 
form in Greco-Roman literature. Indeed, one estimate of 
the number of chreiai attributed to Diogenes alone is 
perhaps a thousand (Fische) 1968: 374), and thousands 
more, attributed to other philosophers as well as to kings, 
generals, sophists, even couxtesans, are scattered across 
the pages of Athenaeus, Dioyrenes Laertius, Plutarch, and 
Stobaeus, to name only a few writers who made extensive 
use of this form. In short, preserving the wisdom and wit 
of an Isocrates or a Diogenes by casting it as a chreia was a 
widespread habit among ancient writers, one that was 
learned early on, for the chreia was used in grammatical 
and compositional exercises in school. 

The educational use of the chreia, however, assured 
more than its popularity; it also assured it of receiving a 
sustained and sophisticated analysis, as the chreia was 
taken up, along with a baker’s dozen of other literary 
forms, into those teachers’ rmanuals on elementary com- 
position and argumentation known as Progymnasmata. The 
earliest surviving example of these manuals is that by 
Aelius Theon of Alexandria in the late Ist century C.E. 
(Stegemann PW 5A: 2037-54; Butts 1986), who was fol- 
lowed in the late 2d century by Hermogenes of Tarsus 
(Radermacher PW 8: 865-77; Rabe 1913), in the late 4th 
century by Aphthonius of Antioch (Brzoska PW 1: 2797- 
2800; Rabe 1926), and in the 5th by Nicolaus of Myra 
(Stegemann PW 17: 424-57, Felten 1913; see also Hock 
and O’Neil 1986). These manuals subject each form— 
fable, narrative, chreia, maxim, encomium, comparison, 
and so on—to a relatively standard analysis which empha- 
sizes matters of definition andl classification, and to various 
compositional exercises whic’ would allow students who 
had just finished with their literary studies to learn the 
compositional skills and techaiques necessary for writing 
speeches and declamations (Bonner 1977: 250-76; Hun- 
ger 1978: 92-120; Russell 19&3). The terms of this analysis: 
and the techniques of compcsition in these manuals thus 
provide a complex as well as a contemporary perspective 
from which to view these forrns and the chreia in particu- 
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lar—a perspective that will organize and inform the follow- 
ing discussion of the chreia. 

All the manuals define the chreia—and without substan- 
tial disagreement. Aphthonius’s definition is: “A chreia is 
a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to some character” 
(Hock and O’Neil 1986: 225). The key term is “reminis- 
cence,” which Theon says is “an action or saying that is 
useful for living” (Hock and O’Neil 1986: 83). But since a 
reminiscence might be quite long according to Theon 
(Hock and O’Neil 1986: 83), the word “concise” is neces- 
sary to distinguish the chreia from its longer relative. In 
any case, the saying or action must also be attributed to 
some Gk prosépon, whether to an individual person (e.g., 
Diogenes) or to an identifiable character (e.g., a defiant 
Laconian). In either case, however, the attribution must be 
“aptly” made, be “in character,” as it were. For example: A 
Laconian woman, on being sold into slavery and asked 
what she knew how to do, said, “Be free” (Stobaeus 
3.13.58). 

Classifying the chreia according to species and subspe- 
cies serves to refine the definition further. All the manuals 
identify and illustrate the simple classification of three 
species: sayings-chreia, action-chreia, and mixed chreia 
(Hock and O'Neil 1986: 85, 175, 225, 255). The point of 
the chreia, accordingly, is made by a saying, an action, or 
both. The chreiai quoted at the outset thus become say- 
ings-chreiai. An example of an action-chreia is: In re- 
sponse to the person who said there is no motion, Dioge- 
nes got up and walked around (D.L. 6.39). A mixed chreia: 
When Plato defined man as a two-footed, featherless crea- 
ture and was highly esteemed for it, Diogenes plucked a 
rooster, carried it into the school, and said, “This is Plato’s 
man!” (D.L. 6.40). 

Only Theon provides a detailed discussion of the sub- 
species of chreiai and indeed provides two such classifica- 
tions, though both are largely of sayings chreiai only. In 
one, he (Hock and O’Neil 1986: 85-87) distinguishes be- 
tween chreiai whose saying is simply a statement (apophan- 
ttkai) and those whose saying is a response to some remark, 
usually a question (apokritikai). The Isocrates chreia quoted 
at the outset thus becomes an example of a statement 
sayings-chreia; he simply said that the root of education is 
bitter and so on. The Diogenes chreia quoted at the outset 
is therefore a responsive sayings-chreia, as his saying about 
giving to beggars but not to philosophers is the response 
to a question. In the other way of identifying subspecies, 
Theon (Hock and O’Neil 1986: 89—93) restricts himself to 
classifying the formal features of the saying: maxim, dem- 
onstration, joke, syllogism, enthymeme, example, wish, 
symbol, figure, double entendre, change of subject, and a 
combination of two or more of these. Thus a saying with a 
syllogistic style, i-e., having clauses introduced by ei men... 
eide...(“Nowif..., butif...”), is: To the one who asked 
at what hour lunch should be eaten Diogenes said, “Now 
if you are rich, whenever you want, but if you are poor, 
whenever you can” (D.L. 6.40). 

John Doxapatres, an 1lth-century commentator on 
Aphthonius, illustrates how a chreia is classified according 
to species and subspecies. “Plato used to say that the off- 
shoots of virtue grow by sweat and toil. This is a sayings- 
chreia, with its statement made voluntarily, and it is figu- 
rative. It is a sayings-chreia because it discloses its benefit 
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by means of a saying. It is a voluntary statement because 
Plato was not prompted by some circumstance to utter this 
saying. And it is figurative because it has metaphorical 
language” (Doxapatres in Walz 1835: 230). Such then is a 
brief treatment of the classification of the chreia; more 
detailed treatments are available in Hock and O’Neil (1986: 
27-35) and Robbins (1988). 

The placement of the chreia in the series of progymnas- 
mata varies. In Theon it holds first position, but by the 
time of Hermogenes it has moved up to third (Hock and 
O’Neil 1986: 65-66), and while either position is quite 
early in the sequence and thus called for rather simple 
exercises to be performed on it, the move from first to 
third changed the difficulty of the exercise perceptibly. In 
Theon the chreia still has grammatical purposes in the 
exercise known as “declension” (hlisis), since students were 
asked to write the chreia by declining the character in it 
through the various cases and numbers. Thus in the nom- 
inative: Diogenes on being asked . . . , in the genitive: The 
saying of Diogenes on being asked ... , in the dative: It 
occurred to Diogenes on being asked ... , in the accusative: 
They say that Diogenes on being asked . . . , and the 
vocative: You Diogenes, on being asked . . . (Theon in 
Hock and O’Neil 1986: 95-99). 

Other exercises with the chreia in Theon are more 
compositional. Included here are: recitation, or writing an 
assigned chreia in different words but without changing 
the meaning; commenting, or adding a single sentence to 
the effect that the recited chreia is true, noble, advanta- 
geous, or in keeping with the opinions of other distin- 
guished persons; and expanding a concise chreia into a 
paragraph or condensing it back to its concise form 
(Theon in Hock and O’Neil 1986: 99-103). To illustrate 
only the last two: In the Gospel of Mark the so-called 
“Cleansing of the Temple” incident is cast in the form of 
an expanded chreia. “Jesus, on entering the Temple began 
to evict those who bought and those who sold in the 
Temple, and he overturned the tables of the money-chang- 
ers and the seats of those who sold pigeons. And he taught 
and said to them, ‘Is it not written, “My house shall be 
called a house of prayer for all nations”? But you have 
made it a cave for brigands’” (Mark 11:11—15). Luke, 
however, has condensed this expanded chreia back to a 
concise one: “Jesus, on entering the Temple began to evict 
the sellers and said to them, ‘It is written, “My house shall 
be called a house of prayer,” but you have made it a cave 
for brigands’” (Luke 19:45—46). 

Once the chreia is in third position, however, as it is in 
Hermogenes, Aphthonius, and Nicolaus, the composi- 
tional skills taught become more advanced. Now the chreia 
itself is no longer declined, recited, commented upon, or 
expanded and condensed; instead, it becomes the basis for 
a short essay explaining the meaning and truth of the 
saying or action in the chreia. Aphthonius is fullest at this 
point. He identifies eight “headings” (kephalaia) under 
which the student was to organize the essay: (1) an enco- 
mium of the one who spoke or acted in the chreia, (2) a 
paraphrase of the chreia itself, (3) the rationale for the 
point made in the chreia, (4) an argument that the oppo- 
site or converse point is also true, (5) an analogy from 
other spheres of life, (6) historical examples which illus- 
trate the truth of the saying or action, (7) a citation from 
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an ancient authority which agrees with the point of the 
chreia, and (&) a brief epilogue (Aphthonius in Hock and 
O’Neil 1986: 2225). Aphthonius provides a sample essav on 
the Isocrates chreia quoted at the outset (Hock and O’Neil 
1986: 225-29), and many other such essays are extant, 
especially in Byzantine rhetorical texts (Hunger 1978: 98- 
100). These all show the decisive influence of Aphthonius’s 
model essay, Jown to phraseology and figures of speech, 
but the outline is much older, perceptible already in the 
Ist century 38.C.E. Rhetorica ad Herennium (4.44.56—-57). 
Consequently, it is not surprising that the Gospel writers 
not only expanded and condensed chreiai but also orga- 
nized longer blocks of teaching material according to this 
outline (Mack 1988: 161-65; Robbins 1988: 19-21). 


Bibliography 

Bonner, S. F. 1977. Education in Ancient Rome from the Elder Cuto to 
the Younger Pliny. Berkeley. 

Butts, J. 1986. The Progymnasmata of Theon: A New Text with Transla- 
tion and Cormentary. Ph.D. diss., Claremont. 

Felten, J. 1913. Nicolai Progymnasmata. Vol. 11 in Rhetores Graect, ed. 
H. Rabe. Leipzig. 

Fischel, H. A. 1968. Studies in Cynicism and the Ancient Near 
East: The Transformation of a Chria. Pp. 372-411 in Religions 
m Antiquity. ed. J. Neusner. Leiden. 

Hock, R. F., and O’Neil, E. N. 1986. The Chreia in Ancient Rhetoric. 
Vol. 1, The ?rogymnasmata. SBLTT 27. Atlanta. 

Hunger, H. 1978. Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner. 
Vol. 5 in Byzantinishces Handbuch. AW, ed. H. Bengston. Munich. 

Mack, B. 1988. A Myth of Innocence: Mark and Christian Origins. 
Philadelphia. 

Rabe, H. 1913. Hermogenis Opera. Vol. 6 in Rhetores Graeci, ed. H. 
Rabe. Leipzig. 

. 1926. Aphthonu Progymnasmata. Vol. 10 in Rhetores Graeci, 
ed. H. Rabe. Leipzig. 

Robbins, V. 1988. The Chreia. Pp. 1-23 in Greco-Roman Literature 
and the New Testament, ed. D. Aune. SBLSBS 21. Adanta. 

Russell, D. A. 1983. Greek Declamation. New York. 

Walz, C. 1835. Fhetores Graeci. Vol. 2 of Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. Walz. 
Stuttgart. 


RONALD F. Hock 


CHRIST. The word entered English from Lat Christus, 
which transliterates Gk christos. Outside the LXX, NT, and 
early Jewish and Christian writings, christos is an adjective 
meaning “rubbed on” or “used as an ointment or salve.” It 
modifies the word indicating the substance so applied, as 
in the expression to elaion to christon “the anointing oil” 
(Lev 21:10, 12 [LXXy]). 

Elsewhere in the LXX, the term is only used in connec- 
tion with persons in the meaning “anointed,” translating 
Heb mdasiah. This is also the case in early Jewish writings. 
In the books of the NT, christos is used generally of the 
coming “anointed one” (“Messiah”) of Jewish expectation 
or specifically of Jesus, believed to be this “Messiah.” In the 
Greek text of John 1:41—‘“We have found the Messiah 
(which means Christ)”—the Greek messias and christos are 
used (cf. John 4:25). 

The word christos occurs about 350 times in the NT 
(exact figures are difficult because of the many variants in 
the manuscript tradition, particularly in the case of Jesus). 
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It is often found in the combinations “Jesus Christ” and 
“Christ Jesus,” and sometimes functions as a second name. 
In a considerable number of cases it cannot be demon- 
strated that christos carries the meaning “Messiah” or has 


messianic overtones. 


A. Christos in the LXX and in Early Jewish Sources 
B. The Use of Christos in the NT 
Central Questions 

The Letters of Paul 

The Deutero-Pauline Writings 
The Gospel of Mark 

The Gospel of Matthew 
Luke-Acts 

The Johannine Corpus 

. Other NT Writings 

C. The Use of Christos for Jesus 


COD OR GON 


A. Christos in the LXX and in Early Jewish Sources 

In the LXX christos is the regular term to translate the 
Hebrew word masiah in the OT. Anointing was part of the 
investiture of kings and priests in Israel, and holders of 
these offices were regularly referred to as “anointed” with 
reference to this symbolic act. See MESSIAH. The expres- 
sion is used once of the patriarchs in Ps 105:15 (= 1 Chr 
16:22), where Heb mésthay “mv anointed ones,” used oddly 
in parallel with “my prophets,” is translated into Greek ton 
christon mou (Ps 104:15 [LXX)). 

The expression “the anointed priest” is found in Lev 
4:5, 16; 6:15 (RSV 6:22); the Greek term found here is 
christos. In Lev 4:3, the LXX uses the participle kechrisme- 
nos, with the same meaning. llsewhere in biblical Hebrew 
usage, the term “the Lord’s anointed” and the correspond- 
ing expressions “my/your/his anointed” are used only of 
kings; compare also the expression “the anointed of the 
God of Jacob” in 2 Sam 23:1. In the two cases where the 
Hebrew Bible uses masiah absolutely but without article 
(Dan 9:25, 26), the two Greek versions give different 
translations. In v 25 only Theodotion has the phrase “until 
an anointed one, a leader”; in v 26 both Theodotion and 
LXX speak of “ointment” instead of “an anointed one,” 
while LXX adds that a gentile kingdom will destroy the 
city and the whole place meta ‘ou christou—either “with the 
anointed one” (Theod. “with the coming leader”) or “with 
that which was anointed.” 

In the apocryphal books of the OT christos occurs in Sir 
46:19 where the expression “the Lord and his anointed” is 
found in a reference to 1 Sam 12:5. In 2 Macc 1:10 
Aristobulus is said to be “of the family of the anointed 
priests.” In the Greek pseudepigrapha we note the expres- 
sion “an anointed lord” (used of the expected ideal Davidic 
king) in Pss. Sol. 17:32. In view of Pss. Sol. 18:5 (and 18:7 
with the superscription of this psalm), this passage is 
probably to be amended to “the anointed of the Lord.” In 
the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs we find the word 
christos in T. Reub. 6:8 that speaks of “(the times of) the 
anointed highpriest, of whom the Lord spoke”; the pas- 
sage in its present form is undoubtedly Christian. 

Not only in Greek sources, but also in those preserved 
in other languages, the term “the anointed one” seldom 
occurs (see MESSIAH). References to a future royal figure 
predominate but differ in many details. Only in the Qum- 
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ran Scrolls do we find the expectation of an anointed high 
priest in the future, and one reference to a prophetic 
“anointed one of the Spirit” in 11QMelich 18. The late 
apocalypses of Baruch (2 Bar. 29:3; 30:1; 72:2) and Ezra 
(4 Ezra 12:32) are the only ones that use the term “the 
anointed” in an absolute sense to denote the expected 
future king. This use of the term is common in the 
writings of the NT, also to characterize the central figure 
in Jewish expectation (Mark 12:35; 15:32; 7:27, 42; 12:34). 
Discussions between Jews and Christians mentioned in Acts 
(9:22; 18:5, 28) center around the nature of the expected 
messiah and whether Jesus is the awaited one. In these 
instances the designation ho christos is used without any 
further addition. 

Josephus uses the expression ho christos twice, in two 
much-disputed passages about Jesus as the Messiah (Ant. 
18.63-64 and 20.200). 


B. The Use of Christos in the NT 

1. Central Questions. The discrepancy between the fre- 
quent Christian use of the term christos as a central desig- 
nation for Jesus and the very restricted use of the term in 
Jewish contemporary writings is striking. Why was the 
category “anointed one’/“Christ” considered appropriate 
to characterize Jesus? Who were the first to use this desig- 
nation in connection with Jesus? Was Jesus called “Christ” 
by his followers only after his death and resurrection, or 
did his disciples apply the title to him during his lifetime? 
Did Jesus himself accept this title or did he avoid it? 
Scholars have given many different answers to these cen- 
tral questions, which can only be addressed after a careful 
and detatled analysis of the occurrences of the term 
“Christ” in early Christian writings. 

2. The Letters of Paul. An analysis of the early Chris- 
tian use of the word christos will have to start with the 
earliest written evidence, the letters of Paul. In Romans, | 
and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, | Thessalonians, 
and Philemon, commonly regarded as genuine, the term 
occurs 270 times. Thus over half of the instances are found 
in about one sixth of the NT. Paul uses christos alone, with 
or without the article, but nowhere with a clear difference 
in meaning. He also uses it in combination with other 
words: “Jesus Christ,” “Christ Jesus,” “Jesus Christ the/our 
Lord” or “the/our Lord Jesus Christ.” There does not 
appear to be a difference in meaning between “Jesus 
Christ” and “Christ Jesus”; the latter expression is some- 
times preferred for grammatical reasons. We may compare 
here the case of Jesus’ disciple Simon, who received the 
name Cephas/Peter (“man of the rock”) and is referred to 
as Simon, Cephas/Peter and Simon Peter alike. The com- 
bination of christos with kyrios “Lord” is avoided by Paul 
(though it is found in Luke 2:11). In Rom 16:18 the 
expression “our Lord Christ” ts probably used to contrast 
between serving the Lord and serving other lords (cf. Col 
3:24). When kyrios is used by Paul together with “Christ 
Jesus,” it follows that expression (Rom 6:23; 8:39; 1 Cor 
15:31; Phil 3:8). 

The fact that a direct combination of Christ with Lord 
is avoided in the Pauline letters shows that Christ is not a 
proper name. Nor does Paul use christos as a general term; 
it is always and exclusively a designation for one person, 
Jesus. The word is nowhere used as a predicate. Paul never 
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finds it necessary to state “Jesus is the Christ.” Expressions 
of the type “Jesus the Christ” are not found, nor does the 
OT expression “the anointed of the Lord” occur. The 
designation “Christ” receives its semantic content not 
through a previously fixed concept of messiahship but 
rather from the person and work of Jesus. 

Yet Paul (and his readers) knew very well what the term 
meant to Jews. In a list of God’s privileges for Israel, Paul 
states: “of their race, according to the flesh, is ho christos” 
(Rom 9:5); the titular use of the term is evident. Use of 
Christ as a title may also be intended in a number of other 
passages (Rom 15:7; 1 Cor 1:23; 10:4; 15:22; 2 Cor 5:10; 
11:2-3; Gal 3:16; Phil 1:15, 17 and 3:7). We may note in 
passing that in Rom 1:3—4 Paul quotes a formula that 
states that Jesus was descended from David. But in all! these 
cases it is not necessary to know that christos has “messianic” 
connotations. Invariably Paul speaks about the one Christ, 
Jesus, and even in Rom 9:4 his point is equally valid for 
those readers who do not realize that he is using a “tech- 
nical” term. In 2 Cor 1:21 the Greek suggests a play of 
words between “Christ” and “anointing” (“It is God who 
establishes us with you in Christ, and has anointed us”)— 
but significantly the verb chrié is applied to those united 
with Christ in baptism, not to Jesus himself. Paul also 
emphasizes that the crucified Christ of whom he preaches 
is a stumbling block to the Jews (1 Cor 1:23; Gal 5:11). 
Here and in Gal 3:13 we may detect biographical over- 
tones; a crucified messiah was unacceptable for Paul before 
he found himself called to be an apostle of the one whom 
he persecuted. Yet in his letters he regards it as unneces- 
sary to argue explicitly that Jesus is the christos whom Israel 
expected or why this is the case; Paul and his readers were 
convinced he was. When early Christians spoke about (the) 
“Christ,” they meant Jesus in whom they believed; they did 
not necessarily intend to convey the “messianic” connota- 
tions of the term. 

ft can be shown that Paul refers to earlier formulas 
familiar to his readers in which christos is used of Jesus. 
The expression “Christ died for us/you” is such a funda- 
mental statement; it is found (with variations) in Rom 5:6, 
8; 14:15; 1 Cor 8:11; 2 Cor 5:14-15; 1 Thess 5:9, 10, and 
is clearly presupposed in | Cor 1:13; Gal 2:21; 3:13. 
“Christ” is not regularly used in formulas referring to the 
resurrection, but it occurs in a number of formulas speak- 
ing about Jesus’ death and resurrection jointly: 1 Cor 
15:3-5; 2 Cor 5:15; Rom 8:34; 14:9; “Christ” used abso- 
lutely in Paul’s disquisition on baptism in Rom 6:3-11. 

Introducing the statement in 1 Cor 15:3—5, Paul makes 
clear to his readers that its message constitutes the heart 
of the gospel which he preaches and which he himself 
received. Here and in 15:12—19 it is evident that the word 
“Christ” (denoting Jesus, who died “for us and for our 
sins” and was raised again, according to the Scriptures) 
indicates the core of what is believed and proclaimed as 
the gospel of salvation. It can be shown that in Paul’s letters 
it is used repeatedly in combination with believing/faith 
(Gal 2:16; Phil 1:29), preaching (1 Cor 15:11-14; Rom 
10:14—16), and gospel (see for the expression “the gospel 
of Christ” Gal 1:7; 1 Thess 3:2). This, too, may reflect pre- 
Pauline usage. As to Paul himself, he regularly introduces 
himself as the apostle or servant of Christ (Jesus), particu- 
larly in the prescripts of the letters, and emphasizes that 
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Jesus Christ died on the cross (1 Cor 1:13, 17-18; 2:2. 8; 2 
Cor 13:4; Gal 3:1; 6:12, 14; Phil 2:8; 3:18). 

For Paul and the tradition before him, the designation 
“Christ” was thus linked with Jesus’ death and resurrection 
and their szlvific effects. It is relatively seldom found in 
texts speaking about the parousia, which seems to be tradi- 
tionally linked with the designation “Lord.” Only in Philip- 
pians does Paul use the expression “the day of Christ” 
(1:10; 2:16; cf. “the day of Jesus Christ” in Phil 1:6). 

Among o-her instances where Paul clearly prefers the 
term “Christ” to other designations and titles of Jesus, we 
may note a number of cases where the term is used in 
connection with Christ’s followers regarded as a close 
community .nited with him. In | Cor 1:10—16 Paul argues 
that there is only one Christ crucified for those who believe 
and in whose name all were baptized (this is implied in vv 
13, 15). They now belong to Christ, are “of Christ” (v 12; 
3:23; 15:23; 2 Cor 10:7; Gal 3:29; 5:24; Mark 9:41); they 
therefore fcrm a unity and should live in harmony. Gal 
3:26-28, using corporate language, emphasizes the unity 
of believers in Christ: “for in Christ Jesus you are all sons 
of God through faith. For as many of you as were baptized 
into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor 
Greek, there is neither free nor slave, there is neither male 
nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus.” Believers 
are “in Christ Jesus”; they are therefore one. In 1 Cor 
12:12—31, Paul, in a plea for unity and diversity within the 
Christian Community, calls it “the body of Christ.” In Rom 
6:3-11, “baptism into Christ Jesus” implies being “baptized 
into his death” and sharing in his new life. “So you also 
must consider yourselves dead to sin and alive to God in 
Christ Jesus” (v 11). Similar corporate language is found 
in Rom 8:9-11; 2 Cor 5:14—15; Phil 3:7-11 (the figure of 
death and live is also central to Col 2:12-13; 2 Tim 2:11- 
12). Corporate notions occupy a very important place in 
Paul’s thinking about the present and future effects of 
Jesus’ death and resurrection on those who are united with 
him. It is not quite clear to what extent he makes explicit 
here what was experienced by early Christians who under- 
went the ritual of baptism; it is likely, however, that the 
term “Christ ’ was connected with baptism from early times 
onward. 

Baptismal language, with its imagery of death and re- 
birth, is brought into proximity with the Christian hope of 
future redemption in the expressions “in Christ Jesus” and 
“in Christ,” 20th of which occur with some frequency in 
the Pauline corpus. In many cases the expressions serve to 
connect the salvation offered by God and experienced by 
Christians explicitly with the central event of Christ’s death 
and resurrection (as in Rom 3:24 “the redemption which 
is in Christ fesus”; Phil 3:14 “the upward call of God in 
Christ Jesus’; Gal 2:16 “to be justified in Christ”; 1 Cor 
15:22 “in Christ shall all be made alive”). In many other 
cases the terms are connected with the Christian commu- 
nity (Rom 8:1 “there is no condemnation for those who 
are in Christ Jesus”; Rom 12:5: “So we, though many, are 
one body in Christ”; Gal 3:26-28; Rom 6:11). It is often 
difficult to determine the exact nuance of the Greek prep- 
osition en that is used in these contexts, and generally 
impossible to choose between an instrumental meaning 
and a locative one (implying corporate imagery). Essential 
is the fact that Christians live in close communion with 
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Christ, the effects of whose death and new life determine 
their existence. With the “we . . . in Christ” corresponds 
the “Christ in us” (Gal 2:2; Rom 8:10; 2 Cor 13:5; Col 
1:27—where “in you” may also mean “among you”; Gal 
4:19; 2 Cor 13:3; Gal 2:8). 

The other instances where “in Christ (Jesus)” occurs 
cannot be subsumed under a single heading. The expres- 
sion is used there to characierize individual persons, spe- 
cific activities, or situations. In all cases there is again a 
connection with the central message about Christ, though 
the term may sometimes be used rather loosely. There is 
not always a clear distinction between “in Christ” and “in 
the Lord,” an expression used by Paul predominantly in 
exhortations and commands. 

Finally, christos is found in parenetical statements which 
stress that Christ’s conduct forms the foundation of the 
believers’ conduct toward others and determines it (1 Cor 
8:12; Rom 14:15). Related admonitions use the “conform- 
ity pattern” (Rom 15:2-3 and Rom 15:7), the much dis- 
cussed “have this mind among yourselves which you have 
in Christ Jesus” (Phil 2:5), as well as the expressions “in 
accord with Christ Jesus” (Rom 15:5) and “Be imitators of 
me, as I am of Christ” (1 ‘Cor 11:1). Paul can speak of 
fulfilling “the law of Christ” “Gal 6:2) and describe himself 
as one “under the law of Christ” (1 Cor 9:21). 

3. The Deutero-Pauline Writings. Of those letters that 
are commonly regarded as written not by Paul himself but 
by authors standing in the Pauline tradition, Colossians 
and Ephesians use christos in. much the same way as Paul. 
There are no “messianic” overtones. 

In Colossians we find the expressions “apostle/servant of 
Christ (Jesus)” (1:1, 7; 4:12; cf. 3:24 comparable to Rom 
16:18), “peace of Christ” and “word of Christ” (3:15 and 
16). Interesting is the expression “to declare the mystery 
of Christ” (4:2), to be connected with “the knowledge of 
God’s mystery, Christ in whem are hid all the treasures of 
wisdom and knowledge” (2:2-3). Elsewhere the author 
speaks of “this mystery, which is Christ in you, the hope 
of glory” (1:27). This mystery, hidden for generations, 
had been made manifest to “his saints” to whom in partic- 
ular Gentiles belong. The inystery of Christ forms the 
content of the proclamation of the community of believers 
(1:24-29). They are “in Christ” (1:2); their faith is “in 
Christ” (1:4; 2:5). They “received Christ Jesus the Lord” 
(2:6) and live therefore “according to Christ” (2:8) and not 
according to the rules of -he elemental spirits of the 
universe. The church constitutes the “body of Christ” 
(1:24, also 1:18 and 2:19 [Christ is the head of the bedy]). 
Much attention is paid to the idea of incorporation in 
Christ, with an emphasis on the present salvation enjoyed 
in communion with Christ (2:20; 3:1—4, 11; cf. 1:24). 

In Ephesians the word “mvstery” recurs, again centered 
around what has been effecied by and granted in Christ 
(1:9; 3:3-13; 5:32; 6:19). Particular emphasis is laid on 
the unity of Gentiles and Jews in Christ (2:11—22; 3:3-13). 
Again we find the notion of being raised with Christ (after 
being dead in sin) and being exalted with him (2:1-6; cf. 
Col 3:1). In 5:14 the phrase “Awake, O sleeper and arise 
from the dead, and Christ shall give you light” seems to 
have been taken from a baptismal hymn. Often the author 
uses “in Christ” and “in Christ Jesus,” and much attention 
is paid to the life of the community as that of a body of 
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which Christ is the head (1:23; 2:16; 4:4, 12-16). The 
relation between Christ and the church is an example for 
relations between husband and wife (5:21—33). 

In 2 Thessalonians “Christ” occurs only in the fixed 
expression “the/our Lord Jesus Christ” with the sole excep- 
tion of the phrase “the steadfastness of Christ” (3:5). In 
the Pastoral Epistles (1-2 Timothy, Titus), we find stereo- 
typed language, both in sentences using earlier christolog- 
ical formulas and in free composition. “Christ Jesus” is 
used twenty-six times, four times together with “the (our) 
Lord,” and three times with “our savior”); five times we 
find “Jesus Christ” once with “our Lord,” and once with 
“our savior’), and only once “Christ” (1 Tim 5:11). The 
frequent use of Christ Jesus (in all grammatical construc- 
tions) is striking. It may show awareness of the fact that 
Christ is more than just a name. The author may have 
been influenced by the earlier formulas he uses; their 
exact date cannot be determined and may differ from case 
to case. But 2 Tim 2:8 (which resembles the ancient for- 
mula found in Rom 1:3—4) mentions Jesus Christ’s descent 
from David and it is possible that 1 Tim 1:15, 2:5--6, and 
6:13 betray earlier formulaic usage of the term “Christ.” 

4. The Gospel of Mark. In this gospel, commonly re- 
garded as the oldest of the three Synoptics, the word 
christos is used seven times. In 1:1] the evangelist character- 
izes the story he is going to tell as “the gospel of Jesus 
Christ.” Important manuscripts add “the Son of God,” 
bringing out an essential feature of Markan christology: 
Jesus, who is called the Christ, and who often refers to 
himself as “the Son of Man,” is God’s Son. Demons recog- 
nize him as such (3:1; 5:7), as does the Roman officer 
present at the crucifixion (15:39). Jesus accepts this desig- 
nation during his trial before the Sanhedrin (14:61, cf. 
8:38; 12:6-8; 13:32), and most significantly God himself 
is introduced in the story twice with a solemn declaration: 
“you are/this is my beloved son” (1:11; 9:7). 

In the expression “gospel of Jesus Christ,” Mark uses 
traditional terminology (cf. the use of “gospel of Christ” 
and of “Jesus Christ” in the letters of Paul). Also in 9:41, 
where disciples are characterized as “being of Christ,” is 
conventional language. In the five remaining instances, 
however, the original titular meaning of the term is evi- 
dent. 

In 8:29 the disciples, through Peter, confess, “You are 
the Christ.” For Mark and his readers, this is a well-known 
confession and it does not come as a surprise. Peter utters 
it after having witnessed Jesus’ activity in Galilee as 
preacher, teacher, healer, and exorcist. It is understanda- 
ble that outsiders regard Jesus, the herald of God’s king- 
dom (1:14), as a revived John the Baptist, or Elijah, or one 
of the prophets (8:28); his disciples call him “the Christ.” 
At the moment they say this, they do not yet know the 
whole story. Immediately after, Jesus enjoins his disciples 
to keep silent about him (8:30). He announces his suffer- 
ing, death, and resurrection, referring to himself as Son 
of Man (8:31, repeated in 9:31; 10:32-34). He declares 
that those who follow him must be ready to lose their lives 
“for me and the gospel” (8:35); that they will be vindicated 
when the Son of Man returns “in the glory of his father” 
to introduce the kingdom of God with power (8:38—9:1). 
The story of Jesus’ transfiguration follows (9:2—8) with 
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God’s solemn pronouncement “this is my beloved Son” 
(9:7) and another command for secrecy (9:9). 

In 12:35-37 Jesus introduces the thesis “the Christ is 
the Son of David” as a typical opinion of the scribes. 
Similarly, in the crucifixion story the chief priests and the 
scribes speak about “the Christ, the king of Israel” (15:32). 
Earlier in the gospel, Jesus is twice addressed as “Son of 
David” by Bartimaeus (10:46—52), and he is associated 
with “the coming kingdom of our father David” by those 
who hail him at his entrance into Jerusalem (11:1—11). In 
12:35-37 Jesus quotes Ps 110:1 and remarks that David 
addresses the one who is said to be his son as “lord.” The 
true son of David—Christ—is different from what the 
scribes expect. 

This becomes very clear in 14:61—62, where Jesus, 
standing before the Sanhedrin, acknowledges that he is 
“the Christ, the Son of the Blessed,” but adds “you will see 
the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of Power, and 
coming with the clouds of heaven (an allusion to Ps 110:1 
and Dan 7:13). Jesus the Son of Man will reign as the Son 
of David/Christ/Son of God when God’s kingly rule will be 
established on earth (8:38—9:1; 13:26). In the story about 
the trial before Pilate and the crucifixion, the designation 
“king of the Jews” stands central (15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26, cf. v 
32). Its thematic importance is that Jesus is not a king in 
the political sense; even less is he a bandit like the ones 
crucified with him, or an insurgent like Barabbas. His 
royal rule will only be revealed at the parousta when the 
crucified Christ will be shown to be triumphant. 

Mark 15 reflects the political tensions before, during, 
and after the war between the Jews and the Romans, 
culminating in the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple 
in A.D. 70. This is also clear in chap. 13, where Jesus’ 
followers are warned against people who say “Look, here 
is the Christ” or “There he is.” False messiahs and false 
prophets will arise to lead astray the elect (vv 21-22). They 
need not waver, however, for they know whom they may 
expect: “the Son of Man coming in clouds with power and 
glory” (v 26). 

5. The Gospel of Matthew. The two other Synoptic 
Gospels bring out more clearly what Mark wanted to 
convey. In doing so they could only rely on Mark and on 
general early Christian usage, but not on Q, the sayings- 
source commonly thought to have been used by Matthew 
and Luke. Mark uses christos very sparingly, but in the 
sayings attributed to Q it is not used at all. 

Matthew knows Jesus Christ as a double name (1:1, 18 
and 1:16; 27:17-22). Straightaway he explains to his read- 
ers that Christ denotes the Messiah, Son of David, king of 
Jews (2:16). It is clear, however, that Herod’s interpreta- 
tion of the term is wrong. While Gentiles worship the 
newborn “king of the Jews” (2:9-12; they are the first to 
do so), Herod tries in vain to destroy a potentially danger- 
ous political opponent (2:13—18). Chap. 2 prepares the 
reader for the misunderstandings apparent in chap. 27 
(= Mark 15). Matthew also stresses that Jesus is the Son of 
David (1:1-17; 1:20; 21:9; 22:41—46). He uses this term in 
particular in stories about healing (9:27-31; 12:22-23;, 
15:21-28; 21:14—17 plus the Bartimaeus story in 20:29- 
34). 

The title “Christ/Messiah” receives more emphasis in the 
story of Peter’s confession (16:16, “you are the Christ, the 
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Son of the living God”; and 16:20, “. . . he strictly charged 
the disciples to tell no one that he was the Christ”). “The 
Christ” (with the definite article) is significant in J 1:2 
where “the works of the Christ” refers to Jesus’ healings 
and his preaching of the gospel, as also in 23:10 (“you 
have one master, the Christ”). In 24:5 and 26:68 Matthew 
adds the designation in contexts where it was already used 
by Mark. 

6. Luke-Acts. In Luke-Acts we find the phrase “the 
Lord’s Anointed” (Luke 2:26, Acts 4:26) and “the 
Anointed of God” (Luke 9:20; 23:35); the genitive refers 
to the One who anoints, as in the Old Testament. Luke 
specifies that God anointed Jesus with the Spirit (see the 
quotation from Isa 61:1—2a in Luke 4:18; Acts 10:38; also 
4:27). At the same time “Christ” and “Lord” are found as 
parallels in Luke 2:12 (“a Savior who is Christ and Lord”) 
and Acts 2:36 (“God made him both Lord and Christ”). As 
Christ/Messiah Jesus is Son of David (Luke 1:32; 2:4, 11; 
3:31; cf. 1:69). He is “King of Israel/the Jews,” but does 
not exercise political power (brought out very clearly in 
Luke 23:3, 39; cf. Acts 17:7). There will be no end to the 
reign of this Son of David, who is at the same time Son of 
the Most High (Luke 1:32—33; cf. 1:69). The emphasis is 
on his reign after his exaltation in heaven (Luke 22:67—69; 
23:42-43; Acts 2:36; but see also Acts 3:19-21, which 
connects the cesignation Christ specifically with the pavou- 
Sta). 

Another feature of the Lukan use of christos has te be 
singled out. The word is used in a typical variant of the 
double formula speaking about Jesus’ death and resurrec- 
tion/exaltatior. The first part speaks about “the suffering 
of Christ” (Luke 24:26, 46; 26:23; Acts 17:3; 26:23; cf. 
3:18; 25:19, see also below on 1} Pet 2:21; 3:18). In Acts 
17:1—3 it is made clear that this central element in the 
Christian message forms a special point of debate in dis- 
cussions with she Jews. In the synagogue of Thessalonica, 
Paul explains “that it was necessary for the Christ to suffer 
and to rise from the dead” before testifying that Jesus is 
the Christ. In the narrative of Acts, the core of Paul’s 
message (and that of Apollos) may be reduced to “Jesus is 
the Christ” (9 22) or “the Christ is Jesus” (18:5; 18:28). It 
may also be summed up as “Jesus is the Son of God” (9:20); 
also elsewhere the designations “Christ” and “Son of God” 
are closely connected (Luke 1:32—33; 4:41; 8:28; 22:67— 
69). 

Finally it should be pointed out that according to Acts 
11:26 (cf. 26:28 and 1 Pet 4:16), the designation “Chris- 
tians” was first used for the followers of Jesus in Antioch. 
This implies that they formed a separate group, the iden- 
tity of which was determined by their allegiance to one 
who was commonly called christos (see CHRISTIAN). 

7. The Johannine Corpus. Apart from 1:17 and 17:5, 
where we find the expression “Jesus Christ,” all instances 
of the use of christos in the Gospel of John presuppose the 
titular use of the term. The Gospel wants to demonstrate 
what it means to believe “that Jesus is the Christ, the Son 
of God” (20:31). The confession “Jesus is the Christ” 
formed the breaking point with the synagogue (9:22), and 
followers of Jesus should therefore consider very carefully 
what constituted the core of their faith and what should 
be kept in mind in ongoing discussions with “the Jews.” 

John the Baptist, introduced as prime witness for Jesus, 
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denies that he himself is the Christ (1:20, 25; 3:28). Two of 
his disciples follow Jesus and one of them, Andrew, tells 
his brother Simon: “ ‘We have found the Messiah’ (which 
means Christ)” (1:41). Here and in 4:25 the Greek translit- 
eration of the Hebrew term i: introduced to illustrate the 
meaning of the designation “Christ.” In 4:4—42 a Samari- 
tan woman, after listening to lesus, identifies him with the 
Messiah of Samaritan expectation, who “will show us all 
things” (4:25; cf. v 29; see also MESSIAH). Jesus answers 
“I who speak to you am he” (v 26). In a discussion with his 
disciples, he makes clear that his task is to accomplish the 
work of God who sent him, in complete agreement with 
the divine will (vv 31-38). Afier further contacts with the 
Samaritans of the woman’s city, they declare, “we know 
that this is indeed the Saviour of the world” (vv 39-42). 

In the debates between Jesus and the Jews and the 
discussions among the people in Jerusalem narrated in 
John 7, Jesus is called “the Christ” (vv 26, 27, 31) and “the 
prophet” (v 40, and an important variant reading in v 52). 
This chapter is important because here, as in 12:34, several 
aspects of the Jewish expectat:ons concerning the Messiah 
are mentioned (see MESSIAH). But the Johannine Jesus 
puts all emphasis on his unique unity in will and work with 
the Father who sent him. In this light the Davidic descent 
of the messiah and his birth in Bethlehem are irrelevant 
(7:40-44). When in 10:24 the Jews ask Jesus, “If you are 
the Christ, tell us plainly,” Jesus answers with a short 
discourse on the intimate union of the Father and himself, 
ending with the statement “I and the Father are one” (vv 
25-30). Martha therefore conlesses Jesus as the Christ, the 
Son of God (11:27); this is the message the Gospel is 
intended to bring to its readers (20:31). 

The First and Second Letter of John address a different 
situation. Christians believe in “Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God” (1 John 1:3; 3:23; 5:20: 2 John 3). Confessing that 
“Jesus is the Christ” (1 John 5:1) stands parallel with 
confessing that “Jesus is the Scn of God” (1 John 4:15; 5:5, 
10, 13). Denying that Jesus is the Christ means denying 
Father and Son, according to | John 2:22 (2 John 9). This 
implies that the designations “Christ” and “Son of God” 
have become virtually interchangeable. The false teachers 
combated in the two Johannine letters believe in the Christ 
as the Son of God but fail to tuke seriously that this Christ 
is a human being of flesh and blood. Hence the emphasis 
on the part of the authors of the Letters on the confession 
that “Jesus Christ has come in the flesh” (1 John 4:2,3; 2 
John 7). 

Jesus Christ, he adds, “came by water and blood” (1 John 
5:6). This is the sound “doctrine of Christ” (2 John 9) in 
which true believers have to abide. The dogmatic emphasis 
on Jesus’ corporeal substance appears to address the be- 
liefs of some groups of “Johannine” Christians who, per- 
haps by induction from their /aith in the Son of God who 
exists and acts in complete unity with the Father, arrived 
at a conception of Christ that completely neglected Jesus’ 
human life, work, suffering, and death. The authors of 1 
and 2 John want to redress this neglect; in their contribu- 
tion to the ongoing debate they do not try to explain the 
background of the term “Christ,” but rather stress a more 
specific confessional statemen:: “Jesus Christ has come in 
the flesh.” 

Interestingly, the authors refer to the expectation that 
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“Antichrist is coming” (1 John 2:18) to characterize oppo- 
nents as “antichrists” (1 John 2:18, 22; 2 John 7) or false 
prophets inspired by the spirit of the Antichrist (1 John 
4:3). Specific to 1 John is also the use of the term “anoint- 
ing” as source of true knowledge of the (true) believers (1 
John 2:20, 27; cf. 2 Cor 1:21—22). 

8. Other NT Writings. Of the other writings in the NT, 
the Letter to the Hebrews, the First Letter of Peter, and 
the Revelation to John require our attention. In the first 
two writings we find no “messianic” overtones. In Revela- 
tion we find a few instances where christos is used as a title. 
Central in the argument of Hebrews is the notion that 
Jesus Christ, “the same yesterday and today and forever” 
(13:8), is the eternal Son of God and (high) priest after the 
order of Melchizedek forever (chap. 7). The eternal king- 
dom of the Son is emphasized by a citation (Heb 1:8—9) of 
Ps 45:6—7 (LXX Ps 44:7—8), including the sentence “there- 
fore God, thy God, has anointed thee with the oil of 
gladness beyond thy comrades.” A subsequent concatena- 
tion of Psalm quotations (Ps 2:7 and 110:4, cited at 5:5-6) 
establishes that Christ did not arrogate high priesthood, 
but was divinely appointed to that office. The designation 
“Christ” is still used to indicate the central content of the 
Christian message. In 6:1 the author speaks about “the 
elementary doctrines of Christ”; he describes the believers 
as the house of Christ (3:6) and as sharing in Christ (3:14). 
The special connection between the designation “Christ” 
and Jesus’ death for others comes out clearly in 9:11-28 
(see v 11; v 14 “the blood of Christ”; v 24 and v 28 “Christ, 
having been offered once to bear the sins of many”; cf. 
10:10). But to bring out the essential meaning of Christ’s 
death the author, here and elsewhere, sets forth the impli- 
cations of the fact that he is high priest after the order of 
Melchizedek. 

The use of the word christos in 1 Peter shows many 
similarities with its use in the letters of Paul. The designa- 
tion occurs in connection with Jesus’ suffering and death 
or with his suffering/death and the following resurrection 
with an outlook on his present and future glory. At the 
same time the communion between Christ and the Chris- 
tians (the term is used in 4:16) is emphasized. By way of 
example, we may mention 1:18—19 “you were ransomed 
. .. with the precious blood of Christ, like that of a lamb 
without blemish or spot” (cf. 1:2); 2:21 “Christ suffered 
for you, leaving you an example, that you should follow in 
his steps” (cf. 3:15). The “Spirit of Christ” speaking to the 
prophet of the old dispensation revealed to them that their 
message “predicting the sufferings of Christ and the sub- 
sequent glory” was intended not for their own, but for the 
present generation (1:10—12). In 3:18—22 we find a com- 
plete confession of faith, consisting of many old elements: 
“Christ suffered [or: died; because the Greek words are 
very similar the manuscripts differ here and at 2:21] for 
sins once for all, the righteous for the unrighteous, that 
he might bring us to God, being put to death in the flesh 
but made alive in the Spirit . . . preached to the Spirits in 
prison ..., has gone into heaven and is at the right hand 
of God, with angels, authorities and powers subject to 
him.” Christians, therefore, may live in hope through Jesus 
Christ’ resurrection (1:3), looking out for his final revela- 
tion (1:7,13). They share in his sufferings (4:13—16; 5:10; 
cf. 5:1), but may be confident that they will share in his 
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glory (4:13; 5:1, 10). In the meantime, knowing that Christ 
“bore our sins in his body on the tree, that we might die to 
sin and live to righteousness” (2:24, cf. Isa 53:4, 12), 
maintaining good conduct as aliens and exiles among the 
Gentiles (4:1-6; 2:11—12; cf. 1:1, 17). Christians are “in 
Christ” (5:14). 

In the Revelation to John the designation “Jesus Christ” 
is found three times in the introductory verses. The word 
christos alone is found four umes, in 11:15 and 12:10 
speaking about “his (the Lord’s, God’s) anointed” and in 
20:4, 6 where “his” is not found, but the titular meaning 
of christos is certainly present. In all four cases, Jesus is 
referred to. 

The book contains the revelation of Jesus Christ to John 
(1:1) “who bore witness to the word of God and to the 
testimony of Jesus Christ” (1:2). In v 5a Jesus Christ is 
called “the faithful witness, the firstborn of the dead, and 
the ruler of the kings of the earth.” Verses 5b—6 (perhaps 
using ancient baptismal terms) praise “him who loves us 
and has freed us from our sins by his blood and made us 
a kingdom, priests to his God and Father.” 

In chap. 5 the seer, after having heard the announce- 
ment that “the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of 
David has conquered” (v. 5, cf. 3:7; 22:16) sees a Lamb 
standing near God’s throne “as though it had been slain” 
(v. 6; cf. 7:9, 17; 12:5). This Lamb clearly is the victorious 
Lion of Judah; in hymns, God who sits on the throne and 
the Lamb are glorified together (5:13; 7:10). In 17:14 the 
victorious Lamb (accompanied by those who “are called 
and chosen and faithful” (cf. 3:21) is called “the Lord of 
lords and King of kings”; the same name is inscribed on 
the robe and the thigh of the rider on the white horse in 
(19:11—16), whose victory introduces the last series of 
eschatological events described in this book. In the first 
hymn to the Lamb in 5:9—10 we find a clear reference to 
1:5b—6: “thou wast slain and by thy blood didst ransom 
men for God from every tribe and tongue and people and 
nation, and hast made them a kingdom and priests to our 
God, and they shall reign on earth.” 

In 11:15 voices in heaven announce: “The kingdom of 
the world has become the kingdom of the Lord and his 
Anointed [RSV: his Christ], and he shall reign for ever.” 
The terminology is influenced by that of Ps 2:2 (cf. v 18, 
reminiscent of Ps 2:1—2, 5, 12 and Ps 99:1). The emphasis 
is on God’s sovereignty, as vv 17-18, which speak only 
about God, show. In 12:10 another loud voice in heaven 
declares, “Now the salvation and power and the kingdom 
of our God and the authority of his Anointed [RSV: his 
Christ] have come.” Satan no longer has power to accuse 
“our brethren” (cf. v 9) of whom it is said, “They have 
conquered him [i.e., Satan] by the blood of the Lamb and 
by the word of their testimony” for “they were willing to 
give their lives and die” (TEV). The connection with 5:9- 
10 (cf. 7:14) is obvious. 

The final reign of the faithful who give their lives for 
their testimony to Jesus and for the word of God is de- 
scribed in 20:4—6. They will come to life ahead of others, 
and will reign with the Anointed/Christ for a thousand 
years as “priests of God and of Christ” (cf. 5:9-—10). The 
pericope 20:4—6 describes one of the many episodes of 
the End; those who have resisted actively in the fierce 
struggle against Satan and his servants on earth will take 
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part in the first resurrection, and reign with Christ on 
earth. The final judgment and another resurrection follow 
(20:11-—15). In the new Jerusalem, descending on the new 
earth, there will be no temple (21:22) and therefore no 
priests. But “the throne of God and the Lamb will be in it, 
and his servants shall worship him” (22:3); “they shall 
reign for ever and ever” (22:5). 

The use of christos in Revelation is interesting, because it 
shows that its original messianic meaning was still known. 
In the time of distress caused by discrimination and per- 
secution in the nineties, Christians in Asia Minor associ- 
ated this designation with the final triumph of God and 
the reign of Jesus as “the Lord’s Anointed,” as Davidic 
king on earth after the destruction of all hostile powers. At 
the same tirne it is made very clear that this future king is 
Jesus Christ, who redeemed the faithful by his death and 
rose from the dead; also the close relationship between 
Jesus Christ and the faithful receives emphasis: They share 
in suffering in order to share in the final victory. 


C. The Use of Cristos for Jesus 

From the Pauline Letters and the ancient formulas con- 
tained in them, it is clear that from a very early period the 
word christo: was used in “Christian” circles as the central 
term to denote Jesus. It is used very often, and it received 
its content not through a previously fixed concept of 
messiahship but rather from the person and work of Jesus. 
The term is especially used in connection with his death 
and resurrection, the salvation effected by him, and the 
intimate bond between him and the believers. Although 
awareness of the original titular meaning “Messiah” per- 
sists, there is no longer any need to state explicitly “Jesus 
is the Christ.” 

In later writings (the Deutero-Pauline letters, 1 Peter, 
Hebrews) the same usage prevails. Speaking about Jesus, 
one uses the word “Christ,” especially in specific contexts. 
Jesus Christ functions virtually as a double name. Yet in 
Revelation tie OT designation of the king as “the Lord’s 
Anointed” returns in connection with the final triumph of 
God and the reign of Jesus as Davidic King. 

At the time the Gospel of Mark was written, it was clearly 
necessary to remind the readers how their confession 
“Jesus is the Christ” should be understood. The emphasis 
is on his irapending suffering and death, and on the 
nonpolitical nature of his kingship. Matthew essentially 
underlines what is found in Mark. In Luke-Acts, Jesus’ 
messiahship is the central issue in the debate between the 
early Christians and the Jews, bringing with it a discussion 
about the true meaning of predictions concerning the 
Messiah in the Scriptures. Two other features in Luke-Acts 
are of interest: a certain emphasis on Jesus’ reign after his 
exaltation in heaven, and the explicit statement that God 
anointed Jesus with the Spirit. The latter is found in Jesus’ 
first public speech, related in the gospel as having taken 
place in his home town Nazareth (Luke 4:18). 

The Gospel of John, a late NT book, presents an inter- 
esting picture. On the one hand, it stresses that Jesus the 
Christ is the Son of God living in a unique unity with the 
Father; it does so to such an extent that later Johannine 
Christians have to be reminded that the Son of God in 
whom they >elieve really led a human life once. On the 
other hand, it pictures Jesus in an ongoing debate with 
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Jewish opponents, a debate from which features of Jewish 
messianic expectation emerze. 

Can we explain how the term christos, rarely found in 
contemporary Jewish literature, became so important to 
early Christians that it cou:d receive a specific Jesus-cen- 
tered Christian content and meaning very soon? In Jewish 
sources, the term is mostly used for a royal figure as agent 
of divine deliverance. The sme notion seems to be present 
or presupposed where the Christian use of the term in 
connection with Jesus is made explicit. Only in Luke-Acts 
do we find the notion of “anointing with the Spirit” (also 
found in 1!1QMelch 18). The idea of an anointed high 
priest, very important in the Qumran Scrolls, is not found 
in the writings of the New Testament. In Hebrews there is 
no emphasis on the anointing of Jesus as high priest; at 
the same time it is made very clear that the new high priest 
is of a completely different order than the Levitical (high) 
priests before him. 

Why, then, was this term with its royal connotations used 
of Jesus? How did it become a very central designation? 

In the oldest pre-Pauline tradition, the designation was 
especially used in connection with Jesus’ death, and ac- 
cording to Luke-Acts it remained necessary to explain, to 
insiders and outsiders, that his death, followed by his 
resurrection, was “in accordance with the scriptures” (1 
Cor 15:3, 4). In the pre-Pauline formula Rom 1:3, 4 Jesus’ 
Davidic descent receives emphasis, and the motif of Jesus’ 
royal lineage recurs in the latest books of the NT (e.g., 2 
Tim 2:8; Revelation). In Mark (12:35—37; 14:61—62), it is 
made clear that the royal dominion of this Son of David/ 
Son of God/Son of Man only becomes evident after his 
exaltation to God and will be fully realized with the coming 
of the kingdom of God in power—that is, God’s definitive 
intervention in human affairs. Yet the Synoptics and John 
seem to prefer the term “Son of Man” in passages speaking 
about this future, and in the Letters of Paul the term kyrios 
predominates in such passages. “Christ” is used only sel- 
dom in connection with the eschatological rule (Phil 1:6, 
10; 2:16; 1 Cor 15:23~-28; cf. Acts 2:36; 3:20-21; and 
Revelation). 

It is clear that Mark’s story of the trial before Pilate and 
the crucifixion (chap. 15) combats the misunderstanding 
that Jesus, the Christ, the kirg of Israel, wanted to exercise 
political power. As chap. 13 shows, this misunderstanding 
will have been particularly acute in the troubles of the 
sixties when tension mounted in Palestine, finally resulting 
in the explosive Jewish war. 

It is often argued that Mark 15 reflects the historical 
circumstances preceding Jesus’ death on the cross. That 
Jesus was crucified is beyond doubt, but that he was cruci- 
fied on the charge that he claimed to be “the king of the 
Jews” (Mark 15:26) is much more difficult to substantiate. 
Scholars have pointed out, however, that the story of Jesus’ 
activities in Galilee and Jerusalem shows hardly any royal- 
messianic features. If we dismiss the unlikely hypothesis 
that they were there originally but were removed later, it 
must be assumed that in the events leading up to his 
crucifixion, accusations by his opponents that Jesus did in 
fact have royal-messianic claims, and was therefore a dan- 
gerous person, played a significant role. Because he was 
crucified as King of the Jews, his first followers took up the 
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royal designation “Christ,” particularly in connection with 
his death and resurrection. 

According to this view, the opponents accused - Jesus of 
royal-messianic pretensions because of the messianic hopes 
of his followers, his teaching with authority resulting in a 
sovereign attitude toward the Law and Jewish rules, and 
perhaps also his behavior in the temple (reflected in Mark 
11:15-19). Jesus himself could not deny this charge with- 
out putting in question the final eschatological validity of 
his whole message. Whether he himself would have chosen 
this designation to express the essence of his mission and 
did, in fact, use it, remains uncertain. 

It is difficult to verify the various constituent parts of 
this historical reconstruction; an unsatisfactory aspect of it 
is that it assigns a decisive role to Jesus’ opponents in the 
choice of the term characterizing Jesus’ public image. 
aa approach to the solution of this problem is called 

or. 

It is difficult to believe that the term “Messiah/Christ” 
came to the fore only at the very last stage of Jesus’ 
ministry because of the accusations of his opponents, and 
that it was only because of its prominence at the trial and 
the crucifixion that later Christians used it as the central 
designation for Jesus. Should we not assume that Jesus’ 
disciples came to regard him as (a special) Messiah already 
during his lifetime, that this designation was misconstrued 
in a political sense by his opponents, but that it was taken 
up again in a nonpolitical manner (with emphasis on his 
suffering and his death) by his disciples after Golgotha? 
There is much to be said for this theory. 

The Gospel of Mark not only uses the designation 
“Christ” (with Son of God, Son of Man) in connection with 
Jesus’ future kingship, but it also has Peter confess Jesus as 
the Messiah in 8:29 on the strength of Jesus’ activity as 
(unique) preacher, teacher, healer, and exorcist. For Mark, 
Jesus is the Christ: on earth, a charismatic Spirit-inspired 
figure; at the final realization of his kingdom, king on 
God’s behalf. Looking at Mark 10:46—52; 12:35-37; and 
14:61, 62, we may say that his actions are those of a true 
Son of David. 

It has been argued that the Gospel of Luke, which 
corroborates Mark’s picture by explaining that Jesus could 
be called “the Anointed One” because the Lord anointed 
him with the Spirit (Luke 4:16—30), reflects Jesus’ own 
opinion. Unfortunately, this hypothesis cannot be substan- 
tiated. The related Q-passage (Luke 7:18—23 [= Matt 
11:2-6]) does not use christos, so that we cannot be sure 
that the early Christian use of christos was connected with 
the notion of anointing with the Spirit before Luke. 

Interestingly, contemporary sources portray David not 
only as king but also as a prophet. On the strength of 1 
Sam 16:13 and the directly following passage 16:14—32, 
Josephus emphasizes that immediately after the divine 
Spirit had moved to David, the latter began to prophesy 
and to exorcize the demons which troubled Saul (Ant 
6.166-—68). We may compare the statement “David was a 
prophet” in Acts 2:30 (cf. 1:16; 4:25) and 2 Sam 23:1-2, 
as well as Ps-Philo, L.A.B. 59-60 describing David’s psalm- 
singing for Saul after his anointing by Samuel. A Qumran 
fragment, 11QPs@ David’s compositions, attributes 3600 
psalms to David and no less than 450 songs, 4 of which 
were songs for making music over the stricken; it empha- 
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sizes that David spoke all these things through prophecy. 
It should be added that also in texts like Pss. Sol. 17 that 
picture the future Son of David as a king, that king is not 
simply a military or political figure, but a wise and discern- 
ing ruler; Isa 11:1-5 exercised a great influence on Jewish 
expectations concerning the coming Son of David. 

In view of this, it is quite plausible that in the eyes of his 
earliest followers, if not in his own, Jesus was a true Son of 
David who could properly be called the Lord’s Anointed, 
not only in view of his future role when God’s kingdom 
would reveal itself in power, but already in the present 
while God’s saving and liberating power manifested itself 
in Jesus’ words and actions. Considering Mark’s very re- 
stricted use of the designation “Christ,” it is probable that 
the historical Jesus did not widely advertise any christolog- 
ical self-designations. If he used them, he used them 
creatively, in his own way, and he must have tried to avoid 
misunderstandings. 
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CHRIST, BODY OF. The NT usage of the phrase 
“body of Christ” and its parallel expressions divides natu- 
rally into three categories: (1) the physical body of Jesus 
Christ, (2) the references to the bread in the Last Supper 
and Lord’s Supper, and (3) as a description of the relation- 
ship between the resurrected Lord Jesus and His ekklésza. 


CHRIST, BODY OF 
A. Physical Body of Jesus 


This concrete meaning is foundational, serving as the 
basis of comparison for the other categories (Gundry 
1976; Hoehner 1984; Robinson 1952). A study of the 
Gospels yields a vast and varied amount of data pointing 
to the true humanity of Jesus (John 1:14; Luke 2:52). 
There is nothing to indicate that his physical being was 
other than a normal human body, with its needs and 
limitations (e.g. John 4:6—7; 19:28). The specific usage of 
the concept of the “body of Jesus [Christ],” however, is 
focused on his death and burial (Matt 27:58—59, and par; 
Col 1:22; Heis 10:10) (Robinson 1952:34—48). Relatedly, 
passages dealing with Jesus’ resurrected body (e.g. John 
20:19-29), ascension (Acts 1:9-11), and later appearances 
(e.g. Acts 9:3--6 = 22:6-8 = 26:12-15) imply both signif- 
icant continuity and discontinuity with his pre-cross phys- 
ical state. 


B. Bread in the Communion Meal 

The Synoptic Gospels record that, at the Last Supper, 
Jesus made the intriguing assertion “This is my body” after 
the breaking of the bread (Matt 26:26 = Mark 14:22 = 
Luke 22:19). This statement has been a notable crux inter- 
pretum, along with (perhaps) its earliest canonical echo in 
1 Cor 11:24. Varied understandings of the relation be- 
tween Jesus’ actual person and the bread of the Eucharist 
(which He was instituting) have proliferated over the cen- 
turies, although such views can be generally categorized as 
“literal”/physical, metaphorical/spiritual, or some via media 
or combination approach (Kiing 1967: 211-24; Ridderbos 
1966: 373-76). 

Of these historic options, careful exegesis of the | Cor- 
inthians 11 pericope indicates that the metaphorical, and 
thus spiritual, understanding of “body of Christ” in rela- 
tion to the bread of communion is best. The continued 
Pauline references to “the bread” at the point of the 
individual’s reception of the element (1 Cor 11:26--28) 
would be strange if there were any physical transformation 
involved. Certainly there is a close identification here with 
the physical “body of Christ,” as the Corinthian church 
was urged to properly consider the meaning and signifi- 
cance of Jesus’ death (1 Cor 11:27—29). However, such 
identification clearly stops short of full identity, as a phiys- 
ical understanding requires. 

Similarly, in John 6, Jesus refers strikingly to himself as 
“the bread of life” (6:34, 48, NIV), “the bread that came 
down from heaven” (6:41), and “the living bread” (6:51). 
Even though the last usage is said by Jesus to be in refer- 
ence to “my flesh” (6:51, NIV), there is no clear reference 
to the Lord’s Supper here. It is no more intended for a 
literal understanding than “I am the light of the world” 
(John 8:12; 9 5) or “I am the door [of the sheep]” (John 
10:7, 9). That is especially seen to be the case in John 6 
when it is noted that the receiving of “the bread of life” 
there takes place by believing in Jesus (John 6:35, 40, 47). 


C. Relationship between Christ and His Church 
Within the Pauline corpus interpreters encounter a 
number of powerful expressions that picture the intimate 
connection between the resurrected Savior and His ekklesia. 
Notable among these are references to the Church as the 
bride of Christ (Eph 5:23-32), the temple of the Holy 
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Spirit (1 Cor 3:16; Eph 2:21). and the household of God 
(Gal 6:10; 1 Tim 3:15). 

The most common and well developed of such expres- 
sions views the Church as “the body of Christ.” The idea 
is utilized in different ways in different contexts, however. 
For example, in 1 Cor 12:12-27 and Rom 12:4—8 the 
emphasis is on the unity of the Church amid the rich 
diversity of its members. A related, but distinct, usage is 
seen in passages like Eph 4:4, 12-16 and Col 1:18-22; 
3:15. There the focus is on Christ as the “head” of his 
body, the Church (Ridderbos 1966: 369-87). 

Again, there is significant difference of interpretive 
opinion in regard to whether the idea of the Church as 
the “body of Christ” should be: taken as speaking of virtual 
identity (the counterpart of the “physical” view of the 
Supper) or strong identification (Radmacher 1978: 223-— 
37; Kiing 1967: 224—41). To view the Church as an exten- 
sion of the Incarnation might seem the implication of 1 
Cor 12:12: “The body is a unit, though it is made up of 
many parts. ... So it is with Christ” (NIV; Robinson 1952: 
58—59). However, the entire context, including the recapit- 
ulatory words “Now you are the body of Christ, and each 
one of you part of it” (1 Cor 12:27, NIV) argues for a 
close bond or link that is less than the fullest identification 
(Best 1955: 95-105; Ridderbos 1966: 369-71). 

Thus, since the other passages assume (with minor vari- 
ations) the same central sense for the imagery of the “body 
of Christ,” it is preferable to understand it in a metaphor- 
ical way. The Church is not Christ in the sense of embody- 
ing his authority and infallibil.ty. Rather, it draws its direc- 
tion and empowering from him as its head, as does a 
human body (Eph 4:15—16). 

A final important consideration has to do with the origin 
of the Pauline phrase “the body of Christ.” Various plausi- 
ble backdrops for the idea have been postulated, arising 
out of Hebrew, Greek, Gnostic, and Eucharistic contexts 
(Best 1955: 83-93). However, the likeliest point of origin 
is the words of the risen Christ on the Damascus Road. 
“Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?” (Acts 9:4 = 22:7 
= 26:14; Kim 1981). Indelibly etched in Paul’s thought 
patterns, these words best explain the close identification 
and communion between the Lord Jesus and His church 
as “the body of Christ” in t Cor 12:12, 27. 
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CHRIST, DAY OF. See DAY OF CHRIST. 


CHRIST, DEATH OF. The death of Jesus of Naza- 
reth by crucifixion is generally accepted as historical fact. 
The circumstances of his execution admit a variety of 
questions of a historical character, and the centrality of 
the event in early Christian belief and practice necessitates 
theological reflection. 


A. The Condemnation of Jesus 
1. By Roman Authorities 
2. By Jewish Authorities 
B. Jesus’ Understanding of His Death 
1. During His Ministry 
2. In the Face of Death 
C. Interpretations of Jesus’ Death 
1. The Gospels 
2. Pauline Writings 
3. Other NT Writings 


A. The Condemnation of Jesus 

1. By Roman Authorities. Although many of the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the trial and death of Jesus are 
disputed, there is little doubt that Jesus of Nazareth was 
crucified under Pontius Pilate, the Roman procurator of 
Judea from 26—36 a.p. Crucifixion was a Roman penalty 
practiced upon violent criminals, political rebels, and slaves 
(Hengel 1977:46—63). Tacitus said it was “the punishment 
usually inflicted on slaves” (His. 4.11), and Cicero referred 
to it as “the most cruel and disgusting penalty” (Verr. 
2.5.165). The charge on the cross, “the King of the Jews” 
(Mark 15:26), and the crucifixion of Jesus between two 
rebels (Gk déstas, Mark 15:27) suggest that Jesus was put to 
death by the Romans as a political insurgent. 

Precisely why Pilate condemned Jesus as a political rebel 
is more difficult to determine, especially since the Romans 
do not seem to have arrested and persecuted Jesus’ follow- 
ers after his death. The clearest expression of the charges 
against Jesus is in Luke 23:2. From the point of view of the 
Evangelist, these charges are false, but they may provide a 
clue to how the Romans viewed Jesus. At the heart of Jesus’ 
message was his proclamation that the Kingdom of God 
was at hand (Mark 1:15), and in the final days of his life 
Jesus made a triumphal entry into Jerusalem and cleansed 
its temple (Mark 11:1-19). This action, as well as the 
proclamation of a kingdom, might well have led the Ro- 
mans to accept Jewish reports about Jesus, given the vola- 
tile atmosphere of Ist-century Palestine. 

The Gospels portray Pilate as weak and vacillating dur- 
ing Jesus’ trial, seeking a way to release him. But this 
characterization of the governor does not correspond with 
what we know of him from other sources (JW 2.9.4 §175- 
77). It is probable that the Gospel portrayal of Pilate is 
part of a Christian apologetic to place the burden of guilt 
for Jesus’ death upon the Jews, especially their leaders. In 
all likelihood, Pilate assumed a decisive role in the trial, 
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condemning Jesus as a political insurgent. Consequently, 
the early Church had to deal with the scandal of the cross 
(1 Cor 1:23): Jesus was a crucified Messiah, condemned to 
death as a political rebel. 

2. By Jewish Authorities. It is even more difficult to 
identify the precise reason why the Jewish authorities 
condemned Jesus and handed him over to Pilate. The 
events surrounding the Jewish trial of Jesus—if indeed 
there was a formal trial before the whole Sanhedrin— 
present one of the most complicated problems of NT 
scholarship (Blinzler 1969: 15-38). Matthew and Mark 
report a night trial during which false witnesses testified 
that Jesus threatened to destroy the temple (Matt 26:61; 
Mark 14:58), but then the Sanhedrin condemns Jesus on 
the grounds of blasphemy (Matt 26:65—-66; Mark 14:64). 
In Luke the trial takes place in the morning, the temple 
charge is not mentioned, and the issue is Jesus’ messiah- 
ship, but there is no formal condemnation (Luke 22:71). 
John reports only an informal hearing before Annas dur- 
ing which the former high priest questions Jesus about his 
disciples and his teaching (John 18:19), passing over the 
trial reported by the Synoptics and focusing upon the trial 
before Pilate instead. Given the conflicting nature of the 
Gospel trial accounts, the reason for the Jewish condem- 
nation of Jesus should be sought in the broader context of 
Jesus’ ministry. 

Since Jesus was not a scribe by profession and did not 
belong to the party of the Pharisees or Sadducees, he 
stood outside the professional religious establishment. 
Nonetheless the Gospels portray him as one who taught 
and acted with supreme authority (Gk exousia, Mark 1:22, 
27; 2:10; 11:28). In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus pits 
his interpretation of the Law against the traditional inter- 
pretation (Matt 5:21—48), making himself the mouthpiece 
of God. On several occasions he apparently violated the 
Sabbath (Matt 12:1-14) and challenged the traditions of 
the elders (Mark 7:1—23). He assumed the divine preroga- 
tive of forgiving sins (Mark 2:i-11), and on a regular basis 
he shared table fellowship with tax collectors and sinners 
(Luke 15:1—2; 19:1—-10). It is doubtful that Jesus offered 
the wicked forgiveness without requiring repentance [as 
E. P. Sanders has argued (1985: 174—-211)], but he may 
well have given the appearance of doing so. Most impor- 
tantly, Jesus confidently proclaimed that God’s Kingdom 
was at hand, thereby establishing himself as God’s eschat- 
ological messenger. 

Such activity on the part of Jesus would have inevitably 
raised the question of his authority. Was Jesus an authentic 
prophet, or was he a false prophet (Deut 18:20-22; Jer 
23:9-40), a rebellious son (Deut 21:18-21), a beguiler 
who led the people astray (Deut 17:1-13)? On several 
occasions, it appears that the religious leaders viewed Jesus 
as a false prophet who led the people astray (Schillebeeckx 
1981: 312-18). He is accused of being in league with 
Beelzebul (Mark 3:22) and of being possessed by an un- 
clean spirit (Mark 3:30). In Matt 11:19 Jesus laments that 
he is viewed as a rebellious son (cf. Deut 21:18—21). And 
both in Matthew (27:63) and John (7:12, 47), he is de- 
scribed as one who deceives the people. Some of the 
religious leaders, therefore, must have viewed Jesus as a 
false prophet and beguiler who assumed authority to 
himself. 
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The proximate occasion for the religious leaders to 
condemn Jesus, however, is related to his temple ministry. 
The Synoptic Gospels report that, during the final week of 
his life, Jesus provoked the religious leaders by cleansing 
the temple. John transposes this incident to the beginning 
of Jesus’ ministry, but notes its intimate connection with 
Jesus’ death (John 2:17). For Jesus, the cleansing may have 
been a prophetic action pointing to the coming kingdom 
and a temple not made by human hands (cf. Mark 14:58) 
which God would establish. But for the religious leaders 
his action would have been perceived as an assault upon 
their authonty by one whom some of them already viewed 
as a false prophet and deceiver. The temple cleansing, 
then, provided the most important motivation to do away 
with Jesus. 

If this scenario is correct, the religious leaders saw Jesus 
as a threat to the nation (John 11:45—53) on two counts: 
deceiving the people and threatening the temple. Since, 
according tc John 18:31, the Jewish leadership did not 
have the power to inflict the death penalty, they brought 
him to Pilate as a messianic pretender, who claimed to be 
the King of the Jews, a political insurgent. It was on the 
basis of this charge that Pilate condemned Jesus. The 
Jewish responsibility probably lies with an inner circle of 
chief priests who viewed Jesus as a false prophet and 
deceiver rather than with the whole Sanhedrin or people 
of Israel. 


B. Jesus’ Understanding of His Death 

1. During His Ministry. The writings of the NT pro- 
vide a comprehensive interpretation of Jesus’ death, but 
the process of interpretation was initiated by Jesus himself. 
Although he proclaimed the imminent arrival of God’s 
Kingdom, he seems to have reckoned at an early stage with 
the probability of his own violent death (Léon-Dufour 
1986: 49-77). The death of the Baptist must have alerted 
Jesus that he faced a similar fate. Matthew reports that 
Jesus withdrew to the wilderness when he heard of John’s 
death (14:13), and Mark narrates a conversation in which 
Jesus speaks of his death in connection with John’s (9:9— 
13). 

The Gospel of John notes that after the feeding of the 
5000 in Galilee, Jesus withdrew from the crowd because he 
knew that they wanted to make him king (6:15). If this 
remark is correct, it may explain the text of Luke 13:31- 
33 in which the Pharisees warn Jesus to flee because Herod 
Antipas, the ruler of Galilee and the murderer of John, 
sought to kill Jesus as well (Bammel 1984: 211-40). Like 
John, Jesus attracted large crowds who viewed him as a 
messianic figure; he was a political threat not only to the 
Romans but to petty rulers such as Herod. Faced with the 
growing prospect of a violent death, Jesus seems to have 
viewed his fate as an inescapable part of his prophetic 
vocation (Luke 13:32-33; Matt 23:29—36). 

Jesus’ predictions of his passion, death, and resurrection 
(Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:32—34) also witness to a realization 
on his part that he faced a violent death. Although the 
predictions, in their present form, were composed in the 
light of Easter, several authors have convincingly argued 
that they are grounded in Jesus’ own conviction that his 
death was part of God’s plan and that God would vindicate 
him (Bayer 1386: 149-218; Jeremias 1971: 276-99). 
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2. In the Face of Death. Jesus’ most complete interpre- 
tation of his death is given at the Last Supper. The eschat- 
ological prospect of Mark 14:25 proclaims Jesus’ faith that 
he will share table fellowship with the disciples in the 
kingdom of God despite his imminent death. The Eucha- 
ristic words, handed down in two different traditions (Mat- 
thew and Mark, Luke and Paul) indicate that Jesus attached 
redemptive value to his death. According to the first tradi- 
tion (Matt 26:26—-29; Mark 14:22—25), the shedding of his 
blood will establish a covenarit on behalf of many (Gk hyper 
pollén) as was done on Sinai :Exod 24:8). According to the 
second, the cup is the new covenant in Jesus’ blood (Luke 
22:20; 1 Cor 11:25) promised in Jer 31:31-34. Although 
scholars dispute Jesus’ precise wording, many agree that 
he understood his death as having redemptive value. 


C. Interpretations of Jesus’ Death 

1. The Gospels. The Gospel passion narratives are the 
most sustained presentations of Jesus’ death. Mark’s ac- 
count appears to be the oldest and Matthew and Luke are 
dependent upon it. The account of John is remarkably 
similar to the Synoptics, but not all scholars are convinced 
that John is dependent upon them. 

It is likely that an account cf Jesus’ passion was composed 
at an early stage for liturgical usage. Such a composition 
probably presented Jesus us the righteous sufferer as 
found in the psalms of lament (e.g., Pss 22, 38, 69) and 
the book of Wisdom 2:12—2); 5:1-7. By the NT period it 
was an accepted fact in some Jewish circles that the righ- 
teous person is bound to suf‘er but that God will vindicate 
him (Ruppert 1972: 23-28). In addition, the servant text 
of Isa 52:13-53:12 played a role although not as great a 
role as did the psalms. 

In their present form, the passion narratives clearly 
portray Jesus as more than a righteous sufferer. In Mat- 
thew and Mark, Jesus dies a: the abandoned Son of God, 
the crucified Messiah. In luke, the focus is upon his 
innocence; he dies as God’s righteous Son, and his death 
leads people to repentance (:23:39—43, 48). In John, Jesus’ 
death becomes his exaltation (3:14; 8:28; 12:34), his re- 
turn to the Father (13:1), anct his glorification (17:1—5). 

In terms of soteriology, Matthew and Mark view Jesus’ 
death as a ransom (Gk /ytron, Matt 20:28; Mark 10:45). His 
death leads to the forgiveness of sins (Matt 26:28). The 
tearing of the temple veil (Matt 27:51; Mark 15:38) sug- 
gests that the Messiah’s death replaces the temple cult; 
there is no need for furthey sacrifice (Hengel 1981: 47— 
55). In Luke, Jesus’ promise of salvation to the repentant 
thief (23:43) indicates the salvific aspect of his death. John 
focuses upon Jesus the Gocd Shepherd who freely lays 
down his life on behalf of (hyper) the sheep (10: 1-18). 

2. Pauline Writings. The Pauline corpus focuses more 
upon the benefits of Christ’s death than upon the historical 
circumstances surrounding it. Employing a number of 
phrases with the preposition Ayper (“for,” “on behalf of”), 
the Apostle stresses that Christ died for or was put to 
death on behalf of us. In two of these texts (1 Cor 15:3; 
Gal 1:4), he explicitly notes that Christ died or gave himself 
for our sins. In Romans he says that Christ died for the 
ungodly (5:6); he died for us while we were still sinners. In 
Gal 3:13 he notes that Christ redeemed us from the curse 
of the law, becoming a curse for us by being crucified (see 


I + 925 


Deut 21:23). And in | Thess 5:10 he writes that Christ 
died for us that we might live with him. 

At other times Paul speaks of God sending or giving up 
his Son (Rom 8:3). God did not spare his own Son but 
handed him over for us all (Rom 8:32). God sent his Son, 
born of a woman “to redeem those who were under the 
law” (Gal 4:4—5). In other places, Paul speaks of Christ 
giving himself for us (Gal 1:4; 2:20). 

In addition to these formulas, Paul describes God as 
setting forth Christ as an expiatory sacrifice, making him 
the new mercy seat (Rom 3:21—26). The effect of Christ’s 
death is universal in scope (Rom 5:12-21); it overcomes 
the power of sin which enslaves the whole of humanity. 

In the Deutero-Pauline writings of Colossians, Ephe- 
sians, and the Pastorals, there is a subtle shift of emphasis, 
as A. Hultgren (1987: 91-112) has shown. Whereas Paul 
concentrates upon the redemption accomplished in Christ, 
making God the active agent, these writings point to the 
redemption won by Christ, making him a more active 
agent of salvation. So the authors of Ephesians says that 
Chnst broke down the dividing wall separating Gentile and 
Jew and reconciled them through the cross (2:14—18). He 
gave himself for the Church (5:25). In Colossians we learn 
that Christ canceled the bond against us by nailing it to the 
cross, thereby disarming the powers and _ principalities 
(2:13-15). And the author of the Pastorals says that Christ 
came into the world to save sinners (1 Tim 1:15), giving 
himself as a ransom for all (1 Tim 2:6), giving himself for 
us to redeem us from all iniquity (Tit 2:14). 

3. Other NT Writings. Of the remaining NT writings, 
the most important for understanding Christ’s death are 
Hebrews, | Peter, 1 John, and Revelation. Hebrews offers 
a profound theological reflection on the death of Christ. 
Jesus is presented as the great high priest who has entered 
the heavenly sanctuary (6:19—20). The mediator of a better 
covenant, he has no need to offer daily sacrifice, since he 
offered himself as a sacrifice once for all (7:27), obtaining 
redemption through his blood (9:12). This sacrifice has 
accomplished purification from sins (1:3), the forgiveness 
of sins (10:12), and is expiatory in nature (2:17). Most 
importantly, this sacrifice, universal in scope (2:9), need 
never again be repeated (7:27; 9:12, 26, 28; 10:10). 

The author of 1 Peter also states that Christ’s suffering 
need not be repeated (3:18). Comparing Christ to an 
unblemished lamb (1:19), he reminds his readers that 
Christ’s death has ransomed them from their past conduct 
(1:18). The most important statement, however, comes in 
a hymnlike passage (2:21-25) which compares Christ to 
the servant of Isaiah 53. Christ suffered on behalf of 
(hyper) us (2:21), bearing our sins in his body on the tree 
of the cross, so that we are healed by his wounds (2:24). 

In 1 John the author makes explicit statements about 
the atoning nature of Christ’s death. The blood of Jesus 
cleanses us from all sin (1:7); he was revealed to take away 
sins (3:5) and destroy the devil’s work (3:8). Most impor- 
tantly, Christ died as an expiation (hilasmos) for (peri) our 
sins (2:2; 4:10). 

Like the three writings mentioned above, the book of 
Revelation focuses upon the redemptive value of Christ’s 
blood shed on the cross (1:5). Comparing Christ to a lamb 
(arnion), the author states that he ransomed “men for God 
from every tribe and tongue and people and nation” (5:9), 
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making them “a kingdom of priests to our God” (5:10). As 
the people of the old covenant washed their garments in 
preparation for the theophany at Sinai (Exod 19:10, 14), 
so the people of the new covenant “have washed their 
robes and made them white in the blood of the lamb” 
(7:14). The scandal of the cross has become the center of 
NT theology. 
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FRANK J. MATERA 


CHRISTIAN [Gk Chvistianos]. Although “Christian” is 
the most common name used today to designate followers 
of Jesus Christ, it occurs only three times in the NT: Acts 
11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet 4:16. Most scholars agree that the 
formation of this term is Latin in origin. Christianus (pl. 
Christiani) is a second declension masculine Latin noun 
found in ‘Tacitus, Suetonius, and Pliny the Younger. A 
common practice of the Ist century for identifying adher- 
ents was to attach the termination -tanus (pl. -canz) to the 
name of the leader or master (e.g., Pompeiani, Augustiant, 
Ceasariant). Early Hellenistic practice paralleled this by 
attaching -ianos (pl. -2anor) to the name of a leader or 
master (e.g., Herodianoi, Matt 22:16; Mark 3:6; 12:13; 
Joseph. Ant 14.15, 10). Hence, whether in Lat (Christianus) 
or in Gk (Christianos) the term is formed from Christ and 
indicates Christ’s adherents, those who belong to, or are 
devoted to, Christ. 

The origin of the term, according to Acts 11:26, was in 
Antioch, dating in the Lukan chronology somewhere be- 
tween A.D. 40-44: “. . . in Antioch the disciples were for 
the first time called Christians” (RSV). The infinitive chre- 
mastisai has been interpreted to mean that the disciples 
first “bore the title” Christians in Antioch (e.g., Bicker- 
mann 1949: 355), suggesting that the term was coined by 
the church to give expression to their own self-conscious- 
ness in the new age of the Messiah. But Haenchen has 
demonstrated that, while possible, usage in Philo and 
Josephus shows that the infinitive should be rendered 
“were called,” indicating that the name was coined by those 
outside of the church (1971: 367-68 n. 3). Of those out- 
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side, the Jews were not likely to have referred to the 
disciples as Christians, followers of Christos, the Messiah, 
since this would have validated Jesus’ claim to that title (see 
the disputecl passage in Josephus where Christos and Chns- 
tianoi are used in this manner [Ant 18.63—64). The Jews 
instead referred to the disciples of Jesus as “the sect of the 
Nazarenes” ‘Acts 24:5). Hence, the name “Christian” must 
have originated within the Gentile population of Antioch. 
In the large metropolis of Antioch, with its many compet- 
ing cults and mystery religions, those who spoke so much 
about Christos were soon called Christianoi, Christ’s people. 
The term would have then distinguished the disciples from 
uncoverted (Gentiles as well as from Judaism. 

The reason for the origin is problematic. The term 
Christianoi may have been coined by the Antiochian gover- 
nor’s staff to indicate official Roman registry. Or the use 
of the term may have been intended satirically by the 
Antiochian people to mock those who believed in Jesus as 
Messiah, paralleling the mockery directed toward the Au- 
gustiani, the official enthusiasts of Nero (Mattingly 1958). 
Or more likely, the term may have arisen generally among 
the populace as a slang term to indicate those who were 
followers of their God Christos, and who were regarded as 
a sort of mystery fellowship (Grundmann TDNT 10: 537). 
The name Christos, Messiah, meant nothing special to the 
Gentiles, sounding more like a second personal name for 
Jesus than a religious title. 

In all three NT passages the variant Chréstianot occurs in 
the uncorrected Codex Sinaiticus; remarkably persistent 
textual testimony that Gentiles often confused the term 
Christos with the homophone, chréstos, “kind, useful.” Chrés- 
tos was a common proper name, especially for slaves, and 
apparently Gentiles tended to think that the disciples were 
followers of one called Chréstos. This is the hkely reason 
why the Lain historian Suetonius says that Jews were 
expelled from Rome because of disturbances made at the 
instigation of one called Chréstus (Claud. 25.4). Tacitus, in 
one of the earliest extrabiblical testimonies to the term (ca. 
A.D. 115), appears to correct for his readers the common 
mistake among the Roman populace of a.p. 64 of confus- 
ing Chréstianoi with Christianoi (Ann. 15.44). 

While the occurrence of the term in Acts 11:26 indicates, 
at the very least, the recognition by Gentiles that believers 
in Christ were an entity separate from both pagan Gentiles 
and Judaism, the other two occurrences in the NT possibly 
indicate that elements of contempt (Acts 26:28) and hostil- 
ity (1 Pet 4:16) were attached to the term by the early use 
of those outside of the church. There is no NT evidence 
that the teri. was commonly used as a self-designation by 
the early church. Luke’s anachronistic reflection in Acts 
11:26 implies that the common term for believers at. the 
time of the origin of Christian was “disciples” (math#tat), 
and other terms soon came to be used by the early church, 
such as “believers” (hoi pisteuontes; hoi pistoi) (Acts 5:14; 
Rom 1:16; Acts 10:45; 1 Tim 6:2), “brothers” (adelphos) 
(Acts 6:3; Jas 2:15), and “saints” (hot hagioi) (Acts 9:13; 
1 Cor 1:2). 

Christianos appears for the first time as a self-designation 
in Did. 12:4, and is commonly used by Ignatius for a 
member of the believing community (late lst/early 2d 
century), but the name does not occur in abundance 
elsewhere in the writings of the early church fathers. In 
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the middle of the 2d century, Polycarp calls himself a 
Christianos (Ep. 10:1; 12:1), and in the Apologists the term 
was used as a self-characterization of one who followed 
Christ into the death of martyrdom. The reason for the 
scarcity of the term in the early church fathers may be 
found in a letter by the Roman governor Pliny the Younger 
to Emperor Trajan (ca. a.p. 112). Those accused of believ- 
ing in Jesus Christ were asked whether or not they were 
“Christians.” If they admitted to the name, they were put 
to death, or else, if they were Roman citizens, sent to Rome 
for trial (Letters 10.96). In the days of persecution of the 
early church, the use of the term was dangerous, because 
it clearly marked them out in the minds of the Romans as 
believing in a god who was in opposition to the emperor. 
But nonetheless, in the church, as early as 1 Pet 4:16, 
honor was associated with those who suffered because they 
bore the name of their Messiah, since suffering as a “Chris- 
tian” glorifies God. 
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MICHAEL J. WILKINS 


CHRISTIAN ART, EARLY. See ART AND AR- 
CHITECTURE (EARLY CHRISTIAN). 


CHRISTIAN ATTITUDE TOWARD ROME. 
See ROME, EARLY CHRISTIAN ATTITUDES TO. 


CHRISTIAN LITERATURE, EARLY. See LIT- 
ERATURE, EARLY CHRISTIAN. 


CHRISTIAN MINISTRY. See MINISTRY IN THE 
EARLY CHURCH. 


CHRISTIAN PAPYRI. See PAPYRI, EARLY 
CHRISTIAN. 


CHRISTIAN-JEWISH RELATIONS. See JEW- 
ISH-CHRISTIAN RELATIONS (70-170). 


CHRISTIANITY. This entry consists of eight sepa- 
rate articles covering various aspects of the emergence of 
Christianity in the various regions of the Mediterranean 
world. The first entry explores the early social life and 
organization of Christianity, and the second deals with 
early Jewish Christianity. The subsequent articles generally 
explore the origin and development of Christianity in Asia 
Minor, Egypt, Greece, North Africa, Rome, and Syria. 
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EARLY SOCIAL LIFE AND ORGANIZATION 


The movement that emerged around the figure and 
memory of Jesus of Nazareth did not burst onto the 
Roman world as a fully developed religious institution, the 
Church. It began rather as one or more small sects in an 
out-of-the-way province. Yet within a few centuries the 
movement would find its way into the very center of Roman 
society, a process already being recognized, albeit grudg- 
ingly, by the Roman historian Tacitus in the early 2d 
century (Ann. 15.44). The course of this growth, viewed by 
some of the old Roman nobility as a “plague,” was seen by 
Christian apologists and historians as the divinely or- 
dained “triumph of the Gospel” (Eusebius, Praep. Evang.) 
Nonetheless the process was conditioned by the social 
environment of the Roman world in and through which 
diffusion and organizational development took place. 


A. Early Diffusion of the Christian Movement 
1. Sectarian Origins of the Jesus Movement 
2. Early Diffusion: The Jewish Mission 
3. Phases of Growth and Paths of Diffusion in the 
Roman World 
B. Social Life of Christian Groups 
1. Social Location of Christian Groups 
2. Relations to Society 
C. Organization and Development of the Christian Move- 
ment 
1. Models from the Environment 
2. The House Church Setting 
3. The Beginnings of Institutionalization: Offices, Or- 
thodoxy, and Heresy 


A. Early Diffusion of the Christian Movement 

1. Sectarian Origins of the Jesus Movement. Jesus did 
not begin as a founder of a new religion, but rather as a 
reforming preacher within the apocalyptic environment 
of Ist-century Palestine, while Rome perceived that Jesus 
was promoting sedition (Matt 10:34-35 = Luke 12:51- 
53). The group that originated around Jesus, likewise, 
appears as one among many reforming sects, or splinter 
religious groups, within the diverse spectrum of Palesti- 
nian Jewish society. 

The earliest forms of the Jesus movement must have 
looked much like other Jewish groups known from the 
time. Much like the picture of disciples at table with Jesus, 
there were Pharisaic haburoth (“fellowships”) which met to 
study and eat together in piety, often in the upper rooms 
of houses (m.Shabb. 1.4; b.Menah. 41b; cf. Luke 22:12, Acts 
1:13). At the same time, as a reforming sect, the movement 
would have offered alternative forms of organization and 
participation to individuals and groups, including dissi- 
dents, women, and marginal groups, that would have felt 
left out of the traditional power structure. Some references 
suggest that one early form of the Jesus movement was 
vested in wandering preachers or prophets of the coming 
apocalyptic kingdom (Matt 10:9-14 = Mark 6:8-11; Luke 
9:2-5; 10:4-11). In these passages an ideal of homeless- 
ness and poverty is stressed aS a reaction against the 
normal constraints of society (cf. Theissen 1978: 8—16). 
While the role of men alone has been preserved in the 
later form of the mission tradition, it reflects a more 
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fundamental renunciation of family and normal social 
structures as the center for a new self-understanding 
(Schissler Fiorenza 1983: 72-76; 144-49). Reflections of 
this early form of the movement were still visible in the 2d 
century, probably still in the Syrian region, in the instruc- 
tions of the Didache on the proper respect as well as caution 
to be afforded traveling teachers and prophets (Did. 11- 
13). It suggests, therefore, that a fundamental tension 
persisted from the earliest days of the movement between 
a traditional familial model of religion and claims to new 
modes of social relationship based on nonfamilial or anti- 
familial structures. This tension goes back to early domin- 
ical sayings predicated on apocalyptic midrash of Mic 7:6, 
the shattering of the household (cf. Luke 12:51-—53 [Q]). 

Initially, at least, the missionary impulse of the Jesus 
movement was directed toward proclaiming the imminent 
apocalyptic kingdom exclusively to other Jews (Matt 10:5— 
6; 22). There was no need for a more firmly established 
institution apart from the framework of Judaism, it would 
seem, since the kingdom was expected soon (Mark 9:1 = 
Matt 16:28). Thus, it was possible for the earliest Christian 
groups to remain within the bounds of Jewish piety and 
practice, though they, like the ESSENES and others, might 
have decried and opposed perceived impiety among other 
Jews. In the earliest stages there were several different 
arenas of interaction with the larger Jewish society and its 
diverse religious spectrum. In addition to the nonlocalized 
efforts of wandering charismatics, some followers of the 
Jesus movement maintained traditional temple worship in 
Jerusalem while at the same time meeting for devotion and 
study in private homes (Acts 2:46, 5:42, 12:12). Thus, it is 
likely that there was some tension between the ideals of 
piety reflected in the homelessness of itinerant prophets 
and in the localized tradition preserved around the images 
of women disciples, but tended to be subsumed under 
household structures (Schiissler Fiorenza 1983: 144-51). 
In this way they corresponded to the ranges of apocalyptic 
sectarianism seen elsewhere in Judean society prior to the 
debacle of the First Revolt (cf. Meeks 1986: 97-107; Cohen 
1987: 124-36, 164-68). 

In defining the earliest Jesus movement as a sectarian 
phenomenon, or what some would cail a revitalization 
movement, several cautions must be kept in mind. While 
Jewish religion and society in the last century of the Second 
Temple Period were extremely diverse, not all of its groups 
or currents were sects in the strict sociological definition of 
the term. A sect, in this sense, refers to a group which 
separates itself to some degree from the rest of a particular 
society in order to reform or purify the society from 
within. Despite passionate denunciation of the ills of soci- 
ety, the sectarian group shares the same basic belief system 
and values as the parent culture (White 1988: 12-15). This 
tension over the religious definition of the society pro- 
duces a conflict of standards, a sense of “two ways” (good 
and evil, light and dark). They are assumed to determine 
the fate of the society. From the perspective of the sectar- 
ian group, faith, piety, and proper observance are invari- 
able markers of the true “way of God” over against the 
“way of the world.” Within Ist-century Judea, therefore, 
some groups (like the Essenes) more clearly represent 
sectarian organization and attitudes, while others (such as 
the SADDUCEES) do not. Indeed, despite the extreme 
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diversity of religious sympathy and the escalating social 
and religious protest (cf. Horsley and Hanson 1985: 244- 
47), the vast majority of Jews would not have been attached 
to any particular sect. It is also likely that in the earliest 
period new religious groups, such as the Pharisees or the 
Jesus movement, might have exhibited greater or lesser 
sectarian tendencies from cell to cell or me to time. The 
peculiar features of sectarianism in Ist-century Judea were 
a result of the dominant apocalyptic milieu, which in- 
cluded, among other things, diverse expectations of an 
imminent transformation of the present social order and 
the establish nent of a new messianic age on earth (Meeks 
1986: 100). 

So long as the emergent Jesus sect remained clearly 
within the realm of Palestinian Judaism, then its message 
and appeal were determined within this realm as well. 
Thus, the earliest mission was not to convert the gentiles, 
but to go instead “only to the lost sheep of the house of 
Israel . . . saying, ‘The kingdom of heaven is at hand’ ” 
(Matt 10:5—7). These were messianic Jews preaching Jesus 
to other Jews. Consequently, conversion and boundary 
definition must be thought of differently than for Jews 
proselytizing non-Jews. The rituals by which one was ad- 
mitted into membership as well as strict standards of 
behavior were initially ways of marking off the sect trom 
the “world,” meaning the larger Jewish society. Yet the 
basic criterion of membership in the congregation of the 
faithful, the eschatological community or new Israel. was 
held by all Jews by right of birth. Conversion, therefore, 
largely meant coming to a reformed vision or understand- 
ing of what it meant, at least within the sect’s definition of 
things, to be a true Jew and conforming oneself to this 
vision. 

A sect’s religious vision of the new order arises out of its 
experiences of tension and protest over the perceived ills 
of its society. Often, it seems, such groups tend to emerge 
from conditions of social or economic deprivation or from 
some experience of political oppression. The particular 
form of disenfranchisement or deprivation, such as in the 
marginalized position of certain individuals or classes in 
society, may then be conceived as the embodiment ot evil 
and the symbol of the abuse that needs reform. The group 
looks for a remedy to these social ills in terms of religious 
redefinition of the social order. Far from calling for a 
radical destr:iction of the society, however, such sectarian 
rhetoric tencls to preserve some of the basic social struc- 
tures, but with new means of access or empowerment for 
the previously downtrodden and powerless. The new im- 
age embodies some of the resonant sense of tension with 
the old order as fundamental to the idealization of the 
new. Thus the language of radical status reversal (Matt 
20:26-27, 23:12; Mark 10:43—44; Luke 22:26, 14:11) may 
reflect some early expectations of the Jesus sect for new 
social order in a coming earthly kingdom (cf. Luke 4:14—- 
16). At the same time, the tensions with a “worldly” society 
would not have prevented substantial areas of interaction 
with the society, depending upon how far any particular 
sectarian group went in distancing itself from the world. A 
total renunciation of the world, such as that at Qumran, 
was rare. Even so, at Qumran the apocalyptic ideal of the 
pure community retained very traditional priestly catego- 
ries (see also ESSENES). It would have been more common 
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to seek new ways of working out a life in the world, while 
maintaining some sense of tension with it. Stricter social 
ethics (such as those reflected in Matt 5:17—20 and in the 
following sections for internalizing and strengthening the 
commands of the Law) are patently Jewish boundary mar- 
kers for a particular Jesus sect over against the normal 
patterns of religiously defined Jewish social behavior. Even 
the ultimate disciplinary sanctions within the Jesus sects 
could be framed in terms of Jewish identity, since to be 
“cast out” of the sect was :antamount to becoming no 
longer a Jew at all, but rather a “Gentile and tax-collector” 
(Matt 18:17). 

2. Early Diffusion: The Jewish Mission. The original 
social location of the Jesus movement was as diverse sectar- 
ian groups within Palestinian Jewish society. They sought 
to draw adherents exclusively from among fellow Jews, and 
they expected an imminent apocalyptic consummation of 
history and the establishment of a new, messianic social 
order. Even so, there was considerable diversity of expec- 
tation possible within different streams of the Jesus move- 
ment. Both the timing anc. the nature of the coming 
messianic kingdom were open to varying interpretations. 
Within a relatively short time, however, one finds that the 
Jesus movement had begun io spread beyond these origi- 
nal bounds. In part, the inilial impulse toward diffusion 
may have come from the activities of the wandering char- 
ismatic prophets, who commissioned localized cells as well 
(Matt 10:11—13). At the same time, it must be recognized 
that the traditional picture of a unified, concentric mission 
based exclusively on the Twelve at Jerusalem is an idealiza- 
tion of Acts (cf. Hengel 1979: 65, 75-77). Other references 
clearly indicate early centers of the movement, such as the 
Galilee, that were not derivative from Jerusalem (Mark 
16:7 = Matt 28:7-10, 16). The early diffusion of the 
movement was a product of new impulses operating within 
the diverse social circumstances of individual groups. 

One such impulse toward diffusion might have come 
from an early sense that the imminent expectations for a 
new social order had failed. On this suggestion, some early 
Christian groups would have closely resembled adventist 
millenarian movements, that is, groups which make pre- 
dictions of the end of the world (Gager 1975: 20-27). A 
crisis occurs for such groups when their predictions do 
not come to pass, and this racical disconfirmation tends to 
produce heightened activity and new directions of out- 
reach (Gager 1975: 37-41). Increasing agitation over the 
delay of the eschatological consummation began to pro- 
duce cognitive anxiety among early Christians, especially 
in the wake of the failure of the First Revolt (cf. Mark 13) 
and increasingly so in ensu:ng decades (2 Pet 3:3). Re- 
thinking their eschatological expectations was perhaps a 
contributing factor in further diffusion of the movement. 

Another impulse toward diffusion might have come 
from the establishment of cells among Jewish communities 
in urban settings where contact with gentiles would be- 
come more of an issue. A number of cities in the Galilee 
and the Decapolis were highly hellenized urban centers. 
In Acts, too, it was among the Jewish communities of 
Antioch that the disciples firs. came to be known as “Chris- 
tians.” The name itself seem. to reflect a slur on this odd 
Jewish messianic sect, now promoting a new piety in the 
syncretistic urban environment of Roman Syria (cf. Meeks 
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and Wilken 1978: 13-15). Paul, too, it would appear, 
encountered the new directions of the Jesus movement 
among Jewish communities in Roman Syria, first in Damas- 
cus and later in Antioch. 

3. Phases of Growth and Paths of Diffusion in the 
Roman World. By the me Paul began to work out the 
initial lines of a gentile mission in Antioch, a new phase of 
diffusion was on the horizon. It would probably be a 
mistake to try to fix the dates for this change too narrowly, 
but the circumstances surrounding the so-called Jerusalem 
Council refiect something of this phase. The greatest dan- 
ger in using such a dating mechanism lies in the false 
assumption that all early Christian groups were equally 
influenced by the circumstances and decisions reflected in 
the stories of the Council. The accounts of Paul (Gal 2:1- 
10) and Acts 15 vary sharply regarding the nature of the 
dispute and its resolution. Clearly, there was great diver- 
sity. Yet the accounts of the Jerusalem Council probably do 
signal a significant parting of the ways in the paths of 
diffusion for the Christian movement at Antioch. The 
main question which was being addressed was whether 
and how gentiles might be brought into the Jesus sect, 
given its strictures on Jewishness. Some Christians seem to 
have advocated full proselyte conversion before a gentile 
could be considered legitimately a Christian, while others 
began to argue for a less stringent position. 

Though he was not likely the first, Paul became one of 
the chief advocates of the latter position. After a significant 
falling out with the conservative Jewish faction among the 
Christians at Antioch, led by Peter (Gal 2:11-16), Paul 
apparently left Antioch for good to embark on a mission 
to gentile converts in Asia Minor and Greece. The Council 
and the beginning of Paul’s mission may be dated between 
44/45 and 49 c.£., or roughly twenty years after the incep- 
tion of the sect at the death of Jesus. In his mission 
preaching to gentile converts in Asia Minor and Greece, 
Paul did not finally consider the Christian movement as a 
separate organism from the Jewish religion, even though 
his synthesis might have helped to induce the rift (cf. 
Sanders 1983: 207-10). His elaborate use of common- 
places and models from Greek culture and popular philos- 
ophy did not force him to abrogate an apocalyptic world- 
view. Nonetheless, the social location of Christian groups 
would vary markedly in the urban environment of the 
Greek east. Paul and others had to begin to work out a 
synthesis for Jewish and gentile Christians to live within 
that society. Given this difference, it is better to think of 
this phase of the Christian movement as a kind of syncre- 
tistic Jewish cult relative to the larger Greco-Roman culture, 
while at the same time it maintained its sectarian tensions 
in relation to traditional Jewish culture (White 1988: 16). 

The institutional separation of the Christian movement 
away from Judaism did not really commence until after 
the failure of the First Revolt against Rome (66—74 c.E.). 
Simultaneously, then, sectarian tensions with the larger 
Jewish cultural heritage had continued while Christians 
(and other Jewish groups) were also forging a cultural 
synthesis and social self-definition with Greco-Roman cul- 
ture. The first clear recognition on the part of Roman 
authorities that Christians marked something of a separate 
religious group from Jews comes in the letters of Pliny (Ep. 
10.96) and the histories of Tacitus (Ann. 15.44). Both were 
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written after the year 110 c.£. and after recognition of 
Christian activities in Asia Minor and Rome. Other reflec- 
tions of this growing tension with its Jewish heritage are 
found in Christian literature of the post-70 period (includ- 
ing Matthew and Luke-Acts). The tension is also reflected 
in Jewish traditions concerning the Rabbis of Jabneh (Co- 
hen 1984) and in the introduction of the Birkhat ha-minim 
(or curse against the heretics) into the Shemonah esre. Both 
traditions probably come from the period between 100- 
150 c.£. in their final form (cf. Schiffman 1981: 115-23; 
Kimelman 1981: 226-44). In some cases, however, Jewish- 
Christian groups maintained their place within the Jewish 
cultural framework much longer, and groups such as the 
Ebionites were known down to the end of the 4th century. 
At the very least, it would probably be best to say that the 
full-scale recognition of a separation of Greek-speaking 
Christianity from Judaism did not occur until after the 
failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt (132-135 c.£.), which is 
in all probability where the Pella tradition (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 
3.5.3; Epiphanius, Pan. 29.7.7, 30.2.7) ought to be dated 
as well (cf. Lidemann 1980: 169-73). 

This schematic overview of the phases of growth and 
diffusion suggests that one must keep in mind the diverse 
nature of Christian groups in the environment of the 
Roman Levant. In addition to theological areas of self- 
definition away from Judaism and of synthesis toward 
Greco-Roman culture, there are several social factors that 
need to be considered. The first is the diversity itself. The 
Christian movement was not a unitary religious phenome- 
non from the moment of inception, and it varied sharply 
according to the diverse geographical diffusion it enjoyed. 
Jewish communities, especially in the Greek-speaking Di- 
aspora, were equally diverse both in social location and in 
social makeup, and relations between Jewish and Christian 
cells in any given locality would have been determined by 
a range of local conditions. Second, it must be kept in 
mind that both Jewish and Christian groups outside the 
homeland tended to circulate around and settle in major 
urban centers in the Roman empire. Hence patterns of 
social life and organization for both groups were largely 
determined by conditions in the local urban environment. 


B. Social Life of Christian Groups 

1. Social Location of Christian Groups. While in late 
Medieval and Renaissance art, the mendicant orders not- 
withstanding, it was common to portray the Ist-century 
Christians in Venetian high fashion, since the Enlighten- 
ment the vogue has gone in the opposite direction. The 
Christian movement has typically been portrayed as a 
movement of the dispossessed, a proletarian revolt, or a 
social reform. In consequence, the models of institution- 
alization in the area of church order insinuated the change 
of social location from a persecuted sect to a state religion 
and from peasant revolt to aristocratic oligarchy. Most of 
these have started with the portrayal of Jesus and his 
disciples as common folk out of the Galilean hills and with 
the statements of Acts 2—5 that the members of the earliest 
Jerusalem church sold all their possessions, gave their 
means entirely to the apostles, and “held all things in 
common” (Acts 4:32). In addition to such utopian portray- 
als, older sect typologies tended to portray all such reform 
movements as located among the dispossessed of society 
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(White 1988: 7-9). Both types of romanticized portrayals 
have been us2d to advance theological interpretations (cf. 
Malherbe 1983: 4-13). The picture in Acts, however, is 
highly idealized, likely for various apologetic purposes, 
and cannot be used to create a historical generalization of 
the social location of the early Christians. The story in Acts 
itself (5:42; 12:12) presupposes that at least some of those 
early Christians retained their possessions and used them 
for hosting Christian assembly in their homes. 

As has been suggested, at least some forms of the earliest 
Jesus movement adopted an ethos of rejecting home, pos- 
sessions, and society (Gager 1975: 23-37; Theissen 1978: 
8-15). On the other hand, it is likely that these do not 
represent the whole of the early movement, but only some 
of its nascent forms. Nonetheless, these various forms 
persisted and grew up alongside one another in the early 
generations of the movement. 

In recent work, focus has shifted to the diffusion of the 
movement outside of the original Jewish moorings, and 
here one ge‘s a slightly different perception of its social 
location (Ma:herbe 1983: 31—37). In a key statement, Paul 
alludes to the social status of members of the Christian 
community at Corinth in such a way that it is clear that at 
least some were wealthy, educated, and highborn (1 Cor 
1:26-28). It is also likely that such status distinctions are 
correlated with the leadership by house church patrons, 
both men and women. Rather than a proletarian move- 
ment, the urban Christian communities of the Aegean 
more likely represented a cross section of the highly strat- 
ified society in which they lived (Meeks 1983: 51-63). 

This recognition has been used to reconsider a number 
of the issues in the Pauline letters. Travel, letter writing, 
and hospitality were functions occasioned out of the geo- 
graphical and social mobility of Roman society in the Ist 
century (Malherbe 1983: 35-49, 67-70). The divisive cir- 
cumstances of the several house churches at Corinth (1 
Cor 1:11) raay be directly attributable to conflicts over 
wealth and status among its members (Theissen 1982; 
Malherbe 1983: 71—83). Areas where such status distinc- 
tions likely produced dissension and quarreling were in 
Christian communal dining (1 Cor 11:17-34), in social 
interaction (dining) with pagans (1 Corinthians 8—10), and 
in relations to the gifts of house church patrons to other 
apostles (2 Cor 11:7—11). It has been suggested that the 
social pretensions of the wealthier members of the Chris- 
tian communities were in fact heightened by Paul’s own 
preaching of “freedom” in Christ. Yet in several instances 
the exercise of individual liberty was at odds with Paul’s 
own sense of solidarity or “fellowship” (koinonia) in “the 
body,” that is, the Church (cf. Meeks 1983: 68-73; 157— 
63). 

How far can one go in projecting from the description 
of Paul’s churches onto the general social level of the early 
Christian movement is problematic. One should guess that 
local communities faced different socioeconomic circum- 
stances, depending upon the establishment, relations to 
local Jewish groups, the ability to rely upon or attract 
wealthy patrons, and competition with other indigenous 
groups. It is likely that the networks of social interaction 
by which diffusion occurred had a lot to do with establish- 
ing the social placement in the early years for any given 
locality. For each locality, whether Edessa, Alexandria, 
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Carthage, or Rome, one must attempt to evaluate the social 
placement and the interaction of Christians on the basis of 
available evidence for the local conditions. Even the degree 
of wealth and social pretension at Corinth in Paul’s day 
suggest that the upper reaches were yet below the old 
Roman aristocracy, the pinnacle of the social pyramid. 
Christian membership came instead from artisan classes, 
local entrepreneurs, and at best, the local decurionate, but 
also contained many from the other end of the social 
spectrum. Thus, the forms of social organization likely 
reflect some of this stratified social mix. Ultimately, one 
does find Christians among the elite segments of Roman 
society by the end of the 2d century (in provincial cities) 
and in the 3d century (in Rome itself). The gradual social 
acceptance of Christians among the population probably 
did not come from the sheer number of conversions alone, 
but through a gradual diffwsion of Christian affiliations 
through the networks of power and wealth and a gradual 
acculturation of Christian practice and social life. At least 
one area in which such socioeconomic impulses can be 
seen is in the gradual development of Christian architec- 
ture out of the original house church meetings. In such 
cases patronage continued to play a major role in the 
process and furthered the public growth and awareness of 
the Christian movement through the first centuries. 

2. Relations to Society. As an apocalyptic sect, the ear- 
liest Jesus movement stood im direct tension with its parent 
culture, since it was viewed as inherently flawed, under the 
evil forces of Satan and the oppression of outsiders. Being 
in the “Kingdom of Light” meant preparing to fight (mili- 
tarily, if necessary) the enemy and removing oneself in 
some measure from the poll.itions of the world, the “King- 
dom of Darkness.” This sectarian self-consciousness, 
clearly visible at Qumran, is yet discernible in some of the 
boundary maintenance language of the early Jesus move- 
ment. It may be preserved, for example, in the fragment 
of apocalyptic exhortation in 2 Cor 6:14—7:1. On the other 
hand, such sects look toward the moral reformation of 
society and so seek to enact presently, at least in some 
provisional way, a future ideal. In the case of the Pharisees, 
then (though not a sect in all cases in the pre-70 period), 
democratizing temple purity by making the law livable may 
be viewed as a sectarian idea! of hasidic reform (see PHAR- 
ISEES). Likewise, there are vestiges of such an ideal social 
order in the portrayal of Jesus at table with “sinners and 
tax collectors” (Matt 9:10 = Mark 2:15 = Luke 5:27) and 
especially in connection with the wisdom tradition sayings 
(Matt 11:16-19 = Luke 7:31—35 [Q]). The sense of ten- 
sion arises in maintaining the proper balance with society, 
especially as such sects tend, if they survive, to move 
toward some accommodation to the parent culture (cf. 
Meeks 1986: 102—4; White 1988: 19). 

In the development of the Jesus movement, one sees 
different attempts to work out such balance depending 
upon the particular circumstances of each Christian 
group. For example, the cormmunity reflected in the gospel 
of Matthew, which was probably situated somewhere in the 
highly acculturated areas of the Galilee or nearer Syria, 
shows signs of sectarian self-definition over against its 
pharisaic neighbors (Matt 23:1—36). Part of this debate 
centers on similarly pharisaic ways of erecting boundaries 
against the world through patterns of Torah observance, 
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fasting, alms, and prayer (5:17—21; 6:1—8, 16-18). At the 
same time the Matthean community was attempting to 
work out the strictures of both an internal church order 
(18:15-20) and an external gateway for non-Jewish con- 
verts (28:18-20) in the period after the First Revolt. Ulti- 
mately, the Matthean church retained its essentially Jewish 
markers of identity and social customs (18:17; 22:1—14). 

By way of contrast, Pauline churches situated in the 
cosmopolitan urban environment of the Aegean effected 
a different balance with its cultural host. Indeed, the social 
makeup of Paul’s churches moved them more toward a 
cult-culture self-definition. Thus, at Corinth one finds Paul 
himself redefining traditional sectarian boundary markers 
against society to allow some, though not all, interaction (1 
Cor 5:9-11; 6:16). Of course, a chief factor in this rede- 
finition came in regard to matters of Torah observance for 
non-Jews; now they were accorded full status within the 
community without enforcing circumcision. While still re- 
taining a strict sense of community ethics and moral disci- 
pline in terms of apocalyptic ideas (5:1—5; 6:9), Paul none- 
theless permitted marriage to nonbelievers (7:13—15) and 
dining in pagan social contexts (8:10; 10:27) as part of the 
new social order. It is clear, too, that within the house 
church context new social relations were being explored, 
as in the status and leadership of women charismatics and 
patrons (11:3; 16:19; cf. Rom 16:1—2). Nor is it likely that 
either Jewish or gentile Christians would have recoiled 
uniformly from these new freedoms. It would appear, 
however, that Paul at other times backed down from some 
of the more radical social implications of earlier preaching 
(7:1, 21), especially in regard to the sense of new order 
reflected in the so-called baptismal reunification formula 
(12:12; cf. Gal 3:28; Col 3:11). 

In many ways Pauline churches were encouraged to 
enact a moral paradigm that was very close to that of the 
surrounding culture. So Christians (perhaps like other 
Diaspora Jewish communities, but in sharp contrast to 
traditional apocalyptic rhetoric) were to respect the Roman 
government and pay proper taxes (Rom 13:1—7) and to 
practice almsgiving and hospitality (12:13). Indeed, many 
of the typically Pauline exhortations for the ethical life “in 
Christ” are built around standard catalogs of virtues and 
vices (Phil 4:8—9; Col 3:5-17) derived from commonplaces 
in the Hellenistic moral philosophers (cf. Malherbe 1987: 
61-95). 

In sum, Pauline tradition began to move the center of 
Christian social identity much closer to a Hellenistic-Ro- 
man cultural ideal, even though Paul himself never seems 
to have conceived of this shift as a move to a non-Jewish 
self-definition. Later Pauline tradition, however, appropri- 
ated even more of the standard social mores from the 
larger Roman culture. A good example is the introduction 
of the Haustafel (or “household code”), which derives from 
Greek philosophy (Col 3:19—4:1; Eph 5:22-6:9; 1 Tim 
2:8-15, 6:1-2; Tit 2:1-10; 1 Pet 2:13—3:7). In Aristotle 
(Pol. 1,1253b; Eth. Nic. 8,1162a), for example, the order of 
the family is likened to that of the polis or state. Already in 
Philo one finds it appropriated for Jewish ethics in the 
Greco-Roman world (Jos. 38; Dec. 165). The overtly hier- 
archical and patriarchal order of this paradigm may have 
been intended (as in Joseph. AgAp 1) as an apologetic 
against pagan claims that Christians disrupted households, 
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as seen in older apocalyptic slogans (so Balch 1981: 65— 
80). As such it probably facilitated the acculturation of the 
Christian cult to pagan culture. At the same time, it created 
new hierarchical orders within the church community and 
a consequent tightening of leadership roles, especially for 
women (Schiissler Fiorenza 1983: 251-70). It is notewor- 
thy, too, that this move in the area of social ethics corre- 
sponds, both in time and in social impact, to the hierarchi- 
cal ordering of offices under the bishopric in the area of 
organization. 

By the end of the 2d century, one finds that Christians 
in most urban areas of the Roman empire were moving 
more and more into the mainstream of social life. The 
pace of such acculturation would, of course, be different, 
owing to local conditions and circumstances relative to 
each Christian community. Even though there were spo- 
radic persecutions and one hears of pagan charges against 
antisocial behavior, on the whole these were tensions cre- 
ated as the Christian movement became more acculturated 
to its host culture. Thus, in Origen’s refutation of Celsus, 
one still finds claims that Christians proselytize only those 
individuals on the margins of society: women, children, 
slaves, and illiterate yokels (Cel. 3.55; cf. Wilken 1984: 95— 
100). But in Tertullian (Apol. 39) and, to an even greater 
degree, in Clement of Alexandria (Paed. 3), one sees the 
efflorescence of an active Christian social life that would 
eventually become a prevalent and fully accepted part of 
the Roman world. 


C. Organization and Development of the Christian 
Movement 

1. Models from the Environment. In order to under- 
stand the organization of Christian groups, one may con- 
sider their appearance within the context of the urban 
environment of Greco-Roman cities. It has been suggested 
that local Christian congregations followed or emulated 
models of other small cells or associations (Meeks 1983: 
75-81; 1986: 108-14). Hence, the household or private 
house associations served as one model for organizing 
Christian groups alongside Diaspora synagogues, volun- 
tary clubs (or collegia), and philosophical schools. 

Given the sectarian origins of the movement, the syna- 
gogue provided a natural avenue of Christian diffusion, 
once it had moved to urban Jewish centers of the Diaspora. 
Thus, too, the organization and social experience of syna- 
gogue communities paved the way for Christian groups to 
establish their own identity in the alien environment of the 
Diaspora. Diaspora Jewish communities are known from 
literary, epigraphic, and archaeological remains through- 
out the Mediterranean, especially in the major cities of 
Egypt, Asia Minor, and Greece, as well as Italy (including 
Rome and Ostia) and North Africa. Nonetheless, some 
caution must be exercised in two regards. First, one should 
not assume as universal fact the presentation in Acts, that 
the earliest Christian mission commenced in synagogues 
only to open out to gentiles after being expelled. Second, 
one should not assume that all synagogues followed the 
same organization and plan, especially in the Diaspora, or 
that there was a normative synagogue structure for the 
first several centuries of the Common Era (Kraabel 1981: 
81-91). 

The development of the early synagogue owes in large 
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measure to the experience of Jews in the alien environ- 
ment of the Diaspora. The need to preserve their heritage, 
the sense of belonging to the heritage of Israel, might 
result in the formation of a closed cultic community 
against the alien world outside. At the same time, dealings 
with their pagan neighbors in business and daily lite re- 
sulted in social interaction and acculturation. The syna- 
gogue servecl as a way of mediating these tensions with the 
Greco-Roman culture, especially while the temple still 
stood at Jerusalem. It is significant, therefore, that most of 
the earliest synagogue buildings were renovated from pri- 
vate homes which had been owned by leading members of 
the Jewish congregation, while others also reflect consid- 
erable social acceptance and support by non-Jewish sym- 
pathizers (K-aabel 1981: 87-90). The social structures as 
well as the worship and architecture of these early Dias- 
pora synagogues was still very much determined by local 
conditions and cultural relations. So, too, one finds that 
women and non-Jews often held substantial positions 
within the life of these Jewish communities (Brooten 1982: 
139-48; White 1987: 153-55). Also, there might have 
been several synagogue cells or congregations in any of 
the larger cities differentiated by language, socioeconomic 
status, relations with locals, or theology. 

In many cases local synagogue groups were also orga- 
nized after the fashion of collegia. This common form of 
social club or voluntary association in Greco-Roman city 
life would have offered a ready legal model for establishing 
community organization. The clubs themselves, even the 
smallest ones, often aped the titles and structures of offi- 
cial municipal organizations. Trade guilds and professional 
organizations up and down the social ladder followed these 
lines. In the larger cities one could expect that associates 
would agglornerate on ethnic lines as well as by trade or 
craft, all reflecting some need for a community tie, a sense 
of rootednes;, within the pluralistic hubbub of the city. 
Still, it is worth noting that both house cults and foreign 
religious groups were often organized after collegial mod- 
els. 

Finally, it has been suggested that early Christian groups 
also followed the model of a philosophical school. While it 
is a clearer comparison to make by the middle of the 2d 
century (as in Justin Martyr, cf. Wilken 1984: 72-83) a 
similar organization has been suggested for the Pauline 
mission, at least as regards Paul and his immediate circle 
of “fellow-workers” (Meeks 1983: 81-83). The comparison 
is more apt when one looks at the tradition of teaching 
and pastoral care among the moralist philosophers or at 
the social organization of Epicurean communities (Mal- 
herbe 1987: 7-13, 95-105) (see APOSTLE, CONCEPT 
OF). 

Despite the high degree of acceptance of each of these 
models, there was great diversity and fluidity in the actual 
form of communal associations. Synagogues and other 
cults could be organized as collegia and most of the volun- 
tary associations had religious affiliations or patron deities. 
Yet one of the most significant areas of social intersection 
lies in the fac: that all these groups could use the private 
home setting or the household model either as the locus 
of its activities or as the core of its communal organization. 

2. The House Church Setting. The picture in Acts 
(2:42) pushes the communal dining and study of Chris- 
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tians at home back to the very beginning of the movement. 
Acts then pushes forward in its model of the mission by 
following conversions especially through household lines. 
Both of these features seem to be Lukan idealizations for 
apologetic interests, which may color over a more diverse 
social picture. Nevertheless, by the time of Paul’s mission 
in the Aegean region, a standard form of address was to 
the “church in the house” (he kat’ oikon ekklesia) of someone 
(Col 4:15; Rom 16:5; 1 Cor 16:19). It is likely that house- 
hold networks and organization were already operative in 
the initial diffusion through Jewish communities of the 
Diaspora, since synagogues likewise employed the house- 
hold setting. Thus, despite a high degree of idealization of 
the picture in Acts, the basic reflection of the setting in 
Corinth (18:7-8) may be indicative, since it assumes a 
synagogue in residential areas and under patronage lead- 
ership, contiguous to a house where the Christians began 
to meet. Within the Pauline letters themselves the assumed 
setting of Christian assembly is even more firmly rooted in 
private homes and attendant social conventions (Malherbe 
1983: 60-91; Meeks 1983: 75-77; 1986: 110-13; Schiis- 
sler Fiorenza 1983: 175-84). 

The house church setting provided avenues both for 
diffusion and social organization of Christian communi- 
ties. Conventions of hospitality were very important in 
Greco-Roman society. They could be applied to travelers 
and to the hosting of guests for dinners and other social 
functions. Thus, the technical language of hospitality is to 
be found in Pauline usage, especially in writing letters of 
recommendation for his traveling co-workers, such as 
Phoebe (Rom 16:1—2; cf. Malherbe 1983: 94-97). Here, 
Paul was asking that she be received hospitably within the 
various house church cells a1 Rome, just as she, as house 
church patron, had hosted others (including Paul himself) 
at Cenchreai. Letter writing, hospitality, and patronage 
were bound up together in the organization of these house 
church communities. 

In Paul’s churches, at least, hosting the assembled con- 
gregation seems to have fallen to a few leading individuals 
who would have owned houses large enough for such a 
gathering. House church patronage and social mobility 
were exhibited by the artisan couple Prisca and Aquila as 
they moved about within the -\egean region and eventually 
to Rome. Paul was heavily dependent upon the financial 
support of these house church patrons, who not only 
hosted the congregation but afforded lodging and assis- 
tance for Paul and his co-workers (Rom 16:2, 23; Phlm 2, 
22; Phil 4:14-19). The house church setting also meant 
that there were likely several meetings or cell groups in 
any of the larger urban centers, such as Corinth, Ephesus, 
or Rome (even though Paul had not organized the com- 
munity at Rome). Hence diversity or friction could easily 
develop within a given locale, partly as a result of these 
house church relations (1 Cor 1:11—16; 2 Cor 11:7-11). 
Moreover, the household in Greco-Roman urban life com- 
prised a wider circle than the nuclear family. Members of 
the household also included other relatives, friends in 
residence, domestic slaves, and clients or business associ- 
ates. In the structure of the society at large all were 
attached and obligated to the head of the household, 
usually meaning the pater fa:nilias. In growing numbers 
during the Roman period women, too, held the property 
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and the status of head of the household. Cultic associa- 
tions, such as that under the household of Agripinilla at 
Tusculum, reflect the merging of religious organization 
also under the patronage of women. Likewise, in Jewish 
groups one hears of women who served as “mother of the 
synagogue,” meaning its patron both in honorific terms 
and in functional leadership. In the Pauline churches 
there were not as yet any leadership offices (such as bish- 
ops or elders); therefore, one of the natural lines of 
organization and authority fell to the house church pa- 
trons, both women and men. Paul himself as itinerant 
apostle was dependent upon the patronal beneficence and 
authority of individuals such as Prisca, Phoebe, Gaius, or 
Philemon (Schiissler Fiorenza 1983: 181-82; Meeks 1983: 
68-69, 134-36). 

Numerous features of church life must be understood 
in the light of this social setting. Paul himself communi- 
cated with his congregations by means of letters and emis- 
saries moving within the house church network. Christian 
assembly meant gathering in the home of a leading mem- 
ber, usually around the dinner table as the center both for 
a communal meal (1 Cor 11:17—34) and for mutual exhor- 
tation (1 Cor 14:26). It is not likely, however, that all 
Christians in a large city like Corinth gathered in one place 
on a regular basis, not even for the eucharist. Women and 
men, drawn from the wider circles of household networks 
and other social relations, participated equally in these 
gatherings, depending upon their sense of spiritual gifts 
(1 Cor 11:5; 14:23-26). Paul himself resisted the tendency 
to allow such fellowship to replicate the class structure of 
the society at large, even though it was based in that 
structure. This tension could not always be escaped, as 
Paul had to allow for Christians to continue to associate 
fully in normal social activities (1 Cor 5:9; 10:24—28), and 
he did not always go as far as some might have hoped in 
moving toward radical social change (Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 7:22; 
11:27-33; Phim 17). 

3. The Beginnings of Institutionalization: Offices, Or- 
thodoxy, and Heresy. As a sect within the framework and 
worldview of Judaism, the Jesus movement implicitly held 
ideas of religious institution from the dominant cultural 
models, but felt tensions enough to question and in some 
cases reject them. As a cult phenomenon in the Greco- 
Roman culture, however, there may have been different 
impulses at work, since foreign cults tend rather to emu- 
late the organizational models of the host culture and to 
rationalize assimilation. The Christian movement, in par- 
ticular cases, likely felt certain internal tensions in this 
regard, since it maintained much of its basic sectarian 
attitude toward its Jewish heritage while simultaneously 
pursuing cultic assimilation toward Greco-Roman culture. 
Once again, a keynote is the recognition of diversity. In 
Paul’s case there arose several debates over apostolic au- 
thority. In the earlier situation at Antioch (Gal 2:11-14), 
Paul claims to have faced Peter down over issues of com- 
munal fellowship with gentiles. Later, the case of the so- 
called superapostles (2 Cor 11:5—6, 13) further called into 
question Paul’s own apostolic authority in the light of their 
claims to superlative charismatic gifts and apostolic author- 
ity, even though neither party was among the core of 
original disciples of Jesus (Meeks 1983: 131-34) (see 
APOSTLE, CONCEPT OF). 
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While authority questions came out in Paul’s day, it is 
significant that the main sources of debate arose from the 
power to preach and the governance of Christian ethical 
behavior. In cases of disciplinary sanctions the extreme 
action seems to have been focused largely on matters of 
unsuitable behavior (Matt 18:15—17; Heb 6:4—6, 10:26). 
As in the case of sexual immorality in 1 Cor 5:1—11, the 
normal response was to exclude the offender from the 
communal fellowship. While in later development of peni- 
tential discipline this was viewed as a temporary excom- 
munication from the eucharist, in | Corinthians it more 
clearly denotes sanctioning out of the dining context of 
the house church assembly. There is little or no concern 
over what could be called orthodoxy in doctrine or liturgy. 
The need to guard the “deposit of faith” through discipli- 
nary excommunication begins to appear only in the later 
writings of the New Testament and more consistently in 
the literature of the 2d century (1 Tim 1:20, 6:3-4; 2 Pet 
2:1; 2 John 7-11). Governance over the authority to teach 
and the power to exercise discipline was viewed in terms of 
emerging institutional authority structures or “offices” in 
the communities. Hence apostles, prophets, teachers, and 
patrons in the earliest days gave way to bishops, elders, 
and deacons by the 2d and 3d centuries (1 Cor 12:28; cf. 
Eph 4:11; | Tim 3:1-13; Ign. Eph. 4:1-2; Ign. Mag. 6:1). 

By focusing on “offices,” the traditional pictures of de- 
velopment in early Christian organization have tended to 
follow one of several straight-line models of development 
toward hierarchical institutional order. The Great Church 
model, largely derived from the picture of Jesus commis- 
sioning Peter with the “keys of kingdom” (Matt 16:17-19) 
and preserved in much of Western iconography, asserts 
the tradition of the twelve disciples as the basic authority 
structure of the church from the moment of inception. An 
alternative sociological model, usually associated with Max 
Weber and Ernst Troeltsch, tries to account for the nonin- 
stitutional sectarian origins. It assumes that there was a 
necessary process of development from the fluid charis- 
matic leadership of the earliest sect toward a routinized 
leadership in ecclesiastical offices of bishop, elder, and 
deacon (so von Campenhausen 1969; cf. White 1987b: 
209-13). Inherent in both models is an essentially hierar- 
chical and patriarchal notion of authority vested in later 
notions of ordination and priesthood. 

It is possible to suggest that there were really four 
intersecting lines of authority structures which came into 
play in diverse combinations depending upon the local 
circumstances of Christian communities. The first derived 
from the gradual separation from Judaism in the genera- 
tions after the First Revolt. Here two factors can be seen. 
The loss of the temple itself as a central institution created 
a vacuum in authority structure which had traditionally 
been lodged in a priestly ideal. The sense of loss called for 
rationalization, and of course, Judaism itself had to face 
this same dilemma. Separation from Jewish identity, how- 
ever, demanded an authority which stood outside of the 
emerging reconstruction under the Rabbinic academy (cf. 
Stendahl 1968). The second derives from the lines of 
patronal authority seen both in the Diaspora synagogue 
and in the house church setting, especially in the Greco- 
Roman urban setting. Here it is worth noting that authority 
was invested after the cultural model of obligation of a 
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client toward a benefactor as regularly applied beth in 
interpersonal bonds and in the organization of clubs and 
other cults (White 1987b: 218-21). While it derived much 
of its symbolism from the paterfamilias, nonetheless 
women increasingly exercised such patronal roles in cults 
or associations and even in official civic functions or the 
imperial cult (Schiissler Fiorenza 1983: 180-83). The 
third is related but distinct in social application and derives 
from the metaphorical use of the patriarchal familv as a 
model for understanding the order of the state or society, 
seen most clearly in the later ethical model of the HAUS- 
TAFELN (or “household duty codes,” cf. Eph 5:21-6:9; 
Col 3:18—4:1; 1 Pet 2:18—3:7). The fourth is charismatic 
leadership and derives from the apocalyptic sectarian con- 
sciousness cf challenging worldly authority through the 
idealized image of inspired prophets, who interpreted the 
divine will azainst the prevailing social order. 

Gradually, over time and in different combinations one 
sees the Christian movement adopting an amalgam of 
these four into the various notions of ordained offices and 
church order. Gradually, too, there was a sharp diminu- 
tion in the leadership roles available to women and others 
who had found expression in the earlier generations, just 
as Jewish heritage itself was restricted. In particular the 
role of charismatic power was sharply curtailed since it was 
increasingly difficult to keep under control, and it. was 
replaced instead with the authority of the episcopal offices 
as a combination of several lines of power. The continued 
lines are seen in the so-called “New Prophecy” or Montan- 
ist movement in 2d-century Phrygia, since it perpetuated 
an ideal of female charismatic gifts. What would eventually 
emerge as the dominant form was a hierarchical church 
order of offices ranging from the bishop (or priest) to the 
elder (or presbyter) and to the deacon (1 Tim 3:1-13). In 
earlier usage bishops and elders were interchangeable, but 
by the early 2d century (especially in the writings of 
Ignatius of Antioch) there were indications of a further 
move towarc. a single bishop at the top of a pyramidal 
order. Women (in particular the widows) were placed in a 
special category which removed them from this dominant 
hierarchical structure. 

The sense of order implied in this organizational devel- 
opment also carried over into two other areas of church 
life. The first. was the ordering of worship and, hence, the 
development of liturgy. By the early 2d century the free- 
flowing love feasts of the early period seem to have been 
more formalized and restricted. Eventually it would lead 
to a complete segregation of the eucharist (or Mass) from 
the dinner setting by the beginning of the 3d century. The 
Didache, one of the earliest pieces of church order litera- 
ture dating from the first half of 2d century, makes special 
provision for the proper conduct of the eucharistic meal 
and for who could preside. Second, as time went along, 
the diversity of traditions became increasingly a problem, 
at least to some. The result was to delimit more narrowly 
the range of acceptable teaching and belief, or the begin- 
nings of doctrinal formulation (as seen both in the Pastoral 
epistles and in Ignatius). It is important to note, however, 
that regional variations in Christian development (depend- 
ing in large measure on local social circumstances) tended 
to be treated as heresy. The result was that an imperialist 
tradition, under the aegis of Roman authority, actively 
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superimposed a notion of orthodoxy and heresy on these 
local variations (cf. Bauer 1971; Koester 1972). Notions of 
apostolic succession were used from as early as the 2d 
century (Hegesippus, preserved in Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 
4.22.1) to claim the authori:y of bishops in a specific line 
to govern in such matters of orthodoxy and liturgy. 
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L. MICHAEL WHITE 


EARLY JEWISH CHRISTIANITY 


When the qualifying phrase “early Jewish” is applied to 
Christianity, the temptation arises to contrast it with “early 
gentile” Christianity. This contrast between Jewish and 
non-Jewish forms of Christianity seems to have arisen later, 
and was then retrojected into the earlier periods, resulting 
in an anachronistic distortion of early Christianity. It is 
only when we understand the earliest Jesus movement and 
the first post-Easter Christianity as a phenomenon within 
Judaism that the historical development of Christianity can 
be clarified. ° 


. Definition 

. Sources and Methods 

. Origins and History 

. Traditions and Theology 
. Summary 
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A. Definition 

There is little doubt that Jesus himself was firmly rooted 
within the Jewish faith, and that with him arose a move- 
ment that was first and foremost an inner-Jewish phenom- 
enon. But Jesus’ idiosyncratic attitudes with respect to 
fundamental Jewish theologumena like law, sabbath, the 
traditions of the elders, etc., meant that early Jewish Chris- 
tianity was, after Easter, a broad movement comprised of 
(about 500? 1 Cor 15:6) people with very different opin- 
ions and likely no generally recognized organization. The 
idea of a homogeneous primitive church (“Urgemeinde”) 
from which Christianity arose (as depicted in Acts) is a 
simplifying Lukan construct. Thus the term “Jewish Chris- 
tianity” must be used cautiously when discussing the earli- 
est periods. Groups that gradually contracted toward Jew- 
ish thought and emerged in later times as an “Ebionitism” 
(see EBIONITES) are defined here as “Judaistic Jewish 
Christianity.” Groups which practiced baptism are here 
defined as “Primitive Baptist.” The label “Missionary Jew- 
ish Christianity” refers to groups with a program of mis- 
sion. Most of the traditions that became canonized in the 
NT can be assigned to this early “Missionary Jewish Chris- 
tianity.” But even here there is a great difference between 
groups which addressed gentiles (Paul, most NT writings) 
and groups which felt particularly obliged to address 
mainly fellow Jews (Peter, see also Gal 2:8ff. and Matt 
10:5-23 and 15:24). 


B. Sources and Methods 

The NT is our basic source for the origins of Jewish 
Christianity, but we must keep in mind that most NT 
traditions have been handed to us from the “missionary” 
groups. Strictly speaking, “Judaistic” traditions are often 
preserved only in fragments, or we have to reconstruct 
them from sources that sought to refute their claims (e.g., 


CHRISTIANITY 


Galatians). Our sources for the groups which eventually 
emerge as Ebionitism are not very reliable. Previous at- 
tempts to ascertain the roots of Jewish Christianity have 
been hampered because scholars tended either to import 
subsequent distinctions between Jewish- and gentile-Chris- 
tianity into the earlier period or to rely largely on the book 
of Acts for a straightforward account of the evolution of 
the primitive Church. One could support one’s conclusions 
by appealing to the pseudo-Clementines (Schoeps 1949; 
1956) or to specific traditions of the Church concerning 
the alleged Jewish-Christian sources (Danielou 1964). 
However, the notion of a vast body of ancient Jewish- 
Christian writings cannot be verified (Torrey 1952-53: 
205ff.). 

The isolation of the “Q” source as a product of early 
Jewish Christianity (see Q [GOSPEL SOURCE]) promises 
to help correct the deficiencies in our earliest sources, but 
it must not be forgotten that Q is a “hypothesis,” not a real 
source (and may itself contain various layers). But this 
appeal to Q constitutes a step in the right direction: if we 
want to identify the beginnings of Jewish Christianity, we 
must consider the history of the traditions (“Traditionsge- 
schichte”) underlying the NT. 

Traditionsgeschichte is a complicated method, often lead- 
ing at best to conclusions that must be properly qualified 
as to their level of “probability.” Redaction-critical research 
has demonstrated that in this endeavor the topographical 
references must be considered carefully (Lohmeyer 1936). 
Topographical statements sometimes have for an evangelist 
a highly theological importance (e.g., Galilee in Mark). But 
not all geographical references are charged in this way. A 
great many of them are deeply rooted in specific tradi- 
tions; therefore they must be explained in terms of the 
history of that tradition. When this is done (Schille 1957), 
we discover that primitive materials oriented more to the 
north (Galilee and environs) often have “missionary” ten- 
dencies, whereas traditions closer to Judea represent a 
more static Christianity (distinguished by an emphasis on 
the Jewish cultic calendar). 

This is reinforced by an examination of primitive chris- 
tology. It is noteworthy that christological titles are used 
differently in the earlier traditions than in subsequent NT 
traditions. For example, the christological titles “King of 
the Jews” (Passion tradition) and “Son of Man” (also in 
Passion tradition, in Mark 13, and in the sayings of Jesus) 
are connected to “Judaistic” traditions; “Son of God” (tra- 
ditions about the baptism and temptation of Jesus) are 
connected to “Baptismal” traditions; and “Lord” (Gk kyr- 
ios; in Paul and in the miracles traditions) are connected to 
“Missionary” traditions. 


C. Origins and History 

Jesus carried out his preaching and his work within the 
Judaism of his day. On the other hand, he reserved for 
himself the freedom to eliminate all possible restrictions to 
religious community. We can see this, for example, in his 
selection of companions: tax collectors (Mark 2:14ff.), 
outcasts (5:2ff.), women, and political radicals (e.g., Simon 
the Canaanean). Similarly, he had little regard for national 
or ethnic boundaries (Matt 8:5ff.; Mark 7:24ff.). Also, he 
invoked as a model the child (Mark 10:15), who was not 
yet granted permission to participate in the orthodox 
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Jewish liturgical ceremonies. Jesus’ followers seem to have 
accepted the main features of his teachings and example. 
Therefore, we have to consider the Jesus movement as an 
inner-Jewish phenomenon, taking into consideration the 
probability that it extended beyond earlier Jewish regions 
into the Hellenistic Decapolis, Samaria, and beyond the 
Jordan (where a pre-Easter preaching activity had begun). 

Jesus’ crucifixion certainly failed to destroy this move- 
ment (1 Co~ 15:6 attests a mass meeting of Jesus’ followers 
at the time of his resurrection). Visions of the risen Lord 
likely had the effect of reinvigorating the disciples to their 
task of proclamation, and of converting the uncommitted 
and even the occasional opponent such as Paul. However, 
what arose was not a uniform “Christianity” but rather a 
charismatic movement with diverse preachers and differ- 
ent organizations. Individual charismatics or groups would 
be proclaiming Jesus as Savior in their respective home- 
lands (cf. Mark 5:20). Thus the movement from the very 
beginning was very diverse, as is evident in the christologi- 
cal titles. Only gradually did certain titles (e.g., “Lord,” 
“Son of God,” “Son of Man”) rise to predominate over 
earlier ones (“King of the Jews,” christos [“anointed one”). 
The very ezrliest christological terms (e.g., “the holy one 
of God,” “prophet”) are often mentioned only obliquely in 
Scripture. That the earliest Christianity was a self-con- 
scious inner-Jewish phenomenon is evident in the fact that 
initially the mark of a Christian was not membership in an 
organized body (the church; against this, see Mark 9:38ff.) 
but rather being a disciple of Jesus the Messiah. This did 
not preclude “Baptismal” groups (such as those descended 
from John the Baptist) from continuing to stress baptism 
(indeed, John’s eschatological dipping did not lead him or 
anyone else away from Judaism). Similarly, it did not 
preclude “Missionary” groups from crossing over into 
regions that were not principally Jewish (e.g., Paul was 
baptized in Damascus; consequently this boundary had 
already been crossed earlier). Thus, neither baptizing nor 
preaching outside “proper” Jewish geographical bounda- 
ries distinguished early Christianity from Judaism, as long 
as the focus of these activities was understood as a concen- 
trated appez! to Israel, the people of God. 

The christology which is often invoked as the reason for 
the separation of Jews and Christians did not initially 
separate anyone from Judaism, since the earliest christo- 
logical titles describe the person of Jesus within the ac- 
cepted framework of Jewish messianism. Thus, anyone 
who believect himself to live in the “messianic age” could 
(and was in fact allowed to) believe that the Jewish law had 
been fulfilled in a way consistent with Jewish notions. 
Similarly, Paul’s belief in freedom from the law would not 
necessarily be inconsistent with basic Jewish thought of his 
day. 

However, it must be conceded that “Baptismal” and 
“Missionary” groups initially would be more likely to ac- 
cept the freedom inaugurated through Jesus than those 
groups advocating a stricter adherence to traditional Jew- 
ish norms. It is possible, however, to suggest a “Christian” 
theological raotive behind this more conservative acher- 
ence to Jewish norms. While the “Baptismal” tradition 
might emphasize the Christian as someone saved in the 
time of fulfillment (“time of the bridgegroom” in Mark 
2:18-20) and the “Missionary” tradition might stress the 
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miracles and the proclamations of Jesus as a fulfillment of 
prophecy (of Isa 35:5, for example; see Matt 11:4—5 and 
par.), for others the turn of the era would be associated 
rather with the return of the Son of Man. Thus, one 
interpreting his own time as a period of apocalyptic world 
travail could certainly see himself approaching the turn of 
the era without considering the present moment to be that 
time of fulfillment. Therefore, such a person could legiti- 
mately insist on continued cbedience to Jewish norms until 
that time of fulfillment hac actually arrived. Thus, in the 
beginning, the dispute over adherence to Jewish norms 
was not between Jewish and non-Jewish Christians, but 
existed entirely within Jewish Christianity itself (see Gala- 
tians), although it was this dispute that eventually led to 
the separation of Christianity from Judaism. But at this 
early stage we see here only the primary distinction be- 
tween “Judaizing Jewish Christianity” and “Missionary Jew- 
ish Christianity” (which later was identified with gentile 
Christianity). 

This issue soon embroiled the various parties con- 
cerned; in the Jerusalem council (Acts 15) the apostles 
were forced to deal with ii (see Bornkamm 1971). The 
“Missionary” groups (and only these were represented!) 
united in order to distinguish their respective tasks (Gal 
2:7-10): Peter would himself return to preaching among 
the Jews (the “circumcisecl”), and the Antiochenes to 
preaching among the gentiles (the “uncircumcised”). Not 
long afterward a dispute broke out among the formerly 
united missionaries (Gal 2:11—14) centering around the 
question of the kosher table (a ritual norm that had always 
been a focal point for theological reflection; see Mark 7; 
Acts 10). Paul claimed freedom from circumcision and 
from the Jewish law (Galatians). The letter quoted in Acts 
15:23-29 proposed a compromise, recommending the 
Noachic orders (cf. Gen 9:3—4) of the Diaspora (rather 
than the Mosaic orders of Judea) to facilitate fellowship 
between Jews and non-Jews. 

Radical Hellenistic groups within the Jesus movement 
apparently contributed to the growing alienation between 
“Missionary” and “Judaistic” Jewish Christians. Actually, 
we know too little about the “Stephen circle” and the 
“Hellenists” of Acts 6ff. to appreciate fully their historical 
impact. We cannot be sure whether these groups drew 
upon religious themes similar to those expressed at Qum- 
ran (Cullmann 1955) or upon the traditions of Diaspora 
Judaism that tended to be more critical of the temple 
(Simon 1958), if either. The traditions within Acts, how- 
ever, suggest that these groups tended to proliferate out- 
side the region of Jerusalem (e.g., in Samaria in the south 
and in Caesarea on the coast; see Acts 8:40 and 21:8ff); 
only the martyrdom of Stephen is located in Jerusalem. 

A Christian enclave was gradually forming within Jeru- 
salem, despite initial difficulties (e.g., the martyrdom at 
least of James, see Acts 12:1ff.). Owing to the idealized 
representation of Luke, the size of this Jerusalem enclave 
has often been overestimated (Paul found in Jerusalem 
practically nobody except Peter and James, the brother of 
Jesus, see Gal 2:19). The traditions about Jerusalem con- 
tained in Acts are mostly subsequent materials from a later 
time (although several traditions go back to the time of 
Peter’s leadership; Acts 12:17 describes etiologically the 
transfer of this leadership from him to James, the brother 
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of Jesus). Here the parish approaches a size (120 people, 
Acts 1:15) which had allowed the organization its own 
Jurisdiction under Jewish premises. But James, the brother 
of Jesus, was initially a “Missionary” (see 1 Cor 9:5 for all 
the brothers of Jesus), and Josephus informs us about his 
martyrdom in a.p. 62 (Ant 20.200). Later, kinsmen of Jesus 
apparently played a leading role within “Judaizing Jewish 
Christianity” (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.20.6), but this should not 
be accepted uncritically (Brandon 1957; Elliot-Binns 
1956). After the failure of the Bar Kokhba revolt (a.p. 135) 
there probably no longer existed a Jewish-Christian parish 
in Jerusalem. Afterward our already deficient data on 
“Judaizing Jewish Christianity” disappears altogether, and 
we are left only with marginal notes from the 2d century 
describing Jewish Christianity, now considered a full-blown 
heretical movement (see Koester 1982, 2: 86—89, 198-— 
201). 

We must regard the earliest theological discussion at the 
time of Paul as a debate within Christianity. But soon (for 
the earlier period, see 1 Thess 2:14)—especially shortly 
before and after the Jewish War (a.p. 66—70)—Judaism 
itself was influencing developments. A more orthodox 
Jewish defense was gradually developing against some gen- 
eral Christian theologumena leading finally to the exclu- 
sion of Christians from the synagogues (see John 16:1—4). 
Luke, who retrojected these explanations anachronistically 
to the earliest days, refers to an original and uncompro- 
mising rejection of Christian preaching throughout Juda- 
ism. Similarly, the stereotypical opposition of the Pharisees 
to Jesus depicted in the Gospels probably distorts the facts, 
reflecting an opposition that existed not so much in the 
time of Jesus but actually a generation or more later. This 
finally culminated in the addition of the Christians to the 
Jewish curse of heretics in the Shemonah-esre of the Dias- 
pora. 

“Judaizing Jewish Christianity” was devastated by this 
strong reaction from their non-Christian Jewish brethren, 
since now one of its essential premises was being denied; 
i.e., that it was possible to incorporate one’s own faith in 
Jesus within the traditional framework of Judaism (Matt 
5:23 presupposes participation in the sacrificial rites of the 
temple; and Matt 24:20 implies a strong respect for the 
sabbath ordinances). “Judaizing Jewish Christianity” could 
only survive by developing its own form of particular 
norms. 


D. Traditions and Theology 

In trying to ascertain the traditions and the theology of 
such a diverse phenomenon as “Jewish Christianity,” we 
must attempt to identify which specific elements derive 
from which original groups of the Jesus movement. Loh- 
meyer (1936) tried to distribute the traditions between 
Jerusalem and Galilee, but now we know that this distribu- 
tion is overly dependent upon the Lukan view of history. 
When we move beyond Luke’s idealized reconstruction, we 
can actually distinguish the contributions of the three 
major groups (see above). 

One of these was a “Baptismal” group of Jewish Chris- 
tians probably located in the Jordan Rift Valley and associ- 
ated with followers of John the Baptist (John 3:22—30). 
This group promoted especially the faith in the risen Lord 
(reflected in the earliest hymns), Christian freedom 
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(rooted in the view that the present age is a time of 
fulfillment; Mark 2:18), as well as baptism and a few other 
statements reminiscent of the Qumran beliefs that were 
being articulated at the same time in the same general 
area (see, above all, Eph 2:5ff: rising with Christ). The two 
Jericho narratives (Mark 10:46—52; Luke 19:1—10) possibly 
belong to this group. There also seems to be some connec- 
tion with some of the traditions in the Lukan special 
material (e.g., the prodigal son parable, Luke 15:11—32). 

Another of these was a “Missionary” group of Jewish 
Christians whose traditions are reflected above all in the 
call narratives (Mark 1:16—20; 2:14; Luke 5:1—11) and in 
the miracle and exorcism narratives. Traditions such as 
these deal with the ever-relevant question concerning the 
right to cross the boundaries delimiting the people of God 
(Mark 7:24—30; Matt 8:5-13; and many narratives in Acts). 
It is possible that the meal narratives (Mark 6:35—44; 8:1- 
8) also circulated primarily among this group. 

The other was a “Judaizing” group of Jewish Christians. 
To this group belonged above all the tradition of Jesus’ 
Passion, a multitude of Jesus sayings, and the apocalyptic 
consolation sayings (Mark 13). Here Jesus was called “King 
of the Jews” and the “Son of Man” (i.e., the coming judge 
of the world, according to Daniel 7). Mark 14 depicts Jesus 
in his last night as a prophet making several predictions 
that were fulfilled immediately, and we might wonder 
whether the christological title “prophet” (already repudi- 
ated in Mark 6:15) is ultimately traceable to this group. 
This “Judaizing” group was probably most successful in 
establishing an early Christian regiment of cultic observ- 
ances (see the criticism in Gal 4:10 and Col 2:16). In 
addition to participation in the traditional Jewish liturgical 
order, they gradually established their own festivals, 
mostly rooted in existing Jewish rites (e.g., the Lord’s 
Supper was one of their earliest creations). Prayer was also 
formulated by this group with respect to existing Jewish 
customs (cf. later Didache 8). The narratives of the empty 
tomb and of the Ascension (Acts 1:9-11) as well as the 
narrative about Pentecost (Acts 2:1—4) also came from this 
group. The development of such etiological tales to ex- 
plain liturgical celebrations are characteristic of static 
groups, since ceremonies and celebrations tend to be sta- 
bilizing elements in the life of communities. 

In summary, this “Judaizing” group not only “Christian- 
ized” the Jewish liturgical calendar but also collected and 
secured important memories about Jesus (especially the 
logia as derived from elements of Jesus’ teachings). It thus 
becomes clear that this relatively modest group in the 
immediate area of Judea, soon to be overshadowed by the 
“Missionary” groups operating abroad, played an integral 
role in the development of Christian traditions and theol- 
ogy, an insight that often gets underestimated when our 
research focuses mainly on Paul. 


E. Summary 

It should be obvious that these early Jewish Christian 
groups were instrumental in establishing the Christian 
Church and in arranging important Christian traditions. 
But if they were asked to evaluate the overall significance 
of their special contributions (vis-a-vis those of gentile 
Christians), the answer would be rather complicated. It is 
certain that the program of mission to the gentiles led to 
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the formation of fellowship groups and, through that, to 
the question of what constitutes the unity of the move- 
ment. 

There is little doubt that the NT canon is essentially a 
Deutero-Pauline work; its supplementation with the Johan- 
nine traditions (with its subsequent baptismal tradition) 
and several “apostolic” writings took place relatively late. 
There was practically no “Judean” tradition in the NT 
canon. If we had to reconstruct the developments of early 
Christianity by means of this canonical end product, we 
would be forced to conclude that “Judaizing Jewish Chris- 
tianity” played, at best, an insignificant role in the history 
of Christianity and Christian tradition. 

But on the contrary, this “Judaizing Jewish Christianity” 
actually mediated the central theological ideas, without 
loading on to them more novel ideas about mission and 
baptism. Being an essentially static group, these “Judaiz- 
ers” created the worship and liturgical orders (Lord’s 
Supper, prayers) and had initiated theological reflection 
into the death of Jesus (Passion narrative). Furthermore, 
this group played an important literary role insofar as it 
nurtured the sayings tradition that became the primary 
basis for understanding the teachings of Jesus. Strictly 
speaking, it was a small and sociologically unimportant 
group (the “poor” in Gal 2:10) within the rapidly expand- 
ing Christian movement; nevertheless it played a critical 
and decisive role. 

Gradually Christians who were not Jewish had to make 
a decisive break with the stricter norms of those who were 
Jewish, eventually relegating Jewish Christianity to the 
(heretical) fringe. There were logical reasons for this. 
Evidently restricting the Christian proclamation only to 
God’s elect people Israel came to be seen as fundamentally 
incompatible: with the freedom inaugurated through Jesus, 
indeed a freedom that could be found in the very teach- 
ings of Jesus that Jewish Christianity had valued and pre- 
served. Thus, limiting the Christian program to the Jews 
in the name of Jesus had the effect of diluting or annulling 
the full force: of the gospel message and Christian identity. 
In the long run, the self-imposed limitations of Jewish 
Christianity had much more influence on the eventual 
development of Islam than it did Christianity. 


Bibliography 

Bornkamm, G. 1971. Paul. Trans. D. Stalker. London. 

Brandon, S.G_ F. 1957. The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church. 
2d ed. London. 

Bruce, F. F. 19°’9. Peter, Stephen, James and John: Studies in Non-Pauline 
Christianity. Grand Rapids. 

Cullmann, O. 1955. The Significance of the Qumran Texts for 
Research into the Beginnings of Christianity. JBL 74: 213ff. 

Danielou, J. 1964. The Theology of Jewish Christianity. Vol 1. of The 
Development of Christian Doctrine Before Nicea. Trans. London. 

Elliot-Binns, C. 1956. Galilean Christianity. 

Goppelt, L. 1954. Christentum und Judentum im 1. und 2. Jahr- 
hundert. BFCT 55. 

Johnson, S. E. 1954. The Dead Sea Manual and the Jerusalem 
Church of Acts. ZAW 66: 106ff. 

Koester, H. 1982. Introduction to the NT. 2 vols. New York and 
Berlin. 

Lohmeyer, E. (936. Galildéa und Jerusalem. Gottingen. 


938 - I 


Schille, G. 1957. Die Topographie des Markusevangeliums. ZDPV 
73: 133ff. 

. 1966. Anfange der Kirche. Munich. 

Schoeps, H.-J. 1949. Theologie und Geschichte des Judenchristentums. 
Tubingen. 

. 1956. Urgemeinde, Judenciristentum, Gnosis. Tubingen. 

Simon, M. 1958. Saint Stephen and the Hellenists in the Primitive 
Church, London. 

Strecker, G. 1956. Christentum und Judentum in den ersten bei- 
den Jahrhundert. EvT 16: 458ff. 

. 1958. Das Judenchristentum und die Pseudoklementinen. TU 
70. Berlin. 

Torrey, C. C. 1952-53. The Aramaic Period of the Nascent Chris- 
tian Church. ZNW 44: 205f¢. 


GOTTFRIED SCHILLE 


CHRISTIANITY IN ASIA MINOR 


Asia Minor, the peninsula of the Asian continent 
bounded by the Mediterranean Sea, the Aegean Sea, and 
the Black Sea (and today known as Turkey), was an early 
center of Christianity. The particular character and his- 
tory of the churches of Asia Minor is considered in this 
article. 


A. Introduction 
B. Methods and Sources 
1. Methodology 
2. Sources 
C. Contexts 
1. Geography 
2. History 
3. Religions 
D. General Characteristics cf Anatolian Christianity 
1. Heterogeneity 
2. Households 
3. Heresy 
E. Major Issues Facing Anatolian Christianity 
1. Folk Religion and Superstition 
2. Jewish Issues 
3. Christian Gnosticism 
4. Persecution and Socia: Harassment 
F. Conclusion 


A. Introduction 

Even though the eastern seaboard of the Mediterranean 
was the birthplace of Christ.anity, it was in the region of 
Asia Minor that this fledging religion of the East experi- 
enced growth and maturation. For more than a century 
(50s—200) this region played host to some of the most 
significant individuals in the history of nascent Christian- 
ity. In addition, Asia Minor served as the land bridge over 
which the Christian movernent passed in its westward 
expansion as its focus shifted from Syria-Palestine to the 
imperial capital of Rome. During this period of Asia Mi- 
nor’s apogee in early Christian history, certain unique and 
irreversible historical events were happening which shook 
the roots of this new religion. Historical events which 
ripped the roots of early Christianity from the soil of 
Judaism include the martyrdom of Peter, James, and Paul; 
the destruction of Jerusalem and the subsequent diminu- 
tion of the hegemony of Judaistic Christianity and the 
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Jerusalem church (pace Jervell 1984); and the suppression 
of the Jewish Revolt during Hadrian’s reign. This same 
period also saw the emergence of diverse Christian literary 
corpora and, as a consequence, a multiplication of theolo- 
gies and canons. Finally, it was during this time frame that 
the church became a visible entity to the populace and to 
Roman administrators and this visibility, in turn, forever 
changed the State’s attitude and behavior toward Christi- 
anity. 


B. Methods and Sources 

1, Methodology. Even though Christian authors pro- 
vide the greatest number of texts for the study of early 
Christianity in Asia Minor, these texts are as diverse in 
occasion, genre, and content as the geography of Asia 
Minor is in its terrain. Only in recent years have scholars 
begun to realize the full significance of the fact that all of 
the documents of the early Christianity are occasional in 
nature. The necessary consequence of this is that these 
sources fundamentally defy scholarly attempts to arrange 
them into homogeneous and well-ordered categories. 
Complex and often irresolvable issues regarding the dates 
and authorship of these documents frustrate efforts at 
exact postulations. In addition, the randomness of the 
extant corpus of Anatolian texts is so high that this corpus 
cannot bear the weight of many of the interpretations 
often foisted upon it by scholars of numerous theological 
and methodological schools of thought. Methodologies, 
therefore, which either rely upon anachronistic formula- 
tions of later orthodoxy or which project trajectories of 
evolutionary development in the formation of Christian 
communities, even by geographical areas, are susceptible 
to the accusation of subjectivity. Obviously studies of dis- 
crete documents or individuals can be quite productive for 
the reconstruction of various individual facets of Anatolian 
Christianity. It has been, however, the attempts at a grand 
scheme or comprehensive synthesis that usually belie the 
historical evidence and have been, more times than not, 
guilty of “reconstructing the lion from a single claw.” 

2. Sources. a. Christian Sources. The majority of the 
extant primary sources shedding light upon Anatolian 
Christianity are associated with the names of Paul, John, 
Peter, Ignatius, and Polycarp. While no scholarly consen- 
sus exists regarding the dating, authorship, or occasion of 
all of the documents associated with these names, most 
would agree that these documents do shed important light 
upon Anatolian Christianity, regardless of author. The 
following table gives, by traditional arrangement, the most 
prominent texts addressed to individual Christians or 
Christian communities in Asia Minor. 


Paul: Galatians, Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians, 1 and 
2 Timothy 

Peter: 1 and 2 Peter 

John: Gospel of John; 1, 2, and 3 John, Revelation 

Ignatius: Ephesians, Magnesians, Trallians, Philadelphi- 
ans, Smyrnaeans, Polycarp 

Polycarp: Martyrdom of Polycarp, Letter to Philippians 

Melito of Sardis: Paschal Homily. - 


A corpus of secondary sources related to Asia Minor 
includes sections of Acts (chaps. 13-14; 16; 19-20) and 
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numerous fragmenta of 2d century leaders (conveniently 
collected in Grant 1946) preserved in Eusebius’ Church 
History. 

b. Pagan Sources. Unfortunately, there is a dearth of 
pagan sources for Anatolian Christianity in the early pe- 
riod. The extant sources include the Imperial Rescripts of 
Trajan, Hadrian, and Aurelius (Coleman-Norton 1966: 1— 
13). Lucian’s accounts of Peregrinus (Death of Peregrinus) 
and Alexander of Abonuteichos explicitly relate to Anato- 
lia (Alex. 25; 38), while the comments of Galen (Walzer 
1949: 56-74) and Aelius Aristides (Orat. 3.671) probably 
reflect their respective experiences of Christianity in Asia 
Minor. 


C. Contexts 

1. Geography. The term “Asia Minor” (Mikra Asia) oc- 
curs as early as the 2d century a.p. (Ptolemy Tetrabiblos 
2.3.17). On occasion the word “Asia” was used as a syno- 
nym for Asia Minor in both Greek authors (e.g., Strabo 
Geog. 2.5.24) and in the New Testament (e.g., Acts 27:2). 
This region was described in some detail by the ancient 
authors Aristotle, Strabo and Ptolemy. Modern usage of 
the term “Asia Minor” usually refers to that peninsula of 
land bounded on the north by the Black Sea, on the south 
by the Mediterranean Sea, on the west by the Aegean Sea, 
and on the east by the upper part of the Euphrates River. 
This region contained an area of approximately 275,000 
square miles, most of which was a central plateau with 
mountain peaks at its extremities attaining 9000 ft. on the 
north, 5000 ft. on the east, 10,000 ft. on the south, and 
2500 ft. on the west. The diversity between the coastal 
regions and the extensive interior in regard to topography, 
geology, climate, and natural resources fostered a long- 
standing condition of cultural and political heterogeneity 
of the peninsula. Even the inexorable imperialism of Al- 
exander the Great and the later Roman Caesars could not 
totally overcome the physical realities of nature and geog- 
raphy. As was the case with all the continents surrounding 
the Mediterranean Sea, the greatest extent of Roman influ- 
ence upon Asia Minor was on the edges which touched the 
Mediterranean itself. Even more than the great highways 
of antiquity, the sea enhanced the possibility of intercourse 
between Rome and its various provinces and allies, and 
thereby promoted cultural homogeneity, understood in a 
broad sense, in seaboard areas. If the survival of indige- 
nous languages is any indication (ANRW 2/29/2: 565-70 
see also LANGUAGES [INTRODUCTORY SURVEY)), the 
farther eastward and toward the interior one traveled in 
Asia Minor, the less the penetration of Greco-Roman 
influence would be found (Tarn 1952: 160). David Magie’s 
observation that “the veneer of Hellenism tended to grow 
thinner in proportion to the distance from the Aegean 
seaboard or from the great routes which led into the 
interior” (Magie 1950: 120) holds true likewise for Roman 
influence in Asia Minor at the period of nascent Christi- 
anity, though Roman influence was more pervasive than 
earlier Greek influence had been. 

The following is a listing of the names of the Roman 
provinces, geographical regions and prominent cities lo- 
cated in this peninsula. 
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Provinces: Asia, Cappadocia, Cilicia, Galatia, Lycia, Pam- 
phylia, aad Bithynia-Pontus 

Regions: Caria, Commagene, lonia, Lycaonia, Lydia, My- 
sia, Paphlagonia, Phrygia, and Pisidia 

Important cities: Alexandria Troas, Amastris, Amisus, An- 
cyra, Apamea, Attaleia, Byzantium, Caesarea, Co- 
mama, Cyzicus, Ephesus, Heraclea, Iconium, Meli- 
tene, Miletus, Nicea, Nicomedia, Pergamum, Prusa, 
Rhodes, Samosata, Selinus, Smyrna, Tarsus, and 
Tyana 


Many of these names are well known to the student of 
early Christianity. It must be kept in mind that the letter 
to the Galatians, the Revelation of John, and | Peter were 
explicitly designated as circular letters, thereby increasing 
the number of Christian sites that can be inferred from 
early Christian literature. In addition to the primary evi- 
dence of these documents, there is also the invaluable 
geographical material preserved in the accounts and 
sources incorporated into both the Acts of the Apostles 
and the Church History of Eusebius. The tabulation of 
Anatolian cities available from combining the evidence of 
both the histories of Luke and Eusebius on the one hand 
and the letters of Ignatius and the Revelation on the other 
hand produces an impressive list of cities. In addition, 
there were scores of cities whose names were never men- 
tioned in the ancient sources even though one could find 
Christian communities there (e.g., those referred to in 
Paul’s Letter to the churches of Galatia and Pliny’s com- 
ment to Trajan that Christians had infected the cities, 
villages, and farms of Bithynia-Pontus (Ep. 10.96]). The 
following is <. list of Anatolian cities of the Ist and 2d 
centuries where Christian communities were established 
(Meer and Mohrmann 1958, map no. 5). 


Amastris Iconium Perge 
Ancyra Ionopolis Philadelphia 
Antioch of Pisidia Laodicea Philomelium 
Apamea Lystra Sardis 
Byzantium Magnesia Scepsis 
Caesarea (Cappadocia) Miletus Sinope 
Chalcedon Myra Smyrna 
Colossae Nicomedia Tarsus 
Derbe Otrus Thyatira 
Ephesus Parium Tralles 
Eumenea Pepuza Troas 
Hierapolis Pergamum Tymian 
Hieropolis 


2. History. In viewing the history of ancient Anatolia, 
one must not overlook the clear fact that in the Ist millen- 
nium B.c., the indigenous alphabets, languages, and cul- 
tures of Asia Minor (e.g., Lydian, Lycian, Carian, Neo- 
Hittite) were as diverse as in any Mediterranean region. In 
addition to this fact, one must also reckon with the impo- 
sition of various immigrant as well as occupation cultures, 
the most important of which included the Greek, Celtic, 
Persian, and Roman. Since each of these left its own 
indelible mark. on the character of the area where it dwelt, 
no one of these cultures can be ignored in tracing the 
historical and cultural patterns which formed the back- 
drop of early Christianity in Asia Minor. 
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Significant Greek influence in Anatolia began with the 
colonization of the western seaboard in about 1000 B.c. By 
the 7th century B.c., the most important Greek cities of 
western Asia Minor (e.g., Miletus) were already sending 
Greek colonists to other regions to spread Greek culture 
(Boardman 1980). The Ionian seaboard nurtured out- 
standing Greek philosophers and littérateurs in the classi- 
cal period, presaging a similar zenith of rhetoric and 
erudition in the Sophistic movement of the Ist and 2d 
centuries A.D. The city of lroy, immortalized in Greek 
literature by Homer, brought fame to Anatolia by its 
location on the northwestern coast. The political and mili- 
tary impact of Greece on Ar:.atolia was no less profound 
than its cultural influence. Not only were the Greeks re- 
sponsible for the “liberation” of Asia Minor from a Persian 
occupation, but the later victories of Alexander the Great 
were to set in place the political structures which were to 
foster rapid urbanization ancl to stabilize the new régime 
of Hellenism until the arrival of the Romans approxi- 
mately two centuries later in 133 3.c. Although several 
indigenous tongues were still in use in both the early (Acts 
14) and late Empire, Hellenism provided the area with a 
lingua franca which served all participants of Anatolian 
civilization, pagan, Jew, and Christian alike. In addition, 
the veneration expressed toward the political successors of 
Alexander the Great was to have a strong influence centu- 
ries later upon the Roman ideas of emperor worship. The 
eventual Roman assimilation of these notions of ruler 
veneration was to set in motion great forces of conflict 
between Christianity and devctees of the imperial cult. 

The true impact of the imposition of Persian rule from 
546 B.c., the capture of Sardis, to the advent of Alexander 
the Great in the early months of 334 B.c. is debated by 
scholars (CAH? 4:211--33). Some opine that Persian he- 
gemony consisted of “no more than military and adminis- 
trative control” (H. Metzger 1969), while others have as- 
sembled a rather impressive zroup of archaeological and 
literary data that suggests Persian influence was neither 
superficial nor ephemeral (CHI 2:292-391; CHT 3/1:100— 
15). The fact that the residual influence of Persian cult 
and mythology centuries after Alexander’s victory over 
the Persians in Asia Minor should not be discounted is 
evident in the remains, from extreme east to extreme west 
respectively, at Nemrud Dagh (Dérner 1975) and in the 
early imperial Sardian epigrag:hy regulating worship in the 
Persian cult of Ahura Mazda (Robert 1975; NDIEC 1:21- 
23). 

The Celtic invasion of Asia Minor in the early 3d cen- 
tury B.C. was a major event in the political history of the 
region. The Celts’ dominaticn of the area was severely 
curtailed, however, when Attalus I of Pergamum (230 B.c.) 
defeated them. Thereafter their influence was limited 
primarily to the central Anatclian region of Galatia. In all 
probability, this Greek victory over the barbaric Celts pro- 
vided inspiration decades later for the construction of the 
magnificent Altar of Zeus at Pergamum in the early 2d 
century B.c. (Havelock 1981: 192). The eastward expan- 
sion of Rome and its ability tc consolidate its influence in 
the east was greatly accelerated by the acquisition of the 
Pergamene empire in 133 B.c., fully 150 years prior to the 
advent of Christianity there. The inestimable possession 
was acquired with little effort at the death of the last king 
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of the Pergamum empire, Attalus III, when he bequeathed 
his entire nation to the Romans in his will. While this was 
not by any means Rome’s first involvement in Asia Minor, 
this gift gave the Romans an unquestioned hegemony in 
the peninsula and a base for further implementation of its 
manifest imperialism in the East. As is often noted, Rome’s 
unique contribution in the East was its military, legal, and 
administrative genius, but the spirit and soul of the culture 
was that of Hellenism. Accordingly, the most important 
impact of Rome upon Asia Minor was its attempt to admin- 
ister this culturally and geographically diverse region 
which was both rich in natural resources and, equally 
important, served as a strategic buffer between Rome and 
the ever threatening Parthian Empire to the east. Building 
upon the efforts of previous Hellenistic urbanization, the 
emperors established strategically located colonies, e.g., 
Pisidian Antioch, which were established “primarily for 
security reasons” (Levick 1967: 187). Consequently, the 
early generations of Anatolian Christianity transpired in 
the context of Pax Romana and, historically viewed, rela- 
tive cultural euphoria (e.g., for Aelius Aristides’ praise of 
Rome see Oliver 1953). 

3. Religions. The religious situation of Anatolia was a 
true microcosm of the entire eastern Mediterranean, with 
a rich mixture of Greek, Roman, Anatolian, Jewish, Per- 
sian, and other Eastern cults represented. Notwithstanding 
the potential dangers of “parallelomania” (Sandmel 1962; 
B. Metzger 1955), one may not ignore the analogies and 
parallels between numerous institutions, values, and for- 
mal beliefs of early Christianity and contemporary Anato- 
lian piety. The number of similarities abounds, in part, 
because nascent Christianity in this region was itself so 
diverse and, when taken as a whole, possessed a plethora 
of religious institutions, values, and beliefs. From this 
multifaceted background to Anatolian Christianity, three 
components of Anatolian religious life are especially im- 
portant to highlight, i.e., folk religion, pagan religious 
associations, and Jewish religion and institutions. 

a. Folk Religion. In many ways this term defies precise 
definition. It connotes an ethos of religious values and 
beliefs rather than one particular mythology or cult. More- 
over, folk religion was not idiosyncratic to any region or to 
any established social, economic, political, or religious stra- 
tum of antiquity. Nevertheless, this folk religion worldview 
germinated and thrived with special vigor in Asia Minor 
(GGR 2: 578-81). This worldview was frequently desig- 
nated by ancient writers as deisidaimonia (Koets 1929; 
Theophr. Char.; Plut. De Superst.; Meyer 1981: 259-62; 
GGR 2: 102-120; Hadas 1972: 182-211). Detsidaimonia was 
a superstitious, even magical, approach to the gods which 
influenced every religion and cult in the Greco-Roman 
world, and had had its detractors since Plato’s criticism of 
Orphic evangelists of his own day (Resp. 364B—365A). The 
hallmarks of this religious outlook, particularly in Eastern 
cults, were its emphases upon the “fear of God” and upon 
achieving superior religiosity through supererogative ritu- 
als and ascetic practices (Superst. 166A-B; 168D; 171B; 
RAC 1: 753-58), sometimes in conjunction with long- 
established shrines, and sometimes not. Spiritual tranquil- 
ity was predicated upon such things as public confession 
of sins (hamartia) committed against the deity (Superst. 
168D, 171B; Pettazzoni 1937; Steinleitner 1913; Hermann 
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1986). Terms such as “ransom” and “sinner” were not 
unknown in this context (NDIEC 1:32-33; 2:90, 100f; 
3:20—31) and immersion rites in water abounded (Superst. 
166A, baptismous). Sins often consisted of violating taboos 
regarding what one ate and drank (Superst. 168D; 170D), 
in lying to the deity (Malay 1988: 150; MacMullen 1981: 
58), in sexual immorality (Petzl 1988), or in the failure to 
worship properly on a holy day (Superst. 169D—E). Inordi- 
nate, some would say pathological, interest in the perform- 
ance of punctilious acts of asceticism to prepare one for a 
mystical experience of the deity were typical (Behr 1968; 
e.g., glossolalia Superst. 166B). The superstitious devotee 
was especially desirous of prophetic oracles and their cor- 
rect interpretation. Deisidaimonia was also characterized by 
a concern about the spirit world and attacks from spirit 
beings and the heavenly hosts (Superst. 168C). Divine retri- 
bution, threats of eternal punishment (Superst. 167A), and 
punitive miracles from particular gods and goddesses were 
of the gravest concern to this religious type of personality. 
Individuals, and their number was legion, caught in the 
web of dezsidazmonia tended to be ecumenical in outlook. 
They were driven by a pragmatist’s approach to religion 
and consequently imbibed the strangest concoctions of 
syncretism. 

b. Religious Associations (Poland 1909: 173-270; 499- 
513). Anatolia during the Roman era was replete with 
formal and informal guilds and associations (synodos, thia- 
sos, collegium). Typical were the labor guilds which pro- 
vided comradeship in the midst of the harsh realities of 
everyday life and offered some social services for its mem- 
bers (Dill 1964: 251-86; Wilken 1971: 279-88; Meeks 
1983: 77-80). Beyond the labor unions, there were the 
religious associations which focused their attention more 
narrowly on religious ceremonies. They often existed un- 
der the tutelage of a particular god or goddess, perhaps 
related to a common trade (e.g., the Dionysiac guild of 
performers and entertainers), would use their particular 
deity as one avenue to the world of Greco-Roman religious 
life, experiences, and benefits (e.g., safety, morality, an- 
swered prayers, protection from Fate). Of special interest 
in this regard is a religious association that existed in the 
city of Phildelphia in the Roman province of Asia. The 
epigraphic testimony of this association is especially didac- 
tic in demonstrating the existence of pagan associations 
which placed an emphasis upon morality. This association 
was created and regulated by the divinely revealed statutes 
of Zeus. It met in a patron’s house, was open in its mem- 
bership to both male and female, free and slave, and its 
members committed themselves by oath to eschew acts of 
sexual immorality, murder, abortion, etc. (Horsley and 
Barton 1981). On occasion, these private associations 
might be viewed as competitors to the longer established 
public temples where, in some cases, the same deity was 
worshiped (cf. Serapis on Delos, SIG no. 664; cf. Pl. Leg. 
909e). Like the large temples, these private pagan associa- 
tions would often have officers such as prophet(ess), dea- 
con(ess), herald, and preacher of the divine story. These 
collegia often maintained a common treasury and held 
regular gatherings for worship and communal meals. It is 
not to be overlooked that in many instances a private 
religious association would assemble in the house (otkos) of 
one of its members. Consequently, matters such as the 


CHRISTIANITY 


Greco-Roman concept(s) of household religion, personal 
relationships in the family, social functions of homes, etc. 
(Malherbe 1°83) become relevant for the background to 
the ubiquitous institution of religious “house assemblies” 
(Klauck 1981). 

c. Jewish Religion and Institutions. Recent years have 
witnessed new and vigorous discussion regarding Judaism 
and its relationship to Christianity in the Roman era. The 
points under consideration include the nature and activity 
of Jewish Christianity, the attraction to synagogues of 
gentiles who remained uncircumcised, and the existence 
and extent of pagan anti-Semitism. All of these bear di- 
rectly upon one’s view of Anatolian Christianity since these 
areas relate directly to issues such as continuing gentile 
attraction to Jewish Christianity, Jewish-Christian hetero- 
doxy (Klijn and Reinink 1973 for patristic references; 
Daniélou 1964), Christian evangelism among synagogues, 
gentile churches drifting from their Jewish roots because 
of anti-Semitism, and Jewish collaboration with pagans in 
the harassment of Christians (Frend 1965). 

A storm center of current debate centers on the mean- 
ings and use of the Greek words theosebes and sebomenot 
(and phoboumenoi) and what, if anything, these phrases 
depict about gentile sympathizers toward Judaism. A. T. 
Kraabel is a proponent of a new view that is characterized 
by questioning the very existence of the ancient gentile 
group known as “God-fearers” (Kraabel 1981). The tradi- 
tional view maintained that “God-fearers” were gentiles 
who were not yet proselytes, i.e., circumcised, to Judaism, 
but who were very sympathetic to many of the beliefs of 
ancient Judaism. This group, it was said, provided the pool 
from which early Christianity drew many of its synagogue 
converts. It is Kraabel’s conclusion that such a group was a 
fiction created by the author of the Acts of the Apostles 
(MacLennan and Kraabel 1986). This effort to discount 
both the Lukan view as well as the view traditionally 
supported by many ancient historians experienced a set- 
back with the recent discovery of an inscription at the 
Carian site of Aphrodisias (Reynolds and Tannenbaum 
1987, esp. p. 47 and text B 1. 34 theosebeis) that seems to 
substantiate the more traditional reading of the Greco- 
Roman literature and archaeological data regarding the 
existence and vitality of the “God-fearers.” Even though 
this new perspective of Kraabel’s is not likely to win the 
day in completely changing the mind of the majority of 
those in the scholarly community, it has correctly demon- 
strated that the traditional view has been naive at times in 
both its philological analysis of the terms theosebes and 
sebomenoi (and phoboumenoi) as well as its monolithic recon- 
struction of ancient Judaism and its “missiology” (cf. Co- 
hen 1987: 419). Regardless of the precise labels used to 
refer to these adherents, most scholars will probably con- 
tinue to agree that the “evidence shows beyond reasonable 
doubt that Juclaism in the Roman Diaspora did win adher- 
ents who stopped short of circumcision” (Collins 1985: 
183-84; Cohen 1987: 419). 

Another important topic that has emerged in recent 
scholarship relates to the topic of anti-Semitism in antiq- 
uity. John Gager (1983), according to whom anti-Semitism 
was not primarily a pre-Christian phenomenon as has been 
thought by mast scholars, argues that the literary evidence 
shows that virtually all the pogroms against ancient Jews 
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were isolated and should not be used as a foundation upon 
which to formulate a widespread anti-Semitism. His con- 
clusion is that it was Christianity, and not paganism, that 
initiated thoroughgoing anti-Semitism in antiquity. Once 
again, this attempt to recast the numerous historical 
sources in a totally new light has not appeared cogent to 
many scholars (Goldenberg 1985: 335-36). Gager’s work 
has correctly highlighted some of the popular misconcep- 
tions regarding the nature ard extent of anti-Semitism in 
the Greco-Roman world, but it has not been able to explain 
away the fact that the Jewish apologists of antiquity them- 
selves, prior to the advent and dissemination of Christian- 
ity, surely thought that they were the object of widespread, 
though not continual or universal, discrimination (e.g., 
Josephus Ant 14.213—44ff). 

The salient facts of Anatolian Judaism (Appelbaum 
1974; Tcherikover 1970; Kraabel 1968 must be used care- 
fully since it encompasses evicience two and three centuries 
later than the period under consideration in this article) 
for the period of the early empire include the following: 
(1) what was true of Anatolian Judaism may not have been 
true of Judaism in its environment at Rome or at Alexan- 
dria; (2) the cultural origins of Anatolian Judaism were 
largely Babylonian and not Palestinian; therefore, one 
must not read it necessarily ir light of ostenstbly conserva- 
tive Palestinian Judaism; for example, certain Anatolian 
Jewish women served as heacl of the synagogue (Smyrna 
Cl 741 = Brooten 1982: 5); (3) its commitment to send 
the temple tax to Jerusalem evidences a recognition of the 
hegemony of the Jerusalem cultus; (4) its legal status as an 
ethnic and religious collegiuim was recognized and pro- 
tected by the Romans; (5) some Anatolian Jews were parti- 
cipants in urban civic and political institutions, thereby 
providing evidence of partial assimilation to Greco-Roman 
culture (Kraabel 1968; Ramsay 1895-97: 621-76); and 
(6) though certain gentiles were sympathizers and adher- 
ents (for a variety of reasons) to Anatolian Judaism, there 
were, nevertheless, underlying currents of anti-Semitic 
prejudices in some quarters. 


D. General Characteristics of Anatolian Christianity 

1. Heterogeneity. Although Paul has often been viewed 
as the founder of the Christi:n mission outside Palestine, 
that could hardly be the case. Neither Acts nor the Pauline 
Corpus even suggests such. On the contrary, the Pentecost 
discourse (Acts 2:9-10) states that Jewish pilgrims from 
Asia Minor were among the first to accept Jesus as the 
Christ. Moreover, the Acts of the Apostles makes it abun- 
dantly clear that Paul was not the first to bring the Gospel 
to sites such as Ephesus, Corinth, or Rome. The realization 
that Paul was neither the first nor necessarily the premiere 
missionary in Asia Minor also affords optional explana- 
tions for the existence of “non-Pauline” churches in Asia 
Minor (e.g., those of Revelation and 1 Peter) without 
resorting to “early Catholic” theories, which are essentially 
anachronistic and Protestant (Murray 1982: 197). From 
the outset the Christian communities of Asia Minor were 
filled with converts whose beliefs and practices bore the 
almost indelible imprint of their pre-Christian worldview. 
One cannot truly understand the genesis of the heteroge- 
neity of early Anatolian Christianity without first recogniz- 
ing the steadfast influence of the cultural heritage of each 
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convert. This influx of religious variety led the Christian 
movement, in a quantum step, into a world of new chal- 
lenges. To be sure, this step was not synchronized through- 
out Asia Minor, nor was it always a step in the same 
direction. Some congregations and regions took this step 
later than others. It was, nevertheless, because of both the 
frequency and the magnitude of the new challenges that 
Anatolian Christianity encountered that in the decades of 
the 50s to 200 this region was without peer in its historic 
significance. 

2. Households. The household was a basic social con- 
text for the early Christian communities. This is seen in 
references to the Anatolian assemblies occurring in the 
homes of Aquila and Prisca (1 Cor 16:19), Nympha (Col 
4:15), and Philemon (Philemon 2). By extension, the entire 
Christian community was embraced in a metaphorical 
sense in the phrases “household of faith” (Gal 6:10) and 
“members of the household of God” (Eph 2:19; 1 Pet 
4:17). The Haustafeln ethical paradigm (in general Balch 
1981; Col 3:18—4:1; Eph 5:21-6:9; 1 Pet 2:18—3:7) points 
to the same domestic social realities. As a place of Christian 
instruction the home had to be protected from serving as 
a channel for the propagation of heterodox teaching (2 
John 10; 2 Tim 3:6; Malherbe 1977). In the same line of 
thought, the properly ruled “household of God” imagery 
of 1 Timothy is clearly employed as a defensive strategy 
against unsound doctrine (1 Tim 3:14—15) and is con- 
structed as a metaphor on the basis of the Greco-Roman 
household (cf. 1 Tim 3:4—5, 12; 5:14; 2 Tim 2:20). The 
significance of the household stands out in the references 
to them in the later Ignatian corpus. Among the Smyr- 
naeans, Ignatius “greets the households of my brethren 
with their wives and children” (13:1) as well as the “house- 
hold of Tavia [a woman]” (13:2). In his letter to the bishop 
of Smyrna (Polyc. 8:2), Ignatius greets “the wife of Epitro- 
pus with her whole household and her children.” Interest- 
ingly, the phrase “corrupters of houses” is a designation 
for false teachers (Eph. 16:1), thereby highlighting the 
household as an important locus for Christian teaching. 

3. Heresy. One’s knowledge of Anatolian Christianity is 
primarily dependent on contemporary sources that were 
written by leaders engaged in battles to correct aberrant 
views and/or practices. While these early contemporaneous 
sources are not without difficulties, they are far superior 
to later heresiological summaries by writers such as Euse- 
bius (Lawlor and Oulton 1954, vol. 2; Grant 1980; Barnes 
1981). When one focuses upon the occasion of these 
documents themselves, it becomes immediately clear that 
any history of Anatolian Christianity must be conducted 
in light of the endemic controversies there. The standard 
works of A. Hilgenfeld (1884), W. Bauer (1934; ET 1971), 
and H. E. W. Turner (1954) represent significant investi- 
gation into ancient issues of orthodoxy and heterodoxy, 
including those issues as they were manifest in Anatolia. 
In this century Bauer in particular has set the tone for 
discussion of heresy and heresiology in Asia Minor. His 
goals, methods, and general characterizations of the evi- 
dence are still attractive to many scholars (e.g., Koester 
1971; in general, Strecker and Kraft 1971: 286-316), but 
clearly not to all (Turner 1954; Hawkin 1976). Unfortu- 
nately, the infrastructure of much of Bauer’s work belongs 
to a scholarship of an earlier day, particularly reflecting 
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the presuppositions and schematizations of German Prot- 
estant theology of the late 19th and early 20th century. A 
chief concern of Bauer was to overthrow the naive view of 
the evolution of the Christian mission and history which 
affirmed that the “development takes place in the follow- 
ing sequence: unbelief; right belief, wrong belief” (Bauer 
1971: xxiii). Most New Testament scholars today would 
agree that Bauer’s conviction at this point could be sup- 
ported easily by even an elementary reading of the New 
Testament. A misfortune of Bauer’s work was that in order 
to reach his goal he forced many texts into Procrusteans 
beds, a procedure which resulted at times in a distorted 
and truncated reconstruction of Anatolian Christianity 
(Norris 1982: 365-77 and 1976: 23-44; Robinson 1988). 
One of the legacies of Bauer’s work is the current sympa- 
thy, at times apologetic zeal, toward early Christian heter- 
odoxy. Some scholars appear to be “enamored of ancient 
heresies” (Henry 1982), and others believe that generally 
the orthodox characterizations of the opponents were, in 
fact, often only caricatures (Wisse 1971; Karris 1973; 
Grant 1981). 

When examining the matter of orthodoxy and hetero- 
doxy in Anatolian Christianity, it is extremely important 
to include in one’s taxonomy of the “orthodoxy-heresy” 
phenomenon the matter of whether attacks against heter- 
odoxy by soon-to-be “canonical” writers were primarily 
defensive or offensive. The epistle to the Galatians is 
instructive in this point. It was patently Paul’s opponents 
who were the first to invoke the concept of “orthodoxy” 
against fellow believers. The only plausible explanation for 
the circumcision of Paul’s converts after his departure was 
that they were convinced by “those from James” that their 
standing with God and their reception of Abrahams bless- 
ings were in doubt because they were failing to carry out 
the scriptural requirements of circumcision, feast days, 
Sabbaths, etc. (4:10). It was Paul’s opponents who intro- 
duced the concept of the imprecation (3:10-14) upon 
those who disagreed with their own Jerusalem standard of 
orthodoxy. Like his opponents, Paul held to orthodox 
convictions, the truth of the Gospel (2:14), as he called it, 
but thought that orthodoxy excluded, rather than in- 
cluded, the requirements of circumcision, feast days, Sab- 
baths, etc., for gentile believers. Another example of a 
defensive concern for orthodoxy is found in Colossians. 
The internal evidence for this polemical milieu includes 
the following: 


1. The conditionality of salvation: “Jf you continue in 
the faith . . . not shifting from the hope of the gospel 
which you heard” (1:23). 

2. The cluster of pejorative terms used to depict the 
slogans and views of the heterodox teachers: 

a. Beguiling speech (2:4). 

b. Philosophy and empty deceit (2:8). 

c. Human tradition not according to Christ (2:8). 
d. Elemental spirits of the universe (2:8, 20). 

3. Statements of concern. 

. Warning and teaching every man (1:28). 

. [say this so that no one may delude you (2:4). 

. “See to it that no one makes a prey of you” (2:8). 

. Why do you live as if you still belonged to the 

world (2:20)? 
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It is clear that. the false teachers were demanding submis- 
sion to ascetic dietary rules (2:20), viewed by the author as 
a worldly and carnal demand (2:20, 23). Furthermore, 
they were making religious judgments against the noncon- 
formists who did not submit to “holy days” religiosity 
(2:16) and they were denigrating, if not negating, the 
spiritual status of their nonconformist fellow Christians 
(2:18). Based upon the historical reconstruction made 
possible through the details of 2:1-23, it appears that the 
author’s point of departure for attacking the Colossian 
opponents was a defensive one in response to the oppo- 
nents’ prior offensive initiative when they declared that 
their own spiritual understanding and devotional practices 
were the standards for orthodoxy. 

A similar pattern of the use of orthodoxy in self-defense 
is apparent in sections of the Pastorals which either combat 
asceticism or emphasize confidence in one’s salvation in 
the light of cetractors (2 Tim 2:18—-19). Similarly in the 
Johannine epistles (Bogart 1977; Brown 1979), the attacks 
upon those who both voiced perfectionistic slogans and 
advanced aberrant Christology were constructed out of a 
sense of self-defense. It would be a distortion to suppose 
that the gnostics of the 2d century were only a group of 
unassuming intellectuals attacked preemptively by ortho- 
dox “witch hunters.” One ought not forget that even in 
the 2d century and later, the soon-to-be “orthodox 
church” was accused by various sectarian and gnostic 
Christians as being itself heretical (Koschorke 1978). In 
fact, it may well have been the case that the orthodox 
canon (Campenhausen 1972; B. Metzger 1987), the ulti- 
mate weapon of the Great Church, was in part compiled, 
particularly in Asia Minor, out of self-defense against 
Marcion, Monitanus, and Gnostic leaders. A frequent topic 
for research into Anatolian heresiology is the issue of 
church government, especially the bishopric, and its duties 
to oppose heresy. While the household supplied the social 
and liturgical framework for Christian congregations and 
some of the church’s vocabulary for its self-identity, the 
titles for the congregations’ rulers seemed to have origi- 
nated in other spheres. The information, admittedly 
sparse, points to the existence of various religious offices 
in the Christian communities of Asia Minor, some of which 
may have been modeled, at least in name, on synagogue 
practice, or on existing urban models of government 
(Hatch 1882), or upon organizational structures present 
in Greco-Roman collegia (Meeks 1983: 80). Moving beyond 
the issue of nomenclature to the issue of the matrix of the 
increasing authority and regimentation in the bishopric, 
there is renewed effort to locate this development in the 
social structues of the household (Schdllgen 1988). Since 
Philippians (1:1) testifies to the early presence of bishops 
(episkopos) and deacons within Pauline communities, there 
are no grounds for an a@ prior rejection of the Lukan 
reference to the appointment of elders (presbuteros) in the 
churches of central Asia Minor (Acts 14:23). At Acts 20):17 
“The same persons who are here called presbuteroi are 
described in vs. 28 as episkopor” (Lake and Cadbury 1932: 
259) and later (20:28) are associated with the ministry of 
shepherding (poimaino). The charismatic nature of this 
ruling ministry is attested in the Lukan account (Acts 
20:28) as well as in Eph 4:11. In other Anatolian literature 
a synonymous use of the terms “elder” and “shepherd” is 


944 + I 


seen in 1 Pet 5:1—5, while presbuterot and episkopoi are 
tightly knit in 1 Timothy’s description of the rulers of the 
community (1 Tim 3:1—7; 5:17-22). J. B. Lightfoot’s ar- 
gument that the terms “elder” and “bishop” were used “in 
the language of the New Testament” to refer to “the same 
officer in the Church” is still cogent (Lightfoot 1913: 95). 
The Apocalypse of John is not particularly informative in 
this matter. Since the term “elder” in Revelation is used 
regularly in the idiom “twenty-four elders” (e.g., 4:4; 5:8; 
11:16; 19:4), it is not likely that this use mirrors any 
particular practice within Aratolian Christian communi- 
ties. With the Ignatian correspondence the use of the 
terms presbuteroi and episkopo’ undergoes transformation. 
By the time of the journey cf Ignatius from Antioch via 
Asia Minor to Rome in 110, each church of Asia Minor, at 
least those addressed by Ignatius, was governed by a single 
bishop (e.g., Magn. 6:1). In the Ignatian hierarchy a coun- 
cil of presbyters served under the single bishop, and below 
the presbyters served the deacons. In more than one letter 
Ignatius sets forth a church polity wherein “The bishops 
are regularly compared with God or Christ” and “The 
presbyters or elders are regularly compared with the apos- 
tles” (Schoedel Ignatius Hermeneia, 112). 

Scholars have not agreed on how the office of the bishop 
evolved in relationship to the control of heterodoxy. That 
is, was the development of the monarchical episcopacy an 
inexorable process (Hatch 1882: 83-111) or was it a re- 
gional ad hoc response to acute heresy? The texts of Acts 
are extremely difficult to interpret since that work is noto- 
riously silent in general regarding even the existence of 
heresy in the early communities of faith. There are only 
two texts in Acts that mention elders in Asia Minor, 
namely, 14:23 and 20:17—35. The first text is totally silent 
on the anticipated function of the eldership, but the sec- 
ond text reveals clearly that the bishops are to oppose 
lupine heretics who will attack the flock. Even the eldership 
itself will engender errorists who will teach perverse doc- 
trines. Ephesians also portravs the pastor in a role which 
promotes doctrinal stability in the congregation (Eph 
4:11-14). A somewhat different picture is seen in the 
treatment of the bishops in | Timothy. While that text 
gives numerous qualities for those in the bishopric, there 
is no mention of their role as preservers of the faith and 
promoters of sound doctrine (cf. Tit 1:9), though some 
have suggested that heresy in the Ephesian eldership was 
the occasion for the writing of | Timothy (Fee 1984). In 
any case, it is Timothy who is given the duty of constrain- 
ing false teachings (1 Tim 1:3-—7). If the rather unique use 
of the term “elder” in 2 John: 1 and 3 John | is viewed in 
light of its milieu of opposing: antichrists, then the author 
may have chosen the word “elder” intentionally because of 
its authoritative connotations (Smalley 1, 2, 3 John WBC, 
316-18). When turning to Ignatius, his voice is clarion in 
the matter of the bishop’s unique role in achieving unity 
and attacking heterodoxy (e.g., Eph 3:2—6:2; Mag 3:1-2, 
6:1-2, 7:1-2, 13:1-2; Trall 2:1-3; Phil 3:1-3; Poly 6:1-2). 
The implication and impact of Ignatius’ belief regarding 
the singular role of the bishop is preserved in the following 
thoughts: “All of you are to follow the bishop as Jesus 
Christ follows the Father. . .. Apart from the bishop no 
one is to do anything pertaining to the church. A valid 
Eucharist is to be defined as one celebrated by the bishop. 
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... It is not right either to baptize or to celebrate the agape 
apart from the bishop; but whatever he approves is also 
pleasing to God, so that everything you do may be secure 
and valid. . . . It is good to know God and the bishop. He 
who honors the bishop has been honored by God; he who 
does anything without the bishop’s knowledge worships 
the devil” (Smyr. 8:1—9:1, trans. by Grant 1966, ad loc.). 
These pronouncements mirror Ignatius’ strategy of main- 
taining the churches’ orthodoxy by comprehensively con- 
trolling its liturgy and activities through an orthodox epis- 
copacy (Wiles 1982). Though not a shepherding office, 
the ministry of deacons is also documented in various 
Christian communities in Asia Minor. Deacons (1 Tim 
3:8-10, 12-13) as well as deaconesses (1 Tim 3:11; Pliny 
Ep. 10.96) are mentioned. 


E. Major Issues Facing Anatolian Christianity 

The collection of Anatolian Christian sources reveal at 
least four salient and recurring issues of conflict. These 
are: (1) folk religion and superstition, (2) Jewish issues, (3) 
Christian Gnosticism, and (4) persecution and harassment. 

1. Folk Religion and Superstition. The general theme 
of the epistle to Colossae has been generally summarized 
as the “all sufficiency of Christ.” Although most would 
fundamentally agree with this summary, the historical 
background to the occasion of Colossians remains hotly 
disputed. One scholar has championed the view that there 
were no false teachers (Hooker 1973), but others, the vast 
majority, have argued that the opponents were influenced 
either by the religious outlook of Essenes, or gnostics, or 
devotees of mystery religions, or Jewish Christian mysti- 
cism (O’Brien Colossians, Philemon WBC, xxx—xxxviii). 

Although the language of Colossians is not as vitupera- 
tive as Galatians, the letter is clearly concerned to correct 
heterodoxy and heteropraxy at Colossae, which the author 
had probably heard about from Epaphras (2:8). The Co- 
lossian opponents surely included Christians. It is doubtful 
that they would have understood and granted Paul’s work- 
ing assumption that their approach to spiritual growth and 
attaimment to the fullness of God encroached upon an 
orthodox christology. Although the Colossian heresy man- 
ifested itself partially in OT acts of piety (2:16), it was 
clearly not the same cluster of issues which Paul attacked 
in Romans or Galatians or which Luke depicted in Acts 15. 
Colossians lacks all of the lexicographic and rhetorical 
resources necessary to carry out attacks against Judaizers. 
It lacks, for example, both the usual diatribe and numer- 
ous terms such as Law, commandment, covenant, Abra- 
ham, Moses, righteousness, to justify, and Israel. More- 
over, certain aspects of the opponents’ practices and 
theology were not rooted in Jewish Scripture or in distinc- 
tive Jewish practices (2:18). Even the veneration of angels 
need not be Jewish since it was a part of pagan Anatolian 
piety in the Roman era (Sokolowski 1960; Sheppard 1980— 
81). The foundational worldview that animated the ritual 
and ascetic approach of the Christian heresy at Colossae 
was neither classic Gnosticism nor the stereotypical Jeru- 
salem Judaizers, but rather deisidaimonia. The outline of 
the opponents in Colossians fits perfectly Plutarch’s de- 
scription of superstition, with its attentiveness to ways to 
achieve piety and superior religiosity through channels of 
prescribed rituals, ascetic practices, and divine revelations. 
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It was this punctilious ceremonial approach to spiritual 
attainment, to purification from sins, to divine wisdom, to 
revealed knowledge, and to the experience of the fullness 
of deity which had attacked the Pauline view of the gospel. 
Deisidaimonia could not tolerate the all sufficiency of God’s 
work through Christ as affirmed by Paul. 

The fight against superstitious asceticism was not limited 
in Asia Minor to the evidence of Colossians. The Pastoral 
letters indicate the presence of related issues in the 
churches where Timothy worked (1 Tim 1:3). In particu- 
lar, 1 Tim 4:1—10 highlight three areas of asceticism about 
which Timothy should be concerned. These are: (1) pro- 
hibition of marriage and sexual relations in it, (2) dietary 
asceticism, and (3) ascetic mistreatment of the body under 
the guise of “training” (cf. Epictetus, Diss. 3.12). The first 
two issues are condemned outright as being demonic in 
origin, and caution is expressed concerning the third. All 
three of these approaches to spirituality were evident in 
the superstition of Greco-Roman Anatolia. An Anatolian 
Christian leader of the 2d century, noted for his mercurial 
piety, was Peregrinus Proteus (Lucian Peregr.) In light of 
his abiding interest in piety (some would say notoriety) 
through asceticism, punishment of the body by flagella- 
tion, and Cynic self-denial, it is significant that Proteus, at 
one time in his life, felt at home among and was a hero to 
the Christians of Asia Minor. The attitudes and demeanor 
that served as the common denominator throughout his 
public life, irrespective of his religious affiliation, were 
his total commitment to departure from the status quo, 
his desire for imprisonment, and his demonstration 
of his indifference to his own physical comforts. His life 
ended with a suicidal leap onto a pyre shortly following 
the Olympic Games. Peregrinus’ attraction for suicide was 
not without parallel. Anatolian Christianity of the 2d cen- 
tury was itself involved in the debate over the virtue of a 
form of suicide, namely, voluntary martyrdom. That a 
Christian theology of martyrdom could have been influ- 
enced by pagan deisidaimonia is not beyond probability. 
Since the veneration of the relics of Christian martyrs 
began quite early in Asia Minor (Martyr. Pol. 18.3) and was 
very widespread there, this aspect of Christian martyrdom 
may reflect pre-Christian concepts of superstition and 
hero veneration (modern discussion given by Baumeister, 
RAC 14:102-35). The martyrdom of Polycarp, bishop of 
Smyrna, has been investigated in regard to the question of 
whether his death was voluntary or not (Tabbernee 1985). 
In the account of Polycarp’s death (Martyr. Pol. 4), there is 
an interesting reference to the fact that some Christians, 
though later changing their minds, pursued martyrdom 
“of their own free will.” The particular group mentioned 
was from Phrygia. For the author of the Martyr. Pol. to 
mention that “we do not praise those who surrender 
themselves [for martyrdom], since the Gospel does not 
teach us this,” this question was surely already a matter of 
theological reflection at the time. Perhaps the physician 
Galen of Pergamum (ca. 125-200) had ascetic Christians 
from Asia Minor in mind when he made his remarks 
about Christians having contempt for death and exercising 
great self-control in matters of food and drink. The late 
2d century (ca. 170, Barnes 1970) Anatolian schismatics 
known as Montanists (after their founder Montanus) or 
Cataphrygians (after their Phrygian provenance) have 
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been a constant enigma to modern historians (Klawiter 
1975). Consequently, many attempts have been made to 
locate the religiohistorical matrix of this Anatolian Chris- 
tian movement. Scholars have sought to discover whether 
its origins and theology were rooted in Anatolian, specifi- 
cally Phrygian, pagan cults. Although some scholars con- 
tinue to look for partial Phrygian influence (Freeman 
1950; Daunton-Fear 1982), most have abandoned this per- 
spective based upon the earlier conclusions of Schepelern 
(1929). Some have seen Montanism as an antagonist to 
Gnosticism, while others (Froehlich 1973) have viewed it as 
quite similar to Gnosticism. A Jewish or Jewish-Christian 
matrix for this movement has also been advocated 
(Schwegler 1841; Ford 1966). Even though this schism 
endured several centuries (the most complete collection is 
that of de Labriolle [1913]; the best critically evaluated 
and arranged edition is Heine [1989]), it is its first genera- 
tion that pertains distinctively to an Anatolian situation 
(Aland 1955). When dealing with Anatolia, it is crucial not 
to confuse the mutation of Montanism in Rome (Heine 
1987-88: 11-16) or its appearance in Tertullian (Powell 
1975) with the first generation of 2d century Montanists 
(Grant 1946: 94-108) who were Anatolian and whose 
history and beliefs are best reconstructed from quotations 
and testimonia preserved in Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 5.16.1- 
5.19.4) and Epiphanius (Haer. 48.1-13). The so-called 
“Christians ‘or Christians” inscriptions (Gibson 1978) 
from Anatolia are both later than the scope of this study 
and very probably “there is no argument in favour of a 
Montanist interpretation” (Pleket 1980: 198) of these epi- 
graphical documents. Even though any conclusion about 
the origins, practices, and beliefs of Montanism ought to 
be stated with caution, it is necessary to point out that 
many of the traits and theological convictions that sepa- 
rated later Montanism from the Great Church (e.g., pen- 
chant for martyrdom, eschatology, emphasis upon the 
Paraclete) cannot be reliably documented from the sparse 
records of 2d-century Phrygian Montanism. What does 
seem to characterize the early Anatolian Montanists (Heine 
1987-88) was their predilection for uncontrolled and ec- 
static prophecies and oracles (“abnormal ecstasy, insomuch 
that he became frenzied and began to babble and utter 
strange sounds,” anonymous in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.16.7). 
The orthodcx writers of the time had no problem with 
prophecy itself, just its misuse characterized by techniques 
of pagan oracles and prophecy. Another manifestation of 
the falseness of the prophecies of Montanus was his prac- 
tice of engaging in this spiritual gift in exchange for 
remuneration. Finally, the orthodox church attacked the 
Montanists because they mandated spiritual ascetic clisci- 
plines (“Montanus taught dissolutions of marriages” . . . 
and “laid down laws on fasting,” Apollonius in Hist. Eccl. 
5.18.2) rather than allowing or suggesting them. In light 
of these traits of Anatolian Montanism, it seems that deisi- 
daimonia (whether mediated through Jewish, Christian, or 
pagan media) offers a plausible matrix for the emphases 
of Montanus and his followers. If the emphases of Mon- 
tanus (i.e., frenzied oracles, rigid asceticism, and paid 
thaumaturgy) had been recounted by the pagan authors 
Juvenal, Lucian, or Plutarch rather than Eusebius, they 
would have teen clearly labeled as superstition and deisz- 
daimonia rather than false doctrine or heterodoxy. Modern 
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authors have also noted the similarities (Klawiter 1975: 
130-55). 

Various documents of Anatolian Christianity reveal a 
seemingly widespread problem among Christian commu- 
nities with another component of superstition, namely, 
magic and the occult. The condemnation of this quintes- 
sential dimension of folk religion is evident in the list of 
the works of the flesh giver to the numerous (Gal 1:2) 
Christian communities in central Asia Minor (Gal 5:20) 
when Paul mentions pharmakeia. Turning to other regions 
of Asia Minor, the oracles of judgment found with the 
Revelation of John contain several references to the divine 
wrath awaiting those who work magic (pharmakeia and 
cognates, e.g., 9:21, 18:23, 21:8, 22:15). The city of Ephe- 
sus provides a clear example of a society (Acts 19) where 
pagan magic had penetrated into Christian faith and prac- 
tice. It is significant that the generic name for the collection 
of magical spells and incantations in the Roman period 
was Ephesian Letters (Ephesta grammata). The Pastoral epis- 
tles reflect a similar interest i111 condemning the practice of 
magic by Christians. Sinc: the names “James” and 
“Jambres” were associated in Jewish tradition with the 
magicians who opposed Moses (Exod 7:11), it is highly 
probable that they were used in 2 Tim 3:8 as a prototypical 
opponents in order to combat magical practices associated 
with heterodox teachers. This interpretation is supported 
by the occurrence of the Greek term goes (lit. magician) in 
the same context (2 Tim 3:15). Acts 19:11—20, esp. 19:18, 
depicts the strong grip that folk religion had on many 
believers there, even influencing the interpretation of the 
Pauline miracles (19:11—12). Moreover, it is noteworthy 
that the Ignatian collection of letters uses the term mageia 
(magic) only once, and that in his letter to the Ephesians 
(19:3, Christ destroyed all rnagic). An indication of the 
continuing struggle against the influence of detsidaimonia 
among the Christian communities of Anatolia is reflected 
in the content of the two mid-4th century Anatolian Coun- 
cils of Gangra and of Laodicea (Hefele 1876). Both of 
these attest the ongoing belief among Anatolian Christians 
in ascetic spirituality achieved! through dietary and sexual 
deprivation. 

2. Jewish Issues. There is an increasing awareness of 
the social and theological civersity that existed among 
Greco-Roman Jews in general and Anatolian Jews in partic- 
ular (cf. Kraabel 1968; HJP? 3/1). Judaism did not, even in 
Palestine, possess only one self-definition (Sanders et al. 
1981; Hengel 1974). In all probability the first Christians 
in Asia Minor lived, worshiped, and studied Torah in the 
context of Anatolian synagogue congregations. In the case 
of Paul’s efforts as an aposiclos, his foremost energy was 
spent in fulfilling an Isaianic missiology that led him to 
gentiles through restored Israelites (= “converted” Jews). 
This is the only plausible explanation for the habitual 
Pauline modus operandi best captured in the phrase “to 
the Jew first” (Rom 1:16, 2:°-10; 1 Cor 9:20; Acts 17:2). 
In line with this outlook, there was the conviction that the 
Israel of God consisted of those who were, by faith, heirs 
of Abraham, irrespective of their race (Gal 6:16). Regard- 
ing the synagogue attitude toward circumcision, which was 
the essence of the problem among churches in central 
Anatolia in the mid-Ist ceniury, there was no standard 
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practice. The fact that as a Jewish boy Timothy had not 
been circumcised (Acts 16:1) provides an Anatolian exam- 
ple of a fact already known from Hellenistic Jewish au- 
thors, namely, that the issue of the requirement of circum- 
cision for membership in Israel, both for Jews and 
proselytes, was unsettled among Ist-century Jews. Evi- 
dence of diversity in other matters is seen in the coexis- 
tence of a Samaritan/Gerizim synagogue and a Jewish/ 
Jerusalem synagogue on the nearby island of Delos in the 
Hellenistic period (White 1987). It is quite natural to 
assume that this ubiquitous Jewish theological diversity had 
an appreciable impact on Christian believers both before 
and after the major rift between the church and syna- 
gogue. For example, this type of Jewish diversity regarding 
the necessity of circumcision provides a significant context 
for early Christian struggles with the same issue (e.g., 
Galatians). It is quite evident that the theology of Anatolian 
Judaism contributed to the theology of Anatolian Christi- 
anity, its offspring. Even after the Jewish faith had reluc- 
tantly given birth to the church, the church’s umbilical 
cord to Judaism was never entirely severed, with the possi- 
ble exception of the Marcionite churches. The most obvi- 
ous example of this would be in the heavy dependence 
upon the Jewish Scriptures (e.g., Acts’ depiction of the 
Pauline sermons in Asia Minor, Galatians, Ephesians, | 
and 2 Timothy, Revelation, 1 Peter, Ignatius of Antioch, 
Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho). It is equally important to 
observe the reverse side of this relationship, namely, that 
many of the schisms, aberrations, and heresies occurring 
within Anatolian Christianity can be traced to the abiding 
influence of Jewish faith and practice, especially among 
gentile converts. The list of Christian authors who deal 
with this issue of Jewish influence and competition is 
impressive and reflects the strength of the attraction that 
Jewish ceremonies and faith had for many gentile converts. 
The internal debate with stereotypical Judaising Christians 
in Asia Minor is well known and well documented in the 
texts of Galatians and Acts 15. The epistle to the Colossians 
explicitly labels as aberrant the requirement of Sabbath 
observance by the Christian community there. 

1 and 2 Timothy, however, are not as significant in this 
regard as is often assumed. It is routine for scholars to 
point out that the epistles of 1 and 2 Timothy contain 
censure against Jewish intrusions into the Christian com- 
munity in Ephesus by its reference to those who “want to 
be teachers of the law, but do not know what they are 
talking about” (1 Tim 1:7). However, this is not necessarily 
the case. When all the characteristics of the opposition to 
Paul’s gospel are taken from all three Pastoral Letters and 
are put into one lump, “the effect is to rob each letter of 
its distinctiveness. Specific and difficult texts are replaced 
by an easy generalization” (Johnson 1987: 8). Unless one 
subscribes to a theory of synoptic harmonization among 
the Pastorals, and thereby harmonizes 1 and 2 Timothy 
with Titus, even though they are addressed to different 
geographical regions (Ephesus and the island of Crete), 
then it is not a foregone conclusion that “teachers of the 
law” (1 Tim 1:7) should be equated with “those of the 
circumcision” (Tit 1:10). In fact, | Tim 1:8-11 makes it 
clear that the author’s use of the term “law” points to an 
almost generic moral meaning of the term. Furthermore, 
even though the genealogies of 1 Tim 1:4 could be Jewish, 
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they need not be since the use of genealogies was wide- 
spread in antiquity (RAC 9: 1145-1268). 

Turning to the Johannine materials, it is usually acknowl- 
edged that there is cogent evidence for locating the origin 
of the gospel of John in Asia Minor, at least in its final 
form (RGG> 3:849; Martin 1975: 282; Robert and Feuillet 
1965: 648). It is likewise clear that the fourth gospel 
reflects, in part, the church-synagogue debate of the late 
Ist century (Pancaro 1975). This debate is reflected in the 
gospel’s redaction of Jesus’ frequent statements regarding 
the Jews (in the third person, passim) and in the use of the 
phrase “your Law” and “their Law” (8:17; 10:34; 15:25). 
The Revelation of John also mirrors the fierce competition 
between the churches and synagogues of western Asia 
Minor. When John denounces the Jewish synagogues at 
Smyrna and Sardis (Noakes 1975) with references to “those 
who claim to be Jews and are not” and to the “synagogue 
of Satan” (2:9, 3:9), it is obvious that at least in these two 
cities the churches’ self-identification and survival de- 
pended in part on its ideological victory over the local 
synagogue. Particularly revealing in this regard are the 
comments of Ignatius that reveal, a decade or so later than 
the Apocalypse, the abiding influence of Jewish ceremonial 
practices upon certain Christians in western Asia Minor. 
In his communication with the Magnesians, one discovers 
the continuing threat of Jewish ways in remarks such as “It 
is stupid to speak of Jesus Christ and to practice Judaism. 
For Christianity did not rely upon Judaism, but Judaism 
upon Christianity” (10:3; cf. 8:1; 9:1). In another text 
Ignatius portrays a peculiar situation wherein the presence 
of both orthodox Jewish Christians and uncircumcised 
advocates of non-Christian Judaism are mentioned (Phil. 
6:1). This somewhat enigmatic and provocative text (Bar- 
rett 1976) reads, “It is better to hear Christianity from a 
man who is circumcised (= Jewish Christian) than Judaism 
from one who is uncircumcised.” An equally intriguing 
text is found later in this Philadelphian correspondence. 
It is not known whether Ignatius’ opponents mentioned in 
Phil. 8:2 are Christians or non-Christians. What is notewor- 
thy is that he admits the hermeneutical problems he en- 
counters when attempting to argue with these individuals 
from the OT. These people apparently do not accept the 
presuppositions which allow Ignatius to discover Christ’s 
cross, death, and resurrection in the Jewish Scriptures (cf. 
Phil. 9:1-2). 

Melito of Sardis (annotated bibliography, Drobner 1982) 
castigates with trenchant invective (Pass. 72—99) the unbe- 
lieving Jews who crucified the Lord. Little is known of the 
church in Sardis before the writings of Melito, though 
unquestionably it was significantly smaller than the syna- 
gogue community there (Josephus Ant 12.147—53). Since, 
however, Melito is consistent in his pejorative use of the 
term “Israel” and his belief that Israel had “been replaced 
by the church, as the Law has been replaced by the Gospel” 
(Noakes 1975: 249), some argue that the affluence and 
superior social influence of Sardian Judaism precipitated 
Christian reaction (and perhaps anti-Christian persecu- 
tion) which in turn ignited vitriolic Christian fulminations 
like that of Melito’s (Kraabel 1971; Manis 1987). Some, 
however, have not yet been convinced by what appears to 
be a “sociopolitical” interpretation that is remiss about 
Melito’s theological concerns (Norris 1986). 
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The Quartodeciman controversy, which continued for 
over two centuries in Asia Minor (Canon no. 7 of the 
Synod of Laodicea, ca. 350), testifies with clarion voice to 
the perennial desire of many Anatolian Christians to main- 
tain the Jewish heritage of the Christian observance of 
Easter/Passover. Easter was celebrated in the earliest 
church at each and every Sunday assembly (RGG? 4: 1960). 
While the Sunday liturgical ceremonies from Asia Minor 
recorded in Acts 20:7 and Pliny’s description of Christian 
worship (Ep. 10.96) both point to nocturnal celebrations 
(Staats 1975), this need not have been the normal proce- 
dure on each Sunday. It is in the 2d century that the 
annual celebration of Easter began. At that time some 
Christians, primarily from Asia Minor and Syria, believed 
that they should keep the annual Easter/Passover celebra- 
tion in accordance with the Jewish reckoning of the Passo- 
ver, while Christians in Italy and Egypt preferred to cele- 
brate this annual rite on the following Sunday. Moreover, 
those who preferred the Jewish calculation of the 14th (= 
quartusdecimus = Quartodecimans) of Nisan for Easter also 
accompanied it with a fast, which caused conflict with those 
wishing to okserve Easter on the following Sunday (von 
Campenhausen 1974). In this context it is not germane to 
delve into the intricate arguments concerning the origin, 
date, literary references, and distinctiveness of the Quar- 
todeciman celebration of Easter in the 2d century (Huber 
1969) or whether it was in part “an anti-Marcionite and 
anti-gnostic institution” (Hall 1984) or if in fact there were 
distinct groups within the Quartodeciman camp (Richard- 
son 1973). What is noteworthy is the number of significant 
church leaders and bishops in Asia Minor (e.g., Melito of 
Sardis; Irenazus; Apollinarius of Hierapolis; Polycarp, 
Bishop of Smyrna; and Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus) 
who were Quartodecimans and thereby advocated a litur- 
gical calendar which had not yet given in to gentile Chris- 
tian pressure to jettison older Jewish dimensions of the 
annual Easter/Passover rite. 

In a similar fashion, the widespread advocacy of chiliasm 
(RAC 2:1073-78) in Anatolian Christianity is most likely a 
reflection of the impact of Jewish apocalypticism upon 
Christianity there (Daniélou 1964). Although the idea is 
stll undeveloped, the terminology of the 1000-year reign 
first occurs in Anatolian literature in the Revelation of 
John (20). Though it later fell into disrepute (e.g., Euse- 
bius’s disdain for it), the millennial age concept had among 
its proponents in Asia Minor the following Christian lu- 
minaries: Papias of Hierapolis (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.39); 
Irenaeus (Haer. 5.35); Justin Martyr (Dial. 80); Cerinthus 
(Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.28); John’s followers (Iren. Haer. 
5.33.3); and Montanus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.18.2; Tertullian 
Adv. Marc. 3.4.5). Sull in the 3d century traces of this 
doctrine’s influence are seen in Anatolian authors such as 
Methodius (The Banquet 9.5). 

Though one cannot be certain, the tone heard in Justin 
Martyr’s extended exegetical arguments and counterar- 
guments, even over textual variants (Skarsaune 1987), with 
the Jewish Rabbi Trypho (Dial.) may reflect the situation in 
mid-2d century Anatolia. With the passage of ume and a 
shift in the missiological outlook of later Christian leaders, 
the church’s interaction with Judaism had become less and 
less intramural. Conversions, which were occurring in both 
directions, tock place in an increasingly trenchant context. 
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The active involvement of Jews in the harassment and 
occasionally in the public clamor against Christians in Asia 
Minor is incontestably attested in the Christian sources of 
the 2d century (Wilde 1949: 141-47; Frend 1965). A 
significant testimony to the enduring influence of Judaism 
upon the churches of Anatolia is easily seen in the regula- 
tions from the 4th-century Council of Laodicea. At this 
council the Christian leaders of Anatolia believed it neces- 
sary, still in ca. 350, to prohibit Christians from keeping 
the Passover/Easter feast according to Quartodeciman or- 
dinances (Canon 7), honoring the Sabbath rather than 
Sunday (Canon 29), attending a Jewish festival with a Jew 
(Canon 37), and accepting unleavened bread from Jews or 
heretics (Canon 38). 

3. Christian Gnosticism. Since the study of Christian 
Gnosticism is beset with numerous methodological prob- 
lems regarding definition, sources, and chronology (TRE 
13: 535-50), it is no wonder that at times speculation (e.g., 
Bultmann 1956) has outrun the evidence. Even the discov- 
ery of the Nag Hammadi texts has not always clarified the 
issues. In fact, it is not completely clear to all scholars that 
these texts are even gnostic. As one writer observed, these 
“individual tractates can no longer be assumed to be Gnos- 
tic... . Thus a significant number of Nag Hammadi texts 
can no longer serve as primary evidence of Gnosticism” 
(Wisse 1983: 138). A more sober estimation of the possible 
significance of Gnosticism upon the theology of Paul, John, 
and the documents of the New Testament in general and 
its supposedly early date (Yamauchi 1983) is now forming 
among scholars. Since occurrences in the New Testament 
of the word gnosis, or other later gnostic technical vocabu- 
lary, are alone no longer regarded as adequate evidence 
for the presence of Gnosticism understood in its 2d-cen- 
tury sense, scholars are not so ready to posit automatically 
this phenomenon as the background of the opponents of 
the Prison Epistles or even the Pastorals. For example, the 
unsound doctrine of a Hymenaeus and Philetus (2 Tim 
2:17-18) which emphasized the present reality of the 
resurrection can be explained in terms of the similar 
eschatological error in 2 Thess 2:2 or in terms of a misun- 
derstanding of the resurrection accomplished in baptism 
(e.g., Eph 2:6) rather than by relying facilely upon later 
gnostic views of the resurrection (Fee 1984, ad 2 Tim 2:17— 
18). The fact that a later Christian writer such as Irenaeus 
quotes the Pastorals and assumes that their author was 
fighting heretics identical to those he was fighting hardly 
proves the case for Ist-century Gnosticism, unless one 
wishes to assume that later Christian authors were never 
guilty of employing anachronisms. With justification, scho- 
lars no longer allow later Christian writers, whether it be 
Marcion, Irenaeus or Heracleon, to pronounce themselves, 
without cogent demonstration, as the spiritual successors 
of NT authors. 

The evidence for signs of embryonic Gnosticism is 
stronger, however, when the materials in the Johannine 
Gospel and epistles are investigated (cf. Yamauchi 198] 
with MacRae 1986). The term “docetism” is the most 
frequently used label to identify the heretical group 
against which the Johannine author writes, though scho- 
lars still debate whether its origins are Jewish or not (Davies 
1962). Although docetism is neither a synonym for Gnos- 
ticism nor a necessary criterion to establish its presence, 


I + 949 


this christological heresy is normally regarded as evidence 
for the presence of certain strains of Gnosticism. In brief, 
docetic Christology advocated a rather “high” christology, 
based upon a stark contrast between the Redeemer from 
heaven and the earthly man Jesus (TRE 16: 726-28), while 
stressing the glorification and divinity of Christ at the 
expense of his humanity and his full participation in the 
flesh. Once it has been established that the community 
which John addressed in the gospel was also among the 
recipients of the epistles, it is fairly easy to detect polemic 
against a heretical christology throughout much of the 
Johannine corpus (Brown 1979; Epistles of John AB). This 
docetic background of the Johannine material makes the 
best sense out of the unique logos christology in the fourth 
gospel’s prologue (1:1—18) and explicitly fits into the doc- 
trinal denunciations of 1 John 4:1-3 and 2 John 7-11 
where the bearers of this doctrine, denying that Jesus came 
in the flesh, are attacked as antichristoi. Regardless of 
whether the vignette regarding the encounter between the 
“gnostic-docetist” Cerinthus (Iren. Haer. 1.26.1) and the 
Apostle John (Iren. Haer. 3.3.4) is factual, the letters of 
Ignatius, written within approximately a decade of the 
Johannine letters, document the growing problem the 
churches of western Anatolia were having with docetic 
christology. Ignatius’ antidocetic polemic is implicit in af- 
firmations such as God’s manifestation in humanness (Eph. 
19:3) and in references to Christ’s being truly crucified and 
truly partaking of food (Trall. 9:1—2; Smyrn. 1:2). Explicit 
indications of the presence of docetism are contained in 
his allusions to heterodox slogans that Christ only seemed 
(dokein) to suffer (Trail. 10:1; Smyrn. 2:1; 3:1-3; 4:2). At 
one point Ignatius argues, “For how is one assisting me, if 
he praises me but blasphemes my Lord by denying that he 
is a bearer of the flesh (sarkophoros)? And the one who does 
not make this confession has completely denied him 
{Christ], and made himself a bearer of a corpse (nekropho- 
ros).” Years later the Asian bishop and martyr Polycarp also 
identified the antichrists as those who did not confess that 
the Christ came in the flesh (Phil. 7:1). 

Even though Italy and Egypt provided the context for 
most of the major Gnostic teachers and schools of the 2d 
century, the early role of Asia Minor should not be over- 
looked. Later orthodox authors such as Irenaeus saw Asia 
Minor as a battleground where the true tradition and 
gospel of the church were vigorously maintained through 
the efforts of the apostles and their pupils (Zahn 1900). 
Irenaeus, whose theological roots were planted deeply in 
the soil of his native Anatolia (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 5.20.5), is 
exemplary in his many arguments against the Gnostics 
(Vallée 1981) that “all the Asiatic churches testify” (in Asiae 
Ecclesiae omnes 3.3.4) to orthodox doctrine and apostolic 
parentage. Later comments by Eusebius provide little sub- 
stantive information previously unknown on this matter 
since he basically knows only what is available in the 
sources he quotes (e.g., Irenaeus) and was himself “no 
student of heresy” (Grant 1980: 86—87). 

4. Persecution and Social Harassment. Several of the 
leading personalities associated with Anatolian Christian- 
ity were criminals. A list of these offenders would include 
Paul, the author of the Apocalypse, Ignatius, and Polycarp. 
Behind these few names stood scores of unnamed Chris- 
tian convicts whose crimes and capital punishment are 


CHRISTIANITY 


mentioned in works such as the Apocalypse of John and 
the correspondence between Pliny and Trajan. Further- 
more, the majority of the literature pertaining to early 
Christianity in Asia Minor was penned by authors after 
their arrests (e.g., Prison Epistles, Pastoral Epistles, and 
Ignatian Epistles). In a less extreme form, Anatolian Chris- 
tians knew of sporadic outbursts of social and legal harass- 
ment which might or might not have eventuated in impris- 
onment. The Lukan account of Paul’s work in Asia Minor 
(Acts 13-14; 19-20) reflects the presence of opposition 
and pogroms against the Christian mission through use of 
phrases such as “through many tribulations we must enter 
the kingdom of God” (Acts 14:22) and “. . . with tears and 
with trials which befell me through the plots of the Jews” 
(Acts 20:19) and through vignettes such as the urban 
protest against Christianity engendered by a discontented 
labor union (Acts 19). 

The epistle of 1 Peter is directed to Christian communi- 
ties in Asia Minor (1:1) and gives significant attention to 
the matter of Christian suffering (2:11—4:19). Scholars are 
not of one mind regarding this epistle’s historical matrix. 
Contemporary scholarship is less sympathetic with the 
earlier view of, among others, F. W. Beare (1947), who 
postulated that the situation depicted by the Pliny-Trajan 
letters (A.D. 110-15) was one of imperial persecution and 
that this was the appropriate context in which to interpret 
the epistle of 1 Peter. It is no longer evident to many 
scholars (Talbert 1986: 13-14) that the situation depicted 
in the Pliny-Trajan letters is one of official persecution or 
that this Christian epistle, whenever penned, should be 
read against the background of any supposed official 
persecution, whether instigated at either the imperial or 
provincial level. Scholars also differ on whether or not 1 
Peter was exhorting the Christian communities to maintain 
themselves in times of harassment through means of sec- 
tarian principles such as internal group identity, cohesion, 
and boundary maintenance (Elliot 1981), or whether 1 
Peter represents, at least in its Household Codes, a more 
open and assimilated posture (Balch 1981). In terms of 
the development of anti-Christian harassment, several 
points stand out in | Peter, particularly in regard to its 
place in the history of Anatolian Christianity. Of particular 
interest is the awareness that the “name of Christ” is a 
source of animosity and also that individuals are suffering 
as Christians (4:14—16), a situation already present in Rome 
under Nero. Possible arrests and incarcerations are im- 
plied by statements in 1 Peter (4:2:12, 16; 4:15). The 
rhetoric of the epistle is cast in dualistic e.g., Babylon, 
5:13) and eschatological tones (4:17), but there is no gen- 
eral designation of the State or emperor cult as Satanic 
(ANRW 2/23/1: 205), nor are there any allusions to the 
imperial cult. In fact, both the emperor and his minions 
are granted the status of authority and honor (2:13-17), 
and the author indicates that the fiery ordeal and suffer- 
ings that the Christians are experiencing are part of the 
normal Christian life throughout the empire (4:12; 5:9b). 
The immediate source of the Christians’ suffering seems 
to come from pagan outrage (4:4) at the sectarian lifestyle 
and ideology that is typified in the Christian demeanor 
(Goppelt 1978). 

Several important developments both in the relationship 
between “Church” and “State” and in the suffering of 
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early Christians appear for the first time in the Apocalvpse 
of John (ANRW 2/23/1: 215-26). Among the new develop- 
ments is the presence of a large number of martyrs. No 
longer is it just a matter of tribulations and suffering, but 
now John refers to those “who had been slain for the word 
of God” (6:9) and to “the blood of the prophets and of 
saints” (18:24) and to “the souls of those who had been 
beheaded for their testimony to Jesus and for the word of 
God” (20:4). A second development is the explicit evidence 
that a Christian’s impious attitude toward the cult of the 
emperor (bibliography on imperial cult in ANRW 2/16/2: 
833-910) was grounds for martyrdom (13:15). This is not 
at all surprising in light of the long-standing presence in 
Asia Minor o: cults to the goddess Roma (Mellor 1975), in 
light of the rapid reception of Augustus as a deity in Asia 
Minor (Bowersock 1965), and in light of the ubiquitous 
and beneficent presence of the imperial cult in Roman 
Asia Minor (Price 1984). The architecture, the rituals, the 
festivals and games, the swearing by the divinity of the 
emperor (Hermann 1968), and the pledges of allegiance 
to the imperial family (Weinstock 1962) all make it very 
clear that in Asia Minor “the imperial cult was not simply 
a game to be played in public” (Price 1984: 120). Rather, 
it “was a major part of the web of power that formed the 
fabric of society. . . . [and] along with politics and diplo- 
macy, constructed the reality of the Roman empire” (Price 
1984: 248). Accordingly, the persecution of the Christians 
was a response not only to their antipathy toward concerns 
of Roman jurisprudence but also to their violation of 
matters of Reman religion and piety (RAC 2: 1159-1208; 
Vogt 1962). A third development was the dualistic frame- 
work in which the author of the Apocalypse perceived the 
Roman State and provincial government. Even though 
contemporarv pagan authors could use animal epithets 
(Pliny Pan. 48.3 immanissima belua, fearful monster) to 
describe Domitian or to state that Domitian “was in reality 
an evil demon” (daimona poneron, Dio Chrysostom Orat. 
45.1), these do not approach the dualism employed in the 
Apocalypse (chap. 13). Clearly John views the government 
and imperial cult as a manifestation of Satanic oppression 
and influence. Of course, the State’s estimation of John 
would not be much higher. In light of the early imperial 
policy to destroy prophetic books which contained damn- 
ing and foreboding oracles (e.g., Suet. Aug. 31), one can 
anticipate how the government would look upon the sedi- 
tion reflected in the prophecies of the fall of Babylon 
(Revelation 13), especially penned by an exiled dissident 
(in general MacMullen 1966; cf. Juvenal Satires 6.553—564). 
In order to contextualize more accurately the church’s 
treatment by the Roman State at that period, it must be 
observed that Christians were not the only group regarded 
as a counterculture which was to be harassed by Domitian 
and his policies (Cuss 1974). For example, Domitian’s 
pogroms against individuals, even family members, guilty 
of adopting “Jewish ways” is well attested in ancient litera- 
ture (Smallwood 1976: 376-85). Domitian also banished 
philosophers and moral preachers from Italy, at least those 
whom he perceived to be seditious, and “put many Sena- 
tors to death” (Suet. Dom. 10). Disdain for Domitian was so 
intense that after his assassination his name was erased 
from many Anatolian monuments (Suet. Dom. 23; Magie 
1950: 1440-41 n. 30). Given the general cruelty and 
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paranoia which characterized. Domitian’s reign of terror, 
one should regard the State's active persecution against 
Anatolian Christianity in the light of numerous barbaric 
idiosyncrasies of Domitian rather than as a manifestation 
of constant imperial policy. 

In less than two decades after Domitian’s pogrom 
against the churches of western Asia Minor, the Pliny- 
Trajan Letters (10.96—97) detail occurrences of the suffer- 
ings and criminal punishment of Christians in the Roman 
area of Bithynia-Pontus. This official exchange enhances 
the picture of the State’s comportment toward Christianity 
under Trajan, but reveals little of the attitudes held by the 
diverse Christian population of north-central Anatolia 
(Keresztes ANRW 2/23/1: 27-87 surveys various schools 
of interpretation of the Pliny-Trajan Letters and their re- 
flection of current Roman law). Pliny reports that the 
Christians were accused by public detractors, probably on 
two counts. The first point of accusation was that of crimes 
associated, at the very least by rumor, with the name of 
Christian (flagitia cohaerentia nomini). These crimes were in 
all probability the disgusting and bizarre accusations dis- 
cussed by the 2d-century apologists (ANRW 2/23/1: 579- 
604; Henrichs 1970) rather than the more mundane 
crimes of theft and murder mentioned in 1 Peter. The 
second point of accusation, and one that seemed quite 
enigmatic to a legal mind like Pliny’s (10.96.1), was that 
the “name of Christian” was illegal. Whether Roman juris- 
prudence could legally approbate such evidence in a court 
of law was the question which motivated the governor 
Pliny to inquire of the emperor. No clear answer was given, 
in part because other legal issues surfaced between the 
time of the original accusations and the end of Pliny’s legal 
examination of the accused. In particular, criminal contu- 
macy, as Pliny defines the attitude of numerous believers 
he questioned (10.96.3), was a serious crime (Sherwin- 
White 1966: 699, 784). The point that Pliny makes to 
Trajan is that he had these Christians executed, in part, 
because of their “stubbornness and unshakeable obsti- 
nacy” (10.96.4). As in the case of the martyred Christians 
of the Apocalypse, these Christians were summarily exe- 
cuted by decapitation. Pliny employs the use of oaths to 
the gods, sacrifices to the cult statue of the emperor (Scott 
1932; Kruse 1934), and denunciation of Christ to distin- 
guish between those who were real Christians (vera Christi- 
ani) and those who were only nominal, or in some cases 
former, believers (10.96.5). In his response, Trajan sup- 
ports the governor’s previous actions (10.97.1) and also 
through his counsel reveals his convictions about the po- 
tential danger of this depraved religion. The emperor's 
prime directive to Pliny is that Christians must not be 
sought out by the governmeni. (conquirendi non sunt). More- 
over, when they are accused, their trials must be conducted 
within the guidelines of enlightened Roman jurispru- 
dence, a policy not followed by his predecessor Domitian. 
Moreover, if they repent of their Christian past, all must 
be forgiven. 

Contemporary with Pliny’s treatment of Christians in 
northern Anatolia is the famcus journey of Ignatius. Since 
he was arrested in the province of Syria and not the region 
of Asia Minor, the details of his arrest are not germane. It 
is instructive, however, to observe that the Roman guards 
who were accompanying him had ample opportunity to 
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arrest or accuse numerous Christians en route with whom 
Ignatius shared fellowship and social intercourse. Even 
though Ignatius was soon to be martyred, it is patently 
evident that neither he nor his guards believed that the 
dozens of Christians whom he calls by name in the numer- 
ous Christian communities he addresses are in any danger 
legally. Clearly, there is no evidence in the Ignatian corre- 
spondence to support the idea that it was a crime to be a 
Christian or that there existed legislation, either in the 
provinces or in Rome, that outlawed Christianity (Millar 
1973: 145-75). A decade following the official exchange 
between Trajan and Pliny, the emperor Hadrian sent offi- 
cial correspondence about the same matter. Silvanus Gran- 
ianus, governor of Asia, wrote Hadrian about the “Chris- 
tian problem” (a.p. 121-22), and the emperor's reply was 
sent to the governor’s successor Minicius Fundanus (a.p. 
122-23) and later preserved in Justin’s J Apology (68). 
Hadrian’s reply “denounced informers, eager to blackmail 
their victims, and insisted that charges had to be proved in 
court, not simply initiated by petitions or popular clamor,” 
while at the same time, it “did not revoke the penalties 
against convicted Christians but did require orderly pro- 
cedure” (Grant 1988b: 34). 

Fragments of Anatolian Christian writers of the late 2d 
century depict a new development in the Church’s effort 
to carve out a workable peace with the Roman State. Two 
prominent apologists who articulated a theology of a syn- 
ergistic relationship between the Roman State and the 
Christian Church are Apollinaris, bishop of Hierapolis, 
and Melito, bishop of Sardis. In approximately 176 both 
men wrote to the emperor Marcus Aurelius, writings now 
partially preserved in Eusebius’ Church History (Apollinaris, 
5.5.4; Melito, 4.26.5-11). It was during the Marcomannic 
Wars that the troops of the emperor engaged the Quadi, a 
Germanic tribe. The Quadi’s siege machine was destroyed 
by lightning. Later a miraculous rain storm invigorated a 
fatigued Roman army and helped them become victorious. 
Virtually every one, except the Germans, regarded these 
miraculous occurrences as the providential intervention of 
deity. For example, the pagan miracle worker Alexander 
of Abonuteichos, an Egyptian priest named Arnuphis, 
Roman priests, Christian soldiers, and others all claimed 
some type of credit for these miracles. The Christian 
bishop of Hierapolis, though partially misrepresented by 
Eusebius, apparently used this miraculous event a part of 
an apology. Specifically, he argued that the victory was 
given to the Roman troops because a legion of Christian 
soldiers had been prayerful on behalf of the empire. 
Needless to say, this was also a way to demonstrate to the 
emperor and his provincial leaders that the church was 
not seditious. The thrust of the apology of Melito was that 
the proof of the divine origin of Christianity is demon- 
strated by the fact that it appeared simultaneously with 
the advent of Augustus. Christianity, according to Melito, 
was nursed in the cradle of the Roman Empire. Moreover, 
the general prosperity and longevity of the Roman Empire 
can only be attributed to the peaceful coexistence (with a 
few exceptions) of Rome and the church, both created and 
protected by the Christians’ God. The historical realities 
of the late 2d and 3d centuries indicate that the apologetic 
efforts of these two Anatolian bishops was not particularly 
effective. According to R. M. Grant, the greatest effective- 
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ness of these apologetic pleas was within the Christian 
community itself as a means to undergird the Christian’s 
theology of culture, morality, and politics (Grant 1988a: 
14). 


F. Conclusion 

Since the content of the historical sources themselves 
are controlled by specific occasions, one should not expect 
to arrive at more than a partially distorted reconstruction. 
Working within the boundaries of this fact, one can, nev- 
ertheless, conclude that the first two centuries of Anatolian 
Christianity demonstrated several important features. An 
obvious feature is that Christianity in Asia Minor, at least 
in the eyes of its leaders, was characterized by conflict. The 
sources of the conflict were at times internal and at times 
external; there were few times, however, when there was 
not an open conflict. A second feature was that the con- 
flicts were often accurate reflections of the points of colli- 
sion between the Christian gospel and various facets of 
Anatolian culture. Another characteristic of the early his- 
tory of Christianity in Asia Minor is its dynamic develop- 
ment. Whether it be orthodox or heretical developments, 
the Christian churches were, though not always con- 
sciously, adapting and modifying its message and teaching. 
The final feature is the dominant role that Anatolia played 
in providing the regional context for the growth and 
training of prominent Christian individuals and in setting 
the stage for the occasions, developments and articulation 
of most of the important issues and doctrines of early 
Christianity throughout the Roman world. 
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CHRISTIANITY IN EGYPT 


This articie is limited to a discussion of the development 
of Christianity in Egypt to the end of the 2d century, 
focusing upon the period before the middle of the 2d 
century. 


A. Eusebius on Christian Origins in Egypt 
1. Eusebius’ Account 
2. Eusebius’ Sources 

B. The Mark Legend 
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Miscellaneous Traditions and Allusions 

Early Alexandrian Christian Literature 

1. Noncanonical Gospels 

2. Miscellaneous Nongnostic Writings 

3. Gnostic Writings 

E. Christian Origins in Egypt: Two Theories 
1. Originally “Heretical’: Walter Bauer 
2. Originally Jewish: C. H. Roberts 

F. Summary and Conclusicns 
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A. Eusebius on Christian Origins in Egypt 

The earliest historical treatment of Christianity in Egypt 
of any consequence is that of Eusebius of Caesarea in his 
Ecclesiastical History (first edition ca. 311 c.£.). To be sure, 
Eusebius does not concentiate in any way on Egypt; in- 
stead he intersperses his discussion of the developments in 
Egypt with his discussion of events, persons, etc., else- 
where. Even so, one can string together Eusebius’ isolated 
reports so as to get a running account of his version of the 
origins and development of Christianity in Egypt. That 
account, tendentious as it is, can be condensed and para- 
phrased as follows (ending at the beginning of the 3d 
century): 

1. Eusebius’ Account. Mark, after recording in his gos- 
pel Peter’s teaching in Rome (2.15), was sent to Egypt to 
proclaim this gospel and was “the first to establish churches 
in Alexandria itself” (2.16; trans. Lake 1926: 145). The 
ascetic and philosophical lifestyle of Mark’s converts is 
described at length by the Jewish philosopher Philo, who 
is also reported to have visited Peter in Rome in the days 
of Claudius (2.16.1-17.1). Philo refers to the Alexandrian 
Christians as “Therapeutaz” (2.17.3-24; cf. Philo Vit. 
Cont.). It is clear from his description that Philo “welcomed, 
reverenced, and recognized the divine mission of the ap- 
ostolic men of his day, who were, it appears, of Hebrew 
origin, and thus still preserved most of the ancient customs 
in a strictly Jewish manner” ‘2.17.2). 

“In the eighth year of the reign of Nero (62 C.E.) 
Annianus was the first after Mark the Evangelist to receive 
charge of the diocese of Alexandria” (2.24). The bishops 
who succeeded Annianus were Abilius (85—97/98), Cerdo 
(98-109), Primus (109-20), Justus (120-31), Eumenes 
(131-44), Mark (144-54), Celadion (154-68), Agrippinus 
(168-80), Julian (180-89), Demetrius (189-232; Eusebius 
3.14, 21; 4.1, 4, 5, 11, 19; 5.9, 22; 5.26). (There are some 
minor discrepancies in the datings of some of these bish- 
ops between Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History and his earlier 
Chronicle. The dates are established with reference to reg- 
nal years of the emperors.) 

During the eighteenth year of Emperor Trajan (115 
c.E.), “the tragedy of the Jews was reaching the climax of 
successive woes.” A rebellion broke out in Alexandria and 
in the rest of Egypt and Cyrene, bringing great devastation 
to the Jews there (4.2). 

“Like brilliant lamps churches were now [in the time of 
Hadrian, 117-38 c.£.] shining throughout the world,” but 
the devil was also “turn[ing] his devices against the church” 
by fomenting heresies. Froin the teachings of Menander 
(cf. 3.26) there developed in Antioch the sect of Saturni- 
nus, and in Alexandria that of Basilides. Basilides’ mythol- 
ogy was met with rational re“utations on the orthodox side 
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in Alexandria, of which a most powerful example was that 
of Agrippa Castor (4.7.1—8). 

Carpocrates, a contemporary of Basilides, was father of 
the so-called “Gnostic” heresy. The Carpocratians engaged 
in shocking obscenities, and it is on their account that 
calumnies have been spread about Christians among the 
unbelievers (4.7.9—11). 

Valentinus, the founder of a special heresy, came to 
Rome in the time of Bishop Hyginus (138-41). (Eusebius 
does not say where Valentinus came from, but he was 
presumably not unaware of his prior activity in Alexan- 
dria.) 

In the days of Emperor Commodus (180-92) and 
Bishop Julian (180—89), the famous Pantaenus was a leader 
among the Alexandrian faithful in the school of sacred 
doctrine that had existed there from ancient times. Pan- 
taenus, formerly trained in Stoic philosophy, had gone on 
a missionary journey as far as India. There he found a 
copy of the gospel of Matthew in Hebrew, left among the 
Indians by Bartholomew. Pantaenus was head of the 
school in Alexandria until his death (5.10). 

The famous Clement was a student of Pantaenus (5.11), 
and succeeded him as head of the school, serving in that 
capacity into the reign of Emperor Severus (193-211; 6.6). 
Another student of Pantaenus’ was Alexander, who later 
became Bishop of Jerusalem and was involved in the ordi- 
nation of Origen to the priesthood (6.8.4, 7; 11.1-2; 14.9). 
Among Clement's pupils were Origen (6.6) and the afore- 
mentioned Alexander, also a student of Origen’s (6.14.9). 
Origen became head of the catechetical school at the age 
of eighteen (in 204), during a time of persecution (6.3.3). 

During the Easter controversy many conferences of 
bishops were held in various places, including one in 
Palestine over which Bishop Theophilus of Caesarea and 
Bishop Narcissus of Jerusalem presided. A letter was for- 
mulated in the conference defending the view that Easter 
should be celebrated only on a Sunday (5.23). In that 
letter, meant to be read in all the churches, it was reported 
that the Alexandrian church also celebrated on the same 
day as the Palestinians, and that letters had been ex- 
changed between Alexandria and the Palestinian churches 
on the question (5.25). 

The persecution of the Church under Severus (203 c.£.) 
was especially severe in Alexandria, where many martyr- 
doms took place. “God’s champions” were brought there 
from Egypt and the whole Thebaid for torture and death. 
Among the martyrs of that persecution was Leonides, 
father of Origen (6.1). 

2. Eusebius’ Sources. Where did Eusebius get his infor- 
mation, and how reliable is it? We shall for now skip over 
the Mark legend (see below). Eusebius’ equation of the 
Jewish Therapeutae with the earliest Alexandrian Chris- 
tians, and the story of Philo’s visit with Peter in Rome, 
could have been based on his own reading of Philo and/or 
on a local Alexandrian tradition. In either case there is no 
real substance to this account. 

Eusebius’ information on the early bishops of Alexan- 
dria is based on a list of Alexandrian bishops probably 
taken from the lost Chronographies of Julius Africanus 
(Harnack 1897: 123—40). Those named between Mark and 
Demetrius are mere ciphers; no information is related 
about them, for none was available to Eusebius. Demetrius 
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(189-232) is therefore the first Alexandrian bishop of 
whom anything concrete is known. Julius Africanus had 
visited Alexandria (6.31.2) and presumably got his list of 
Alexandrian bishops during that visit, either from Deme- 
trius or his successor Heraclas (232—247/48). The original 
source of the list is unknown, and nothing can be ascer- 
tained as to its historicity. 

While Eusebius has a good deal of information about 
Bishop Demetrius, particularly on his stormy relationship 
with Origen, Eusebius says nothing of the pivotal role 
apparently played by Demetrius in the development of the 
Egyptian hierarchy. An interesting detail is provided in a 
much later source. Eutychius, a Melchite patriarch of Al- 
exandria who wrote in Arabic in the 10th century, reports 
in his Annals that until the time of Demetrius there was no 
other bishop in Egypt than the one in Alexandria. Deme- 
trius appointed three bishops, and his successor Heraclas 
(232-247/48) appointed twenty more (PG. 111: 982; cf. 
Kemp 1955: 138). 

Eusebius’ account of the Jewish revolt under Trajan 
(115—17) seems to be based on solid sources. The “Greek 
authors” he mentions (4.2.5) are now unknown (but cf. 
Cassius Dio 68.32 and the commentary in Stern 1980: 
385-89). The virtual annthilation of the Jewish communi- 
ties in Alexandria and elsewhere in Egypt must have had a 
profound effect on the development of Christianity there, 
but we have no knowledge of what role, if any, was played 
in the events by Christians, Jewish or gentile. 

Eusebius names his sources for his discussion of the 
heretics: Agrippa Castor for Basilides (4.7.6), Irenaeus for 
Carpocrates (4.7.8; cf. haer. 1.25) and Valentinus (4.10.1; 
cf. haer. 3.4.3). We know nothing more of Agrippa Castor’s 
refutation of Basilides than what is reported by Eusebius, 
nor do we know when it was written. 

It should be noted that Eusebius had at his disposal little 
reliable information on the Alexandrian church for the 
period before ca. 180, when Pantaenus was flourishing as 
head of the Christian school (5.10; cf. 5.9). Of the persons 
named in the earlier period, it is only the aforementioned 
heretics concerning which we have any solid information. 
For the time from Pantaenus on, Eusebius had at his 
disposal the writings of Clement, Origen, and other Alex- 
andrian churchmen; other sources may have come from 
the libraries of Caesarea and Jerusalem, such as the letters 
of the former Alexandrian, Bishop Alexander of Jerusa- 
lem, and the letter from the Palestinian churches on the 
question of Easter. 

It is also to be noted that, in his discussion of people and 
events in Egypt, Eusebius deals exclusively with Alexandria 
until he comes to the persecution under Severus (203), 
when suddenly Christian martyrs are named whose home 
territory includes “Egypt and the whole Thebaid” (4.1.1). 
That Christianity had expanded as far as Upper Egypt by 
the end of the 2d century is likely. Unfortunately Eusebius 
is not able to tell us the story of that expansion. (On the 
expansion of Christianity in Egypt up to 325 C.E., see 
Harnack 1924a: 705-29). : 


B. The Mark Legend 

Until the publication of the fragmentary letter to Theo- 
dore by Clement of Alexandria (Smith 1973), Eusebius was 
our earliest extant source for the tradition that connects 
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Mark with the early history of the Alexandrian church. 
According to Clement’s letter, whose authenticity is widely 
but not unanimously accepted, Mark came to Alexandria 
after the martyrdom of Peter. There he expanded the 
gospel that he had written earlier, during his sojourn with 
Peter in Rome, producing a “more spiritual gospel” for 
use in the Alexandrian church (the Secret Gospel of Mark). 
Unfortunately the Carpocratian heretics eventually ac- 
quired this gospel and falsified it for their own purposes 
(text and translation in Smith 1973: 446-52). 

Clement’s letter says nothing of Mark’s role as founder 
of the Alexandrian church. Indeed, it implies that the 
church there was already in existence when Mark arrived 
from Rome after Peter’s death. Nothing is said of any 
earlier sojourn of Mark in Alexandria, though the wording 
of the fragment does not exclude that possibility. Eusebius, 
in his Chronicle, dated Mark’s arrival in Alexandria to the 
third year of Claudius, i.e. 43 c.E. (Jerome’s Latin version, 
Helm 1956: 179). Did Mark make more than one visit to 
Alexandria? (cf. Pearson 1986a: 139). In any case, the 
Mark legend as reflected in Eusebius, who probably got it 
from Julius Africanus, goes back at least to the 2d century, 
to the time cf Demetrius or earlier. 

The Mark legend is filled out in the Acts of Mark (Fassio, 
April 25). In the Acts, which is preserved in two Greek 
recensions (see PG. 115, 164—69; Acta Sanctorum 12: April, 
3:xxxvili-xl) and several versions (for an English transla- 
tion of the Ethiopic version see Haile 1981: 117--34), 
Mark’s first convert was a cobbler named Ananias (Anni- 
anus), whori he eventually ordained as bishop. Three 
presbyters were also ordained by Mark: Milius, Sabinus, 
and Cerdo (cf. the episcopal succession list: Annianus, 
Abilius, Cerdo, Primus). According to the Acts, the first 
church in Alexandria was located in a place called Bouko- 
lou (later associated with Arius), where Mark was buried 
following his martyrdom. The Acis, which goes back to the 
4th century, preserves some local Alexandrian traditions, 
but the material is essentially legendary (for discussion see 
Pearson 1985a: 140-44). Whether or not Mark’s associa- 
tion with the Alexandrian church is a historical fact re- 
mains an open question (cf. Smith 1973: 279-81). The 
exact nature of that association, if it is a fact, is impossible 
to ascertain. 


C. Miscellaneous Traditions and Allusions 

The New Testament provides few hints of a Christian 
mission to Exypt. One does find references in the book of 
Acts to persons from “Egypt and the parts of Libya belong- 
ing to Cyrene” in the Pentecost narrative (Acts 2:10). and 
a Jerusalem synagogue of Alexandrians whose members 
disputed with Stephen (Acts 6:9). There is also, more 
importantly, the description of Apollos: “A Jew ... a native 
of Alexandria ... an eloquent man, powerfully trained in 
the scriptures” (Acts 18:24). According to the Western text, 
Apollos “had been instructed in the word in his home 
country.” Something of the nature of Apollos’ teaching 
can probably be extrapolated from the apostle Paul’s com- 
ments in the early chapters of 1 Corinthians (Pearson 
1983: 81-83, 1986b: 215). 

Mark’s cousin Barnabas (Col 4:10) is associated with the 
earliest history of the Alexandrian church in the Pseudo- 
Clementine literature. In the first Homily the young Clem- 
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ent, newly arrived from Rorae, is instructed in the Chris- 
tian faith in Alexandria by a Hebrew from Judea named 
Barnabas (Hom. 1.8.3—15.9). It is possible that this story of 
Barnabas’ preaching in Ale>.andria is somehow related to 
the diffusion of the Epistle of Barnabas, which is probably 
of Alexandrian origin (Pearson 1986a: 136-37; cf. Trevi- 
jano 1975). 

A well-known document bearing upon Judaism in Ist- 
century Alexandria, Empercr Claudius’ letter to the Alex- 
andrians (PLond. 1912, dated 10 Nov. 41 c.£.), has some- 
times been thought to allude to the coming of Jewish 
Christian missionaries to Alexandria. In his letter, Clau- 
dius prohibits the Alexandrian Jews from inviting into 
Alexandria “Jews coming fiom Syria or Egypt.” If such 
Jews included Jewish Christians from Palestine, Claudius’ 
letter would constitute “the first allusion to Christianity in 
history” (Reinach 1924). However, most scholars reject 
such an interpretation of the letter (Icherikover, Fuks, 
and Stern 1960: 36—55; cf. Fearson 1986a: 134-35). 


D. Early Alexandrian Christian Literature 

The best possibility for understanding the nature of 
early Egyptian Christianity in its various manifestations is 
to examine the literature produced by Christians there. 
Unfortunately the evidence is ambiguous, for it is not easy 
to determine the provenience of early Christian writings, 
and scholarly opinion is in many cases divided. (For more 
detailed treatments, see the articles on these early Chris- 
tian writings.) 

1. Noncanonical Gospels. The early Christian writings 
for which an Egyptian (Ale>.andrian) provenience can be 
established with relative certainty are noncanonical gos- 
pels: the Gospel of the Hebrews, the Gospel of the Egyptians, 
and the Secret Gospel of Mark. None of these gospels is fully 
extant; they are known only through quotations by Clem- 
ent of Alexandria and other writers within the Egyptian 
church. Another gospel, represented by Papyrus Egerton 
2 (see Koester 1982: 181--83; 222), could have been 
brought into Egypt from scmewhere else, as is the case 
with numerous other canonical and noncanonical writings 
(e.g. the Gospel of Thomas). 

The three Alexandrian gospels mentioned represent 
various traditions and could be taken to reflect the exis- 
tence, already at the end of the 1st century, of different 
Christian groups. The Gospel of the Hebrews has a strong 
Semitic flavor and, as its name suggests, circulated among 
the Jewish Christians (Christian Jews) for whom the sym- 
bolic authority of James, brother of Jesus, was an impor- 
tant feature. It contained both narrative and sayings ma- 
terial, the latter representit.g sayings found also in the 
Gospel of Thomas (cf. Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1963: 
158-65; Koester 1982: 223-24). 

The Gospel of the Egyptians (not the writing with the same 
title in the Nag Hammadi corpus; cf. Hennecke and 
Schneemelcher 1963: 166-73), of which only sayings ma- 
terial is preserved, shows a strong encratic flavor and, like 
the Gospel of the Hebrews, contains tradition that overlaps 
with the Gospel of Thomas (cf. Koester 1982: 230). Its name 
indicates that it circulated among (Greek-speaking) native 
Egyptians, and it was probably first compiled for Chris- 
tians living in the Rhakotis district of Alexandria (Pearson 
1986a: 150). 
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Of the Secret Gospel of Mark, one complete pericope is 
preserved, a story about a young man raised from the 
dead by Jesus. According to Clement's letter, Secret Mark 
was intended to be read “only to those who are being 
initiated into the great mysteries” (Smith 1973: 446). This 
“more spiritual gospel” was therefore intended to be un- 
derstood as a cultic allegory, symbolically associated with 
the sacramental life of the Christian community (cf. Smith 
1973: 167-85). Presupposed in Clement's letter is the 
public use in Alexandria of canonical Mark, as well as a 
later heretical expansion of Secret Mark by the Carpocra- 
tians. Whether or not Clement’s understanding of the 
development of these various “Markan” gospels is histori- 
cally accurate is still under debate (see e.g. Schenke 1984). 

2. Miscellaneous Nongnostic Writings. It should be 
stressed that, at the same time as the aforementioned 
gospels were being used in Alexandria, other literature, 
including literature later canonized in the Catholic church, 
was being introduced to the Christians in Alexandria. By 
the time that the heretics mentioned by Eusebius were 
flourishing in Alexandria during the time of Hadrian (see 
above), a substantial number of Christian writings were 
already in use there. The heretics themselves freely used 
Christian writings later accepted in the Catholic church as 
canonical. For example, the extant fragments of Valen- 
tinus, which presumably stem from his Alexandrian pe- 
riod, reflect not only the use of gnostic mythological writ- 
ings but also of the epistles of Paul and the gospel of 
Matthew (cf. Layton 1987: 229-49). Basilides knew and 
used the epistles of Paul and, perhaps, | Peter (fragments 
in Layton 1987: 427-44), 

Returning now to other early Christian writings com- 
posed in Egypt, at least two would seem to qualify as 
coming from the time before (or at least during) the floruit 
of the aforementioned heretics: the Kerygma of Peter and 
the Epistle of Barnabas. The former is an apologetic work, 
pseudonymously attributed to the apostle Peter, which 
characterizes the people of the “New Covenant” (Chris- 
tians) as a “third race” (cf. Hennecke and Schneemelcher 
1964: 94-102). The latter is charged with apocalyptic 
fervor and devoted to a specifically Christian reinterpreta- 
tion of older Jewish exegetical and ethical traditions (Kraft 
1965: cf. Pearson 1986b: 211—14). 

Other (nongnostic) Christian writings probably com- 
posed in Egypt during the first half of the 2d century are 
2 Clement (Koester 1982: 233-36), the Apocalypse of Peter 
(not the writing with the same title in the Nag Hammadi 
corpus), and the Protevangel of James. It is also possible that 
the canonical epistles of Jude and 2 Peter were written in 
Egypt (Gunther 1984). It is quite probable, too, that Chris- 
tian redactions of Jewish pseudepigrapha were already 
being made in Egypt during this period, e.g. the Ascension 
of Isaiah, the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Sibylline 
Oracles, the Apocalypse of Elyah, and the (lost) book of Jannes 
and Jambres. Of the Christian literature now lost to us, | 
would mention here especially the Traditions (or Gospel) of 
Matthias (Hennecke and Schneemelcher 1963: 308-13) 
and the letter of Paul to the Alexandrians named in the 
Muratorian canon list (Hennecke and Schneemelcher 
1963: 44; cf. 1964: 91). The latter is said to have been 
forged by the Marcionites, and may have been used in the 
early states of a Marcionite mission to Alexandria (Har- 
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nack 1960: 134*). Pace Koester (1982: 236-38) and others, 
I would regard the Epistula Apostolorum as a product of 
Asia Minor rather than Egypt (cf. Pearson 1986a: 149). 

Two writings probably composed in Egypt shortly after 
the middle of the 2d century should also be mentioned 
here: the Sentences of Sextus and the Teachings of Silvanus, 
two of the nongnostic tractates included among the Coptic 
papyri discovered near Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt in 
1945. The Sentences of Sextus (NHC XII,/), a collection of 
gnomic sayings, is strongly influenced by Greek ethical 
philosophy and is marked by a mild asceticism (cf. 
Edwards and Wild 1981). The Teachings of Silvanus (NHC 
VII,4) is a book of Christian wisdom akin to the Wisdom 
of Solomon both in form and content. Explicitly antignos- 
tic, it is an important link in the chain of tradition that 
runs from Philo, and probably Apollos, to the great Alex- 
andrian teachers Clement and Origen (cf. Pearson 1986b: 
211-15). 

3. Gnostic Writings. Turning now to the writings of the 
Gnostics, we now have a whole “library” of gnostic works 
discovered in Egypt, the NAG HAMMADI CODICES. The 
problem we confront in this case, however, is how to 
determine which of the tractates, all of them composed 
originally in Greek, are of Egyptian provenience, and 
when they were written. Can any of the Nag Hammadi 
writings be dated to the time of Basilides and Valentinus 
or before? Were they produced in Egypt, or brought there 
from somewhere else? 

The Gospel of Truth (NHC 1,3; IXX,2) is the only Nag 
Hammadi tractate which can safely be attributed to one of 
the great heresiarchs, viz. Valentinus (Layton 1987: 250— 
64). This marvelous work of Christian mysticism could 
either have been written in Alexandria, or in Rome after 
Valentinus’ departure from Egypt. 

Valentinus, as a Christian “reformer” of the gnostic 
religion, certainly based his mythology on a previously 
existing gnostic myth (cf. Layton 1987: 5, 217-27). There 
can hardly be any doubt that the myth found in the 
Apocryphon of John comes closest of any of the Nag Ham- 
madi writings to the one used and modified by Valentinus 
and his disciples. The same myth is also partially repre- 
sented in Irenaeus, haer. 1.29. However, that is not to say 
that Valentinus, or even Irenaeus, knew and used the 
Apocryphon of John, which in its extant form is a composite 
document probably later than Valentinus (cf. Pearson 
1986c: 19-25). The myth in question, therefore, is a 
common source used by the author of the Apocryphon of 
John and by Valentinus. 

Where did that myth originate, Egypt or Syria? Syria is 
often regarded as the birthplace of Gnosticism, and some 
scholars even locate some of the most important Nag 
Hammadi texts there, including the Apocryphon of John 
itself (e.g. Koester 1982: 209-14; the others named by him 
are Apocalypse of Adam [V,5], Hypostasis of the Archons [11,4], 
First Apocalypse of James [V,3], and Second Apocalypse of James 
[V,4]). It should be noted that the system of Saturninus 
summarized by the heresiologists (Iren. haer. 1.24.1-2) 
evidently presupposes the same myth as that of the Apocry- 
phon of John (Layton 1987: 159-62). Saturninus was active 
in Syrian Antioch. It is therefore likely that the myth used 
by Valentinus was brought to Egypt from Syria early in the 
2d century, if not before. 
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However, “here is also good reason to posit an Alexan- 
drian origin for some of the early Nag Hammadi texts, 
both Christian and non-Christian. The most important 
one in the latter category is Eugnostos the Blessed (I11,3; V,1), 
a theological treatise of Jewish gnostic origin. Its version of 
the Anthropos-Sophia myth probably contributed to Val- 
entinus’ doctrine of the Pleroma (van den Broek 1986: 
195-201). The Christianized expansion of Eugnostos, the 
Sophia of Jesus Christ (111,4; BG,3), was also, no doubt, 
produced in Egypt. Another Christian text, the Apocryphon 
of James (1,2), preserving valuable gospel tradition, reflects 
the kind of Jewish Christianity that is also found in the 
Gospel of the Hebrews (Koester 1982: 224-25). Its relation- 
ship to Gncsticism is difficult to ascertain, though it is 
sometimes taought to reflect some Valentinian influence 
(cf. Williams 1985). 

The origins of Egyptian Gnosticism are just as obscure 
as the origins of Egyptian Christianity, and this is not the 
place to discuss Gnosticism and the Nag Hammadi texts. 
(See GNOSTICISM; NAG HAMMADI [Codices].) Suffice 
it to say he-e that the Nag Hammadi corpus does not 
provide us with much information on the origins either of 
Egyptian Christianity in general or of Egyptian Gnosti- 
cism. It does serve as evidence of the proliferation of 
Gnosticism in Egypt in the 2d century and its persistence 
into the 4th century in upper Egypt. It is clear from such 
evidence that definite borderlines between “orthodoxy” 
and “heresy” were established in Egypt rather late (cf. 
Koester 198%: 239). 

The last observation implies, of course, that no clear 
borderlines between “orthodoxy” and “heresy” existed in 
the early period either. The basic question at issue here is 
the relative strength and antiquity in Egyptian Christianity 
of those varieties of the Christian religion that later came 
to be identified as “heretical” or “orthodox.” Very different 
answers have: been put forward by scholars in attempting 
to answer this question. 


E. Christian. Origins in Egypt: Two Theories 

1. Originally ““Heretical”: Walter Bauer. In his pioneer- 
ing work, Or‘hodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (1934, 
ET 1971), Walter Bauer subjected to vigorous critical scru- 
tiny the ancient and still common view that “orthodoxy” 
always preceded “heresy” in the history of the church. and 
was inevitably invincible in theological struggles over belief 
and practice as they broke out in the church. The method 
Bauer used was to examine the available evidence for the 
development of Christianity in various geographical areas. 
What he found was that “heresies,” as later defined in 
ecclesiastical circles, were often the original and only forms 
of Christianity in many areas. The “orthodoxy” that even- 
tually came to prevail in such areas did so under the later 
influence of -=he Roman ecclesiastical establishment. 

While Bauer’s views have often been criticized, parucu- 
larly with regard to certain geographical areas, it is fair to 
say that they have gained most acceptance in the case of 
Egypt. Bauer starts with the assumption that the very 
absence of solid evidence for the earliest history of Egyp- 
tian Christianity in ecclesiastical sources is itself suggestive. 
Evidence there must surely have been. The question is: 
“What reason could [churchmen] have had for being silent 
about the origins of Christianity in such an important 
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center as Alexandria if there had been something favora- 
ble to report?” (Bauer 1971: 45). Answer: The earliest 
form of Christianity in Egypt was not “orthodox” but 
“heretical,” specifically “gnostic.” The only representatives 
of early Alexandrian Chrisitanity of which we have any 
solid knowledge are all gnostic heretics: Basilides and his 
son Isidore, Carpocrates, and Valentinus (48). 

According to Bauer, the ten bishops enumerated by 
Eusebius after Mark “are and remain for us a mere echo 
and a puff of smoke” (19’'l: 45). As for Mark, it was 
probably the Roman church that lent to orthodox Alexan- 
dria the figure of Peter’s “interpreter” as a church founder 
and an apostolic initiator of a succession of bishops (60, 
117). The earliest real glimpse that we get of “ecclesiasti- 
cal” Christianity in Alexandria is with Demetrius, under 
whose episcopal rule (189-232) an “orthodox” form of 
Christianity first developed (53-54), and to whom the 
succession list of Alexandrian bishops must be attributed 
(55). 

In order for him to maintain his theory of the heretical 
(“gnostic”) origins of Egyptian Christianity, Bauer must 
assess the earliest Egyptian Christian literature consistently 
with that theory. Thus, the Gospel of the Hebrews and the 
Gospel of the Egyptians both become products of “move- 
ments resting on syncretistic-gnostic foundations” (1971: 
50-53). The Epistle of Barnabas, given to “a thoroughly 
grotesque allegorization,” is essentially “gnostic” (47), with 
a Christology that “seems docetic” (48). These characteri- 
zations, when compared with the evidence (the texts them- 
selves!), are enough to cast ii large shadow of doubt over 
Bauer’s entire reconstruction of early Egyptian Christian- 
ity. (Cf. discussion of these and other texts above.) 

2. Originally Jewish: C. H. Roberts. A different ap- 
proach is taken by C. H. Reberts in his important study, 
Manuscript, Society, and Belief in Early Christian Egypt (1979). 
Roberts, an eminent papyrologist, bases his study on evi- 
dence not taken into account by Bauer, viz. early Christian 
papyri. Since documentary papyri provide no useful evi- 
dence before the 3d century (on the 3d and 4th century 
documents see Judge and Fickering 1977), Roberts con- 
centrates his attention on the earliest Christian literary 
papyri. 

Roberts’ survey of the extant Christian manuscripts dis- 
covered in Egypt that date to the 2d century (there are 
none earlier) yields very significant results. Ten “biblical” 
manuscripts are listed: seven Old Testament (Genesis, Ex- 
odus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Psalms) and three New 
Testament (Matthew, Luke, John, Titus). Four “nonbibli- 
cal” manuscripts are listed: the Egerton gospel, The Shep- 
herd of Hermas, P. Oxy. 1 = Gospel of Thomas (possibly early 
3d century), and Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses (Roberts 1979: 
12-14; all are codices, except Hermas and Irenaeus). Man- 
uscript finds are, of course, haphazard, but it is worth 
noting that this evidence provides no support whatsoever 
for Bauer’s view that Gnosticism was the earliest and, for a 
long time, most dominant form of Christianity in Egypt. 

Roberts’ most important ccntribution is his discussion of 
nomina sacra in early Christian manuscripts, i.e abbrevia- 
tions, with superlineation, of “sacred” words such as Iesous, 
Christos, kyrios, theos, and others (fifteen in all, 1979: 26- 
27). The starting point for the development of nomina 
sacra, a Christian scribal inverition, is the name Jesous. Early 
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forms of the nomen sacrum are IE (a suspended form), and 
IES and JS (contracted forms, the latter becoming stan- 
dard). The form IE occurs in the Egerton gospel and is 
presupposed in the Ep. Barn. 9.8 (35-37). Roberts argues 
persuasively that the use of nomina sacra in Christian 
manuscripts originated in the Jerusalem church (41-46). 
The choice of “sacred” words to be specially treated in 
manuscripts as nomina sacra reflects a primitive Jewish 
Christian theology such as is found in early Alexandrian 
Christian literature. The conclusions to be drawn from 
this are that Jerusalem is the source of the earliest Egyptian 
Christianity, a Christianity which was essentially Jewish. 
The earliest Christians in Egypt would have been an inte- 
gral part of the Jewish community of Alexandria (49-73). 

Roberts points to the Jewish war of 115-17 C.£. as a 
watershed in the history of Egyptian Christianity. After 
117, “there is good reason to think that the Egyptian 
Church was assisted from without and looked less to Jeru- 
salem and Syria, as it probably had earlier, and more and 
more to Rome” (1979: 59). Aside from the regular contacts 
existing in all areas of life between Rome and Alexandria, 
Roman Christianity itself, which then was “strongly Jew- 
ish,” can be expected to have exerted its influence. This 
observation is reinforced by the 2d-century Fayum frag- 
ment of the Shepherd of Hermas and the 2d-century frag- 
ment of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses found at Oxyrhynchus 
(59,53). 

Roberts has abandoned his earlier view that the adoption 
of the papyrus codex for Christian literature in place of 
the scroll was associated with the production and propa- 
gation of the gospel of Mark, a view which also took into 
account the tradition of the founding of the Alexandrian 
church by Mark (Roberts 1954: 187-89; cf. 1979: 59 n.5; 
Roberts and Skeat 1983: 54-57). He now looks to Jerusa- 
lem or Antioch as the place where the codex was adopted 
for Christian literature. This development undoubtedly 
occurred already in the Ist century, and would have spread 
early to Egypt, where our evidence begins with the 2nd 
century examples cited. Indeed, the Christian codex and 
the nomina sacra should probably be considered as related 
developments (Roberts and Skeat 1983: 57-67). 


F. Summary and Conclusions 

How, then, do we finally assess the evidence for the 
origins and development of Christianity in Egypt? As we 
have seen, it is scanty and ambiguous, and has been sub- 
jected to diametrically opposed interpretations. 

Roberts is undoubtedly correct in stressing the Palesti- 
nian and Jewish origins of Christianity in Egypt, something 
that was intuitively affirmed by Eusebius (2.17.2, above). 
The earliest Christianity in Egypt was certainly not “gnos- 
tic,” as Bauer argues. Nor is it useful to apply to earliest 
Christianity, whether in Egypt or elsewhere, the categories 
“heresy” and “orthodoxy.” Something of the flavor of 
Jewish Christianity in Alexandria can be extrapolated from 
Barnabas and the Gospel of the Hebrews. The writings of 
Philo were probably utilized early by philosophically ori- 
ented Christians, and resulted in the kind of Christianity 
that is later exemplified by the Teachings of Silvanus and 
Clement of Alexandria. Probably already in the Ist cen- 
tury early Jewish forms of Gnosticism were being adapted 
to the Christian message by some Alexandrian Christians. 
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The war of 115-17 resulted in the final break of Chris- 
tianity from the larger Jewish matrix. From that time on, 
Gnosticism became a powerful influence in Alexandrian 
Christianity, as is illustrated especially by the activities of 
Valentinus and Basilides, who were quite willing to appro- 
priate to their own purposes the Christian books used by 
nongnostic Christians. It is to be stressed that the very 
structure of Valentinian and Basilidian ecclesiology pre- 
sumes the numerical superiority of ordinary, nongnostic 
Christians. Even so, Gnosticism gained a very strong foot- 
hold in Alexandrian Christianity during the 2d century, 
and certainly dominated its intellectual life until the time 
of Pantaenus. 

Bauer is correct in stressing the pivotal role played by 
Demetrius in the development of an orthodox ecclesiasti- 
cal establishment. Properly called “the Second Founder of 
the church of Alexandria” (Telfer 1952: 2), he was clearly 
the first “monarchical” bishop of Alexandria. However, it 
is doubtful that the impetus for this development came 
from Rome, for the monarchical episcopacy was as late in 
coming to Rome (with Victor, bishop 189—99) as it was in 
coming to Egypt (cf. La Piana 1925). The writings of the 
Gallican bishop Irenaeus (himself a native of Asia Minor) 
would certainly have served Demetrius well in the promo- 
tion of orthodoxy (the Oxyrhynchus fragment of Irenaeus 
already cited dates to the time of Demetrius), and were 
probably transmitted to Alexandria via Rome. But there 
must presumably have been sufficient “orthodoxy” in Al- 
exandria before Demetrius for Irenaeus, writing about 
180, to include the church in Egypt among the churches 
scattered throughout the world that preserve the catholic 
faith with “one heart and one soul” (haer. 1.10.2). 

It is probable that the catechetical school of Alexandria 
played a large role in the development of a theological 
orthodoxy, at least from the time of Pantaenus. Roberts 
suggests that it was Pantaenus who purged the school of 
the influence of the Gnostics (1979: 54). It was, of course, 
under Demetrius that the school came under the control 
of the bishop. 

Finally, the expansion of Christianity in Egypt outside 
of Alexandria, implicit in Eusebius’ report of the Severan 
persecution (6.1.1, above), is documented by the 2d-cen- 
tury manuscript evidence already cited. The places where 
the manuscripts have turned up include, in addition to 
Oxyrhynchus and the Fayum, Qarara (Hipponon), Anti- 
noopolis, and Coptos in Upper Egypt (in several cases the 
provenance is unknown; cf. van Haelst 1976: nos. 462, 33, 
12, 52, 179, 224, 151, 336 + 403, 534, 372, 586, 657, 594, 
671; and Roberts 1979: 13-14). The expansion thus doc- 
umented applies only to Greek-speaking Christianity. The 
expansion of Christianity among Egyptian-speaking na- 
tives is documented from the 3d century on, though it can 
be presumed to have begun earlier. The development of a 
native Egyptian Christianity is coterminous with the devel- 
opment of the Coptic language, the latest form of the 
tongue of the ancient Pharaohs. 
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CHRISTIANITY IN GREECE 


This article will trace the origins, growth, and develop- 
ment of Christianity in Greece, beginning with the mis- 
sionary efforts of Paul, recorded in the NT, through the 
empire-wide decrees of Constantine. 


A. Sources 

B. The First Century 

C. The Second Century 

Polycarp 

The Greek Apologists 

Dionysius of Corinth 

Bacchyllus 

Melito of Sardis 

Theodotus 

. The Letters of Serapion 

The Third Century 

The Fourth Century 

1. The Diocletian Persecution 

2. The Martyrs 

3. The Conversion of Constantine and the Edict of 
Milan 

4. The Council of Nicea (325) 

5. The Churches in Greece 

6. Constantinople as the “New Rome” 
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A. Sources 

The primary sources which deal with the development 
of Christianity in Greece are quite limited, especially be- 
fore the time of Constantine. The scriptural sources which 
focus almost exclusively on the ministry of Paul in Greece 
include Acts 16-20, the epistles of Paul to the churches at 
Corinth, Philippi, and Thessalonica as well as a few brief 
references in other NT epistles (Rom 15:26; 16:1; Titus 
1:5; 3:12). Scholars do not gree on the historical reliabil- 
ity of those sources, especially in the case of Acts and the 
epistle to Tits, but the chronological sequence of the 
journeys of Paul in Greece in Acts is not in doubt, nor that 
he was the first to found churches in the places mentioned 
in Acts. The epistle to Titus, which in its present form did 
not come from Paul, nevertheless gives a reliable tradition 
that Paul had some influence on the starting of the 
churches in Crete (1:5) ard that he spent a winter in 
Nicopolis in Epirus (3:12). This information is not such 
that would be fabricated in the ancient sources. 

Besides these scriptural references, there are a few brief 
comments, mostly incidental, from the Church Fathers 
indicating the presence of churches in Greece before Con- 
stantine, but they are not sufficiently detailed to provide a 
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clear picture of the size or impact of those churches. These 
references, however, do permit us to see that Christianity 
not only was still growing in Greece in the first four 
centuries, but also had become fairly widespread among 
the local people without much opposition from them. It is 
also clear that the churches had organized themselves into 
a strong episcopal body which included parts of Macedo- 
nia, Thessaly, Epirus, Thrace, most of the southern prov- 
ince of Achaia, and many of the Greek islands. The pri- 
mary sources for reconstructing the history of Christianity 
in Greece before the time of Constantine include Eusebius’ 
Historia Ecclesiastica (ca. 330—40) and also his De Vita Con- 
stantim, Hippolytus’ Philosophoumena (ca. 220-30), the ec- 
clesiastical histories of both Socrates (ca. 439-50) and 
Sozomen (ca. 435), the various collections of the accounts 
of martyrdoms in the ancient churches (especially the Acta 
Sanctorum), and Jerome’s De Viris Illustribus (ca. 392-95). 
References to the growth and development of the church 
in Greece are also found in incidental comments from I 
Clement (ca. 95), the so-called 2 Clement (ca. 120—70), The 
Apostolic Constitutions (ca. 350), Polycarp’s letter to the 
church at Philippi (117-20), the writings of Origen, espe- 
cially Contra Celsum (ca. 230), and Porphyry, Philosophy from 
Oracles and Against Christians (ca. 260-63). 


B. The First Century 

The Christian proclamation first came to Greece 
through the missionary activities of the Apostle Paul (Acts 
16:9—40; 2 Cor 2:12—-13) ca. 50. After landing at Neapolis 
(Acts 16:11), Paul began his first church in Greece at 
Philippi (Acts 16:12—40), a Roman colony where Latin was 
the official language of the courts and the common people. 
Paul’s reception at Philippi was mixed, but an important 
church was started there which later contributed to his 
needs while he was ministering elsewhere in Macedonia, 
especially in Thessalonica (Phil 4:15—16). After a brief 
imprisonment in Philippi, Paul departed for Thessalonica, 
passing through Amphipolis and Apollonia (Acts 17:1—-9), 
but again he encountered strong opposition. This time, 
however, it was the Jews who opposed his ministry and for 
safety’s sake he had to leave the city (Acts 17:5—7, cf. | 
Thess 2:14-16), but not before he started an important 
church. In a matter of months the Thessalonian Christians 
were evangelizing the Macedonian province and had even 
become an example to the churches in Achaia in the south 
(1 Thess 1:7—8). From Thessalonica he went southwest 
some forty-five miles to Beroea and enjoyed considerable 
success before a Jewish contingent of opponents from 
Thessalonica came and again forced him to leave (Acts 
17:10-13). According to the Apos. Con. 7:46, the first 
bishop of Beroea was Onesimus, the runaway slave of 
Philemon (cf. Phlm 10). After leaving Beroea, Paul went to 
Athens, but had little success in his mission there (Acts 
17:16—34). One of his Athenian converts was Dionysius 
the Areopagite (Acts 17:34), who later was called the first 
bishop of Athens by bishop Dionysius of Corinth (Eus. 
Hist. Eccl. 4.23.3). Departing from Athens, Paul went to 
Corinth (ca. 51-52, depending on the dating of the fa- 
mous inscription from Delphi which locates Gallio in Cor- 
inth for a brief stay, cf. Acts 18:12—17) and founded his 
most significant and influential church in Greece (Acts 
18:1-17). Almost from the beginning this church had 
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problems and even serious divisions (see 1 Cor 1:11—15; 
3:1-3), but there was an important response to the Chris- 
tian proclamation at Corinth. After some eighteen months 
of ministry in Corinth (Acts 18:11), Paul departed through 
the seaport village at Cenchreae, where he completed a 
Jewish vow (Acts 18:18). Acts does not say whether Paul 
founded a church there, but in the appendix of his letter 
to the Romans, he commends Phoebe, a deacon in the 
church of Cenchreae, and encourages the Romans to help 
her along her way (Rom 16:1-2). According to the Apos. 
Con. 7.46, Lucius was appointed by Paul as the first bishop 
of Cenchreae. 

In Titus 1:5 we read that Paul founded churches on the 
island of Crete and left Titus behind to give leadership 
and direction to the churches. Those churches included at 
least the ones at Knossos and Gortyna. Also in that epistle 
there is a brief reference to Paul’s plans to spend the 
winter in Nicopolis. It may be that Paul started a ministry 
there, but it cannot be confirmed. It is also possible that he 
stayed the winter at Nicopolis in preparation for his min- 
istry in Illyricum (Rom 15:19). If one were to include the 
impact of Christianity on the whole of the Hellenistic 
peninsula, then Illyricum on the northwestern part of the 
Grecian peninsula must also be added to the missionary 
activities of Paul. The departure of Titus from Paul to the 
province of Dalmatia in Ilyricum (2 Tim 4:10) also implies 
the presence of a church there, though nothing more is 
known of either his or Paul's labors in that region. 

Besides the Apostle Paul, the most influential compan- 
ions who were involved with him in his mission in Greece 
were Timothy, Silas, Luke (probably), Priscilla and Aquila, 
and Apollos. Dionysius, bishop of Corinth, claimed that 
the Apostle Peter joined with Paul in founding the church 
at Corinth and labored side by side with him (Hist. Eccl. 
2.25.8), but this has no other ancient support. The prob- 
lem of the division of loyalties in Corinth (1 Cor 1:12) has 
suggested to some commentators that Peter actually min- 
istered in Corinth; however, this could mean simply that 
Peter, as a founding pillar of the church, was appealed to 
for justification for some form of Jewish Christianity pres- 
ent in Corinth. Finally, there is a strong multiple tradition 
from the 2d to the 6th centuries which points to the 
ministry of the Apostle Andrew in Scythia, Thrace, Epirus, 
Macedonia, and Achaia. That tradition also reports that 
Andrew was crucified in the Achaian city of Patras at the 
direction of the proconsul Aegeas (see Acts of Andrew, 
Passio, AcApos 56:586; Philasterius De Haeresibus 88; Jerome 
Ad Marcellum, Breviarium Apostolorum, Martyrologium Ro- 
manum; and Epiphanius Haer. 61.1, 63.2). According to 
Jerome, Andrew’s bones were transferred from Patras to 
Constantinople by Constantius II, Roman emperor 337— 
61 (De Vir. Ill. 7). 

At the end of the ist century, Corinth is mentioned 
again because there was quarreling going on in the church 
which led to the expulsion from office of several of its 
presbyters. Clement of Rome wrote to them encouraging 
them toward peace, humility, and obedience to their lead- 
ers (1 Clem. 4-20, 44-46). 

It is likely that there were other churches in Greece in 
the Ist century at Larissa, Patras, and Aegina (according 
to Apos. Con. 4.46, Crispus, presumably of 1 Cor 1:14, was 
the first bishop of Aegina), and probably elsewhere owing 


CHRISTIANITY 


to the evangelistic spirit of the churches in Macedonia (1 
Thess 1:7--8). 


C. The Second Century 

Because the sources for understanding the development 
of Christianity in Greece in the 2d century are more 
limited than those for the Ist, even a broad outline of the 
church’s activity in Greece for that era is difficult to pro- 
duce. The following references, though limited, are essen- 
tial for anv description of the ecclesiastical climate in 2d- 
century Greece. 

1. Polycarp. Around 117-20 Polycarp, bishop of 
Smyrna, wrote a letter to the Christians at Philippi partly 
to prepare them for an impending visit of Ignatius of 
Antioch, who was on his way to Rome for martyrdom, but 
mostly to warn them against disorders and apostasy (Ep. 
Pol.). He rejoiced with them that their faith had deep roots 
and that it was still bearing fruit (1:2). 

2. The Greek Apologists. At nearly the same time Quad- 
ratus of Athens, the first Christian apologist, wrote a 
defense of the Christian faith to the Emperor Hadrian (ca. 
124-25), answering the objections of both Jews and pagans 
(Hist. Eccl. 4.3.1—-2). Aristides, also from Athens, sent an- 
other apology to Hadrian (ca. 125), defending both the 
existence and eternity of God as well as the superiority of 
the Christian understanding of God (Hist. Eccl. 4.3.3). 
Some scholars locate both of these apologists’ writing ca- 
reers ca. 160 during the reign of Antonius Pius (138-61), 
but that view is difficult to establish. The most distin- 
guished 2d-century apologist from Athens was Athenago- 
ras (ca. 17(—80), who set forth the earliest defense of the 
Christian doctrine of God as three in one. Whether there 
was a Christian philosophical school in Athens during the 
2d century which trained these apologists is not known, 
but the fact that they all came from Athens in the 2d 
century is suggestive. 

3. Dionysius of Corinth. The most influential bishop in 
Greece in «he 2d century was Dionysius (ca. 170), who 
wrote letters to several churches and individuals encour- 
aging them in the Christian faith. Among the eight letters 
referred tc by Eusebius, he wrote to the churches at 
Athens, Lacedaemon, and to Gortyna and Knossos in 
Crete (Hist. Eccl. 4:23). He rebuked the Christians at 
Athens for their tendency toward apostasy following the 
death of their bishop (Publius), but rejoiced that their new 
bishop (Quadratus—not the apologist) had brought them 
back to the faith. The church in Lacedaemon shows that 
the Christian message had reached the southernmost part 
of the Peloponnese by 170. The significance of this city is 
not known during the 2d century—it may have been a 
small country community and may also have been an 
alternative name for Sparta, as some have suggested-——but 
by the 4th century its importance both socially and politi- 
cally is seen by its inclusion, along with Corinth and 
Athens, in the request from the emperor Julian to help 
him in his political reforms. Dionysius’ exhortation to 
Pinytus, the bishop of the church at Knossos in Crete, to 
cease impos:ng his strict views of continence on the church 
there shows an early tendency toward asceticism in the 
churches of Greece (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.7). After mentioning 
his letter to Soter of Rome, Eusebius calls attention to 
Dionysius’ complaint about the altering of some of his 
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letters by his opponents, »ossibly the Marcionites, whom 
he condemned in his letter to the church at Nicomedia 
(Hist. Eccl. 4.24.4). 

4. Bacchyllus. Following Dionysius, Bacchyllus became 
bishop of Corinth (ca. 18£—90) and was an active partici- 
pant in the Easter (Quartcdecimian) Controversy, writing 
an influential letter on the matter (Hust. Eccl. 5.22.1; 
5.23.4; see also Jerome De Vir. Ill. 44). 

5. Melito of Sardis. Eusebius tells of a letter from Melito 
of Sardis (ca. 180) to the emperor Marcus Aurelius, or 
Antonius Verus, (emperor. 161-80) and his son Commo- 
dus, imploring them to send a letter to the magistrates of 
Asia not to take further actions against the Christians. He 
reminds the emperor that his father, the emperor Anto- 
nius Pius (138-61), had written similar letters to the cities 
of Larissa, Thessalonica, and Athens directing them to do 
no further harm to the Christians (Hist. Eccl. 4.26.7—11). 

6. Theodotus. Among the defectors from the Christian 
faith during the 2d-century persecutions (probably those 
of Marcus Aurelius, 161-80), Theodotus of Byzantium was 
condemned by Hippolytus of Rome (ca. 190) for his denial 
of the faith (Philosophoumen.a 7:7). He was later excommu- 
nicated by Victor of Rome (192-202) for his Arian doc- 
trines about Christ (Epiph. Haer. 54.1). 

7. The Letters of Serapion. A final witness to the growth 
and development of the church in Greece in the late 2d 
and perhaps early 3d centuries comes from Eusebius. 
While describing the letters of Serapion of Antioch against 
heresy, he mentions the names of various bishops who 
signed Serapion’s letters, signifying approval of the con- 
tents. Among these bishcps was Aelius Publius Julius, 
bishop of Debeltum, a colony of Thrace (Hist. Eccl. 5.19.3). 
This story also provides evidence that a Thracian provin- 
cial synod was held toward the end of the 2d century in 
order to discuss the Montinist controversy, showing the 
kind of cooperation existing among the various churches 
both in and outside Greece 


D. The Third Century 

The few ancient sources that do exist for the reconstruc- 
tion of the growth and development of Christianity in 
Greece in the 3d century «re mostly concerned with the 
persecutions initiated by Decian. About all that is other- 
wise known is the visit of Origen to Nicopolis near Actium 
in Epirus (ca. 230), where he found a copy of the Scrip- 
tures (presumably the OT). Both his stay there and his 
finding a copy of the Scripiures obviously suggests that a 
Christian community was situated in Nicopolis (Hist. Eccl. 
6.13.2). About the same time, Origen also spent some time 
in Athens in order to finish his commentary on Ezekiel 
(Hist. Eccl. 6.32.2). He described the church in Athens as a 
“peaceful and orderly body, as it desires to please Al- 
mighty God” (Origen c. Ce’s. 3.30). He also spoke along 
similar lines about the church at Corinth. 

The life of the churches in Greece in the middle of the 
3d century was dominated primarily by the Decian perse- 
cution. The Roman emperor Decius saw the Christians as 
a threat to the unity of the empire. They were emerging 
as an empire within the empire, and they were even 
referred to as a “nation” (Gk ethnei) by Jovius Maximinus 
Augustus in a letter to Sabinus (see Hist. Eccl. 9.9a.1, 4). 
The text (written ca. 312-13) clearly shows the perceived 
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threat Christianity posed to the Roman Empire. The grow- 
ing number of Christians and the consequent abandon- 
ment of the state religion by many was taken with utmost 
seriousness. With his edict in January of 250, Decius began 
the first empire-wide persecution of the Christians, start- 
ing with the execution of Fabian, bishop of Rome. The 
persecution lasted about eighteen months until Decius was 
killed. Valerian, his successor, resumed the persecutions in 
August of 257 and they continued until his capture by the 
Persians in June of 260. His son, Gallienus, reversed the 
edict of Valerian in July of 260 and for the next forty years 
the Christians throughout the empire lived in relative 
peace and freedom to practice their religion (Hist. Eccl. 
7.11-13). Our information about the persecutions from 
250-60 is more complete for cities like Rome, Carthage, 
and Alexandria, where the full force of the persecutions 
and executions was felt, but there were many other Chris- 
tian martyrs throughout the empire during this period of 
which only a few names have survived. The fragmentary 
literature that has survived this era is indicative of the 
severe nature of the persecutions which the Christians 
endured in Greece and especially in Achaia. Among the 
Greeks known to have been martyred are Leonides, bishop 
of Athens, and his eight companions from Corinth (ActSS 
April 2; Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca [BHG] 2:54—-55); 
Quadratus and his Corinthian companions (BHG 1: 119); 
and Irene and Adrian from an unnamed city in Achaia 
whose feast day was kept on March 10 (ActSS March 2). 
Unfortunately, there is no surviving evidence that the 
churches in Greece produced any great leaders, scholars, 
writers, or spokespersons during this time comparable to 
those found elsewhere in the Roman Empire in the 3d 
century (e.g., Origen, Ambrose, Fabian, Dionysius of Al- 
exandria, and Cyprian). Eusebius is usually quite detailed 
in his descriptions of the most prominent persons in the 
church, but is silent about church leaders from Greece 
during this period. See Hist. Eccl. 6—7, where he focuses 
on this period of the church’s life, but says almost nothing 
about the church in Greece or its leaders. 

Throughout the 3d century, apart from the period of 
intense persecution, there was essentially complete free- 
dom to preach the Christian message. It is clear from the 
catalog of bishops from Greece representing their 
churches at the Council of Nicea (see the lists below) that 
significant evangelization had taken place throughout 
Greece, especially in Achaia. (See Sozomen Hist. Eccl. 7.7 
for further evidence of numerous well-organized Greek 
churches in the 4th century.) Eusebius also makes it clear 
that the period of relative ease for the church also pro- 
duced a time of moral laxity which, he believes, led to the 
Diocletian persecution in the early 4th century (Hist. Eccl. 
8.1.7-8.2.3). 


E. The Fourth Century 

By the 4th century, much of Greece was already Chris- 
tianized and evidently without significant opposition from 
the local residents. The Greeks in the Peloponnese, by and 
large, had embraced Christianity, and as can be seen from 
the number of bishoprics there, their churches were well 
organized. Churches elsewhere in Greece were also appar- 
ently numerous and well organized as the large number of 
bishops at the Council of Nicea in 325 from both promi- 
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nent and insignificant Greek communities suggests. Sozo- 
men gives evidence of the strong organization of the Greek 
churches when he describes the Macedonian christological 
controversy in the 4th century. He relates how the Mace- 
donian bishops rejected the notion that the substance of 
the Son was the same as that of the Father and they 
exhorted their churches not to conform to the doctrines 
of Nicea (Hist. Eccl. 7.7). 

Probably as a result of the rapid growth of the church 
both in Greece and elsewhere, the church was set on a 
collision course with Rome. 

1. The Diocletian Persecution. On February 23, 303, 
after some forty years of peace and prosperity for the 
church, Diocletian, the Roman emperor, launched the last 
great empire-wide persecution of the Christians. In a 
series of four edicts between 303 and 304 Christianity, in 
effect, became an outlawed religion in the empire. Its 
Scriptures were destroyed, its properties destroyed or con- 
fiscated, and its ministers were imprisoned and forced 
under penalty of death to offer sacrifices to the pagan 
gods. The causes for the persecution are not given in the 
edicts, but the social context of the day gives a major clue. 

First, the Christian community had increased consider- 
ably in the pagan world in the last quarter of the 3d 
century. Porphyry wrote fifteen volumes against the Chris- 
tians because he saw them as a major threat to the empire. 
He feared that none of the Christian converts could be 
reconverted to the state-recognized religion (Philosophy 
from Oracles, ca. 263), and he was especially concerned 
about the influx of educated women into the church. He 
spoke with alarm and disappointment that the Christians 
were building up their “great houses” to assemble for 
prayer (Against Christians 2.63—64). Eusebius agrees with 
such claims and speaks with pride of the growth of the 
church and its rising prestige in the last decades before 
the Diocletian persecution. He gives several examples of 
the many Christians who held high offices in the imperial 
service (see Hist. Eccl. 8.11.2; 8.6.1; and 8.9.7-8). 

Second, at the same time that the Christians were im- 
proving their image and gaining converts almost every- 
where, Rome, its government, and its religion, were clearly 
on the decline in public sentiment. Disloyalty and disre- 
spect for the government was on the rise. This was due in 
part to the many foreign invasions in both Britain, Ger- 
many, and elsewhere, as well as the consequent need for 
heavier taxation to support an even larger military neces- 
sary to suppress the unrest in the empire. Both the Decian 
and Diocletian persecutions as well as their reforms had 
little effect on bringing the necessary changes in the em- 
pire. The immorality of the higher classes continued to 
undermine the people’s confidence in Rome. Lack of loy- 
alty for the empire can be seen in the fact that the majority 
of the Roman army was made up of mercenaries, and 
neglect of paying one’s taxes was praised among the com- 
mon people. Further, unequal distribution of justice, i.e., 
the rich were getting richer and the poor poorer, along 
with a moral laxity especially among the highest leaders of 
the empire, led to a growing lack of respect for leadership. 
The opulence of the emperors and their favored lieuten- 
ants came at the expense of the already increasingly poor 
population. (See Finlay 1877: 1.99-114 for a detailed 
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discussion of the social climate of the Roman empire in 
the late 3d and early 4th centuries.) 

The empire was deteriorating and Diocletian was pain- 
fully aware of it. Before him, Aurelian (270-75) and Pro- 
bus (276—82) had tried to reform the empire, but without 
success. Diocletian, in the same spirit, tried to set the clock 
backward, and again it did not work. His solution was to 
return to the stability of the former generations through 
loyalty to the gods of the state and unity within the empire 
brought about by a stronger military. Eusebius indicates 
the Roman concern that the Christians were not loyal 
citizens (De Vita Constantini 2:50), and also that the Chris- 
tians were excluded from military service at the beginning 
of the Diocletian persecutions (Hist. Eccl. 8.1.7). 

The Christians, on the other hand, assumed that the 
empire would not and could not last because it had stood 
for evil, unequal justice, promiscuity, and immoral behav- 
ior in the upver classes. The Greeks, long imbued with a 
sense of equality and the feeling of a moral code which 
applied to both superiors and inferiors, generally em- 
braced Christianity because it enforced the observance of 
the moral duties on every rank of society without distinc- 
tion. The general demoralization of women in the empire 
compared to the morality taught by the Christians with 
respect for women led many women to convert to Christi- 
anity. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Roman em- 
perors should have seen Christianity as a threat. The 
church stood for the morality that the populace was com- 
ing to appreciate. The loyalty and fervency of faith com- 
mon among the Christians were sorely lacking in the 
Roman hierarchy and in their religious practice. The 
church was well established and highly organized in the 
early 4th century and their political clout was doubtless a 
key factor in their being persecuted. The fear of the 
continued growth of the Christians is noted in the letter of 
Jovius Maximinus Augustus to Sabinus in which he justi- 
fied the persecution of Christians because “almost all men 
had abandoned the worship of the gods and associated 
themselves with the nation of the Christians” (Hist. Eccl. 
9.9a.1). The term “nation” (Gk ethnez) suggests the solidar- 
ity with which the emperor viewed the Christians and not 
without reascn. The authority of the bishops over the 
people in their congregations was powerful and effective 
not only in the church’s ministries, but also in daily sccial 
discourse. 

The exact reason for the Diocletian persecution is not 
clear, but the hatred for the Christians by one of his closest 
lieutenants, Galerius, is well known and both were together 
in Nicomedia at the time of the outbreak of hostility toward 
the church. At any rate, the Diocletian persecution was 
quite severe and lasted for some ten years. In Greece 
especially, where Galerius had a home in Thessalonica and 
exercised great influence, the persecution was carried out 
with extreme cruelty as the various accounts of the martyr- 
doms there show. 

2. The Martyrs. Evidence for a strong church in Greece 
in the early 4th century can be found in its lists of martyrs. 
One of the most dramatic examples shows that young and 
even pregnant women were not immune from torture and 
death by the Roman authorities (ActSS April 2: Agape, 
Irene, and Chione at Thessalonica sec. 4). The notices of 
martyrs in Adrianopolis, Drizipara, Epibata in Thessaly, 
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Buthrotum in Epirus, and Pydna testify to the vibrant 
faith of the Christians in Greece. These persecutions also 
included the burning of sacred Christian literature and 
the destruction of their properties and places of worship 
(see ActSS March 2 and April 2, and Hist. Eccl. 8.2.1—5). 
The destruction of Christian literature no doubt had a 
severe effect upon the Christians’ ability to keep accurate 
records of the growth of their mission (see the solicitation 
of Christian books in Gesta ajud Zenophilum 26), especially 
in Greece, where Galerius ;esided and was actively in- 
volved in the persecution of Christians until shortly before 
his death in 311 (Hist. Eccl. 8.17.3). 

3. The Conversion of Constantine and the Edict of 
Milan. Without question the most important event for 
Christians throughout the Roman Empire in the early 4th 
century was the conversion of Constantine to the Christian 
religion and his subsequent dict of Milan in 313, which 
gave complete religious freedom to the Christians. Even 
before the edict was issued, Constantine had given Chris- 
tians freedom to worship in safety in Macedonia and Illyria 
(Sozomen Hist. Eccl. 1:2). Afier the Edict of Milan, there 
were only a few months of persecution by Licinius in the 
East and again just briefly during the reign of Julian (361- 
63). 

4. The Council of Nicea (325). The listing of the names 
and home cities of the bishops who attended the Council 
of Nicea offers evidence for the considerable number of 
churches in Greece by the early decades of the 4th century. 
According to Sozomen there were three hundred and 
twenty bishops attending the council (Hist. Eccl. 1:17). 
Those from Greek cities of which we are aware include 
Bishop Pistus of Athens, Bishop Strategius of Hephaistia 
on the island of Lemnos in the Aegean Sea, Bishop Clau- 
dian of Larissa in Thessaly, Kishop Eustathius of Beroea, 
who was voted by the other bishops to fill the apostolic 
throne at Nicea (Sozomen His'. Eccl. 1:2), Bishop Paederus 
of Heraclea of Thrace, Bishop Budius of Stobi in Macedo- 
nia, Bishop Cleonicus of Thebes in Thessaly, Bishop Bal- 
lachus of Pele and also of Thessaly, Bishop Dakos of Scupi 
in Dardania, whose bishopric included Macedonia, and 
Bishop Marcus from Chalcis on the island of Euboea. 
Eusebius, commenting on the wide representation at the 
council, claims that “those in the remotest districts of 
Thrace and Macedonia, of Achaia and Epirus . . . were in 
attendance” (De Vita Constantini 3:7). There was no men- 
tion of representative churches in Crete at Nicea, which 
was probably an oversight sirce churches were known to 
have been established there in the Ist century at Knossos 
and Gortyna. There were also other representatives from 
the Christian communities or. several Greek islands such 
as Corcyra, Cos, Lemnos, Rhodes, and presumably Pat- 
mos. It is clear that by the 4th century, Christianity had 
reached the Greek settlements on the northern coasts of 
the Black Sea and in the Crimean settlements since two 
bishops from that region (Theophilus of Gothia and Cad- 
mus of Bosphorus) were also in attendance at the council. 

5. The Churches in Greece. Both before and following 
the Diocletian persecutions, tie churches in Greece were 
stable and well organized. That continued to be the case 
up to the time when the emperor Theodosius I (The 
Great, 379-75) established Christianity as the religion of 
the empire. There was solidarity not only within Greece, 
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but also with other churches throughout the empire. The 
episcopal form of church government also seems to have 
taken hold throughout Greece, and as is clear from the 
correspondence of Dionysius to Soter, bishop of Rome, 
there was a growing appreciation of the value of ancient 
correspondence in the churches. This was especially so 
after the edicts to burn this material. The reading of 
Clement of Rome’s letter to the Corinthians in worship as 
a means of drawing admonition from it, even some seventy 
years after it was written, was the very practice which led 
ultimately to the recognition of Christian writings them- 
selves as Scripture (Hist. Eccl. 4.23.11). 

In the 4th and 5th centuries, Athens continued to be the 
stronghold of the non-Christian philosophies long after 
Constantine had declared that the city corrupted the peo- 
ple who continued to flock from all over the empire to its 
teachers of philosophy. Later, during the reign of the 
emperor Julian (361-63), pagan sacrifices at Athens were 
still tolerated, but by the middle of the 6th century, Justin- 
ian closed the philosophical schools in Athens and discon- 
tinued the pagan sacrifices. The Athenian philosophical 
schools nonetheless continued to have an important influ- 
ence on the people centuries later, not only in pagan 
communities, but also in the Christian church. It is impor- 
tant to note that the Christian doctrine of the Trinity was 
framed within Platonic philosophical categories. Both 
Plato and Aristotle had a significant impact on the theolo- 
gies of the Church Fathers, especially Boethius (480-524) 
and Thomas Aquinas (1225-74). Although Athens never 
had a prominent Christian church, it continued to be 
revered by the Romans and the entire Hellenistic world for 
its focus on education and philosophy. However, whatever 
the strength or character of the church in Athens, it had 
little impact upon the moral and social climate of its day. 

Corinth, on the other hand, was the ecclesiastical me- 
tropolis of Achaia, having preeminence over the church in 
Athens well into the 4th century. While Corinth was one 
of the most flourishing commercial centers of antiquity, 
the church there was composed primarily of lower-class 
individuals (1 Cor 1:26~-29), at least at first. It was also 
concerned with the evangelization of the Peloponnese 
(Hist. Eccl. 4.23.1-8). 

6. Constantinople as the “New Rome.” In the early part 
of the 4th century, Heraclea, which had been the metrop- 
olis of Thrace, was surpassed by Byzantium, which became 
the capital of the Eastern empire and was renamed Con- 
stantinople in 326. The removal of the capital from Rome 
was an astute move on the part of Constantine. Since 
Greece was already predominately Christian and Rome 
was not, the Hellenistic peninsula was a much more favor- 
able climate to relocate the capital of the empire, especially 
when the emperor wanted to wed the empire with the 
church. Finlay has rightly observed that “when the em- 
peror, by becoming a Christian, was placed in personal 
opposition to the Roman Senate, there could be no longer 
any doubt that Rome became a very unsuitable residence 
for the Christian court. Constantine was compelled to 
choose a new capital” (Finlay 1877: 1.139). The power the 
church had acquired in Greece no doubt influenced Con- 
stantine’s choice of relocation, but the strategic location of 
Byzantium must also have influenced his thinking. From 
there he was able to solidify the Eastern empire and 
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organize the whole of it into four major sectors with the 
leadership of each reporting to Constantine in Constanti- 
nople. The problems of the empire were not fully solved 
by this move, but to Constantine’s credit, there was once 
again widespread unity in the empire. When he became 
the recognized head of the church, he also involved him- 
self in its affairs to the point of calling church councils and 
settling disputes of doctrine. His overriding passion for 
the empire was unity and conformity and this affected his 
dealings with the church (see examples of this in Eusebius, 
De Vita Constantini 2.61, 3.6—18, 37; 4.41-43). When Con- 
stantinople became the “New Rome,” Latin was the official 
language of the city, but Greek was still the dominant 
language of the people. Only later when the problem of 
communication persisted between the two great centers in 
Rome and Constantinople was the separation between the 
Eastern and Western empires completed. After Constanti- 
nople became the capital of the Eastern empire, it also 
became the focal point of church hierarchy in the East, 
which has lasted unto this day. 

Elsewhere in Greece, pagan temples were converted by 
Christians for use in worship and ministry. Many monks 
also took possession of pagan shrines after Constantine 
had declared that full restitution be paid to the Christians 
for their suffering and loss during the persecutions. No- 
where else in the ancient world is there so much evidence 
of Christians building their churches on the sites of pagan 
temples and shrines than in Greece. An ancient mauso- 
leum in Thessalonica, for example, which was originally 
built for the emperor Galerius (d. 311) to entomb his body 
and to be a pantheon, was converted into a church no later 
than the last quarter of the 4th century. It is still standing 
and is now called the “Rotunda” or “Agios Georgios 
Church.” 
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NORTH AFRICAN CHRISTIANITY 


It is one of the ironies of history that although Christi- 
anity in the Roman West is defined by such African lumi- 
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naries as Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, Cyp- 
rian, and Augustine, its introduction to and earliest 
development on that continent remain hidden. The first 
indications of contact are found in the book of Acts. 
According to Acts 2:10, the witnesses to Pentecost include 
“Jews and proselytes” from “Egypt and the parts of Libya 
belonging to Cyrene.” The historicity is questionable for, 
in addition to the doubtfulness of the event, the list of 
nationalities resented anticipates the later church univer- 
sal. Alexandrines and Cyrenians are also mentioned at 
Acts 6:9, as opponents of Stephen. Acts 18:24 speaks of a 
certain Apollos, who is called a native of Alexandria; 5th- 
century Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis (D) adds an interest- 
ing gloss, stating that he was “taught the word of the Lord 
in his native country.” If Bezae’s report is correct, then it 
would mean that Christianity was already winning converts 
in Egypt by t1e middle of the Ist century. Philip’s baptism 
of the Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:26—40) represents an- 
other link (probably symbolic; cf. v. 39b) with Africa. Our 
survey concentrates on Egypt (centering on Alexandria) 
and North Asrica (centering on Carthage). 

No single person is linked with the founding of Egyptian 
Christianity until the 4th century, when Eusebius (Hist. 
Eccl. 2.16) states that Mark the evangelist was “the first 
man to set out for Egypt,” and was “the first to establish 
churches in Alexandria itself.” In his Chronicle, Eusebius 
says Mark arrived in Alexandria in 43 c.z. The report of 
Marcan foundation must, however, be read in light of the 
well-known propensity for important sees to claim foun- 
dation by an apostle or evangelist. Mark’s connection with 
Alexandria may be nothing more than another example 
of this mythmaking. While not linking him with the intro- 
duction of Christianity in Alexandria—its existence prior 
to his arrival is implied—a recently discovered letter (Smith 
1973) attributed to Clement of Alexandria (and thus dat- 
ing from ca. 200 c.£., if genuine) states that after Peter’s 
martyrdom, Mark went to Alexandria. Opinion on the 
question of Marcan foundation is divided: W. Bauer (1977: 
53-58; 60) felt that Eusebius’ story was a fabrication, 
introduced in the late-2d century to support the founding 
of an “orthodox” monarchic episcopate; recently, B. Pear- 
son (1986: 137-45), while not giving credence to the story, 
has been reluctant to dismiss it out of hand: in dubite pro 
traditio. 

If one probes behind piety and examines the literary 
remains and theology, one fact emerges from recent stud- 
ies of earliest Egyptian Christianity: it was dominantly 
Jewish, essentially another sect within Judaism. Therefore, 
it seems only natural to assume that the channels through 
which Christianity first spread beyond Palestine were Jew- 
ish. Trade, professional, and family connections would 
have carried this new Jewish sect of Christianity to the 
various Diaspora communities. These included, of course, 
the old, well-established Jewish communities in Africa. 
Eusebius also supports this analysis, for elsewhere he as- 
cribes the origins of Egyptian Christianity to “the Jews” 
and states that, “for the greater part,” it followed “ancient 
Jewish customs” (Hist. Eccl. 2.17.23; cf. Klijn 1986: 164). 

Part of the difficulty in discerning traces of early Chris- 
tianity in Egypt stems to the fact that the earliest Christians 
still regarded themselves as Jews. The writings of Philo (10 
B.c.E.—50 c.E.) evidence the diversity of Jewish thought 
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present in Egypt in the Ist century. As elsewhere, the 
estrangement between Christian and Jew developed incre- 
mentally, and only became final and decisive—manifesting 
itself in recoverable evidence—after the end of the Ist 
century. Second-century Egypt yields a rich trove of ca- 
nonical as well as noncanonical Christian literature: papy- 
rus fragments of Matthew and John (but not Mark!), as 
well as the “unknown gospel” of the Egerton Papyri (Bell 
and Skeat 1935), the Shepherd of Hermas and portions of 
the Gospel of Thomas (in the Oxyrhynchus Papyri). These 
findings confirm the pluriformity of early Egyptian Chris- 
tianity, its eclectic tastes, and its close relationship with 
Alexandrian Judaism, especially as reflected in Philo. 
Gnostic currents are evident, probably related to or paral- 
lel with similar tendencies within Philonic Judaism. Tradi- 
tional Jewish motifs, such as the “two ways” teaching, are 
also evident. Another sign o! the link with Judaism is the 
fact that the two earliest Alexandrian Fathers of note, 
Clement (Str. 2.9.45) and Origen (fo. 2.12; Hom. Ier. 15.4; 
cf. Jerome, de vir. inl. 2), both know and cite without 
prejudice the Judaic-Christian Gospel according to the He- 
brews. 

The role of Alexandrian Christianity in the development 

of Christian literature, thought, and doctrine cannot be 
overemphasized. Because of its library (founded by Ptol- 
emy Soter I), the literary arts of editing and interpretation 
reached heights unequaled ir the ancient world (Reynolds 
and Wilson 1974: 5-15). The most polished recension of 
the NT gospels, the so-called “Alexandrian” text, exempli- 
fied in Codex Vaticanus (B) and P75, is the work of Chris- 
tian scribes of the generation of Clement of Alexandria. 
Hellenism was the dominant cultural influence in Egyptian 
life during this period; Greek was the dominant language. 
Clement himself is a sophisticated, urbane writer, who 
attempted to meld Greek philosophy and Christianity. His 
successor in the catechetical school in Alexandria, Origen, 
became one of the most famous scholars in antiquity. 
Pagan scholars in Alexandria had developed the art of 
allegorical exegesis for interpreting portions of Homer 
and Hesiod deemed “offensive” to current tastes; later, the 
Jew Philo borrowed the technique and applied it to embar- 
rassing or awkward portions of the OT. Clement and 
Origen borrowed the technique and applied it to the 
Gospels (see ORIGEN). 
- In addition to the likes of Clement and Origen, 2d- 
century Alexandria also produced Valentinus, Basilides, 
and Carpocrates, all later deemed heresiarchs. In the 3d 
and 4th centuries, Alexandria was home to Arius, leader 
of the Arians, as well as his opponent, Athanasius. This 
unparalleled crop of theologians represents leaders on 
both sides of the two major heresies of the early church: 
Gnosticism and Arianism; it is proof of the diversity and 
fluidity of early Christianity in Egypt. 

Egyptian Christianity is characterized by its intellectual 
activity, relative openness, and syncretistic speculation. 
Whether gnostics working wilh Greek or Jewish ideas, or 
Clement and Origen adapting Greek philosophy and exe- 
getical methods, it was an intellectual enterprise. Clement 
reflects that view when he defends philosophy (‘it is im- 
possible for a man without learning to comprehend the 
things which are declared in the faith,” (Str. 1.6) and 
disparages those who “demand bare faith alone, as if (it 
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were possible) without bestowing any care on the vine, 
straightway to gather clusters from the first” (Sér. 1.9). 

Klijn (1986: 170—75) has pointed to certain theological 
themes which emerge in early Egyptian Christianity: a 
logos christology, in which Jesus is the intermediary be- 
tween God and man; the immutability of the logos; an 
interest in the wonders worked by the incarnate logos, 
which demonstrate that his powers are not mitigated by 
his having taken on flesh. This “high” christology, empha- 
sizing the divinity of the incarnate one of his immutability, 
distinguished the so-called “Alexandrian School,” as op- 
posed to the “Antoichene School,” which sought to pre- 
serve the humanity of Jesus (Sellers 1954). These differ- 
ences set the stage for the christological and trinitarian 
controversies which were to follow, in which Alexandria 
and its theologians played such key roles. 

Moving west from Egypt along the coast of the Mediter- 
ranean Sea, one encounters the Roman provinces of Cyr- 
enaica (roughly corresponding to present-day eastern 
Libya), Tripolitana (western Libya), Africa (Tunisia), Nu- 
midia (eastern Algeria), Mauretania Caesariensis (western 
Algeria), and Mauretania Tingitana (Morocco). Research 
into the introduction of Christianity in these regions cen- 
ters on Carthage, the capital of the Roman province of 
Africa. Here, too, the imprint of Judaic Christianity is 
found. It seems reasonable to assume that Jewish lines of 
communication first brought word to Jews that their Mes- 
siah had come in the person of Jesus; the large Judaic- 
Christian community in Rome may well have been the 
source of this datum. 

Documentary evidence begins in the 2d century, with 
the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs. These twelve martyrs, from 
the obscure village of Scillium, near Carthage (or, perhaps, 
Scilli, in Numidia), were executed in Carthage on July 17, 
180 c.£. Their Punic and Latin names are taken as indica- 
tors of their backgrounds: they are rustics, from the small 
villages, Latin-speaking, with ethnic ties to the land. Per- 
haps the most striking detail is that when they are ques- 
tioned by the Proconsul Saturninus about the contents of 
a satchel, one of the martyrs, Speratus, states that it con- 
tains, “Books and letters of Paul, a just man.” Hence, we 
know that portions of the Pauline corpus had reached 
North Africa by 180; furthermore, it is presumed that the 
documents were in Latin, for it is doubtful if the education 
of a commoner would have included Greek. (It is often 
argued that one of the first Latin translations of the 
Gospels was done in North Africa; the “afra” family of mss 
in the Vetus Latina are representatives of this effort.) 
Implicit in this first notice of Christianity in North Africa 
is a period of development: time for converts to be made 
in rural areas and among the indigenous population, for 
literature to be translated and disseminated, and for fric- 
tion to arise with the authorities, necessitating persecution. 
We have no sources, however, to take us behind these 
events of fuly 180. 

Already at this date, the Scillitan Martyrs display a Latin 
practicality and stubbornness which will become a hall- 
mark of North African Christianity. They are absolutely 
unwavering in their devotion to the faith, and seem almost 
eager to die a martyr’s death. There is no second-guessing, 
no philosophical hairsplitting or reflection. About twenty 
years later, Tertullian will echo this stolid piety by asking: 
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“What has Athens to do with Jerusalem? What concord is 
there between the Academy and the church? . . . Away with 
all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, 
Platonic and dialectic composition. We want no serious 
disputation after possessing Christ Jesus” (De praescr. 
haeret. 7.9-11). Despite such sentiments, the view that 
North African Christianity was wholly anti-intellectual is 
confounded by the carefully styled, philosophically slanted 
writings of scholar-churchmen such as MINUCIUS FELIX 
(if an African), Augustine, and Tyconius. 

If heresy was the plague of the Egyptian church, then 
schism was the bane of the North African church. The 
same rigorist tone noted in the Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs 
and Tertullian later manifests itself in the Donatist schism, 
which split the church in 312. The Donatist party consisted 
of those who had survived the Diocletian persecution 
(303-305 c.£.) without recanting the faith. They objected 
to the readmission of traditores into the church, especially 
the installation of Majorinus, who had allegedly surren- 
dered Scriptures during the persecution, as bishop of 
Carthage. 

Christian inroads in North Africa during Roman times 
seem to have been limited to the coastal regions—in other 
words, to the territory within Roman frontiers. Converts 
seem to have come largely from the two uppermost layers 
of society, the Greco-Roman population and the Punic 
“middle class.” The lowest stratum, the Berbers, remained 
largely untouched (Groves 1948: 64-65). The death of 
Augustine (430) and the establishment of a Vandal king- 
dom in Africa (442) mark a watershed in the history of 
North African Christianity. After that point, the transition 
from the early period to the middle ages has begun. The 
Vandals were Arian Christians; consequently, the stage was 
set for new conflicts between the “old” church of Tertul- 
lian, Cyprian, and Augustine, and the “new” Arian church 
brought by the conquering Vandals. After a period of 
decline under the Vandals, Christianity experienced a ren- 
aissance when Byzantium gained control over North Africa 
in the 530s. This relative calm was shattered by the appear- 
ance of Islam, which once again put the church into a 
period of decline, commencing with the conquest of Egypt 
in the 640s; Carthage fell in 698. Although the Coptic 
church survived in Egypt, the North African church ap- 
pears to have virtually vanished with the arrival of Islam. 

The introduction of Christianity into the sub-Saharan 
regions of the African continent did not commence until 
the Portuguese voyages south, along the West coast of 
Africa, on their way to India and the Spice Islands in the 
15th century. 


Bibliography 

Atiya, A. S. 1968. History of Eastern Christianity. Notre Dame. 

Barnes, T. D. 1985. Tertullian: A Historical and Literary Study. Ox- 
ford. 

Bauer, W. 1977. Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earltest Christianity. Trans. 
R. A. Kraft and G. Krodel. Philadelphia. 

Bell, H. I., and Skeat, T: C. 1935. Fragments of an Unknown Gospel. 
London. 

Daniélou, J. 1977. The Origins of Latin Christianity. Vol. 3 in A 
History of Early Christian Doctrine before the Council of Nicaea. 
Philadelphia. 

Frend, W. H.C. 1952. The Donatist Church. Oxford. 


CHRISTIANITY 


———. 1965. ‘The Early Church. Philadelphia. 

. 1984. ‘The Rise of Christianity. Philadelphia. 

Groves, C. P. 1948. The Planting of Christianity in Africa. Vol. 1. 
London. Repr. 1964. 

Harnack, A. von. 1915. The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in 
the First Three Centuries. 2 vol. Transl. London. 

Klijn, A. E J. 1986. Jewish Christianity in Egypt. Pp. 161-75 in The 
Roots of Ezyptian Christianity, ed. B. Pearson and J. Gohring. 
Philadelphia. 

Leclercq, H. 1904. L’Afrique chrétienne. 2 vols. Paris. 

Mesnage, J. 1912. L’Afrique chrétienne. Paris. 

Monceaux, P. }901—23. Histoire littéraire de Afrique chrétienne depuis 
les origines jusgu’a U’invasion Arabe. 7 vols. Paris. 

Pearson, B. 1936. Earliest Christianity in Egypt. Pp. 132-59 in The 
Roots of Egyptian Christianity, ed. B. Pearson and J. Goehring. 
Philadelphia. 

Quispel, G. 1982. African Christianity before Minucius Felix and 
Tertullian. Pp. 257-333 in Actus, Studies in Honour of H. L. W. 
Nelson, ed. J. den Boeft and A. H. M. Kessels. Utrecht. 

Reynolds, L. D., and Wilson, N. G. 1974. Scribes and Scholurs: A 
Guide to tie Transmission of Greek and Latin Literature. 2d ed. 
Oxford. 

Roberts, C. H. 1979. Manuscript, Society and Belief in Early Christian 
Egypt. London. 

Sellers, R. V. 1954. Two Ancient Christologies. London. 

Smith, M. 1973. Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark. 
Cambridge, MA. 

Thompson, L. and Ferguson, J. 1969. Africa in Classical Antiquity. 
Ibaden, N geria. 


WILLIAM L. PETERSEN 


CHRISTIANITY IN ROME 


The presence of Christianity in Rome goes all the way 
back to the Ist century. Rome eventually became the most 
significant city for the growth of Western Christianity. 


A. Origins 

1. Paul at Rome 

2. Peter a: Rome 

Rome in Karly Christian Literature 
Key Issues in the Church at Rome 
Onomastic Data 

Organization 

Theology 
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A. Origins 

The presence of a sizable Jewish community in Rome 
made it inevitable that Christianity would appear there 
quite early. Possibly as many as thirteen synagogues ex- 
isted in primarily the Trastevere (west across the Tiber 
River) area o: Rome. Presumably the first Christian house 
churches began in these Jewish sectors. It is not known 
when this occurred. According to Acts, Jewish visitors from 
Rome were present at Pentecost, but the narrative does not 
imply that the new faith was carried back to the Roman 
Jewish community (Acts 2:10). 

Whatever the means by which Christianity was intro- 
duced to Rome, it is widely assumed that it was already 
known there by the middle of the 5th decade. Suetonius 
(Claud. 25) tells us that the emperor Claudius “expelled 
the Jews from: Rome because they were continually rioting 
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impulsore chresto.” If Chrestus actually refers to Christ, the 
agitation may have been caused by the incipient Christian 
community or, perhaps, prezching about Christ. The date 
of the expulsion of the Jews has minimal attestation, but 
the relationship of Acts 18:2 with the fairly firm date for 
the arrival of Gallio in Corinth (Acts 18:12) indicates some 
time during or prior to the year 49 C.F. 

Paul’s letter to the Roman: reflects the condition of the 
Roman church about 56 c.:. The church at Rome met 
primarily in its house churches. Priscilla and Aquila util- 
ized their house for that purpose (Rom 16:3-5). Verse 
16:15 may refer to yet another location. It is not clear 
when, if ever, the local house churches met as a metropol- 
itan unit (note Col 4:16). The house churches involved 
both Jewish Christians (Rom 4:16) and gentile Christians 
(Rom 11:13). An onomastic analysis of Romans 16 indi- 
cates the presence of all levels of Roman society: slave and/ 
or freed (e.g., Ampliatus [in Roman nomenclature a virtue 
name, like “ample,” usually referred to a slave], Urbanus); 
Jews, Romans, and Greeks (e.g., Andronicus, Junia, Mary); 
and male and female. 

1. Paul at Rome. The church at Rome claims as its 
apostolic foundation the two apostles, Paul and Peter. The 
presence of these two apostles at Rome has become a 
highly complex problem in which traditional, historical, 
and archaeological data are intertwined. Paul first came to 
Rome as a result of the decision of Festus (Acts 25:11—12). 
Paul must have arrived in Rome about the year 61. Some 
traditions would have Paul write the so-called Captivity 
Epistles while imprisoned at Rome and, after a missionary 
journey to Spain, the Pastoral Epistles during yet another 
imprisonment. Other sites (Ephesus, Caesarea Philippi) 
have been suggested for the provenance of the Captivity 
Epistles. The Pastoral Epistles are not generally considered 
original letters of Paul. Pau. was likely martyred under 
Nero about the year 63. The first veneration of Paul 
occurred at the memoria apostolorum, “the memorial of the 
apostles,” on the Via Appia (present-day S. Sebastiano). 
There on the graffiti (east) wall of the triclinium, or eating 
room, can be found numerous prayers to Paul and Peter 
(ca. 250 c.£.). Whatever happened between 250 and ca. 
330, the veneration of Peter shifted to the Vatican site and 
the veneration of Paul shifted! to Via Ostia (S. Paolo fuori 
le Mura). 

2. Peter at Rome. According to tradition, Peter also spent 
the last days of his life in Rome. ‘Tradition places his 
martyrdom to the northwes! of the city at the circus of 
Nero, but the apostle Peter also was venerated at the 
tricintum on the Via Appia. Only after the accession of 
Constantine did the veneration of Peter at the memoria 
apostolorum cease. Yet even prior to the construction of the 
tricinium Peter was honored (with no sign of cultic venera- 
tion) at the Vatican site near -he Neronian circus. A mon- 
ument had appeared at the Vatican cemetery (a niche in 
the red wall of Campo P) «bout the year 160. Shortly 
thereafter an aedicula or small monument was built into 
the niche. Its exact date cannot be determined but about 
200 a presbyter Gaius wrote, “I can show you the monu- 
ments /tropaia] of the apostles, for if you will go to the 
Vatican or to the Ostian Way, you will find the monuments 
of those who founded this church” (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 
2.25.6,7). Though no signs of Christian cultic activity 
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appear at the Vatican, eventually the emperor Constantine 
built the edifice S. Pietro over the aedicula. In one wall (the 
graffiti wall) of the aedicula was placed a marble box which 
presumably held the remains of the apostle. 

According to tradition, the letters of Peter were written 
by him from Rome (1 Pet 5:13). More likely 1 Peter comes 
from a Petrine group in Rome, perhaps the first attempt 
of certain persons in the Roman church to advise the 
church catholic. 2 Peter was written much later in the Ist 
century. 


B. Rome in Early Christian Literature 

Tradition placed the NT book of Hebrews from Rome 
(13:24) near the end of the Ist century, though its similar- 
ity to Hellenistic Jewish thought makes Egypt attractive as 
the provenance, or an Alexandrian as the author. About 
98 c.z. Clement of Rome wrote to the church at Corinth 
on behalf of the church at Rome (J Clem., Salutation). 
Clement does not claim authority to intervene at Corinth, 
nor does he evoke the power of the two apostles. See 
CLEMENT, FIRST EPISTLE OF. But Ignatius, writing to 
the church at Rome about 117, speaks of the church there 
as presiding over the Christians of Italy (ign. Rom., Inscrip- 
tion). Eventually the authority of the capital of the empire 
shifted to Rome as the central city of the universal church. 
And apostolic authority fell on the leader, Peter, rather 
than the theologian, Paul. 

Much of the literature emanating from Rome does not 
actually reflect, it would appear, the condition of the 
church at Rome. A Gnostic school was formed in Rome 
before the middle of the 2d century. Its most famous 
scholar was Valentinus (in Rome ca. 136—60), quoted fre- 
quently by Clement of Alexandria and Irenaeus. His (or 
his followers’) Gospel of Truth was a key find in the Nag 
Hammadi Library. Another school was formed by JUSTIN 
MARTYR. His two Apologies were written in Rome and 
addressed to the emperor Antoninus Pius (136-61). His 
description of the sacraments and Christian life in the first 
Apology (64-67) probably reflect the situation at Rome 
during the middle of the 2d century. The anamnesis or 
remembrance-style eucharist reflects the urban tradition 
of Rome in contrast to the more suburban, popular 
“agape” of Hippolytus (The Apostolic Tradition). 

Literature from Rome during the first three centuries 
was written primarily in Greek, but the shift toward Latin 
can be seen in the writing of Minucius Felix. His remarka- 
ble apology, Octavius, written in Latin about 240, defends 
the Christian faith just prior to the Decian persecution 
(249-59). Octavius was used by another Roman, a pupil of 
Hippolytus, Novatian, in his de trinitate (ca. 250). Hippoly- 
tus himself, however, the most prolific of Roman writers 
prior to Constantine, wrote in Greek. 


C. Key Issues in the Church at Rome 

During the 2d and 3d centuries serious issues of the 
Christian life were addressed at Rome. In about 140, 
MARCION of Sinope came to Rome and proposed a 
radical ethic of love based on an attenuated “New Testa- 
ment” canon. The church responded with a canon which 
included the Old Testament, with judgment as well as love. 
Incorrectly labeled a gnostic, Marcion was expelled from 
Rome in July 144. By the end of the 2d century the Roman 
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church itself responded with a fuller canon which proba- 
bly formed the basis for the Muratorian Canon. About the 
same time the author of the Shepherd of Hermas proposed a 
system of penance and at least a modicum of leniency in 
the readmittance of repentant apostates to the faith com- 
munity. The issue of apostasy continued to plague the 
Roman community. At the end of the 2d century a power- 
ful deacon named Callistus also favored a more lax attitude 
toward those who sinned or left the faith under pressure 
(the origin of John 7:53-8:11>). Callistus was opposed by 
the more demanding Hippolytus (Philosophumena 9). The 
issue was postponed by the failure of the Hippolytan 
group to elect a dissident bishop once the persecution of 
Decius had started, though the followers of Novatian con- 
tinued to oppose leniency for those who apostasized dur- 
ing the persecution. Bishop Fabian (martyred under De- 
cius on January 20, 250) took the opportunity to initiate 
veneration of the bishops of Rome instead of the martyrs. 
This shift in power toward the urban, pastoral types vis-a- 
vis the more unbending, populist type resulted finally, 
under Damasus, in a hierarchical Roman Christianity cen- 
tralized under an episcopal authority based on the dual 
apostolic authority, especially that of St. Peter (Hic habitasse 
prius sanctos cognoscere debes; nomina quisque Petri pariter 
Paulique requiris, “You who seek the names of both Peter 
and Paul, you should know that these saints once dwelled 
here” [inscription of Damasus at S. Sebastiano]). 


D. Onomastic Data 

The later Roman church understood itself to be the heir 
of some early well-placed patrons. At the end of Domitian’s 
reign a number of noble families were banished or put to 
death (ca. 95). A consul, Flavius Clemens, cousin of Domi- 
ulan, was executed. His wife, Domitilla, was sent into exile. 
The catacomb of Domitilla is reputedly named for this 
noblewoman. A former consul, M. Acilius Glabrio, was also 
executed, and the catacomb of Priscilla reputedly derived 
from his wife. 

It is not known how many house churches were formed 
in Rome. Eventually the later church claimed twenty-five 
titular churches which reputedly came from the earlier 
centuries. For example, the title church S$. Clemente pre- 
sumably evolved from the domicile of the so-called succes- 
sor of Peter, Clement. These connections have not been 
proved. Nevertheless onomastic studies of early Christians 
in Rome do indicate that a broad spectrum of society 
adhered to nascent Christianity. One sample survey of 
inscriptions (StadtrChr) shows that before Constantine 10.5 
percent of Christian men were designated by a tria nomina 
system; 32 percent of the men and 50 percent of the 
women were designated by a duo nomina system; and the 
rest were known only by a cognomen. Persons with two or 
three names must have been from Roman families, while 
the single-named persons (ca. 50 percent) must have been 
slaves or freed. After the “peace,” Roman family names 
nearly disappeared. The Roman church participated in, 
or perhaps facilitated, an increasing democratization of 
Roman society. A similar phenomenon is observable with 
respect to slave names. While 3 percent of Roman inscrip- 
tions mentioned the status of slavehood, practically no 
such inscriptions can be found among Christian collec- 
tions, even though 50 percent or more of the Christian 
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population either were slaves or had been slaves. Christian 
or biblical names (e.g., Agape or Paulus) appear late ‘mid- 
dle 3d century). Until that time Christians were primarily 
converts. There was little use of Christian birth names 
prior to Constantine. 


E. Organization 

The earliest organization of the church at Rome can 
only be ascertained obliquely. There are remarkably few 
references to offices in the inscriptional data. Shepherd of 
Hermas (8.3) refers to presbyters, apostles, bishops, teach- 
ers, and deacons (some still living) who formed the foun- 
dation of the church. Near the end of the 2d century a 
system of organization becomes evident. Bishop Victor 
(189-99) emerged as a very strong monarchical bishop. In 
the controversy over the date of Easter (Rome and others 
held to the first Friday through Sunday after the 14th of 
Nisan; the ck.urch of Asia kept the 14th of Nisan regardless 
of the day of the week), Victor even attempted to excom- 
municate the Asian churches. The next bishops of Rome, 
Zephyrinus (199-217) and Callistus (217-22), followed the 
same patterr.. 

About the turn of the century the deacon Callistus was 
given supervision of the catacombs. Underground Chris- 
tian burials were legally registered by this time, so the 
Roman orga:‘1ization took on an institutional character. At 
the same time (ca. 200) the fossores, catacomb diggers, 
formed a legal society. Their insignia can be seen on a 
number of marble slabs from the catacombs. It was the 
bishop Zephyrinus, an opponent of Hippolytus (Philoso- 
phumena 9), who appointed Callistus as bishop of Rome. 
During that time a few people, likely connected with the 
suburban cemetery group, elected Hippolytus bishop. The 
schism continued through Urban (222~30), Pontianus 
(230-35), ard Anteros (235-36). In August 236 or 237 
the opponents Pontianus and Hippolytus were buried as 
martyrs in Rome, apparently reconciled. In any case, a 
process of replacing sporadic martyrs with church leaders 
had begun. In addition to presbyters and fossores there 
may have been a women’s organization. The Shepherd of 
Hermas (78-110) mentions women Christians as if they 
performed certain pastoral functions; one Roman inscrip- 
tion (SICV no. 166; Snyder no. 3) hints at a nurturing 
function of women (nonnae dulcissima “most sweet nurse”). 

The church at Rome was much occupied with persecu- 
tion from the beginning of the Decian attacks in 249 
through thai of Diocletian (starting February 23, 303). 
Pressured by a fatal illness, the emperor Galerius issued 
an edict of toleration in April 311. The churches moved 
from toleration to acceptance when Constantine received 
his famous vision at the Milvian bridge on October 26, 
312. In June 313 the Edict of Milan, granting full benevo- 
lence to Christians, was published under the names of 
both Constantine and Licinius. 


F. Theology 

Unlike other urban Christian centers, no distinctive the- 
ology appeared in Rome before Constantine. The Shepherd 
of Hermas reflects a popular two-way or, more specifically, 
a two-spirit theology. In either case, like the authors of 
Didache and Earnabas, Hermas calls (Shep. Herm. 35-39) for 
the local Christian to choose between the way of righteous- 
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ness and the way of evil. Marcion presented a radical ethic 
opposing grace and love to judgment, while Valentinus 
held to a sharp gnosticism with its dualistic view of the 
world. Both Justin Martyr «nd Minucius Felix defended 
Christianity in terms of Greek philosophy. At the time of 
Victor, a theology of Modalism (the trinity represents God 
the Father in three differer't historical modes) appeared 
in Rome, but the great writer Hippolytus described the 
trinity with an emphasis on function. 

The intellectual energy of the church at Rome involved 
order. Its literature reflects primarily issues of rigidity and 
laxity in regard to church order. On the other hand, the 
popular material (such as art) reflects a theme of deliver- 
ance from threatening circumstances (Hebrew Scripture 
scenes such as Noah, Daniel, Jonah, and the three young 
men in the fiery furnace). The deliverer is portrayed as a 
young Jesus who functions zs wonder worker (New Testa- 
ment scenes such as healing miracles and the resurrection 
of Lazarus). There are very few allusions to a kerygmatic 
theology (death and resurrection of Jesus) or a creation 
theology (the ordering function of God). 
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CHRISTIANITY IN SYRIA 


This branch of the Christian tradition is identified 
through the predominance cf the Syriac language (a form 
of Aramaic developed primarily at Edessa) in theological 
and liturgical expression. The geographical boundaries of 
Syriac-speaking Christianity have varied with the vicissi- 
tudes of Middle Eastern history. Centering in what is now 
northern Iraq and eastern Turkey, Christians with this 
linguistic and cultural identity were active in areas now 
denominated by Syria, Lebanon, Iran, India (especially 
South India), China, parts of Georgia and Armenia, and 
the Gulf States. This article indicates the early develop- 
ment of Syriac-speaking Christianity with special attention 
to the history of exegesis. 


A. The Mythology of Origins 
B. The Earliest Evidence for Christianity in Syria 
1. The Aberkios Inscription and the Life of Aberkios 

. Tatian 

. Bardaisan 

. The Chronicle of Edessa 

. The Chronicle of Arbela 

. Marcionite Christianity 

. Other Early Documents of Syriac-speaking Christi- 
anity 

. The Early Syriac-speaking Church before the 3d 
Century 
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C. Early Biblical Texts 
1. The Peshitta of the OT 
. The Diatessaron 
. The Old Syriac (Vetus Syra) 
. The Syriac Peshitta 
. Later Syriac Translations 
. The Early Versions 
D. The Third Century 
E. The Fourth Century 
1. Nicea 
2. De Recta Fide of Adamantius 
3. The Anti-Marcionite Commentary on the Lukan 
Parables 
4. Aphraates, Persian Theologian 
5. Ephrem of Syria, Theologian at Nisibis and Edessa 
6. Ephrem’s Disciples 
F. Subsequent Development of Syriac Exegetical Tradi- 
tions 
G. Texts 
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A. The Mythology of Origins 

Theories about the origins of Christianity in Syriac- 
speaking regions have focused on Edessa. Most scholars 
suspect that some Christian evangelistic activities were car- 
ried out there during the Ist century of the Christian era. 
Edessa was at that time capital of Osrhoene, a buffer state 
between the Parthian and the Roman empires. The theory 
recurring in early Syriac literature is that Edessa and 
territories to the east (as far as India) were evangelized by 
the Apostle Thomas. This datum is found in various 4th- 
century writers including Ephrem of Syria (Hymn on Nisibis 
42), Cyrillonas (Hymn of the Huns, written ca. 396 C.E.), 
Gregory of Nazianzus (Oration 33.11), and Ambrose (Nar- 
ration on the Psalms 45.21). The tradition, which apparently 
originated at Edessa during the early 4th century when 
major cities of the Roman Empire were attempting to 
achieve legitimation and stature by claiming apostolic ori- 
gins for their Christian communities, is developed most 
extensively in the anonymous Acts of Thomas. 

The second theory, not necessarily at odds with the 
Thomas tradition, is that of Addai, the Thaddaeus of the 
gospel narratives. In a tradition canonized by Eusebius 
(Hist. Eccl. 1.13), an exchange of letters took place between 
King Abgar V of Edessa and Jesus. Abgar begged Jesus to 
visit Edessa and offered him refuge there from his Jewish 
persecutors. Jesus gave Abgar a portrait and eventually 
sent Addai to become court evangelist and healer. This 
correspondence is extant in Syriac, Greek, and Armenian 
and has been noted by various early historians. This tradi- 
tion has provoked much scholarly debate. Drijvers (1984) 
suggested it is a late 4th-century forgery used to fight the 
Manicheans (see below). Others, especially Chaumont 
(1988), have suggested there may be some historical basis 
to the story. The problematic Doctrina Addai is at the center 
of the controversy as are the Acts of St. Mari the Apostle, the 
reputed successor of Addai. At present, there is little 
contextual material by which to evaluate the claims of the 
documents or their interpreters. Most probably, both tra- 
ditions, in the form now extant, are of late 4th-century 
provenance, written on the basis of oral traditions, and tell 
us little about the actual origins of Christianity in Syria. 

Another theory (V66bus 1958; Neusner 1971, and oth- 
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ers) suggests that Christianity in Northern Mesopotamia 
first developed within the Jewish community. This theory 
would appear to find support in the Chronicle of Arbela 
which describes a Christian presence in the city of Arbela 
from ca. 100 c.£. However the Chronicle of Arbela (see below) 
is of disputed authenticity and one must hesitate to use its 
contents for information about the early 2d century. 

Once again there is little data from earlier than the 4th 
century with which to test this theory. Probably the posi- 
tion of Edessa and Nisibis as important points on the “Silk 
Road,” the main artery of commerce between the Roman 
Empire and the East (China, India, Parthia) and the in- 
volvement of Arameans in that commerce meant that 
Christianity traveled with the traders from Antioch toward 
the East. The demographics of Christianity within the 
Roman Empire would make it very plausible that the 
earliest converts were from Judaism. It is also probable 
that Christianity traversed the “Silk Road” at an early date. 
It is unclear whether Christianity in the Syriac-speaking 
areas was first structured in Aramaic (Syriac) or in Greek. 
Certainly at Dura Europas, the Christian community of 
this Roman military center appears to have been Greek- 
speaking; the 3d-century fragment of the Diatessaron 
found there is written in Greek. 


B. The Earliest Evidence for Christianity in Syria 

There is a paucity of documentation for Christianity in 
Syria before the 4th century. The most important docu- 
ments are the Aberkios Inscription, the works of Tatian, 
the Socratic dialogue attributed to Bardaisan, the Chronicle 
of Edessa, and the problematic Chronicle of Arbela. There is 
some evidence regarding the Marcionites in Northern Mes- 
opotamia. 

1. The Aberkios Inscription and the Life of Aberkios. 
The earliest evidence for the development of Christian 
communities in Northern Mesopotamia is the Aberkios 
inscription from Asia Minor. This burial inscription, data- 
ble from before 216 c.£., recounts the visit of Aberkios to 
Nisibis where he encountered Christian co-religionists. 
The text recounts, “My name is Aberkios, the disciple of 
the chaste pastor who pastures his flock on the mountains 
and in the plains. . . . I saw the plain of Syria and all the 
villages, Nisibis across the Euphrates. Everywhere I found 
people with whom to speak . . . the faith preceded me 
everywhere” (Abel 1926). This inscription, without doubt 
authentic, provides no information as to the identity of 
the Christian groups in Syria, no indication of theological 
persuasion, and no names of persons met during the 
journey. On the basis of this inscription, a late 4th- or 5th- 
century writer composed a Life of Aberkios (edited by Nissen 
1912) which provides a detailed account of the travels, 
miracles, exorcisms, struggles, and victories of the peripa- 
tetic sage as well as a purported verbatim of a discussion 
between Bardaisan (see below) and Aberkios. In this dia- 
logue, Bardaisan’s words as recorded in The Book of the 
Laws of the Countries are placed in the mouth of Aberkios. 
Drijvers (1966; 1984) has argued that the account of the 
meeting between Aberkios and Bardaisan is historically 
accurate but such an optimistic assessment of the Life of 
Aberkios is clearly unwarranted (Bundy 1990). 

2. Tatian. Tatian, author of Oration to the Greeks (Whitta- 
ker 1982) and compiler/translator of the Diatessaron, was 
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born in Assyr a (Oration 43.10—11). He studied in Rome 
(Oration 37.1) and was active in the church there before 
returning to ‘Mesopotamia, perhaps to Palmyra or Adi- 
abene, ca. 172 c.x. probably because of a dispute with that 
church over its disregard for rigorous asceticism (Eusebius, 
Eccl. Hist. 4.9). It is unclear when the Oration was written, 
but its perspective is remarkably congruent with later 
Syriac thought and with the tendencies of interpretation 
in the Diatessaron. He presents a vision for an intellectual 
tradition “unmarred by party divisions” (Or. 27.3—5). He 
describes the church: “we reject all that is based on human 
opinion [and] taboo” (Or, 33.4—11). Within the church, the 
individual must strive to “obey God’s word and not dissi- 
pate ourselves” (Or. 30.20-21), “lest the constitution of 
wickedness . . . grow strong” (Or. 30.18—19). It is the world 
which “drags us down, and it is weakness which makes me 
turn to matter” (Or. 22.10—11). Mankind is to “advance 
beyond his humanity towards God himself” (Or. 16.14—- 
16). The divine spark in humans, aided by God, disci- 
plined by the free will, arrives at a knowledge of God (Or. 
14.12-16) as well as of “the precepts and doctrine of a 
single ruler of the Universe” (Or. 30.10-—11). The theologi- 
cal analysis is aimed against both Greek pagan and Mar- 
cionite theology. 

The life which will nurture the spirit is characterized by 
sexual rectitude (his main critique of Greco-Roman soci- 
ety), by trust in God for all needs, including healing, and 
by study of the Scriptures. There is to be a rejection of 
Greco-Roman values and culture in favor of Scriptural 
values. This rigorous asceticism probably forms the ideo- 
logical base for “Sons and Daughters of the Covenant,” a 
group of perfectionistic Christians who by their spiritual- 
ity, celibacy, and asceticism attempted to live the “ideal” 
Christian life. The celibacy and other encratic practices of 
self-denial for spiritual development, as expressed in 
known Diatessaron fragments, have been discussed by 
Voébus (1951a), Messina (1943), and Leloir (1956). 

The Diatessaon was Tatian’s most influential work. This 
effort to harmonize the divergent and contradictory ac- 
counts of the life of Jesus as recounted in the four canoni- 
cal Gospels circulated in both Greek and Syriac. Because 
of later Manichean use of the text, it was first corrected on 
the basis of the Greek gospels and then abandoned and 
systematically destroyed. It was translated into Arabic, 
Persian, as wel. as Western European languages (Metzger 
1977). It provided the early Syriac church with a unique 
Scripture and certainly aided the process of development 
of the Syriac-speaking Christian subculture. The only ex- 
tant remains in Syriac are in Ephrem’s Commentary on the 
Diatessaron (Leloir 1963) and occasional citations in early 
Syriac language writings. 

3. Bardaisan. Bardaisan is known from a dialogue re- 
corded by his c.isciple Philippus, The Book of the Laws of the 
Countries (BLC) (Nau 1907), a reference to his skills as an 
archer by Sextus Julius Africanus (Thee 1984: 147-48), 
the approbaticn conferred by Eusebius for his erudite 
anti-Marcionite texts (Hist. Eccl. 4.30.1—-2), and the angry 
diatribes of Eparem of Syria about Bardaisan’s syncretism 
and expensive clothes and jewels (Prose Refutations; Hynins 
against Heresy). 

He was born at Edessa, ca. 155 c.£., into the royal family 
of Osrhoene. Educated under a pagan priest at Mabbug 
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(Hierapolis), he became the first author of whom it is 
certain that he composed his writings in Syriac. According 
to legend, he and his son Harmonius wrote hymns which 
Ephrem and others felt obliged to counter with hymns of 
their own. Although writers centuries later would cast 
aspersion on Bardaisan’s orthodoxy, he was presented by 
Phillipus as an apologist for an understanding of Christi- 
anity which stood over against Marcion, regional astrolog- 
ical systems, and Greek theoloyies. 

In BLC, Bardaisan argues azainst determinism and for 
freedom of the will. This freedom and the dominion of 
creation constitute the image of God (BLC 11). After 
recounting the divergent customs and laws of various 
countries to prove their diversity, he characterizes Chris- 
tians as “the new people . . . that the Messiah has caused to 
arise in every place and in all climates by his coming” (BLC 
58-60). They are called Christians after the Messiah, on 
the first day, “we gather together,” on appointed days they 
fast (BLC 60). He provides a list of examples where Chris- 
tian ethics differ from un-Christian ethics (seven of nine 
deal with sexuality). “But in whatever place they are... 
the local laws do not force thera to give up the law of their 
Messiah, nor does the fate of guiding signs force them to 
do things which are unclean for them” (BLC 60.12-15). 
Bardaisan insisted, as did all Syriac writers, that sexual 
rectitude was essential to the Christian life. However, Bar- 
daisan did not see sex within marriage as illegitimate or 
indicative of an inferior level of spirituality as did others 
such as Tatian (BLC 34.15—25, see Bundy 1985a). 

References to the changes of laws in Edessa after the 
conversion of King Abgar (BLC 58.21-22) suggest that 
Bardaisan’s church was sanctioned by the government. 
The relatively upper-class nature of the church is evident 
from Ephrem’s attacks on the “worldliness” of the Bardais- 
anites (Hymns against Heresy 1.\2) of the late 4th century. 
After the conquest of Osrhoene by Rome, Bardaisan and 
others appear to have taken refuge in Armenia. 

The interpretation of Bardaisan in Christian history has 
been prejudiced by his inclusion in early Western lists of 
heretics and by Ephrem’s scathing analyses. Modern dis- 
cussion has focused on his adaptation of indigenous phil- 
osophical structures to articulate Christian doctrine. His 
syncretistic tendencies have been viewed positively 
(Drijvers 1966) and negatively (Jansma 1969). However, the 
question of Bardaisan’s intellecual structures has not been 
definitively resolved. 

4. The Chronicle of Edessa. ‘Chis text is a chronological 
listing, composed sometime during the 6th century from 
earlier sources, of the most significant events of Edessa 
and surrounding towns, especially Nisibis. It notes that a 
“Church of the Christians” was destroyed in 201 c.£. by 
flood waters. The next reference is to the “foundation of 
the church in Edessa” by Bishop Kune in 313 c.£. which 
was completed by his successcr, Bishop Scha’ad. Bishop 
Aithallah who represented Edessa at Nicea is said to have 
built the cemetery and expanded the east side of the 
church in 324-25 c.r. 

The validity of this data was rejected by Bauer (1934; 
ET 1971) and accepted at face value by Turner (1954) and 
Segal (1970). It would appear that Bauer’s devaluing of 
the Chronicle of Edessa is too severe. It is probable that, with 
royal patronage or at least tolerance during the last dec- 
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ades of the Kingdom of Osrhoene, a church building did 
exist at Edessa before 201 c.£. 

5. The Chronicle of Arbela. This chronicle is devoted to 
the city of Arbela in the buffer state of Adiabene, which 
was ruled by a Jewish monarchy until the invasion of 
Trajan, 115/16 c.£. It recounts the lives, in later hagio- 
graphical form, of the early bishops of Arbela, beginning 
in about 100 c.z. The second bishop, Bishop Samson, was 
martyred by the Parthian king Xosroes, during a period 
of Parthian occupation. The first publication of the text 
(Mingana 1907) produced a flurry of scholarly activity. 
Assfalg (1966) and Fiey (1967) argued against its authen- 
ticity and suspected it to be a forgery of the editor. Brock 
(1967) was less certain that it was not a medieval composi- 
tion. The most recent editors, Kawerau (1985) and Chau- 
mont (1988), believe it to have historical value, as did 
Neusner (1966) and Sachau (1915). 

If the Chronicle of Arbela gives an accurate rendition of 
earlier sources, it may mean that Christianity in Syriac- 
speaking areas first developed in Arbela and that Syriac 
(or a related form of Aramaic) began to be used as a 
liturgical and biblical language there. Even if the dates and 
names are accurate, the interpretive framework of the 
Chronicle is of a later century, certainly no earlier than the 
6th or 7th. 

6. Marcionite Christianity. The importance of the Mar- 
cionite tradition in the evangelization of Syria is well 
known. Much of the literature of other Christian groups, 
from Bardaisan to Ephrem, was written to counter Mar- 
cionite influence (Bundy 1988). In many areas of northern 
Mesopotamia, Christian meant Marcionite. The emperor 
Julian mentions (Letter 41) pogroms by his predecessors 
against Marcionite villages after the advent of imperial 
Christianity. Unfortunately, there is no data about the 
beginnings and development of this tradition. 

7. Other Early Documents of Syriac-speaking Christi- 
anity. There are a variety of undated (and perhaps undat- 
able) documents which circulated early in Syriac-speaking 
areas. These include the Odes of Solomon, the Gospel of 
Thomas (here the evidence is less than clear), the Pseudo- 
Clementine corpus, the Didascalia Apostolorum (and per- 
haps the Didache), the Acts of Judas Thomas, and the intrigu- 
ing but relatively unexamined Apology of Pseudo-Melito. 
The use of these texts to illumine the early period of 
Syriac-speaking Christianity is problematic. For example, 
Murray (1975) suggested the Odes of Solomon are the earli- 
est extant Syriac sources. Drijvers (1981; 1984), on the 
other hand, argues that the present form of these hymns 
dates from the 3d or 4th century and reflects the struggle 
with Manichaeism. Lattke (1986) rejects Drijver’s theory, 
arguing for an earlier date. The issues of date and prove- 
nance of this collection of hymns (and of the other texts 
mentioned) are far from settled. 

8. The Early Syriac-speaking Church before the 3d 
Century. The chronological and prosopographical data 
about the origins of Christianity in Syriac-speaking areas 
of northern Mesopotamia are uncertain. The religious 
vision is not uniform, vacillating between the poles of 
Tatian’s rejection of Greco-Roman culture and Bardaisan’s 
acceptance of contemporary science and cosmology. Each 
text is fraught with interpretive and/or authenticity prob- 
lems. It is not possible to construct a traditional historical 
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narrative of the early development of Christianity in this 
region. 


C. Early Biblical Texts 

The Syriac versions of the Bible have posed many schol- 
arly problems. These concern the relationships between 
the various translations, their places of origin, and their 
exegesis. The primary efforts at biblical translations in- 
clude the Peshitta of the Old Testament, the Diatessaron, 
the Old Syriac (Vetus Syra), the Peshitta translation of the 
NT, the Philoxenian and/or Harklean version, and the 
Palestinian version. A discussion of the NT versions can be 
found in Metzger (1977). 

1. The Peshitta of the OT. The origin of this translation 
is unknown. Its connections to Jewish targumic literature 
suggest that it evolved in a Jewish milieu. Kahle (1959) 
argued that it was made in Adiabene as an effort to adapt 
the Palestinian targum for new converts. This theory has 
been accepted by Murray (1975: 10), inter alia. The prob- 
lem is that there are also readings shared with the Targum 
Onkelos of Babylon. The Adiabene theory is plausible, but 
with no philological or historical evidence. In addition to 
the problem of provenance, there is no possibility of dating 
the translation with any precision. The earliest citations 
are from 4th-century texts. 

The text is remarkably consistent throughout its trans- 
mission history as has been demonstrated by Koster (1977) 
and Dirksen (1972). A definitive critical edition, Vetus Tes- 
tamentum Syriace (1972-_), is being published by the Pesh- 
itta Institute of Leiden. Later commentators would indi- 
cate variant readings with the LXX traditions and 
occasionally the Hebrew text, but it appears that little 
emmendation was attempted. 

2. The Diatessaron. This harmony of the gospel com- 
posed by Tatian has been mentioned above. The original 
language (Greek, Syriac, or Latin), theological tendencies, 
and function in the churches has been extensively dis- 
cussed. For a summary of the various points of view, see 
Metzger (1977). There are witnesses to the text in Old 
Dutch, Old Italian, medieval German, Persian, and Arabic. 
In Greek there is only the fragment found at Dura Euro- 
pas (see above). In Syriac and Armenian, the most exten- 
sive witness is the Commentary on the Diatessaron attributed 
to Ephrem of Syria (306-73). Lyonnet (1950) has demon- 
strated that the earliest translations of the Gospels into 
Armenian owed much to the Syriac Diatessaron. Extensive 
quotations are found in such writers as Aphraates, 
Ephrem, Eznik, Marutha Maipherkatensis, Agathangelos, 
Rabbula, and the author of the Liber Graduum. See also 
DIATESSARON. 

3. The Old Syriac (Vetus Syra). This version is known 
primarily from two manuscripts. Both contain only the 
four canonical Gospels. No Old Syriac of the Pauline or 
general epistles has been found, although citations of 
those texts in Armenian translations of Syriac literature 
suggest these may have existed. The first is in the British 
Library (B.L. 14451). Discovered by William Cureton, it 
was definitively edited by F C. Burkitt (1904) with addi- 
tional pages of the same manuscript found in the Royal 
Library of Berlin. The second manuscript was discovered 
by Agnes Smith Lewis and Margaret Dunlop Gibson at St. 
Catharine Monastery on Mt. Sinai. The manuscript had 
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been reused, as a manuscript for lives of women saints. by 
imperfectly cleaning off the biblical text. After two less 
than adequate efforts by scholars to decipher the manu- 
script, A. S. Lewis made several trips to Sinai and was able 
to publish what remains the best edition (1910). 

The text of the Curetonian and Sinaitic manuscripts do 
not agree at all points, although they clearly stand alone 
and close together in the larger world of Syriac NT transla- 
tions. Scholars have generally assumed either that the two 
are revisions of a common source or that they are indepen- 
dent translations made during the same period. Linguistic 
peculiarities shared by the two manuscripts suggest that 
they may be the effort of individuals to gain access to the 
Greek tradition which lay behind the Syriac Dizatessaron. 
Matthew Black (1972) argues for dating these efforts to 
the 4th century. For a detailed survey of the discussion of 
scholarly work on the Old Syriac, see Black (1972) and 
Metzger (1977). The effort of V6dbus (1951b; 1951c) to 
marshal evidence from the Letter of Aithaliah in support of 
his theory of early 4th-century prominence of the Vetus 
Syra at Edessa has been demonstrated to be incorrect 
(Bundy 1987) 

4. The Syriac Peshitta. The word “peshitta” has gener- 
ally been understood as “simple” or “clear,” not unlike the 
term “vulgate” applied to the received Latin translation. 
This version of the New Testament is used by both [ast 
Syrians (Nestorians) and West Syrians (Jacobites) and there- 
fore certainly predates the division of the Syriac church 
along political, geographical, and theological lines during 
the mid-5th century. More precise dating of the translation 
has provoked controversy. Some have dated it as earlv as 
the late Ist or early 2d century. Burkitt (1901) argued that 
it was from the early 5th century and later suggested that 
it was translated by Rabbula of Edessa (Burkitt 1904). This 
conclusion has been contested by V6ébus (1951b), who 
argued that it was much older although slow to achieve 
dominance in the Syriac-speaking church. 

The manuscript tradition is quite uniform. There are 
remarkably few variants in the Peshitta as compared to the 
Old Syriac or Greek versions. Its textual tradition is well 
documented by the hundreds of manuscripts preserved, 
the earliest manuscript (ca. 460-464) probably being Paris 
Syriac 296.1 in the Bibliotheque Nationale which contains 
Luke 6:49--21:37. No adequate critical edition of the entire 
NT in the Peshitta version has been published despite the 
fact that the first printed edition was done at Venice as 
early as 1555. The best text available, based on earlier 
editions which were themselves only partial collations of 
the manuscript evidence, is published by the Bible Society 
as The New Testament im Syriac. This printing has no critical 
apparatus. It also contains the Apocalypse and General 
Epistles, whick. were not part of the Peshitta translation, 
but based on the Philoxenian version. 

5. Later Syriac Translations. The Philoxenian version 
was prepared at the direction of Philoxenos of Mabbug 
(Hierapolis) by a certain Polycarp in 507-8 c.z. An effort 
to bring the Syriac more in line with the Greek, it also 
provided, probably for the first time in Syriac, 2 Peter, 2 
and 3 John, Jude, and the Apocalypse. A century later 
(616 c.£.) the version of Thomas of Harkel, assistant to the 
famous translator of the OT Paul of Tella, was produced. 
The Harklean version has been variously considered either 
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a revision of the Philoxenian or a new translation. For a 
history of this debate, see Metzger (1977). 

The Palestinian Syriac version is actually a different 
version of Aramaic. It is closr to Jewish Palestinian Ara- 
maic than to the Syriac of Edessa and northern Mesopota- 
mia. 

6. The Early Versions. Apart from the Diatessaron, the 
early Syriac biblical texts are ‘Jifficult to date. There is no 
concrete evidence of their existence before the 4th cen- 
tury, although it is probable that at least the OT was 
available in Syriac early in the Christian period. The Diates- 
saron exerted a strong influence on the development of 
early Syriac theology and praxis. The Peshitta displaced 
the Diatessaron slowly at first because of pressure from the 
Greek church and the problems posed by Manicheans 
finding readings that lent support to their understanding. 
The major blow came in the late 4th century when Theo- 
doret of Cyrus, because of Tatian’s reputation as a heretic 
in the Western church, gathered and destroyed over 200 
copies after replacing them with copies of the individual 
Gospels. 


D. The Third Century 

There was significant sociopolitical upheaval in northern 
Mesopotamia during the 3d century. Rome continued to 
push its interests eastward. ‘[rajan had conquered Adi- 
abene in 115/16 c.£. as well as ‘Dsrhoene. The local dynasty 
has been allowed to remain in Osrhoene (Abgar et al.) but 
as tributary clients of the Roman state. Lucus Verus (165-— 
66) had extended Roman control at least as far east as 
Nisibis. Dura Europos came into Roman hands and was 
made a frontier fortress city. Septimius Severus (d. 211), 
mentor of the Christian scholar Sextus Julius Africanus, 
married Julia Domna, daughter of the high priest of 
Emesa. 

After 226 c.x., the Sassanid Empire, which replaced the 
Parthian, began to look westward. Shapur I (240—72) set 
out to reduce Roman influence in the eastern provinces. A 
series of campaigns allowed him to incorporate Roman 
fortifications on the Euphrates (including Dura Europos, 
256), Emesa, and parts of Cilicia as well as Antioch, which 
appears to have been occupied in 256 c.z. Many Greek 
and Aramean/Syriac-speaking Christians were among the 
many thousands of civilians deported to weaken the eco- 
nomic and military base of Roman Syria and strengthen 
that of the Persian Empire. The Christians among the 
exiles brought with them their ecclesiastical structures, and 
in several villages, both Syriac and Greek languages 
churches were organized (Chaumont 1988). From this 
series of deportations comes one of the traditions of the 
ecclesiastical identity of Mesopotamian leaders, namely 
that early on they were ordained by and in submission to 
the Bishop of Antioch. 

Palmyra, a city-province to the south of Edessa, took 
advantage of the power vacuurn in Syria to assert its inde- 
pendence and to expand its influence toward Palestine and 
Egypt. This brought Palmyra into direct confrontation 
with Rome and the emperor Aurelian conquered Palmyra 
in 271 and sacked the city, after a revolt, in 272. Among 
the advisors (Procurator Ducenurius) of Queen Zenobia of 
Palmyra was Paul of Samosata, Bishop of Antioch from 
260 until his removal in 268 by a synod of Antioch for 
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supposed heretical teachings which were later, anachronis- 
tically, credited with being foundational to Nestorianism. 
His civil power was probably the main root of the theolog- 
ical controversy (Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. 7.27-30). None of his 
writings have been preserved. 

Probably because of the social and theological turmoil, 
no Syriac language documents have survived between the 
writing of Bardaisan (ca. 212 c.£.) and the early decades 
of the 4th century. 

Religious life in northern Mesopotamia was complicated 
by the arrival of Manichaeism with the Persian armies. See 
also MANICHEANS. Manichaeism was a result of the 
“mission” of Mani, who understood himself as the Para- 
clete promised in the Gospel of John and as an “apostle of 
Jesus Christ.” Mani was apparently part of the entourage 
of Shapur I and used his travels to spread his religious 
perspective. He left behind a vigorous movement. From 
ca. 240 c.z. Manichaeism became a powerful contender for 
the minds of the inhabitants of northern Mesopotamia. It 
appealed to people because of its rigorous asceticism with 
respect both to food and sexuality (not unlike Tatian), a 
clearly defined cosmology and divinization program 
(which drew on Bardaisan and popular philosophy), and 
its carefully crafted hymnody and liturgy which were not 
unlike the established Christian patterns. 

Several of the texts mentioned above including elements 
in the Odes of Solomon, the Abgar correspondence, and the 
Doctrina Addai may be efforts of established Christian 
groups to use the language, imagery, and history of Man- 
ichaeism against it (Drijvers 1984). 

Manichaeism was not the only competitor for what 
would be recognized as imperial Christianity in the 4th 
century. The Marcionite communities continued to wield 
influence and attract the attention of apologists (Bundy 
1988). Roman, Greek, and regional pagan cults continued 
to flourish. There was also influence from astrological 
myths and science. 


E. The Fourth Century 

At the turn of the 4th century, there is once again 
evidence of Christian activity in Edessa, Nisibis, and the 
Persian Empire. The earliest data is of Nisibis. Ephrem 
(306—73 c.£.), writing at Nisibis, describes the life and work 
of James of Nisibis, who served as Bishop from 308-38. 
He attended the Council of Nicea as did Bishop Aithallah 
of Edessa. 

1. Nicea. The Council of Nicea changed the balance of 
power within Syriac Christianity. Imperial Christianity, 
that is, one version of Christian doctrine and praxis as the 
unifying ideology of empire, determined and enforced 
from the center of political power, authenticated the tra- 
dition of Palut (the earliest “orthodox” bishop) rather than 
that of Bardaisan. The Marcionites were now prescribed. 
Christian emperors would actually eradicate Marcionite 
villages in northern Mesopotamia. It is no accident that 
the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius was almost immediately 
translated into Syriac. 

2. De Recta Fide of Adamantius. The earliest text is, 
probably, the dialogue of Adamantius, De recta fide (for 
centuries mistakenly thought to be by Origen) against two 
disciples of Marcion, Megethius and Marcus (parts 1-2) 
and against Marinus, a contrived follower of Bardaisan 
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(parts 3-4). The essay cites Methodios of Olympus (d. ca. 
311) and was translated into Latin by Rufinius. It is uncer- 
tain that it existed in Syriac but definitely seems to be from 
northern Mesopotamia. It is possible that parts of Bardais- 
an’s dialogues against Marcion are preserved in this text. 

3. The Anti-Marcionite Commentary on the Lukan 
Parables. Also from the first 3d of the 4th century is the 
anti-Marcionite apology which is a commentary on the 
Lukan parables, known as Pseudo-Ephrem A. It has been 
attributed to Ephrem but was definitely not written by him 
(Bundy 1988). The chosen ground of discussion is the 
parables found in the Gospel of Luke discussed (with the 
exception of one reversal) in the order they appear in the 
Diatessaron. The author cites, on occasion, Matthew and 
John but is aware that they are not in the Marcionite canon. 
Only Pauline texts accepted by Marcion are cited. The 
piety, ecclesiology, and spirituality are not attacked. The 
issue is one of scriptural interpretation (with more than 
Luke’s gospel, one can know more) and belonging to the 
author’s (“true” Christian) community. The tone is re- 
spectful and moderate. 

4. Aphraates, Persian Theologian. The same can be 
said of the works (Demonstrations) of Aphraates, a Persian 
writer who wrote in Syriac. An unverifiable tradition re- 
corded in the title of Demonstration 23 says he was known 
as Jacob and that he was from the Mar Mattai Monastery 
east of Mossul. Nothing is known of his life but he did 
write a letter on behalf of a Synod (Dem. 14). The dates of 
several of the essays are known: Dem. 1-10 (336-37 c.E.); 
Dem. 11-22 (344 c.£.); and 23 (344-45 c.£.) during the 
persecution of Shapur I. Aphraates is aware of the Mar- 
cionite church but is more concerned with Valentinianism, 
Manichaeism, and Judaism. The latter is viewed as poten- 
tially most seductive to his co-religionists. Discussions of 
Judaism and the Jewish understanding of the OT domi- 
nates Dem. 11-13, 15-19, 21, and 23. Neusner (1971) has 
argued that Aphraates’ debate with the Jews is remarkably 
free from anti-Semitism and that the argument is con- 
ducted around the focus of arguments about the interpre- 
tation of biblical-historical data rather than about theolog- 
ical concerns. 

The other Demonstrations offer explanations of Christian 
life and theology. It is a perspective distinct from that 
found within the church inside the Roman Empire of the 
period. Christological debates provoked by the Arian con- 
troversies are absent. Instead the effort is to argue that the 
concepts of God and Son are not incompatible with mon- 
otheism. The Creed of Aphraates (Dem. 1.19) is unique 
among early Christian creeds: “The faith is, when one 
believes: in God, the Lord of all, who made the heavens, 
the earth, the sea and all that they encompass; He made 
Adam in his image; He gave the Law to Moses; He sent his 
Spirit upon the prophets; He sent moreover his Christ into 
the world. Furthermore, that one should believe in the 
resurrection of the dead; and should furthermore believe 
in the sacrament of baptism. This is the faith of the 
Church of God.” In addition to this positive statement, 
there is a series of negative statements which insist the 
believer avoid astrology, numerology, “Chaldean arts and 
magic,” adultery, fornication, and lying. 

Aphraates provides the earliest references to an institu- 
tional feature of early Syriac Christianity, the “Sons of the 
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Covenant” (benai qyama) and “Daughters of the Covenant” 
(benat qyama). The exact nature of these groups of believers 
within the Church has perplexed scholars. Some (e.g., 
Véébus 1958) have wanted to see it, anachronistically, as a 
precursor tc monasticism because of the solitary living, 
abstinence from sexual relations even within marriage, and 
ascetic food joractices. Others (e.g., Brock 1973) have more 
plausibly argued that they functioned as diaconal clergy 
or as ascetics within everyday society. Without doubt, this 
structure for Christian spirituality antedated Aphraate, 
but its origins are unknown. It would appear that Ephrem 
of Syria, our next subject of discussion, was a member of 
the “Sons of the Covenant.” 

5. Ephrem. of Syria, Theologian at Nisibis and Edessa. 
a. Nisibis. Nisibis during the 4th century had the dubious 
advantage oi being situated on the frontier between the 
Roman and Persian empires as the most significant trading 
center between those two usually hostile states. Situated on 
the so-called “Silk Road” over which goods and people 
traveled between the Roman Empire and China and India, 
there were economic benefits as the anonymous northern 
Mesopotamian writer of Expositio totius mundi et gentium 
(written ca. 559 c.£.) explains: “They [Nisibeans] are rich 
and suppliec! with all goods. They receive from the Per- 
sians that which they sell in all of the lands of the Romans 
and that which they purchase, they in turn sell to them, 
except bronze and iron, because it is forbidden to give 
bronze and ton to the enemies.” 

Ephrem provided an interpretive analysis of life and 
morality in Nisibis. His Hymns on Mcomedia, ostensibly 
written as reflections on the earthquake of Nicomedia (358 
C.E.), are actually a detailed portrait of Nisibis. They pro- 
vide insights into the nature of the cultural and social 
pressures which Ephrem and his co-religionists were fac- 
ing. Ephrem describes the fields, vineyards, gardens and 
farms, as well as the artisans, weavers, metal workers, and 
tailors and notes the governmental infrastructure. The 
prosperity described reflects the observation of the author 
of Expositio to'tus mundi et gentium that“... they lead a good 
life.” Ephrem is less sanguine about the nature of religious 
life in Nisibis. He condemns the avarice of businessmen 
and government officials. He discounts the results of pa- 
gan science and culture, scorning those Christians who 
consult magicians and astrologers for help in healing ill- 
nesses and sterility. He criticizes the husbands of “pious 
women” who refuse to accept their wives’ vows of celibacy 
and turn to Arab women as concubines and prostitutes. 
Socially, Nisibis is portrayed as a quintessential frontier 
commercial center. 

The major drawback to the location is seen in the siege 
of Nisibis by the Persians in 338. The city resisted the 
siege. Ephrem attributed this to the prayers and leadership 
of Bishop Jacob of Nisibis. Jacob became a legend in Syriac, 
Armenian, and Greek Christianity and paradigmatic of 
the ascetic, devout, politically active Christian bishop. Little 
is known of his career except for the fact of his participa- 
tion at Nicea and the narratives of his pastoral activities 
and prayers for the deliverance of Nisibis recorded in 
Ephrem’s Hymns on Nisibis. The data in Armenian sources 
and in Theodoret of Cyr are unreliable. Even less is known 
of the other three 4th-century bishops mentioned by 
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Ephrem: Babou (d. 346), Vologese (346-61), and Abra- 
ham (361-2). 

b. Who Was Ephrem (306-73)? Ephrem’s influence in 
the Syriac-speaking churches was perhaps the most impor- 
tant factor in their intellectual and spiritual development. 
His work largely determined the relationships between 
theological investigation, spirituality, and liturgy. His po- 
etry, written exclusively in Syriac, was translated into Ar- 
menian, Georgian, Arabic, Ethiopic, Paleo-Slavic, Latin, 
and Chinese. No other writer is as extensively represented 
in the Greek manuscript tradition. Despite his fame and 
influence, little is known about him. Supposedly a student, 
a certain Symeon of Samosata, wrote a biography, but if 
so, it is lost. All we have are the accounts of Palladius and 
Sozomenos, which have served generations of hagiogra- 
phers. From the Syriac world, the earliest is a eulogy by 
Jacob of Serug, delivered more than a century after 
Ephrem’s death and devoid of detail. The only authentic 
sources are the occasional autobiographical allusions in his 
own work. The fact that these contradict the traditional 
stories of Ephrem’s life adds credibility to the statements. 

From comments in Ephrem’s works, it appears that he 
was born into a Christian family, became a Christian be- 
liever at an early age, and was baptized, probably in his 
early teenage years. He was a participant in the “orthodox” 
church of Nisibis. He was not ordained, but was a member 
of the lay order, the benai qvama (Sons of the Covenant), 
which required vows of asceticism, poverty, and contem- 
plative lifestyle. The oft-cited date of his birth, 306 c.«., 
cannot be verified. 

After the surrender of Nisibis to the Persians by the 
emperor Jovian in 363 c.£., Ephrem became a war refuge. 
He apparently made his way to Edessa, where he entered 
the service of Bishop Barses. There he wrote extensively, 
taught choirs of women to sirig his hymns against heresies, 
and involved himself in relie/’ work. He died in the famine 
of 373 c.£. on June 9. On Ephrem’s life, see Brock (1975) 
and Bundy (1986). 

c. Ephrem as a Writer and Theologian. Ephrem was a 
prolific author. He used seveal genre: prose (commentar- 
ies on the Bible, sermons, letcers refuting heresies); memre 
(verse homilies), and madrase (hymns). 

(1) Commentaries. Of the srose works, the commentar- 
ies are important for our discussion. The Commentary on 
the Diatessaron (Leloir 1963) quotes extensively from the 
Diatessaron and preserves more of the text of the Syriac 
Diatessaron than any other scurce. Ephrem’s commentary 
was translated into Armenian, probably during the 5th 
century. 

The exegesis of the commentary reflects several of 
Ephrem’s concerns. First, there is both a level of linear 
historicity and the level of symbolism. In many passages 
there is the recognition that the basic data of the life of 
Jesus and others as encountered in the text are phenom- 
ena to be examined, systemalized, and clarified. However, 
the focus is on the significance of the Gospel text in what 
Brock (1985) has described as “sacred time.” Second, there 
is an effort to balance the OT and NT images and symbols 
to demonstrate the convergerce of the OT toward the NT. 
Third, it reflects Ephrem’s conviction that nature is reve- 
latory of God and of God’s intention for the world. 

The same pattern is seen in the Commentary on the Pauline 
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Epistles. This corpus is preserved only in an Armenian 
translation. The structure of the commentaries is scholias- 
tic. That ts, a Pauline phrase is quoted and then followed 
immediately by an explanation. Because of the provisional 
nature of the edition and the linguistic difficulties, this 
text has been rarely studied. 

The Commentary on Genesis and Exodus preserved in a 
single Syriac manuscript from the Vatican Library (Vat. Syr. 
110) is an important witness to early Christian exegesis. As 
with Ephrem’s other commentaries, it reflects a tradition 
of exegesis with significant divergences from the Western 
tradition. It reflects an awareness (probably indirect) of the 
results of Rabbinic exegesis of Genesis and Exodus. Hidal 
(1974) and Kronholm (1978) have demonstrated the con- 
gruence of this commentary with the rest of the Ephrem 
corpus. 

Other commentary material attributed to Ephrem pre- 
served in Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, and Geor- 
gian has not been definitively examined, but is probably 
not directly from Ephrem although it may depend on his 
work or be part of the production of the so-called “School 
of Ephrem.” This corpus of dubia includes commentary 
on the entire OT and the separate Gospels. 

(2) Prose Sermons, the Letter to Publius and Refuta- 
tions of Heresies. The magnificent, magisterial Homily on 
Our Lord is the only prose homily attributed to Ephrem 
which is certainly authentic. Other sermons preserved 
under the name of Ephrem are highly dubious or spuri- 
ous. Brock (1976), who provided an edition and transla- 
tion of the Letter to Publius, argued that it is probably 
authentic. It discusses eschatology and judgment and of- 
fers surprising divergences with Western views on these 
subjects. 

The prose Refutations of Heresies, written in the form of 
letters, provide insights into the debates in which Ephrem 
engaged. He argued against four primary competitors: the 
Marcionites, Bardaisanites, Manicheans, and Arians. 
Against the Marcionites he contended that their dualism 
and determinism (Ephrem was a firm believer in freedom 
of the will) led to an understanding of matter and human- 
ity as inherently evil. This led Marcionites to a docetic 
christology and denial of the resurrection of the human 
body, soul, and spirit. The critique of Bardaisan was at two 
levels. He found their lack of asceticism and confidence in 
northern Mesopotamian science unfortunate. More seri- 
ous was the conception of monotheism with attendant 
ideas of emanations which he felt verged on polytheism. 

The Manicheans were radically dualistic and determin- 
istic. Both of these concepts were alien to Ephrem as was 
the Manichean ascription of a revelatory role to Mani. 
Ephrem accused Mani of having taken over the Greek 
understanding of matter and Indian dualism. Arians were 
criticized for having accepted a Greek philosophical 
framework for articulating the gospel message and for 
abandoning faith in scriptural testimony. This resulted, 
according to Ephrem, in excessive speculation about God, 
Christ, and the world. The most dire consequence of their 
“deviation” was understood to be its effect on the mission 
of the church, the dissension which makes the church 
appear ridiculous to the “pagans” outside. 

(3) Hymns (Madrase) and Metrical Homilies (memre). 
From Ephrem’s pen about 450 madrase have been pre- 
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served. These were gathered into loosely defined cycles: 
On the Nativity (28 hymns), On Faith (87 hymns), On Virginity 
(52 hymns), On the Church (52 hymns), On Nisibis (77 
hymns), Against Heresies (56 hymns), On Unleavened Bread 
(21 hymns), On Paradise (15 hymns), On the Fast (10 hymns), 
Against Julian (4 hymns), and 51 hymns preserved only in 
Armenian. In many cases the hymn tune name has been 
preserved, but there is no evidence about the music. Other 
hymn cycles existed at an earlier date but have been lost 
through the vicissitudes of northern Mesopotamian his- 
tory. 

The memre include at least 27 items which are of reason- 
able authenticity: On Nicomedia (16 memre), On Faith (6 
memre), On Reprehension (4 memre), and On Nineveh and Jonah 
(1 memra). Other memre attributed to Ephrem are probably 
inauthentic. The authentic madrase and memre reflect an 
exegetical method congruent with the authentic commen- 
tary material discussed above. On the theology of Ephrem, 
see Beck (1949), (1980), (1981), and (1984). 

6. Ephrem’s Disciples. Works by several disciples of 
Ephrem are found in the literary fragments of late 4th- 
and early 5th-century Syriac Christianity. From the pen of 
Zenobius there are three sermons preserved in Armenian: 
two on the traditions of the Jews and one in praise of 
Melitius, the martyr. Fragments of a verse homily or hom- 
ilies by Aba is preserved in a Sinaitic Syriac manuscript. 
Six hymns attributed to Cyrillonas have survived. These 
deal with a variety of topics including the invasion of the 
Huns (396 c.£.), the conversion of Zacchaeus, the anoint- 
ing of the feet of Jesus, the passion of Christ (2 hymns), 
and the “Wise Ones.” An anonymous vita of Eusebius of 
Samosata (d. 380) is dated by Ortiz de Urbina (1965) to 
this period. The exegetical traditions of Ephrem contin- 
ued to be used and preserved and expanded as can be 
seen from the Severian catena. The rest of the writings 
from what appears to have been a rich literary period have 
been lost. 


F. Subsequent Development of Syriac Exegetical 
Traditions 

After the division of Syriac Christianity into two compet- 
ing traditions ca. 428 C.£., owing to sociopolitical and 
theological considerations, the exegetical traditions of East 
(Nestorian) and West (Jacobite) Syrians developed with 
different influences. In the West, the main sources were 
Cyril of Alexandria and Chrysostom translated from 
Greek with Ephrem of Syria and scholia attributed to him. 
These have been preserved most extensively in the Exeget- 
ical Catena of Severus of Edessa, compiled in 861 c.£. The 
influence of this material would extend into Cilician Ar- 
menia. Most notably this catena served as a source for the 
huge commentary of Géorg Skewrac’i on /sazah (Bundy 
1983a). After Ephrem, the most influential West Syrian 
exegetes included Jacob of Edessa, Moses bar Kepha, Dio- 
nysius bar Salibi, and Barhebraeus. 

In East Syrian exegesis, the commentaries of Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, translated from Greek ca. 428, served as 
models and sources. The East developed a rich exegetical 
tradition, some of which (e.g., Mar Aba, Seharbokt, Hen- 
aniso, Gabriel Qatraya, Daniel bar Tubanita, Sabrigo’ bar 
Paulos) is known only from fragments preserved in the 
large Gannat Bussame (Garden of Delights), a collection of 
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biblical exegetical material organized around the liturgy 
(Reinink 1979). Significant amounts of material of Theo- 
dore bar Koni, ISo’ bar Nan, and I[8o’dad of Merv have 
been preserved. For trends in the development of Syriac 
exegesis, see Bundy (1983b). 


G. Texts 

Editions of Syriac texts may be found, usually with 
translation, in the Patrologia Orentalis, Corpus Scriptorum 
Christianorum Orientahum, and the Patrologia Syriaca. Here 
one can find texts of Aphraates, Bardaisan, and Ephrem 
mentioned above. Ephrem’s Prose Refutations are available, 
with English translation in C. W. Mitchell (1921). Bibliog- 
raphy and articles about personages and events in early 
Syriac Christianity can be found in Baumstark (1922), 
Ortiz de Urkina (1965), Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, Diction- 
naire d'histoire et de géographie ecclésiastiques, and Assfalg and 
Kruger (1975). For extensive, more recent bibliography 
see Bundy (1985b), Brock (1981-82), and Brock (1987). 
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CHRISTIANITY, SOCIOLOGY OF EARLY. 
See SOCIOLOGY (EARLY CHRISTIANITY). 


CHRISTIANS, PERSECUTION OF. See PER- 
SECUTION OF THE EARLY CHURCH. 


CHRISTOLOGY (NT). The main object of NT 
christology is to trace the emergence of Christianity’s dis- 
tinctive claims regarding Christ as documented in the 
writings of the NT. 


A. Introduction 
1. Aim 
2. Method 
3. Chief Impulses 
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B. Christological Claims Attributed to Jesus 
1. Jesus and Jewish Expectation 
2. Jesus’ View of His Own Role 
3. Jesus’ View of His Death 
C. The Beginnings of Christology Proper 
1. The Resurrection of Christ 
2. The Experience of the Spirit 
3. Other Features of Early Christology 
D. The Christology of Paul 
1. Adam Christology—Christ as Man 
2. Wisdom Christology—Christ as Divine 
3. Spirit Christology—Christ as Spirit 
E. Varied Emphases in Second-Generation Writings 
1. Deutero-Pauline Letters 
2. The Wider Circle of Pauline Influence 
3. Luke-Acts 
4. Outside the Circle of Pauline Influence 
F. The Christology of John 
1. The Word Incarnate 
2. The Son Glorified 
3. 1 and 2 John—Crisis over Christology 
G. Conclusions 
1. Continuity with Judaism 
2. Continuity with Jesus’ Own Self-Understanding 
3. Unity and Diversity in NT Christology 
4. The Foundation for Subsequent Christology 


A. Introduction 


1. Aim. Prior to Jesus’ ministry, we can speak only of a 
diverse Jewish hope of a new age often involving one or 
more intermediary or redeemer fgures—messiah, 
prophet, exalted hero, archangel, even God himself. A 
century later all these categories and more were either 
superseded or focused in one man, Jesus Christ. Ignatius 
spoke of Jesus in straightforward terms as “our God, Jesus 
(the) Christ” (Eph. 18:2; Rom. 3:3), and showed how Chris- 
tology was well on the way toward the classical credal 
statements of the ecumenical councils. “There is one phy- 
sician, who is both flesh and spirit, born and yet not born, 
who is God in man, true life in death, both of Mary and of 
God, first passible and then impassible, Jesus Christ our 
Lord” (Eph. 7:2). In the course of that hundred years, the 
claims of Christianity appeared and began to take defini- 
tive shape. The NT contains that first flowering and ena- 
bles us to appreciate a good deal of how and why it came 
about and took the forms it did. 

2. Method. Since a transition is involved, at the very 
least, from Jewish expectations to Christian faith, a devel- 
opmental approach has been chosen. This assumes that a 
tradition-history analysis is able to uncover the main out- 
lines of Jesus’ own convictions and teaching, and similarly 
that sufficiently reliable information can be had about the 
beliefs of the earliest Christian congregations. Thereafter 
we can trace the teaching and emphasis of the individual 
NT writers themselves, following consensus dating and 
location where necessary. This approach, of course, will 
not reveal all that Christians said about Christ during that 
period, but the NT writings were obviously regarded as of 
more than passing significance from the first and there- 
fore can be said to have preserved the most influential 
material from the foundational epoch. 

NT christology could properly confine itself to a de- 
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scription of the christology of each individual document, 
seeking to demonstrate such correlation and coherence as 
seems appropriate. Several standard treatments have fo- 
cused on titles; and though titles cannot tell the whole 
story, the emergence and use of certain titles can tell us a 
good deal. Dissatisfaction with an excessive emphasis on 
titles has more recently resulted in calls for different 
approaches—-motif-centered, transformation of catego- 
ries, conceptual trajectories, and the like. The following 
analysis will use all these methods, as seems appropriate. 

Most attempts to write a NT christology also use the 
benefit of hindsight and global perspective to trace the 
larger patterns and developments of which individuals 
were a part. They describe the process by which the 
earliest chris:ological formulations came to expression, as 
it were, from “outside.” The danger of such an approach 
is that it reads back later developments into the earlier 
material; it fails to respect the inevitably more limited 
horizons of the writers themselves. We will attempt the 
more difficult task of describing the process from “inside.” 
That should not prevent us from recognizing any new or 
previously unexpressed formulation. On the contrarv, we 
should be better able to distinguish the genuinely new 
from mere variation or transfer categories. 

3. Chief Impulses. The principal stimulus in the for- 
mulating of NT christology was threefold: (1) the impact 
of Jesus, including the impact of his ministry in style and 
content as well as of his teaching in particular; (2) the 
impact of his death and resurrection; (3) the experience 
of (many of) the first Christians in which they recognized 
further evidence of Jesus’ power and status. 

The material with which NT christology worked was 
again primarily the first Christians’ memories of Jesus and 
their own experience. But a principal tributary was the 
various main features of Jewish hope seen to cohere in 
Jesus. Also of increasing importance over the hundred- 
year period under review were various categories of wider 
currency in the Greco-Roman world. 


B. Christological Claims Attributed to Jesus 

Did Jesus have a christology? That is, did he make 
significant claims regarding himself? The Synoptics and 
John’s gospel are most markedly different at this point. 
Whereas in the latter Jesus’ claims for himself are a prom- 
inent feature chapter after chapter, in the former he 
seems on the contrary to want to avoid drawing attention 
to himself. Since John’s christology is so distinctive in 
comparison with the others, it is best to confine attention 
here to the Svnoptics and treat John separately below. 

1. Jesus arid Jewish Expectation. At the time of Jesus, 
Jewish hope embraced a variety of messianic and/or pro- 
phetic categories. 

a. Royal Messiah. Son of David (as in Isa 11:1—5; Pss. 
Sol. 17:23; 4QFlor 1:10—13). This was probably the figure 
of the popular hope—a new king to restore Israel’s inde- 
pendence and greatness. It is likely that anyone who 
roused the sort of popular interest and excitement which 
John the Baptist and Jesus provoked would have been 
regarded as a candidate for such a messianic role (cf. John 
1:20, 6:15). And a basic fact is that Jesus was executed as a 
messianic pretender—King of the Jews (Mark 15:26 pars.). 
In the hearing before Caiaphas the question was also 
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probably raised, “Are you the Messiah, son of the 
Blessed?”——on the basis of the accusation about destroying 
and rebuilding the temple seen in the light of 2 Sam 7:13— 
14, interpreted messianically (as in 4QFlor). The distinc- 
tive features of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem and of his 
symbolic action in the temple (“the cleansing of the tem- 
ple”) would almost certainly have raised the same issue in 
broad (eschatological) or specific (royal messiah) terms. It 
would hardly be surprising then if his closest followers had 
themselves raised the question at an earlier stage of his 
ministry, particularly in the light of the success and popu- 
larity it clearly enjoyed (so Mark 8:27—30. pars:). 

The key question, however, is how Jesus reacted when 
this option was put to him. And the answer of the earliest 
traditions seems to be, not very positively. He never once 
laid claim to the title on his own behalf or unequivocally 
welcomed its application to him by others. Mark 6:45 
strongly suggests that he rejected the messianic role of 
popular anticipation (cf. Join 6:15), and Mark 8:30-33 
and the entry into Jerusalera portray a rather different 
model. So far as we can tell, he did not reject the title 
“Messiah” outright when put to him (Mark 8:30, 14:62, 
15:2), but as currently understood it was evidently un- 
suited to describe the role he saw for himself. It needed 
the events of the cross and resurrection to reshape and fill 
the utle with new content for the first Christians. 

b. Priestly Messiah. In one or more strands of pre- 
Christian Judaism a priestly messiah was accorded greater 
significance than the royal messiah (e.g., T. 12 P; 1QSa 
2:11—22). But apparently this was never seen as an option 
for Jesus, presumably because he was known to be of a 
tribe other than the tribe of Levi. 

c. The Prophet. Jewish expectation took various forms 
here—the return of Elijah (Mal 4:5; Sir 48:9-10), the 
prophet like Moses (Deut 18:15, 18), and an unnamed or 
eschatological prophet (Isa 61:1-2; 1QS 9:11; 11QMelch). 
Whether these were differeni expectations or variants of a 
single expectation is not clear, and probably was not clear 
then either. What ts clear, however, is that there was a 
readiness to recognize Jesus as a prophet or the prophet 
(Mark 6:15 par.; 8:28 pars.; John 6:14; 7:40, 52), though 
it should not be forgotten that others were accorded the 
same title in this period (Mark 11:32; John 1:21; Joseph., 
Ant 18:85—87; 20:97f., 167, 169-72, 188). 

Jesus himself seems to have accepted the designation in 
some degree (Mark 6:4 pars., Luke 13:33) and in particu- 
lar to have used Isa 61:1-2 as a program for his mission 
(Matt 5:3-4 = Luke 6:20-21; Matt 11:5 = Luke 7:22; 
Luke 4:18—19). He also seems deliberately to have engaged 
in prophetic or symbolic actions (particularly the action in 
the temple and the Last Supper). But at times there are 
hints that he saw his role as transcending that of the 
normal prophetic figure—Mark 12:1—9, the claim, “I 
came,” rather than, “I was sent” (as in Mark 2:17 pars.); 
and the use of the formula, “But I say,” rather than the 
more typically prophetic, “Thus says the Lord.” 

d. Healer. Although miraculous restoration of physical 
faculties was expected to be a mark of the new age (Isa 
17-19, 35:5-7), it was not particularly associated with any 
of the above figures. Healings and exorcisms were widely 
practiced in the ancient world, by pagans and Jews (Mark 
9:38-39, Acts 19:13—-19; Josephus, Ant 8:45—49). So al- 
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though it is beyond dispute that Jesus was known as a 
successful healer and exorcist, it is not clear whether much 
significance would have been read into this activity by his 
contemporaries. 

Jesus himself, however, seems to have seen in his own 
ministry clear evidence that God’s final rule was already 
beginning to operate through his exorcisms (Mark 3:23, 
27; Matt 12:28 = Luke 11:20; Luke 10:18) and healing 
(Matt 11:5-6 = Luke 7:22-23). This self-estimate in- 
cluded a claim to a plenary anointing by God’s spirit, which 
marked out his ministry as distinctive and which should 
have been sufficiently clear to his critical onlookers (hence 
also Mark 3:28—29 pars.). Also distinctive was his exorcistic 
technique, since he seems neither to have used physical 
aids nor to have invoked some higher authority in a for- 
mula of adjuration. We may properly infer a consciousness 
on his part of his own authority or of an immediacy and 
directness of empowering from God (Mark 11:28-33 
pars.). 

e. Teacher. Jesus is regularly called teacher in the tradi- 
tion (Mark 5:35; 9:17, 38; 10:17, 20, 35; etc.), and his 
characteristic style as a “parabolist,” one who spoke in 
parables and pithy sayings, is clearly enshrined in the 
Synoptics. This would be relatively unremarkable in itself, 
except that the authority with which Jesus taught seems to 
have provoked surprise and question (Mark 1:27 par., 6:2 
par., 11:28 pars.). In a large part this must have been 
because of the same immediacy and directness which his 
teaching style embodied—the lack of appeal to previous 
authorities, the typical “Amen” with which he often began 
a saying, and not least his readiness to dispute established 
rulings even if given by Moses himself (as in Matt 5:31— 
42). 

As Jesus evidently saw himself as God’s ambassador and 
spokesman (Mark 9:37 pars.) and as the climax of the 
prophetic tradition, so he may have seen himself not sim- 
ply as a teacher of wisdom but as the eschatological emis- 
sary of divine Wisdom (Luke 7:31—35 par.; 10:21—22 par.; 
11:49-51 par.). Such self-understanding must lie behind 
his pronouncement of sins forgiven without reference to 
the sacrificial cult (as in Mark 2:10) and the exclusiveness 
of the claim he made for his teaching and call (Matt 7:24— 
27, 10:32 pars., 10:37 par.). 

In short, none of these various categories available or 
applied to Jesus seem to have proved entirely suitable to 
describe the role Jesus saw for himself. Four of the five 
caught aspects of his work, but only aspects. 

2. Jesus’ View of His Own Role. The evidence reviewed 
above indicates that Jesus saw his ministry as having a final 
significance for his hearers. He saw himself as the eschat- 
ological agent of God. This self-understanding seems to 
have been encapsulated in two modes of self-reference. 

a. Son of God. This title, which eventually became the 
title for Christ in the classic creeds (God the Son), at the 
time of Jesus had a much broader reference and simply 
denoted someone highly favored by God. Hence it could 
be used of Israel (as in Exod 4:22), of angels (as in Job 
1:6—12), of the king (as in 2 Sam 7:14), of the righteous 
man (as in Wis 2:13—18), or of (other) charismatic rabbis 
(m. TaSan. 3:8). The process by which the first Christians 
commandeered this title and gave it exclusive reference to 
Jesus is reflected in its increasing significance in the Gospel 
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traditions during the second half of the first century—as 
indicated by the number of times Jesus speaks of God as 
his father (Mark 3 times, Q 4, Luke’s special material 4, 
Matthew’s special material 31, John over 100). 

There is sufficient indication that the process that per- 
mitted Christians to call Jesus Son of God had already 
begun with Jesus himself. The basic data is Jesus’ habit, as 
it appears to have been, of addressing God as “Father” in 
his prayers (as in Matt 11:25-26 = Luke 10:1—22; the only 
exception being Mark 15:34). The word used was almost 
certainly the Aramaic ?abbé (so Mark 14:36), since it was 
evidently remembered and treasured in the Greek-speak- 
ing churches as characterizing the sonship of Jesus (Rom 
8:15-16; Gal 4:6). The point is that “abba” is a family 
word, expressive of intimate family relationship. So the 
deduction lies close to hand that Jesus used it because he 
understood (we may even say experienced) his relationship 
to God in prayer in such intimate terms. And though he 
evidently taught his disciples so to pray (Luke 11:2), the 
same Pauline passages clearly indicate that this mode of 
prayer was seen as something distinctive of the Christians 
in their dependence on the Spirit of the Son. To that 
extent at least we can say that the process of narrowing the 
concept of divine sonship by reference to Jesus did indeed 
begin with Jesus. Whether Jesus made this a subject of 
explicit teaching, however, may be doubted, since Matt 
11:27 and Mark 13:32 in particular may already evidence 
some of the christological intensification which comes to 
full expression in the fourth gospel. But at least we can say 
that the directness and immediacy of his relationship with 
God noted above seems to have cohered for Jesus in his 
“abba” prayer. 

b. Son of Man. As our records stand, this seems to be 
the most obvious example of a self-chosen self-designation 
(e.g., Mark 2:10, 8:31, 14:62). But the significance of the 
phrase has been disputed in NT scholarship throughout 
this century. 

Certainly the phrase must go back to Jesus in some 
form. It belongs almost exclusively to the Gospels (82 out 
of 86 times), and in the Gospels it appears in effect only on 
the lips of Jesus. Apart from Acts 7:56 we cannot speak of 
a “Son of Man christology” outside the Jesus tradition. The 
most consistent explanation is that the usage originated in 
the Jesus tradition, and that means, in this case, with Jesus 
himself. That is not to exclude the likelihood that a num- 
ber of particular examples within the Jesus tradition reflect 
some editorial reworking of the tradition (as in Matt 
16:28). But even that reworking follows what was probably 
the established and therefore original pattern of a speech 
usage confined to Jesus’ own words. It must have been a 
firm and clear characteristic of Jesus’ speech. 

In some instances at least he seems to have used the 
phrase in the normal Aramaic idiom—“son of man” = 
man (cf. Ps 8:4), though with something of a self-reference 
(the polite English style of referring to oneself by the 
general “one” is a useful parallel). This usage is probably 
reflected in such passages as Mark 2:10 (the use of the 
phrase occasions no surprise or offense in the story) and 
2:28, and the variant traditions of Mark 3:28—29 pars. are 
best explained by an ambiguous son of man/man formu- 
lation in the original Aramaic. It would also explain why 
“I” appears in place of “the Son of Man” in other parallel 
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traditions (as in Luke 6:22 = Matt 5:11; Luke 12:8 = Matt 
10:32). In such cases, of course, the phrase would not have 
had a titular significance to start with. 

The alterr.ative suggestion that the phrase was already 
firmly established in Jewish thought as a title for a heavenly 
redeemer figure is not securely grounded. In Dan 7:13 it 
is not title: the manlike figure represents Israel over 
against the Leastlike figures which represent Israel’s ene- 
mies in a creative reuse of the familiar creation mythol- 
ogy—the saints of the most high fulfilling Adam’s role of 
dominion over the rest of creation. Jewish apocalyptic 
writers certainly interpret the Dan 7:13 vision with refer- 
ence to a hezvenly redeemer, but in each case (Similitudes 
of Enoch and 4 Ezra) the implication is that this is a fresh 
interpretation of the Daniel passage. The date of the 
Similitudes is disputed but a date prior to Jesus cannot be 
assumed, and 4 Ezra is certainly later than a.p. 70 (see 
ENOCH, FIRST BOOK OF; EZRA, GREEK APOCA- 
LYPSE OF). Nor is there any indication whatsoever that 
Jesus was thought to have identified himself with an al- 
ready known redeemer figure of Jewish expectation or 
that such an identification needed to be confessed or 
defended. The likelihood that it was Jesus himself who 
first drew upon Dan 7:13 to interpret his own role is part 
of the larger question which follows. 

3. Jesus’ View of His Death. It is highly probable that 
Jesus foresaw the likelihood of a violent or ignominious 
death. This was the typical fate of prophet and righteous 
man in Jewish tradition (Wis 5:1~5, Matt 23:29-37 par.), 
as his immediate predecessor (John the Baptist) showed all 
too well. The hostility which resulted in his eventual cruci- 
fixion must have been evident some time before that (cf. 
Mark 3:22 pars., 14:8 pars., Matt 23:37 = Luke 13:34), 
and the provhetic action in the temple certainly invited 
the retaliation which soon followed. The sayings tradition 
which can be traced back to Jesus with some confidence 
suggests that Jesus saw a fuller significance in his death. 
The “cup” sayings (Mark 10:38 par., 14:36 pars.) evoke 
the OT image of the cup of God’s wrath (as in Isa 51:17- 
23), and the “baptism” and “fire” sayings (Mark 10:38, 
Luke 12:49-50) probably take up the Baptist’s metaphor 
of a fiery baptism to represent the final tribulations which 
would introduce the end. In applying such images to 
himself, Jesus presumably implied that his death was to 
have some sort of representative or vicarious meaning. 

If, in addition, the Son of Man passion predictions 
(Mark 8:31, 9:31, 10:34) already contained, in their origi- 
nal form, ar: allusion to the manlike figure of Daniel’s 
vision, an even more explicit representative significance 
would be hard to exclude (= “the saints of the most high”). 
Similar implications are involved in Mark 10:45 and 14:24, 
though a more direct allusion to the suffering servant of 
Isa 53 is harder to sustain at the earliest level of the 
tradition. 

It is also highly likely that Jesus expected to be vindicated 
after his death. The pattern was already well established in 
Jewish reflection on the suffering of the righteous (Isa 
53:10-11; Dan 7; Wis 5:1—5; 2 Macc 7:23), and hope of 
vindication after enduring the eschatological tribulation 
would be an obvious way to correlate his expected suffer- 
ing with his confidence in God’s coming reign (as Mark 
14:25 confirms). If he did express this hope in terms of 
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resurrection (Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34), it would presum- 
ably be the final resurrection he had in mind, since the 
concept of the eschatological resurrection of an individual 
seems to have emerged as a Christian perception of what 
had happened to Jesus. 

In short, while we cannot say that Jesus placed himself 
at the center of his own message or called for faith in 
himself as such, neither can we say that Jesus simply saw 
himself as the eschatological proclaimer of the kingdom of 
God. The claim to be the medium of God’s rule, the sense 
of an immediacy and directness in his relation with God, 
and the expectation of representative death and vindica- 
tion is well enough rooted ir. the Jesus tradition. It is also 
the sort of base we both need and anyway expect if we are 
to explain the subsequent development of christology. 


C. The Beginnings of Christology Proper 

Despite what has just been said, it is highly doubtful 
whether the movement begun by Jesus during his lifetime 
would have amounted to anything without the resurrection 
and the experience of the Spirit. 

1. The Resurrection of Christ. The belief that God had 
raised Jesus from the dead was clearly foundational in 
shaping christology. It is the most prominent feature in 
the sermons in Acts, reflecting the emphasis both of Luke 
and of the material he uses (Acts 2:24—32; 4:12, 33; 
10:40—41; 13:30-37; 17:18, 30-31). The pre-Pauline for- 
mula, “God raised him from the dead,” may justly be 
described as the earliest Christian creed (Rom 10:9, 1 
Thess 1:10, Rom 8:11 (twice), Gal 1:1, Col 2:12, Eph 1:20, 
2 Tim 2:8). The centrality of Christ’s resurrection for Paul 
himself is underlined in 1 Cor 15:12-20, particularly 
15:17, and Phil 2:9-11. In al: the Gospels the resurrection 
forms the climax to the whole presentation of Jesus. Its 
watershed character in determining christology is indi- 
cated variously: in Mark it resolves “the messianic secret” 
(Mark 9:9); similarly it is the hermeneutic key in John 
(John 2:22); Luke carefully monitors his use of the title 
“Lord” in reference to Jesus in acknowledgment of the fact 
that the title only became his >y reason of the resurrection; 
and in Matthew it is only with the resurrection that the 
commission of Jesus becomes universal (Matt 28:18—20; cf. 
10:5-6). 

Even where the concept “resurrection” is not prominent, 
the significance of what happened to Jesus after his death 
is central in assessments of Christ and his significance, as 
in Hebrews (e.g., 9:11-12) and Revelation (e.g., 5:5). And 
elsewhere there seems to be no attempt to distinguish 
resurrection from exaltation (e.g., Acts 2:32—33; Phil 2:9; 
1 Pet 3:21-22; John 12:32). Nevertheless, it remains a 
striking fact that the concest of “resurrection” became 
established from the first, rather than what might other- 
wise have been the more obvious and recognized category 
of vindication in heaven of the dead hero (see 2:2b above). 
Indeed the earliest formulations seem to have assumed 
that Jesus’ resurrection was the beginning of “the resurrec- 
tion from the dead” in ger.eral (1 Cor 15:20; cf. Matt 
27:51—-53). 

2. The Experience of the Spirit. That the outpouring 
of the Spirit expected for the last days was already a factor 
of their experience seems likewise to have been a basic and 
unifying claim of the earliest Christians. What is most 
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relevant here is that the perceived influence of the Spirit 
seems also to have been a determinative factor in shaping 
christology. The Baptist’s prediction that the coming one’s 
ministry would be characterized by baptizing in Spirit is 
retained by all forms of the Gospel tradition (Mark 1:8 
pars.). The Pentecost outpouring is attributed explicitly to 
the exalted Jesus (Acts 2:33). The identification of the 
Spirit as “the Spirit of Christ” evidently became soon 
established (Acts 16:7, 1 Pet 1:11, on Paul see below). So, 
too, the understanding of the Spirit as witness to Christ 
(Acts 5:32, Heb 2:4, 1 Pet 1:12, 1 John 5:7, Rev 19:11; on 
John see below). In Revelation the seven spirits of God (= 
the Holy Spirit) are depicted as the eyes of the Lamb (Rev 
5:6). 

3. Other Features of Early Christology. The search for 
scriptural explanations of what had happened must inevi- 
tably have been a primary objective for the first Christians. 
To show that Jesus was Messiah despite his shameful death 
would have been an urgent necessity, reflected in such 
passages as Luke 24:26, 46 and Acts 3:18, in the early 
formula “Christ died” (Rom 8:34, 14:9; | Thess 4:14), and 
in the established Pauline emphasis on “Christ crucified” 
(If Cor 1:23, 2:2, Gal 3:1). Isaiah 53 undoubtedly came 
early into play (as in Rom 4:25, | Cor 15:3, 1 Pet 2:24—25), 
though allusions in Acts 3-4 highlight the suffering-vin- 
dication theme rather than that of vicarious suffering. 

On the theme of Jesus’ exaltation, Ps 110:1 quickly 
became a basic proof text (as, e.g., in Acts 2:34; Rom 8:34; 
1 Cor 15:25; Heb 1:3, 13; 1 Pet 3:22). Also, to lesser 
extent, Ps 2:7 (as in Acts 13:33, Heb 5:5). The consequence 
of such usage was to give what could be later regarded as 
an “adoptionist” ring to some early formulations (Acts 
2:36, 13:33, Rom 1:4). More important, however, was the 
fact that these texts gave added impulse to the two titles 
for Jesus which were most capable of providing a bridge 
of communication for the Gospel from Judaism to the 
wider Hellenistic world—Jesus as Lord (1 Cor 16:22, Jas 
5:7-8, and Acts 11:20, Rom 10:9 = pre-Pauline baptismal 
confession; Phil 2:9-11), and Jesus as Son of God (Acts 
9:20, 1 Thess 1:9-10, Heb 4:14). 

The early Christian use of these same texts left its mark 
on the Jesus tradition itself (as in Mark 1:11, 12:35-37, 
14:24, 62, Luke 22:37), obscuring the issue of whether 
Jesus himself referred to them. The transformation of 
various “son of man” sayings within the Jesus tradition into 
full titular self-references with consistent if often implicit 
reference to Dan 7:13 must also have happened early on. 

At the same time the use and reuse of the Jesus tradition 
throughout this whole period is sufficient indication of a 
lively desire to recall the words and character of Jesus’ 
ministry because of their continuing relevance. This re- 
mains a compelling deduction despite the relative lack of 
interest shown in the content of the Jesus tradition outside 
the Gospels. The Q collection, for example, reflects a 
strong concern to present Jesus as (eschatological) teacher 
of wisdom (particularly Luke 7:35; 10:21-22, 11:31, 49; 
13:34). Besides this, it is inconceivable that substantial 
elements of the Jesus tradition were not passed on to newly 
established congregations (cf. Acts 2:42; 1 Cor 11:2; Col 
2:6; 2 Thess 2:15). Such traditions must have provided a 
common ground between writer and readers to which 
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allusion need only be made (e.g. Rom 13:8—10, 2 Cor 10:1, 
1 Thess 5:2, Jas 5:12). 

A strong feature of the earliest period was also the 
expectation of the imminent return of Christ. It was the 
corollary of the belief that Christ’s resurrection was the 
beginning of the final resurrection (see above), and is 
reflected in such early formulations as Acts 3:19—21, 1 Cor 
16:22, and 1 Thess 1:9-10. The Son of Man material used 
by Q also reflects a keen interest in his coming in glory 
and judgment (Matt 19:28 par.; 24:27, 37, 44 par.). Such 
imminent expectation was slow to disappear, as the early 
letters of Paul demonstrate (1 Thess 4:13-18, 1 Cor 7:29- 
31), and retained a particular vitality in Jewish-Christian 
circles (Jas 5:7—8, Rev 22:20). 

The short time lag anticipated between Jesus’ exaltation 
and return may be sufficient to explain why no interim 
function in heaven seems to be attributed to Jesus in the 
Acts material. On the other hand, the understanding of 
Jesus as heavenly intercessor must have emerged early, 
prior to its development in Hebrews (Rom 8:34), since the 
idea of heavenly intercession was already well established 
in Judaism (e.g. Tob 12:15; T. Levt 3:5, 5:6—7). 

While it is impossible then to gain a detailed picture of 
this earliest stage of christology, a sufficiently clear and 
coherent outline can be reconstructed. 


D. The Christology of Paul 

The background of Paul’s christology has already in 
effect been given above. The impact of the Damascus road 
experience should not be underestimated (in view of 2 Cor 
4:6 and Gal 1:16), though it can as easily be exaggerated. 
Likewise his continuing experience of being “engraced” or 
“enChristed” was fundamental (see section D.3. below). 
The most important other influences came through Hel- 
lenistic Judaism (see section D.2.). The 20th-century en- 
trancement with the hypothesis that Paul adopted an al- 
ready widely spread Gnostic redeemer myth is neither 
justified by the pre-Pauline sources nor necessitated by the 
Pauline material itself. 

The distinctive Pauline contribution can be summarized 
under three heads. 

1. Adam Christology—Christ as Man. It is a fundamen- 
tal conviction of Paul that in his life and death Jesus was 
one with humanity in his fallenness and that his resurrec- 
tion inaugurated a new humanity. The latter is explicit in 
the passages in which he sums up the whole sweep of 
human history in the two epochs of Adam and Christ (Rom 
5:12-21; 1 Cor 15:20-22, 45-49). The former is implicit 
in his use of Ps 8:4—6 (1 Cor 15:27, Eph 1:22, Phil 3:21), 
as its fuller exposition in Heb 2:6—9 indicates. But it also 
comes to expression in Rom 8:3 (“the actual likeness of 
sinful flesh”), Gal 4:4 (“born of woman, born under the 
law”), 2 Cor 8:9 (“his poverty”), and Phil 2:7 (“form of a 
slave .. . as man”), though the majority of scholars would 
question whether these last verses are properly to be seen 
as expressions of Adam christology. 

As many of the above references also indicate, this 
representative function of Christ’s life achieves its point 
particularly in his death; if this one man dies, then all die 
(2 Cor 5:14). This dovetails with Paul’s readiness to inter- 
pret Christ’s death under the category of “sacrifice” or 
“sin-offering” (Rom 3:25, | Cor 5:7). As several passages 
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clearly implv, Paul saw the “mechanism” of sacrifice in 
terms of representative “interchange” (2 Cor 5:21; Rom 
8:3; Gal 3:13, 4:4-5). That is, the sinless one suffers the 
full effects of human sin (death) in order, not that death 
might be escaped (= substitution), but that the finality of 
death might be broken through a sharing in his death 
leading to resurrection (Rom 6:5-8, 8:17, Phil 3:10-1 1). 

Since the obedience of his death was primarily an un- 
doing of Acam’s disobedience (Rom 5:19, Phil 2:8), a 
voluntary embracing of the human lot which was the 
consequence of Adam’s folly, it is more accurate to speak 
of Christ’s role as inaugurator of a new humanity as 
stemming from the resurrection (1 Cor 15:21-22, Rom 
8:29, Col 1:18). It is as resurrected, as “spiritual body,” 
that Christ is “last Adam” and pattern of the humanity 
which at last fulfills the divine purpose in creating human- 
kind (1 Cor |5:45—49). 

Somewhat surprisingly, some of Paul’s other distinctive 
emphases can be included under this head. In particular, 
his intensive use of “Christ” (already established as a 
proper name) in corporate imagery—the characteristic “in 
Christ” (about 80 times), “into Christ” (as in Gal 3:27), 
“with Christ” (as in Gal 2:20), and “through Christ” (more 
than 20 times), not to mention the “body of Christ” (as in 
Romans 12 and | Corinthians 12). The language refers to 
the identification with Christ made possible by Christ’s 
identification with fallen humanity—the process of salva- 
tion understood as a growing participation in Christ’s 
death with a view to a complete participation in his resur- 
rection as the final goal (Rom 6:3-6; hence also the crea- 
tion mouf of “old nature/new nature” in Col 3:9-11, Eph 
4:22-24). The Adam christology corresponds with the 
understanding of the process of salvation as corporate, 
more than ir.dividual (cf. Eph 2:15, 4:13). 

Other facets of Paul’s christology also cohere effectively 
under Adam christology. For obvious reasons this applies 
to the relatively less important theme of Jesus as God’s 
Son, as the prominence of this title in some of the material 
reviewed above makes clear (Rom 8:3, 15-17, 29; Gal 4:4— 
7; Col 1:13)-—the risen Christ as the eldest brother in the 
eschatological family of God. But it applies even more to 
an important aspect of Paul’s most prominent designation 
for Jesus, that is “Lord,” since it is only as risen Lord that 
Christ fulfills God’s original intention in creating the first 
human—-“to put all things under his feet” (1 Cor 15:25- 
27 referring to Ps 8:6). This may include the “Christus 
victor” theme of Col 2:15. 

2. Wisdom Christology—Christ as Divine. Perhaps the 
most enduring development was the application of Wis- 
dom categories to Jesus. Divine wisdom had long served as 
one of the most important bridge concepts for a Judaism 
seeking to present itself intelligibly and appealingly within 
the context of the wider religiophilosophic thought of the 
time. Within Judaism itself, Wisdom (along with Spirit and 
Word) was one important way of speaking of God in his 
creative, revelatory, and redemptive imminence (Proverbs, 
Sirach, Wisdom, Philo). Judaism’s distinctive claim was that 
this wisdom was now embodied in the Torah (Sir 24:23; 
Bar 4:1). 

Already with Paul the equivalent association is being 
made between Wisdom and Christ (1 Cor 1:30)—that is, 
Christ as the embodiment of divine Wisdom and thus as 
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the definitive self-expression of God (Col 1:19; 2:9). He 
uses Wisdom terminology boldly of Christ, particularly in 
speaking of his role in creation (1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:15-17). 
Whether he means by this that Christ himself was preexis- 
tent, as most conclude, or, more precisely, that Christ has 
assumed the role of preexistent Wisdom without remain- 
der, is less clear. At all events, he has no doubt that it is 
Christ crucified who is the definition of divine Wisdom (1 
Cor 1:24), the determinative revelation and redemptive act 
of God (2 Cor 5:19). 

The element of ambiguity here is not resolved by other 
references. The concept of jesus’ divine sonship provides 
an important bridge between Adam and Wisdom christo- 
logies, but the usage in Rom 3:3 and Gal 4:4 seems as close 
to the imagery of Mark 12:6 as to that of the Fourth 
Evangelist. Potentially more revealing is the ttle “Lord,” 
since it was such an important indicator of Christ’s status 
for Paul (note particularly Rom 10:9 and 1 Cor 12:3; well 
over 200 times in reference to Christ). Its use in Hellenistic 
religion for the cult god macle it an important evangelistic 
and apologetic tool. Over against Hellenistic tolerant syn- 
cretism Paul claimed exclusivity for Christ’s Lordship (1 
Cor 8:5-6, Phil 2:9-11, 1 Cor 15:25). In so doing he did 
not hesitate to apply OT texts referring to Yahweh to the 
Lord Christ (Rom 10:13; | Gor 2:16; Phil 2:10-11—using 
the strongly monotheistic Isa 45:22—23). Yet, at the same 
time, Paul evidently did not see such usage as an infringe- 
ment on traditional Jewish monotheism (1 Cor 8:6; also 
3:23; 11:3; 15:24, 28). To call Jesus Lord was as much a 
way of distinguishing Christ from the one God as of 
attributing him to God’s agency. Hence the frequent ref- 
erence to “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” 
(Rom 15:6; 2 Cor 1:3, 11:31: Eph 1:3, 17; Col 1:3). 

The question whether Paul called Jesus “God” does not 
provide much help on this point. For one thing, “God,” 
like “son of God,” did not have such an exclusive reference 
at this stage, even in Jewish circles (cf. Ps 45:6; 82:6; Philo, 
Sacr 9; Quaes Gen II. 62). And for another, the only clear 
occurrence comes in the late or Deutero-Pauline literature 
(Tit 2:13). In the strongly Jewish context of the earlier 
Rom 9:5 it is unlikely that any Jew would have read the 
benediction as describing “the messiah” as “God over all.” 
The fact that Paul evidently offered his prayers to God 
“through Christ” (Rom 1:8, 7:25; 2 Cor 1:20; Col 3:17) 
confirms that for Paul Christ’s role is characteristically as 
mediator. In other words, neither Adam christology nor 
Wisdom christology should be emphasized at the expense 
of the other. 

3. Spirit Christology—Christ as Spirit. Although 
“Spirit” was virtually synonymous with “Wisdom” in pre- 
Christian Judaism (as in Wis 9:17), Paul did not take what 
might have appeared to be the logical step of identifying 
Christ with the divine spiri: in the same way as he had 
identified Christ and Wisdom. The identification with 
Wisdom took in Wisdom’s role in creation; but the identi- 
fication with Spirit is dated only from Christ’s resurrection 
(Rom 1:4, 1 Cor 15:45; but not 2 Cor 3:17, where “the 
Lord” is the Lord of Exod 34:34). Hence the strong degree 
of synonymity between Christ and Spirit in passages deal- 
ing with Christian experience (particularly Rom 8:9-11 
and | Cor 12:4—-6): it is in Christian experience of the 
divine that Christ and Spirit are one; Christ experienced 
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not independently of the Spirit but through and as the 
Spirit. 

This also means that for Paul christology becomes a 
controlling factor in pneumatology. Paul takes it for 
granted that the Spirit of God is known now only by 
reference to Christ—‘the Spirit of sonship” voicing Jesus’ 
prayer, “Abba, Father” (Rom 8:15), the Spirit known by 
the confession “Jesus is Lord” (1 Cor 12:3), the Spirit who 
transforms us into the image of Christ (2 Cor 3:18). The 
Spirit can now be defined as “the Spirit of Christ” (Rom 
8:9, Gal 4:6, Phil 1:19), and spirituality must be measured 
against the pattern of Christ crucified (2 Cor 4:7-5:5, 
13:4; Phil 3:10-11). The Spirit is thus redefined as the 
medium of Christ’s relationship with his people (1 Cor 
6:17). Beyond that it is much less clear that we can prop- 
erly speak of an identification between Christ and Spirit. 
The Spirit is still preeminently the Spirit of God (Rom 8:9, 
11, 14; 1 Cor 1:11, 14; etc.) and given by God (1 Cor 2:12; 
2 Cor 1:21—22, 5:5; etc.). To speak of Christ as Spirit was 
evidently not the same as speaking of him as Wisdom and 
Lord. Judging by the convoluted syntax of Rom 8:11, Paul 
did not perceive the relation between Christ and Spirit in 
such clear-cut terms as that between Christ and Wisdom. 
In other words, even at this early stage, the redefinition of 
God in his immanent self-revelation, which developing 
christology was already occasioning, was throwing up fac- 
tors which were not going to find easy resolution either in 
simple polytheism or in some more sophisticated “binitar- 
ianism” (the worship of two of the persons of the trinity). 


E. Varied Emphases in Second-Generation Writings 

1. Deutero-Pauline Letters. In Ephesians a distinctive 
note is struck immediately in the long opening benediction 
focusing on the theme of Christ as the predetermined 
redeemer and focus of cosmic unity in “the fullness of 
time” (Eph 1:3-14). The idea of Christ as the revelation of 
God’s hitherto mysterious purpose, already developed in 
Colossians (1:26—27, 2:2), is taken further and spelled out 
in still more emphatic terms (Eph 2:11-3:13). All this is a 
variation of Paul’s Wisdom christology (Col 2:3, Eph 3:10), 
integrating it more fully with Paul’s central concern as 
apostle to the Gentiles. Note also the fuller confessional 
material in Eph 4:4—6 and the more elaborate images of 
the body of Christ (4:15—16) and of Christ as husband of 
the church (5:23-27). 

The Pastorals do not mark much further development 
in ways of speaking about Christ. The talk is still of Christ’s 
predetermined appearing to fulfill God’s purpose of sal- 
vation (2 Tim 1:9-10, Tit 1:2-3), and in Tit 2:13 the 
reference is not to Jesus as a second God but rather to “the 
appearance of the glory of our great God and Savior’— 
Jesus’ coming as the manifestation of the glory of the one 
God. The title “Savior” is much more prominent than in 
the earlier Paulines and is used equally of Christ as of God 
(especially Tit 1:3—4; 2:10, 13; 3:4, 6). But otherwise the 
christology is characteristically contained in what are al- 
ready well-established credal and hymnic formulae (i Tim 
1:15, 2:5-6, 3:16, 6:13; 2 Tim 2:8; Tit 3:5—7), “the teach- 
ing which accords with godliness” (1 Tim 6:3). So, too, the 
talk of the second appearing has already assumed the 
more measured tones of a hope which no longer expects 
imminent fulfillment (1 Tim 6:14; 2 Tim 4:1, 8; Tit 2:13). 
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2. The Wider Circle of Pauline Influence. In 1 Peter we 
find the same conviction that Christ had been “predestined 
before the foundation of the world” and “manifested at 
the end of the times” (1:20)—clearly a widespread chris- 
tological emphasis at this period. But distinctive of 1 Peter 
is the continual focus on suffering, and this determines 
the main christological concern. The Spirit is designated 
“the Spirit of Christ” as having predicted the prophecies 
of Christ’s sufferings (1:11). Christ was the spotless sacri- 
ficial lamb (1:19). In the fullest use of Isaiah 53 in the NT, 
Christ’s patience in suffering is held up as an example 
(2:21-25; similarly 3:17—18). In echo of the characteristic 
Pauline emphasis, experience of “the Spirit of glory” is 
linked with sharing in Christ’s sufferings (4:13—14). The 
vicarious effect of Christ’s suffermg and death, however, 
was evidently linked in the author’s mind with Christ’s 
resurrection, which he also regards as a medium of salva- 
tion (1:3, 3:18-21). At the same time he gives evidence of 
the earliest speculation about Christ’s ministry between 
death and resurrection—preaching to “the spirits in 
prison” (3:18—20, 4:6). 1 Peter also contains one of the 
best examples of a collection of OT texts used for evangel- 
istic or apologetic purposes—the “stone testimonia” (1:6—- 
8). 
Next to the Fourth Gospel, Hebrews has the most care- 
fully worked out and sustained christology in the NT. It 
includes two of the most developed expressions of Wisdom 
and Adam christologies (1:2—3; 2:6—17). But its main ob- 
jective is to present Christ as superior to all other potential 
mediator figures—superior as Son to the prophets (1:1— 
2), to the angels (1:4—16), and to Moses (3:1-6). The 
principal thrust, however, comes in the presentation of 
Christ as High Priest—not of Aaron’s line, though sharing 
the very human characteristics required of a good high 
priest (5:1—-10), but of the order of Melchizedek (Ps 110:4) 
“by the power of an indestructible life” (7:16). As such he 
is superior to the Levitical priesthood as a whole. 

This central thesis is worked out in 8-10 by means of a 
magnificent blend of Platonic idealism and Hebraic escha- 
tology. As also in Philo, the earthly world of everyday 
perception is only a shadow and imperfect copy of the real 
heavenly world. So the tabernacle with its priesthood and 
sacrifice is only a shadow of the real heavenly sanctuary, 
and Christ is the real High Priest and his sacrifice (of 
himself) the sacrifice which alone suffices to purify the 
conscience and make the worshiper perfect. In the blend 
with Hebraic eschatology, the shadowy “here below” is 
identified with the preparatory “then” of the old covenant, 
and the heavenly real with the eschatological “now” of the 
new covenant. Thus priesthood and cult are shown to 
belong to the outmoded age of imperfect and preparatory 
shadow. Christ has opened the way once for all into the 
real inner sanctum of God’s presence. By such sophisti- 
cated means the writer clearly hopes to discourage his 
readers from harking back to the tangibility of the Jewish 
cult and to persuade them of the virtues of a Christianity 
whose only priest and atoning sacrifice is Christ, even if it 
means social ostracism (13:8—16). 

Of the Gospels, Mark most closely shares Pauline con- 
cerns. His aim is to present Jesus as Christ, Son of God 
(1:1, 11). But if this claim is understood in terms simply of 
mighty works (as in 3:11 and 5:7), it is misunderstood (so 
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also 13:22). Hence the secrecy motif (as in 3:12 and 5:43) 
and the theme of the disciples’ dullness (as in 4:13 and 
8:14-21). Hence, too, at what is obviously the center and 
turning point of the gospel, Jesus responds to Peter’s 
confession, “You are the Christ,” by repeating the call for 
secrecy, and immediately goes on to teach that the Son of 
Man must suffer and be killed (8:30—31). The second half 
begins with the heavenly voice once again hailing Jesus as 
God’s Son (9:7), giving the stamp of divine approval to the 
christology and its consequences for discipleship just ex- 
pressed (8:31--9:1). Thereafter the movement of the nar- 
rative is all toward Jerusalem, with repeated predictions of 
the imminent passion (9:12, 31; 10:33-~-34, 38-39, 45; 
12:8; etc.). In the climax to the whole, the high priest 
poses the question of Jesus’ messiahship and divine son- 
ship only to reject him (14:61—64), whereas, with supreme 
dramatic effect, it is the Roman centurion who at last 
makes the right confession, “Truly this man was God’s 
Son’”—speaking of the crucified Jesus who has just died 
(15:39). In the light of this, several have concluded that 
Mark wrote his gospel with an object similar to that of Paul 
in 2 Corinthians 10-13—to correct a christology of glory 
(a so-called “clivine man” christology), which emphasized 
too much the mighty works of Jesus, by means of a chris- 
tology of the cross. 

3. Luke-Acts. Any study of the theology of Luke must 
take account of the fact that he wrote two volumes. The 
significance of this fact is not reducible to the tracing of 
structural parallels (e.g. the two prologues and inaugural 
Spirit anointings—Luke 1-2 = Acts 1 and Luke 3:21~—22 
= Acts 2:1-4; the journey framework for narrative). 
Rather it implies that there is a continuity and intercon- 
nectedness between the two parts of Luke’s twofold com- 
position which should prohibit us from drawing conclu- 
sions regardir.g Luke’s christology from only one part, or 
from one par: independently of the other. So, e.g., Luke 
evidently did not think it necessary to include much ref- 
erence to the ministry of Jesus in the sermons in Acts (only 
2:22 and 10:36-39), since he could presume that his 
readers alreacy knew the gospel. 

In particular, the two-volume scope of Luke’s theology 
enables us to recognize the governing claim of his christol- 
ogy: that Jesus Christ is both the climax of God’s purpose 
through Israel and the center of history. Hence the coun- 
terpoint themes of continuity and discontinuity by which 
Jesus both linxs and separates the epochs which precede 
and succeed t.im. On the one hand, the climactic note of 
fulfillment which marks not least the periods of transition 
from one epoch to the other (from Israel to Jesus—Luke 
1:67-79, 3:4-6, 4:16—-22; from Jesus to church—24:26— 
27, 44-48; Acts 1:16—20; 2:16-21, 25-36). Likewise the 
subtle evocation of the Exodus theme in Luke 9:31 and 
11:20, and the maintenance of a Moses/prophet christol- 
ogy across the divide of his two volumes (Luke 24:19; Acts 
3:22, 7:37). With similar effect, and even more marked, 
his emphasis on the spirit, as both heralding the coming 
of the Christ (Luke 1:15, 41, 67; 2:25), as distinguishing 
his ministry in special measure (3:22; 4:1, 14, 18; 10:21; 
Acts 1:2, 10:33), and as poured out in eschatological full- 
ness on the first believers (Acts 1:5, 8; 2:4, 17—18, 33; etc.). 

On the other hand, the period of Israel becomes increas- 
ingly supersecled. The Jerusalem temple, which provides 
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an important focus of continuity (Luke 1:8-23; 2:22-51; 
24:52-53; Acts 2:46; 3:1-10; 5:20—-21, 42), is attacked by 
Stephen as “made with hands’ (7:48; cf. v 41) and becomes 
the occasion for Paul’s final rejection and arrest (21:7—36; 
26:21), a development complemented by Paul’s own in- 
creasing turning away from “ihe Jews” and to the gentiles 
(9:15, 13:45-50, 22:21-22, 28:25-28). The discontinuity 
between epochs is also marked christologically, in the 
depiction of the successive modes of relationship between 
Jesus and the Spirit—first, as the one whose human life is 
created by the Spirit (Luke 1:35), second, as the one who 
is uniquely anointed by the Spirit (3:22, 4:18; Acts 10:38), 
and third, as the exalted one who in his exaltation has 
received divine power to bestow the spirit (Acts 2:33), so 
that, as with Paul, the Spirit can be designated “the Spirit 
of Jesus” (Acts 16:7). The attempt to mark off the epoch 
of Jesus from the epoch of the Spirit by limiting the 
resurrection appearances to lorty days so that there is a 
ten-day gap between ascension and Pentecost (Acts 1) is 
particularly noticeable. 

An important factor in this reshaping of the christolog- 
ical focus of salvation history ts the delay of the parousia. 
The extent of the delay envisaged by Luke should not be 
exaggerated: he still uses the language of imminent expec- 
tation in Luke 10:9, 11, 18:7-8, and 21:32. Nevertheless 
he does inject clear warnings of delay into the earlier 
tradition at Luke 19:11, 20:9, and 21:8, and in Acts a 
longer time scale does seem to be envisaged for the mission 
(Acts 1:6—8), with the talk cf Christ’s parousia reading 
more like a doctrine of the last things than a threat 
pressingly close (Acts 10:42, 17:31, 24:25). This stretching 
out of the period between exaltation and parousia rein- 
forces the impression that Acis has an “absentee christol- 
ogy,” with no further activity predicated of him other than 
through his name (Acts 3:6, 16; 4:10—12, 30; 10:43) or in 
visions (Acts 9:10, 18:9, 22:17-21, 26:13-19), in some 
contrast to the more intimate “in Christ” and mutual 
indwelling emphases of Paul and John. 

Other distinctive features of Luke’s christology include 
his focus on “salvation.” Of the Synoptic Evangelists, only 
Luke calls Jesus “Savior” (Luk 2:11; in John only at 4:42) 
and attributes “salvation” to him (Luke 1:69, 2:30, 3:6, 
19:9). The same emphasis is continued in Acts, in the use 
of both nouns (Acts 4:12; 5:31; 13:23, 26; 28:28) and of 
the verb (particularly 2:21, 4:12, 15:11, 16:31). Equally 
striking is the surprising lack of any clear atonement 
theology in Luke-Acts. As already noted, the references to 
the death of Christ in the Acts speeches, including the 
allusions to Jesus as “Servant.” emphasize the suffering- 
vindication theme rather than the motif of vicarious suf- 
fering (Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 50; 5:30; 10:39-40; 13:29- 
30). The impression that this feature may be indicative of 
Luke’s own theology of the cross is strengthened by the 
absence of the clearest Markan expression of atonement 
theology (Luke 22:27; cf. Maik 10:45) and by the textual 
confusion at the other two rnost sensitive points in the 
narrative (Luke 22:19b-20, Acts 20:28). Finally we may 
note that Luke’s depiction of ihe substantial and objective 
nature of Christ’s resurrection appearances (Luke 24:39- 
43; Acts 1:3), which in part at least may be simply the 
result of his own perception of the tangible character of 
spiritual phenomena (e.g., Luke 3:22; Acts 4:31, 8:18-—19, 
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12:9), enables him to emphasize still further the contrast 
between the epoch of Christ and that of the Spirit and 
marks off the ascension from the resurrection in a way 
that is unparalleled elsewhere in the NT. 

4. Outside the Circle of Pauline Influence. James al- 
most seems to lack any christology worth speaking of, 
Christ being explicitly referred to only twice (1:1; 2:1), 
though the ambiguous “Lord” of 5:7-8 probably also 
refers to Jesus. But he does draw directly on the Jesus 
tradition (e.g., 1:5, 22-23; 4:12; 5:12) and may refer to 
Jesus as “the righteous one” (5:6) in a fine blend of Jewish 
wisdom teaching and prophetic fervor against social injus- 
tice. This can quite properly be called an implicit christol- 
ogy, since it shows how these emphases of Jesus’ ministry 
were maintained, without necessarily having to be held all 
the time within a Markan passion framework (as in all the 
Gospels). 

The two-fold emphasis of the birth narratives also pro- 
vides Matthew with his principal christological themes— 
Jesus as Son of David and messiah (1:1, 17, 20; 2:4), but 
also Son of God (1:18, 20; 2:15). Evidently within a more 
Jewish context the assertion of Jesus’ messiahship was still 
a matter of apologetic importance (hence the redactional 
insertions at 11:2, 16:20, 23:10, 24:5). Matthew also makes 
more use of the “Son of David” title than any other NT 
writer (9:27; 12:23; 15:22; 20:30-31 pars.; 21:9, 15). But 
“Son of God” is clearly the more important designation. 
For Matthew not only retains the high points of Mark’s 
presentation (3:17, 8:29, 17:5, 26:63, 27:54) but takes 
pains to extend the motif (14:33; 16:16; 27:40, 43; 28:19). 

On the one hand, this means that Christ recapitulates 
Israel’s history to complete God’s purpose for Israel (2:15; 
4:3-6 = midrash on Deuteronomy 6—8)—an Israel chris- 
tology rather like Paul’s Adam christology. Hence also the 
implicit Moses typology (Jesus gives the first of five blocks 
of teaching on a mountain) and the sustained fulfillment 
of prophecy theme (1:22-23; 2:15, 17-18, 23; 4:14—-16; 
8:17; 12:17-21, 21:4; 27:9-10). But even more, this means 
that Jesus, Son of God, is the divine presence among his 
people (1:23; 18:20; 28:20). The process whereby “Son of 
God” gains in christological significance is already well 
advanced—as reflected also in the marked increase in 
Jesus’ reference to God as “Father” (as in 7:21; 10:32-33; 
12:50; 16:17; 18:10, 19). Hence, too, the evidently delib- 
erate Matthean redaction whereby Jesus is presented not 
merely as the eschatological emissary of Wisdom but as 
Wisdom herself (11:19, 25-30; 23:34—36, 37-39). 

The most striking feature of the christology of the 
Revelation of John is the relation envisaged between God 
and the exalted Christ—although the full force of the 
christology involved remains unclear since the apocalyptic 
imagery is open to diverse interpretations. The description 
of the initial vision of Christ is a fascinating mixture of 
elements drawn from previous apocalyptic visions (partic- 
ularly Ezek 1:24, 8:2; Dan 7:13, 10:5-6), and is of a piece 
with the tradition of Jewish apocalyptic (or merkabah 
mysticism) in which a glorious angel seems to have the 
appearance of God (as in Apoc. Abr. 10). The difference is 
that elsewhere in the tradition the angel forbids the offer 
of worship, whereas in Revelation, Christ is as much the 
object of worship as God (5:13, 7:10). 

Christ, initially introduced as the Lion of Judah and 
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Root of David, conqueror of death and lord of history 
(5:5), is referred to thereafter as the Lamb once slain (5:6, 
8, 12-13; 6:1; etc.), whose blood enables his followers to 
conquer and who is the executor of divine wrath (6:16, 
7:14, 12:11). More significant is the fact that the Lamb is 
also said to be “in the middle of the throne” (5:6; 7:17), 
whereas elsewhere it is God who is described as “he who is 
seated on the throne” (4:9-10; 5:1, 7, 13; 6:16; 7:10, 15; 
19:4; 21:5). The one throne is evidently shared by both 
God and the Lamb (22:1). So, too, each can equally be 
called “the Alpha and the Omega” (1:8, 21:6, 22:13). In 
other words, Christ has not simply been exalted alongside 
God as a second divine power in heaven, but in the vision- 
ary imagery of the seer is somehow merged with God. 
This makes the promise of salvation as a being given to sit 
on the same throne and as a being given in marriage to 
the Lamb all the more profound (3:21; 19:7—8; 21:2, 9- 
14). 


F. The Christology of John 

The Fourth Gospel has the most fully developed chris- 
tology in the NT: The contrast with the Synoptics is at once 
apparent in the public roll call of titles which climaxes 
chap. 1 (“Lamb of God,” “Messiah,” “Son of God,” “King 
of Israel,” “Son of Man”). The style and content of Jesus’ 
teaching is strikingly different: in the Synoptics, Jesus 
speaks in epigrams and parables, principally about the 
kingdom of God/heaven and very little about himself; in 
John, Jesus speaks in long, often involved discourses, prin- 
cipally about himself and very little about the kingdom. 
Jesus’ consciousness of having preexisted, as Son with the 
Father, as Son of Man descended from heaven, as the 
eternal “I am,” confronts the reader throughout. There is 
sufficient evidence that John’s presentation is rooted in 
good tradition (cf., e.g., John 6:20 with Mark 6:50; John 
6:51—58 with Mark 14:22-24 = Luke 22:19-20; John 10 
with Luke 15:4—6), but the above emphases are so consis- 
tent in John and so lacking in the earlier Jesus tradition 
that they have to be attributed to a developed reflection on 
that earlier tradition. 

The chief objectives of the Fourth Evangelist are clearly 
marked in the Prologue, which must have a programmatic 
function since it matches the subsequent emphases so 
closely, and in 20:31. 

1. The Word Incarnate. In the Prologue the line of the 
earlier Wisdom christology is extended. The concept 
“Word” is given preference over “Wisdom,” perhaps sim- 
ply because the masculine concept seemed more appropri- 
ate, but probably mainly because “Word” was the more 
serviceable concept to provide a bridge of communication 
between Jewish monotheism and Greek religious philoso- 
phy (as with Philo). In the line of Jewish Wisdom theology, 
the Word is not thought of as being other than God, but 
as God in his self-revelation, God insofar as he may be 
known by man. The Word was not a redemptive “after- 
thought” but was “in the beginning” (1:1—2), God’s own 
power put forth in creation and revelation (1:3—5, 9-10). 
Jesus Christ is this Word become man, embodying the 
divine glory (1:14). He alone reveals God (1:18). 

Although the concept “Word” disappears after the Pro- 
logue, what follows is in effect a massive elaboration of 
Word/Wisdom christology: In varied ways the message is 
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constantly repeated—Jesus is the one who has finally and 
definitively revealed God. Nathanael is a “true Israelite” 
(= “one who sees God”) because he will see the Son of 
Man as the ladder between heaven and earth (1:47-51). 
No one has ascended to heaven; only the Son of Man who 
descended from heaven can bear witness to heavenly 
things (3:11-13). He who comes from above is above all 
whose witness is from God (3:31—33). Only he who is from 
the Father has seen the Father (6:46). The “I am” state- 
ments unique to John pick up Wisdom language (shep- 
herd, light, etc.) and in echoing the “I am” of Yahweh 
(Exod 3:14; Isa 43:10; etc.) make the claim even more 
emphatically-—Jesus is the self-revelation of the covenant 
God (John 6:35; 8:12, 24, 28, 58; etc.), the definitive 
manifestation of that divine reality (1:14, 17; 14:6). Isaiah 
saw Christ because he saw God in his glory, God as mani- 
fested to man (Isaiah 6; John 12:41). Hence the charge 
leveled against the Johannine Jesus by “the Jews”: he made 
himself equal with God, made himself God (5:18; 10:33). 
John does not dispute the charge; rather he makes it an 
article of faith on his own account (1:18; 20:28); only, 
Jesus as God must not be understood as another, a second 
God, but as God himself incarnate, God making himself 
present and known to man so far as that was possible 
within the confines of human experience. 

This also is the function of the dominant category of 
John’s christo.ogy—Son of God. Although the designation 
“Messiah” is still important (note 1:41 and 4:25), it is clear 
that he wants the Christ title to be understood in the light 
of the Son of God title (11:27; 20:31). The reason is also 
clear from the characteristic Johannine elaboration of the 
Son language: “Son” expresses well the intimate relation 
between Jesus and God and the authority of Jesus’ revela- 
tion of God. As “Son of God,” Jesus is unique: he is the 
monogenés, “one of a kind” (like no other son), (1:14, 18; 
3:16, 18); his sonship cannot be shared (he alone is “son”; 
believers are “children”; contrast Paul). As “the Son,” he is 
not a different divine being from the Father, but God 
making himself visible to men: he and the Father are one 
(10:30); to have seen him is to have seen the Father (14:9). 
Hence also the repeated note usually taken subsequently 
as emphasizing the Son’s subordination to the Father, but 
better unders:ood as highlighting the continuity between 
Father and Son and the authority of the Son’s witness on 
the Father’s behalf (e.g., 5:19-23, 26-27; 6:35-40, 57; 
10:25, 37-38; 14:25-31; 15:26). 

With this as the chief emphasis of John’s christology, the 
Christian redefinition of Jewish monotheism can be said to 
be already well under way. Clearly evident, too, are the 
strains which caused rabbinic Judaism to reject such rede- 
finition as in effect an abandoning of the unity of God. 
The danger of an overemphasis on Jesus as God on earth 
is also evident, but John was aware of it and took steps to 
guard against it. 

2. The Son Glorified. Although the Fourth Evangelist 
has nothing like the Adam christology with which Paul 
balanced his Wisdom christology, a somewhat different 
balance is nevertheless provided by important other 
strands of the gospel. In particular, John takes pains to 
exclude the iripression that Jesus was simply God in hu- 
man appearance, not really part of the human species. 
The Word became “flesh” (1:14), that which constitutes 
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the human born (1:13; 3:6). To have eternal life one must 
believe in Jesus, that is, must accept his fleshliness in all its 
earthliness (6:53-56). He really died on the cross, as eye- 
witness testimony confirms (19:34—35). The emphasis is 
not prominent, but it does come at critical points in the 
gospel, and John presumably thought the line was clearly 
enough drawn. 

The subject of Jesus’ rejection and death is, in fact, more 
intensively elaborated, in its own way, than in any other 
gospel. The theme of the light opposed by the darkness, 
of the Word rejected by his own, first announced in the 
Prologue (1:5, 11), becomes a leitmotif of the whole gos- 
pel. The light inevitably has a critical or divisive role, since 
some accept it but many hate it (3:19-—21). “Judgment” as 
a sifting process separating into “for” and “against” is the 
thread which holds together the central section of the 
gospel (6—12), with only the inner circle left before Judas, 
too, goes off into the night (13:30). The mention of “the 
hour” sounds a steady drumbeat throughout the heralding 
of the coming passion (2:4; 7:30; 8:20; 12:23, 27; 13:1; 
17:1). The soteriological significance of Jesus’ death is still 
prominent (1:29, 6:51, 12:32, 13:10, 19:34), but more 
prominent is the christologicil point that his death forms 
a theological unity with his resurrection and ascension—a 
single act of being “lifted up” (3:14, 8:28, 12:32), of 
ascension (3:13, 6:62, 20:17), and particularly of glorifica- 
tion (7:39; 12:16, 23; 13:31; 17:1). As with Paul, the glory 
of Christ does not come into focus apart from the cross. 

As with Paul, the concept of the Spirit is drawn into close 
correlation with christology. Despite the powerful Word/ 
Wisdom christology, the Spirit is still depicted as given to 
Jesus at Jordan, but given to “remain on him” and “without 
measure” (1:32; 4:34). More to the point, the Spirit is now 
clearly a gift to be given by Christ (1:33; 4:10, 14; 4:34(?); 
7:39; 15:26; 16:7; 19:34); and here, too, the unity of the 
salvation climax of Jesus’ ministry is underlined, since Jesus 
“hands over” the Spirit on the cross (19:30) and the (Pen- 
tecostal) bestowal of the Spirit for mission is effected on 
the day of resurrection (20:2 1-23). Most distinctive of all, 
the Spirit is described as the ‘Paraclete” or Counselor, or 
more precisely, as “the other Paraclete” (14:16). That is to 
say, the Spirit is Jesus’ successor and takes Jesus’ place, so 
that the promise of Jesus’ return to dwell in his disciples 
can be immediately linked to the coming and indwelling 
of the Paraclete (14:15-26)-—-one of the most striking 
features of John’s “realized eschatology.” Significantly, the 
Paraclete’s primary role is to maintain and complete the 
revelation of Christ (14:26; 15:26; 16:7, 10), to glorify 
Christ by taking what is Christ’s and reproclaiming it to 
his disciples (16:12-15). Yet once again, as with Paul, all 
this does not mean that John’s christology has absorbed 
the concept of Spirit without remainder, as it has the 
concepts of Wisdom and Word (see PARACLETE). For 
distinct functions are still attributed to both—to the Spirit 
in worship and to Christ apar: from the Spirit: despite his 
realized eschatology, John retains the promise of a still 
future parousia (14:3); and despite having already given 
the Spirit and ascended Christ reappears to Thomas a 
week later (20:26—29). 

3. 1 and 2 John—Crisis over Christology. 1 John was 
probably written after the gospel and reflects a situation 
of some crisis in the Johannine congregations which the 
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gospel and its presentation of Christ may have helped 
bring about. A number of erstwhile members had evi- 
dently left (1 John 2:19), and the breaking point seems to 
have been a matter of christology, since they are described 
as “antichrists” and accused of failing to confess or ac- 
knowledge Christ (2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 John 7). In particular, 
they claimed that Jesus Christ had not come in the flesh (1 
John 4:2~3; 2 John 7), a form of docetism which, conceiv- 
ably, they may have derived from or defended by means 
of a lopsided reading of the gospel (cf. 6:1 above). Conse- 
quently this second member of the Johannine school draws 
back somewhat from the bolder synthesis attempted in the 
gospel. The opening verses clearly recall the prologue to 
the gospel, but they also recall the older idea of Christ as 
the content of the word of preaching (cf. 1 John 1:1—3 
particularly with Luke 1:2 and Acts 10:36). And 1 John 
5:20 probably refers to Jesus as “the true God” (cf. partic- 
ularly John 1:18). But the balancing emphasis is more 
clearly and sharply drawn: the word of life had a tangible 
historicity (1 John 1:1); the confession that “Jesus Christ 
has come in the flesh” is the key criterion for testing the 
spirits (4:1—2); any suggestion that the Christ did not really 
die is emphatically ruled out (5:6-8). 

In short, 1 and 2 John provide vivid indications of the 
hazardous frontiers of reproclamation which christology 
at the end of the first century was beginning to explore. 


G. Conclusions 

1. Continuity with Judaism. Throughout the various 
NT writings there is never any slackening of a central 
claim: Jesus was a Jew and must be understood within the 
terms provided by Judaism and its sacred scriptures. Most 
striking is the way in which a range of diverse categories is 
focused on Jesus—Messiah and son of man, Lord and son 
of God, Wisdom and Word, atoning sacrifice and priest, 
Adam and Spirit, Servant and Lamb, Savior and God. Of 
course, most of the categories are redefined in one degree 
or other—son of man becomes Son of Man, son of God 
becomes only-begotten Son of God, Spirit becomes Spirit 
of Christ, and so on. But the categories remain essentially 
Jewish, even when they had wider currency in the Greco- 
Roman world, and it was evidently understood to be im- 
portant, even if not stated explicitly, that Jesus should 
continue to be comprehended in Jewish terms—important 
that Jesus should be seen in continuity with the purposes 
of God from creation and in the calling of Israel. Clearly 
then the first Christians felt that Jesus was so much the 
decisive and definitive fulfillment of Israel’s hopes that his 
significance could not be adequately expressed without 
pulling in all available categories provided by Jesus’ own 
Jewish faith. 

2. Continuity with Jesus’ Own Self-Understanding. 
This second aspect is not so easy to recognize. The impor- 
tant reason is that so much of NT christology turns on the 
event of the cross and resurrection. That event so deci- 
sively reshaped the categories applicable to Jesus that their 
occurrence on either side of that event is not strictly 
comparable. For example, it is only as Christ crucified that 
the Messiah claim can be incorporated into christology. It 
is only as priest “in the order of Melchizedek,” “by the 
power of an indestructible life,” that the category of priest 
can be taken over. It is only as the man whose obedience 
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in death reverses the disobedience of the first man that the 
title “Adam” can be given to the exalted Christ. Neverthe- 
less, there are sufficiently clear antecedents within the 
historical Jesus tradition itself that a continuity can prop- 
erly be claimed—particularly in Jesus’ consciousness of 
intimate sonship, his premonition of suffering in a repre- 
sentative capacity, and his hope of vindication following 
death. Consequently the claim can justly be made that the 
cross and resurrection was not a distortion of Jesus’ own 
claims for himself but an appropriate outworking of them. 
So also the subsequent claims of NT christology can fairly 
be seen not as a wholly new departure without foundation 
in Christ’s own ministry, but a fuller insight into the reality 
of that mission in the light of the cross and resurrection. 

3. Unity and Diversity in NT Christology. At the heart 
of NT christology is the claim that the man Jesus was 
raised from the dead to a status of supreme exaltation. 
This is the most constant element throughout all the NT 
documents. In its more expanded form, it takes on a 
double aspect—Christ as the culmination of God’s purpose 
for man (and Israel) in creation and salvation, and Christ 
as the definitive revelation of God to humankind. The 
latter comes to increasing prominence in the later writings, 
explicitly as a doctrine of incarnation in John’s gospel, but 
not at the cost of removing the earlier emphasis on Jesus’ 
death and resurrection as a decisive moment not only for 
Christ’s work but also for his person. Neither aspect can be 
neglected and neither emphasized at the expense of the 
other in any christology which claims to be rooted in the 
NT, but consistently in the NT writings it is the fact and 
character of Christ’s death and resurrection which pro- 
vided the criterion and control for christology. 

Particular emphases of the individual writers by no 
means reflect a uniform expression and weighting of this 
central core. Even the core itself is something of an abstrac- 
tion, since no two writers express it in precisely the same 
terms. The differences of the writers themselves and the 
differences of the situations they addressed inevitably 
made for a rich diversity of expresston of what neverthe- 
less can be called a common faith in Christ. But beyond 
that core the range of presentations includes a wide- 
ranging diversity of motif, form, and image—wide enough 
to include the differences of Mark and Matthew, the ab- 
sence of significant christological features in James and 
Acts, and the idiosyncratic elements in Hebrews and Reve- 
lation. Evidently the individual writers felt free to reex- 
press (“reproclaim” is John’s word) the gospel that is Jesus 
in different ways and with different emphases to speak 
more pertinently to their own diverse situations. In all 
cases that included a concern to be true to the insights 
which had already become established. In some cases that 
concern dominated largely to the exclusion of all else 
(particularly the Pastorals). For the most part, however, 
christology was seen as no mere transfer of set traditions 
from one church to another, but as a creative response to 
the exalted Christ and his Spirit, which could sometimes 
have unpredictable results. But that, too, is part of NT 
christology. 

4. The Foundation for Subsequent Christology. The 
context-specific and at the same time developing character 
of so much of NT christology made it inevitable that not 
all elements within NT christology would be carried for- 
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ward—particularly the “adoptionist”’—like notes in some 
of the earliest formulations, and idea of Wisdom as created 
which came ir as part of the pre-Christian Jewish Wisdom 
tradition. Some elements were caught up spasmodicall y— 
Paul’s Adam christology is taken up in Irenaeus’ doctrine 
of “recapitulation,” Luke’s schematization of the epoch of 
Christ followed by the epoch of the Spirit reappears in 
corrupt form in Montanism and modern dispensational- 
ism, and the visionary magnificence of the Revelation of 
John retains its impact in the Byzantine Pantocrator. But 
the main highway into the future was provided by the 
Wisdom/Worc: christologies of Paul and John. That way 
was by no means smooth. The concept of Christ as God’s 
self-revelation not only had to skirt around docetism (al- 
ready in ]—2 John), but also resulted in an outright breach 
with Judaism over the question mark it seemed to pose to 
the unity of God (already foreshadowed in John), and it 
also gave scope to a modalist interpretation later in the 
second centu-y. In the event, as it happened, the NT 
writing contained sufficient safeguards to prevent Christi- 
anity from abandoning monotheism (Christ as God incar- 
nate), but also sufficient dynamic in the relationships im- 
plied between God, the exalted Christ, and the Spirit of 
Christ to require redefinition of that monotheism in a 
trinitarian direction. Whether subsequent formulations 
managed to take sufficient account of all the balancing 
elements in NT christology, however, remains an open 
question. 
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CHRONICLES OF THE KINGS (ISRAEL/JU- 
DAH), BOOK OF THE [Heb séper dibré hayyamim 
lémalké]. A book or books not extant but cited by the author 
of 1-2 Kings. The term literally means “the daily affairs 
for for belonging to] the kings of [Israel/Judah)],” but it is 
most often translated as either the Chronicles of or the 
Annals of the Kings of Israel/Judah. The Chronicles of the 
Kings of Judah is mentioned fifteen times (1 Kgs 14:29; 
15:7, 23; 22:46—Eng 22:45; 2 Kgs 8:23; 12:20—Eng 
12:19; 14:18; 15:6, 36; 16:19; 20:20; 21:17, 25; 23:28; 
24:5) in reference to every post-Solomonic ruler except 
Ahaziah, Athaliah, Jehoahaz, Jehoiachin, and Zedekiah. 
The Chronicles of the Kings of Israel is mentioned eigh- 
teen times (1 Kgs 14:19; 15:31; 16:5, 14, 20, 27; 22:39; 2 
Kgs 1:18; 10:34; 13:8, 12; 14:15, 28; 15:11, 15, 21, 26, 31) 
in reference to every king of Israel except for Jehoram 
and Hoshea. These citations include a standard formula: 
“... the rest of the acts of __ how he [or “and ail that he 
did”] , behold, they are [or “are they not”] written in 
the book of the Chronicles of the Kings of Israel [or 
Judah].” 

The author of Kings also refers to a book of the Affairs 
of Solomon (Heb séper dibré séloméh), which is normally 
translated as the book of the Acts of Solomon (1 Kgs 
11:41). Among the numerous sources mentioned in the 
OT book of Chronicles are “the book of the kings of Israel 
and Judah” (2 Chr 27:7), “the book of the kings of Judah 
and Israel” (2 Chr 16:11), “the book of the kings of Israel” 
(2 Chr 20:34), and “the chronicles of the kings of Israel” 
(2 Chr 33:18). Most scholars agree that these probably are 
descriptive terms rather than titles and most likely all refer 
to the same work. Disagreement exists as to whether these 
are the same books mentioned in 1-2 Kings. In addition, 
a book of chronicles (Heb séper dibré hayyamim) is men- 
tioned incidentally in Neh 12:23 as being a book in which 
the heads of Levite families are registered, but few scholars 
have connected this to the books mentioned in !—-2 Kings. 
The only other use of a similar term in the OT occurs in 
Esth 10:2 which, using the same formula used in 1-2 
Kings, refers to the book of the Chronicles of the Kings of 
Media and Persia. 

Though the author of Kings specifically refers to the 
books of the Chronicles of the Kings only as sources for 
further information, it is widely assumed that he used 
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these books as sources for his own writing (NDH, 57). 
Scholars who do not make this assumption generally con- 
clude, on the basis of the titles, that they were the official 
court annals of the two kingdoms. For four of the kings of 
Judah and seven of the kings of Israel, the formula in- 
cludes amplifying information (“how he ”) which 
would then be the only basis for judging what might have 
been their content. Indeed, ten of these eleven cases refer 
specifically to military campaigns, “conspiracies,” or build- 
ing projects. This corresponds well to known Mesopota- 
mian court annals which typically include brief, highly 
stylized reports of military campaigns, building projects, 
and hunting exploits. 

The majority of scholars who assume that the author of 
Kings utilizec these chronicles as a primary source for his 
own writing note that although certain idiomatic phrases 
suggest derivation from official annals (Montgomery 
1934), much of the material in Kings is clearly not of the 
sort included in official annals. Thus they conclude that 
the Chronicles of the Kings must have been unofficial 
histories based on official annals but with substantial am- 
plification. 

Prominent hypotheses regarding the Chronicles of the 
Kings include the following: (1) They were unofficial his- 
tories composed by prophets based upon official annals 
and prophetic writings (Keil 1876: 12—14). (2) The chron- 
icles for both Israel and Judah and the Acts of Solomon 
were probably a single annalistic work written by a priest 
of Jerusalem in the time of Manasseh (Jepsen 1956: 54- 
60). (3) They were unofficial histories based on official 
annals: the author drew upon the Judean chronicles for 
information about the temple, royal succession, and polit- 
ical events, but took little from the chronicles of Israel 
apart from t:s chronological framework (NDH, 63-74). 
(4) They were the official annals of the court of Jerusa- 
lem—a single work in two columns, one for Israel and one 
for Judah (Mettinger 1971: 36—42). (5) If official annals of 
the court of [srael ever existed, the author of Kings did 
not use them. The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah 
included the core of the material attributed to the Acts of 
Solomon. These three titles should not be viewed as actual 
works, but as a literary device representative of the au- 
thor’s historical perspective (Garbini 1981). 
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Duane L. CHRISTENSEN 


CHRONICLES, BOOK OF 1-2. Final books in 
the third major division (Hagiographa, Sacred Writings) of 
the Hebrew Bible. Its position in English Versions derives 
from the LX. where it is placed between Kingdoms and 
Ezra-Nehemizah. 
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1. Monarchy, Cult, and Temple 
2. Retribution 
3. Attitude toward the North 
A. Name 


In the Hebrew Bible this work carries the title dibré 
hayyamim, “the events of the days.” The title “Chronicles” 
can be traced back to Jerome, who, in his Prologus Galeatus 
(a preface to the Books of Sa:nuel and Kings), provided a 
more appropriate ttle, Chrouicon Totius Divinae Historiae, 
or Chronicle of the Entire Divine History. In his German 
translation of the Bible, Luther called the book Die Chronzk, 
which led to the familiar “Chronicles” in English Bibles. In 
the LXX, Chronicles is called Paraletpomena (hereafter 
Par.), that is, “the things omitted” or “passed over.” The 
church father Theodoret interpreted this to mean that 
Chronicles assembled whatever the author of 1-2 Kings 
omitted, though this view does not indicate that Chronicles 
has also omitted much of what is contained in the biblical 
books of Kings. The division into two books appears first 
in the LXX and has been standard in Hebrew Bibles since 
the 15th century. 


B. Canonicity 

It is frequently asserted (e.g., Curtis and Madsen Chron- 
icles ICC, 3), apparently incorrectly, that the position of 
Chronicles at the end of the Hebrew Bible indicates its late 
acceptance into the canon. Actually, there does not seem 
to have been much discussio;n about canonicity, perhaps 
because Chronicles included so much material found else- 
where in the canon (Willi 192: 179); the book may have 
been granted canonical status at the same time as Ezra- 
Nehemiah. In some Hebrew manuscripts from Spain it 
appears as the first book among the Writings, where its 
worship emphases provide a fitting introduction to the 
following book of Psalms. Its now standard position at the 
end of the canon follows the practice of the Jewish com- 
munity in Babylon. In the Sep:uagint and associated trans- 
lations (e.g., Vulgate, Ethiopic , the order is Kings, Chron- 
icles, 1 Esdras, 2 Esdras (= Ezra-Nehemiah). 
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C. Extent of the Book 

1. Relationship to Ezra-Nehemiah. Since the time of 
Leopold Zunz (1832), Chronicles has been considered by 
the majority of scholars to be part of the Chronicler’s 
History, consisting of (all or most of) Chronicles and (all 
or parts of) Ezra-Nehemiah. Because this hypothesis has 
important implications for the date and meaning of 
Chronicles, and because it has been sharply called into 
question in recent years, the arguments for and against it 
must be reviewed and assessed. Arguments for the unity 
of Chronicles-Nehemiah include (Japhet 1968: 331-32): 
(a) The presence of the first verses of Ezra (1:1—3a) at the 
end of Chronicles (2 Chr 36:22—23). (b) The book of 1 
Esdras, which duplicates 2 Chronicles 35-36, Ezra 1-10, 
and Nehemiah 8. (c) The linguistic resemblance of the 
three books, e.g., their common vocabulary, syntactic phe- 
nomena, and stylistic peculiarities. (d) The common point 
of view from which the history is treated, the method 
followed in the choice of materials, and the preference 
demonstrated for certain topics. 

While in argument (a) the overlap may indicate where 
the story is continued, it does not in itself demand unity 
of authorship. The overlap can be understood equally well 
as support for diversity of authorship of Chronicles and 
Ezra-Nehemiah (Welch 1935: 186). 

1 Esdras, as noted in argument (b), is a fragment that 
breaks off in mid-sentence (= Neh 8:13); it probably once 
began at a point other than 2 Chr 35:1 as well. Those who 
argue that it is a translation of an earlier version of the 
Chronicler’s History, to which the Nehemiah Memoirs had 
not yet been added, posit a beginning at 1 Chronicles | 
(Pohimann 1970) or at 1 Chronicles 10 (Cross 1975). 
Williamson (1977b: 12-36; criticized by McKenzie 1985: 
20-23) holds that 1 Esdras is both a fragment and a 
secondary compilation, and he argues that the text of 1 
Esdr 9:37 shows knowledge of Neh 7:72—Eng 7:73. Hence 
the compiler, in his judgment, was following a Vorlage in 
which Nehemiah 8 followed Nehemiah 1-7, not Ezra 10. 
He also maintains that it is unlikely that Par. and | Esdras, 
which derive from the same time (2d century) and place 
(Alexandria), would both include the entire text of Chron- 
icles. One can, of course, still argue from 1 Esdras that at 
least a part of Jewish tradition in the 2d century associated 
Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah 8 with one another and 
interpreted them along the lines of a Chronicler’s History. 

Japhet (1968) focused her attention on the linguistic 
differences between Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah while 
acknowledging general linguistic similarities. She found 
differences that could be classified as linguistic opposition, 
variation in technical terms (with Chronicles showing a 
stage in the use of these terms later even than the latest 
stratum of Ezra-Nehemiah), and stylistic traits peculiar to 
Chronicles and to Ezra-Nehemiah respectively. Cross 
(1975: 14, n. 58) and Polzin (1976: 55), however, hold that 
much of the linguistic opposition can be accounted for by 
arguing that the scribal tradition lying behind Chronicles 
was more consistent than that lying behind Ezra-Nehemiah 
(Throntveit 1982a: 203-4). Mosis (1973: 215, n. 23) be- 
lieved that Japhet did not distinguish adequately between 
the linguistic usage of the Vorlagen taken over by the 
Chronicler, the pieces composed by the Chronicler him- 
self, and secondary additions to his work. 
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Williamson (1977b: 37-59) investigated a list of 140 
items (first drawn up by S. R. Driver (1913: 535-40] and 
later expanded by E. L. Curtis and A. A. Madsen [Chroni- 
cles ICC, 27—36]) that show similarities in style between 
Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah (the third argument for 
the unity of these books) and was able to eliminate all but 
six of these stylistic features as either irrelevant to the 
question of unity of authorship or as actually favoring 
diversity of authorship. In a recent study, Throntveit has 
shown that Polzin was only able to add two additional 
grammatical or syntactic features to the evidence for simi- 
larity of authorship. He concluded, “While Japhet and 
Williamson have provided strong arguments against the 
ability of linguistic analysis to prove common authorship, 
they have not shown separate authorship on these 
grounds” (1982a: 215). 

While the priestly point of view, a focus on the temple 
and the cult, and a favoritism toward the Levites are among 
the themes shared by Chronicles with Ezra-Nehemiah, 
recent discussion has also identified possible theological 
differences between the two works, among which the fol- 
lowing seem most convincing: (1) The concept of retribu- 
tion and the terms related to it in Chronicles are almost 
entirely lacking in Ezra-Nehemiah (Braun 1979: 53-56; 
Williamson 1977b: 67-68). (2) The two works differ in 
their attitude toward the northern tribes, and in particular 
the Samaritans (Braun 1979: 56-59; Williamson 1977b: 
60-61). (3) Chronicles places a greater emphasis upon the 
Davidic monarchy (Braun 1979: 63). (4) In Ezra-Nehemiah 
there is mention of the election of Abraham and the 
Exodus, while in Chronicles there is a concentration on 
the patriarch Jacob (who is always called Israel) and a 
deemphasis on the Exodus (Williamson 1977b: 61—66). 
(5) The frequent references to prophets in Chronicles 
make it a prophetic history; in Ezra-Nehemiah, by con- 
trast, the prophetic influence has virtually ceased (William- 
son 1977b: 68). (6) The nétinim (“temple servants”) and 
the sons of Solomon’s servants appear throughout Ezra- 
Nehemiah, but are absent from Chronicles, with the ex- 
ception of 1 Chr 9:2 (Japhet 1968: 351-54; Wilhamson 
1977b: 69). (7) In Chronicles, Israel comprises all twelve 
tribes, whereas in Ezra-Nehemiah Israel is Judah and 
Benjamin (Williamson 1977b: 69). 

Three main positions are held today on the existence of 
the Chronicler’s History: (a) Some affirm it, including all 
or parts of Ezra-Nehemiah within the history (e.g., Ack- 
royd CH] 1: 130-61; Clines Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther NCB; 
Cross 1975; Freedman; Mosis); (b) others (most notably 
Japhet and Williamson) believe that Chronicles and Ezra- 
Nehemiah are separate works by separate authors; and 
(c) still others (e.g., Welten, Willi) believe that the books 
are separate works by the same author. The ideological or 
theological differences between the books are perhaps the 
most convincing argument for diversity of authorship. 
While the question is by no means closed, the discussion 
that follows will assume the diverse authorship of these 
books. 

2. Secondary Elements within Chronicles. Since M. 
Noth’s seminal! work in 1943 (UgS) the dominant opinion 
has been that one author was responsible for the book of 
Chronicles with some subsequent glossing of the text (Noth 
NCH 29-42; Rudolph Chronikbticher HAT, 1-3). Much sec- 
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ondary Levitical material has also been detected in 2 
Chronicles by Willi (1972: 196-204). Major passages still 
in dispute include the following: 

a. The Genealogies in 1 Chronicles 1-9. Welch (1939: 
185-86) and Cross (1975: 4—18; cf. McKenzie 1985: 30, n. 
32) have proposed that the entire genealogical preface is 
secondary. Noth and Rudolph argued for the originality 
of a basic genealogical scheme later enriched with various 
secondary additions. In Rudolph’s case the secondary ma- 
terials amounted to more than 75 percent of the text. 
Williamson, however, defends the substantial unity of 1 
Chronicles 1--9 as part of the original book of Chronicles, 
though he does detect a few additions (e.g., 6:35-38—Eng 
50-53). These genealogies, like the rest of the book, show 
a concern for all Israel, for David and his dynasty, for the 
centrality of Judah and Jerusalem, and for immediate 
retribution. “They call the patriarch Jacob “Israel” and 
show little interest in Moses and the Exodus. 

b. Portions of 1 Chronicles 15—16. Rudolph considers 
15:4-10, 16--21, 22-24; and 16:5b—-38, 42 secondary 
(Chronikbiicher HAT, 2; cf. Noth NCH, 35). Williamson 
(Chronicles NC.B, 122-32) finds a priestly, secondary redac- 
tion in parts of 15:4, 11, 14, 18, 24 and 16:6, 38, 42. 

c. 1 Chr 23:3-27:34, Noth (NCH, 31-33) and Rudolph 
(Chronikbiicher HAT, 3) dismiss all of this material dealing 
with David’s organization of the Levites. Williamson 
(Chronicles NCB, 158) detects a primary stratum in 23:3- 
6a, 6b—-13a, 15-24; 25:1-6; 26:1-3, 9-11, 19, 20--32, 
assigning the rest of chaps. 23-27 to a pro-priestly reviser 
who flourished about a generation after the original au- 
thor. 

d. 2 Chr 36:22-23. Japhet retains this doublet of Ezra 
1:1-3a, but Williamson declares it secondary (NCB, 419) 
and so argues that the original book ends with 2 Chr 
36:21. 


D. Date and Place of Authorship 

Jerusalem is clearly the place of authorship. If there was 
a Chronicler’s History, including all or parts of Chronicles, 
Ezra, and Nehemiah, then the Chronicler must be subse- 
quent to the work of Ezra (458 or 398 B.c.£. [7th year of 
Artaxerxes I or Artaxerxes IT]) and Nehemiah (445-432 
B.c.E.). Internal clues in Ezra-Nehemiah, such as the list of 
high priests in. Nehemiah 12, also figure in this argument, 
unless this list or the Nehemiah Memoirs in general are 
held to be sapplementary to the original Chronicler’s 
History. Those who find the genealogical preface of 1 
Chronicles 1—9 secondary (e.g., Welch, Cross), or who find 
at least chap. 5 secondary, are not bound by the chronolog- 
ical implications of 3:17—-24, which includes the exilic and 
postexilic line of David. 

The evidence for dating the books of Chronicles apart 
from Ezra-Nehemiah rests on the following types of evi- 
dence. (1) The mention of the rise of the Persian kingdom 
(2 Chr 36:20) makes 539 the earliest possible date. (2) Par. 
is cited in Eupolemus, ca. 150 s.c., and the translation of 
1 Esdras, containing 2 Chronicles 35—36, also dates to the 
2d century. Since some time would elapse between the 
composition of a book and the need for a Greek transla- 
tion, a date of composition after 200 would seem to be 
impossible. Note also that Sir. 47:8-10 (ca. 190 B.c.£.) 
presupposes Chronicles’ description of David. Decisions 
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on the following evidence can narrow this three-century 
range: 

1. Internal Clues. a. 1 Chr 3:17—24. This genealogy of 
the sons of Jeconiah (= Jehoiachin, exiled in 597 B.c.£.) 
extends for six generations following MT or eleven follow- 
ing Par. (see the commentaries). Depending on how many 
years one allows per generation, MT suggests a date be- 
tween 400-350, and the LXX a date about 250. The 
assumption is that the author recorded the genealogy 
down to his own day. 

b. 1 Chr 29:7. The mention of darics, a Persian coin not 
minted before 515 B.c.£., in the reign of Darius I, is here 
used anachronistically of contributions for the temple in 
the time of David. Presumably enough time would have to 
pass after 515 for an author to employ this anachronism. 
Mosis (1973: 105-6) and Throntveit (1982b: 128), how- 
ever, believe this verse is secondary. 

c. 2 Chr 16:9. The clause “The eyes of the Lord run to 
and fro throughout the whole earth” appears to be a 
citation of Zech 4:10. Since the prophet flourished in 520-— 
518, a date for Chronicles must be somewhat later, though 
it is a matter of judgment as to how much time would have 
to elapse before the prophet could be referred to in such 
an authoritative manner. 

d. The Language of the Book. Polzin (1976: 27-75) 
classifies the language of Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah 
(exclusive of the Nehemiah Memoirs) as Late Biblical He- 
brew, subsequent to P. However, it is doubtful whether the 
language by itself can be dated precisely within the post- 
exilic period since he has only shown similarity of jan- 
guage, rather than similarity of authorship, in the three 
documents (Throntveit 1982a: 215). The absence of Greek 
words and Hellenistic influence might favor an earlier date 
within this period. 

2. Historical or Theological Situation. a. The Schis- 
matic Samaritan Community. Noth believed that the rival 
Samaritan cult was set up about the time of the fall of the 
Persian Empire and that the Chronicler’s work was a 
response to this in the 3d century. Recent studies, however, 
have changed the understanding of the Jewish and Samar- 
itan schism. First, it is now widely held that the decisive 
break between the Jerusalemite and Samaritan communi- 
ties did not take place before :he time of John Hyrcanus at 
the end of the 2d century (Cross 1966; Purvis 1968; cf. 
Coggins 1975). Hence, to call the Chronicler anti-Samari- 
tan is anachronistic. Secondly. the questioning of the unity 
of Chronicles-Nehemiah has led to the observation that 
the more exclusivistic claims re contained in Ezra-Nehe- 
miah and not in Chronicles. Coggins has proposed that 
even in Ezra-Nehemiah we can detect only an anti-Samar- 
ian, rather than an anti-Samaritan attitude. Thirdly, the 
attitude toward the North in Chronicles is positive. 

b. The Era of Zerubbabel. reedman proposed that the 
Chronicler structured his history around the figure of 
David and his dynasty and defended the claims of the 
house of David in its authoritative relationship to temple 
and cult. The occasion for the book was the return from 
exile and the rebuilding of the temple under the leader- 
ship of Zerubbabel and Joshua (parallel to David and 
Zadok respectively). Though the exact ending of the 
Chronicler’s History is unknown, according to Freedman, 
it included at least Ezra 1-3 and possibly Ezra 6:19-22 
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(1975: 183). The narrative of Zerubbabel and the temple 
has been supplanted by an Aramaic record (4:6—6:18) in 
the present work, which brings the picture down to 515 
(1961: 441). 

Cross (1975) proposed a modified version of this recon- 
struction, which postulates three editions of the Chroni- 
cler’s History. The first edition (1 Chronicles 10 through 
2 Chronicles 34 plus the Vorlage of 1 Esdr 1:1-5:65 [= 2 
Chr 35:1-Ezra 3:13]) was composed in support of the 
restoration of Davidic rule, the building of the temple, and 
the establishment of the cult shortly after the founding of 
the temple in 520 and before its dedication in 515. The 
second (1 Chronicles 10—2 Chronicles 34 plus the Vorlage 
of | Esdras [2 Chr 35:1-36:23; Ezra 1-10; Nehemiah 8; 
and the story of Zerubbabel’s wisdom and piety in 1 Esdr 
3:1—5:6]), was written after Ezra’s mission, in 450. The 
final edition (1-2 Chronicles; Ezra-Nehemiah), dated to 
400 or a little later, incorporated the genealogies of | 
Chronicles 1-9 and the Nehemiah Memoirs, but sup- 
pressed the title “servant of the Lord” for Zerubbabel in 
Ezra 6:7 and the story of Zerubbabel’s wisdom and piety 
(= 1 Esdr 3:1—5:6). The 400 date is established by the 
Davidic genealogy in | Chr 3:17~24, the reference to 
Darius IT (423-404) in Neh 12:22, and the references to 
the high priests Yohanan II and Yaddua II (late 5th cen- 
tury) in Nehemiah 12—13. McKenzie (1985: 189-206) sug- 
gests that the earliest edition (= Chronicles 1) was based 
on Dtr 1, the preexilic version of the Deuteronomistic 
History (hereafter DH). 

c. Conditions of the 4th Century. Japhet (EncJud 5: 
533-34) points to the absence of Greek influence in the 
books of Chronicles, but also holds that they were com- 
posed after Ezra-Nehemiah. Williamson relates the empha- 
sis on faith in Chronicles to the aftermath of the Persian 
suppression of the revolt led by the Sidonian Tennes (351-— 
348 B.c.E.), though he admits the dating is only probable. 
Since he dates the pro-priestly reviser of Chronicles to very 
late in the Persian period (1979: 268), the original Chron- 
icler may be placed a generation earlier. 

d. Conditions of the 3d Century. Welten (1973) and 
Willi (1972), who believe that Chronicles and Ezra-Nehe- 
miah were written by the same person but not as one work, 
are forced to a date after Ezra. Welten points to the 
growing tensions between Jerusalem and Samaria in post- 
exilic times and claims that the time of Ezra and Nehemiah 
was far in the past when Chronicles was written (1973: 
200). The war reports, in his judgment, reflect the conflicts 
between the Ptolemies and the Seleucids in the first half of 
the 3d century. His appeal to the use of catapults in 2 Chr 
26:14-15 as a war machine first in general use in the 3d 
century is mistaken since the passage in question refers to 
a platform on city walls from which stones and arrows 
could be fired (Williamson Chronicles NCB, 338). 

The suggested correlations with historical periods either 
seem tenuous or presuppose highly debatable literary- 
critical judgments (such as the original connection of part 
of Ezra with 1-2 Chronicles). The three internal clues 
from | Chr 3:17-24; 29:7; and 2 Chr 16:9 are more 
specific, suggesting the late 5th or 4th century. This fits 
well with Chronicles’ relationship to the Dtr, which under- 
went its final redaction in the mid 6th century and must 
have passed through several manuscript generations be- 
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fore it was used by the Chronicler. Hanson (1975: 270) 
has argued for a date around 400 to account for the book’s 
evenhanded approach toward the Levites following a pe- 
riod of great hostility in the 6th and 5th centuries. 

Though a 4th-century date seems likely, the uncertain 
nature of the evidence suggests caution when tying one’s 
interpretation to anything more historically specific than 
the general situation of postexilic times. 


E. Text 

1. Text of Chronicles. Since only four complete words 
from Chronicles are preserved in the Dead Sea Scrolls, the 
primary witnesses to the text, apart from MT, are two 
Greek translations and their respective daughter versions 
(e.g., Ethiopic, Bohairic, Old Latin, Armenian, Syro Hex- 
apla, etc.). 1 Esdras contains only chaps. 35-36 from the 
book of 2 Chronicles and was written in 2d-century Egypt. 
Though its elegant Greek style is paraphrastic, making 
reconstruction of the Hebrew Vorlage more difficult than 
elsewhere in the LXX, it bears witness to an older and 
often shorter form of the text, differing both from the 
MT and the other Greek translation (Klein 1966). 

This second translation (Par.) is also now dated to 2d- 
century-B.c.E. Egypt, primarily because the translation 
seems to have been known by Eupolemus (ca. 150) and 
shows Ptolemaic Egyptian coloring (Allen 1974a: 12). This 
translation is best preserved in the G family of texts (Vati- 
canus [=B]; cf. Sinaiticus and miniscule cy), of which the 
L, R, and O families are revisions (Allen 1974a: 65-108). 
G itself has been extensively revised (Allen 1974a: 142— 
74), so that its fairly close approximation to MT may result 
to a large extent from the recensional process. 1 Esdras 
may provide more direct access to the state of the Hebrew 
text in the 2d century. Par. does not seem to be a full part 
of the kaige recension since it does not share fully 10 of 19 
translation characteristics, and its use of the other charac- 
teristics is sporadic and inconsistent (Allen 1974a: 137— 
41). C. C. Torrey’s opinion that Par. was written by Theo- 
dotion depended almost exclusively on the use of transli- 
terations and is now generally rejected. 

In synoptic passages, Par. often agrees with Samuel- 
Kings (Hebrew and/or Greek) against the MT of Chroni- 
cles. Allen argues extensively (1974a: 175-218) that Par.’s 
Vorlage and, occasionally, Par. itself have been assimilated 
to the Samuel-Kings text, thus removing changes intro- 
duced by the Chronicler. He concedes that in some of 
these cases Chronicles’ MT itself may be corrupt, and the 
proportion of such cases may be higher than he suggests. 
Allen considers Par.’s Vorlage to be a popular (vulgar) text 
(1974b: 167-68). 

2. Text of Samuel-Kings Used by the Chronicler. Great 
text-critical interest has focused on the character of the 
text of Samuel and Kings that lay before the Chronicler 
himself (Cross 1961: 188-92; Lemke 1964; 1965; sum- 
mary in Klein 1974: 42-50). Earlier scholars had assumed 
that the Chronicler used a text much like the MT of 
Samuel-Kings, though now it is clear that what he had was 
the Palestinian text of Samuel-Kings attested by Qumran 
mss (especially 4QSamé), the Old Greek and the proto- 
Lucianic recensions of LXX, and Josephus. In a number 
of cases, historical or theological changes ascribed to the 
Chronicler have been shown to be part of the textual 
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history of Semuel-Kings (examples in Klein 1974: 42-46; 
Lemke 1965). McKenzie (1985: 119-58) distinguishes be- 
tween Samuel and Kings, and claims that the Chronicler’s 
Vorlage in Kings was a proto-rabbinic text type. 

This is not to deny the extensive rewriting of the Deuter- 
onomistic History which the Chronicler undertook. But it 
does mean that before a change can be credited to the 
Chronicler, one must be sure of the textual shape of his 
Vorlage. Micheel (1983: 25), for example, detected the 
theological hand of the Chronicler in the notice in 2 Chr 
18:31 that Jehoshaphat’s cry was answered by the Lord’s 
saving him since the reference to salvation is not men- 
tioned in 1 Kgs 22:32. This reference, however, is con- 
tained in the (proto-) Lucianic text and therefore in the 
text of Kings that lay before the Chronicler. Many other 
variations between Chronicles and Samuel-Kings, to which 
no historical or theological significance has been ascribed, 
are also now explainable in this fashion (Klein 1974: 47— 
50). 


F. Sources 

1. Canonical Sources. The author of | Chronicles | 
drew his genealogies from the book of Genesis. Other 
genealogical notices in 1 Chronicles 2—8 show strong ties 
to Genesis, F:xodus, Numbers, Joshua, Samuel, and Ruth. 
Psalms 96, .05, and 106 are cited in 1 Chronicles 16. 
There are a.so allusions to or evident knowledge of the 
books of Isaiah (2 Chr 28:16—21), Jeremiah (2 Chr 36:21), 
and Zechariah (2 Chr 36:9). But clearly the most fre- 
quently used canonical source is the Samuel-Kings corpus 
from the Deuteronomistic History. (For a convenient list 
of parallels see Myers [2 Chronicles AB, 227—31].) A recent 
attempt by Halpern (1981: 52) and Macy (1975) to show 
that both Kings and Chronicles were dependent on a 
common, Deuteronomistic source has not been successful 
in my judgment. McKenzie’s proposal (1985: 189-206) 
that the Ch-onicler knew the Deuteronomistic History 
only in its preexilic redaction (Dtr 1) is also not persuasive. 
When Chronicles contains parallels to passages commonly 
assigned to “he exilic edition of DH (Dtr 2), McKenzie 
either denies the exilic date of these pericopes from Kings 
or alleges that the passages in Chronicles (2 Chr 7:19-22 
and 34:22-27) are themselves secondary. His argument, 
thus, appears to be circular. 

The Chronicler’s use of Samuel-Kings is, of course, 
selective. For his depiction of David he utilized those ma- 
terials from the DH that would enhance David’s qualifica- 
tions as builder of the temple or highlight his position as a 
victorious and powerful king. Thus he omitted most of the 
narrative commonly known as the History of David’s Rise 
(1 Samuel 16-2 Samuel 5), in which David gradually 
gained ascendancy over Saul and kingship over all Israel, 
and almost all of the Succession Narrative (2 Samuel 9.--20; 
1 Kings 1-2). The reader of Chronicles is not told about 
David’s adultery with Bathsheba, his murder of Uriah, or 
the revolt of Absalom. These omissions are probably not 
the cover-up :hey are sometimes portrayed to be, since the 
Chronicler could have presupposed that his readers al- 
ready knew these stories. Rather, the Chronicler selected 
only those passages for his account of David that fit his 
positive agenda. Similarly, passages about the northern 
kingdom were omitted unless interaction with the south 
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required their inclusion (e.3., 2 Chr 18:2-34, the joint 
campaign of Ahab and Jehoshaphat). 

At times his selective citations ignored the original con- 
text. For example, 1 Chr 14:3—7 begins, “And David took 
yet more wives at Jerusalein” (= 2 Sam 15:13-16), al- 
though 2 Sam 3:2—-5, to which the “yet more” refers, is 
omitted by the Chronicler. He also picked up the story of 
the people of Jabesh-gilead caring for the body of Saul (1 
Chr 10:11—12 = 1 Sam 3):11-13), but omitted 2 Sam 
2:4b-7, the real goal of this narrative, where David con- 
gratulates the people of Jabesh-gilead on their actions and 
invites them to recognize his kingship (Noth NCH, 90, for 
other examples). 

The Chronicler also sometimes rearranged the order of 
items from Dtr to serve his own interests. For example, the 
list of David’s mighty men was taken from 2 Sam 23:8-39, 
where it forms part of an appendix to 2 Samuel identifying 
acts of heroism. In 1 Chr 11:10—47, however, this list is 
placed within a series of lists of those from all Israel who 
gave David unanimous support in the early days of his 
kingdom. 

Finally, the Chronicler combined items from his sources 
in order to avoid the unfavcrable implications of the tra- 
dition. According to 1 Kgs 3:4—-15, God appeared to Solo- 
mon at the high place of Gibeon, but the Chronicler added 
in 1 Chr 16:39 and 2 Chr 1:3 that the Tent of Meeting 
from the wilderness period stood at that site until the 
completion of the temple. Hence the possible impression 
that God had appeared at in illegitimate sanctuary was 
avoided (Noth NCH, 94-95). 

2. Noncanonical Sources. a. Explicit Source Refer- 
ences. The Chronicler refers the reader to sources at the 
end of virtually every king’s history. Typical references 
include: (1) 2 Chr 9:29 “The rest of the acts of Solomon, 
the first and the last, are they not written in the acts of 
Nathan the prophet, in the prophecy of Ahijah the Shilon- 
ite, [and] in the vision of Iddo the seer concerning Jero- 
boam the son of Nebat?” (cf. 1 Kgs 11:41). (2) 2 Chr 24:27 
“Accounts of his sons, and of the many oracles against 
him, and of the rebuilding of the house of God are written 
in the Commentary [Heb midias] on the Book of the Kings” 
(cf. 2 Kgs 12:20). (3) 2 Chr 27:7 “The rest of the acts of 
Jotham, and all his wars, and his ways, behold they are 
written in the Book of the kings of Israel and Judah” (cf. 
2 Kgs 15:36). 

While the names of the recorded sources may vary in 
Kings and Chronicles in these and other cases, we should 
probably not suppose that the Chronicler here referred to 
extant records which were available to him or his readers. 
Rather, these source references are paraphrases or inter- 
pretations of source references from DH. The following 
four observations may be made: 

All of the references are found at the same place in 
Kings and Chronicles, even when the source reference 
does not come at the exact end of a king’s reign (e.g., 2 
Chr 16:11; 20:34; 25:26). This makes unlikely the pro- 
posal that these source notices themselves come from 
sources other than the book of Kings (McKenzie 1985: 
174). The unique addition of a source reference for David 
at 1 Chr 29:29 attributes the materials drawn from the Dtr 
account of David to the three prophets associated with 


I + 997 


David (Samuel, Nathan, and Gad), even though Samuel 
died before David took office. 

Other references to such sources as the acts, prophecies, 
or visions of a variety of prophets are merely new titles for 
the source references already contained in DH, indicating 
that in the Chronicler’s judgment the earlier history (DH) 
was a prophetic history (Nathan, Ahijah, Iddo, 2 Chr 9:29; 
Shemaiah and Iddo, 2 Chr 12:15; Iddo, 2 Chr 13:22; Jehu 
ben Hanani, 2 Chr 20:34; Isaiah, 2 Chr 26:22; 32:32). The 
mention of prophets in the source references occurs only 
for those kings who play an important role within the 
dynasty or in fostering the cult, that is, for those kings 
who are evaluated positively, in whole or in part, by the 
Chronicler. The source reference at the end of Solomon’s 
reign (2 Chr 9:29) refers to three “prophetic” records 
instead of “the book of the acts of Solomon” of 1 Kgs 
11:41, even though all the materials in 2 Chronicles 1-9 
are drawn from 1 Kings I-11, with no evidence for infor- 
mation from additional sources. 

The reference to “the book of the kings of Judah and 
Israel” (2 Chr 16:11; cf. 20:34; 25:26; 27:7; 28:26; 32:32; 
33:18; 35:26; 36:8 with minor variations in the name of 
the source), instead of “the book of the chronicles of 
Judah” (1 Kgs 15:23, etc.), shows the Chronicler’s interest 
in pointing out that Judah was part of that inclusive Israel 
which he maintained before his readers as an ideal (Wil- 
liamson 1977b: 106-7, 128). 

There is no need to think of “the midras of the book of 
the kings” (2 Chr 24:27) as anything other than a rephras- 
ing of the source reference in 2 Kgs 12:20—Eng 12:19. 

b. Implicit Source References. The question of the 
availability of additional sources is related to, though not 
identical with, the question of the historical value of the 
Chronicler’s additional information. 

Most scholars agree that the genealogies in 1 Chronicles 
1-9 came to the Chronicler from a variety of sources. Note 
the varieties of genealogical genres in these chapters (hor- 
izontal and vertical genealogies; some genealogies feature 
the word “begat,” while others link the generations with 
“his son” or “the sons of,” etc.), the varying amount of 
material for the various tribes, the mention of events (4:41; 
5:10) not recorded elsewhere in the Bible, and the general 
obscurity of many of the names. (The same line of argu- 
mentation is probably applicable to many of the other lists 
of names in the book fe.g., | Chronicles 12, apart from 
redactional elements; chaps. 23—27].) 1 Chr 4:24-5:22 
seems to have been drawn from a genealogy that included 
intertribal history and geography, while chap. 7 was once 
a military census list. 

The reference to Hezekiah’s tunnel in 2 Chr 32:30 and 
to Neco’s goal in his battle against Josiah (2 Chr 35:20), 
though not attested in the parallel passages in Kings, are 
regarded as historically reliable additional information 
that could not arise from exegesis of Dtr (Noth NCH, 57— 
58). Again, the reference to the fortifications of Rehoboam 
in 2 Chr 11:5—10, which fits awkwardly in the context, 
must have been available in some kind of source. William- 
son believes that the descriptions of armies in 2 Chr 14:8; 
17:14—19, 25:5, and 26:11—15 are from a source (Chroni- 
cles NCB, 261-62; contra Welten 1973: 79-114). The 
interpreter of Chronicles in each case must decide whether 
the additional material in Chronicles comes from a source, 
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and, if so, what the historical value of that additional 
information may be. The speeches and prayers of the 
kings and prophets are best understood as the Chronicler’s 
own compositions (see I. 1 and 2 below). 


G. Historical Value of Chronicles 

Opinions on this question vary widely in the scholarly 
literature. Wellhausen remarked: “See what Chronicles has 
made out of David! The founder of the kingdom has 
become the founder of the temple and the public worship, 
the king and hero at the head of his companions in arms 
has become the singer and master of ceremonies at the 
head of a swarm of priests and Levites. . . . It is only the 
tradition of the older source [Samuel-Kings] that possesses 
historical value” (WPHI, 182). Among critical scholars, a 
quite opposite position was held by W. F. Albright (1950: 
66-69). He believed the Chronicler was correct in: (1) 
attributing a 10th-century origin to the guilds of temple 
singers; (2) in listing towns fortified by Rehoboam in 2 Chr 
11:5-10; (3) in the regnal years assigned to Asa; and (4) 
in his report of a judicial reform under Jehoshaphat. 
Albright admitted, of course, that the evidence was not 
one-sided and that it was “more difficult than ever to 
accept the stories of the wars of Abijah (II Chron. 13), Asa 
(II Chron. 14), and Jehoshaphat (II Chron. 15) ‘au pied de 
la lettre’ since we know that the numbers are exaggerated 
out of all relation to the possible facts” (1950: 68-69). (For 
examples where the historical value of Chronicles is sup- 
ported by archaeology and related studies, see Hasel [SBE 
2: 668-69.) 

In recent years, emphasis has focused more on the 
Chronicler’s use of additional material, rather than upon 
that material’s historical value. Although Welten’s largely 
negative historical judgments about the building activities 
of various kings have not been unanimously accepted, he 
has found a wide following in his observation that the 
seven paragraphs dealing with building activities of a king 
in 2 Chronicles 10-36 are always included for kings whom 
the Chronicler judges positively (2 Chr 11:5-12 [Reho- 
boam]; 14:5-6 [Asa]; 17:12-13 [Jehoshaphat]; 27:3-4 
{Jotham]; and 32:5—6a [Hezekiah]) or, if a king has both 
positive and negative periods, within the positive part of 
his reign (2 Chr 26:9—10 [Uzziah]; 33:14 [Manasseh]). 

Welten also evaluated the five reports of successful wars 
in Chronicles that have no parallel in Kings (2 Chr 13:3- 
20 [Abijah]; 2 Chr 14:8-14—Eng 9-15 [Asa]; 2 Chr 20:1- 
30 [Jehoshaphat]; 2 Chr 26:6—8 [Uzziah]; and 27:5-6 
[Jotham]). He pointed out that all the kings involved were 
positively evaluated by the Chronicler, at least for the 
portion of their reign when the alleged war took place. 
Welten’s own historical judgment is negative, believing that 
the Chronicler is merely giving a graphic description of 
the animosities that beset his 3d-century community. The 
only historical source he allows in these accounts is in 2 
Chr 26:6a. 

In his recent commentary Williamson also deals with 
these five war accounts. He notes how these reports of 
successful wars and/or tribute illustrate a king’s faithful- 
ness and complete reliance on God, his self-humbling 
repentance, or the fact that a king was under God’s bless- 
ing. He also concedes that the Chronicler has in almost 
every case expressed the account in his own language, 
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complete with the ideology of Holy War. When it comes to 
historical judgments, Williamson opts more often than 
Welten for some kind of historical kernel. On Abijah he 
cites the authentic-sounding place names in 2 Chr 13:19 
(though see now Klein 1983) and wonders whether the 
Chronicler would have arrived at a favorable evaluation of 
Abijah had he not had some previous account of his 
victory over the North. He sees Asa’s reported battle 
against a million Ethiopians as an exaggeration of a local 
bedouin raid. Jehoshaphat’s war is interpreted, following 
Noth and Rudolph, as the magnifying (for didactic pur- 
poses) of an incident that originally was fairly insignificant. 
He finds the account of Uzziah’s war concise, specific, and 
historical, without the Chronicler’s usual lengthy expan- 
sions, though he dismisses 2 Chr 26:6b for textual reasons. 
Finally, on Jotham’s war he withholds historical judgment 
for lack of data. 

This comoarison of Welten and Williamson indicates 
that there is a tendency in current scholarship to recognize 
the extensive theological contribution of the Chronicler, 
whether the event is historical or not; that archaeological 
and form-critical judgments are reaching new levels of 
sophistication (documented more in the works of the two 
scholars than in the above summary); that in many cases a 
positive or negative historical judgment reflects in part a 
given scholar’s overall evaluation of the historical value of 
Chronicles; and that in some cases there is no hard data 
that justifies a historical judgment one way or the other. 
Thus, Wellhausen’s views on David in Chronicles seem 
misdirected by today’s standards. 

The Chronicler’s magnification of an account for theo- 
logical reasons can be seen in his use of large numbers. 
Abijah, accompanied by an army of 400,000, attacked the 
army of Jeroboam, which was 800,000 strong and inflicted 
some 500,009 casualties (2 Chronicles 13). Abijah’s succes- 
sor, Asa, supported by an army of 580,000, was able to 
stave off an invading horde of one million Ethiopians. 
These and similar numbers are totally out of line with 
what we know about ancient military forces, and thev are 
in excess of what could have been mustered from the 
population cf Israel or Judah. There has been a recent 
attempt to rationalize these numbers by understanding the 
word *elep as meaning not 1,000 but a tribal subsection and 
the military unit that went to war from this subsection 
(Mendenhall 1958; Myers Chronicles AB). In the usual 
reading of chap. 12 of 1 Chronicles, 340,822 men made 
their way to Hebron to make David king, but Mendenhall 
reduced the number through his understanding of ?elep to 
15,290. However, this attempt to lend plausibility to the 
numbers in Chronicles has not been successful, however 
valid it may be for early Israel. When Chronicles and DH 
both have large numbers, slight differences between the 
texts allow us to conclude that the Chronicler understood 
these figures as true thousands and not as military units 
(e.g., | Chr 19:7 = 2 Sam 10:6; 1 Chr 21:15 = 2 Sam 
24:9; 2 Chr 2:1, 16, 17—Eng 2:2, 17, 18 = 1 Kgs 5:29, 
30—Eng 5:15, 16). The proposed new understanding of 
>elep does not seem appropriate in a monarchical setting, 
nor does it offer an adequate interpretation of the tribal 
numbers within Chronicles (e.g., the sons of Bela in 1 Chr 
7:7 number 22,034, but it is meaningless to speak of 22 
military units with an average number per unit of 1.5 
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men). Note also the impossibly large numbers for other 
objects in Chronicles where the tribal/military interpreta- 
tion of 7elep is irrelevant (1 Chr 22:14—100,000 talents of 
silver and 1,000,000 talents of gold). 


H. Some Characteristic Features of Chronicles 

1. Royal Speeches and Prayers. The speeches and pray- 
ers of kings and prophets in Chronicles are frequently 
referred to as Levitical sermons (von Rad ROTT). Recent 
studies, however, have raised doubts about whether the 
Levites were specialists in preaching and whether these 
speeches should be classified as sermons (Mathias 1984). 
Von Rad believed that the Chronicler was using a well- 
established genre and, apparently, actual sermons that, 
were available. But the theological themes in these 
speeches are those of the Chronicler elsewhere, and von 
Rad disparaged unnecessarily the literary ability of the 
Chronicler (ROTT, 277). Perhaps the most significant part 
of von Rad’s work was his observation of the way in which 
these speeches base their appeal on an authoritative scrip- 
tural text (for 2 Chr 15:2-7, cf. Jer 19:14; 31:15; for 2 Chr 
16:7-9, cf. Zech 4:10; for 2 Chr 19:6—7, cf. Deut 10:17; 
Zeph 3:5, etc.). 

Throntveit (1982b: 25-63), building on Braun, has dis- 
tinguished the following ger:res in the royal speeches: (a) 
Edicts. A specific audience is addressed with an imperative 
that is to be immediately carried out (1 Chr 15:12-13; 
22:5; 29:20; 2 Chr 29:31; 35:36). (b) Rationales. There is 
no specific audience, imperative, or reported action, but 
the speech provides some rationale for a cultic action (1 
Chr 15:2; 22:1; 2 Chr 8:11; 23:25-—32; 28:23). (c) Orations. 
Similar to edicts, but these speeches make frequent use of 
historical retrospects (I Chr [3:2—3; 29:1—5; 2 Chr 2:2—9; 
13:4-12; 14:6; 29:3-11; 30:4—9). 

The royal speeches and prayers play a significant role in 
the structuring of Chronicles. The three speeches (22:7- 
16, 18-19; 28:2-8, 9-10, 20-21; 29:1—5) and the prayer 
of David (29:10—19) serve to link him with Solomon closely 
and place great emphasis on the temple as the joint project 
of the two kings and a united Israel. David’s participation 
in the building of the temple is bracketed at the beginning 
(1 Chr 17:16-27) and at the end (1 Chr 29:10-19) by 
prayers. Similarly, the period of the Divided Kingdom is 
enclosed within speeches calling for repentance by Abijah 
(2 Chr 13:4—12) and by Hezekiah (2 Chr 30:6—9). Both 
speeches indicate the Chronicler’s openness to Northern 
participation in the Jerusalem cult. 

2. Prophets. The references to prophets, seers, and men 
of God in Chronicles can be divided into three groups 
(much of the following is drawn from Micheel 1983). The 
first group are those taken from parallel accounts in Sam- 
uel-Kings (Nathan {1 Chronicles 17]; Gad [1 Chronicles 
21]; Shemaiah [2 Chronicles | 1}; Micaiah [2 Chr 18:4—27]; 
and Huldah [2 Chr 34:22-28)). 

A second group is part of Chronicles’ additional mate- 
rial (Shemaiah in a second appearance [2 Chr 12:5-8}; 
Azariah [2 Chr 15:1—7]; Hanani [2 Chr 16:7-10); Jehu 
ben Hanani [2 Chr 19:2]; Jehaziel [2 Chr 20:14]; Eliezer 
(2 Chr 20:37]; Elijah active in Judah [2 Chr 21:12-15]; 
Zechariah [2 Chr 24:20-22}]; Oded [2 Chr 28:9-11]; an 
anonymous man of God and prophet [2 Chronicles 25]; 
Jeremiah [2 Chr 35:25; 36:22]). With the exception of 
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Shemaiah, Hanani, Jehu ben Hanani, Elijah, and Jeremiah, 
these individuals are unknown from other contexts. Ac- 
cording to the Chronicler, the attitude shown toward the 
prophets also reveals one’s attitude toward Yahweh: “Be- 
lieve in Yahweh your God, and you will be established; 
believe his prophets, and you will succeed” (2 Chr 20:20). 
These prophets often link the results in a king’s domestic 
or foreign activities with his relationship to Yahweh, al- 
though in a few cases success or failure is linked to the 
whole people’s behavior (e.g., Zechariah, Oded). 

While some believe that all the words of these prophets 
were created by the Chronicler (e.g., Micheel), others hold 
that at least some of them were present in the traditions 
available to him (e.g., Westermann 1967: 163-68). 

A third context is the source references which mention 
prophets or seers in connection with certain kings (see 
F.2.a above). 

3. Levites. The Levitical genealogies can be described as 
follows: 

a. 1 Chr 5:27-41—Eng 6:1-15. Two sets of Aaronic high 
priests, from Aaron to Ahimaaz, and from Azariah I (the 
priest in Solomon’s temple) to Jehozadak (who was exiled). 

b. 1 Chr 6:1-15—Eng 6:16-30. Each of the three sons 
of Levi (Gershom, Kohath, and Merari) is provided with a 
vertical genealogy of seven generations of ordinary Levites 
that connects to them through their oldest son. A seven- 
generation genealogy of Samuel and his sons has been 
inserted into the Kohath genealogy. 

c. 1 Chr 6:16-32—Eng 6:31-—47. Kohath, Gershom, and 
Merari are each provided with a vertical genealogy of 14 
generations of Levitical singers, ending with Heman, 
Asaph, and Ethan, the chief singers at the time of David. 

d. 1 Chr 6:39-66—Eng 6:54—81. No completely satisfy- 
ing understanding of this list of Levitical cities or of its 
date is yet established. Mazar (1960) dated it to the time of 
the United Monarchy when there was an attempt to 
strengthen government control by stationing Levites in 
strategically significant administrative areas. Peterson 
(1977) proposed an 8th-century date and believed that the 
Levites in these cities taught the people the Mosaic cove- 
nant. According to Spencer (1980), this list is a fictitious 
composition designed to explain the appearance of the 
Levites and their secondary role in the postexilic period. 

e. 1 Chronicles 23-26. 1 Chr 23:3—6a: Four types of 
Levites, whose organization is credited to David; 23:65— 
13a, 15-24: a genealogically based list of those in charge 
of the work of the house of the Lord; 25:1-6: a list of 
singers installed by David; 26:1-3, 9-11, 19: a list of 
gatekeepers; 26:20—32: a list of judges and officers. The 
Chronicler wanted to give Davidic authority to the role of 
the Levites in the temple of his day. 

In five places (1 Chronicles 25; 2 Chr 20, 29, 34:30, and 
35:15) the Chronicler identifies the singers as prophets or 
as performing prophetic activities. Petersen (1977) argues 
that the Chronicler hoped through these accounts to sub- 
stantiate the Levitical singers’ claim to cultic authority as 
prophets in postexilic society. This role is not (contra 
Mowinckel) a remnant of preexilic cult prophecy. 

The standard terminology for cultic personnel in the 
Chronicler is “the priests and the Levites.” The priests are 
sons of Aaron and descendants of Zadok. The term “sons 
of Aaron” seems to be used in place of “priests,” especially 
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when their rights over against the Levites are being 
stressed (2 Chr 26:18; 29:21). 

The Levites consist of a wide variety of minor clergy, 
and any group that wanted to be a part of this minor 
clergy claimed to be a Levite, usually through the Kohath- 
ite Korah. Groups like the singers (1 Chr 6:16—24), the 
gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17-26; 23:3-5; and 26:1, 19), and 
even the bakers (1 Chr 9:31—32), which in the sources used 
by the Chronicler were not identified as Levites, became 
Levites in the Chronicler’s interpretation. 

Among the many tasks of the Levites was teaching. The 
blessing of Moses (Deut 33:8—11) describes them as teach- 
ing legal ordinances to Israel. The Chronicler reports their 
teaching mission in Judah at the time of Jehoshaphat when 
they took with them the book of the law of Yahweh (2 Chr 
17:7-9; cf. also 2 Chr 35:3; Neh 8:7). They also were in 
charge of various holy objects and prepared things such as 
the shewbread (1 Chr 9:28-32; 23:29-31; 2 Chr 29:34). 
Jehoshaphat appointed them to be judges in Jerusalem (2 
Chr 19:8-11), and they also served as scribes (1 Chr 24:6; 
2 Chr 34:13). In addition, they led in singing and praise 
(i Chr 15:16-24; 16:4—42; 2 Chr 5:12-13; 8:14; 20:19- 
22; 23:13, 18; 29:25-30; 35:15). 


I. Theology 

1. Monarchy, Cult, and Temple. The Chronicler devotes 
an extraordinary amount of attention to David and Solo- 
mon, and in fact treats the two of them in equal or parallel 
fashion. David is approved by all Israel right after the 
death of Saul, with no reference to his conflicts with Saul 
(cf. 1 Samuel 16-30) or the divided character of Israel 
early in his reign (2 Sam 1:1—5:3). His first act as king was 
to capture Jerusalem, the future site of the temple (1 Chr 
11:4—9), to which he brought the ark (1 Chr 15:25—16:3). 
David arranged for the ordering of the priests and Levites, 
and assigned the latter a role as singers after their require- 
ment to carry the ark had become obsolete (1 Chr 16:4—7, 
37-42; 2 Chr 7:6; cf. 1 Chronicles 23-27). He designated 
the site for the temple (1 Chr 22:1) after Yahweh had 
indicated his own approval for it by sending fire from 
heaven (1 Chr 21:26-30). He also made massive prepara- 
tions for the building of the temple before his death (1 
Chr 22:2-5; 29:2-5; cf. 28:12-18, which may be second- 
ary). 

Solomon, too, receives unanimous approval, even from 
the other sons of David (1 Chr 29:23-25). He makes his 
own preparations for building (2 Chr 2:2-16) and erects 
the temple on David’s site. He puts the ark in the temple 
(2 Chr 5:2—14) and installs the priests and Levites in their 
offices (2 Chr 8:14-15). While David had been prevented 
from building the temple because he had shed blood and 
waged wars, Solomon was a man of peace and rest (1 Chr 
22:8-10). Designated by David, he was also the one chosen 
by Yahweh specifically for the building of the temple (1 
Chr 28:10; 29:1). The Chronicler is the only writer in the 
OT to designate any king after David as chosen. Solomon’s 
idolatry as reported in | Kings 11 is omitted in Chronicles. 
Braun (1971b; 1976) has made clear that the speeches in 
1 Chronicles 22, 28, and 29 tie together the two most 
significant parts of the history, the reigns of David and 
Solomon. 

The work of David and Solomon centered on the build- 
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ing of the temple, with its completion appropriately noted 
in 2 Chr 8:16. These two kings alone were recognized by 
all Israel just as they alone ruled all Israel. The two of 
them were concerned both with the ark and the temple. 
Their words and efforts gave legitimacy to the Jerusalem 
temple as the only appropriate worship site. The North’s 
apostasy, according to the speech of Abiah, consisted 
primarily in its rejection of the temple (2 Chr 13:4-12). 
When Hezekiah appealed to Israel and Judah to repent, 
he called for a return to the sanctuary which God had 
sanctified forever (2 Chr 30:6—8). Hezekiah, in fact, is a 
kind of second Solomon. His passover is the first of its 
kind since Solomon (2 Chr 30:26), and its fourteen-day 
duration (2 Chr 30:23) echoes the duration of the temple 
dedication under Solomon (2 Chr 7:8—9). Apparently, the 
Chronicler ‘was calling on all Israel of his day, including 
especially the North (see below), to join in recognizing the 
legitimacy of the Second Temple in Jerusalem, the heir of 
the temple erected by David and Solomon. The rebuilt 
temple could be seen as the major fulfillment of God’s 
promise to David through Nathan (2 Chr 6:10-11; cf. 1 
Chronicles 17). 

Is the significance of the monarchy only to be found in 
its legitimation of the postexilic theocracy and/or the post- 
exilic temple? Or does the Chronicler hope for a restora- 
tion of the monarchy? Note that kingship in Israel is 
equated with the kingdom of God (1 Chr 28:5; 29:23; 2 
Chr 13:8) and that it is inalienably linked to the Davidic 
dynasty (1 Chr 17:13). 

Otto Pléger believes that David and Solomon created for 
the temple taose ordinances on which the acceptable wor- 
ship of the present community depended, and that the 
work itself is antieschatological. Freedman, Cross, and 
Newsome, on the other hand, detect in the Chronicler 
hope for a restoration of the monarchy under Zerubbabel. 
For Freedmzn and Cross, this also entails including parts 
of Ezra in the original book of Chronicles, an interpreta- 
tion we have decided not to follow. 

Mosis (19°73) proposes an alternate eschatological sce- 
nario, viewing Saul, David, and Solomon as symbolic re- 
presentations of the exile, the restoration, and the ideal 
eschatological future respectively. His case falls, among 
other reasons, because of the unity between David and 
Solomon noted above, and also because it presupposes the 
unity of Chronicles-Nehemiah. 

Williamson (1977a) detects a subtle, “royalist” eschatol- 
ogy in 2 Chr 6:41—42 (a modification of the Vorlage we 
know as Psalin 132:8—10). Verse 42 reads: “Remember thy 
steadfast love for David thy servant.” This verse is a reap- 
plication of Isa 55:3, which had broadened the promise to 
David to inciude all of Israel. Now this promise is again 
understood dynastically, suggesting that the prophecy of 
Nathan was only partially exhausted with the completion 
of the temple. In the Chronicler’s view, the dynastic prom- 
ise had become unconditional thanks to the promise of 
God and the carrying out of the conditions of this promise 
by Solomon, particularly in the building of the temple (cf. 
1 Chr 28:7, 9; 2 Chr 6:16; 7:17-18). The Chronicler 
believed that a brighter future lay in store for an obedient 
people, and a restoration of the monarchy may well have 
been part of :1is future hope. Immediately after Solomon’s 
prayer for God to remember his promise to David, fire 
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came down from heaven and consumed the sacrifices in 
the temple (2 Chr 7:1). This would seem to be an implicit 
yes to Solomon’s prayer (cf. also 2 Chr 7:21—22; 13:5-8; 
21:7). 

2. Retribution. The Chronicler often interprets divine 
punishments or blessings as a retributive response to a 
king’s behavior (Wellhausen WPHI, 203-8; cf. von Rad 
ROTT, 348-49). Rehoboam, for example, was attacked by 
Shishak I in his 5th year (1 Kgs 14:25—26) because he had 
forsaken the law of Yahweh the previous year (2 Chr 12:1). 
Asa became seriously ill in his old age (1 Kgs 15:23) 
because he had not relied on Yahweh in a war with Baasha 
and had imprisoned a prophet who rebuked him (2 Chr 
16:7-10). Afflicted with leprosy, Azariah/Uzziah had to 
abdicate (2 Kgs 15:5), but it is only in Chronicles that we 
learn that his illness resulted from his pride and his 
assumption of the right to burn incense (2 Chr 26:16—21). 
In each of the above cases, the Chronicler has provided a 
theological rationale for an event reported in the books of 
Kings. Retribution is immediate, with the consequences 
befalling the evil or righteous king during his own lifetime. 
This threatens to break down the unity of history achieved 
by Dtr into a large number: of single actions of Yahweh 
(von Rad ROTT, 350). 

In his descriptions of positive behavior, the writer de- 
lights in words like “seek” (Heb ddras) or “rely on” (saan; 
Braun 1979: 53-54). David says to Solomon, “If you seek 
him, he will be found by you” (1 Chr 28:9). For negative 
behavior, the Chronicler charges that the person in ques- 
tion forsakes Yahweh, his law, or the temple; acts unfaith- 
fully; engages in foreign alliances; and fails to give heed 
to Yahweh’s prophets (Braun 1979: 54). Faithful royal 
behavior is accompanied by many children, building pro- 
jects, a well-equipped army, victory in war, cultic reforms, 
or tribute from the nations (Welten 1973). A wicked king 
experienced God’s wrath, war, defeat in battle, disease, or 
conspiracy. Note the Chronicler’s summation of Saul’s 
reign: “So Saul died for his unfaithfulness; he was unfaith- 
ful to the Lord in that he did not keep the command of 
the Lord .. . and did not seek guidance from the Lord. 
Therefore the Lord slew him” (1 Chr 10:13-14). The 
concept of retribution and the specific terms associated 
with it are almost entirely absent from Ezra-Nehemiah, an 
argument noted by those who favor separate authorship. 

This retribution, however, is not mechanistic or inescap- 
able. A king like Rehoboam who repents (2 Chr 12:13; cf. 
2 Chr 7:14 and its references to humbling oneself, pray- 
ing, seeking God’s face, and turning) experiences some 
deliverance (2 Chr 12:7) and is not completely destroyed 
(2 Chr 12:12). Prophets are often sent to warn the king 
before a judgment falls, sometimes with success (cf. Reho- 
boam above) but often without (e.g., 2 Chr 16:10—12). 
Throntveit notes that the ter. prophetic speeches between 
Abijah’s sermon in 2 Chronicles 13 and Hezekiah’s appeal 
to the North in 2 Chronicles 30 all enunciate the doctrine 
of retributive justice (1982b: 163-65). Retribution is more 
than a grid spread out over Israel’s history; it is also a call 
for faith addressed to the Chronicler’s audience. Just as 
repentance in the past led tc: divine favor, so faithfulness 
in the writer’s present would have similar positive results. 
This aspect of his theology seems well summed up in 2 
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Chr 20:20: “Believe in the Lord your God, and you will be 
established; believe in his prophets and you will succeed.” 

3. Attitude toward the North. Earlier scholars (e.g., 
Torrey, Noth, and Rudolph) found one of the principal 
themes of the book to be its anti-Samaritan attitude. This 
has now been called into question because of the late date 
currently assigned to the Samaritan schism and the distinc- 
tion between Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah. There is also 
a far more open attitude to the North in Chronicles than 
was previously recognized (Mosis 1973: 169-72, 200-1, 
224, 232). Those willing to return to the Lord and come 
to his sanctuary are to be welcomed (2 Chr 30:7-8). 

Shortly after the division of the kingdom, priests and 
Levites from the North, together with representatives from 
all the tribes of Israel, came to Jerusalem for sacrifice (2 
Chr 11:13—17). From the very start, therefore, there were 
people who were willing to repent and acknowledge the 
Jerusalem sanctuary. While Abijah accuses the North of 
rebellion against the Davidic dynasty, idolatry, and a gen- 
erally improper cult (2 Chr 13:4—12)—surely one of the 
most “anti-Northern” passages in the book—he also ad- 
monishes them as if repentance was possible (vv 4, 8, 12). 
In the reign of Asa, great numbers from Ephraim, Manas- 
seh, and Simeon deserted to the Southern king (2 Chr 
15:9) and were part of those who entered into a covenant 
to seek Yahweh (2 Chr 15:9-15). Prophets were active in 
the North, including Oded, who persuaded Northerners 
during the reign of Ahaz to release their Southern prison- 
ers (2 Chr 28:8-15). A number of Northern leaders openly 
confessed their sin on this occasion (v 13). 

Hezekiah, according to the Chronicler, was the first king 
after the fall of the N kingdom and so was the first since 
Solomon to rule a united Israel. The king’s invitation to 
the Passover was, to be sure, rejected in parts of the North, 
but individuals from Asher, Manasseh, and Zebulun did 
humble themselves and come to Jerusalem (2 Chr 30:11). 
Hezekiah’s description of a merciful God—“For the Lord 
your God is gracious and merciful, and will not turn away 
his face from you, if you return to him” (2 Chr 30:9)—is 
nowhere withdrawn in Chronicles. His united Passover 
celebration was unique in its inclusion of the North for the 
first time since Solomon (2 Chr 30:26; cf. the similar 
celebration under Josiah in 2 Chr 35:17—-18). His reform 
activities broke down cultic institutions not only in Judah 
and Benjamin but also in Ephraim and Manasseh (2 Chr 
31:1). Josiah carried on reforming activities in Manasseh, 
Ephraim, and as far as Naphtali (2 Chr 34:6), making all 
Israel serve the Lord (2 Chr 34:33). 

The Northerners, therefore, were not a people to be 
shunned, though they and all others who rejected the sole 
legitimacy of the Jerusalem temple are criticized by the 
Chronicler. Even at the division of the kingdom Shemaiah 
refers to the Northerners as brothers and to the division 
itself as God’s will (2 Chr 11:14). From the Chronicler’s 
point of view there were good reasons for Israel’s refusal 
to endure the rule of the Judean king. The Chronicler 
seems to be inviting Northerners and, perhaps, other 
unidentifiable groups in Israel to acknowledge the claims 
of the temple in Jerusalem and participate in its cult. 
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CHRONOLOGY. Numerous problems often arise 
when one attempts to assign approximate (much less ex- 
act) dates to persons and events mentioned in the biblical 
corpus. This entry attempts to survey those problems. It 
consists of two articles, one focusing on the chronology of 
the Hebrew Bibie/Old Testament, and the other focusing 
on the New Testament. For discussions of Mesopotamian 
and Egyptian chronology, see the articles EGYPT, HIS- 
TORY OF (CHRONOLOGY: and MESOPOTAMIA, HIS- 
TORY OF (CHRONOLOGY). 
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8. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the LXX 
9. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the Book of 
Chronicles 
F. The Exile and the Restoration 


A. Introduction: Premodern Views 

The generally chronological arrangement of the histor- 
ical books of the Bible (Pentateuch-Kings) and the calen- 
dric superscriptions of most of the prophetic books show 
that the final redactors of the Hebrew Bible had a sense of 
chronology; yet, no all-encompassing chronological system 
is in use throughout the Bible. In some traditions, the 
Exodus from Egypt served as a pivotal point of reckoning 
(cf. Num 33:38; Judg 11:26; 1 Kgs 6:2). But it was not 
until the Hellenistic period, when the method of counting 
years by “eras” (Lat aera, “number”) was introduced (Bick- 
erman 1968: 70-77; CHJ 1: 60-69; Hallo 1984—85; 1988: 
185-90) and the biblical canon was more or less set, that 
the first steps were taken to integrate the heterogenic 
chronological data. 

In order to show the Bible to be reliable as history and 
so worthy of respect within Greek circles, its chronological 
picture was often found to need amplification or clarifica- 
tion. The earliest example is the extant fragments of 
Demetrius (early 3d cent. B.c.z., Alexandria) who dated 
events by reference to Adam and the Flood. Several cen- 
turies later, Josephus is found complementing the biblical 
record with information and nonbiblical dates gleaned 
from the works of other historians (mostly Menander and 
Berosus) and summarizing historical periods, e.g., the 
Temple of Jerusalem lay waste for 50 years (AgAp 1.154); 
in some of these matters, Josephus showed an acquaintance 
with chronological topics which are discussed in later rab- 
binic sources. 

Chronological discussions in the Talmud often associate 
Rabbi Yose ben Halafta with the work Seder Olam (“Order 
of the World”) (e.g., 5. Sabb. 88a; b. Nid. 46b), and it seems 
that the tanna R. Yose both compiled and authored sec- 
tions of this major midrashic chronography which treats 
events from Adam to the Bar Kokhba rebellion. Though 
often credited with being the first to use the “Era of 
Creation” (Heb minyan layyésitraé; Lat anno mundi), Seder 
Olam in actuality set dates by sabbatical and jubilee cycles 
(e.g., 11:50; 15:14; 23:83; 24:24; 25:54) and in so doing, 
adopted a practice already found in Josephus and occa- 
sionally in the Talmud. The main concern of Seder Olam 
was “the establishment of a chronological continuum from 
the beginning of the biblical story until its end” (Mili- 
kowsky 1981: 4), achieved by calculating the intervals be- 
tween events and harmonizing conflicting traditions; its 
eclectic methodology embodies the essence of rabbinic 
rationalization of the biblical data (cf. Heinemann 1978). 
(The “Era of Creation,” together with the regulated 19- 
year cycle of intercalation, the basis for the current Jewish 
festival calendar, is traceable to the 9th century.) 

The reworking of biblical chronology in the book of 
Jubilees is exceptional in the freedom displayed by assign- 
ing days, months, and years to recorded events. This 
sectarian work of the so-called “Enoch circle” (ca. Ist 
century 8B.C.E.), known to have influenced the Qumran 
order, was based upon an essentially solar calendar of 52 
weeks with an even number of 364 days in each year (cf. 
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Jaubert 1953); epochs were counted by sabbatical and 
jubilee cycles; thus, e.g., Jacob arrived in Egypt in the 45th 
jubilee cycle (since creation), in its 3d sabbatical cycle, in 
the 2d year of that cycle, on the Ist day of the 4th month 
(Jub. 45:1). 

Early Christian writers were the first to synchronize 
biblical dates with secular calendars, e.g., Julius Africanus 
used the era of the Olympiads as a frequent reference 
point, later taken over by Eusebius in his Chronicle. Euse- 
bius’ opus, best preserved in Jerome's Latin translation, 
worked through the data from Adam to the rebuilding of 
the Temple in the second year of Darius, and then through 
the life of Jesus until the destruction of Jerusalem. 

While viewing the biblical text as sacred scripture, some 
medieval Jewish exegetes took an approach independent 
of Seder Olam and reinvestigated critically several of the 
numerical calculations which by then had become tradi- 
tional, cf., e.g., Abarbanel to | Sam 13:1 with reference to 
the length of Saul’s reign. In the 12th-century history Sefer 
Ha-Qabbalah (“The Book of Tradition”) by Abraham Ibn- 
Daud, chronology was made to conform to a preconceived 
notion of the symmetry of history, perceivable in recurring 
cycles set in time by divine providence. Now and then, the 
figures given in the biblical text were abandoned in order 
to save the pattern, e.g.: “Behold how trustworthy are the 
consolations of our God, blessed be His name, for the 
chronology of their exile corresponded to that of their 
redemption. Twenty-one years passed from the beginning 
of their exile until the destruction of the Temple and the 
cessation of the monarchy [—contrast the biblical calcula- 
tion of 11 years—2 Kgs 24:12 and 25:8]. Similarly, twenty- 
one years passed from the time its rebuilding began until 
it was completed [—the exact figure is uncalculable from 
the biblical data]” (Cohen 1967: 10). 

In the English-speaking world, the chronological calcu- 
lations of Bishop James Ussher (published 1650—54) were 
for centuries the best known biblical dates, due to their 
publication in the margin of some editions of the KJV of 
the Bible. Ussher arrived at 4004 B.c.E. as the date of 
creation by following the Hebrew text and principles not 
unlike those which guided the author of Seder Olam. 

A survey of the chronological issues regarding the major 
periods of biblical history as understood in critical circles 
follows. 


B. Primeval History 

Two ages of ten generations each, separated by the great 
Flood, open the biblical account of primeval history. The 
first age, the Age of Creation, is presented in two parallel 
traditions (Gen 4:17—26—“J” tradition; Gen 5:1-32—“P” 
tradition); the second one contains chronological data 
embedded within a genealogical table composed in a dis- 
tinct literary form (“a lived x years and he begot 8; a lived 
y years after begetting b; the total years of a were x + y”). 
The total number of years for this age is 1656, with most 
of the antediluvians living extraordinarily long lives, e.g., 
Jared, 962 years (Gen 5:50); Methuselah, 969 years (Gen 
5:27). The second age, the Age of the Dispersion (Gen 
9:28—29; 11:10—26—both “P”), numbers 290 years, with 
the lifespans of the postdiluvians gradually diminishing to 
near “normal” lengths as the age ends (Terah, 205 years; 
cf. Gen 11:32). 
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Table 1. 
The Age of Creation (Gen 5:1—32) 
Age at Birth Total Years 
of Son Lived 
Adam 130 930 
Seth 105 912 
Enosh 90 905 
Kenan 70 910 
Mehalalel 65 895 
Jared 162 962 
Enoch 65 $65 
Methuselah 187 969 
Lamech 182 777 
Noah 500 950 
(age at Flood) (600) 
Total 1656 
Table 2. 
The Age of the Dispersion (Gen 11:10—26) 
Age at Birth Total Years 
of Son Lived 
Shem 100 600 
Arpachshadd 35 438 
Shelah 30 433 
Eber 34 464 
Peleg 30 239 
Reu 32 239 
Serug 30 230 
Nahor 29 148 
Terah 70 205 
Total 290 


The numerical variants found in the LXX and the Sam. 
Pent. cannot be taken as more reliable than those given by 
the MT, because they may be rational corrections of items 
in the rece:ved text considered illogical and/or sectarian 
doctrinal manipulations made during the postbiblical pe- 
riod (Larsson 1983). E.g., in the Sam. Pent., Jared, Methu- 
selah, and L.amech all die in the year of the Flood; in LXX, 
the ages of most postdiluvians at the birth of their firstborn 
is higher by 100 years so that none of them outlive Abra- 
ham (as in MT). 

Moreover, no systematic pattern has been discovered in 
these figures. A suggestion to derive the total 1657 years 
(1656 years + 1 year of the Flood—Gen 8:13) by means 
of calculations based on the sexagesimal system aug- 
mented by the number “seven” (600,000 days = 1643 
years of 365 days each + 2 X 7 years = 1657 years), 
though tempting, remains speculative (Cassuto 1972: 253- 
62). At the same time, individual lifespans may signal 
special personages, e.g., the seventh worthy in the list of 
Genesis 5, Enoch, who “walked with God,” lived 365 years 
(equivalent to the days in a solar year). 

The biblical periodization of primeval times seems to 
derive ultimately from ANE tradition. For example, Su- 
merian sources record that the world’s first rulers lived 
tens of thousands of years before the Flood destroyed all, 
e.g., “8 kings [variant: 10] reigned there 241,200 years. 
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The Flood swept thereover.” (Jacobsen 1939: 77). In the 
period following, the rulers still attained long lives, but not 
those of their ancestors. See also PRIMEVAL HISTORY. 
As to the dynastic and regnal years in the Sumerian king 
list, all of which are of extraordinary duration, some seem 
to be artificial constructions demonstrating the expertise 
of the ancient mathematicians (Young 1988a); and ulti- 
mately may have influenced the figures in the biblical 
scheme (Young 1988b). 


C. From the Patriarchs to the Exodus 

The chronological data of this period consists, for the 
most part, of general statements and schematic numbers— 
multiples of 5 and 60, plus 7—and thus is of questionable 
value for historical purposes. 


Table 3. 
The Fatriarchs 

Age at 

Birth Total Years 

of Son Lived Source 
Abraham 100 175 Gen 17:17; 25:7 
Sarah 90 127(2 x 60+ 7) Gen 17:17; 23:1 
Isaac 60 180(3 x 60) Gen 25:26; 35:28 
Jacob 147 (2 x 70 + 7) Gen 47:28 
Joseph 110 Gen 50:22 


A total of 215 years elipsed from the migration of 
Abraham (aged 75) to Canaan until the move of Jacob and 
his family to Egypt (Gen (2:4; 21:5; 25:26; 47:9). The 
Israelite sojourn in Egypt lasted 430 years (Exod 12:40), a 
statement that does not accord with the promise to Abra- 
ham in Gen 15:13 that his progeny would be enslaved in a 
foreign land for 400 years, the fourth generation return- 
ing to the Promised Land (15:16). The tradition that the 
“fourth generation” was libe rated from Egypt is supported 
by most of the genealogical lists in the Pentateuch, in which 
Moses appears as the great-zreat-grandson of Jacob (Exod 
6:16—20; Num 26:57—59). In order to harmonize this with 
a 400- (or 430-) year enslavement, the entire period from 
the Covenant with Abraharn in Genesis 15 until the Exo- 
dus has to be included in the tally. (Thus, LXX and Sam. 
Pent. read in Exod 12:40: “The time that the Israelites and 
their fathers stayed in the land of Canaan and in Egypt,” cf. 
too, the rabbinic sources, Gen. Rab. 63. 3; Mek. 1.14.7; 
y. Meg. 1.11.) Note, however, that the genealogies may not 
be trustworthy as they apparently telescope many genera- 
tions in a three-member scheme, naming only a person’s 
immediate family, clan, and tribe, so the true number of 
intervening generations in each stage is incalculable (cf. 
the ten-member line of Joshua in 1 Chr 7:20—27 for this 
same period). 

No absolute dates for the patriarchal age are available 
since the events related in Genesis and Exodus cannot be 
synchronized with extrabibiical fixed chronology. Despite 
all that is known of the ANE, the E kings who joined battle 
in the Valley of Siddim/Deid Sea (Genesis 14) cannot be 
identified with certainty. See CHEDORLAOMER (PER- 
SON). Nor does the tradition concerning the founding of 
Hebron “seven years before Tanis in Egypt” (Num 13:22), 


I + 1005 


often associated with the 400th anniversary of the cult of 
the god Seth at Tanis (cf. Haremhab Stele, ANET, 252-— 
53), provide a fixed reference point to any biblical event. 

Many scholars would place the Patriarchs in the MB I 
period (2000-1800 B.c.£.), a conjecture based on the pu- 
tative similarities between their seminomadic lifestyle as 
described in Genesis and the Amorite movements known 
from archaeology and the Mari documents. A few place 
them in the LB Age (1550-1200 s.c.£.), considering the 
affinities between the social customs in the patriarchal 
stories and the Nuzi texts (cf. Dever [JH, 92-102). 

There is also no agreement as to the identity of the 
Pharaoh of the enslavement. The reference to the garrison 
cities Pithom and Raamses, built by the enslaved Israelites 
(Exod 1:11), indicates Rameses II, the resplendent ruler 
of the 19th Dynasty (1290-1224 B.c.£.). But this oft-prof- 
fered identification conflicts with the date in 1 Kgs 6:1: 
Solomon began to build the Temple “480 years after the 
Israelites left Egypt, in the fourth year” of his reign. Since 
Solomon’s fourth regnal year is dated ca. 964 B.c.E. (see 
E.7 below), this would place the Exodus in the year 1444 
B.C.E., almost two centuries earlier than the most plausible 
dating of the Exodus (i.e., the end of the 13th century 
B.C.E., the age of Rameses II]—Merneptah. (On the literary 
nature of the “480 years,” see further below.) 


D. From the Conquest to the Monarchy 

According to the biblical data, after a 40-year period of 
wandering (Num 32:13), the Israelites entered the land 
under the leadership of Joshua, who led them in battle for 
5 years (Josh 14:10). This initial stage was followed by the 
dispersal of the tribes to their territorial allotments 
throughout Canaan, after which they suffered alternating 
periods of oppression and deliverance lasting, according 
to Judges, some 470 years. 


Table 4. 
The Judges 
Years of Years of 
Oppression Deliverance Source 
Cushan-rishathaim 8 Judg 3:8 
Othniel 40 Judg 3:11 
Eglon 18 Judg 3:14 
Ehud 80 Judg 3:30 
Jabin 20 Judg 4:3 
Deborah 40 Judg 5:31 
Midianites 7 Judg 6:1 
Gideon 40 Judg 8:28 
Abimelech 3 Judg 9:22 
Tolah 23 Judg 10:2 
Jair 22 Judg 10:3 
Ammonites 18 Judg 10:8 
Jepthah 6 Judg 12:7 
Ibzan 7 Judg 12:9 
Elon 10 Judg 12:11 
Abdon 8 Judg 12:14 
Philistines 40 Judg 13:1 
Samson 20 Judg 15:20 
Eli 40 1 Sam 4:18 
Samuel 20+ 1 Sam 7:2 
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Innumerable attempts have been made at reconciling 
the total years recorded in Judges with other data concern- 
ing the premonarchic settlement period gleaned from 
Joshua and Samuel. The years of deliverance, during 
which the Israelite tribes were ruled by what scholars term 
the “major” judges, are expressed in typological numbers 
“20,” “40,” “80” and are likely to be from the hand of the 
Deuteronomistic editor of Judges; the uneven years of 
judgeship of the remaining “minor” tribal chieftains ap- 
pear to have been drawn from a traditional listing of 
unknown origin. But while the final edition of Judges may 
be the work of Deuteronomistic historiographers, there is 
no explicit indication that the book’s chronology was coor- 
dinated with any of the other calculations in the overall 
Deuteronomistic history Joshua through Kings. The 
round figure of Israel’s 300-year settlement in Transjordan 
(Judg 11:26) is not helpful in this regard. And the 480 
years of 1 Kgs 6:1 is too large to cover the years recorded 
for the period of the Exodus until the founding of the 
Temple; only by assuming overlapping figures for the 
Philistine oppression and certain late interpolations can 
one approach the total given in | Kgs 6:1 (so, e.g., NDH, 
18-25). The figure 480 most likely comprises 12 genera- 
tions of 40 years each, based on twelve leaders of Israel 
between the Exodus and the building of the Temple; e.g., 
Moses, Joshua, Othniel (Judg 3:11), Ehud (Judg 3:30), 
Deborah (Judg 5:31), Gideon (Judg 8:28), Samson (Judg 
16:31), Eli (1 Sam 4:18; cf. LXX: “twenty”), Samuel (1 Sam 
7:2, 15), Saul (1 Sam 13:1; cf. Acts 13:21; Ant 6.378), David 
(2 Sam 5:4; 1 Kgs 2:11), Solomon (1 Kgs 11:42) (cf. Rowley 
1950: 77-96). Priestly traditions preserved in the book of 
Chronicles similarly counted 12 generations from Aaron, 
brother of Moses and Israel’s first High Priest, to Azariah, 
the priest who served in Solomon’s Temple (1 Chr 5:29- 
36). 

Because most of the events described for the period 
down to Samuel’s judgeship were local, absolute dating has 
to reckon with the possibility that a number of judges were 
contemporaries, though the Deuteronomistic editors por- 
trayed them as ruling “all Israel” in succession. David 
began his rule in Hebron ca. 1005 (see E.7 below); hence 
the events depicted in Joshua—Samuel fall during the ap- 
proximately two centuries which separate the Exodus from 
David’s rise to power. 


E. The Monarchic Period 

The chronological presentation in the book of Kings is 
the most systematic of any in the Bible. The editorial 
framework gives the following data for each king of Judah 
and Israel: his age at accession, the length of his reign, 
and a synchronic note concerning the regnal year of his 
royal contemporary in the neighboring kingdom. 

It has often been pointed out that 430 regnal years are 
recorded for the Davidic kings from the beginning of the 
construction of the Temple under Solomon until its de- 
struction during the reign of Zedekiah, and that this 
figure, together with a supposed 50-year exile, constitutes 
a second 480-year period (cf. 1 Kgs 6:1; and see D above) 
which marked the epoch from the First to the Second 
Temple (so, e.g., Koch 1978). But if such indeed was the 
intention of the ancient chronographer, it is nowhere 
stated nor is the sum of years ever given (cf. Begrich 1929: 
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14-16). (Note, though, that Ezekiel counted 430 sinful 
years for which Israel and Judah would have to do pen- 
ance; Ezek 4:5—6.) 

1. History of Research. Scholars of the late 19th century 
were skeptical regarding both the historical value of the 
synchronisras and the fidelity of the textual tradition of 
the regnal year totals (cf. Wellhausen 1875). A more just 
appreciation of the biblical data is now possible as ancient 
Israel’s chronological reckoning is illuminated by the prac- 
tices of its neighbors. Mesopotamian examples of syn- 
chronic chronologies have lent credibility to biblica] syn- 
chronisms (Lewy 1927). Studies by Kugler (1922) and 
Begrich (1929) treat the Assyrian-Israelite synchronisms 
as pivotal points in their reconstructions. Though he 
leaned heavily upon extrabiblical data, Albright was less 
sanguine about the possibility that the numbers were 
“handed down through so many editors and copyists with- 
out often becoming corrupt,” and so “corrected” items in 
several key -eigns (Albright 1945: 17; cf. Mowinckel 1932: 
163-64). 

Contrariwise, the major work of E. R. Thiele (1983) 
proceeds from the assumption of the basic soundness of 
the Hebrew text. This entails an elaborate system of calen- 
drical and regnal patterns which were operative at cliffer- 
ent times in the two kingdoms. H. Tadmor (EncMigr 4: 
245-310) bases his chronology upon considerations simi- 
lar to those of Begrich and Thiele, but assumes far fewer 
systemic fluctuations; items which are inexplicable are 
regarded as late editorial calculations or errors. 

Thiele’s work has become a cornerstone of much recent 
chronological discussion (cf. De Vries IDB 1: 580-99; 
IDBSup: 161-66); but his harmonizing approach has not 
gone unchallenged, especially because of the many shifts 
in the basis of reckoning dates that it requires (e.g., Jepsen 
1968: 34-35)}--shifts which were unlikely in actual prac- 
tice. The numerous extrabiblical synchronisms he invokes 
do not always reflect the latest refinements in Assyriologi- 
cal research (cf. E.2.f below). In many cases, he posits an 
undocumented event in order to save a biblical datum 
(e.g., the circumstances surrounding the appointment of 
Jeroboam II as coregent; Thiele 1983: 109). While also 
somewhat conservative in his approach to the figures in 
MT, Tadmcr’s pragmatic reconstruction delves into the 
process by which the redactor(s) of Kings compiled their 
chronological framework from heterogeneous materials, 
sometimes leaving traces in textual inconsistencies (Tad- 
mor EncMigr 4: 45). 

2. Terminology. The key terms in the discussion of 
monarchic chronology are: (a) regnal year, (b) accession 
year, (c) accession year (or postdating) system, (d) non- 
accession year (or antedating) system, (e) coregency, and 
(f) absolute dates. 

a. Regnal Year. The official “royal year” was reckoned 
from the start of the New Year. The month of Nisan 
(March-April) is the first month of the cultic year (cf. Exod 
12:2; Num 28:16); the month of Tishri (September—Octo- 
ber) marks the start of the agricultural year with the onset 
of the rainy season (Exod 23:16; 34:22. Note that the 
terms used in these verses, s@t hassand, “the end of the 
year” and téqgipat hassand, “the turn of the year,” refer to 
the seasons of the year and are not calendrical terms, as is 
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the synonyraous expression tésibat hassand, “the turn of 
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the year,” 2 Sam 11:1; 1 Kgs 20:22, 26; 2 Chr 36:10; cf. 
Clines 1974). The Mishnah records that the New Year “for 
kings and pilgrimage festivals” was counted from Nisan 
(m. Ros. Hag. 1:1), as was the practice in Mesopotamia, but 
this statement has often been taken to reflect postbiblical 
practice. Some scholars hold that the regnal year ran from 
Tishri to Tishri (Mowinckel. Thiele); others from Nisan to 
Nisan (Kugler; Lewy; Tadmor); while still others argue for 
different calendars in Judah and Israel, with shifts made 
at certain junctures (Begrich; Morgenstern). 

Though the evidence is inconclusive, it appears that a 
Nisan calendar was in use in S Judah, while in N Israel, a 
Tishri calendar was used. The posited half-year difference 
between the two kingdoms can be seen in the notice of the 
6-month reign of Zechariah of Israel (2 Kgs 15:8) which is 
synchronized with the 38th vear of Azariah of Judah; while 
the 1-month reign of his successor Shallum is in the 39th 
year of Azariah (2 Kgs 15:13). In Judah, the regnal New 
Year had passed, while in Israel, the regnal year had not 
yet ended; if it had, Zechariah would have been credited 
with 2 years (by nonaccession reckoning, see d below). 

The counting of N Israel’s regnal years from Tishri 
rather than Nisan may have been prompted by a desire to 
be independent of Judah’s practice. On the other hand, 
the shift of one month in the celebration of the autumn 
festival, from the 7th to the 8th month, proclaimed by 
Jeroboam I (1 Kgs 12:32), looks like an accommodation to 
local tradition (according to Talmon 1958, based upon 
climatic considerations), Deuteronomistic editorial criti- 
cism notwithstanding. 

b. Accession Year. The ‘accession year” is the period 
from the king’s taking the throne until the start of the 
New Year (Akk ré¥ Sarriiti; Heb Sénat molké; cf. 2 Kgs 25:27; 
not equivalent to the nonchronological Hebrew term r@Sit 
mamleket, “the beginning of the reign,” Jer 28:1; cf. Tad- 
mor EncMigr 4: 49). 

c. Accession-year (or Postdating) System. This system 
counts the years of a king’s reign only from the first full 
“regnal year” after his accession year. Assyrian and Baby- 
lonian texts employ this system of postdating throughout. 

d. Nonaccession-year (or Antedating) System. This sys- 
tem does not recognize an accession year, and so counts 
the first year of a king’s reign from his actual taking the 
throne; thus, in the antedating system the last year of the 
deceased king and the first one of his successor, which are 
the same year, are counted twice. Antedating was em- 
ployed in Egypt for most of its history. 

In Judah and Israel, the chronological data can, for the 
most part, be understood on the assumption that the 
nonaccession system in counting regnal years was in use. 
However, toward the middle or end of the 7th century, 
under the strong assimilatory pressures of the Mesopota- 
mian empires, Judah apparently adopted the accession- 
year system. 

e. Coregency. This term refers to the designation of a 
royal heir during the lifetime of the reigning monarch. 
Coregency seems not to have been the regular practice in 
either Israel cr Judah; gererally, unusual historical cir- 
cumstances led to such an appointment which sought to 
insure the continuity of the ruling family on the throne 
(contrast Na’aman 1986: 83-91). The number of cases of 
coregency explicitly recorded in Kings is not great; some- 
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times the synchronisms lead one to suspect a period of 
coregency—an overlap counted in the total regnal years of 
both kings. Thus, e.g., Jotham judged the “people of the 
land” as coregent following Azariah’s leprosy (2 Kgs 15:5). 
Azariah himself was coregent with his father Amaziah 
(2 Kgs 14:21). 

f. Absolute Dates. Absolute chronology can be achieved 
through correlation of biblical dates with extrabiblical ones 
that are fixed astronomically. Most reliable are the Assyro- 
Babylonian dates, preserved in eponym (Akk dimu—a high 
official after whom the year was named) and king lists, 
and chronicles. Thus, e.g., the three-month reign of Je- 
hoiachin at the end of which Jerusalem was captured by 
Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kgs 24:8, 12) can be set in December 
598—March 597 B.c.z. by reference to the precise dates 
recorded in the Babylonian Chronicle (see Table 5). (Sev- 
eral of Nebuchadnezzar’s regnal years are noted in the 
concluding sections of Kings, no doubt under the bureau- 
cratic influence of his hegemony over Judah’s affairs [2 
Kgs 24:12; 25:8, 27; cf. Jer 52:30].) 

Egyptian dates, on the other hand, are still in question 
at certain crucial historical junctures. E.g., the invasion of 
Shishak in the fifth year of Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:25), the 
only recorded Egyptian-Israelite synchronism, is primarily 
dated by reference to biblical coordinates (Kitchen 1973: 
72-76). 


A list of absolute dates, indicating their sources follows: 


Table 5. 
Absolute Dates for Events during the Monarchy 
Biblical 
Event Date Source Citation 
Ahab participates in 853 Monolith Inscription 
Battle of Qarqar against 6th year of Shalmaneser 
Shaimaneser III III (ANET, 278-79) 
Jehu renders tribute to 84] Annals: 18th year of 
Shalmaneser III Shalmaneser III (ANET, 
980) 
Joash renders tribute to 796 Stele inscription (Iraq 30 
Adad-nirari III [1968]: 141-42) 
Menahem renders trib- 740 Stele inscription (BASOR 
ute to Tiglath-pileser 206 [1972}: 40-42) 
Ill 
738 Annals: 8th year of Tig- 2 Kgs 15:19 
lath-pileser LI} (ANET, 
283) 
Ahaz renders tribute to 734 Summary inscription 
Tiglath-pileser IIT Tiglath-pileser II 
(ANET, 282) 
Pekah removed; Hoshea 732 Summary inscription 2 Kgs 
ascends throne in Israel Tiglath-pileser III 15:30; 17:1 
(ANET, 284) 
Fall of Samaria 722 Babylonian Chronicle: 2 Kgs 17:6aa 


5th year of Shalmaneser 
V (Grayson 1975: 73: 


27-31) 
Recapture of Samaria = 720 Annals: 2nd year of 2 Kgs 17:6aB-b 
and exile of inhabitants Sargon II (ANET, 285) 
Assyrian Campaignto 701 Annals: Sennacherib 2 Kgs 
Judah (ANET, 287-88) 18:13-19:36 
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ca.674 Prism B: Esarhaddon 
(ANET, 291) 


Manasseh renders trib- 
ute and service to As- 
syria 

ca. 668 Annals Prism C: Ashur- 
banipal (ANET, 294) 
Babylonian Chronicle: 
21st year of Nabopolas- 
sar (Grayson 1975: 99: 
1-5) 
Babylonian Chronicle: 
7th year of Nebuchad- 
nezzar (ANET, 564) 
Accession year of Amel- 
Marduk (Parker-Dub- 
berstein 1956: 12) 


Battle of Carchemish 605 Jer 46:2 


Capture of Jerusalem 597 2 Kgs 24:12 


Release of Jehoiachin 561 2 Kgs 25:27 


Besides pinpointing individual events, these absolute 
dates determine the limits of scholarly conjecture. Mena- 
hem’s reign could not have ended in 742, as Thiele sup- 
poses (1983: 139-62), if Menahem is listed among the 
kings who rendered tribute to Tiglath-pileser III four 
years later in 738. Similarly, a widely accepted interpreta- 
tion of Assyrian inscriptional data from the days of Tig- 
lath-pileser III which led to the identification of Azariah 
of Judah with a certain Azriyau has been refuted (cf. 
Na?aman 1974); as a result, an absolute date for Azariah’s 
reign is no longer available. 

3. The Sources and Their Editing. The précis of monar- 
chic chronology which follows is based upon these prem- 
ises: 

(a) The lengths of reigns and the synchronisms recorded 
in Kings ultimately derive from king lists and a synchronic 
chronicle. We cannot say whether the Deuteronomistic 
editor had access to the original materials or whether the 
data was already incorporated in “the Annals of the Kings 
of Judah” and “the Annals of the Kings of Israel”—those 
composite works he so often refers to (Lewy 1927: 7; 
Begrich 1929: 173-74). Nothing is known about these 
“annals,” their relation to archival data, or their compre- 
hensiveness. The material concerning the N kingdom 
likely reached Jerusalem in compiled form soon after the 
fall of Samaria in 722 B.c.e. The Judean royal archives 
were accessible at the time the first edition of Kings was 
prepared, presumably during the reign of Josiah. The 
editorial attempt to integrate such diverse sources, and at 
the same time remain faithful to their differences, explains 
some of the conflicting chronological figures now in Kings. 

(b) Some of the Judean synchronisms appear to be late 
calculations of the Deuteronomist who had no firsthand 
knowledge of the history of the N kingdom (cf. Aharoni 
1950). This explains the synchronization of the reigns of 
the Judahite kings Jotham (2 Kgs 15:32) and Ahaz (2 Kgs 
16:1) and the bloated figure of a 20-year reign for the 
Israelite Pekah (2 Kgs 15:27), who actually reigned just 2 
years (see E.5 below). Similarly, the synchronization of 
Hezekiah’s 6th year, the year that Samaria fell, with Hosh- 
ea’s 9th year (2 Kgs 18:10) proves to be an erroneous 
assumption (as shown by the absolute dates for Israel’s last 
decade). 

4. From the Fall of Samaria to the Fall of Jerusalem. 
The number of years between these two landmark events 
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is reckoned in the Bible with respect to the reigns of the 
kings of Jucah (see Table 6). 


a : 
From the Fall of Samaria to the Fall of Jerusalem 


Total 

reign Source 
Hezekiah 29 2 Kgs 18:2 
Manasseh 55 2 Kgs 21:1 
Amon 2 2 Kgs 21:19 
Josiah 3] 2 Kgs 22:1 
Jehoahaz 3 mths 2 Kgs 23:31 
Jehoiakim 1] 2 Kgs 23:36 
Jehoiachin 3 mths 2 Kgs 24:8 
Zedekiah 1] 2 Kgs 24:18 


Working from the absolute dates provided above, it 
appears that the accession-year system was in use during 
the final decades of Judah. Jehoiachin surrendered to 
Nebuchadnezzar in March 597 8.c.£. His father Jehoiakim 
had come to the throne in 609/8 (according to the Babylo- 
nian Chronicle and the date in Jer 46:2 for the battle of 
Carchemish in the king’s 4th year = 605/4). In that same 
year, 609 n.c.£., Josiah met his death at Megiddo and 
Jehoahaz was deported to Egypt after a short 3-month 
reign. Accordingly, Josiah reigned from 639-609. Thus, 
keeping in mind that Samaria was captured in the 6th year 
of Hezekiat , 83 years had elapsed from the fall of Samaria 
to the accession of Josiah (722-639). The total for the 
three kings who reigned during this period, however, adds 
up to 81 years. The missing two years may be accounted 
for by assuning that the chronographer disregarded the 
partial years of these kings, though if the nonaccession- 
year system were then still in use, he should have included 
them in his counting. 

The datum given in 2 Kgs 18:13 that Sennacherib at- 
tacked Judah in Hezekiah’s 14th year has generated much 
controversy. Assyrian inscriptions indicate an attack in 
701, thus Hezekiah’s reign would have begun in nonacces- 
sion year 714 or accession year 715 (Mowinckel; Albright; 
Thiele). This calculation not only contradicts the synchro- 
nism in 18:10 in which the year of Samaria’s fall (722) was 
Hezekiah’s 5th year, but the 715/14 date requires extend- 
ing the reign of Ahaz his father and shortening that of his 
son Manasseh (Albright 1945: 22) or positing a coregency 
for Manassech (Thiele 1983: 174). Preferable is the alter- 
nate solution which takes the “14th year” date as belonging 
to the prophetic story of Hezekiah’s illness (2 Kings 20) 
which tells of the promise to the king of an additional 15 
years of life (20:5), thus giving Hezekiah a 29-year reign 
(cf. 18:2). The present position of the date in 18:13, rather 
than its original one at the head of 2 Kings 20, is likely 
due to late editing of all the traditions concerning Heze- 
kiah (cf. Cogan and Tadmor 2 Kings AB). The mention of 
the Egyptian Taharga in 2 Kgs 19:9 as having fought 
against Sennacherib was once thought to be decisive in 
restoring a second Assyrian campaign in the second dec- 
ade of the 7th century (Albright; Thiele); for if Taharga 
became king in 690 at age 20, he could not have fought 
the Assyriais in 701. But this interpretation of the Egyp- 
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tian evidence is unwarranted (Kitchen 1973: 161—72) and 
leaves modern historians with a single campaign to Judah 
in 701 B.C.E. 

The date of Jerusalem’s ‘all and the destruction of the 
Solomonic Temple is also in dispute. According to the 
Babylonian Chronicle, Zedekiah was appointed king in 
March 597, Nebuchadnezzar’s 7th year; thus Zedekiah’s 
11th year, the year Jerusalem was taken (2 Kgs 25:2), was 
the summer of 587 (cf. Freedman). But if Jehoiachin was 
deported only in Nebuchadnezzar’s 8th year (as 24:12), 
then Zedekiah’s accession vear would have been 597/96. 
Whether Zedekiah’s Ist regnal year is counted from Tishri 
597 (Thiele, Malamat) or Nisan 596 (Tadmor), in both 
cases Jerusalem fell in 586. 

5. From Jehu until the Fall of Samaria. The assassina- 
tion of Jehoram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah by the 
usurper Jehu (2 Kgs 9:21-28) provides a convenient point 
for calculating the chronology of both kingdoms since new 
rulers took their respective thrones simultaneously. 


Table 7. 
From Jehu until the Fall of Samaria 

Total 

reign Source 
ISRAEL 
Jehu 28 2 Kgs 10:36 
Jehoahaz 17 2 Kgs 13:1 
Joash 16 2 Kgs 13:10 
Jeroboam 4] 2 Kgs 14:23 
Zechariah 6 mths 2 Kgs 15:8 
Shallum 1 mth 2 Kgs 15:13 
Menahem 10 2 Kgs 15:17 
Pekahiah 2 2 Kgs 15:23 
Pekah 20 2 Kgs 15:27 
Hoshea 9 2 Kgs 17:1 

Total 143 yrs 7 mths 
JUDAH 
Athaliah 7 2 Kgs 11:4 
Jehoash 40 2 Kgs 12:2 
Amaziah 29 2 Kgs 14:2 
Azariah 52 2 Kgs 15:2 
Jotham 16 2 Kgs 15:33 
Ahaz 16 2 Kgs 16:2 
Hezekiah [6] 2 Kgs 18:10 
Total 166 yrs 


Jehu paid tribute to Shalmzneser III in 841 (see Table 5), 
which may have been a year or so after he seized the 
throne (cf. 2 Kings 9~10). Between 842 and 722, a period 
of 120 years had lapsed. But the total regnal years listed 
for both N Israel and S Judah are too high (for Israel: 143 
yrs, 7 mths; for Judah: 166 yrs). By assuming a number of 
coregencies and overlapping reigns, as is explicitly stated 
of Jotham (cf. 2 Kgs 15:5), most of the figures can be 
accommodated. 

a. Israel. The synchronisms in 2 Kgs 13:1 and 13:10 
show that the 17-year reign of Jehoahaz includes a 3-year 
coregency with his father Jehu. Similarly, Jeroboam had a 
4-year coregency with his father Jehoash which is included 
in the total 41 years of Jercboam’s reign (cf. 2 Kgs 14:17, 
23; 15:8). The Judean synchronism in 2 Kgs 15:1 would 
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give Jeroboam a reign longer than listed, 53 years instead 
of 41 and seems to be an error (cf. Josephus, Ant 9 §216, 
for a different synchronism). Pekah’s 20 years (2 Kgs 
15:27) are more difficult to explain. He was removed from 
the throne in a coup led by Hoshea in 732 (see Table 5), 
and if he took the throne in Azariah’s 52d year (2 Kgs 
15:27) (= 734/33), then Pekah actually ruled in Samaria 
for a little more than 2 years. The figure “20” has been 
thought to include the years he ruled “in Gilead as pre- 
tender to the crown of Israel” as well as those of his 
“official” rule in Samaria (Vogelstein; Thiele; Tadmor). 
Hoshea, who came to the throne in 732/31 with the ap- 
proval of his overlord Tiglath-pileser III, ruled for 9 years 
until the winter of 724, after which Samaria continued 
without a monarch during the 3-year siege by Shalmaneser 
II. 

b. Judah. Azariah served as coregent for 15 years with 
his father Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:17), after Amaziah had been 
defeated and taken captive by Jehoash of Israel (14:13). 
When Azariah was stricken with leprosy, his son Jotham 
“judged the people of the land” (15:5) in his stead. All of 
Jotham’s rule (preserved in two conflicting traditions: a 20- 
year reign in 15:30; a 16-year reign in 15:33), as well as 
part of the years of his son Ahaz, overlapped with the 52 
years credited to Azariah. In one instance, synchronisms 
show that Jehoash of Judah ruled just 39 years which were 
rounded off to the typological number “40” (2 Kgs 14:2, 
23). 

6. From the Division of the Monarchy to Jehu. Upon 
the death of Solomon, the kingdom split into two (1 Kings 
12), and assuming that this event occurred close to the 
accession of Rehoboam son of Solomon, the period from 
the secession of N Israel down to the revolt of Jehu is of 
equal length in both Israel and Judah (since Jehu assassi- 
nated both Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah; 2 Kgs 
9:24, 27). Yet the total regnal years for the two kingdoms 
do not bear this out. While some synchronisms show that 
the totals can be reduced, other synchronisms are contra- 
dictory. Furthermore, an excessive number of years 
emerge from the biblical data for the 13-year period 
delimited by the absolute dates 853-841 B.c.k. (see E.2.f 
above). 


Table 8. 
From the Division of the Monarchy to Jehu 

Total 

Reign Source 
ISRAEL 
Jeroboam 22 1 Kgs 14:20 
Nadab 2 1] Kgs 15:25 
Baasha 24 1 Kgs 15:33 
Elah 2 1 Kgs 16:8 
Zimri 7 days 1 Kgs 16:15 
Omri 12 1 Kgs 16:23 
Tibni 1 Kgs 16:23 
Ahab 22 1 Kgs 16:29 
Ahaziah 2 1 Kgs 22:52 
Jehoram 12 2 Kgs 3:1 

Total 98 yrs and 7 days 

JUDAH 
Rehoboam 17 1 Kgs 14:21 
Abijam 3 1 Kgs 15:2 
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Asa 41 1 Kgs 15:10 

Jehoshaphat 25 1 Kgs 22:42 

Jehoram 8 2 Kgs 8:17 

Ahaziah l 2 Kgs 8:26 
Total 95 yrs 


a. Israel. From the synchronisms (1 Kgs 16:15, 23), it 
can be determined that Omri’s 12 years include the 4-year 
struggle with Tibni over the throne of Israel; the notice of 
his 6-year residence in the capital Tirzah (16:23) points in 
the same direction. Ahab’s 22 years include a 2-year core- 
gency. 

The synchronism in 2 Kgs 1:17 of Jehoram son of Ahab 
with Jehoram son of Jehoshaphat of Judah belongs to the 
LXX chronological system (see E.8 below); it contradicts 
3:1 which fits the other data in the MT and so would seem 
to be a posteditorial addition. 

The surplus of regnal years for 853-41 (from Qarqar 
to the death of Ahab at Ramoth-gilead = approx. one 
year; 2-year reign of Ahaziah; 12-year reign of Jehoram; 
Jehu’s coup = approx. one year) necessitates shortening 
the reign of Jehoram to about 10 years (cf. Tadmor Enc- 
Migr 4: 59; contrast Thiele 1983: 76—77). 

b. Judah. The synchronisms for Jehoshaphat show that 
he served as coregent for 3 years (1 Kgs 22:52) and that 
Jehoram his son was likewise coregent for 4 years (2 Kgs 
8:17). 

7. The United Monarchy. The chronological traditions 
concerning Israel’s first three monarchs are all problem- 
atic, so that only approximations of the length of their 
reigns can be offered. 

The data on Saul’s reign in the MT is corrupt: “Saul was 
[. . .] years old when he took the throne and he reigned 
[. . . +] two years” (1 Sam 13:1); the LXX versions are 
either defective or missing, while Josephus (Ant 6 §378; cf. 
10 §143) and Acts 13:21 give the paradigmatic “40 years.” 
For David, his 7'4 years in Hebron and 33 years in Jerusa- 
lem are rounded off to the paradigmatic “40 years” (2 Sam 
5:4). Saul’s son Ishbaal is said to have ruled for two years 
in Transjordan over the survivors of the Gilboa debacle (2 
Sam 2:10), but this period ostensibly parallels David’s early 
years in Hebron. The 40 years assigned to Solomon (1 Kgs 
11:42) looks to be of similar typological origin and there is 
no way of knowing just how long the overlap between 
Solomon and his failing father lasted (cf. 1 Kings 1). 

Moreover, there are no absolute dates for this period, 
save perhaps the date for start of the Temple construction 
in Solomon’s 4th year (1 Kgs 6:1) which might be corre- 
lated with the 12th year of Hiram I of Tyre, who took the 
throne 155 years before the founding of Carthage (Jose- 
phus, AgAp 1.126). But discrepancy among the classical 
authors prevents exact dating of the founding of Car- 
thage; most scholars date the event to 814 B.c.£.; others, 
who follow a minor tradition, set it in 825 B.c.£. (Liver 
1953). Furthermore, doubts have even been raised about 
Josephus’ reliability altogether (Katzenstein 1973: 80-83). 
Therefore, the dates offered in Table 9 have a margin of 
error wider than usual. 

8. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the LXX. A 
major divergence from the chronology of the Divided 
Monarchy as presented by MT appears in Lucianic manu- 
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scripts of the LXX, especially for the period from Omri to 
Jehu. According to the MT synchronisms of Omri, his 12- 
year reign includes 4 years during which he contended 
with Tibni over the throne of Israel (cf. 1 Kgs 16:15, 23). 
An alternate construing of the text preserved in the Old 
Greek translation gives Omri all 12 years as sole ruler. and 
it not only reworks all the succeeding synchronisms with 
the kings of Judah but it also reorders the sequence of 
their reigns. It also identifies the king of Judah in 2 Kings 
3 as Ahaziah (as opposed to MT’s Jehoshaphat). It. has 
been argued that the Old Greek chronology is origina! and 
that the MT ts a secondary development adjusted to ac- 
commodate the prophetic narratives concerning Elijah 
and Elisha (Shenkel 1968; cf. Miller 1967: 281-84): but 
several of the Greek calculations (e.g., Zimri is assigned 7 
years) and its repositioned textual units (e.g., 1 Kgs 
16:28 [= 1 Kgs 22:41~51]) do not recommend them- 
selves as original (cf. Gooding 1970). The Greek may 
represent the earliest preserved attempt at revising imag- 
ined difficulties in MT’s chronology (Thiele 1983: 88--94). 

9. The Chronology of the Monarchy in the Book of 
Chronicles. Chronicles adopts for the most part the regnal 
data of Kings concerning Judah’s monarchs, while shunt- 
ing that of the N kingdom of Israel. In but a single 
instance is there any serious discrepancy between the two 
works: in Asa’s 36th year, he was attacked by Baasha of 
Israel (2 Chr 15:19), who according to Kings was long 
since dead (in 1 Kgs 15:33 Baasha began his 24-year reign 
in Asa’s 3d year). Crediting the higher figure for Baasha’s 
reign requires assuming that it was calculated on a system 
which reckoned dates from the rule of Jeroboam I, as well 
as altering the numbers assigned other monarchs (Al- 
bright 1945: 20; cf. Thiele 1983: 84-86). 

A number of dates in Chronicles are used in a literary 
fashion and have no chronological significance. The notice 
that Hezekiah undertook a cult reform “in the first month 
of the first year of his reign” (2 Chr 29:1) means only that 
the king's very first act of state concerned the Temple (cf. 
Cogan 1985:. Similarly, the dates assigned to the Great 
Reform of Josiah (2 Chronicles 34-35), spread over 10 
years, depict the king attending to cultic matters immedi- 
ately upon reaching his majority (contrast 2 Kings 22--23). 
Other nonchronological items in Chronicles include the 
formulaic date “in the third year” (2 Chr 11:7; 17:7). 

All of the data pertaining to the monarchic period can 
thus be synthesized to yield a plausible chronology for the 
kings of S Judah and N Israel (see Table 9): 


Table 9. 
Kings of Judah and Israel 
Judah Israel 

Saul ca. 1025-1005 

David ca. 1005-965 

Solomon ca. 968—928 
Rehoboam 928-911 Jeroboam I 928-907 
Abijam 911-908 Nadab 907-906 
Asa 908-867 Baasha 906-883 
Jehoshaphat 870-—846* Elah 883-82 
Jehoram 851—-843* Zimri 882 
Ahaziah 843-842 Tibni 882-878** 
Athaliah 842-836 Omri 882-871 
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Joash 836-798 Ahab 873-852 
Amaziah 798-769 Ahaziah 852-851 
Azariah 785-733* Joram 851-842 
Jotham 759-743* Jehu 849-814 
Ahaz 743-727* — Jehoahaz 817—800* 
Hezekiah 727-698 Jehoash 800-784 
Manasseh 698-642 Jeroboam II 788—747* 
Amon 641-640 Zechariah 747 
Josiah 639-609 Shallum 747 
Jehoahaz 609 Menahem 747-737 
Jehoiakim 608-598 Pekahiah 737-735 
Jehoiachin 597 Pekah 735-732 
Zedekiah 596-586 Hoshea 732-724 


*Includes years as coregent **Rival rule 


’ 


F. The Exile and the Restoration 

The Judean expatriates in Babylon counted the years of 
their exile from the deportation of Jehoiachin by Nebu- 
chadnezzar in the spring of 597 (Ezek 1:1, 2; 3:16; 8:1; 
20:1; 24:1; 26:1; 29:1, 17; 30:20; 31:1; 32:1, 17; 33:21; 
40:1; cf. Greenberg, Ezekiei 1-20 AB, 8-11). The ap- 
pended note on the release of King Jehoiachin from prison 
in 2 Kgs 25:27-30 counts by the same era. According to 
the Chronicler, when the Persian king Cyrus, in his first 
year, permitted the rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple (2 
Chr 36:23), it was in fulfillment of Jeremiah’s prophecy of 
a 70-year exile (Jer 25:11-12). But Achaemenid sources 
count the years of Cyrus’ reign from his conquest of 
Babylon in 539, less than 50 years after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. Perhaps the end point of the Chronicler’s 70- 
year epoch is the year of dedication of the rebuilt Temple, 
515 (Ezra 6:15; cf. Zech 1:12). 

In postexilic historic and prophetic literature events are 
dated by reference to the regnal years of the Persian kings, 
as was common throughout the empire. The assertion that 
the native Israelite sabbaticai year cycle, known from late 
Second Temple texts, was in actual calendrical use in the 
5th century (Demsky 1985: 43-44), cannot be supported 
by solid evidence. 

Because a distinction is nct made in the biblical record 
between Persian kings bearing the same name, and because 
the Greek translations and Josephus present a different 
order of events (especially Neh 7:73-8:12 relating to the 
activities of Ezra the scribe, which appears in Greek and 
in Josephus after Ezra 10 cf. | Esdr 9:37—55; Ant 11 
§154-58]), it is often suggested that, contrary to MT, 
Nehemiah preceded Ezra. Recent papyrus finds at Wadi 
Daliyeh, though not providing absolute dates, establish the 
succession of the contemporary Samaritan governors and 
confirm the MT sequence (Cross 1975). Perhaps the prin- 
ciple of composition of certain disordered units, e.g., Ezra 
4:6—24, was thematic association, rather than chronology. 

The identification of the Persian kings in Table 10 as- 
sumes that the biblical text is intact (contrast Albright 
1963: 93); Ezra preceded Nehemiah (as in MT). 


Table 10. 
Persian Kings in Postexilic Literature 
Cyrus (539-530): Evra 1:1; 4:3; 5:13; 6:3, 14 
Darius I (521-486): Evra 4:5, 24; 5:6; 6:1, 13; Hag 
1:1, 15; 2:10; Zech 1:1, 7; 7:1 
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Xerxes I (485-465): 
Artaxerxes I (464-424): 


Ezra 4:6 
Ezra 4:7, 8, 11, 23; 6:14; 7:1; 
8:1; Neh 2:1; 5:14; 13:6 


Darius II (423-404): Neh 12:22 


Bibliography 

Aharoni, Y. 1950. The Chronology of the Kings of Israel and 
Judah. Tarbiz 21: 92-100 (in Hebrew). 

Akavia, A. A. 1953. The Calendar and Its Use for Chronological 
Purposes. Jerusalem (in Hebrew). 

Albright, W. F. 1945. The Chronology of the Divided Monarchy of 
Israel. BASOR 100: 16-22. 

. 1953. New Light from Egypt on the Chronology and 

History of Israel and Judah. BASOR 130: 4-11. 

. 1963. The Biblical Period from Abraham to Ezra. New York. 

Andersen, K. T. 1969. Die Chronologie der K6nige von Israel und 
Juda. StTh 23: 69-114. 

Begrich, J. 1929. Die Chronologie der Kinige von Israel und Juda und 
die Quellen des Rahmens der Kénigsbiicher. Tubingen. 

Bickerman, E. J. 1968. Chronology of the Ancient World. London. 

Cassuto, U. 1972. A Commentary on the Book of Genesis. Jerusalem. 

Clines, D. J. A. 1974. The Evidence for an Autumnal New Year in 
Pre-Exilic Israel Reconsidered. JBL 93: 22—40. 

Cogan, M. 1985. The Chronicler’s Use of Chronology as Illumi- 
nated by Neo-Assyrian Royal Inscriptions. Pp. 197-209 in 
Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, ed. J. H. Tigay. Philadel- 
phia. 

Cohen, G. D. 1967. The Book of Tradition (Sefer Ha-Qabbbalah) 
Philadelphia. 

Cross, F. M. 1975. A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration. JBL 
94: 4-18. 

Demsky, A. 1985. The Days of Ezra and Nehemiah. Pp. 40-65 in 
The Restoration—The Persian Period. WHJP. Tel Aviv (in Hebrew). 

Finegan, J. 1964. Handbook of Biblical Chronology. Princeton. 

Finkelstein, J. J. 1963. The Antidiluvian Kings: A University of 
California Tablet. JCS 17: 39-51. 

Freedman, D. N. 1956. The Babylonian Chronicle. BA 19: 50-60. 

. 1965. The Chronology of Israel and the ANE. Section A. 
OT Chronology. Pp. 265-81 in BANE. 

Gooding, D. W. 1970. (Review of Shenkel 1968) /TS 21: 120-31. 

Grayson, A. K. 1975. Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles. TCS 5. 
Locust Valley, NY. 

Hallo, W. W. 1984-85. The Concept of Eras from Nabonassar to 
Seleucus. Pp. 143-51 in Anctent Studies in Memory of Elias 
Bickerman. JANES 16-17. 

. 1988. The Nabonassar Era and Other Epics in Mesopota- 
mian Chronology and Chronography. Pp. 175-90 in A Scien- 
tific Humanist, ed. E. Leichty et al. Philadelphia. 

Heinemann, J. 1978. The Attitude of the Rabbis to Biblical Chro- 
nology. Pp. 145-52 in Studies in Bible and the Ancient Near East, 
eds. Y. Avishur and Y. Blau. Jerusalem (in Hebrew). 

Jacobsen, T. 1939. The Sumerian King List. AS 11. Chicago. 

Jaubert, A. 1953. Le calendrier des Jubiles et de la secte de 
Qumran. VT 3: 250-64. 

Jepsen, A. 1953. Die Quellen des Konigsbuches. Halle. 

. 1964. Zur Chronologie der Kénige von Israel und Juda, 
Eine Uberpriifung. BZAW 88: 4-48. 

— . 1968. Noch einmal zur Israelitisch-Jiidischen Chronologie. 
VT 18: 31-46. 

Katzenstein, H. J. 1973. The History of Tyre. Jerusalem. 


CHRONOLOGY 


Kitchen, K. A. 1973. The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100-— 
650 B.C.). Warminster. 

Koch, K. 1978. Die mysteriosen Zahlen der Jiidaischen K6nige 
und die apokalyptischen Jahrwochen. VT 28: 433-41. 

Kugler, F. X. 1922. Von Moses bis Paulus, Forschungen zur Geschichte 
Israels. Munich. 

Larsson, G. 1983. The Chronology of the Pentateuch: A Compari- 
son of the MT and LXX. JBL 102: 401-9. 

Lewy, J. 1927. Die Chronologie der Kénige von Israel und Juda. Giessen. 

Liver, J. 1953. The Chronology of Tyre at the Beginning of the 
First Millennium BC. /EJ 3: 113-20. 

Mahler, E. 1916. Handbuch der jiidischen Chronologie. Repr. Hildes- 
heim, 1967. 

Malamat, A. 1975. The Twilight of Judah in the Egyptian-Babylo- 
nian Maelstrom. VTSup 28: 121-45. 

Milikowsky, C. J. 1981. Seder Olam, A Rabbinic Chronography. Ann 
Arbor. 

Miller, J. M. 1967. Another Look at the Chronology of the Early 
Divided Monarchy. JBL 86: 276-88. 

Morgenstern, J. 1924. The Three Calendars of Ancient Israel. 
HUCA 1: 13-78. 

Mowinckel, S$. 1932. Die Chronologie der israelitischen und ji- 
dischen Kénige. AcOr 9: 161-277. 

Na?aman, N. 1974. Sennacherib’s “Letter to the God” on His 
Campaign to Judah. BASOR 214: 25-38. 

. 1986. Historical and Chronological Notes on the Kingdoms 
of Israel and Judah in the Eighth Century B.C. VT 36: 71-92. 

Parker, R. A., and Dubberstein, W. H. 1956. Babylonian Chronology 
626 B.c-a.D. 75. 3d ed. Brown University Studies 19. Provi- 
dence. 

Pavlovsky, V., and Vogt, E. 1964. Die Jahre der Kénige von Juda 
und Israel. Bib 45: 321-47. 

Rowley, H. H. 1950. From Joseph to Joshua. London. 

Shenkel, J. D. 1968. Chronology and Recensional Development in the 
Greek Text of Kings. HSM 1. Cambridge, MA. 

Tadmor, H. 1979. The Chronology of the First Temple Period. 
WH]P 4/1: 44-60. 

Talmon, S. 1958. Divergences in Calendar-Reckoning in Ephraim 
and Juda. VT 8: 48-74. 

Thiele, E. R. 1974. Coregencies and Overlapping Reigns among 
the Hebrew Kings. JBL 93: 174-200. 

. 1983. The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings. 3d ed. 
Grand Rapids. 

Vogelstein, M. 1957. Fertile Soil. New York. 

Wacholder, B. Z. 1968. Biblical Chronologies in Hellenistic World 
Chronicles. HTR 61: 451-81. 

Wellhausen, J. 1875. Die Zeitrechnung des Btiches der Konige seit 
der Theilung des Reiches. Jahrbiicher fiir deutsche Theologie 29: 
607-40. 

Young, D. W. 1988a. A Mathematical Approach to Certain Dynastic 
Spans in the Sumerian King List. JNES 47: 123-29. 

. 1988b. On the Application of Numbers from Babylonian 

Mathematics to Biblical Lifespans and Epochs. ZAW 100: 331- 

61. 


MorpDecal COGAN 


NEW TESTAMENT 


Any attempt to reconstruct the chronology of the NT 
must be tentative at best. The primary intention of the 
Gospels and other NT writings is not historical or bio- 
graphical—they are documents of faith intended to pro- 
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claim, teach. and encourage the various early Christian 
communities. Thus, chronological information which may 
be found in these documents is incidental to their funda- 
mental purpose. In addition to this, secular references to 
NT happenings are minimal and not without their own 
ambiguities and the patristic references to these events are 
often contradictory and based on data which is frequently 
nonverifiable by the contemporary historian. As a result, 
what follows is more an introduction to the problematic of 
NT chronology than a solution to the manifold and com- 
plex issues raised. 


A. Chronology of the Life of Jesus 
1. The Birth of Jesus 
2. The Beginning of the Ministry 
3. The Duration of the Ministry 
4. The Conclusion of the Ministry 
5. Summary 
B. The Apostolic and Pauline Period 
. Introductory Comments 
. Methodological Considerations 
. The Pauline Correspondence 
. The Acts of the Apostles 
. Chronological Information Provided by Luke 
. Summary 
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A. Chronology of the Life of Jesus 

1. The Birth of Jesus. a. The Death of Herod. Both Matt 
2:1 and Luke 1:5 assert that the birth of Jesus took place 
during the reign of Herod the Great, king of Judea; 
according to Matt 2:15, 19-20, Herod died not long after 
Jesus’ birth. Herod died in the 34th year after his assump- 
tion of power (Josephus Ant 17.8-9), which would be 
Nisan, 4 B.c. Further, Josephus states that an eclipse of the 
moon took place in the year of Herod’s death, 12-13 
March 750 (= 4 B.c.). Herod’s death in 4 B.c. provides a 
relatively certain terminus ante quem; accordingly, most 
scholars place the birth of Jesus in the period 6—4 B.c. As 
a result of a mistake made by Dionysius Exiguus in the 6th 
century A.D., the calculation of the Christian era is in error 
by several years. One should also note that the common 
assumption that Jesus was born on December 25 stems 
from the interaction of 3d- and 4th-century Christianity 
with Roman paganism. 

b. The Lukan Census. According to Luke Jesus was 
born during the time of a census when Quirinius was 
governor of Syria: “In those days a decree went out from 
Caesar Augustus that all the world should be enrolled. 
This was the first enrollment, when Quirinius was gover- 
nor of Syria. And all went to be enrolled, each to his own 
city” (Luke 2:1—3). According to Josephus (Ant. 17.13.5 
and 18.1.1), Quirinius only became governor of Syria after 
A.D. 6. As a result, many scholars argue that Luke is guilty 
of an egregious error: he was perhaps correct about the 
census but wrong about the name of the governor, who 
was, in fact, not Quirinius but Sentius Saturninus (9-7/6 
B.c.; Tertullian Adv. Marc. 4.19); his successor was P. Quinc- 
tilius Varus (7/6—4 B.c.). Further, it has been pointed out 
that Luke is involved in another significant chronological 
error when in Acts 5:36-37 he states that “Judas the 
Galilean arose in the days of the census” and places this 
event after the revolt of Theudas. According to Josephus 
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(Ant. 20.5.1) the Theudas revolt is dated to the procurator- 
ship of Fadus (A.D. 44—46). 

Some who would wish to defend the accuracy of the 
information about Quirinius presented in Luke 2:1—3 
point to the existence of : damaged inscription from 
Tivoli, the lapis or titulus tiburtinus, now in the Vatican 
Museum, which refers to a nameless Roman who was twice 
governor of Syria. Mommsen, W. R. Ramsay, and others 
argue that the person in question is Quirinius and that his 
first reign was in the late years of Herod’s reign. Ramsay 
has also pointed out that there are recorded occasions 
when two men with the rank of legatus Caesaris were ap- 
pointed to one province and that it is possible that Quiri- 
nius was given some type of extraordinary command 
alongside the regular governor of Syria. Yet there are 
problems with this defense of Lukan accuracy: (1) there is 
no evidence that the titulus tiburtinus refers to Quirinius; 
(2) the Latin of the text is wrongly translated. As Fitzmyer 
and others have shown, iteru:n does not modify optinuit but 
the preceding phrase. Thus. the text reads: as “proprae- 
torial legate of Divus Augustus for the second time, he 
received Syria and Phoenicia.” Further, there is no evi- 
dence that a proconsul would become a legate of the 
emperor twice in the same province (Fitzmyer, Luke AB, 
403). 

Some of the factors frequently employed in the debate 
over these verses include the following: (1) In Acts 5:37, as 
referred to above, Luke states that “Judas the Galilean 
arose in the days of the census”; from Josephus (Ant. 
17.13.5, 18.1.1; JW 2.8.1) it is likely that the resistence of 
Judas was during the census of a.p. 6—7. This would 
suggest not only that Luke was aware of the census of a.p. 
6-7, but also that he was attempting to distinguish the 
nativity census from this and others about which he may 
have known. The use of prot? (first) in Luke 2:2 is cited in 
support of this view. However, the chronological problem 
between Theudas (Acts 5:36) and Judas has already been 
pointed out and it is perhaps the vagueness of this recol- 
lection that leads to Luke’s false synchronization of the 
Quirinius census and “the days of Herod.” (2) Some have 
attempted to translate prote in the comparative sense of 
“former, prior,” which would govern the following genitive 
and render Luke 2:2 as “This registration was before 
Quirinius was governor of Syria.” Since the genitive which 
follows prote is a genitive absolute, this interpretation can- 
not be maintained. (3) Those advocating Luke’s chronolog- 
ical accuracy would argue that the sole censorship of 
Augustus in 8 B.c. coincides with the Egyptian 14-year 
census pattern as well as with Luke’s testimony and that 
such a reconstruction would provide the years 8—7 B.c. as 
a terminus a quo for the birth of Jesus. This interpretation, 
however, has fused what must be kept separate. Augustus 
conducted two types of enrollments in the empire: one for 
Roman citizens (in Italy and in the provinces) and one for 
provincial inhabitants. The first type of census, the census 
populi, was conducted in 28 3.c., 8 B.c., and A.D. 14 (Sue- 
tonius Aug. 27.5). The second type of census, called by the 
same term Luke uses in 2:2. apographé, was administered 
in individual provinces and therefore could not involve 
“all the world” as Luke claims. It is known that in Roman 
Egypt such a census was carried out every 14 years from 
A.D. 34 to A.D. 258 (POxy 2.254, 255, and 256). Similarly, 
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in Gaul such a census was administered in 27 B.c., 12 B.c., 
and a.p. 14-16; there are also extant references to such 
enrollments in Lusitania, Spain, and Judea. However, Syria 
was an imperial province and the emperor appointed the 
legates, prefects, or procurators to carry out the census of 
the provincial inhabitants, as opposed to the census populi in 
which Augustus was directly involved. The census of the 
legatus Quirinius was administered in a.p. 6—7, following 
the incorporation of Judea into the province of Syria. (4) 
It has been suggested that the discrepancies can be re- 
solved by the concept of an imperium maius (“greater com- 
mand”), the argument being that Quirinius would have 
been given a special imperial commission to carry out a 
census in Syria while someone else was actually legate 
there, especially S. Sentius Saturninus (9-6 B.c.). The 
plausibility of this solution founders on the very ambiguity 
and confusion found in the source it cites: Tertullian 
(compare Adv. Marc. 4.19,10, with Adv. Iud. 8 concerning 
the birth of Jesus). 

A review of this material would suggest that all that can 
be said with confidence is that Jesus’ birth took place in 
the days of Herod, a fact also mentioned in Matt 2:1. 
Further, following Matt 2:15—19, one can state that in all 
likelihood the birth took place shortly before the death of 
Herod in 4 B.c. 

c. The Magi. According to Matt 2:1—12, certain Magi 
(astrologers) from the East came to Jerusalem searching 
for Jesus “for we have seen his star in the East, and have 
come to worship him” (v 2). Several ways of understanding 
this reference to the “star” have been proposed. (1) In 
1606 the astronomer Johannes Kepler fixed the date of 
Jesus’ birth in the year 7/6 B.c. on the basis of the triple 
conjunction of the planets Saturn and Jupiter in May/June, 
Sept/Oct and Dec of 7 3.c., with Mars passing shortly after 
the conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn. Kepler argued that 
such proximity of Jupiter, Saturn, and Mars occurs only 
every 805 years. What is intriguing about Kepler’s hypoth- 
esis is that such a constellation was predicted by Babylo- 
nian astronomers and, further, that Jupiter was under- 
stood to be the star of kings and Saturn both as the star of 
the sabbath and sometimes even as the star of the Jews. 
(2) J. Finegan (1964) and others date the birth in the year 
5/4 B.c., identifying Matthew’s star with that of an unusual 
nova or supernova (a faint star which, as the result of an 
explosion, gives out much light for weeks or months). 
Although about a dozen novae are noted yearly, there is 
no record of such a nova or supernova before the birth of 
Jesus. (3) The comet named after E. Halley (d. 1742) 
occurs every 76 years and has been dated back to 240 B.c. 
in Europe, China, and Japan. Astronomical calculation has 
indicated that Halley’s comet made an appearance in 12/ 
11 B.c. Because this hypothesis requires an unusually early 
dating for the birth of Jesus it has not found many advo- 
cates. 

Most biblical scholars today recognize the impossibility 
of reaching firm chronological conclusions on such hypo- 
thetical reconstructions, especially if Matthew’s references 
to the star are primarily literary and theological. Even so, 
there is no compelling reason why one ought not to allow 
for the influence of such unusual astronomical occurr- 
ences in the development of the Matthean account of the 
visit of the Magi. Such occurrences, together with the 


CHRONOLOGY 


popularity of astrology (the Aramaic fragments from Cave 
[IV at Qumran contain fragments of an astrological trea- 
tise) and of magi as a professional class in the period 
(according to the Greek form of Daniel, magoi are active in 
every possible place in the Babylonian kingdom of Nebu- 
chadnezzar) and the fact that many expected a star to 
attend the birth of a notable person, must be taken into 
account in understanding the setting of Matthew’s asser- 
tions. Given the circulation of such prophetic oracles as 
that of Balaam (Num 24:17) with its promise of a “star 
coming from Jacob,” many, as in the Qumran community, 
anticipated that a messiah’s advent must be accompanied 
by such a stellar harbinger as Matthew describes. 

2. The Beginning of the Ministry. a. John the Baptist 
and the Baptism of Jesus. Luke makes an extensive chron- 
ological statement about the beginning of John the Bap- 
tist’s preaching activity: “In the 15th year of the reign of 
Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate being governor of Judea, 
and Herod being tetrarch of Galilee, and his brother Philip 
tetrarch of the region of Ituraea and Trachonitis, and 
Lysanias tetrarch of Abilene, in the high-priesthood of 
Annas and Caiaphas, the word of God came to John the 
son of Zechariah in the wilderness” (Luke 3:1—2). Except 
for the first reference, the strokes are indeed broad: Pilate 
was governor of Judea from a.p. 26—36, Herod served as 
tetrarch of Galilee from 4 B.c. to A.p. 39, Philip was 
tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis from 4 B.c. to A.D. 34, 
and Caiaphas was deposed from office at a Passover festival 
not later than a.p. 34. The 15th year of the reign of 
Tiberius, based on the year of Augustus’ death (19 August 
A.D. 14) and the use of the Julian calendar, would be 
August A.D. 28 to August A.p. 29. 

For those scholars who believe that this date (a.p. 28— 
29) is too late, one of the most common alternatives is to 
argue that Luke had in mind the date when Augustus 
allowed Tiberius to serve as coemperor. If on the basis of 
Velleius Paterculus (2.121) this date is assigned to a.p. 11 
or on the basis of Suetonius (7ib. 21) to a.p. 12, the 
Baptist’s activity would then be placed in the period a.p. 
25-26. Other variables which affect dating include how 
Luke was reckoning Tiberius’ regnal years (did he distin- 
guish the accession year from the regnal years, or did he 
consider the partial accession year as the first regnal year?) 
and the calendar he was using (Julian, Jewish, Syrian— 
Macedonian or Egyptian). 

All these and other factors suggest that since we are 
uncertain as to Luke’s frame of reference one needs to be 
most cautious in using these materials for an exact dating 
of the appearance of John or for the beginning of Jesus’ 
ministry. This caution is further underscored by those 
scholars who hold that many of Luke’s chronological refer- 
ences serve more the historical perspective of Lukan the- 
ology than exact chronological reckoning. Thus, while 
Luke 3:21—22 suggests that some time elapsed between the 
beginning of John the Baptist’s preaching activity and the 
baptism of Jesus, the exact length of that interval cannot 
be determined. What is clear, however, is that the baptism 
and ministry of Jesus could not have preceded that of the 
Baptist. 

b. The Age of Jesus. How old was Jesus when he began 
his ministry? Once again it is Luke who supplies informa- 
tion: “Jesus, when he began his ministry, was about thirty 
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years of age .. .” (Luke 3:23). What is the force of oset 
(about)? Given its use in 1:56; 9:14, 28; 22:41, 59; 23:44 it 
is evident that Luke is not intending to be precise in his 
determination of the age of Jesus (adding thirty to the 
tentative date established for Jesus’ birth in Luke one 
would arrive at the years of a.p. 23-25, which, as will be 
discussed below, is impossible) and that he is consciously 
presenting the reader with a round number. 

Some have suggested that Luke may be using the num- 
ber thirty for theological reasons. In 2 Sam 5:3—4 it is 
stated that David was thirty at the beginning of his king- 
ship; also Joseph (Gen 41:46) and Ezekiel (Ezk 4:1) were 
thirty when they were called by God. It is possible that 
Luke is using this number to refer to the age of maturity. 
There is evidence from the Qumran community (CD 
17.5.6) that one had to be thirty in order to serve in a 
position of leadership. 

On the basis of John 8:57, “You are not yet fifty years 
old .. .?” some (Irenaeus Haer. 2.22.5) have concluded that 
Jesus was in his forties during the ministry. Yet this, too, is 
intended as a round number and the phrase simply wishes 
to underscore the great time interval between Jesus and 
Abraham. 

c. The Building of the Temple. In John 2:18 Jesus is in 
discussion with the Jews and they ask him, “What sign have 
you to show us for doing this?” Jesus replies: “ ‘Destroy 
this temple, and in three days I will raise it up.’ The Jews 
then said, ‘It has taken 46 years to build this temple, and 
will you raise it up in three days?’ But he spoke of the 
temple of his body” (vv 19-20). Josephus (Ant. 15.11.1) 
indicates that the reconstruction of the Temple began in 
the 18th year of Herod the Great (20-19 B.c.). This date 
is normally believed to be more reliable than the 15th year 
of Herod which Josephus records in JW 1.21.1. Perhaps 
this later reference refers to the initial planning for the 
Temple. Following the reference in Ant, 46 years would 
bring us to the Passover (John 2:13) of a.p. 28, a date 
which coheres with the date reached above on the basis of 
the information provided in Luke 3:1. 

Some wish to find an exact reference to the age of Jesus 
in the number 46. However, the evidence for this is slim 
and even given the approximate references to Jesus’ age in 
Luke 3:23, such a view would allow for a substantial contra- 
diction between Luke and John. 

3. The Duration of the Ministry. One looks in vain for 
a definitive answer to this question. The gospel of John is 
filled with chronological ambiguity and the synoptic gos- 
pels give no precise indication as to the length of Jesus’ 
ministry. In the latter, there is only reference to one 
Passover (Matt 26:17; Mark 14:1; Luke 22:1). At the mini- 
mum one cai speak of a one-year ministry or, at most, 
one that approached two years. 

Strong advocacy for a one-year ministry was present 
during the ante-Nicene period, particularly among Valen- 
tinian gnostics (Irenaeus Haer. 2.22.1), Clement of Alex- 
andria (Str. 1.21), and Origen (Princ. 4.5). Key to this 
interpretation was the chronological interpretation of 
Luke 4:19 (“the acceptable year of the Lord”) as specifying 
a duration of one year. Most scholars today would doubt 
that Luke, in citing Lev 25:10 (LXX), has a literal interest 
in chronology in mind. The same would hold true of the 
parable of the barren fig tree, found only in Luke 13:6-9: 
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the reference to “three years” is not a subtle indication of 
the length of Jesus’ ministry. Many supporters of the one- 
year ministry also claim Mark in their support. Mark 2:23— 
28, the incident of plucking grain on the Sabbath, is said 
to take place in the early surnmer, the feeding of the five 
thousand in the spring (Mark 6:39, “the green grass”), and 
the death of Jesus during the Passover season. Such a view, 
however, involves another assumption which runs contrary 
to most contemporary understandings of Mark, viz., that 
Mark does not intend to present the reader with a consec- 
utive ordering of the ministry of Jesus. Thus, all the texts 
cited from the synoptic gospels in support of a one-year 
ministry do not necessarily exclude other views of the 
length of Jesus’ ministry. 

Origen (Jo. 4.35) was of the opinion that even the gospel 
of John could be understood as describing a one-year 
ministry for Jesus, a ministry that begins (John 2:13) and 
ends (John 11:55) with a Passover. Presumably Origen had 
a text of the Fourth Gospel which lacked the reference to 
to Pascha in 6:4 (argued as the original text by Hort), thus 
allowing Origen to identify this feast with the Feast of 
Tabernacles referred to in the next chapter of the gospel. 
For many, however, the gospel of John points in the direc- 
tion of a minimum length of at least three years. Such a 
position involves two assumptions: (1) that to pascha in 6:4 
is the original reading, a reading which 1s today virtually 
unanimous; (2) that the Fourth Gospel is chronologically 
reliable and following a consecutive order, a position main- 
tained by fewer and fewer interpreters today. 

The earliest known supporters of a three-year ministry 
include Melito of Sardis (ca. a.p. 165) and Eusebius, who 
allows the ministry to last “not quite four full years” (Hist. 
Eccl. 1.10). Most who move in this direction place their 
emphasis on John’s gospel. Yet the critical question is 
whether this gospel is able to carry such a burden of proof. 
Key to an adequate answer is the evaluation of the histori- 
cal reliability and intention of John’s gospel. Since it is 
impossible to review in detail all the historical and theolog- 
ical issues related to such an evaluation, one dominant, but 
not universal, perspective will be described: while the 
Fourth Gospel has access to reliable traditions, these are 
recast substantially to fit its theological portrayal of Jesus. 
One example of this procedure can be found in John’s 
account of the cleansing of the temple (2:13-22). It shares 
with the synoptic gospels the same account of the cleansing 
of the temple, but while the synoptics (Mark 11:15—18; 
Matt 21:12-17; Luke 19:45—46) place this incident at the 
end of Jesus’ ministry in connection with the triumphal 
entry into Jerusalem, John places it at the outset of the 
ministry, expands the account, and makes the identifica- 
tion between temple and the body of Jesus (v 20). His 
reason for doing so is theological: already at the outset of 
this gospel Jesus is portrayed as the glorified and risen 
Christ (note, for example, the explicit confession of An- 
drew in John 1:41, unique to this gospel, “We have found 
the Messiah”). 

The supporters of a minimum three-year ministry use 
primarily those texts in John which make references to 
feasts. Yet many scholars view the frequent mention of at 
least some of these feasts as «tue not to genuine historical 
reminiscence but rather to literary device: the author of 
the Fourth Gospel often uses the occasion of a “feast” to 
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bring Jesus to Jerusalem, as for example, in 5:1. In light of 
this it becomes impossible simply to strip away the theolog- 
ical interpretation of the tradition so that one can arrive at 
reliable chronological facts; to do so will lead to distortion. 
The genius of John lies not with the accurate, consecutive 
presentation of historical detail but rather in the ability to 
grasp the central meaning of the tradition and, from his 
perspective, to bring to expression its true meaning. 
Other than the references related to the final Passover 
season of Jesus, the essential Johannine references used in 
chronological reconstruction of a three-year minimum 
ministry are found between John 2:13 and 6:4. Mention 
will also be made of John 7:2 and 10:22, but these are 
linked with the final Passover to form one liturgical year. 


a. John 2:13. It has already been indicated that the 
Fourth Gospel has transposed a scene found elsewhere 
in the synoptic gospels. There is also a reference to the 
Passover in 2:23; however, most interpreters understand 
this reference as being identical to that referred to in 
2:13 in the literary structure of John. 

b. John 4:35; “Do you not say, “There are yet four 
months, then comes the harvest’?” Sowing took place in 
Nov/Dec, following the autumn rains. According to the 
10th-century-B.c. Gezer calendar, the harvest follows the 
sowing by four months. If this verse is part of an authen- 
tic tradition, it is possible that Jesus related this proverb 
at a ume of sowing; the barley harvest would then follow 
in April and the wheat harvest in May. 

c. John 5:1. Jesus had returned to Galilee in John 4:43; 
now he comes to Jerusalem again: “After this there was 
a feast [the majority of manuscripts omit the article] of 
the Jews, and Jesus went up to Jerusalem.” The only 
specific identification of this feast is as a Sabbath (v 9); 
anything beyond that is a pure speculation since there is 
no substantial evidence that a chronological sequence 
has been preserved. Thus, the possible identification of 
this feast as Pentecost, since it follows the Passover re- 
ferred to in 2:13, is without verifiable basis. It is best to 
take the reference to “a feast” as a literary device which 
enables John to account for Jesus in Jerusalem. 

d. John 6:4, “Now the Passover, the feast of the Jews, 
was at hand.” There is no manuscript evidence for the 
omission of the name of the festival; therefore this 
conjecture should be eliminated. Given the previous 
mention of a common Johannine literary technique, it is 
questionable to read this text as referring to the next 
Passover following that of 2:13. Once again, the Passover 
is mentioned not for chronological but for the theologi- 
cal reasons developed in chapter 6: the Eucharist, the 
Last Supper, can only be understood in a Passover 
context. That the feeding of the five thousand in John 6 
takes place in the spring (near Passover) agrees with the 
evidence of the synoptics (“grass,” “green grass”; Mark 
6:39; Matt 14:19). 

e. John 7:2, “Now the feast of Tabernacles was at 
hand.” It has already been pointed out that this text and 
the next (10:22), form, from John’s perspective, a com- 
mon liturgical year with the final Passover mentioned in 
the Fourth Gospel. In this text the double ceremony of 
the water pouring and the illumination of the Court of 
the Women involved in this autumn feast undoubtedly 
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serve as the background for the theological saying of 
Jesus in 7:37-38 and 8:12. 

f. John 10:22. Here one finds another time reference: 
“It was the feast of the Dedication at Jerusalem.” Already 
in the tradition this scene is bound to the feast of the 
Dedication for it is hard to believe that this was invented. 
Yet this fact alone does not necessarily allow us to con- 
clude that the chronological sequence of this feast—or 
any in the gospel of John—are accurate as presented. 

g. John 11:55; 12:1; 13:1; 18:28; 18:39; 19:14. All 
these texts refer to the final Passover of Jesus, viz., the 
time of his death, a topic to be analyzed more fully 
below. 


Based on this discussion, there is no unambiguous evi- 
dence in the gospel of John allowing the construction of a 
minimum three-year ministry of Jesus based on the refer- 
ence to three sequential Passovers in that gospel. In all 
likelihood these festival references are of a theological 
rather than of a chronological nature. In light of this 
review of John and the synoptics and the tentative nature 
of any conclusion based on documents intended primarily 
for proclamation of the faith and not of biography or 
history, the evidence points in the direction of a ministry 
which may have lasted a minimum of one, or a maximum 
of two, years. 

4, The Conclusion of the Ministry.—The Crucifixion. 
The basic problem in trying to determine the date of the 
crucifixion is that the synoptic gospels and the gospel of 
John disagree. According to John 18:28 and 19:14 the 
Passover meal was eaten on the Friday evening after the 
crucifixion. The Jewish day began at 6 p.m. and the Passo- 
ver was eaten in the early evening of Nisan 15. Therefore, 
according to the gospel of John, and it is emphatic about 
this (19:14 and 16: “Now it was the day of Preparation of 
the Passover .. . Then he handed him over to them to be 
crucified”), Jesus was crucified on the day before Passover, 
i.e. Nisan 14. Mark 14:12 (see also Luke 22:11 and Matt 
26:18—19), on the contrary, asserts that the Last Supper 
was the Passover meal. This means that the arrest, trial, 
death, and burial of Jesus all took place on Passover, Nisan 
15. 

The Passover account in Mark 14:12—16 is characterized 
by imprecision. The day of Unleavened Bread belongs to 
the Passover, viz., Nisan 15, yet Mark apparently under- 
stands it as having occurred on the previous day (Nisan 
14), the day the Passover lambs are slaughtered. Such 
ambiguity is an indication that Mark was not well versed in 
Jewish law and the events of Passover. Further, because the 
difference in the calculation between Jewish and Greek 
days is not taken into account, Mark misinterprets Exod 
12:18 (“In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the 
month at evening, you shall eat unleavened bread, and so 
until the twenty-first day of the month at evening”). Gen- 
erally speaking, one not familiar with Jewish customs 
would not be able to reconstruct the flow of events charac- 
teristic of the Jewish Passover. Mark, not having an exact 
knowledge of these customs, confuses a meal Jesus had 
with his disciples during the Passover season with the 
Passover meal itself. Aside from these ambiguities in 
Mark’s narrative, there is the further question whether all 
these events would have taken place on such a high holy 
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day as Passover. In this case, the Johannine chronology of 
these final events in the ministry of Jesus is to be preferred. 
Calendaric explanations have been offered to explain 
the contradiction between the Johannine and synoptic 
contradiction concerning the Last Supper. Some suggest 
that the Jewish priests were following the Sadducean cal- 
endar and Jesus the Pharisaic; others urge that the priests 
followed a Juclean calendar and Jesus a Galilean. The most 
elaborate calendaric proposal is that of A. Jaubert (1965). 
According to this Jesus prepared for and ate the Passover 
meal following an Essene solar calendar; however, his 
death on the eve of Passover, as in the Johannine account, 
was according to the “official” calendar which was lunar or 
lunisolar. Her detailed proposal is illustrated in Table 1. 


Table 1. 
Proposal of Jaubert 


Lunisolar (Official) 


Time of Day Calendar 


Tues—before 
sundown 


Solar Calendar 


13 Nisan: preparation 
for the Passover (Mark 
14:12-16) 

15 Nisan: Last Supper 
(Passover meal, Mark 
14:17-25) 

Arrest; interrogation 
before Annas (Mark 
14:53a; John 18:13); 
Peter’s denials; led to 
Caiaphas (John 18:24) 


15 Nisan: first appear- 
ance before the San- 
hedrin (Mark 14:55) 


16 Nisan 


16 Nisan: second ap- 
pearance before the 
Sanhedrin (Mark 
15:1a); Jesus is led to 
Pilate (Mark 15:1b); 
Jesus is sent to Herod 
(Luke 23:6—12); peo- 
ple are stirred up to 
demand Barabbas’ re- 
lease (Mark 15:11) 


17 Nisan: dream of Pi- 
late’s wife (Matt 27:19) 


About sundown 12 Nisan 


Night 


Wed-—before 
sundown 


12 Nisan 


At sundown 13 Nisan 


Thurs—before 
sundown 


At sundown 14 Nisan 


Fri— before 


sundown 


At sundown 


Sat—before 
sundown 


17 Nisan: Jesus is led 
to Pilate again (Luke 
23:13); Barabbas re- 
leased (Mark 15:15); 
Jesus delivered to be 
crucified; death on the 
cross (Mark 15:15-—37) 


18 Nisan: Sabbath; Je- 
sus in the tomb (Mark 
15:42-46) 

18 Nisan: Sabbath; Je- 
sus in the tomb 


14 Nisan: Preparation 
for the Passover (John 
18:28) 


15 Nisan: Sabbath and 
Passover (John 19:3 1) 


15 Nisan: Sabbath 


This resolution of the problem has met with limited enthu- 
siasm. It is pointed out that there is no NT evidence that 
Jesus followed a solar calendar in opposition to the luniso- 
lar calendar, and, further, that Jaubert often resorts to a 
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pre-form critical harmonizat:on of the synoptic with the 
Johannine texts. 

Working on the hypothesis that in this case the Johan- 
nine account is the more accurate and following the Jewish 
table of true moons, one is presented with two alternatives 
for the crucifixion of Jesus: 14 Nisan = 7 April a.p. 30 or 
3 April a.p. 33 (Fotheringham: 1934). Given the previously 
discussed probable dates and parameters, the first of these 
is to be preferred. 

5. Summary. It is likely tha: Jesus was born between 8—6 
B.c. and began his public ministry about a.p. 28 at the 
approximate age of 35, a ministry which lasted probably, 
at the most, not more than two years. Death would have 
come in the year a.p. 30. 


B. The Apostolic and Pauline Period 

1. Introductory Comments. The apostolic and Pauline 
period in early Christian history is presently being re- 
viewed with renewed scrutiny and much vigor. As a result, 
the chronological options are several, although it is possi- 
ble to reduce the major options for this period to two: (1) 
the traditional approach, heavily dependent on the accu- 
racy of the information and chronological framework 
found in the Acts of the Apostles, which understands 
Paul’s primary apostolic work to have begun in a.p. 47—48, 
and; (2) the approach pioneered by John Knox and now 
argued in greater detail by others (Liidemann 1984), 
which is skeptical of the uncritical dependence on the 
chronological material provided by Acts, and suggests that 
Paul’s apostolic work began as early as 37 or at the latest in 
A.D. 40. It is thus clear that the decisive issue between these 
two major approaches is the evaluation of the chronologi- 
cal reliability of Acts. But before these methodological 
considerations are discussed, it may be useful to provide a 
general overview of the traditional dating of the Pauline 
period, recognizing, of course, that individual scholars 
sharing this overall perspective may vary from this outline 
at some points. 


Table 2 
Event Date (A.D.) 
Conversion of Paul 33 
First visit to Jerusalem 36 
Famine visit 46 
First missionary journey 47-48 
Apostolic conference 49 
Paul’s arrival in Corinth 50 
Paul leaves Corinth autumn 51 or spring 52 
Paul’s arrival in Ephesus autumn 53 
Paul leaves Ephesus summer 56 
Paul’s arrival in Corinth late 56 


Paul in Philippi 

Paul’s arrival in Jerusalem 
Paul before Festus 

Paul’s arrival in Rome 


Passover 57 
Pentecost 57 
summer 59 
spring 60 


2. Methodological Considerations. Given the remarks 
just made and the lack of consensus in evaluating the 
chronology of the apostolic and Pauline period, careful 
attention needs to be given to Lhe issue of methodology in 
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attempting to reconstruct the chronology of this period. 
To begin, it must be recognized that there are essentially 
only two sources for our knowledge of the Pauline period: 
the letters of the apostle himself and the events recorded 
by Luke in the Acts of the Apostles. Most NT scholars 
today give clear priority to the Pauline letters since Paul 
himself stands closest to the events he records. It is increas- 
ingly recognized that Luke in writing his second volume 
reshapes many traditions, just as he does in the Gospel, to 
cohere with his overall theological purpose. Thus, for 
those scholars who maintain such a view of Luke’s pur- 
pose, Acts becomes a less useful source for exact chrono- 
logical information since much of this information has 
been subjected to a larger theological program. While Acts 
can still be a valuable source of detailed and accurate 
information when separated from its programmatic 
framework, it should never be given priority over the 
documents stemming from Paul and should only be used 
when it does not contradict assertions made by the apostle. 

Although implementing this critical methodology is, ac- 
cording to its adherents, a requisite of rigorous historical 
research, its adoption does not make the task of establish- 
ing a chronology of the Pauline period easier. If anything, 
it reveals how tentative and speculative previous attempts 
have been and how tenuous all reconstructions must be. 
For when all is said and done, Paul gives us not one specific 
date. Inevitably, if one is to establish a possible chronology 
of this period, there will have to be some dependence on 
Acts. Recognizing this, one should be cautious to use Acts 
in a way which is both critical and plausible. Yet it must be 
acknowledged that no matter from what perspective one 
views the data, there can be no absolutely definite chronology of 
this period; all attempts must be tentative and subject to 
correction and revision. 

All scholars, no matter which chronological option they 
follow in their reconstruction of Paul’s career, find it useful 
to distinguish carefully between the information found in 
the Pauline letters and that in the Acts of the Apostles. 
The first step will be to isolate certain information found 
in the Pauline correspondence which may have chronolog- 
ical implications. 

3. The Pauline Correspondence. The information 
found in these letters might best be summarized in the 
following way: (a) the revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paul 
in Damascus (Gal 1:12—16); (b) the visit to Arabia and the 
return to Damascus (Gal 1:17); (c) “then [epeita] after three 
years” the first visit to Jerusalem for 15 days (Gal 1:18)— 
the so-called “acquaintance visit”; (d) then (epeita) activity 
in the regions of Syria and Cilicia (Gal 1:21); (e) then 
(epeita) after 14 years a second visit to Jerusalem (Gal 2:1)— 
the so-called “conference” visit; (f) activity in the churches 
of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Achaia with special em- 
phasis on the collection of the offering for Jerusalem (Gal 
2:10; 1 Cor 16:1—4; 2 Cor 8—9; Rom 15:25—32); and (g) 
the final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; Rom 15:25-32)— 
the so-called “offering” visit. Let us examine these individ- 
ual pieces of information provided by the Pauline letters 
more closely. 

(a) The revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paul in Damas- 
cus (Gal 1:12-16). This is often referred to as Paul’s 
“conversion,” yet one should be most hesitant in using this 
term since it is not found anywhere in the text. In lan- 
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guage reminiscent of prophetic imagery, the apostle de- 
clares that the God who had set him apart before he was 
born “revealed his Son to me, in order that I might preach 
him among the Gentiles.” Most accurately we have here a 
“commissioning” event—the commissioning of Paul as one 
who is to preach Jesus Christ to the Gentiles. 

In order to understand the context in which these 
remarks about commissioning, travel, and chronology are 
made, one must remember that Paul is attempting to 
document the thesis that “I did not receive it [the gospel] 
from man, nor was I taught it, but it came through a 
revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gal 1:12). One aspect of the 
argument that this Pauline gospel is not dependent on any 
human authority is for the apostle to insist on his indepen- 
dence from Jerusalem. That is exactly the point which 
follows upon this “commissioning” scene: “I did not confer 
with flesh and blood, nor did I go to Jerusalem to those 
who were apostles before me” (Gal 1:16—17). Not unimpor- 
tant is to observe the word eutheos (“immediately, at once”) 
in the text—‘I did not confer immediately with flesh and 
blood.” To understand very carefully this context is critical 
for an accurate perspective in interpreting the information 
which is to follow in the succeeding verses, viz., that Paul is 
primarily attempting to show his independence from Je- 
rusalem and not to give detailed chronological informa- 
tion. 

(b) The visit to Arabia and the return to Damascus (Gal 
1:17). To underscore the independence of his gospel and 
to insist that it came to him through a revelation of Jesus 
Christ, Paul asserts that following this revelation, he did 
not go immediately to Jerusalem but rather to Arabia and 
“again I returned to Damascus” (Gal 1:17). This Pauline 
description allows one to conclude that the location of the 
original commissioning was in Damascus, a fact which 
coheres with the embellished description of this event in 
the book of Acts (9:3ff.; 22:5ff.; 26:12ff.). How long Paul 
was in Arabia or why he went there is unknown; how long 
he spent in Damascus is dependent on how one interprets 
the “then” of Gal 1:18. From the text before us it is likely 
to conclude that Paul spent his time in Damascus in the 
midst of a Christian community, a view that also coheres 
with the information provided in Acts 9:19—22. 

(c) “Then fepeita] after three years” the first visit to 
Jerusalem for 15 days (Gal 1:18)—the so-called ‘“‘acquain- 
tance visit.” To what does the “then” refer—to Paul’s 
commissioning or to his return to Damascus? (Of course, 
if his stay in Arabia was a brief one, as it probably was, the 
commissioning event and his return to Damascus might be 
relatively close in time.) However, since this is not the only 
occurrence of the adverb “then” in the sequence of events 
to be described in Galatians, the interpretation of this 
word assumes great importance. Many interpreters see it 
consistently as referring back to the commissioning event; 
many others see it as consistently referring back to the 
immediately preceding event. The latter interpretation is 
strengthened by the parallel use in 1 Cor 15:6 and 7. 
Interpreted in this way, Paul remained with other Chris- 
tians in Damascus for about three years (either two or 
three as a result of the ancient method of calculation) 
before making his first visit in Jerusalem since his call to 
preach Jesus Christ to the Gentiles. In keeping with his 
main thesis in this section, the apostle describes that he 
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was only in Jerusalem with Cephas (Peter) for 15 days and 
saw no one else except James the Lord’s brother. 

(d) Then (epeita) activity in the regions of Syria and 
Cilicia (Gal 1:21). In light of what has just been discussed, 
epeita (“then”) is likely to refer to the immediately preced- 
ing event: “I went to Jerusalem, then I went into the 
regions of Syra and Cilicia.” That the epeita refers back to 
the commissioning event is hardly possible. 

The critical question with regard to this verse in Gala- 
tians is not, then, the referent of epeita but rather what is 
meant by the reference to the activity in Syria and Cilicia. 
Syria includes Christian centers in Damascus, the place of 
Paul’s commissioning, and Antioch, an area where, by 
Paul’s own description, he had worked (Gal 2:11) and a 
city extensively referred to in Acts (11:19; 13:1, 14; 15:22; 
18:22). In addition, Cilicia includes Tarsus, which accord- 
ing to Acts 22:3 is Paul’s native city. Is the intention of this 
reference to suggest that Paul spent some 11 to 14 years 
(see (e) below) only in Syria and Cilicia? Or, given the 
overall context of Paul’s desire to distance himself from 
Jerusalem, does he merely wish to say that “then, after 
leaving from my 15-day stay in Jerusalem, I did not stay 
around that area but I began moving as far away as Syria 
and Cilicia” without in any way wishing to suggest that he 
worked only in this area? How one interprets this reference 
to Syria and Cilicia will be crucial for the reconstruction of 
a chronology of the Pauline period. For those scholars who 
understand the reference to Syria and Cilicia as not limi- 
ting Paul’s activity to these regions, the apostle was involved 
in missionary work as far away as Philippi, Thessalonica, 
Athens, and Corinth very early in his career. They would 
urge that the reference in Phil 4:15 to “the beginning of 
the gospel” literally refers to the beginning of Paul’s inde- 
pendent missionary work in Philippi and that 1 Thess 3:1 
refers to Paul’s continuing work during this period in 
Thessalonica, Athens, and Corinth. This interpretation, to 
date not the majority one, allows for an “uncrowding” of 
Paul’s missionary work, for the maturing of his apostolic 
ministry and the development of his theology. Rather than 
an extended period of some I! to 14 years in Syria and 
Cilicia, this perspective allows for the beginnings of the 
European mission at a much earlier point in his apostolic 
career and does not reduce the remainder of his activity 
to such a severely limited time frame. If one accepts this 
reading of the evidence then it is probable that 1 Thessa- 
lonians stems from this period prior to the conference visit 
in Jerusalem. 

(e) Then (epeita) after 14 years a second visit to Jeru- 
salem (Gal 2:1)—the so-called “conference” visit. In Gal 
2:1 Paul indicates that he made this second visit to Jerusa- 
lem “by revelation” as opposed to being summoned by any 
human authorities. At the end of this meeting with James, 
Cephas, and John, Paul relates how they “gave to me and 
Barnabas the right hand of fellowship, that we should go 
to the Gentiles and they to the circumcised; only they 
would have us -emember the poor, which very thing I was 
eager to do” (Cal 2:9-10). 

Paul uses epeiia here for the third time. To what does it 
refer—back to his commissioning or back to the initiation 
of his activities in Syria and Cilicia? In view of the remarks 
made above, the more likely is the latter. Since his work in 
Syria and Cilicia began so very soon after his brief visit in 
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Jerusalem, the 14-year period can accurately be said to 
describe the time between the first (“acquaintance”) and 
the second (“conference”) visit to Jerusalem. 

(f) Activity in the churches of Galatia, Asia, Macedo- 
nia, and Achaia with special emphasis on the collection 
of the offering for Jerusalem (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1—4; 2 
Cor 8-9; Rom 15:25-—32). A general review of the Pauline 
letters suggests that his activities in this postconference 
period were concentrated in Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and 
Achaia and that one important focus of the apostle’s work 
was in collecting the offering for the poor in Jerusalem, 
which was a request made ai. the end of the Jerusalem 
meeting with James, Cephas, and John. 

The major center for Paul’s activities during this period 
was Ephesus (1 Cor 16:10—11) and it is from here that 
Galatians, Philippians, Philemon, and | Corinthians were 
written. From here he traveled to Macedonia with Timo- 
thy, making a first stop in Philippi (1 Cor 16:5; 2 Cor 2:13) 
where they met Titus (2 Cor 7:5). If one sees 2 Corinthians 
as a composite document then it is possible that much, if 
not all of it, was written from Philippi. From Macedonia, 
which may have included a stop in Thessalonica, Paul 
heads on toward Corinth (2 Cor 9:3ff.; 12:4; 13:1). Finally, 
from Corinth, where the aposile writes Romans, he makes 
his final trip to Jerusalem. 

(g) The final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; Rom 15:25- 
32)—the so-called “offering” visit. The last part of Paul’s 
missionary activities that can be documented from his 
letters is this final trip to Jerusalem, although Acts contin- 
ues on beyond Jerusalem until the apostle is placed in 
Rome. Paul’s intention in making this last trip to Jerusalem 
is to “make some contribution for the poor among the 
saints at Jerusalem” (Rom 15:26). That Paul is anxious 
about this trip is evident from his request for the prayers 
of the Romans “that I may be delivered from the unbeliev- 
ers in Judea, and that my service for Jerusalem may be 
acceptable to the saints . . .” (Rom 15:31). There is no 
precise indication from the letters concerning the length 
of the period between the “conference” visit and the “of- 
fering” visit to Jerusalem. 

The result of this rapid survey of chronological infor- 
mation provided us by the Pauline letters is that only two 
(other than the reference to 1! days) references are given: 
three years between the return to Damascus and the first, 
acquaintance visit in Jerusalem, and 14 years between the 
first and second visits to Jerusalem. This is where firsthand 
information from Paul ceases. From the letters there is no 
information whatsoever as to the year in which any of 
these visits or activities take place. The next task is to turn 
to Acts cautiously and critically to see whether reliable 
information can be found there which coheres with and 
does not contradict the primary evidence which has been 
derived from the Pauline letters. 

4. The Acts of the Apostles. The relevant information 
in Acts having a possible bearing on Pauline chronology 
may be summarized as follows: (a) the revelation of the 
Lord to Saul and his subsequerit commissioning in Damas- 
cus (Acts 9:1ff.—but notice the repetition of this event in 
22:5 and 26:12); (b) first visit to Jerusalem to meet with 
the apostles (9:26); (c) preaching in Jerusalem followed by 
departure for Tarsus (Cilicia) and return to Antioch (9:28— 
30; 11:25—26); (d) second visit to Jerusalem to bring relief 
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in time of famine (11:29—30; 12:25); (e) activity in Syria, 
Cyprus, and Galatia (Acts 13-14; the so-called “first mis- 
sionary journey”); (f) third visit to Jerusalem for the apos- 
tolic council (15:1-29); (g) activity in Galatia, Macedonia, 
Greece, and Asia (15:36—18:21); the so-called “second 
missionary journey”); (h) fourth visit to Caesarea to greet 
the church, Jerusalem(?), Galatia, and Phrygia (18:22); 
(i) activity in Syria, Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Greece 
(18:23-21:14; the so-called “third missionary journey”); 
and ()) fifth (final) visit to Jerusalem (21:1 1ff.). 

In order to compare this information with that found in 
the Pauline letters and to resolve the apparent contradic- 
tion concerning the number of visits to Jerusalem, it will 
be useful to examine this outline of Acts more closely. 

(a) The revelation of the Lord to Saul and his subse- 
quent commissioning in Damascus (Acts 9:1ff.; 22:5ff.; 
and 26:12ff.). Although Luke greatly embellishes the ma- 
terial found in Galatians 1, this event corresponds to item 
3.(a) in the Pauline correspondence (see above). 

(b) First visit to Jerusalem to meet with the apostles 
(9:26). This information coheres well with item 3.(c) above. 

(c) Preaching in Jerusalem followed by departure for 
Tarsus (Cilicia) and return to Antioch (9:28—30; 11:25-— 
26). This agrees only partially with item 3.(d) above in 
terms of the departure, and then differs substantially with 
the letters in terms of a return to Antioch followed by item 
(b), the second visit to Jerusalem. 

(d) Second visit to Jerusalem to bring relief in time of 
famine (11:29-30; 12:25). There is no parallel for such a 
visit in the Pauline letters. This reference to a visit to 
Jerusalem is one of the two additional visits to Jerusalem 
which is described by Acts. When we discuss item (j) 
(below), we will observe that Luke gives no reason for this 
final visit to Jerusalem, a visit which in the letters is clearly 
described as the offering visit. One solution to the extra 
visits in Acts would be to suggest that the final offering 
visit is moved to this much earlier and likely incorrect 
position of Acts. Some (Knox, Litdemann) would argue 
that although the tension between Jewish and Gentile 
Christians continued and perhaps intensified even into the 
last stages of Paul’s apostolic ministry, Luke wished to 
suggest that these differences were essentially overcome at 
an early date. This is the real motivation for Luke’s rear- 
rangement and modification of Paul’s visits to Jerusalem. 

(e) Activity in Syria, Cyprus, and Galatia (Acts 13-14; 
the so-called “first missionary journey”). It is difficult to 
coordinate Acts (c), (d), and (g) with Paul’s (d) above. Given 
our previous discussion that for Paul the reference to Syria 
and Cilicia was possibly only the starting point for activities 
that took him as far as Macedonia and Achaia, then it 
appears that Luke is fragmenting one longer visit into 
some smaller ones so that the Jerusalem visits can be 
rearranged according to his schema. 

(f) Third visit to Jerusalem for the apostolic council 
(15:1-29). The majority of NT scholars today would hold 
that this visit to Jerusalem corresponds with item 3.(e) 
above, the so-called “conference” visit, although holding 
that Galatians describes a private meeting between Paul 
and the Jerusalem authorities, while Acts intends to de- 
scribe a more public form of this meeting. If this corre- 
spondence is abandoned, then one is faced with a “jungle 
of problems” (Haenchen) as well as a jungle of solutions. 
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These include: (1) Gal 2:1—-10 does not describe the same 
Pauline visit to Jerusalem as Acts 15. Rather, the meeting 
referred to in Galatians is to be identified with the visit in 
Acts 11:27-30 (the famine visit) or with 18:22 or with a 
visit not mentioned in Acts. (2) Gal 2:1-5 and 6-11 repre- 
sent separate Pauline visits to Jerusalem, which are then 
identified with any of the three to five visits to Jerusalem 
by Paul described in Acts. 

If one holds to the majority identification of Acts 15 
with Galatians 2, then for Luke this is a third visit to 
Jerusalem while for Paul only a second. In view of the fact 
that in Acts 18:22 [(h)] that visit to Jerusalem is totally 
unmotivated and fits into its context very awkwardly, it has 
been suggested that the original location for this visit was 
at 18:22 and that Luke retrojected it back to chapter 15 
[(f)] for theological reasons: for the sake of the unity of 
the church this controversy had to be settled early, before 
he went to Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Achaia. If this 
suggestion is correct, then after the elimination of (d) and 
(f), the activities described by Luke in (c), (e), and (g) all 
fall into place as part of one “missionary journey.” 

(g) Activity in Galatia, Macedonia, Greece, and Asia 
(15:36-18:21; the so-called “second missionary jour- 
ney”). As we have noted, it is possible that (c), (e), and (g) 
are part of what took place during the 14-year activity 
described by Paul in item 3.(d) above. 

(h) Fourth visit to Caesarea to greet the church, Jeru- 
salem(?), Galatia, and Phrygia. Aside from the fact that 
no reason whatsoever is given why Paul “went up and 
greeted the church” (Acts 18:22) it is striking that in Acts 
18:21 Paul is in Ephesus and then in v 24, after having 
traveled to Caesarea, probably Jerusalem (many commen- 
tators argue that it is unlikely that the original, pre-Lukan 
itinerary did not mention a visit to Jerusalem if Paul had 
already traveled as far as Caesarea), Antioch, and through 
the region of Galatia and Phrygia (all in three verses!), he 
is back in Ephesus. It is indeed possible that 18:22 was the 
original location for the conference visit which is now 
described in Acts 15:1—29 [(f)]. 

(i) Activity in Syria, Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and 
Greece (18:23-21:14; the so-called “third missionary 
journey”). This material coheres well with item (f) in the 
Pauline section (above), although it is noteworthy that Luke 
eliminates what was so prominent for Paul in this period 
of his apostolic ministry: the collection. At this point one 
notes the consistency of Luke: not only does he eliminate 
the real reason for the final visit to Jerusalem in 21:1 1ff., 
viz., to present the collection in Jerusalem, but he also 
omits the collection as a primary objective during Paul’s 
final activity in the areas described here in (i). 

(j) Fifth (final) visit to Jerusalem (21:11ff.) As we have 
already observed, this final visit is in agreement with Paul’s 
final visit described in item 3.(g), although Luke omits the 
association with the offering and, as we suggested previ- 
ously, retrojects this motivation to (d) (Acts 11:29-30; 
12:25)—the “famine” visit. 

However one resolves the differences between the Acts 
account of Paul’s activities and Paul’s own account—and 
we have suggested only one general possibility here—all 
scholars will have to acknowledge that these apparent 
contradictions require explanation. Although a compari- 
son of those events in the Pauline literature and Acts which 
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have possible chronological implications have allowed an 
overview of their similarities and dissimilarities, one is still 
not in possession of concrete and precise chronological 
data. Therefore, it will be necessary to examine Acts to see 
what other specific data it may provide and whether such 
evidence may be useful for determining the more exact 
limits of Pauline chronology, remembering the cautionary 
remarks already made concerning the transference of 
such information. 

5. Chronological Information Provided by Luke. a. 
The Gallio Inscription and the Edict of Claudius. Refer- 
ence is made in Acts 18:12 to Paul’s visit to Corinth: “But 
when Gallio was proconsul of Achaia, the Jews made a 
united attack upon Paul and brought him before the 
tribunal . . .” Although the precise details, implications, 
and context of the events described are disputed, there is 
little doubt that Paul made one of his visits to Corinth at 
the time that Gallio was proconsul of the province of 
Achaia; most scholars place Gallio’s term of office in the 
years a.D. 51-52 in light of the epigraphical evidence now 
in hand. While at first glance Acts 18:12 appears straight- 
forward, caution must be exercised: was Paul’s visit to 
Corinth in the vicinity of a.p. 51-52 his first visit or does 
it refer to a subsequent one? Acts 18 may well conflate two 
or more Pauline visits to that city into one. Among the 
several factors. pointing in this direction is the fact that in 
Acts 18:8 Crispus is the ruler of the synagogue and in 
18:17 the reference is to Sosthenes as the ruler of the 
synagogue. It is fully possible that if Acts 18 is conflating 
at least two visits of Paul to Corinth that he may well have 
been in the city at a much earlier date. 

Another piece of information relating to secular history 
mentioned in Acts and which may be useful in reconstruct- 
ing Pauline chronology is the reference to the edict of 
Claudius in Acts 18:2. There it is stated: “After this he left 
Athens and went to Corinth. And he found a Jew named 
Aquila, a native of Pontus, lately come from Italy with his 
wife Priscilla, because Claudius had commanded all the 
Jews to leave Rome. And he went to see them .. .” It is 
likely that Suetonius (Claud 25) is referring to this edict: 
“ludatos impulsore Chresto adsidue tumultuantes Roma expulit.” 
Since Suetonius does not date this edict, one cannot be 
certain whether it is referring to one issued by Claudius in 
A.D. 41 or whether it is referring to disturbances later in 
his reign. These who would argue against the early dating 
cite Dio Cassius’ reference (60.6.6) that the large number 
of Jews effectively ruled out their expulsion and point to 
Orosius’ reference (7.6.15) that the edict occurred in Clau- 
dius’ 9th year (= a.p. 49). Yet these references in them- 
selves do not settle the issue. In the first place, there need 
not be any contradiction between Dio Cassius’ assertions 
and Luke’s cl.aracteristically exaggerated use of pas (the 
Lukan “all”) in Acts 18:2 and elsewhere. Further, there is 
the critical issue about the reliability of the information 
provided by Crosius, a 5th-century church historian. 

If the Clauclius edict is dated in a.p. 41 then one would 
have strong evidence for the dating of Paul’s first visit to 
the city at some point after the arrival of Aquila and 
Priscilla from Italy. If the more usual dating of this edict 
in the year A... 49 is to be accepted, this in and of itself 
would not speak against an earlier visit of Paul to Corinth, 
for it is difficult to know how thoroughgoing is the confla- 
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tion in Acts 18. For example, a case could be made that 
Acts 18:1 had its original cortinuation in v 5 and that wv 
2—4 are a retrojection made from a later period. 

To place Paul’s first arrival in Corinth as early as a.p. 41 
is possible; yet some flexibility is in order since one does 
not know how long it took Aquila and Priscilla to travel to 
Corinth, nor if they went there directly. On this reckoning 
Paul’s original visit to Corinth may have taken place some- 
time between the approximate period of a.p. 41-44. Ad- 
ditionally, it is most probable that he was also in Corinth 
during the years that Gallio was proconsul in a.p. 51-52. 
Some would place a visit by Paul to Corinth, usually his 
first, just before the Jerusalem Conference (Jewett 1979) 
and some just after (Liidemann 1984—an intermediate 
visit). Thus, the Jerusalem Conference would be dated 
either in ca. A.D. 50-51 or a.p. 52. If his first visit to 
Jerusalem was 14 years before this conference visit, the 
date of that first visit would be between ca. a.p. 36—38, and 
his commissioning three years prior to the first visit would 
then be placed between ca. a.1. 33-35. Since in the view of 
this writer it is more likely that Paul was in Galatia, rather 
than Corinth, prior to the Jer isalem Conference, the first 
sequence of dates is preferrec!: ca. A.p. 33, commissioning 
of Paul; ca. a.p. 36, Paul’s first visit to Jerusalem; ca. a.p. 
50, the Jerusalem Conference; ca. a.p. 50-52, intermedi- 
ate visit to Corinth. 

b. Aretas. In 2 Cor 11:32—33 Paul states that at “Damas- 
cus, the governor [Greek: the ethnarch of] under King 
Aretas guarded the city of Damascus in order to seize me, 
but I was let down in a basket through a window in the 
wall, and escaped his hands.” The king referred to is 
Aretas (Arabic harita) IV, who reigned at Petra over the 
Nabataean Arabs from 9 B.c. to a.p. 40. Although his 
kingdom extended to the vicinity of Damascus and al- 
though this city had been subject to his predecessors until 
the Romans took control of the city in B.c. 64, there is no 
definitive way of knowing when Damascus became subject 
to Aretas. One recent proposil (Jewett) suggests that such 
control over Damascus was only given to Aretas in A.D. 37. 
If this is the case, then the terminus a quo for the references 
in 2 Cor 11:32—33 would be a.p. 37 and the terminus ad 
quem would be a.p. 40, the year of Aretas’ death. Yet, the 
text in no way suggests that Aretas controlled Damascus 
nor is this in any way necessary. 2 Corinthians 1] asserts 
only that this leader was the representative (ethnarches— 
ethnarch) of King Aretas. In tis case no terminus a quo can 
be reached. All that can be asserted is that this event took 
place before a.p. 40. 

The “governor” (ethnarch) to whom Paul refers was, in 
all likelihood, the leader of she semiautonomous Naba- 
taean community in Damascus, a community which had 
been organized as an ethnos within the city, much as the 
Jews of Damascus would have been organized following 
the pattern of the Jews in Alexandria, viz., functioning as 
an ethnos within the city and under the leadership of an 
ethnarch (Strab. 17.798; Jos. int 14.117). In Gal 1:17 it is 
asserted that immediately following his call to proclaim the 
gospel to the Gentiles, Paul “went away into Arabia” (pre- 
sumably to evangelize the Nabataeans) and thereafter “re- 
turned to Damascus.” Presumably the Nabataean commu- 
nity in Damascus and their leader took this opportunity to 
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express their displeasure at the apostle’s activity in the 
territory of the Nabataean Arabs. 

A similar account is found in Acts 9:23—25. There is, 
however, one substantial difference: in Acts it is the Jews, 
while in 2 Corinthians it is the ethnarch of the Nabataeans, 
who plots against Paul. Given the well-documented empha- 
sis of Luke to portray the Jews as those hostile to the early 
Christian mission, the account of Paul is to be preferred. 

c. The Great Famine under Claudius. In Acts 11:28 
Luke writes that “one of them named Agabus stood up 
and foretold by the Spirit that there would be a great 
famine over all the world; and this took place in the days 
of Claudius.” This event is cited as the background of the 
first collection for the relief of the Jerusalem church. 
Although both Suetonius (Claud 19) and Tacitus (Ann 
12.43) refer to widespread scarcity under Claudius, there 
was no famine over “all the world” under Claudius; this 
phrase is undoubtedly an exaggeration. Either Acts is 
referring to a more local crisis or it has intentionally 
retrojected an event which took place after a.p. 51 to this 
early point in the narrative. 

d. The Death of Herod Agrippa I. The death of Herod 
Agrippa I, which occurred in a.p. 44, is mentioned in Acts 
12:23. The narrative continues in v 25 with the reference 
that “Barnabas and Saul returned from Jerusalem when 
they had fulfilled their mission .. .” This is certainly 
redactional and provides no firm chronological informa- 
tion. 

e. Sergius Paulus. During the time that Paul and Bar- 
nabas were in Paphos on the island of Cyprus, they en- 
countered a certain Bar-Jesus who “was with the procon- 
sul, Sergius Paulus” (Acts 13:7). Unfortunately the extant 
sources are ambiguous and do not provide a precise date 
for this proconsul’s term of office. It has been shown that 
the famous inscription from Soli (D. G. Hogarth, Devia 
Cypria, 114) on the north coast of Cyprus, which refers to 
a certain Proconsul Paulus, should probably be identified 
with Paullus Fabius Maximus, who was a consul in 1] B.c. 
Among the various inscriptions which may refer to a 
Sergius Paulus there is one from Pisidian Antioch with the 
name L. Sergius Paullus; however it is dated between a.p. 
60-100. Another inscription (CIL VI 31 545) placed in 
Rome between a.D. 41—47 also refers to a certain L. Sergius 
Paullus who was the Curator of the Tiber; however, this 
reference does not specifically relate him to Cyprus. If he 
went to Cyprus after serving as one of the Curators of the 
Tiber, perhaps in the late thirties, this time frame would 
coincide with what we know elsewhere about Paul’s travels. 

f. The Trials under Felix and Festus. Acts 23:23-24:27 
relate Paul’s trial and imprisonment under M. Antonius 
Felix, procurator of Palestine. According to 24:27 the 
minimum period of time which elapsed was two years. The 
continuation of this situation is recounted in Acts 25:1- 
26:32. Here Porcius Festus has succeeded Felix; in addi- 
tion, Paul has an opportunity to present his case to King 
Herod Agrippa II. If the testimony of Josephus (JW 
2.12.8; Ant 20.7.1) is accepted, Felix arrived in Palestine 
during the summer of a.p. 53 and continued in office until 
the summer of a.p. 55 when he was succeeded by Festus. 
This would place the trial of Paul in the year a.p. 55. But 
once again the evidence is contradictory (cf. Tacitus Ann. 
12.54) and it is possible that Festus succeeded Felix at a 
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later date and a terminus ad quem of a.p. 60-61 has been 
argued (Jewett 1979). This later dating is supported by 
Plooij’s reading of Eusebius’ Chronicle where the transfer 
of the procuratorship is placed in the 10th year of Agrippa 
II (A.p. 59). If this later dating is accepted, it would cohere 
nicely with the view that Ananias, the high priest who 
censured Paul during his appearance before the Sanhe- 
drin (Acts 23:1—5; 24:1), was probably replaced as high 
priest by Agrippa II in a.p. 59 (Josephus Ant 208179). 

6. Summary. Given the range of dates just discussed in 
Acts and the approach championed by J. Knox and most 
recently especially by G. Liidemann, an alternative chro- 
nology to that given in Table 2 would be as follows, once 
again remembering that advocates of a similar approach 
may vary from another in some details. Since this ap- 
proach insists on the radical priority of the Pauline corre- 
spondence, it is important to follow the sequence of events 
found in the Pauline letters. 


Table 3 
Event Date (A.D.) 


1. The revelation of the Risen Jesus to Paulin ca. 33 
Damascus (Gal 1:12—16) 

2. The visit to Arabia and the return to ca, 33 
Damascus (Gal 1:17) 

3. “Then fepeita] after three years” the first ca. 36 
visit to Jerusalem for 15 days (Gal 1:18)— 
the so-called “acquaintance visit” 

4. Then (epeita) activity in the regions of Syria ca. 36-50 
and Cilicia (and beyond) (Gal 1:21) 

5. Then (epeita) after 14 years a second visit ca. 50 
to Jerusalem (Gal 2:1)—the so-called 
“conference visit” 

6. Activity in the churches of Galatia, Asia, ca. 50-56 
Macedonia, and Achaia with special 
emphasis on the collection of the offering 
for Jerusalem (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1—4; 2 
Cor 8-9; Rom 15:25—32) 


7. The final visit to Jerusalem (1 Cor 16:3; ca. 56-57 
Rom 15:25-32)—the so-called “offering 
visit” 


If one were to assume that the general sequence of the 
subsequent events outlined in Acts is accurate—two-year 
Caesarean imprisonment, hearing before Festus, and arri- 
val in Rome—then the dates ca. a.p. 57-59 for the first of 
these and a date of ca. a.p. 60 for Paul’s arrival in Rome 
would agree with the parameters of possible dates reviewed 
above. 

While the traditional dating exhibited in Table 2 is still 
held by many, the chronology itemized in Table 3 is a 
viable alternative. It has these advantages: it incorporates 
the recent redaction-critical studies of Luke-Acts in its 
analysis; it eliminates the long and problematic “silent 
period” early in Paul’s career and intelligently explains the 
shape of Paul’s apostolic activity in that period; it “un- 
crowds” the entire career of the apostle and provides the 
context for a ministry that actively spanned a much longer 
period, thus allowing for the possibility of growth and 
development both in the apostolic ministry and theology 
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of Paul. Such an approach would allow one to more readily 
speak of an ‘early Paul” and a “late Paul,” and it would 
permit placing the concrete, contingent letters of Paul 
against a broader and wider spectrum of time and activity 
resulting in a more coherent understanding of the theol- 
ogy of this often complex and paradoxical apostle. 
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CHURCHES, SEVEN. See SEVEN CHURCHES. 


CHUSI (PLACE) [Gk Chous]. A site mentioned in the 
book of Judith, whose exact location is unknown (Jdt 7:18). 
The name “Chusi” appears only here in the biblical litera- 
ture. It may possibly be identified with the modern village 
of Quzeh (M.R. 174171), six miles south of Nablus, which, 
as Torrey points out, is on the direct road to Jerusalem. 
However, that location ignores the verse’s specific refer- 
ence to the Wadi Makhmur (“near Chusi beside the brook 
Mochmur’”). ‘Jaking that into consideration, Aharoni and 
Avi- Yonah (MBA) identify Chusi with modern Kuzi on the 
Wadi Makhmur, one of the tributaries of the Jarkon river. 
See MOCHMUR (PLACE). Of course, given the genre of 
the book of JUDITH, it is entirely possible that the name 
is fictitious. 
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CHUZA (PERSON) [Gk Chouzas]. A steward (epitropos) 
of Herod Anupas whose wife, Joanna, followed Jesus and 
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supported him with her means (Luke 8:3). Most likely, 
Chuza was Herod’s business manager, but he may have 
been some kind of political «ppointee since the Gk term 
for “steward” may refer to a political office. The fact that 
the name “Chuza” occurs in Nabatean and Syrian inscrip- 
tions (see Fitzmyer Luke 1-i 1 AB, 698) may mean that 
Chuza was a Nabatean married to a Jewish woman. Chuza 
may have been the royal officer who, along with his entire 
household, believed after Jesus healed his son from a 
distance (John 4:46—53). If this were the case, it might 
help explain why Chuza perinitted his wife to travel with 
Jesus and minister to his needs. The special knowledge of 
Herod and his court reflected in Luke may have come 
through Chuza. Luke’s mention of Chuza and his wife 
offers evidence of Christianity within the aristocracy from 
the very beginning (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 317). 
Vircit R. L. Fry 


CILICIA (PLACE) [Gk Kilikia]. A province mentioned 
in Judith 1:12; 2:21-25 as an object of the ire of Nebu- 
chadnezzar, who dispatched his general Holofernes with 
the army to punish the inhabitants for their insubordina- 
tion. It is later mentioned in | Macc 11:14 as the location 
where Alexander Balas had gone to put down a rebellion 
and in his absence, Ptolemy usurped his throne. In the 
NT, the province is most noted as the homeland of the 
apostle Paul (Acts 21:39; 22:3; 23:34), and which was 
included in some of his evanyelistic efforts (Gal 1:21-23; 
cf. Acts 15:23, 41). 

Cilicia is on the SE coast of Anatolia and consists of two 
major divisions: Cilicia Tracheia (or Aspera) in the moun- 
tainous region W of the Lamus River as far as Syedra in 
Pamphylia, and Cilicia Campestris (or Pedias), the fertile 
plain S of the Taurus and W cf the Amanus mountains. A 
limestone ridge, Cebilinur, running S from the Taurus to 
the coast at Karatas, divides the plain into an E section, 
where are located Misis and Anazarbus, and a larger W 
section, accommodating Adana, Tarsus, and Mersin. 


. Geography 

Prehistory and Bronze Ag: 

Iron Age 

. Persian Empire and Hellenistic Period 
Roman Period 
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. Geography 

Cilicia Campestris is a well watered alluvial plain formed 
by the deposits of the Ceyhan River (ancient Pyramus) in 
the E and the Seyhan and Tarsus Cay (Sarus and Cydnus 
Rivers) in the W. The Goéksu (Calycadnus) flows through 
Cilicia Aspera reaching the Mediterranean at Selifke (an- 
cient Seleucia on Calycadnus). These rivers made Cilicia a 
fertile region for producing grapes, cereals, grain, and 
flax in ancient times. In ancient times Cilicia had addi- 
tional economic importance because of its access to rich 
metal producing areas in the Taurus and Anti- Taurus 
mountains. The plain also provides a comparatively easy 
link between Syria-Mesopotamia to the E and Cappadocia- 
Phrygia on the Anatolian plateau to the N and W. The 
Bahce and Beilan Passes, the former being more fre- 
quently used in ancient times, provided access to Syria 
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through the Amanus mountains. The Anatolian interior is 
usually reached from Cilicia through the Taurus moun- 
tains at the Cilicia Gates, but also from Selifke up the 
Goksu River, and passes in the watershed of the Seyhan 
River N into E Cappadocia in the Anti-Taurus mountains. 
These passes, the fertile plain, and the proximity of metal 
ores in the surrounding mountains gave Cilicia strategic 
importance in ancient times. The excavations at Mersin 
and Tarsus testify to the long and continuous habitation of 
the Cilician plain. Numerous ancient mounds extending 
along a trunk line from the Bahce pass westward to the 
Lamus River with northern branches from Misis along the 
Seyhan River and from Tarsus toward the Cilicia Gates 
indicate extensive village occupation as well as the use of 
Cilicia as a link between Cappadocia and Syria throughout 
the ancient period (Seton-Williams 1954). 


B. Prehistory and Bronze Age 

In the Neolithic period, cultural influences from the 
Konya plain in the N and from Syria in the E are both 
apparent in the archaeological strata at Mersin and Tarsus. 
Cilicia appears to have been a cultural and political cross- 
road for the Bronze Age as well. Sargon of Akkad, the 
founder of the first Mesopotamian empire (ca. 2370 B.c.) 
claimed to control the NW regions as far as Cedar Forest 
and Silver Mountain. The latter could be any one of several 
rich silver deposits in the mountain perimeter N of the 
Cilician plain, while Cedar Forest is likely the Amanus 
mountains. In the 17th century B.c., the Hittite king, 
Hattufilis I (ca. 1650-1620), marched through Cilicia, and 
may have been responsible for the artificial rock cut which 
resulted in the present passage through the Taurus moun- 
tains at the Cilician Gates. Hittite domination in this region 
declined following the reign of MurSili I (ca. 1620-1595), 
and Hurrians pushed into Cilicia. 

In the LB Age Cilicia briefly was ruled by independent 
kings, at least three of whom were allied by parity treaties 
with Hittite kings who referred to the region of E Cilicia 
as Kizzuwatna. Finally in the reign of SunaiSrua of Kizzu- 
watna, Cilicia became a vassal kingdom in the Hittite 
empire then ruled by Suppiluliuma (ca. 1375-1335). The 
Amarna letters from Egypt, as well as the letters from 
Ugarit, reflect an interest in Cilician. Analysis of ceramic 
evidence from Tarsus and elsewhere in Cilicia for this 
period suggests a Mycenaean presence with close contact 
with the Mycenaean mainiand especially in the Late Hel- 
ladic III C period (Mee 1978). 


C. Iron Age 

In the early Iron Age, Cilicia appears to have had a 
cultural and social pattern similar to other small, contem- 
porary Neo-Hittite states which emerged throughout SE 
Anatolia, Syria, and N Mesopotamia, whose development 
was triggered by the collapse of the LB Age empires, 
population migrations, and invasions. The E plain of Cili- 
cia appears to have been inhabited by a mixed population 
including Hurrian, Luwian, and Phoenician elements. 

This condition is illustrated by the bilingual inscription 
found at Karatepe in the hills NE of the Cilician plain 
where the Taurus mountains meet the Amanus. The in- 
scription is on stone steles and sculptures which line two 
gateways to a fortress citadel, and is written in hieroglyphic 
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Hittite (a script used to write the Luwian language) and in 
Phoenician. Its Phoenician text is the longest Phoenician 
inscription found to date. The inscription and associated 
sculptures have been variously dated from the 9th to the 
7th centuries B.c. While some of the material found at 
Karatepe may date to the 9th century, it is most likely that 
the inscription and its author, Azatiwatas, date to the late 
8th or early 7th century B.c. (Winter 1979; Hawkins and 
Davies 1978). 

The independent Neo-Hittite states of Cilicia, like other 
similar small states in the surrounding regions were even- 
tually annexed into the Assyrian Empire in the 7th century 
B.c. The Assyrians called the Cilician plain Que, and part 
of the mountain perimeter to the N and W Huilakku. 
Shalmaneser III (858~—824 B.c.) was the first Assyrian king 
to subjugate Cilicia after several annual campaigns against 
its border defenses. Cilicia continued to be a difficult 
region to control because of local resistance and the inter- 
est taken in the area by Phrygia, Urartu, Phoenician, and 
Greek traders and colonists who wanted to limit Assyria’s 
power. Sargon II (721-705 B.c.) used Cilicia as the base 
for extensive military campaigns into the Anatolian inte- 
rior which resulted in the submission of the Phrygian king 
to Assyria (Postgate 1973). 

With the collapse of the Assyrian Empire, a period of 
political balance ensued between Lydia, Egypt, Neo-Baby- 
lonia, and Media. The treaty on the Halys River in 585 B.c. 
between Lydia and Media which was arbitrated by Laby- 
netus, a Babylonian, and Syennesis of Cilicia illustrates the 
political balance of this period (Hdt. 1.74). Possibly at this 
time Cilicia or parts of it became politically independent. 
But Neo-Babylonian sources indicate that the Cilician plain 
(Hume in Neo-Babylonian) was under Babylonian control. 
From this territory Babylonia obtained high quality iron. 
Nebuchadnezzar conquered the Cilician plain ca. 592 B.c., 
and Neriglissar reasserted Babylonian control over the 
region in 557/556 B.c., not long before Cyrus the Great 
brought Cilicia into the Persian Empire. 


D. Persian Empire and Hellenistic Period 

In the 5th century B.c., the Persians controlled Cilicia 
through a series of semi-independent vassal kings called 
Syennesis, and this region served as a mobilization area for 
military expeditions against the Danube region, Ionia, and 
Greece. The seizure of Cilicia was an important phase of 
the expedition of Cyrus the Younger in his revolt against 
his brother, Artaxerxes, in 401. As a result of Syennessis’s 
cooperation with Cyrus, Cilicia was annexed as a province 
(satrapy) to the Persian Empire. During the 4th century 
B.C., a series of satrap generals issued coins in Cilicia which 
were used to pay mercenary soldiers and other military 
expenses. The legends of these coins are written either in 
Greek or Aramaic. 

The occupation of Cilicia was also a crucial phase of 
Alexander’s conquest of the Persian Empire. In addition 
to the good fortune of taking the undefended Cilician 
Gates, Alexander also fought his first battle against Darius 
III at Issus on the E edge of the Cilician plain in 333 B.c. 
The Macedonian king established his first imperial mint 
outside of Macedonia at Tarsus, the site of Persian satrapal 
mints as well as the capital of this Persian province. During 
the struggles of the successors of Alexander (Diodochi), 
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Cilicia often played a military or financial role because of 
its strategic location between Asia Minor and Syria. its 
coastal position, and proximity to silver deposits in the 
surrounding mountains. 

In the Hellenistic period, the Seleucids acquired control 
of the Cilicia plain but were challenged by the Ptolemies 
for possession of Cilicia Tracheia during the 3d century. 
Antiochus III’s naval expedition in 197 eclipsed Ptolemic 
influence on the W coast of Cilicia. With the Treaty of 
Apamea, Antiochus retained control of both districts of 
Cilicia, but had restricted access to Cilicia Tracheia because 
his naval activity was limited to the coast E of the Calycad- 
nus River. The Cilician plain remained under Seleucid 
control for tie next hundred years. The Seleucid kings 
pursued a continuous policy of urbanization and helleni- 
zation in Cilicia, with many of its towns receiving names in 
honor of their Seleucid patrons. Antiochus IV Epiphanes 
(175-164) was especially active in this regard, adding to 
the already hellenized Tarsus (Antiocheia-on-Cydnus), 
Mopsuestia (Seleucia-on-Pyramus), and Silifke (Seleucia- 
on-Calycadnus) the towns of Adana (Antiocheia-on-Sarus), 
Mallus/Magarsus (Antiocheia-on-Pyramus), Oeniandus 
(Epiphaneia), and Castabala (Heiropolis). Seleucid control 
over Cilicia weakened after Antiochus IV, and Cilicia 
Tracheia came increasingly under the influence of local 
lords engaged in brigandage who were secure in their 
mountain fortresses. This region was geographically con- 
ducive to outlaws on land as well as by sea (Strabo 14.671). 
Pirates exploited the timber in the mountains and the 
numerous small protected coves along the coast with fertile 
valleys nearby. The region became so infested with pirates 
that “Cilician” became practically synonymous with “pi- 
rate” (Appian, Mith. 92). 


E. Roman Period 

Pompey annexed Cilicia Tracheia into the Roman em- 
pire during his campaign against the Mediterranean pi- 
rates in 67 B.c. He colonized defeated pirates in Cilicia 
Campestris a Soloi (refounded as Polpeiopolis), Mallus, 
Epiphaneia, and Adana, and annexed the Cilician plain at 
the conclusion of the war against Mithridates VI, king of 
Pontus. The two regions of Cilicia were joined to the 
already existing province of Cilicia which consisted of 
Pamphylia and Isauria. The region E of the Pyramus River 


remained under control of Rome’s friend and ally, the . 


local dynast Tarcondimotus, whose capital was at Castabala 
(Hieropolis-on-Pyramus). 

Roman republican administration of Cilicia was gener- 
ally corrupt despite the best efforts of the provincial gov- 
ernor, Marcus. T. Cicero (51 B.c.), to rectify the maladmin- 
istration of his predecessor. Conditions in the province 
worsened during the Roman civil wars which were largely 
fought in the i. Cassius imposed severe economic penalties 
on Tarsus in 4:3 B.c., and political instability, severe requi- 
sitions, and taxes followed Mark Antony’s gift of Cilicia 
Aspera to Cleopatra. By the early principate, Cilicia As- 
pera was joined to the province of Lycaonia while the 
Cilician plain was linked to Syria. Two client kings ruled 
portions of Cilicia: the temple state of Olba in the W, while 
the region E of the Pyramus came under the control of 
Archelaus, king of Cappadocia, following the death of 
Tarcondimotus. 
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The emperor Vespasian joined Cilicia Tracheia and 
Campestris to form the province of Cilicia. This emperor 
as well as Trajan improved rcads in Cilicia connecting this 
region to its neighboring provinces. The Flavians and 
Antonines promoted urbanization and _ hellenization 
within the province, and Hadrian and Antoninus Pius 
enlarged Cilicia with the addition of Lycaonia and Isauria. 
These policies were probably designed to strengthen Cili- 
cia’s military functions within the empire’s defensive sys- 
tem. Road improvements in the reign of Alexander Seve- 
rus (ca. A.D. 230) further strengthened Cilicia as a conduit 
for troop movements and a source of military provisions. 
Many of the governors of the province are known from 
the Flavian through the Severan dynasties, and a study has 
been made of their previous and subsequent positions in 
the imperial administration (Pflaum 1966). 

Following the capture of Valerian by the Persians, about 
A.D. 260, this new aggressive enemy of Rome overran the 
provinces of Syria and Cilicia. These provinces were recov- 
ered for Rome as a result of tle counterattacks of Callistus 
(or Ballista) who was in charge of Roman military supply 
at Samosata. Due to his effcrts, the Roman frontier was 
restored on the upper Euphriites—part of a broader policy 
of restoration accomplished }by the barracks emperors of 
the late 3d century culminating in the imperial reunifica- 
tion and reforms of Constantine (a.p. 306-37). As part of 
these reforms, the administration of Cilicia was divided 
with Cilicia Tracheia becoming part of the province of 
Isauria, while the Cilician plain constituted the province 
of Cilicia. Both Isauria and Cilicia belonged to the diocese 
of Oriens which also included Arabia, Palestine, Syria, and 
NW Mesopotamia. 

References in the NT to ‘cilicia consistently link it to 
Syria reflecting the administrative unity of these two areas 
during the early principate (cts 15:23, 41; Gal 1:21; also 
Acts 27:5). The apostle Paul came from Tarsus, and prob- 
ably belonged to a prominent Jewish family of that city, 
holding both local and Roman citizenship (Woloch 1973). 
The fact that he was a tent maker fits with other evidence 
which indicated that textile manufacturing was an impor- 
tant industry in Tarsus during; the Roman period. 
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CIMMERIANS [Gk Kimmerioi]. The Greek name of a 
group of Indo-European nomadic people possibly to be 
identified with the descendants of the biblical Gomer in 
the “Table of Nations” (Gen 10:2-3) and mentioned as 
providing part of the forces of Gog (Ezek 38:6). The 
Cimmerians, as they are called in Classical literature, lived 
on the steppes of Russia. Josephus wrongly equates the 
Gomerians with the Celtic Galatians (Ant 1.123). Homer 
indicates that the Cimmerians were from a foggy land 
possibly located along the northern shore of the Black Sea 
on the Crimean peninsula (Od. 11.13-19; cf. Strabo 7.4.3). 

There is much debate over the history of the Cimmeri- 
ans prior to the 8th century B.c. It is thought that they 
occupied the steppes north of the Caucasus Mountains 
from the 18th to the 13th century B.c. Then it is likely that 
they moved south to the area of the Caucasus mountain 
range and resided there from the 13th to the 8th century 
B.c. The Cimmerians were pushed south from the Ukraine 
region of Russia by the Scythians who, in turn, were being 
pressed westward by other peoples from farther east. 

Several cuneiform texts from the late 8th to the early 
7th centuries 8.c. record Cimmerian conflicts with Urartu 
and the Assyrians. The Cimmerians attacked the Urartians 
twice, once during the reign of Rusa I, king of Urartu 
(734-714 B.c.) and a second time in 707 B.c. These attacks 
weakened the Urartians and allowed the Cimmerians to 
move farther west into eastern Turkey. The threat of the 
Cimmerians worried the Assyrians and an elderly Sargon 
Il (722-705 B.c.) led an attack against them during his 
campaign in Tabal. In 679 B.c. Esarhaddon managed to 
defeat them near Tabal. 

The conflict with the Assyrians caused most of the 
Cimmerians to move further west to central Anatolia. 
There they attacked Sinope, a Greek colony located along 
the shore of the Black Sea. In ca. 676 B.c. they destroyed 
Gordion, the capital of the Phrygian kingdom and home 
of the legendary King Midas. Strabo records that Midas, 
distraught over the defeat, committed suicide by drinking 
bull’s blood (Strabo 1.61). 

The Cimmerians led three attacks against Gyges, king 
of the Lydians, the first being between 668 and 665 B.c. It 
was after this first attack that Gyges pleaded for military 
aid from the Assyrians. The second Cimmerian attack 
against Lydia came in 657 B.c. The death of Gyges and the 
fall of Sardis, the Lydian capital city, came as a result of 
the third and final Cimmerian attack. The Cimmerians 
pushed on into Ionia and attacked Smyrna, Magnesia, and 
Ephesus. 

The Cimmerians, under the leadership of Lygdamis 
(Strabo 1.61; known as Tugdamme in cuneiform sources), 
then attacked Cilicia in southeastern Turkey. The Assyrian 
king Ashurbanipal (668-631 B.c.), reportedly killed Tug- 
damme in battle. Shandakshatru, the son of Tugdamme, 
then submitted to Assyrian authority and the Cimmerians 
were no longer an independent entity. The name Gimmi- 
raia, however, survives in the Akkadian portion of the 
Behistun inscription. Cappadocia, later called Gomir by 
the Armenians, may have been the home of some Cimmer- 
ians after their submission to the Assyrians. 
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CIRCUMCISION. In the ancient Near East circumci- 
sion was widely practiced in two distinct forms: certain 
classes of Egyptian men, especially priests, slit the foreskin 
to let it hang free; many men from western Semitic groups 
in Syria and Palestine removed the foreskin altogether. 
The origins of the practice are irretrievable. Herodotus 
(5th century B.c.£.) speculated that circumcision had orig- 
inated in Egypt and then moved E and N around the 
Mediterranean to Phoenicia. Although his view prevailed 
among modern scholars until recently, archaeological dis- 
coveries have required a reassessment of the evidence. 
Depictions of Syrian warriors circumcised in the W Semitic 
manner unearthed in Syria and Egypt date from early in 
the 3d millennium s.c.£. (Sasson 1966: 473-76). The 
Egyptian practice of circumcision first surfaces in the 23d 
century: a stele describes a group rite in which 120 men 
were circumcised (ANET, 326). On the basis of this evi- 
dence, Sasson argued that the practice began among NW 
Semites and moved S where Egyptians adapted it. His 
assessment accounts for the data currently available. 
Hebrews adopted the W Semitic practice of circumcision 
as they moved into Palestine (Genesis 17; Josh 5:2—9). 
Because circumcision occupied a central place in the He- 
brew sense of cultural and religious identity, each genera- 
tion had to appropriate and interpret it. As a result, the 
Hebrew understanding of the rite’s significance became 
extraordinarily rich. The subject divides neatly into three 
divisions: Hebrew writings, Jewish writings authored be- 
tween Alexander’s conquest (333 B.c.E.) and the Bar 
Kokhba Revolt (132-35 c.£.), and early Christian writings. 


A. Hebrew Writings 
1. Circumcision behind the Stories 
2. The Bloody Bridegroom (Exod 4:24—26) 
3. Circumcision of Abraham 
4. Circumcisions at Gilgal (Josh 5:2—9) 
B. Greek and Roman Periods to the Bar Kokhba Revolt 
1. Consolidating Circumcision 
2. Explaining Circumcision to the Greeks 
3. Neglecting Circumcision 
C. Early Christians and Circumcision 
1. Circumcision Is Necessary 
2. Circumcision Is Irrelevant 
3. Jews Should Circumcise; Gentiles Should Not 
4, Literal Circumcision Is Abolished 
5. Circumcision Used Positively 
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Hebrew Writings 

The stories concerning circumcision as told in the He- 
brew scriptures already show the richness which results 
from long reflection. Differing conceptions intertwine be- 
low the surface of these stories. Although disentangling 
these conceptions will not suffice to interpret the stories 
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from which they come, it can isolate ideas significant for 
the Hebrew understanding of circumcision. 

1. Circumcision behind the Stories. Circumcision was 
a marriage or fertility rite. Israelites cannot marry Shech- 
emites until Shechem circumcises himself and all his men 
(Genesis 34). Zipporah announces that circumcision has 
made someone a “bloody bridegroom” to her (Exod 4:25). 
Whatever her enigmatic phrase means, it implies connec- 
tion between marriage and circumcision even if it loses 
that significance in the Exodus account. The story of 
Abraham presupposes a rationale for uniting a marriage 
with circumcision: Only after Abraham’s circumcision can 
Sarah bear a child or can Abraham have the right child 
who will be Elessed by God. Circumcision is a fertility rite 
to ensure a goodly number of offspring blessed by God. 

Circumcision was also an apotropaic rite, that is, a ritual 
to ward off evil. In a Phoenician myth El escapes grave 
danger by sacrificing his only son, then circumcising him- 
self and his confederates (Euseb. Praep. Ev. 1.10.33, 44; cf. 
Flusser and Safrai 1980: 46). Although this passage is late 
(from Philo of Byblos, ca. 100 c.£.) it probably preserves 
an ancient Phoenician belief that circumcision turns evil 
away. In Exod 4:24—26 an act of circumcision turns aside 
a threat of death. Conversely, uncircumcision delivers 
kings and armies to the fullest possible experience of 
death, relegating them to the deepest corner of Sheol 
(Ezek 28:10; 31:28; 32:19-32; Lods 1943: 271-83). When 
later Jews, by analogy with Passover blood, attribute to 
circumcision sacrificial value to thwart the destroying angel 
(Flusser and Safrai 1980; Vermes 1958), they elaborate 
ideas long implict in the Hebrew conception of circumci- 
sion. 

E. Isaac (1965) argues that circumcision served as a knife 
rite to ratify « covenant. Parties to a covenant, after killing 
an animal, swore by imprecation: if I fail to keep this 
covenant may the knife turn on me. The Abraham story 
associates circumcision with a covenant (Genesis 17). Simi- 
larly circumcision is associated with an agreement between 
Israel and the Shechemites (Gen 34:14-17). Perhaps the 
circumcisions at Gilgal (Josh 5:2—9) occurred at a covenant 
renewal ceremony. Yet this motif lies below the surface and 
was not developed in later Hebrew literature. 

Although many of the surrounding nations practiced it 
(Jer 9:25-26), circumcision gave Hebrews a sense of na- 
tional identity. This usage peaked when the Hebrews con- 
fronted “uncircumcised” nations, the Philistines (Judg 
14:3; 15:18; | Sam 14:6; 17:26, 36; 31:4 [cf. 1 Chr 10:4]; 
2 Sam 1:20), the Babylonians and the Greeks. 

The heart (Deut 10:16; 30:6; Lev 26:41; Jer 4:4; 9:25— 
26), the lips (Exod 6:12, 30), the ears (Jer 6:10, and even 
fruit trees (Lev 19:23-25) are called circumcised or uncir- 
cumcised. What are the connotations on which these me- 
taphors rely? 

Passages which use the metaphor of the circumcised 
heart cluster in the Exile and in the years immediately 
preceding it. The heart 1s the thinking, willing part of a 
human being. hence the passages hold up the ideal of a 
circumcised mind, one which delights in the obedient love 
of God (Deut 10:16; 30:6). An Israelite with an uncircum- 
cised heart differs not at all from a Gentile whose nation 
practices circumcision (Jer 9:25-26). Only those with a 
circumcised heart can experience the blessings of the 
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covenant of Abraham (Jer 4:4; cf. 4:2) or return from exile 
(Lev 26:41; Deut 30:6) or enter the rebuilt temple (Ezek 
44:7, 9). A circumcised hear’ is a mind of the right kind, 
one able to participate in a covenant with God. Human 
beings ordinarily circumcise their own hearts, but God 
promises to do so after the exile (Deut 30:6). 

Moses complains that he has uncircumcised lips: he 
delivered God’s message to |he people and they did not 
respond (Exod 6:12, 30). Again the metaphor concerns 
ability for participation in what God is doing; since the 
problem cannot be with God’s word, it must be with Moses’ 
lips. In the subsequent narrative God responds by giving 
Moses heightened ability for the task: God will make Moses 
like God to Pharaoh (7:1). 

Jeremiah speaks of uncircumcised ears which cannot 
hear the warning God issues through him (Jer 6:10). These 
are ears unable to participate in what God is doing; they 
cannot hear God’s message. 

Israelites must not eat from newly planted trees for their 
fruit is uncircumcised (Lev 10:23-25). This injunction is a 
specific instance of the command, “You shall be holy for I 
the Lord your God am holy” '19:2). Uncircumcised fruit is 
unsuitable for a people participating in God’s holiness. 

In the Hebrew Scriptures the metaphorical use is consis- 
tent. Circumcision connotes suitability for participation in 
what God is doing. It follows that physical, literal circum- 
cision also carried this meaning. Circumcision made Israel 
fit to participate in God’s activity as God’s people. This 
meaning for literal circumcision lies behind the require- 
ment that only the circumcised may eat Passover (Exod 
12:43-49). 

Hence Hebrews could draw from a plethora of signifi- 
cances when interpreting stories about circumcision. They 
could emphasize connotation: of marriage and fertility, of 
covenant making, of deliverance from evil, of suitability 
for participation within Goc’s activity, and of national 
identity. Of course, few stories make use of all of these 
ideas. We now turn to several of the more important stories 
to see how these ideas intertwine. 

2. The Bloody Bridegroom (Exod 4:24—26). The most 
vexing of all stories about circumcision is that of Zipporah, 
her son, and the “bloody bridegroom” (Exod 4:24—26). 
The many puzzles of this pissage reduce to two: What 
does the phrase “bloody bridegroom” mean? Does God 
seek to kill Moses or Moses’ scn? 

The first puzzle stems from the ordinary meaning of 
the Hebrew word translated “bridegroom” (hétdén). Since 
Moses and Zipporah have at least one child, “bridegroom” 
describes Moses poorly. Applying “bloody bridegroom” to 
Zipporah’s son fares even worse. In Arabic hatan can also 
denote one who is circumcised. Perhaps Zipporah de- 
clares, “You are a blood-circurncised one for me” (Kosmala 
1962: 27). Whether or not the story presupposes the 
meaning “circumcised one,” the last verse of the story 
shows how the final editor wants the reader to understand 
the phrase: “She said ‘hdtan daémim’ concerning circumci- 
sion” (Exod 4:26) as if to say “Don’t worry about this 
puzzling phrase; Zipporah was talking about circumcision, 
nothing more.” 

The second puzzle concerns antecedents of the pro- 
nouns in the passage. Do the masculine pronouns refer to 
Moses or Zipporah’s son? Although the story does not 
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mention Moses by name (the RSV clarifies the text by 
introducing Moses’ name in 4:25), ambiguous masculine 
pronouns most naturally refer to him. But God has just 
charged Moses with a message and sent him to deliver it to 
Pharaoh. Why would God immediately waylay his messen- 
ger? If God attacks Moses, the story hardly fits its context. 

What if God seeks to kill Moses’ son? This requires 
mental agility from the reader, but, once the reader makes 
the required leap the story not only fits the context but 
makes a positive contribution to the argument. The mes- 
sage with which Moses has been entrusted threatens Pha- 
raoh’s first born son with death (Exod 4:23). If uncircum- 
cised, Moses’ own son is a son of Egypt, unable to live once 
the prophetic word has gone forth against Egypt’s first 
born. Zipporah wards off the threat of death by circumcis- 
ing her son and daubing him with the blood. The story 
not only foreshadows the later events of Passover but also 
confirms the commission God has just given Moses. The 
narrow escape of his son is a sign that Moses’ message is 
true: not even Moses’ own son is safe apart from the 
covenant of circumcision; how much less Pharaoh’s! 

Since the story fits its context better if the pronouns 
refer to Moses’ son than if they refer to Moses, probably 
this is the intention of the final author. Perhaps the author 
has made some attempt to narrow the gap the reader must 
leap. After all the author has most recently been writing 
not about Moses but about firstborn sons. Perhaps he gave 
another clue that is now obscured. Changing one letter in 
the Hebrew phrase “in the way” (bdrk) yields “your first- 
born son” (bkrk). The text may originally have read “When 
his first-born son was at the lodging, God met him and 
sought to kill him” (Exod 4:23). Other interpretations of 
this difficult story have been well defended. See Childs 
(Exodus OTL, 90-107), Kosmala (1962), Kaplan (1981), 
and the literature they cite. 

The Zipporah story draws upon a number of the themes 
discussed above. Circumcision incorporates Moses’ son 
into Israel, God’s first born. It wards off death from him 
as an apotropaic, sacrificial rite. It fits him to partake in 
what God is doing. 

3. Circumcision of Abraham. The authors of Genesis 
17 lived in a culture, probably during the Exile, which did 
not practice circumcision. They had to explain why Isra- 
elites should circumcise their children. They drew gladly 
upon traditions which claimed that circumcision ensured 
many offspring who would be blessed by God and who 
would experience what God was doing for his people. 
Before Abraham’s circumcision Sarah is not fertile; after- 
ward she is. Before his circumcision Abraham can only 
beget Ishmael; afterward he can beget Isaac, the child 
blessed by God. The chapter generalizes the principle: to 
experience the promise of many children blessed by God 
in the land, Abraham’s children through Isaac must be 
circumcised on the eighth day (Gen 17:8, 14). But, since 
they were uncomfortable with the magical associations 
these claims had, the authors invented a new mode of 
operation: circumcision does not bring about these bless- 
ings; God has promised them. Circumcision is a mnemonic 
sign of the covenant with God. It reminds both God and 
Israelites that they are God’s and he is theirs; that he has 
chosen them and that they are in the sphere of his working 
(Fox 1974). With circumcision Israelites commit them- 
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selves to living in this sphere; hence, to neglect it is to read 
oneself out of God’s people. Since circumcision denotes 
the beginning of this new sphere of existence, both Abra- 
ham and Sarah change names. Although Abraham, like 
Phoenician F1, both circumcises himself and seeks to offer 
his son as a sacrifice, Genesis no longer assumes that 
circumcision completes the sacrifice of an only son. How- 
ever, the stories may be connected at another level (Flusser 
and Safrai 1980; Alexander 1983). 

4. Circumcisions at Gilgal (Josh 5:2-9). Editors of the 
Joshua story wondered why the Israelites were not circum- 
cised already and gave three answers: (1) Israelites were 
already circumcised but are circumcised a second time. 
Sasson (1966) suggests a plausible background for this 
explanation: They had been circumcised in the Egyptian 
manner; now they made the incision all the way around, 
“rolling off” (from the same root as Gilgal) the reproach 
of Egypt (Josh 5:2, 9). (2) The children of those who had 
disobeyed God and hence wandered in the wilderness had 
not been circumcised but were circumcised at Gilgal so 
they could eat Passover (cf. Exod 12:44—48). (3) The LXX 
preserves a different explanation: some of them had not 
been circumcised in Egypt. 

The authors may have included the story because it 
connects circumcision with entering the land. Probably the 
backdrop is exilic. Why should we circumcise? Because 
only the circumcised can participate in what God is doing, 
only they can enter the land and take it. Their parents, 
who had neglected circumcision, could not. 


B. Greek and Roman Periods to the Bar Kokhba 
Revolt 

With the arrival of the Greeks came strong cultural 
pressure against circumcision. Greek sensibility accepted 
public nudity but strongly recoiled against removing the 
foreskin. Greeks considered a bare glans so repugnant, 
perhaps indecent, that those born with a defectively short 
foreskin frequently submitted to epispasm, surgery de- 
signed to restore the foreskin to its natural shape (Celsus 
Med. 7.25.1; Soranus Gynecology 2.34; Dioscorides 4.153; 
Hall 1988). Even those adequately endowed frequently 
secured the foreskin in place with a String or a pin (fibula), 
a practice called kunodesme in Greek, infibulation in Latin 
(Kreuls 1985; Celsus Med. 7.25.2), lest the glans inadver- 
tently be revealed. Since the Romans shared the Greek 
repugnance toward circumcision, circumcision became the 
target of horror, contempt, scorn, and ridicule (Martial 
Epigrams 7.35, 82) throughout the period. 

Cultural pressure against circumcision manifested itself 
in several ways. Since Jews were widely known to be circum- 
cised, they were frequently ridiculed and ostracized. The 
Greek gymnasium or the Roman bath, both favorite insti- 
tutions of those who could afford them, presupposed 
public nudity. The severe social stigma against circumci- 
sion discouraged Jews from participating. Greek athletics 
offered lower class boys of ability one of the readiest 
avenues for social and economic advancement, but since 
athletes competed naked, those who were circumcised 
could not compete. In Alexandria and probably other 
cities organized on the Greek pattern, citizenship hinged 
on Greek descent and successful completion of training as 
an ephebe. Since ephebes regularly exercised in gymnasia, 
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circumcised Jews had to dispense with the privileges of 
citizenship. After the Jewish War (66-72 c.E.), Rome levied 
a tax on all circumcised Jews to support the worship of 
Jupiter Capitolinus. The tax not only imposed a financial 
burden; it also made it impossible for Jewish men to avoid 
the stigma of being Jewish by ceasing to practice Judaism. 
Suetonius tells with sympathy how an elderly man, who 
for years had not lived as a practicing Jew, was stripped in 
court, found to be circumcised, and forced to pay (Dom. 
12.2). Two rulers outlawed circumcision on pain of death: 
Antiochus IV Epiphanes, a Greek Seleucid ruler (ca. 160 
B.C.E.), hurlect mothers and their circumcised babies from 
the walls of Jerusalem (1 Macc 1:48, 60-61; 2 Macc 6:10; 
4 Macc. 4:25:; Hadrian, a Roman emperor, considered 
circumcision “he moral equivalent of castration and out- 
lawed both, precipitating or responding to the Bar Kokhba 
revolt (Smallwood 1959). 

This stiff resistance to circumcision produced several 
responses among Jews. Some consolidated the traditional 
emphasis on circumcision so that circumcision became 
even more important than before. Some, educated in the 
Greek mode, retained circumcision and sought to explain 
it in ways acceptable to Greek sensibility. Some Jews, aban- 
doning circuracision but not Judaism, allegorized circum- 
cision and practiced a Judaism consonant with the best 
ideals of Greek culture. Some abandoned Judaism with 
circumcision and faded entirely into their cultural sur- 
roundings. We will examine these groups in turn. 

1. Consolidating Circumcision. As Jubilees, written 
shortly after the Hellenizing reforms of Jason the High 
Priest (175-172 B.c.£.), takes a rigid stance against Greek 
culture, so it staunchly supports the necessity of circumci- 
sion. Those who are circumcised live in the godly sphere 
of existence; the uncircumcised live in a sphere dominated 
by evil. After narrating the ancient institution of circumci- 
sion by divine command to Abraham, an angel reveals to 
Moses the necessity of circumcision. Evil spirits rule the 
nations to deceive and annihilate them, but God rules 
Israel. Circumcision removes Israelites from the dominion 
of evil, places them under God’s reign, and sanctifies them 
to experience God’s presence with the holy angels who 
were created circumcised (Jub. 15:25—-34). Circumcision 
determines the sphere in which one lives: the uncircum- 
cised are dominated by evil, the circumcised, being ruled 
by God, experience his blessing. A paraphrase of the 
Shechem story demands that Israelite daughters not be 
given to the uncircumcised (Jubilees 30). To do so would 
place them outside the sphere of God’s activity. Since not 
everyone physically circumcised fits in God’s sphere, cir- 
cumcision of the heart is necessary as well. When people 
repent God will circumcise their hearts and include them 
in his sphere as his children (Jub. 1:23-25). 

The community at Qumran, which owned several copies 
of Jubilees, elaborated the doctrine of circumcision found 
in Jubilees and added a thrust of its own. Circumcision 
removes one from the wicked sphere and places one in the 
sphere of God: entering the community resembles Abra- 
ham’s circumcision in that it frees one from the Angel of 
Enmity (CD 16:4—6). Those ruled by the spirit of truth in 
the community circumcise the foreskin of inclination (1QS 
5:5). From the Qumran writings, metaphorical circumci- 
sion signifies the ability to receive or impart revelation. 
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Circumcised ears can hear God speak the truth (1QH 
18:20); uncircumcised lips c:nnot speak God’s message 
truly (1QH 2:7, 18). Because those at Qumran viewed the 
rest of Israel as apostate, they used circumcision meta- 
phorically rather than literally to define the sphere where 
God works. Yet in doing so they follow a path blazed by 
Jubilees. 

Flusser and Safrai argue that the traditional Jewish bless- 
ing for the rite of circumcision praises God for instituting 
circumcision to save Abraham and his kin from destruc- 
tion. If so, this blessing draws upon the same circle of 
ideas: circumcision removes one from the sphere of evil. 
Levi presupposes the same conception of circumcision 
when he argues against circunicising the Shechemites since 
God’s wrath burned against them (T: Levi 6:3). 

The LXX and the Targums interpret Zipporah’s circum- 
cision of her son as a sacrifice. The blood of circumcision 
atones for the guilt of Moses. thus warding off the angel 
of destruction who seeks to kill him (Exod 4:24—26 in 
LXX, Tg. Ongq.; Frg. Tg., Tg. Neof., Tg. Ps.-j.; Vermes 1958). 
Somewhat later than the peried of interest here, the Mish- 
nah and Talmud elaborate the sacrificial significance of 
circumcision and speak of the blood which ratifies the 
covenant (for references to circumcision in the later works 
see Betz’s remarks: TRE 5: 717-19). 

Other books emphasize the necessity of circumcision 
without offering a rationale. Judith and Esther pointedly 
mention circumcision of proselytes (Jdt 14:10; Esth 8:17 
{LXX]). The Hasmoneans regularly permitted residents of 
conquered territory to remain only if they submitted to 
circumcision (1 Macc 2:46; Joseph. Ant 13.257, 318-19, 
397). As in Jubilees Hebrew daughters should only marry 
circumcised men (Joseph. Ant 20.139, 145). In the LXX 
recension of the book of Esther, the heroine abhors the 
bed of the uncircumcised (Esth 14:15). Moses is blessed by 
what the Greeks abhorred; lik2 the angels in Jubilees, Moses 
was born circumcised (L. A. B. 9:13). 

All of these works counter the Greek threat against 
circumcision by reasserting its necessity or explaining its 
significance. Circumcision atones for guilt as a sacrifice, 
transfers one from the realm of the deceiving, destroying 
angels tg the realm of blessing, and sanctifies one for 
participation in heavenly worship in God’s presence. It is 
folly to neglect it, folly inspired by the demonic rulers of 
the uncircumcised. 

2. Explaining Circumcision to the Greeks. Jews who 
wanted to participate in Greex culture as fully as possible 
had to deal with the Greek prejudice against circumcision. 
Josephus and Philo, from the Ist century, and Artapanos, 
who wrote somewhat earlier, probably fit in this category. 

Although Josephus projected but did not complete a 
book on the customs of the Jews, his existing works offer 
some clues. God gave circuracision to keep Abraham’s 
posterity from mixing with others (Ant 1.192). As Jews 
circumcise on the eighth day 1o follow Isaac’s example, so 
Arabs follow Ishmael in circumcising in the thirteenth 
year (Ant 1.214). Apion, an Evyptian, abuses the Hebrews 
for practicing circumcision and teaching the practice to 
others. Josephus, by pointing out that Egyptians circum- 
cised priests and, according to Herodotus (2.104), taught 
others to follow their example, turns the tables on him 
(AgAp 2.141—44). 
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Artapanos claims that Moses originated Egyptian and 
Ethiopian as well as Israelite customs. Moses established 
(pagan!) deities for the various nomes within Egypt. When 
he heads an army against the Ethiopians, his enemies 
emulate his circumcision (Eus. Praep. Ev. 27.10). Artapa- 
nos hopes to defend and honor the customs Moses estab- 
lished, especially circumcision. If Egyptians and Ethiopi- 
ans still obey the customs Moses gave them, why should 
not the Hebrews obey him as well? 

When specifically replying to ridicule against circumci- 
sion (Spec Leg 1-11), Philo divides his defense of circumci- 
sion into two parts. In the first of these, attributed to 
divinely gifted men of old, Philo lists four reasons justify- 
ing circumcision: (1) it renders one less susceptible to 
disease, (2) it promotes that cleanliness of the whole body 
is necessary for priestly sanctification, (3) it likens the 
circumcised member to the heart (since the heart begets 
thought, the highest excellence to issue from human be- 
ings, it is fitting for the member which alone begets sensi- 
ble things to resemble the heart as much as possible), (4) 
circumcision, by clearing the way for the seed, enhances 
fertility (Spec Leg 2-7). To these Philo adds two allegorical 
reasons: since the mating of man and woman is the most 
imperious of pleasures, circumcision tokens the excision 
of those pleasures which bewitch the mind. Since human 
beings readily arrogate to themselves the power to produce 
children, circumcision shows in the begetting member that 
the prerogative belongs to God alone (Spec Leg 8-11; cf. 
304—5; Migr 92). Philo further elaborates his ideas in his 
commentary on Genesis 17 (Ques Gen 3.46—62). 

3. Neglecting Circumcision. Every religious or cultural 
tradition has its dropouts. In the face of the severe social 
pressure against circumcision in the Greco-Roman period, 
many Jews quietly bowed out and joined the dominant 
culture, ceasing to practice circumcision. So much cannot 
be disputed, but dispute does arise over whether some 
Jews created a Jewish theology capable of offering a ration- 
ale for neglecting the practice of circumcision. This dis- 
pute, when reduced to the least common denominator, 
concerns whether a Jew who does not practice circumcision 
is apostate. Recognizing that “apostate” applies differently 
within differing confessional groups, we will sidestep this 
question by applying the term “Jewish” to any theology 
held by those claiming to live as Jews. 

Evidence for compromise with Greek sensibility is 
strong. Martial twice mentions Jews who have hidden their 
circumcision by infibulation (Epigrams 7.35, 82). Celsus 
describes an operation (epispasm) to restore the foreskin 
of those who were circumcised (Med. 7.25.1). References 
to Jews who had submitted to epispasm begin about 150 
B.c.E. and last throughout the period of interest here (1 
Macc 1:15; cf. Joseph. Ant 12.241; T: Mos 8.3; 1 Cor 7:18; 
m. °Abot 3.16; Epiphanius Mens. 16; frequent in Babylonian 
Talmud; Hall 1988). Jub 15:33, written in the middle of 
the 2d century B.c.£., mentions two ways Israel trans- 
gresses circumcision: by cutting off too little of the fore- 
skin, by leaving their sons just as they were born. Removing 
too little of the foreskin clearly concedes to Greek sensibil- 
ity; not only would it facilitate infibulation and epispasm, 
but a sufficiently small cut would hardly show even without 
these expedients. Both forms of neglect were problems 
throughout the period. Mattathius forcibly circumcised 


CIRCUMCISION 


uncircumcised Jewish boys (1 Macc 2:46) as, perhaps, did 
Bar Kokhba (¢. Sabb. 15:9; b. Yebam. 72a). 2 Baruch 66:5, in 
attributing a similar action to good King Josiah, presup- 
poses that the problem of uncircumcised Jews was ever 
present. The Mishnah must stipulate removal of the entire 
foreskin for circumcision to be valid (b. Sabb. 137a—b). 

Some references to neglect of circumcision presuppose 
a rationale. Those Jewish parents who cut off a minute 
portion of their son’s foreskins show as much concern for 
Jewish tradition as they do for Greek sensibility. After all, 
their quarrel with other Jews concerns not whether cir- 
cumcision should be done but what constitutes circumci- 
sion, a matter of interpreting traditions which were vague 
when the question first arose. 

Some Jews required proselytes to be baptized but not 
circumcised. Sibylline Oracle 4.163—170 pleas for all mortals 
everywhere to repent and be baptized but does not men- 
tion circumcision. Ananius, a Jewish merchant (ca. 50 C.£.), 
after working hard to convert Izates, Prince of Adiabene, 
tried to dissuade him from offending his subjects by being 
circumcised. Ananius argued that, in his case, keeping the 
ordinances of God in a general way sufficed (Joseph. Ant 
20.38—48). Although the rabbis staunchly supported cir- 
cumcision of proselytes, a debate between Eleazer, who 
maintained that circumcision alone could make a prose- 
lyte, and Joshua, who maintained that baptism alone suf- 
ficed, may reflect issues raised first by those who thought 
circumcision of proselytes unnecessary. Philo, although he 
probably wished proselytes to submit to circumcision (Migr 
92), says that the real proselyte circumcises not his uncir- 
cumcision but his passions (Quaes Ex 2.2). Such thinking, 
in other minds than Philo’s, probably justified allowing 
proselytes to remain uncircumcised. 

Philo criticizes Jews who so allegorized the law that they 
robbed it of its literal meaning. They repudiated sabbaths, 
feasts, the temple, and circumcision, among many other 
things (Migr 89-93). ?Abot denies a portion in the world to 
come to those with a similarly defective practice (Abot 
3.16; cf. a similar list in 6. Yoma 85b). Ignatius warns the 
Philadelphians against listening to Judaism taught by those 
who were uncircumcised (Ign. Philad. 6.1). Such passages 
imply that some Jews dispensed with practices offensive to 
Greeks by interpreting them allegorically. Since they still 
valued the law and other Jewish traditions, they represent 
a Jewish theology which found circumcision unnecessary. 
(For further consideration of this topic see Collins 1985.) 


C. Early Christians and Circumcision 

Like Jews of the same period, early Christians differed 
in their stances toward circumcision. The issue certainly 
threatened and probably fractured the unity of the early 
church. One question dominated the dispute: how could 
Christians inherit the blessings regularly associated with 
circumcision? This question broke down into several oth- 
ers: Was circumcision necessary for Christians? What does 
circumcision mean? How does what God is doing in Christ 
fit with what God did in the past through Abraham’s 
covenant of circumcision? Answers to these questions took 
several forms: (1) what God has done in Christ is part of 
the wonderful thing God did in Abraham, hence circum- 
cision is necessary for all (Paul’s opponents); (2) what God 
is doing in Christ surpasses anything he did in the past, 
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hence circumcision, valuable in itself, now is irrelevant 
(Paul); (3) in Christ the plan of God has widened to include 
the gentiles; Jews should circumcise, Gentiles should not 
(Luke-Acts); (4) a proper reading of Scripture shows that 
literal circumcision is abolished (Ephesians, Barnabas, Diog- 
netus, 4 Ezra —2); (5) others sidestep the central questions 
to use the iraagery of circumcision to illustrate a point 
(john, Odes of Solomon, Gospel of Philip). 

1. Circumcision Is Necessary. Although no early 
Christian writing advocating circumcision for all Christians 
has survived, Luke describes a group of Judean Christian 
Pharisees who find circumcision and observance of the 
Law of Moses necessary for salvation (Acts 15:1, 5). Paul 
faces similar opponents in Galatians. Since Paul argues 
that the decisive move from the sphere of evil to God’s 
sphere occurs in Christ, his opponents probably made a 
similar claim for circumcision. In analogy with the claims 
in Jubilees and other works, Paul’s opponents probably 
claimed that without circumcision the Galatians belonged 
in the present evil age (Gal 1:4) enslaved to “elemental 
spirits” or “beings not gods” (Gal 4:1-11) and that they 
could not partake of the heavenly blessings belonging to 
the descendants of Abraham (Gal 4:21-5:1). The oppo- 
nents in Colossians, whether they have elaborated the 
spirit world in Essene or Pythagorean directions, adapt 
similar ideas In Phil 3:1-21 Paul does not counter a 
heavenly mythological thrust: those who advocate circum- 
cision are concerned only with earthly things (3:19). Hence 
some early Christians saw what God was doing in Christ as 
part of what God had done in Abraham; therefore, they 
required circumcision. A subset of this group adapted 
older and current Jewish arguments to explain the neces- 
sity of circumcision. Since circumcision removed human 
beings from the dominion of evil and included them in 
the rule of God where Christ was, and since circumcision 
fit them for the heavenly Jerusalem where Christ was at 
God’s right hand, circumcision was necessary for salvation. 

2. Circumcision Is Irrelevant. Paul and his followers 
argue that advocates of universal circumcision have failed 
to grasp what God is doing. Contrary to the kind of 
thinking preserved in Jubilees, not circumcision but faith in 
Christ assures acceptance before God. Since the heavenly 
court reckoned Abraham righteous by faith before he 
received circumcision, and since God’s promise made 
Abraham father of many nations, not of Jews alone, cir- 
cumcision does not produce acceptance with God but only 
signifies it (Rom 4:9-12; cf. 15:8—9). Reliance upon cir- 
cumcision obligates one to keep the rest of the law; failing 
that, circumc:sion becomes uncircumcision (Gal 5:3; Rom 
2:25-29; cf. Jer 9:25-26). But the law, only a temporary 
restraining injunction handed down by the heavenly court, 
sentences everyone to death (Rom 3:9—-19). Justification 
and acceptance before the heavenly court comes in Christ 
and is awarded to faith as with Abraham (Rom 3:21—5:5). 
Hence circumcision, far from assuring acceptance before 
God, actually condemns anyone who trusts it. Those who 
exalt circumc:sion seek salvation from a part of God’s plan 
designed to give condemnation. Not circumcision but 
Christ makes one fit to stand before the heavenly court. 

As Christ, not circumcision, assures acceptance with 
God, so Christ, not circumcision, assures deliverance from 
the reign of evil powers. Not those in the covenant of 
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circumcision but those in Christ are children of Isaac 
through Sarah, born for freedom not slavery (Gal 4:21- 
5:1). Not those circumcised and keeping the law are free 
from the “elemental spirits” and “beings not gods” but 
those in Christ (Gal 4:1-11). it is Christ who delivers from 
the present evil age (Gal 1:3--4) and makes a new creation 
(Gal 6:15). 

Concern for literal circumcision shows a mind set on the 
flesh, on the earth, on the old age, not on the Spirit or on 
heaven (Gal 6:1-13; Phil 3:2--21; Col 3:11). Real circumci- 
sion is of the heart; it is spiritual not literal and belongs, in 
Christ, to Christians (Rom 2:25-—27; Phil 3:2-5; Col 2:11- 
13) who worship God in Spirit, who glory in Christ, and 
who put no confidence in the flesh (Phil 3:3). 

Paul sums up his thinking in a series of allied statements: 
circumcision is irrelevant: “neither circumcision nor uncir- 
cumcision is anything, but a new creation” (Gal 6:15; cf. 
Gal 5:6; 1 Cor 7:19). A circumcised man should not seek 
epispasm; an uncircumcised man should not seek circum- 
cision; each should remain as God called him (1 Cor 7:18- 
19). Circumcision has its place, even its value (Rom 3:1—2), 
but it neither removes one from the realm of evil nor fits 
one for God’s presence. Only Christ delivers human beings 
from this present evil age anc. reconciles them to God. 

3. Jews Should Circumcise; Gentiles Should Not. 
Luke-Acts chronicles the transition in God’s plan. Jesus 
reveals the plan at the climax of the work: Christ must be 
rejected, suffer, and rise; repentance and forgiveness must 
be preached to all nations; you are witnesses of this plan 
(Acts 2:14—42; Luke 24:46—438). The transition in the plan 
begins squarely within the promise to Abraham: both John 
the Baptist and Jesus are circumcised, and, like Abraham, 
receive significant names at their circumcision (the giving 
of names at circumcision does not appear to be the usual 
Jewish custom). Stephen’s speech makes a crucial transi- 
tion: Abraham receives the promise along with circumci- 
sion (Acts 7:8) and recognizes God’s fulfillment of it by 
circumcising Isaac. But the rest of the speech proves that 
Israel never recognizes the fulfillment of God’s promises. 
Stephen concludes: despite its. circumcision, Israel is uncir- 
cumcised in heart and ears; Israelites always resist the Holy 
Spirit. If resisting the Spirit implies that circumcision has 
become uncircumcision, receiving the Spirit implies that 
the uncircumcised have entered the plan of God (Acts 
10:45, 11:2-3). This raises a question: Must Gentiles be 
circumcised to be saved (Acts 15:1, 5)? The council under 
the Holy Spirit (Acts 15:28) discerns that the plan of God 
includes Gentiles as the are and Jews as they are. Hence 
Jews must circumcise and keep the law of Moses; Gentiles 
must keep only the Noachi: commands binding on all 
human beings (Acts 15:19-20). The principle is illustrated 
when Paul circumcises Timothy, who has Jewish blood, 
and when Jerusalem Jews are suspicious of Paul not be- 
cause he teaches Gentiles nct to circumcise but because 
they erroneously suppose he teaches Jews not to circumcise 
their sons (Acts 21:21). Luke thus endorses a mediating 
position: the newly revealed plan of God includes Jews as 
Jews and Gentiles as Gentiles. Brown (1983) probably does 
not have quite enough evidence to label this new view 
“Hellenist”; I would call it Lukan. 

4. Literal Circumcision Is Abolished. Ephesians as- 
serts the view of circumcision current among Jews of the 
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Ist century but rigorously limits it to the past. Circumci- 
sion once effectively separated Jew from Gentile, uniting 
the former to Israel, to the covenants, and to God, but 
denying all hope to the latter (Eph 2:1 1-12). By abolishing 
circumcision among other such commands, Christ has 
included Gentiles and Jews in one new body with access to 
the Father (Eph 2:13-22). In part because circumcision is 
nullified, Ephesians readily announces that Gentiles are 
no longer sojourners (proselytes?) but full-fledged citizens 
(Eph 2:19). 

The Epistle of Barnabas indulges in full-blown allegorical 
interpretation to assert a much less sympathetic view of 
circumcision. Circumcision of the flesh has been abolished. 
Not those who are uncircumcised but those who require 
circumcision are deceived by an evil angel (Ep. Barn. 9:4). 
Christians, however, have received true circumcision of 
heart and ears which reveals to them what scripture really 
says (Ep. Barn. 9:1—3, 9; 10:12). Ep. Barn. presents a mirror 
image of Qumran: although it equates circumcision of 
heart and ear with revelation as do the Qumran writings, 
it assumes that the angel of error inspires the literal 
practice of circumcision, instead of apostasy from the law. 

In the Gospel of Thomas, Jesus denies the value of literal 
circumcision but upholds an unspecified spiritual value of 
true circumcision (Gos. Thom. 53). Later Christian writers 
view circumcision as silly (Diognetus 4.1, 4) or as ineffectual 
with God (4 Ezra 1:31). 

5. Circumcision Used Positively. As it is right to cir- 
cumcise on the Sabbath, so it is right to heal on the Sabbath 
(John 7:21-24). Though this argument is similar to a 
rabbinic one (m. Ned. 3.11), John invests it with special 
nuances. The argument presupposes that circumcision 
retains the connotations of blessing it commonly has in 
Jewish works and on this basis sets up a typical Johannine 
contrast between Moses and Jesus. You do not delay the 
blessings of circumcision, how much less the far greater 
blessings of what Jesus does. Circumcision from Moses 
cures in part; healing from Jesus cures completely. 

In Odes of Solomon 11 circumcision is a metaphor for 
salvation which opens the odist to God and enables him or 
her to receive revelation and to experience a heavenly trip. 
Here common Hebrew notions of circumcision form a 
complex metaphor with many connotations. As at Qumran 
or in Jubilees circumcision fits the odist for the experience 
of God and enables the reception of revelation, but the 
odist speaks of something more than physical circumci- 
sion. He speaks of an act of the Holy Spirit which uncovers 
himself toward God. 

A positive use of circumcision persists as late as the 
Gnostic Christian Gospel of Philip (Gos. Phil. 82.26-29). As 
Abraham circumcised himself when he received revelation 
it is proper for others likewise to destroy the flesh (Jewett 
1971: 199, 212). 

The use and significance of circumcision in ancient 
Hebrew and Christian writings is rich with diversity. As 
common with other religious practices, the meaning of 
circumcision resists reduction to a least common denomi- 
nator. The foregoing review illustrates both the consis- 
tency and complexity of circumcision as a religious concept 
in the Judeo-Christian tradition. 
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CIRCUMLOCUTION. A rhetorical device (often 
employed in the Bible) involving deliberate evasiveness in 
speech or writing, talking around a delicate subject rather 
than using straightforward references. For example, defe- 
cation is sometimes referred to as “covering one’s feet” 
(Judg 3:24; 1 Sam 24:3). See BIBLE, EUPHEMISM AND 
DYSPHEMISM IN THE. 


CISTERN OF SIRAH (PLACE). See SIRAH, CIS- 
TERN OF (PLACE). 


CISTERNS. See AGRICULTURE. 


CITIES. There is no single definition of a city. As a 
cultural phenomenon, the nature of a city depends on the 
social and historical context within which it evolved (Eisen- 
stadt and Shachar 1987). Generally speaking, however, a 
city is a permanent settlement which serves as a center for 
a large region and whose population is engaged in activi- 
ties additional to agriculture. This entry consists of two 
articles that treat this subject. The first surveys cities in the 
Levant, particularly focusing on the emergence of the 
Israelite city in the Iron Age. The second surveys cities in 
the Greco-Roman world, focusing especially on the model 
of the Greek polis. 
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CITIES IN THE LEVANT 


Urbanism in the Levant, as in other regions, is a cyclical 
process that reappeared roughly every millennium: in the 
Early Bronze Age (ca. 3000 B.c.£.), in the Middle Bronze 
(ca. 2000 z.c.£.), and in the Iron Age II (ca. 1000 B.c.£.). 
Each of these urban phases was preceded by a period of 
village life and pastoral nomadism. Emergence of cities is 
therefore ar. adaptive process rather than a result of 
diffusion of ideas or population. 


. Steps Toward Urban Life: The Chalcolithic Period 
. The First Cities: The Early Bronze Age 
. Gap in Urban Life: The Early Bronze Age IV 
. Second Lrban Period: The Middle Bronze Age 
The Decline of the Canaanite City: The Late Bronze 
Age 
Emergence of the Israelite City: The Iron Age 
1. Variety of Settlement Forms in Iron Age I 
2. Iron Age II: Criteria of Planning 
3. Hierarchical Order of Cities 
4. Assyrian Provincial Capitals 


Ss MOOS 


A. Steps Toward Urban Life: The Chalcolithic 
Period 

Before the Chalcolithic Period, evidence for urbaniza- 
tion is minimal and ambiguous. Pre-Pottery Neolithic Jeri- 
cho is usually given the status of a city on account of its 
defensive wall. However, that position needs to be modified 
in light of Kar-Yosef’s convincing demonstration (1986) 
that the wal] was in fact a retaining wall against floods, 
built only at one side of the village. Therefore the first 
solid evidence for urbanization is found in the Chalcolithic 
Period, at which time large communities demonstrated the 
characteristics of a stratified society, such as the produc- 
tion of prestige goods and the establishment of ceremonial 
centers. The need for a centralized institution arose, pos- 
sibly, from the unpredictability of agricultural yields and 
the deterioration of economic conditions at the end of the 
Chalcolithic period (Horowitz 1978). The cultic elite, 
which established itself around ceremonial centers, was 
the only enti:y that could control the storage and redistri- 
bution of cereals and cope with the difficult economic 
situation. One city in this period, Tuleilat-Ghassul, appears 
to be one continuous settlement of about 20 hectares with 
a temple surrounded by a ceremonial temenos. Other such 
centers arose, such as Gilat, a settkement of about 10 
hectares in the northern Negeb, and En-Gedi in the Wil- 
derness of Judah. A complete picture of the development 
of a ceremor.ial center into an urban one is offered so far 
only at Megiddo; this took piace in the next stage, the 
Early Bronze Age I. A temenos with twin temples was 
erected above a village in Stratum XIX, followed by a 
fortified settlement in Stratum XVIII. 


B. The First Cities: The Early Bronze Age 

1. Early Bronze Age I. The first clear representation of 
a city in the Levant is Hububa Kabira on the Upper 
Euphrates dated to the late 4th millennium. See Fig. 
CIT.01. The city has a preplanned rectangular layout, a 
developed system of fortifications, a network of streets 
and, on a raised elevation, separated buildings constructed 
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Habuba-Tor 


CIT.01. Site pian of Habuba Kabira in Syria—late 4th millennium. (Redrawn from 
E. Strommenger, Habuba Kabira. Eine Stadt vor 5000 Jahren [Mainz: Philipp von 
Zabern, 1980), back cover.) 
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for the city’s elite. The earliest urban center in Israel, 
roughly contemporary with Habuba Kabira, is found in 
the Early Bronze Age I at Tel ’Erani, in the Southern 
Coastal Plain (Kempinski and Gilead 1988). However, very 
litle is known of this city so far. It covered about 15 
hectares and contained public structures, a city wall and 
square towers. The complex process of urbanization seems 
to have gained momentum during the later part of the EB 
I, as indicated by the presence of fortifications at sites like 
Aphek, Tell Shalem, and Tell el-Far‘ah (north) and SAi. 

2. Early Bronze Age II. The general nature of an urban 
center in Israel may be studied from the detailed infor- 
mation on cities of the EB II, such as Arad and Megiddo. 

The city of Arad, located at the southern edge of the 
Judean Hills and bordering the valley of Beer-sheba, is the 
best preserved and most widely exposed city in Early 
Bronze Age II. Like previous Chalcolithic and EB I villages 
at the site, the city occupied several elongated hills in a 
horseshoe shape around a central depression, in which 
runoff water was collected and stored. On the crest of the 
surrounding hills a modest city wall, 2.25 m wide, was 
constructed, from which semicircular towers projected; the 
wall was segmented by a main gate and several secondary 
gates. The excavator’s interpretation of “a grid of streets, 
which includes streets running parallel to the wall and 
radial streets leading into the city centre” (Amiran 1980: 
6) cannot be observed on the plan. The inner urban matrix 
of Arad is rather determined by the shape of its dwelling 
units. These are compounds created by the arrangement 
of the dwellings, storage units and fences encircling a 
central open space (such compounds are called “Huerden- 
haus” by Heinrich (RLA 4: 173-220). Each compound 
covers about 150—200 m2? and includes at least one broad- 
room dwelling (the “Arad House”) and several working 
and storage installations. Part of the central courtyard was 
probably used to pen the flocks. The “streets” are simply 
the open spaces between the compounds. See Fig. CIT.02. 
Besides the city wall, the only other public structure is a 
rectangular “fort” which dominates the central water res- 
ervoir. Two of the larger but otherwise unremarkable 
compounds are interpreted by the excavator as palace and 
temple units. If this identification is correct, it indicates 
that the concentration of power at Arad was not extensive. 

The limited evidence on the early phase of the city 
(Stratum III) shows many open spaces and numerous 
clustered circular stone platforms, which served as bases 
for silos. It seems, therefore, that the city was erected not 
as a result of population growth and prosperity, but rather 
as an adaptation to the economic stress of a sparse popu- 
lation, with the aid of a system of redistribution organized 
by a central authority. 

Cities built in the Early Bronze Age II were uncovered 
at several sites but, due to later overlying occupation layers, 
they could be exposed only in limited areas. Fortified cities 
were excavated at Beth-Yerah, Tell el-Far‘ah (north), Khir- 
bet Makhruk, Megiddo, ‘Ai, Jericho, Tell Yarmut, and Bab 
edh-Dhra‘, to mention the main ones. They are character- 
ized by very thick city walls (4.00—5.00 m), which, when 
attached to existing walls from the previous phase, could 
reach a total width of about 10 m or more. Semicircular or 
rectangular towers offered the defender the possibility of 
aiming flanking fire over the “dead area” at the foot of the 
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CIT.02. Site plan of Arad—EB II. (Redrawn from Z. Herzog.) 


wall. In some instances like at Tell Yarmut a large bastion 
and a stone covered glacis were added. 

Two types of gates were used in an Early Bronze Age 
city: a main gate more than 2 m wide, which allowed the 
passage of fully laden beasts of burden, and several sec- 
ondary narrow gates (0.80 to 1.00 m). An example of a 
main gate is the entrance to Tell el-Far‘ah (north) pro- 
tected by two impressive towers. Secondary (or postern) 
gates are known from Arad, ‘Ai, Jericho and Tell el-Far‘ah 
(north). It is suggested that the multiple passages met the 
requirements of the farmers who inhabited the large cities 
of the period, allowing them direct access to their fields. 

In addition to fortifications, an important communal 
concern was the water supply. The cities at Arad and ‘Ai 
took into consideration the topography in such a way that 
rainwater within the city was directed into large reservoirs. 
The water inside the walls was vital in both times of siege 
and periods of drought. The internal organization of the 
city shows little attempt at planning. Household units 
arranged in compounds were typical at Arad, Tell el-Far‘ah 
and Jericho, but no street networks can be observed. 

The only remarkable structures inside EB II cities are 
ceremonial buildings usually called temples. The impor- 
tance of temples in the period is clearly attested by the 
large scale construction, the thick walls, the orthogonal 
layout and the superb building materials used for these 
edifices. The temple at ‘Ai, located on the summit of the 
mound, was shaped as a broadroom with outer measure- 
ments of 22.00 by 9.50 m. In the center of the hail were 
four stone bases for wooden columns which supported the 
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roof. An auxiliary room surrounded it on three sides, 
probably serving as the storeroom of the temple. 

The first clear evidence of a process in which the temple 
establishment developed into a military-political power 
base is in the fortified citadel built in Stratum XVIIIB at 
Megiddo. The citadel was protected by a 4.00-m-wide wall 
and had a gate guarded by towers. The area inside the 
citadel, which was only partly exposed and poorly pre- 
served, contained part of a broadroom temple. A broad- 
room temple was erected also at Bab edh-Dra‘ in EB II, 
while its later phase and the city’s fortifications date to EB 
IlJ. A large compound at Arad is interpreted by some 
scholars as a temenos with twin temples and by others as 
the dwelling of an affluent family. 

3. Early Bronze Age III. During the EB III the process 
of urbanisra reached its peak: fortifications were ex- 
panded, the internal layout of the city became more com- 
plex and many new cities such as Hazor and Lachish were 
erected for the first time, although several urban centers, 
such as Arad and Tell el-Far‘ah (north), were abandoned 
at the end of EB II. These developments are evident from 
architectural elements related to religious, economic, mili- 
tary and political institutions. The relative importance of 
these elemeats in the city reflects the crystalisation of the 
role of the social elite in the urban centers and their 
struggle for power. 

Megiddo is the best example for illustrating the impor- 
tant role of the temple. In Stratum XVI a new temenos 
was constructed, to the west of and higher up the mound 
than the previous one. The new temple is an impressive 
structure wi:h an innovative plan: a combination of a local 
traditional broadroom and the northern megaron (Ben- 
Tor 1973); it consisted of a cult room (13.75 by 8.90 m) 
with two certral bases and a porch with two pillars before 
it. Behind the back wall of the temple stood a circular 
stone platfcrm 8.00 m in diameter and 1.40 m high, 
generally in:erpreted as an altar. Alternatively, it may be 
considered the base of a central granary (Herzog 1986a): 
it is not located, as other altars are, in front of the temple, 
its size is much larger than that of any known altar, and 
the fence around it prevented worshippers from partici- 
pating in the ceremony. On a lower terrace than the temple 
stood a large building which served as a palace. Although 
it was not completely exposed, the palace is a neatly 
planned unit separated into two wings by a narrow corri- 
dor and by z: street on the three exposed sides. Its inferior 
topographical position and thinner walls show the lower 
status of the palace in comparison to the temple, or in 
social terms, the superiority of the cultic role of the elite— 
apparently clue to control of the central granary—over its 
political role. In the same phase, the city wall was doubled 
in thickness and extended over additional lower sections 
of the city, providing an early example of a separately 
fortified acropolis. 

In Stratum XV at Megiddo, in the latest phase of the EB 
III period, the city saw an even more dramatic increase in 
the role of the religious establishment, when in addition to 
the previous temple, another two identical megaron-like 
temples were erected. The temenos with three large tem- 
ples dominated the whole mound and the use of the palace 
was discontinued. The grandiose appearance of the center 
was further enhanced by a monumental gateway, built 
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over the dismantled remains of the previous palace. The 
gateway contained two straight approaches with stairs, set 
between three rectangular structures. The 15-m-long par- 
allel flights of stairs and the relatively thin walls of the 
flanking rooms point to a ceremonial rather than a military 
function. 

Important information regarding economic organiza- 
tion on the community level comes from Beth-Yerah, on 
the southern shore of the Sea of Galilee. A well planned 
structure covering 1200 m? included nine circles, each 8 
m in diameter, sunk into a wide stone base. The circles 
were arranged around a square area divided into a court- 
yard and a room measuring 11.00 by 4.50 m, the roof of 
which was supported by two columns. A corridor 3 m wide 
led into the courtyard. The building is generally inter- 
preted as a public granary and its total capacity was about 
2500 m?, or 1750 tons of grain. Such a large quantity 
surely had to be gathered from a populous community of 
farmers, which indicates a complex redistributional econ- 
omy. The broadroom plan of the central room and the 
column bases very much resemble the typical temples of 
the period. The ceremonial function of the central unit is 
further supported by the presence of several large ovens 
in the courtyard, in front of the suggested cult room. If 
this interpretation is correc:, then Beth-Yerah is another 
example of the correlation between the religious and eco- 
nomic social institutions in the EB III city. 

Another aspect of urban life, emphasized in some cities, 
are large bastions incorporated into the fortifications. 
Their location, size (about 10 by 20 m) and the thickness 
of their walls show us that the role of the city guard had 
developed into a powerful and independent institution. 
The bastions, like those at Jericho and Tell Hesi, were 
undoubtedly several stories high, and their rooms could 
accommodate soldiers, weapons, and food. 


C. Gap in Urban Life: The Early Bronze Age IV 

The decline of urban life was a long and complex 
process that started already at the end of the Early Bronze 
Age II with the abandonment of important cities such as 
Arad, Tell Erani and Tell e!-Far‘ah (north). However, by 
the end of the Early Bronze Age III, most cities in Pales- 
tine had ceased to exist. It is as yet unclear what the forces 
were that caused such a drastic social upheaval, forcing 
large communities to abanclon their homes in cities and 
move into small villages or -o convert their way of life to 
pastoral nomadism. In cases such as Megiddo or Lachish, 
where some objects date to the Early Bronze Age IV, the 
poor architectural remains of a rural or nomadic nature 
demonstrate this great break. The only exception known 
so far is Khirbet Iskander in trans-Jordan, where a 7.5 
acre site surrounded by a 2.50 m wall is dated to this 
period. Rich urban centers, «uch as Hama and FEbla, flour- 
ished at this same time in northern Syria, indicating that 
the social change did not influence the entire Levant. 


D. Second Urban Period: The Middle Bronze Age 
Restoration of urban life in ancient Israel was not a 
revolutionary event. In most sites the first phase of occu- 
pation was represented by an unfortified settlement. This 
shows that urbanism was reestablished by groups of local 
farmers and pastoralists who found it worthwhile to live 
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together in towns. Early in the Middle Bronze Age I, fully 
advanced urban centers emerged, first in the coastal and 
inner plains and then in the rest of the country. 

Megiddo serves again as the key site to illustrate the 
developmental process. The only element in Stratum 
XIIIB is the old temple of Early Bronze Age III, reused 
in Early Bronze Age IV, now used again as a cult chamber 
with a few poor dwellings around it. In Stratum XITIA the 
city is fortified with a buttressed wall, a projecting tower 
and a city gate with stairs leading into a bent-axis gate 
entrance. The houses near the cult area are slightly larger 
and better arranged, but the dramatic development in the 
acropolis happens in the next phase. In Stratum XII the 
old temple is finally abandoned and replaced by another 
small cult chamber with a thin fence, but to the west an 
impressive palace is now constructed, built with 2.00-m- 
thick walls over an area of about 1000 m?. Blocks of houses 
fill the space between the palace and the city wall. The 
houses, which are of medium size, uniformly oriented 
with straight streets, were probably used as dwellings by 
the city’s well-to-do families. The order in which the archi- 
tectural elements appeared at Megiddo teaches us how the 
social institutions were consolidated: at first, when the 
military aspect was of prime importance, the city was 
fortified, later the political elite expressed its ascendancy 
with a monumental palace, but in both phases the religious 
aspect is hardly noticeable. 

A similar picture, although less detailed, unfolds in 
other cities. The dominant structure in MB I fortified sites 
such as Tell Aphek is a courtyard palace, which in this case 
covers an area of 750 m?. Not a single temple is known in 
the excavated urban centers of the period. This fact, which 
contrasts so strongly with the importance of the temple in 
the previous Early Bronze Age II-III, reflects the change 
of social organization in the cities of the Levant. Clearly 
the power in this period was no longer in the hands of the 
theocratic elite but had been taken over by the ascendant 
political-military class. Like other characteristics of this 
urban phase, the palaces, arranged around large court- 
yards, are obviously inspired by the formidable palace 
complexes in northern Syria, such as those at Mari and 
Teli Mardikh (Ebla). Large courtyard palaces were con- 
structed also in many of the MB IIB cities such as Hazor, 
Shechem, Lachish, Aphek and Tel Sera‘. 

City walls in the Middle Bronze Age were of modest 
width (about 2.00 m), but various improvements indicate 
that protection of cities was based more on the availability 
and mobility of professional soldiers than on the passive 
dependence on solid walls. First, towers or bastions were 
erected along the city walls, at intervals of 20.00 to 30.00 
m. These could serve both as accommodations for the 
garrisons and as firing platforms. Such installations were 
excavated at Tell Beit Mirsim, Tel Zeror, Megiddo, Gezer, 
and Tel Poleg. A huge bastion at Tell Mardikh points again 
to the origin of this defensive feature. A second improve- 
ment of the MB I fortifications was the systematical main- 
tenance and repair of the glacis covering the slopes outside 
the walls. Smooth, steep slopes made any attempt to climb 
up to the walls very difficult. 

But the most important innovation regarding city plan- 
ning was the erection of very large cities not on previous 
mounds (which were evidently too small), but on entirely 
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new and flat areas, such as the lower cities found at Qatna 
(100 hectares) and Tell Mardikh (56 hectares) in Syria and 
Hazor (60 hectares) in Israel. These new settlements were 
surrounded by enormous earthen ramparts, which could 
reach a width of 60.00 m at their base and a height of 
15.00 m, as in the western rampart of the lower city at 
Hazor. In front of this rampart was a moat, 15.00 m deep, 
from which most of the soil for the construction of the 
rampart was taken. Since no city walls were found incor- 
porated into the ramparts, they apparently did not serve 
as fortifications against military attack. Instead, their erec- 
tion seems to indicate peaceful times, when the large 
communities that settled the new urban centers were satis- 
fied simply with the demarcation of the city’s limits. Unlike 
city walls which required professional masons and expen- 
sive construction materials, earthen ramparts could be 
piled up by the thousands of unskilled inhabitants within 
a short period. As such, the ramparts provided fast and 
cheap means for delimitation of the city’s borders, and 
their steep slopes could prohibit access by thieves or other 
undesirable elements. 

This interpretation of the earthen ramparts is sup- 
ported also by the unique design of the city gates com- 
monly associated with them. The gates are shaped like 
strong forts consisting of two large towers and a passage- 
way between them, narrowed down by three pairs of piers. 
Absence of a city wall is seen here again: no wall was found 
attached to the gates but instead they were joined into the 
ramparts by short “anchor walls.” Two sets of doors, one 
on the outer and one on the city side, converted this 
building from a simple fortified entry into an independent 
stronghold (Herzog 1986b). The absence of city walls 
clearly encouraged the introduction of this type of gate. 
The guards could control the daily traffic through the gate 
and could repel enemies on either side in times of emer- 
gency. Gates of this type, associated with earthen ram- 
parts, were found at Tell Mardikh, Qatna, Carchemish and 
Alalakh in Syria, where both elements probably originated 
in the MB I—and at Yavneh-Yam and Hazor in Israel. This 
gate was eventually adopted in cities fortified by conven- 
tional walls in Israel, such as Megiddo, Shechem, Gezer, 
Beth-Shemesh and Tell el-Far‘ah (south). It had the advan- 
tage of providing the ruling class protection not only from 
foreign enemies but also against internal attempts at revolt. 

A glimpse at the internal organization of a MB I city is 
provided at Tell el-‘Ajjul. See Fig. CIT.03. The city covers 
an area of 12 hectares and is demarcated by a 3 m high 
earthen rampart and a 6 m deep glacis, without a city wall. 
On a raised elevation of the city, close to the main ap- 
proach way, stood the Courtyard Palace I covering about 
1500 m2, built contemporaneously with the first erected 
City III. The excavations of the residential quarter cleared 
mostly the later City II, which, however, followed the same 
plan as Stratum III. The area was filled with large blocks 
of houses, erected along straight streets 3-4 m wide, 
bisected by narrower lanes. The buildings in the city were 
not equal in size: it seems that each block included one 
house occupied by a more affluent family (200—400 m?) 
and the rest were smaller dwellings. Towards the end of 
the Middle Bronze Age II dramatic developments in city 
planning are apparent, best illustrated by Stratum X at 
Megiddo. Here a new temple was erected above the re- 
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CIT.03. Site plan ot Tell el-SAjju-—MB II. (Redrawn from Kempinski 1987: 106.) 


mains of the previous cult place, starting a new tradition 
of shrines with a long room and thick walls. The temple, 
which stood inside a large temenos, was joined at its west 
by a large palace, with an entrance from the temple 
courtyard. At the same time, a second palatial center was 
established on the northern side of the mound, an area 
which gradually developed into the sole location of the 
city’s palaces. Here a 6-pier city gate was built adjoining 
the new palaces on either side. These changes may be 
explained as the result of a final split in the structure of 
the ruling class; at first large palaces were erected near the 
traditional religious center and later they became com- 
pletely independent. Another important change first ob- 
served at Stratum X at Megiddo is the absence of a city 
wall; the city was simply encompassed by a belt of houses, 
a feature that became common in the subsequent Late 
Bronze Age. Residential areas in all excavated parts of the 
city were well organized and had a common orientation. 
In the area east of the temple, a grid of perpendicular 
streets is observed. 
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E. The Decline of the Canaanite City: The Late 
Bronze Age 

Cities in the Late Bronze Age show continuation and 
even elaboration of some aspects of the late Middle Bronze 
Age, but at the same time there is some deterioration in 
many other elements of the urban structure. New palaces, 
designed apparently as enclosed citadels, are constructed 
next to the city gate and are entirely separated from the 
temples. Fortification systems, on the other hand, are 
mostly neglected: often the old city wall or earthen ram- 
parts are reused without any repair, but in other instances, 
such as Megiddo and Lachish, the city is surrounded solely 
by a belt of houses with no city wall at all. The religious 
institution seems to maintain some power, and temples 
continue the tradition from the MB II period; the reduc- 
tion of their status within the social structure of the city is 
indicated by their removal from the area of the royal 
palace. 

These developments are especially clear in Strata [IX to 
VII at Megiddo. In area AA tl.e former temple of Stratum 
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X was rebuilt and reused throughout the whole period, 
but the large building on its western side was diminished 
in size and gradually disappeared. Concurrently, the pal- 
aces near the gate constantly grew in size, in width of walls 
and in the complexity of their design. The excavated part 
of the palace in Area AA, west of the city gate, covers 
about 1500 m2 and the one in Area DD 1200 m2. In view 
of the lack of a city wall, it may be suggested that the gate 
and the two palaces were actually parts of an enclosed royal 
citadel occupying about 7000 m? and separated from the 
other cultic and residential quarters. This theory is sup- 
ported by the large palatial citadels found immediately 
inside the main gates in major urban centers like Alalakh 
and Ugarit. The desire to erect such enclosed palaces 
stimulated their transfer into the gate area. In an unwalled 
city it was essential to provide the palace complex with a 
defensible entrance. The buttressed outer walls of the 
palace in Area AA at Megiddo in Stratum VIIB were 
shaped in the Egyptian style and were intended to serve as 
a symbolic expression of power and to camouflage the lack 
of real military strength. 

If this interpretation is correct, a separate entry to the 
“civilian” part of the city might have been necessary; in 
fact, such a passage may be observed in the plans of Strata 
IX-VII, immediately west of the palace, where there is a 
clear gap between the palace and the outer walls of the 
adjacent structures. In area CC at the southern side of the 
city a residential quarter was extensively exposed in Stra- 
tum VII. The thin walls and small size of units in this area 
stand out in bold contrast to the luxurious palaces in the 
N citadel and demonstrate an extreme lack of socioeco- 
nomic equality in the social structure of the inhabitants. 
See Fig. CIT.04. 

No site other than Megiddo is so far available for a 
comprehensive view of a Late Bronze Age city, but similar 
elements may be recognized even in partly excavated sites. 
Cities protected by a belt of houses instead of a city wall 
are known, in addition to Megiddo and Lachish, at Tel 
Batash, Tell Beit Mirsim and Jericho. Such conditions 
probably existed in many other sites of the Late Bronze 
Age where no city wall was found. Large buildings of the 
Late Bronze Age called forts, fortified palaces or public 
buildings by their excavators were exposed in otherwise 
unfortified sites, such as Tell el-‘Ajjul, Tell el-Far‘ah 
(south), Tel SeraS, Ashdod, Ta‘anach, and Beth-shean. It is 
very likely that these structures were also enclosed palaces, 
separated from the rest of the city occupied by the com- 
mon people. 

The archaeological data on the nature of cities in the 
Late Bronze Age exposes the degree of exaggeration of 
the Egyptian records which describe the conquered Ca- 
naanite fortified cities; obviously it was merely the en- 
closed palaces that they had to overcome. One of the 
exceptional cases of a fortification wall erected originally 
in the Late Bronze Age is at Tell Abu-Huwam, where a 
2-m-wide city wall is attributed to Stratum V. In the 13th 
century a new type of building, called the “governor’s 
residency,” is found in several sites with clear Egyptian 
influence. These were compact forts of about 200-500 m? 
with a small center courtyard surrounded with rooms on 
three or four sides. Column bases in some of the courts 
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probably indicate that half of the space was shaded. Gov- 
ernors’ residencies were found at Beth-shean, Tel Hesi, Tel 
Sera‘, Tell Jemmeh, Tell el-Far‘ah (south) and Tel Masos 
and served the Egyptian administration that controlled the 
country. Stronger Egyptian fortresses were built along the 
main coastal road: at Haruvit, Deir el-Balah and Tel Mor 
(Oren 1984). Many of these centers functioned until the 
termination of Egyptian rule in Canaan, in the middle of 
the 12th century B.c.c. The intensified activity of the 
Egyptians was generated not by a sudden flourishing of 
Canaanite culture but by an attempt to maintain the eco- 
nomic viability of the land despite the collapse of the local 
system. 


F. Emergence of the Israelite City: The Iron Age 

1. Variety of Settlement Forms in Iron Age I. In spite 
of the general decline, urban culture did not totally disap- 
pear in the Iron Age I, but survived in several cities such 
as Megiddo Strata VIIA and VIA and Lachish Level VI, 
alongside the above-described Egyptian administrative and 
military centers. The character of the Philistine cities in 
their initial occupational phases in the late 12th and early 
11th centuries is not yet clarified due to the limited extent 
of the excavations of sites such as Ashdod, Tel Miqne and 
Ashkelon. It is only from the late 11th century that the site 
of Tel Qasila is able to provide an indication of the nature 
of a Philistine town. See Fig. CIT.05. Although relatively 
small, it has an orthogonal layout with a network of per- 
pendicular streets, parallels of which are known from 
Cyprus (Negbi 1986). Functional division inside the town 
of Tel Qasila includes quarters for craftsmen and temple 
priests. No palace or fortifications were uncovered there. 

New settlements founded in the hinterland in Iron Age 
I, generally attributed to the Israelites, demonstrate differ- 
ent phases of the sedentarization process of pastoral no- 
mads. The sites range from a simple camp of huts with 
storage granaries (Beer-sheba Stratum IX), through 
groups of enclosures (Giloh), to densely occupied villages 
(Beth-shemesh). All these are unfortified sites without any 
attempt at planning. This concept is first seen in the 
“enclosed settlements,” such as those at Beer-sheba Stra- 
tum VII (see Fig. BEE.O1) and Izbet Sartah. These settle- 
ments are designed with an eliptical belt of dwellings 
arranged around an open courtyard, which apparently 
served to pen the flocks (Herzog 1983). The large site of 
Tel Masos, identified variously as Israelite, Amalekite, or 
Canaanite, also seems to incorporate one or more enclosed 
settlements in addition to administrative and commercial 
buildings. 

2. Iron Age II: Criteria of Planning. In Iron Age IJ, 
cities developed into full urban systems, organized for the 
first time under a United Monarchy, which, however, was 
soon divided into the kingdoms of Judah and Israel. Cities 
were established in both of these states according to an 
overall administrative-hierarchical scheme. Several criteria 
may be applied for the analysis and interpretation of the 
degree of planning of the city and its role in the system 
(Herzog 1987; Shiloh 1987). 

a. Size of City. Iron Age cities were of medium size, 
about 3 to 7 hectares, but the capitals at Jerusalem and 


CITIES 


vt. -3 Nj 


t 


‘ 
{ we 


wt 
Pee aa says 


CIT.04. Site plan of Canaanite city at Megiddo—Stratum VIIA, Iron la. (Redrawn from Herzog 1987: 198, fig. 3.) 


Samaria grew to be 30 to 50 hectares, attracting a consid- 
erable population. 

b. Administrative Buildings. The higher the rank of a 
city in the hierarchical order, the larger were its adminis- 
trative buildings. They were also more closely grouped 
together on Ligher elevations, and had a more organized 
layout. Under this heading are included the palace of the 
king or the city’s governor, the temple, storehouses, and 
open spaces for markets and army encampments. 

c. Fortifications and Water Systems. Solid city walls 
were the most costly. Casemate walls were less effective but 
much more economic in regard to materials and space. 
The simplest defense was the outer belt of houses usually 
found in cities located at some distance from the border. 
Cities of higher rank were equipped with systems of water 
supply which enabled them to withstand long periods of 
siege. 

d. Street Networks. In the better planned cities, streets 
were of constant width and ran in continuous lines, paral- 
lel or radial to the city wall. Channels under the streets 
allowed fast drainage of rainwater and reduced the danger 


of dampness undermining the foundations of the build- 
ings. 

e. Construction Materials. The strongest, most impres- 
sive and most expensive construction materials were the 
ashlar stones widely applied in the monumental architec- 
ture of this period (Shiloh 1979). More ordinary materials 
were the unhewn stones used for foundations and the 
mudbricks used extensively in the superstructures. 

f. Domestic Architecture. [n high-ranking cities, dwell- 
ings tended to share a common plan in strictly allocated 
plots of land. In unplanned cities, houses varied in shape 
and size, resulting in a high percentage of unbuilt and 
wasted space. 

3. Hierarchical Order of Cities. a. Royal Capitals. Of 
the two capitals of the Iron Age, only the acropolis of 
Samaria, capital of the N kingdom of Israel, is widely 
exposed, but it provides a remarkable illustration of the 
royal quarter of the city. See Fig. CIT:06. The acropolis 
was a large rectangular area, which extended in its final 
stage over 2.6 hectares, and necessitated quarrying, level- 
ing, and infilling operations on the summit of the hill. It 
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CIT.05. Site plan of Tel Qasila—Stratum X, tron lb. (Redrawn from Herzog 1987: 203, fig. 7.) 


CITIES 


i 


3 
é 


See ee ee = 


‘es in 


1040 + I 


_— 


0 30m 
—_— a 


CIT.06. Plan of royal palace on the acropolis at Samaria—tron Ilb. 7, casemate wall; 2, “Ivory House”; 3, ‘“Ustraca House." (Redrawn from EAEHL 4: 1033.) 


was surrounded by wide casemate storerooms on most of 
its circumference and by a solid wall on the rest. On the S 
side stood the royal palace with an open courtyard in front 
of it. The N part had a well-planned street grid, occupied 
by dwellings of the noble families of the court (in one of 
which the Samaria ivories were found). West of the palace 
was an administrative office which contained an archive of 
ostraca. Although not completely preserved, enough re- 
mains of the acropolis at Samaria to show its monumental 
scale, strict planning, and superb ashlar masonry, all befit- 
ting the superior social status of its occupants. 

Similar features were surely incorporated into the archi- 
tecture of the acropolis at Jerusalem, which has not been 
archaeologically explored. In addition to the king’s palace 
it also housed the royal cult center: Solomon’s Temple. 
Part of a huge stepped retaining wall exposed in Area G 
of the recent excavations probably served to support the 
wall of the acropolis. Around the raised acropolis, the civic 
parts of the capital were located. Royal acropolises of the 
same pattern are known from N Syrian capitals such as 
Zenjirli, Carchemish and Tell Ta‘ainat. 

b. Major Administrative Centers. Cities of the second 
level in the state hierarchy, which apparently served to 
supervise a single district of the kingdom, were only about 
5-7 hectares in size. The administrative functions were 
performed in different sectors of the city and occupied a 
considerable part of it. 

At Megiddo the increasing entrenchment of the bu- 
reaucracy is evident when comparing Strata VA and IVB. 
In the first phase of the early 10th century B.c.£., it was 
still an unwalled city, protected by a belt of buildings and 
entered through a simple gate. Two large structures were 
dedicated to administrative functions. These were Palace 


1723 with a large square courtyard and an adjacent build- 
ing in the S and Palace 6000 near the gate on the N. The 
rest of the area (about 75 percent) was filled with common 
dwellings. In the second phase, in the late 10th century, 
the city was fortified by a solid wall of the offsets and insets 
type and a large six-room gatehouse. More than 80 per- 
cent of the city’s area was allocated for administrative 
buildings. They included: tne city wall and gate, Palace 
338, 17 royal storehouses (assumed by some scholars to be 
stables), large open courtyards apparently used as camp- 
ing grounds for merchant caravans or army units, and an 
elaborate water system. See Fig. CIT.07. The concentra- 
tion of administrative functions is even greater at Lachish 
Level III of the 8th century B.c.£. Here at an elevated 
palace, two types of storehouses and an immense rectan- 
gular courtyard were exposed. The common population 
was crowded into a few small, miserable dwellings at the 
foot of the raised palace. As the result of the large section 
allocated for administrative functions in these Iron Age 
cities, only limited space was available for dwellings. For 
example, apparently only 50()—700 people lived at Lachish 
at this time (about 100 per hectare). 

These characteristics indicate that, unlike in the Bronze 
Age, the Israelite city did not have a large population of 
agriculturalists but rather a limited number of families 
belonging to the political, miiitary, economic and religious 
elite of the monarchy. 

c. Secondary Administrative Centers. For smaller, eco- 
nomically less important districts another type of city plan 
was followed. The best examiple is seen in Stratum II at 
Beer-sheba, a small fortified city (ca. 1.1 hectare) of the 
late 8th century B.c.E. See Fig:. CIT.08. The administrative 
units, such as storehouses, water system and governor’s 
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CIT.07. Site plan of Megiddo—Stratum IVB, tron lla. See a/so Figs. MEG.04 and MEG.05. (Redrawn from Herzog 1987: 204, fig. 16.) 


residence, were not confined to a separate quarter but 
were organically integrated with the dwellings. This is 
evident most clearly in the association of the houses and 
the casemate city wall; the casemates served as the rear 
rooms of the adjoining dwellings. The complete city is 
neatly planned with two circular streets running parallel 
to the city wall. Apparently, the entire city was a royal 
administrative center. 

d. Fortified Provincial Towns. In this category are for- 
tified sites in which the city wall is the only clear public 
element. Dwellings inside the settlement are scattered hap- 
hazardly in an agglutinative pattern. Stratum A at Tell Beit 
Mirsim is typical of such towns, demonstrating a total lack 
of planning. Instead of streets of equal width as at 
Beer-sheba, here the spaces between the houses are 
of uneven size. In the initial phase of the stratum no 
administrative structures were exposed, not even a 
proper city gate. Evidence of light industry such as 
olive presses, looms, dying installations and pottery 
kilns, apparently related to royal estates, may provide 


partial explanation of the function of these towns. In 
addition, the fortifications of the town could have 
served as part of the regional defense framework of the 
monarchy. 

e. Fortresses. Although these were not cities, they pro- 
vide an interesting view of a “condensed” city. Fortresses 
such as that at Arad illustrate all the administrative func- 
tions: fortifications for military needs, stores and indus- 
trial quarters for economic functions, a royal temple serv- 
ing the religious needs, and dwellings for the commander 
and his staff. 

4. Assyrian Provincial Capitals. Stratum III at Me- 
giddo offers a view of the layout of such a city. See Fig. 
CIT.09. It is characterized by an orderly street network, 
which was, however, more regular for the north-south 
streets than for the east-west ones. Each block was 65-75 
feet deep, and the width of the street was about 8—10 feet. 
A full one-third of the city was occupied by several large 
courtyard palaces. Lack of separation between the palaces 
and the other dwellings may indicate that the whole city 
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CIT.08. Site plan of Beer-sheba—Stratum Ii, Iron lic. (Redrawn from Herzog 1987: 220, fig. 19) 


was occupied by high functionairies of the Assyrian admin- 
istration, however, no similarly planned Assyrian center 
has yet been found in the Levant. 
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GRECO-ROMAN CITIES 


Greco-Roman cities throughout the ancient world were 
based on the model of the Greek polis. The Greek polis was 
a politically and economically independent community 
centered around one town, usually walled but also includ- 
ing the surrounding countryside. 


A. The Classical Greek Polis 
B. The Hellenistic Greek City 
C. The Roman City 


A. The Classical Greek Polis 

The tradition of the polis, the Greek city-state, goes back 
at least to the 7th century B.c., when local tensions between 
landed aristocrats, poor peasants, and upwardly mobile 
merchants produced a system of independent political 
units. On the mainland of Greece, on the west coast of 
Asia Minor, and in colonies sent out to the Black Sea and 
the western shores of the Mediterranean (especially Sicily 
and southern Italy), the geographical boundaries of these 
poleis varied from narrow mountain valleys of uncertain 
fertility to broad expanses of rich ground. 

The citizen body of a polis was smaller or larger depend- 
ing on whether the city had an oligarchic or democratic 
constitution, and membership in it was tightly controlled. 
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CIT.10. Hypothetical reconstruction of the tsraelite city of Beersheba—tron Il. (Reconstruction by Leon Ritmeyer.} 


The citizens met in an assembly to hear reports and to 
register their reactions to proposals which normally origi- 
nated in a boule, a council usually composed of members 
of the old aristocratic families. A small group of magis- 
trates administered the political system and the civic reli- 
gious rites. They were normally elected or appointed for 
terms of a year. 

Besides the aristocratic elite and the larger group of 
citizens, the population of most cities included a variable 
number of free resident foreigners and of slaves. In com- 
parison with a modern city, the polis was small—the little 
island of Keos in the 5th and 4th centuries had four 
separate poleis, the smallest with about 700-800 inhabit- 
ants, and represents the lower range of population; Ath- 
ens, with perhaps 40,000 adult male citizens and a total 
population of about 200,000 in the 5th and 4th centuries, 
was the largest polis in Greece. 

The financial affairs of the polss show common collabo- 
ration of the population in public work. Large projects 
were assignecl to the wealthy, in the form of “liturgies” 
{lettourgiai, literally “people-work”). These might include 
the requirement to outfit a warship, pay for a religious 
procession, or sponsor a dramatic performance. Public 
construction was sometimes undertaken by corvee labor. 
Other expenses of building and maintaining temples and 


other public structures were paid by income from polis- 
owned farms and mines, and from taxes and tolls (usually 
levied on foreigners and resicient aliens). 

The polis was the whole community of citizens, and the 
whole land area they possessed. When the Athenians for 
example referred to a political or military action of their 
city they called it, not “Athens,” but “the polis of the 
Athenians.” The surrounding hinterland was an indis- 
pensable part of the polis. Citizens regularly owned farms 
in the country, even if they lived in the town where they 
practiced their citizen rights, and the economy of the polis 
was inextricably tied up with the agricultural produce of 
its fields. The army and citizen assembly were both made 
up, in the classical era, of farmers. Both Plato (Rep. 
2.369B—-372A) and Aristotle (Pol. 1.1252a26-1253a3) 
mention self-sufficiency as a characteristic of the polis, 
though even they recognized that imports enrich city life. 
Grain was often imported from near or far during a 
shortage, and luxury items were traded in small quantities 
by traveling merchants. 

The Greeks regularly regarded the polis as the natural 
form of human society. When Aristotle (Pol. 7.1328b2—-23) 
in the 4th century B.c. name: the essential characteristics 
of the polis, he lists: a supply of food, necessary skills and 
crafts, military supplies, commerce, religion, and a system 
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of justice. Five hundred years later, in the second century 
A.D., Pausanias considers similar needs when he writes 
(10.4.1) that a polts is defined by a municipal office, gym- 
nasium, theater, agora, and public water supply. 

The normal Greek word for the urban sector within the 
city walls was asty. Certain types of buildings, invented to 
fit the particular needs of polis life, became characteristic 
of the classical Greek city. The agora, a market and gath- 
ering place, was the center of public life. It was either 
located physically at the center of town or demarcated by 
streets and monuments to claim a dominant position. In 
or near the agora stood the essential political buildings: 
steps or bleachers for the citizen assembly; a bouleuterion, 
an enclosed stepped building to house meetings of the 
council; and a prytaneion, a houselike structure with a 
symbolic civic hearth, and meeting and eating facilities for 
the magistrates. Roofed colonnades called “stoas” pro- 
vided shelter, and allowed the talk, commerce, and legal 
proceedings of the agora to go on no matter how hot the 
sun or insistent the rain. In the agora, and in many other 
parts of the polts, both inside and outside the walls of the 
asty, were sanctuaries. Sanctuaries were usually defined 
precincts which might be furnished with springs, stoas, 
statues, commemorative inscriptions, cooking facilities, 
and temples. Normally the most architecturally elaborate 
of the city’s buildings, temples provided shelter for dedi- 
cations and cult statues. Another prominent architectural 
complex was the gymnasion, where young men were edu- 
cated intellectually and physically, and where adults con- 
tinued their education, exercising, listening to lectures and 
readings, and visiting with acquaintances. The gymnasium 
(of which the Academy, Lyceum and Cynosarges at Athens 
were examples) was frequently located outside the walls 
where there was more space for its sand-covered open-air 
exercise court (palaistra), its school rooms and changing 
rooms, its colonnades, its shrines, and sometimes its gar- 
dens. A stadion also provided place for exercise, and for 
the athletic contests which were an important part of civic 
festivals. A theater, arranged on a hillside to face a circular 
orchestra (“dancing floor”) where at festivals chorus and 
actors performed at the bottom of the slope, also provided 
continuing education in the tradition and myths of the 
polts. 

In the asty, richly appointed public spaces and two or 
three main streets often contrasted strongly with crooked, 
modest, even squalid alleys leading to houses which were, 
at least in the face they presented to the street, small and 
unpretentious. In older cities, which had grown organi- 
cally during the early stages of polis development, streets 
tended to wind casually along the lines of early roads, 
sheep tracks, and property boundaries. In others, new 
foundations where surveyors were able to begin with a 
clear plot of ground, a grid imposed some regularity on 
the town plan and the surrounding farm land. Colonies in 
the Greek west (Paestum in Italy, Agrigentum in Sicily, for 
instance) show a characteristic Greek grid plan: in one 
direction run three or four parallel, widely spaced ave- 
nues, intersected by many smaller, perpendicular, streets. 
The grid produced was composed of blocks, their narrow 
ends facing the main streets, their long sides facing the 
side streets. This rational grid plan was codified in the 5th 
century B.c. It leaves traces in literature at Thurii in Italy 
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(Diod. 12.10.7), and on the ground at Olynthus in Greece 
and Miletus in Asia Minor. Later, during the 4th and 3d 
centuries, it became standard, as at Hellenistic Thessalon- 
ica, where the blocks measured 100 x 50 m. At places like 
Priene in Asia Minor we find it imposed on a steeply 
sloping, not particularly hospitable hillside site. 

This grid pian became identified with the urban theories 
of Hippodamus of Miletus (Arist. Pol. 2.1267b-1268a), 
who in the 5th century B.c. wrote of a utopian polis of 
10,000 citizens, composed of craftsmen, farmers, and sol- 
diers. He also provided for a rational legal system, and for 
democratically elected magistrates, who were to take care 
of public property, resident aliens, and orphans. 

The asty was normally bounded by some sort of defen- 
sive wall, although Sparta, relying on its soldiers, claimed 
to need no wall. (Plato Leg. 778, recommended Sparta’s 
model, though Arist. Pol. 1330-1331, vigorously disa- 
greed, maintaining that a wall was essential for a city’s well- 
being.) From the 8th to the 5th centuries, city walls were 
usually irregular in ground plan, conforming to the local 
topography, even when the town inside was oriented to a 
strict Hippodamian grid. They were also rather casual in 
construction, since warfare tended toward pitched battles 
rather than extensive sieges. A change to more highly 
developed types of warcraft at the end of the 5th century 
B.c. and through the 4th century brought with it the 
necessity for more sophisticated city walls, and a writer on 
4th-century strategy (Aeneas Tacticus 1—2) discusses ar- 
rangements for siege defense which will both protect the 
walls from direct attack and be alert to the constant danger 
posed by citizens who sympathize with the enemy. 


B. The Hellenistic Greek City 

The campaigns of Alexander the Great, who presented 
himself as a champion of Hellenic culture, marked a 
turning point in the history of the polis. His empire, and 
the large-scale kingdoms of his successors, helped limit the 
power of the old individual polts to act independently. On 
the other hand, the traditional polis provided the standard 
setting for Hellenic culture. As Alexander led his armies 
through Asia Minor, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Mesopotamia, 
Persia and Bactria he founded many new cities (Plut. Alex. 
1.5 gives a probably exaggerated total of seventy), and his 
successors used the polis as the model for new cities 
throughout the conquered East in the 3d and 2d centuries 
B.C. These cities attracted Greek settlers, veterans, and 
traders, as well as natives of the lands in which they were 
located. They were beacons of Greek civilization with their 
theaters, gymnasia, statues, and inscriptions. They were 
also a focus at which Greeks met their oriental neighbors 
and absorbed features from their cultures. Some served as 
royal capitals for the kings, others as market centers for 
an extensive hinterland, still others as military outposts. 

Royal capitals, like Alexandria and Antioch, were gov- 
erned by servants of the king, and from the Attalid capital 
of Pergamum in the 2d century B.c. we have a detailed 
inscription (OGIS 483—cf. Plato Leg. 759-66; Arist. Ath. 
Pol. 50.2) describing the duties of the astynomot, officials in 
charge of day-to-day urban administration under the su- 
pervision of a board of “generals” (strategoi). They were in 
charge of buildings on public land, highways, common 
walls between properties, and had to keep streets open 
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and accessible, enforce clean water regulations at public 
fountains ar.d private cisterns, and maintain the public 
latrines. Older Greek cities tended to keep their traditional 
constitutions during the Hellenistic period, like the board 
of politarchai typical of Macedonian magistrates mentioned 
(Acts 17:6-8) as the “city authorities” at Thessalonica. 
Oligarchical governments flourished, a phenomenon 
which increased under the Roman empire, since the Ro- 
mans were used to an aristocracy at home and found it 
easier to deal with aristocrats in provincial cities. Even at 
Athens, where the democratic assembly continued to meet 
and pass decrees throughout antiquity, the real govern- 
ment of the city was in the hands of the aristocratic council 
of the Areopagus. The text of the NT hints at the Roman 
presence hovering over the local administration: at Jeru- 
salem for example the presence of Pilate and his soldiers 
pervades the Passion Narratives, and at Ephesus it is a local 
magistrate (grammateus, “town clerk”) who deals with the 
riot in the theater (Acts 19:38-40), but he reminds the 
unruly crowd that the Roman authorities feel free to 
intervene if things get out of hand, and that the courts of 
the proconsul administer Roman justice. The letters that 
Pliny the Younger, when governor of the province of 
Bithynia between a.p. 109 and 111, wrote to the emperor 
Trajan (Ep. 10) also show independent cities like Nicome- 
dia submitting requests for permission to undertake public 
building and for financial help to the Roman authority 
represented hy Pliny. 

The population of Hellenistic cities represented a rich 
ethnic mix. At Alexandria, distinct quarters were occupied 
by the ruling Greeks, the Egyptian natives, and the large 
Jewish population (which was permitted a certain degree 
of self-government as an autonomous (politeuma, alwavs of 
course subject to the central authority). In other cities too, 
both in the east and in the west, Greek cities were inhabited 
by descendants of Greek settlers, by highly mobile mer- 
chants and craftsmen (exemplified by Priscilla, Aquila, and 
Paul—Acts 1&:1—3, 18-28; Rom 16:3-—5; 1 Cor 16:19), and 
by members of the original population, attracted to the 
cities by proximity, business, or the varied opportunities 
available in an urban setting. 

Royal cities were financed from the purse of the kings, 
who were concerned that their capitals reflect the glory of 
the king in a way that was evident and easy for all to 
understand. Auxiliary building projects might well be un- 
dertaken by friendly monarchs eager to make an impres- 
sion: an exainple is the project which Herod the Great 
undertook for Antioch in honor of Augustus, paving with 
marble two Roman miles of one of the city’s main streets. 
Smaller cities relied on traditional means of financing their 
building and maintenance projects: liturgies, taxes, and 
tolls. During the age of the Hellenistic kings and into the 
period of Rorman dominance, many cities vied eagerly for 
the favor and patronage of kings and the Roman senate. 

Prosperity came to some cities because of their location 
or local industries. A good harbor, as at Thessalonica, was 
important in bringing goods from the roads of the interior 
to the sea. Dura-Europus, at a junction of a major desert 
road and the Euphrates River, grew into an important 
caravan city, as did Gerasa at the junction of several desert 
routes. Thyatira, in the western part of Asia Minor, and 
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Tarsus, on the south coast, were both known especially for 
their textile industries. 

In physical appearance, Hellenistic cities resembled 
those of the classical age, except that buildings were often 
larger, more elaborately decorated, and deliberately sited 
for dramatic effect. New cities were laid out, usually ac- 
cording to a Hippodamian grid, in plains and on hillsides. 
The agora was often surrounded and enclosed by a formal 
arrangement of stoas, producing a more regular, symmet- 
rical space. The traditional uildings—bouleuterion, pryta- 
neion, theater, gymnasium, stadium—were still built, bear- 
ing witness to the continuity of political and cultural ideas. 
In royal capitals, palaces were placed in dominant positions 
(on the mountain top at Pergamum, for example, or the 
riverfront at Antioch, or the main harbor at Alexandria). 
New large theaters, as at Ephesus, where 24,000 could be 
accommodated, and temples proclaimed the prestige of 
important cities, and were iinitated on a smaller scale at 
more modest towns. 

The Hellenized cities of Palestine and the Decapolis were 
in many ways typical. Some were new foundations of the 
kings, but at most of them the structures and institutions 
of a Hellenistic polis were imposed on earlier non-Hellenic 
towns and villages. For example, at Samaria, the old capital 
of the northern kingdom of Israel, Herod the Great re- 
built the city on a grand scale (27 8.c.) and renamed it 
Sebaste in honor of Herod’s patron, the emperor Caesar 
Augustus [Gk Sebastos]. Among its Hellenized features 
were a new city wall, a temple to Augustus and Rome, a 
gymnasium, a theater, and a mixed population of Jews 
and Greeks. Caesarea Maritimna, built by Herod the Great 
between 22 and 9 B.c., was provided with a big harbor 
from the start, which made it a center of trade. It was also 
an administrative center, and was eventually a congenial 
residence for the Roman governors of Judaea (Acts 23:23, 
25:6). The city’s constitution was along Greek lines, and 
apparently the Jews who setiled there did not enjoy the 
rights of citizenship (Joseph. /W 2.266; Ant 20.173). Her- 
od’s son Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea, continued 
the policy of building and rebuilding cities. Sepphoris (an 
easy walk from Nazareth) with its walls, may have been 
founded as a polts under Antipas, even though its popula- 
tion seems to have been predominantly Jewish; later it 
minted its own coins, a special sign of the status of a polis. 
Its wall, theater, and water supply may well have been built 
by Antipas. In a.p. 18, he also built a new city, Tiberias 
(named for the reigning emperor), on the shores of the 
Sea of Galilee. Its population included both Jews and 
Greeks, and its administration had such typical Greek 
features as an archon as chie! magistrate, a board of ten 
magistrates (dekaprotoi), and a boule of 600 (Joseph. Life 
278, 296; JW 2.641). It apparently lacked city walls, as well 
as authority over its hinterland, which was ruled by the 
king’s ministers. Antipas’ brother Philip, tetrarch of Au- 
ranitis, Trachonitis, and Batanaea, rebuilt the Hellenistic 
city Paneas, site of an important shrine to Pan and the 
Nymphs, as his capital; he renamed it Caesarea Philippi, 
organized it as a polis, and established a mint there. 

In the Decapolis, some cittes may have enjoyed some 
form of self-government even under the Roman domina- 
tion. At Gerasa, for example, inscriptions record activities 
of local political units (“tribes”) which show that an active 
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civic life continued at least into the 2d century A.p. Most, 
however, like Damascus (2 Cor 11:32—33) were under the 
control of one or another of the kings and princes. In 
most of them, Jews lived together with the Hellenized 
gentiles, and were themselves highly Hellenized (Acts 
9:20—22, 11:19~-26). The physical remains of most of them 
show the typical features of a Hellenistic city: walls, for- 
tresses, palaces, temples, theaters, and aqueducts. Jerusa- 
lem itself took on these features: the Hellenizing which 
preceded the Maccabean revolt was recognizable by the 
building of that most typical Greek structure, a gymna- 
sium (1 Macc 1:14; 2 Macc 4:9-10), and in the time of 
Herod the Great, Jerusalem boasted such standard Helle- 
nistic features as a grid plan, a careful arrangement of 
aqueducts, and aristocratic houses of Hellenistic type. 


C. The Roman City 

The Romans, as they spread their political and military 
influence throughout the Hellenistic East during the 2d 
and Ist centuries B.c., planted colonies of their own, which 
served as bastions of Roman power and civilization, just as 
the Greek colonies had proclaimed the political and cul- 
tural dominance of the Hellenistic kings. 

The special characteristics of Roman cities developed 
during the 4th and 3d centuries B.c., when colonies were 
sent out to guard the expanding borders of Roman terri- 
tory. These were of two main types. “Citizen” colonies were 
settled by Roman citizens, and they were considered exten- 
sions of Rome itself. Even political life was dictated by 
Rome, and citizens had to return there to vote. “Latin” 
colonies on the other hand were joint ventures of several 
of the Latin peoples; as Rome’s prominence and domi- 
nance increased in Italy during the 4th and 3d centuries 
B.C., it exercised increasing control over such colonies, and 
dealt with them as it did with other Latin cities. They were 
politically autonomous, were entitled to the rights of trade 
and intermarriage with Roman citizens, and their citizens 
could under some circumstances come to Rome to vote. 

The physical layout of newly established Roman or Latin 
colonies reflected the orthogonal planning learned from 
the Greeks, including a regular survey of the surrounding 
farm land into long rectangular plots, delimited by north- 
south kardines (“hinges”) and east-west decumani (“tenths”). 
When a flat, unimpeded site permitted it, the junction of 
the main survey lines (cardo maximus and decumanus maxi- 
mus) also served as the center of the walled town. Two main 
streets followed the line of the survey, and crossed at the 
central junction. Here, ideally, was the forum, which like 
the Greek agora offered space for political and commercial 
functions. A wall normally surrounded the built-up town 
site, where only a small portion of the settlers had their 
houses or shops. The majority of the population lived in 
farmhouses on their lots in the countryside. By the Ist 
century B.c., the planting of colonies spread overseas, as 
Roman generals used them to reward their soldiers with 
land—normally confiscated from defeated enemies—in a 
context of Roman civic institutions that would have been 
familiar to them. Such colonies inevitably displaced native 
populations, carving up their land into regular plots whose 
surveyed traces are still visible through aerial photography 
at, for example, Aurasio (Orange) in S Gaul. Towns which 
the Romans had destroyed were sometimes refounded as 
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colonies, as was the case with Julius Caesar’s new colonies 
at Carthage and at Corinth. As a special honor, older 
municipalities sometimes received the status of a Roman 
colony: examples are Caesarea Maritima under Vespasian, 
and Antioch under Caracalla. 

Colonies expressed their ties to Rome by imitating its 
civic institutions. A Roman colony was governed, like Rome 
itself, by a senate-like council of former magistrates (the 
curia, or ordo decurionum), and administered by committees 
of magistrates elected for single-year terms. Most com- 
monly these magistrates were called duumviri, aediles, and 
quaestores. The whole citizen body voted for these magis- 
trates, although as at Rome voting power was often 
weighted heavily in the favor of those with higher social 
status. The duumviri at the head of the colony’s govern- 
ment were referred to in Greek as strategoi, “generals,” as 
at Philippi (Acts 16:19-39), where they were assisted by 
the lictores (in Greek rhabdouchoi, “rod-bearers,” Acts 16:35, 
38) who normally attended Roman magistrates. In Cor- 
inth, the capital of the Roman province of Achaea, Paul is 
brought before the Roman governor, Gallio, who conducts 
hearings in the forum of the Roman colony (Acts 18:12— 
17). 

Along with its political structure, a Roman colony took 
Rome as its model in topographical details. A prominently 
situated Capitolium housed images of Jupiter, Juno, and 
Minerva, and recalled the focal temple on the Capitoline 
hill in Rome. The forum of a colony with certain “Latin” 
rights was regularly adorned with a statue of the satyr 
Marsyas, in imitation of a similar statue in the Forum at 
Rome. Images of the emperor and his family appeared 
ubiquitously in public places, and certain specific build- 
ings, like basilicas and arches, alluded to similar structures 
in the capital. 

The financial arrangements of Roman colonies were 
similar to those of other ancient towns. The immediate 
agricultural hinterland produced food and revenues to 
finance ordinary expenditures, and rich patrons both in- 
side and outside the colony were expected to pay for 
festivals, shows, and new construction. When feasible, the 
local council appealed to the governor of the province, or 
directly to the emperor. Corinth for example had several 
monuments dedicated by various members of the imperial 
family. 

As the towns grew, they tended to expand in a fairly 
haphazard way outside the carefully planned grid of the 
original colony, as shops, houses, and cemeteries grew up 
along roads leading to the next town. 

The physical features of a typical Roman town are 
similar to those of the Greek polis, but we can make a few 
generalizations about peculiarly Roman characteristics. 
Where topography permitted, the city wall tended to be 
more regularly rectangular than the walls of Greek towns. 
Inside, the space was divided by streets into residential 
blocks which generally were more square than their coun- 
terparts in Greek towns. Plazas and temple precincts also 
tended to show a sterner symmetry than Greek counter- 
parts. Where a Greek town might feature two or three 
parallel main streets, a Roman town usually focused 
around one main street, and perhaps a single important 
cross street, the effect of which was to give a stronger axial 
focus to the whole design. The most important street 
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tended to form a thoroughfare, what MacDonald (1986) 
calls an “armature,” and along its sides the most important 
monuments were arranged, not necessarily concentrated 
in one spot but distributed throughout its length across 
the town. Such monuments as temples, theaters, porticoes, 
monumental staircases, and fountains were also typical of 
Greek cities, but during the Roman period they tended to 
become ever more imaginative and elaborate. The deco- 
rative Corinthian order dominated, colonnades were 
added to main streets on one or both sides, and fountains 
were transformed into elaborate nymphaea through several 
stories of attached and projecting columns. 

Among peculiarly Roman types of structures we may 
mention the commemorative arch, marking a passage with 
a large structure decorated with statues, inscriptions and 
reliefs; the basilica, a roomy columned hall adjacent to the 
forum which housed legal and other business; the amphi- 
theater, a major structure near the edge of important 
towns, to which gladiatorial shows attracted huge crowds; 
and the public or private bath, to which most free urban 
residents paid regular visits to exercise, wash, visit, see and 
be seen, and hear lectures and readings. 

Such amenities were particularly characteristic of Roman 
colonies, but during the Empire, as a more homogeneous 
Greco-Roman fabric was woven out of the many cultural 
strands within the empire, even proud, old Greek cities 
adopted the special features of Roman urbanism. Thus, 
during the Ist century A.p., the main thoroughfares in 
Antioch (which had been paved with marble by Herod the 
Great) received colonnades, and soon cities like Alexan- 
dria, Damascus, and Philadelphia also used rows of col- 
umns to emphasize their main streets. Technological im- 
provements like aqueducts, roads, masonry drains, and 
building techniques using concrete were quickly adopted. 
The correspondence of the governor Pliny (Ep. 10) indi- 
cates that the cities of Bithynia must have been vying with 
each other to add Roman-style aqueducts, drainage 
ditches, theaters, and baths to their urban fabric. 
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CITIES OF REFUGE. See REFUGE, CITIES OF 
CITIES, LEVITICAL. See LEVITICAL CITIES. 


CITIZENSHIP. Before the Hellenistic period citizen- 
ship did not have the rather technical political significance 
in the biblical world that it thereafter acquired. In the 
ANE citizenship amounted to little more than birth or 
residence in a particular place; such privileges as it con- 
ferred were confined to frezborn males. Special prestige 
attached to citizenship of in outstanding city: thus in 
Psalm 87 to have been born in Jerusalem is something to 
be proud of. From the LXX of this psalm (especially v 5, 
Gk métér Sion, “mother Zion’) is derived in part from the 
NT concept of citizenship in the heavenly city, “Jerusalem 
above” (Gal 4:26; cf. Phil 3:20; Heb 12:22; Rev 3:12; 21:2, 
9-27; 22:1-5). 

The city (polis) was a political entity among the Greeks, 
and citizenship involved jealously guarded privileges. 
Thus in Athens in the 5th century B.c. only the children 
of two freeborn Athenians ranked as citizens: the child of 
an Athenian father and a non-Athenian mother was ex- 
cluded from the register of Athenian citizens (Arist. Ath. 
Pol. 26). 

Paul was obviously proud of his status as a citizen of 
Tarsus, “no mean city” (Acts 21:39). He was evidently born 
into a family which possessed the citizenship. For inclusion 
on the Tarsian citizen roll a property qualification of 500 
drachmae had been fixed, perhaps ca. 30 B.c. by Atheno- 
dorus (Dio Chrys. Or. 34.23). 

Paul’s Tarsian citizenship, however, was not nearly so 
important in the world of his day as his Roman citizenship 


. by birth, i.e., by inheritance from his father (Acts 22:28). 


Roman citizenship, originally restricted to the city of 
Rome, was prudently extended to selected non-Romans as 
an honor for services rendered to Roman interests. The 
possession of Roman citizenship was a high social distinc- 
tion in the Near East. Once conferred, it remained in the 
family. Paul’s Roman citizenship, amply attested in Acts, 
has been questioned (cf. Siegemann 1987), but on no 
sufficient grounds. 

Luke reports Paul as claiming the privileges of a Roman 
citizen on three occasions. In Philippi (a Roman colony) he 
does so in protest against having been beaten without 
receiving a fair trial (Acts 16:37). In Jerusalem he appeals 
successfully against being flogged by the Roman authori- 
ties in an attempt to discover the true reason for his being 
riotously assaulted in the ternple precincts (Acts 22:25): a 
non-Roman might be examiried under torture but citizens 
were exempt (by a series of Valerian and Porcian laws). In 
Caesarea he exercises the right of a Roman citizen to 
appeal to Caesar—to have his case transferred from the 
inferior jurisdiction of the governor of Judaea to the 
supreme tribunal in Rome (Acts 25:11). 

The question arises of the means by which the claim to 
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be a Roman citizen was validated. The Lex Aelia Sentia of 
a.D. 4 and the Lex Papia Poppaea of a.p. 9 provided for 
the registration of Roman citizens at birth. The father or 
his agent would receive a certified copy of the entry in the 
register; if the child on coming of age gained personal 
possession of this copy (a diptych) it may have been carried 
around and produced when necessary (Schulz 1943: 63— 
64), but some hold that it was more probably kept in the 
family archives (Sherwin-White 1963: 149). 

The picture of Roman citizenship given in Acts is true to 
the conditions of the mid-1st century 4.D. By the beginning 
of the 2d century Roman citizens in the provinces, charged 
with offenses not covered by standard procedure, were 
sent to Rome almost automatically without formally ap- 
pealing to Caesar. Thus in a.p. 112 Pliny the Younger, 
reporting to Trajan on his treatment of Christians in 
Bithynia and Pontus, mentions some “whom, because they 
were Roman citizens, I marked down to be sent to the 
capital” (Ep. 10.96.4). 

There seems to have been a steady erosion of the citi- 
zen’s privileges as the 2d century advanced. The Roman 
citizens arrested with other Christians of the Rhone Valley 
in A.D. 177 were kept in custody until a ruling could be 
obtained from the emperor; even after he had ruled that 
they should be beheaded and not put to death by torture, 
like the non-citizens, one of them, Attalus, was exposed to 
the beasts to please the mob (Eus. Hist. Eccl. 5.1.44, 50). 
The special privileges of citizenship lapsed in 212 when 
Caracalla extended it to all freeborn provincials through- 
out the Roman Empire. 
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CITY AUTHORITIES. Where Near Eastern cities 
formed part of a larger political grouping, their internal 
affairs were normally administered by the “elders” who 
“sat in the gate” (cf. Deut 21:2, 19; 25:7; Ruth 4:1-2; 
Amos 5:10, 15). This holds true into NT times, as with the 
“elders” (Gk presbyteroi) of Capernaum who acted as the 
centurion’s messengers to Jesus (Luke 7:3). In a fortified 
city final authority would lie with the commander of the 
garrison. 

The rulers of independent city-states (like the kings of 
cities in the Euphrates-Tigris valley) had greater authority. 
When one such city-state gained power over its neighbor 
its ruler became a “great king” or “king of kings” (cf. 2 
Kgs 18:19; Dan 2:37). 

The city as a distinct political institution (Gk polis) was a 
Greek development. Athens, for example, was governed 
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by ten archons, democratically elected, and Sparta by two 
kings and five ephors. After the conquests of Alexander the 
Great (d. 323 B.c.) the polis, with its civic administration, 
became a familiar feature of the whole Near East. 

Antiochus IV (168 B.c.) failed in his attempt to reconsti- 
tute Jerusalem as a Hellenistic polis. Since the return from 
exile, Jerusalem had enjoyed the status of a holy city, 
centered upon the temple; the temple staff, from the high 
priest downward, exercised authority over the city in gen- 
eral, although the judgment of the most influential citizens 
could not be ignored. 

The titles of city authorities in Hellenistic and Roman 
times varied from place to place. The NT knows of the 
POLITARCHS (RSV “city authorities”) of Thessalonica 
(Acts 17:6); this title is attested in inscriptions for the chief 
magistrates of several Macedonian cities. The chief magis- 
trates of cities in Thessaly received the similar designation 
poliarchs. The chief magistrates, even in a free city, were 
responsible to the Roman administration of the province, 
and ultimately to the emperor, for the maintenance of 
public order and the suppression of sedition. 

Elsewhere the city authorities are referred to by more 
general terms, such as “the leading men (Gk proto, “first”) 
of the city” in Pisidian Antioch (Acts 13:50), or “the prom- 
inent men of the city” (hoi kaexochén) at Caesarea (Acts 
25:23). At Ephesus Luke mentions the town clerk (gram- 
mateus), the chief executive of the citizen body (démos). He, 
in consultation with the chief magistrates (stratégot), 
drafted the decrees to be set before the civic assembly and 
was also principal liaison officer with the Roman govern- 
ment of proconsular Asia. 

Roman colonies like Philippi and Corinth were settle- 
ments of Roman citizens, and their administrations were 
modeled on that of Rome. The chief magistrates of Rome 
from early Republican days were the two collegiate consuls; 
each Roman colony therefore was administered by two 
chief magistrates. These were usually called duumvirs (“two 
men”), but in some colonies, such as Philippi, they pre- 
ferred the more grandiloquent title of praetors (Gk stratégot, 
RSV “magistrates,” Acts 16:20—38). Like the Roman con- 
suls, they were attended by lictors (Gk rhabdouchoi, “rod- 
bearers”; RSV “police,” Acts 16:35, 38), with their bundles 
(fasces) of rods and axes as badges of office. The ethos of a 
Roman colony is well illustrated by Acts 16:20-21, where 
the Philippian citizens are so proud of being Romans, 
much superior to the neighboring Greeks, not to mention 
Jews. For further discussion see PWSup 13: 483-500. 
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CITY NAMES. One major division of city names in 
the Bible (and other areas of the ancient world as well) is 
the class of cities which have two or more alternate names. 
Of this group, there is an important distinction between 
those whose alternate names mean the same thing and 
those that have no more functional/semantic connection 
with each other than New Amsterdam which became New 
York, due to a change of rulers. The first of these two 
classes is further divided into names where the homosemic 
alternates are in one and the same language and names 
whose etymons are from different languages. 


A. Names [nvolving the Roots dbr/swh 

In the modern period some of the earliest proposals 
were those of A. Wieder and of G. Mendenhall. Wieder 
(1965: 161—62) saw such an equation in the “gloss” in Gen 
14:17 (“émeq sawéh hi? Sémeg hammelek), “ ‘The Valley of the 
Ruler’ which is ‘The Valley of the King,’ ” with sdéwéh as the 
older and residual NW Semitic word for “ruler” (cognate 
with Ug twy “to rule, to govern,” used in parallelism with 
dbr “to lead” in Ug (see UT 3: 641, 2662). Though Wied- 
er’s is a valid conceptualization, matters are further com- 
plicated by the fact that Sdwéh itself is a Heb lexeme for 
“(level) plair.” and is a component in the place name S@wéh 
Qiryatayim, orobably “The Plain of the Two-Cities.’” De 
Moor (1973 89-93) launched a severe attack on Wieder’s 
procedures and, while some of his points are verv well 
taken, it is always possible that Heb preserves in place 
names two different nouns séwéh! “ruler” and sawéh? “level 
plain,” with the initial letter sin corresponding etymologi- 
cally to Sem *¢ and *§ respectively. 

Mendenhall (1973: 76, 163, n. 60), with reference to the 
“gloss” in Josh 15:15 (= Judg 1:11), (wésém débir lépanim 
qiryat sépér) “ And the name of Debir was formerly ‘City-of- 
the-Scribe,’” read sépér “scribe” rather than MT sépér 
“book,” anc. ascribed the meaning “marshall, ruler” to 
sopér, saying that débir represented Hit dabara “lord, gov- 
ernor,” and that the former was a translation of the latter 
(see Arbeitman 1988: 10~—11, 43). Where Mendenhall ap- 
pealed to NW Semitic for his analysis, some 1500 years 
earlier the Rabbis of the Bab. Talm. looked to the east for 
their interpretation. They explained (‘Abod. Zar. 2.4b.d) 
the biblical passage as being based on the semantic equiv- 
alency of Aram spr? (“scribe,” traditionally vocalized as 
“book”) with Pers dbyr “scribe.” Arbeitman (1988) devotes 
the entirety of his study to an examination of these two 
proposals, which employ identical methodology, and of a 
third proposal: that the equation of the two cited names 
may involve NW Semitic spr and NW Semitic dbr, both 
meaning “to lead”. 


B. Names Involving the Root sph 

Gen 31:44-53 describes the naming of the site where 
Laban and Jacob made their covenant. Three names were 
given to this place, names which all have the covenant as 
their referent: Gald, Yégar Sahadiita? and Mispa. Arbeit- 
man (1981: 999) suggests that the first two names are 
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mutual translations in Heb and Aram respectively (“Cairn- 
of-Witness [of the covenant by the respective deities]”) 
with the third name being Heb for “Look-Out[-Point]”/ 
“Observation[-Place}’/“view’/“scope.” This passage is the 
only explicit statement of (a) meaning identity and (b) such 
identity being in the respective languages of the parties, 
made in the Bible. 

Astour (1975: 319-21), basing his position on (a) Eiss- 
feldt’s identification of Mt. Spn, Baal Sapun, etc., with the 
Classical Mt. Kasion (present-day Jebel Aqra‘) and (b) Eiss- 
feldt’s etymological derivation of Mt. Son from the NW 
Semitic verb sph (Heb sapih “to look out”), concludes 
(p. 321): “Moreover, the same meaning is quite conceivable 
for its other name,” i.e., Mt. Ha-zi/Ha-az-zi in cuneiform, 
hz in Ug alphabetic spelling. This alternate name is the 
source of what is represented in classical Mt. Kasion. As- 
tour asserts that Haz(z)i is from the Semitic root *hzy (Heb 
hazah “to see”). 

Grave (1980: 221-26) provides an exhaustive survey of 
a number of proposals, each of which derives Mt. Spn 
from a different Semitic root. At the same time she dis- 
cusses other etymological proposals for the name Haz(z)i. 
She then takes up Astour’s proposal and suggests that 
Hazz might have been taken as either a passive or a stative 
formation of hzy and understood as “(a mountain that is) 
seen/being sighted” and then this “oronym could have 
been ‘glossed’ by means of Spn . . . because it was a beacon 
that was seen/sighted from the sea.” In this theory, the 
“glossing” is based on a folk understanding of the old 
name Hazzi (probably of non-Semitic origin). She con- 
cludes, however, that the oronym Spn (Sapdnu) does derive 
from the root sph, but with a meaning “clearing/visibility” 
or, preferably, “the Clearer (of the sky and air),” and that 
the Modern Ar name Jebel ul-Aqra‘, “the Bald Mountain,” 
may refer to the same phenomenon, the mountain “as 
having been shorn/cleared together with the sky by the 
northwind .. .” (see also ZA PHON, MOUNT). 

Josephus (Ant 11.329) rernarks concerning Mt. Scopus: 
“Ata certain place called Saphein. And this name, rendered 
into the Greek tongue, signifies Skopos.” As noted in the 
translation and notes by Marcus (Loeb ed.), Josephus’ 
Saphein represents Aram sdfin, which corresponds to Heb 
sopim. Skopos (Scopus) is the Gk word for “lookout,” while 
the Heb/Aram words mean “(Mount-of) the Lookouts” or 
“Those Who Observe.” Likewise, Philo of Byblos renders 
the Phoenician name Zéphusémin by Gk ouranott katoptai 
(see GesB for suggested meanings). Both the Phoen and 
Gk mean “those who conternplate the heavens” (as LSJM, 
929 renders). Josephus wrote the Hebrew words, and Philo 
of Byblos Phoenician terms, in Greek letters. The current 
Hebrew form (Har) hasséfim first occurs in the Mishna 
(EncJud 16: 1191-92). 

Returning to Gen 31:44-53, throughout this pericope 
both the pair of “witness” names given in Heb and Aram 
and the single Heb “lookout” name are repeatedly sup- 
plied with etiological explications in the text-intrinsic 
glosses. In the renderings in the LXX the explications of 
the “Witness” names work because both the names and the 
“cause” are rendered with a single Gk root. The “lookout” 
name fails to work because Gk has several suppletive roots 
for “see/observe”; and while the site is rendered horasis 
(“Seeing/sight”), the explanatory verbal phrase “May (God) 
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look at us” is rendered in Gk with the root zd- (in the 
compound ep-idor). As opposed to the glosses embedded 
in the texts, which can be called “intrinsic glosses,” the 
translations of place-names are best considered as “extrin- 
sic glosses.” 

The rest of the occurrences of a set of nouns, mispeh!, 
mispeh?, and mispa (all three spelled in Heb msph) are to be 
analyzed as follows. The noun mispeh! occurs as a common 
noun only twice in the Heb Bible, (2 Chr 20:24; Isa 21:8), 
translated “watchtower” (RSV). In both loci the LXX ren- 
ders skopia “lookout place” as it does in Isa 41:9 (no 
equivalent in the Heb) and in Sir 37:14. Of the occurrences 
of mispeh?, the proper noun MIZPEH, a place name, the 
LXX renders one of them, Judg 11:29, asa common noun: 
Heb mispeh gil‘ad is translated by skopian Galaad, “watch- 
tower of Gilead.” Among the numerous places called 
Mispd, the LXX renders | Kgs (LXX 3 Kgdms) 15:22 geba‘ 
binyémin wéet hammispa (RSV: “Geba of Benjamin and 
Mizpah”) by bounon Beniamin kai tén skopian “mound of 
Benjamin and the watchtower.” Similarly LXX renders 
Hos 5:1 ki pah héyitem lémisbé (RSV: “for you have been a 
snare at Mizpah”) by hoti pagis egenéthéte te skopia “because 
you were a snare to the watchtower.” 

The Qal masc. pl. act. part. of the verbal root (sph) of 
the three nouns of this subsection, sépim, occurs as part of 
a place name in Num 23:14: sédé sopim (el 13 happisga) 
(RSV: “the field of Zophim, to the top of Pisgah”) and is 
rendered by the LXX as eis agru skopian epi koryphén lelax- 
eumenu (“to the watchtower of the field, hewn upon the 
peak”). Here the note given in the NJPSV displays how the 
choice of retaining the Heb name in transliteration offers 
the benefit of recognition of the place name but also the 
deficit of losing any etiological intention. In contrast to the 
RSV rendition of the place name Zophim in Num 23:14, 
the much more effective NJPSV offers in the text: “Sedeh- 
Zophim, on the summit of Pisgah.” NJPSV’s alternate 
rendering, “to the Field of (the) Lookout Point,” approxi- 
mates LXX (with reversal of “field” and “watchtower/Look- 
out Point”). 

Similarly, in Gen 31:47-48 the NJPSV gives the text 
(with marginal notes, here provided immediately following 
in parentheses) “Laban named it Yegar-Sahadutha (Ara- 
maic for ‘the mound [or, stone-heap] of witness’), but Jacob 
named it Gal-ed (Heb for ‘the mound [or, stone-heap] of 
witness,’ reflecting the name Gilead, v 23).” The translation 
continues (Gen 31:49): “Also Mizpah, because he said, 
“May the LORD watch (Heb yiseph, associated with Mizpah) 
between you and me.” The comparable translation (and 
notes) in the RSV goes: “Laban called it Jegar Sahadutha 
(in Aramaic The heap of witness), but Jacob called it Galeed 
(in Heb The heap of witness)”; RSV continues, “And... . 
Mizpah (that is, Watchpost), for he said, ‘The LORD watch 
between you and me.’ ” The total translation is also, as we 
saw in the LXX rendition of Num 23:14, a justified path 
for comprehension. 

As noted above, the LXX renders the word mispeh in this 
locus by horasis; it renders the two other names similarly: 
kai ekalesen auton Laban Bounos tés martyrias, lak6b de ehalesen 
auton Bunos martys (“And Laban called it ‘Mound-of-Testi- 
mony/Witnessing’ but Jacob called it ‘Mound-Witness’ ”; cf. 
Speiser Genesis AB, 243, 248-49). The use of Bounos in the 
LXX for rendering both Heb gai and Aram yégar here is 
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like the use of the same word to translate Heb geba‘ in 3 
Kgdms 15:22. 

Another school considers the name-giving pericope in 
Genesis 31 to be entirely etiological, arising from the 
creation of stories to explain by folk etymology already 
existing names, ultimately from different and not always 
comprehensible sources. In this scenario, certainly the 
msph names are common enough. Speiser (Genesis AB, 
248-49) deems the name Gal‘éd as such an etiological 
“event” explicating the toponym Gil‘ad, the theater of the 
conflict and covenant with the mound or cairn (gal) of the 
Witness (‘éd) and thus supplying the basis for the regional 
name Gilead. This part of the etiology is from the “J 
source,” while the alternate Mizpah (Heb mispé), a similar 
connection to the stele (Heb massébé) set up, derives from 
the “E source.” 

A modern lexicon (KB) states that Gal‘éd is actually only 
such an etymologically etiological product, created for the 
tale by revocalization of Gil‘dd to Gal‘éd (same Heb conso- 
nantal text: gd) and that the “true” derivation of Gil‘Gd is 
a root *g‘d, known from Arab ja‘uda “to be wrinkled/lined” 
(said of cheeks), with a phonetic development *gi“ad > 
gil‘ad (an -l‘- medial cluster replacing the original gemi- 
nate *-‘‘-). (Similarly, they explain the toponym Gilbéa‘ as 
deriving from *gibbéa‘ and thus being a “comparative 
form” to Geba‘, with a meaning something like “the Hillier 
Hill.” W. Borée had already noted (1930: 34n. 1) the 
absence of any analogy for this presumed “dissimilation” 
of geminate -b- to -/b-.) 


C. Names Involving the Root hbr 

Arbeitman (1981), basing himself on (a) Mendenhall’s 
methodology, (b) the covenantal relationship of the three 
name-giving events in Genesis 31, and (c) Borée’s analysis, 
proposed interpreting the ancient triad of names, Hebrén, 
(Qiryat) >arba‘, and Mamr® in a manner analogous to the 
interpretation of the three names just noted. Each member 
of this triad of place names has reference to a covenant or 
treaty occurrence at that site. This treaty is noted in the 
Bible, though not in any way so explicitly as the treaty 
detailed in Genesis 31. It is rather with reference to the 
implicitly understood treaty between Abraham and 
Ephron in which the former obtains a burial cave from the 
Hittites. The name Hebr-én is to be explained as “the One- 
of [= Place-of-] the [Treaty-]-Ally” in Heb, and ?arba‘ as an 
exact Hittite translation (Hit ara- “friend, ally”); the third 
toponym, mamré’, fits in as representing Hit miu-mar 
“friendship.” The entire triad of names as applied to one 
and the same place is displayed ineluctably in Gen 35:27: 
“And Jacob came to Isaac, his father, at Mamré, Qiryat ha- 
?arba‘, which [is] Hebrén where Abraham sojourned and 
Isaac [too].” Yet some other scholars (e.g., Mazar [Maisler] 
1949) have long believed Mamré to be a section of the 
Hebrén complex, nearby, but separate. This perspective 
seems to be inescapably tied in with their implicit accep- 
tance of the midrashic (but nonbiblical) explication of 
giryat °arbaS as “City-of-the-Four-Quarters/Sections” (Ar- 
beitman 1981: 895-900). 

Finally, on the basis of Borée (1930: 58 n. 6), Arbeitman 
perceived the Arabic name of the city, el-Khalél (tradition- 
ally considered as a reference to Abraham as “the Friend 
of the Merciful” [halil ar-rahman)) to fit with the Hit name 
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triad when allowance is made for its original application to 
Abraham as the Friend (Heb Adbér, Hit ara- [and miu-]|) of 
Ephron (Arbeitman 1981: 955-98). 


D. Names Involving the Elements tad-/pal- 

M. O'Connor (1988: 235--54) examines the alternate 
names of Tadmér, the earlier attested name and the one 
used in Semitic language sources, together with the later 
attested name, used in Classical sources, Palmyra. 

O’Connor notes that the traditional folk etymology, 
wherein “Tac'mér” is deemed to be a derivative from the 
Semitic word for “date,” témar, while the later attested 
name, Palmyra, is simply a translation/calque on this in 
Latin, where palma “the stretched out ‘palm’ of the hand” 
has the secondary meaning “palm tree,” runs up against 
several vitiating factors, both phonological and chronolog- 
ical (1988: 235). He then suggests that both Jadmor and 
Palmyra, far from being respectively Semitic and “classical” 
(i.e., Latin) names, are both names left by the important 
Hurrian element of the population in Syria. Following the 
methodological framework established by Arbeitman 
(O'Connor 1988: 251 n. 25) and adding a wide survey of 
various other cities with multiple names, he concludes that 
the alternate Hurrian names offer a semantically unim- 
peachable sense when the second syllable of Tad-mér and 
Pal-myr(-a) is separated as representing the well-docu- 
mented Hurrian suffix -mVr (probably /mar/), the meaning 
of which is unknown, but not likely to be a suffix forming 
abstract nouns (O’Connor 1988: 249 n. 18). The bases that 
then remain. fad- and pal-, are of the semantic sphere of 
covenant terminology, “to love” and “to know” (O’Connor 
1988: 238). 

In this last regard they resemble the names in Genesis 
31 as well as :he triad of ancient names involving hdr. 


E. Dan and Others: Arabic Translations 

Rainey (1078: 9) notes: “Examples of pure translation 
from Heb to Arab are rare. One certain case is that of Tell 
el-Qadi: ‘the mound of the judge,’ representing Dan. ‘He 
(who) judges.’ Another may possibly be Khirbet el-watn: 
‘Ruin of the homeland,’ if its identification with Mélddah 
should be substantiated.” Arabic gé¢? translates NW Se- 
mitic ddén in either its “real” meaning or its folk etymologi- 
cal understanding by the Hebrews as “judge.” Its actual 
origin lies with one of the Sea Peoples, the people of 
(A)daniya in Anatolia, as maintained by Arbeitman and 
Rendsburg (1981: 147-57). (With reference to the root 
sphisfw, examined in Section B above, Rainey [1983: 10] 
provides a necessary word of caution against using vague 
semantic similarities for the purpose of site identification: 
“Many suggestions have been made for the identification 
of Libnah. One of the most frequent was Tell es-Safi: but 
the name ot that tell means ‘bright, shining’ and not 
‘white.’” For further discussion of place names, see also 
TOPONYMS AND TOPONYMY. 
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YOEL L. ARBEITMAN 
CITY OF DAVID. See DAVID, CITY OF (PLACE). 


CITY OF DAVID, STAIRS OF. See STAIRS OF 
THE CITY OF DAVID. 


CITY OF PALM TREES (PLACE) [Heb ‘ir hatie- 
marim]. An epithet for the city of JERICHO. From the top 
of Pisgah of Mount Nebo, Muses was shown the land to be 
possessed, “from the valley of Jericho, the city of palm 
trees, as far as Zoar” (Deut 34:3). From this text we can 
assume that Jericho was already called “the city of palm 
trees” before its destruction by Joshua. The name “City of 
Palm Trees” was probably given to this city because of the 
abundance of date-palm trees (Phoenix dactylifera) watered 
by the perennial spring ‘ain es-Sulfan located just east of 
the OT Jericho mound (Tell es-Sultan). 

The name “City of Palm Trees” can be paraphrased as: 
“the city near which date-pilm trees abound.” S. Cohen 
(IDB |: 638) thought that this term was used for a place 
which was a part of Jericho, «nd that after the destruction 
of the city by Joshua the tem probably referred to the 
“groves of palm trees that flourished nearby.” It is incon- 
ceivable, however, that the palm grove itself was called. by 
this name because we do not have any reason to call a 
grove a “city.” Rather, the destroyed city must have re- 
tained its names Jericho and “City of Palm Trees” which 
also included the surrounding area. 

The Hebrew word for the date-palm is témar “erect,” 
like a column or post (témer). This tree has no branches 
but its top is a large circle of palmate leaves. (RSV’s use of 
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the English word “branches” with respect to the palm tree 
[e.g., Lev 23:40; John 12:13] is imprecise.) So the Heb 
lamar “palm tree” meant “erect tree” and symbolically 
represented a righteous man (Ps 92:12). The shape of the 
palm tree at a distance resembles a woman standing; 
therefore, in Cant 7:17, a nobleman’s daughter is likened 
to the palm tree: “Your stature is [RSV marg.] like a palm 
tree, and your breasts are like its clusters.” 

Since this tree bears abundant sweet dates, the date- 
palm was a desirable fruit tree. The date-palm can reach a 
height of about 20 meters; its root is strong and fibrous so 
that the leaves are always full of sap and very green (Ps 
92:14). The shape of the palm tree is graceful. Represen- 
tations of date-palms ornamented Solomon’s temple (1 
Kgs 6:29). These excellent qualities may be the reasons 
why Tamar, “date-palm,” was used as the name of some 
women in the Bible. 

Many sorts of palm trees, different from each other in 
taste and name, were watered by the spring at Jericho. The 
better types yielded an excellent kind of honey when they 
were pressed, not much inferior in sweetness to the honey 
of bees. The Heb néhal, generally translated “valley,” may 
also have been the name of one of the excellent date-palms 
(Num 24:6; Cant 6:11). Also °é/ “which you have desired” 
(Isa 1:29) may be a fruit tree like the date-palm. A place 
south of Judah near the Dead Sea had the name Tamar, 
“Date-palm” (Ezek 47:19; 48:28) which may be another 
name for En-gedi, where many date-palm trees now grow, 
though it must be differentiated from the “City of Date- 
palms.” 
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CITY OF SALT (PLACE) (Heb ‘ir hammelah}. A Judean 
city near the Dead Sea mentioned once in the OT (Josh 
15:62). Identification of the site is problematic, and the 
problems are reflected in the variant readings of LXX mss. 
LXXA agrees with MT in reading poleis halon “City of Salt,” 
whereas LXXB reads poleis Sadém “city of Sodom.” Sodom 
has commonly been thought to lie E of the Dead Sea. 
Conder identified the City of Salt with Tell el-Milh (M.R. 
152069). The situation of the tell at the upper end of the 
Valley of Salt (Wadi el-Milh; 2 Sam 8:13; 2 Kgs 14:7) E-SE 
of Beer-sheba makes this identification attractive, but Tell 
el-Milh has more recently been identified as Moladah (Gk 
Malatha). 

There are six cities listed in Josh 15:61-62 as lying “in 
the wilderness” later known as the wilderness of Judah: (v 
61) Beth-arabah, Middin, Secacah, (v 62) Nibshan, the City 
of Salt, and En-gedi. Of these, the only firmly identified 
site is En-gedi (the Hazazon-tamar of 2 Chr 20:2) on the 
W side of the Dead Sea 28 miles S of Jericho. The sites of 
Middin (Khirbet Abu Tabaq), Secacah (Khirbet es-Samrah) 
and Nibshan (Khirbet el-Maqari) have suggested locations 
in the Valley of Achor (although Bar-Adon [1977: 22-23] 
is among those who disagree with these identifications). 

The City of Salt is now commonly identified with Khir- 
bet Qumran (M.R. 193127; Noth Joshua HAT, 100), al- 


CLAUDIA 


though Kallai (HGB, 396 n. 143) prefers to identify Qum- 
ran with Secacah. Others suggest Ain el-Ghuweir further 
S as the City of Salt. Qumran is just E of the Valley of 
Achor, about 14 miles from Jerusalem (on the site, see 
QUMRAN, KHIRBET). 
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CITY OF THE SUN (PLACE). See SUN, CITY OF 
THE (PLACE). 


CLAMS. See ZOOLOGY. 
CLAN. See FAMILY. 


CLAROMONTANUS. See CODEX CLAROMON- 
TANUS. 


CLAUDIA (PERSON) [Gk Klaudia]. A Christian woman 
who was in contact with Paul during the imprisonment 
referred to in the Pastorals, probably in Rome, although 
Caesarea has also been defended (2 Tim 4:21). Claudia, 
along with Pudens and Linus after whom she is men- 
tioned, sent greetings to Timothy. Her name suggests that 
she belonged to the imperial household, perhaps as a slave, 
or possibly as a member of the gens Claudia. The Apos. Con. 
7.46 note that a certain Linus, the son or husband of 
Claudia (Gk Linos ho Klaudias), was the first bishop of 
Rome after the death of the apostles. Whether this Claudia 
and Linus are to be identified with those mentioned in 2 
Timothy is not certain, although not impossible. 

The supposition that the Claudia and Linus of 2 Timo- 
thy were mother and son has led some to assume that she 
was therefore the wife of Pudens. But this leads to the 
problem of explaining why in the text of 2 Tim 4:21 Linus 
is named between them. Redlich (1913: 222) has argued 
that if Claudia was the wife (or sister) of Pudens, she would 
have been mentioned before Linus and along with Pudens. 
He concludes that “if the order of names suggests any- 
thing, it points to a closer relationship between Linus and 
Claudia than between Pudens and Claudia.” Nevertheless, 
those who suppose Claudia to have been married to Pud- 
ens draw the further inference that the two were identical 
to a couple with the same names mentioned by the Roman 
poet Martial (Epigrams 4.13) and to Roman couples named 
in British (CIL VII.17) and Roman (C/L VI.15.066) in- 
scriptions. But since these names were common, there is 
no persuasive support for the linking. See a fuller discus- 
sion under PUDENS (PERSON). 
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CLAUDIUS (EMPEROR). Claudius (Tiberius Claudius 
Nero Germanicus), younger son of the elder Drusus and 
Antonia was born at Lyons on | August 10 B.c. and became 
emperor after the assassination of his nephew, Gaius, on 
24 January a.p. 41. Although not a member of the Julian 
family by birth or by adoption (unlike his three predeces- 
sors), he was, on his father’s side, the grandson of Livia 
(who married Augustus after the divorce of her first hus- 
band, Claudius’ grandfather) and, on his mother’s side, 
grandson of Mark Antony and also of Augustus’ sister. He 
suffered throughout his life from some physical disability 
(possibly a form of paralysis) and was an object of scorn to 
many members of his family. “His grandmother Augusta 
[i.e. Livia] always treated him with the utmost contempt” 
(Suetonius Divus Claudius 3.2); to his mother, he was a 
“monster” (ibid.). Under the emperors Augustus and Ti- 
berius, he held no public office, even though he was in his 
mid-forties at the time of Tiberius’ death. Augustus had 
been wary of the public’s reaction to his seemingly eccen- 
tric behavior-—“they might ridicule both him and us” (Suet. 
Claud. 4.2). His first significant office was the “suffect” 
consulship of July 37: even this was a lesser award since 
members of the imperial family always received the “ordi- 
nary” consulship, i.e., they were the first consuls of the 
year, serving in January and replaced some months later 
by “suffect” consuls. 

His accession was far from normal. Found hiding in the 
palace behincl a curtain, he was dragged off by the prae- 
torians and proclaimed emperor, while the senators de- 
bated whether the imperial “system” should be abolished 
and the Republic restored. He soon established his ascen- 
dancy, however, though his relationship with the senate 
was never good. Conspiracies against him were many, 
starting in 42 with that of L. Arruntius Camillus Scriboni- 
anus. The full extent of the opposition that existed (or 
that he believed existed) against him may be assessed by 
Suetonius’ claim (Claud. 29.2) that in his reign thirty-five 
senators and :nore than 300 knights were executed. 

Despite the hostile literary tradition belittling him and 
accusing him of succumbing to the power and influence of 
his wives and freedmen, at least some of the substantial 
administrative achievements of his reign were due to his 
personal intervention. His speech urging the admission to 
senatorial status of a number of Gallic leaders has sur- 
vived: the irrelevancies and awkward expressions must be 
his. His intentions, though, were sound and consistent 
with his general belief in the importance of Romanizing 
the empire— ote the new cities he created and the colo- 
nies established from Britain to Syria. Of some importance, 
too, were his efforts to improve Rome’s grain supply by 
building a new harbor (Dio Cass. 60.11.1—5) and by estab- 
lishing greater control over the process of distribution. As 
well, he was responsible for substantial improvements in 
roads and aqueducts in both Italy and the provinces. He 
was extremely interested in legal matters, from the intro- 
duction of measures aimed at greater humanity towards 
slaves to attempts at speeding up the judicial process. 
However, his preference for trials before the emperor and 
his advisors (intra cubiculum), rather than before the senate, 
did nothing to lessen his unpopularity with that body. His 
most powerful! ministers included the former slaves Narcis- 
sus (responsible for the official correspondence), Pallas 
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(financial minister), and Callistus (in charge of petitions). 
But the extent of their influence is impossible to assess, 
especially in view of the sources’ hostility not only to 
Claudius himself but also to former slaves in general. 
There is no reason to doubt their efficiency; on the other 
hand, the argument that, through them, Claudius ex- 
tended and centralized the bureaucracy ought to be re- 
garded with extreme caution, because the evidence for it 
is slight. 

Claudius was a scholar. In his youth, he was encouraged 
by the historian Livy: later he composed an autobiogra- 
phy, a defense of Cicero, accounts of the Carthaginians 
and the Etruscans, a history of Augustus’ principate from 
the end of the Civil wars anc, as well, tried to have three 
letters added to the alphabet. His foreign policy was mark- 
edly more aggressive than tha: of his predecessors. A revolt 
in Mauretania was settled and two new provinces were 
created there. Thrace became a province in 46. Most 
expansion, however, occurred in Britain, where Roman 
influence had been confined “o the south-eastern quarter. 
Claudius’ massive invasion force of four legions moved 
rapidly and before long, the: Fosse Way from Exeter to 
Lincoln marked the limit of their progress. Britain was 
now a province. 

His attitude to the Jews was more enlightened than 
Gaius’. He posted an edict guaranteeing Jews throughout 
the empire the right to practice their religion “without let 
or hindrance” (Josephus, Ané 19.290). In Alexandria, 
where Gaius’ policy had led to serious unrest, an edict of 
A.D. 41 (British Museum Papyrus 1912) reprimanded both 
the Greek and Jewish rioters, urging the former to “act 
kindly towards the Jews.” The reaction of the Greeks in 
that city is presumably represented in a collection of pa- 
pyrus documents now known as “The Acts of the Pagan 
Martyrs” which purport to give, inter alia, details of the 
trials in Rome of Greek nationalist leaders: In tone, they 
are violently anti-Roman and, at the same time, hostile to 
the Jews. Later, though, he expelled the Jews from Rome 
“for constant rioting at the instigation of Chrestus” (Suet. 
Claud. 25.4), where at least the reference to Christianity is 
unambiguous; the emperor’: action is confirmed by an 
incident recorded in Acts 18:2, where two Jews, Aquila and 
Priscilla, expelled from Rome, came to Corinth and later 
met Paul. Finally an inscription said to come from Naza- 
reth records a decree (possibly of Claudius) on the viola- 
tion of tombs: scholars since 1930 have debated the possi- 
bility of an allusion to the burial and resurrection of 
Christ. 

Of his four wives, the last two are the best known. At the 
time of his accession, he was married to Valeria Messalina: 
their children were Octavia (whom Nero later married) 
and Britannicus (whom Nero later poisoned). After Mes- 
salina was put to death in 4& following her public “mar- 
riage” to Silius, Claudius married his niece Agrippina who 
already had a son, Domitius Ahenobarbus, some four 
years older than Britannicus: shortly after the marriage, 
Domitius was adopted by Claudius and named Nero Clau- 
dius Drusus Germanicus Caesar, though his young step- 
brother persisted, much to INero’s annoyance, in calling 
him “Ahenobarbus” (Suet. Nero 7). Greater honors came 
to Nero and greater power to Agrippina, but, fearing that 
Claudius might regret his promotion of Nero, Agrippina 
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had him poisoned on 13 October 54, thereby ensuring her 
son’s accession. Scholars have attempted to rehabilitate 
Claudius or at least to moderate the uniformly hostile 
picture painted by the ancient sources. Yet he remains a 
paternalistic autocrat and a pedantic administrator. The 
influence exerted over him by his wives and former slaves 
has been exaggerated: only in his last years did Agrippi- 
na’s power become excessive. 
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CLAUDIUS LYSIAS (PERSON) [Gk Klaudios Lysias]. 
A chiliarch and tribune of a cohort of Roman troops in 
Jerusalem. He was not a Latin, as his Greek cognomen 
Lysias indicates. Perhaps he took on the nomen Claudius 
when he purchased his emancipation from slavery and 
became a Roman citizen while Claudius was Emperor (Acts 
22:28). Claudius and his cohort were quartered in the 
tower of Antonia, northwest of the Temple and connected 
to the Court of the Gentiles. 

Claudius arrested Paul during his struggle with the Jews 
in Jerusalem (Acts 21:30—23:35). When Paul’s life was 
threatened by the Jews in the Temple, Claudius had Paul 
bound and carried to the tower of Antonia, thinking 
initially that Paul was the Egyptian sicarii who had led a 
recent rebellion against Jerusalem (21:38; cf. Jos. JW 
2.261-63). See EGYPTIAN, THE (PERSON). When he 
commanded that Paul be examined by scourging to find 
out why the Jews made such an outcry against him, he was 
deterred by Paul’s claim to Roman citizenship (22:24—29). 
Claudius later had Paul examined before the Sanhedrin 
(22:30-—23:10). Informed by Paul’s nephew of a conspiracy 
against Paul’s life (23:12-22), Claudius dispatched a full 
military escort at night to take Paul from Jerusalem to 
Caesarea, where Felix, the procurator of Judea, was sta- 
tioned (23:23—35). He sent along a letter to Felix outlining 
his dealings with Paul (23:26—30). The only reference to 
his name occurs in the heading of this letter (23:26). 

JoANN Forp Warson 


CLAY. See POTTERY (TECHNOLOGY). 
CLEAN. See UNCLEAN AND CLEAN. 


CLEMENT (PERSON) [Gk Klementos]. A Philippian 
Christian and one of Paul’s fellow workers whose names 
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are recorded in the “book of life” (Phil 4:3). The Latin 
name, Clement, may indicate that his family was among 
the original, prospering colonists in the Roman colony of 
Philippi. Clement is named by Paul, along with Euodia, 
Syntyche and “true yokefellow,” as having struggled side 
by side with him to preach the gospel. “To struggle side by 
side” (Gk sunathled) is an image taken from the games and 
suggests that Clement was a “fellow athlete” striving to- 
gether with Paul in the united effort of preaching the 
gospel and sharing the suffering involved in that endeavor. 
Clement is also described as being among those whose 
names are in the book of life. Just as in the OT reference 
is made to a “book of life,” as a kind of registry of God’s 
chosen people (Exod 32:32-33; Ps 69:28; 139:16; cf. this 
expression in apocalyptic literature: Dan 12:1; Rev 3:5,20; 
1 En 47:3; and in Qumran: 1QM 12:2), and just as in cities 
like Philippi there must have been a civic registry that 
included all the names of citizens, so also, as Paul sees it, 
the heavenly commonwealth (cf. Phil 3:20) has inscribed in 
God’s book of life the names of believers. Although the 
phrase “names in the book of life” can indicate in apoca- 
lyptic literature that those people so designated have al- 
ready died, such an assumption regarding Clement is 
improbable. 

Tradition from the ancient church, specifically Origen 
(Jo. 6.36), has identified this Clement from Philippi with 
Clement of Rome, the author of I Clem. (ca. 96), a view 
then transmitted by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 3.4.9) and taken 
up by later writers. Irenaeus, writing before Origen, had 
said that Clement of Rome, whom he lists as the third in 
the list of Peter’s successors, was a disciple of the Apostles 
(Haer. 3.3.3), but he did not link him explicitly with the 
Philippian Clement. Nor did Tertullian, who wrote that 
Clement of Rome was consecrated by Peter (De praescr. 
haeret. 32), mention any connection between Clement and 
Paul. It is generally judged, in spite of Origen’s statement, 
that an identification of the Philippian Clement with the 
Clement of Rome is unlikely because of the geographical 
and chronological distance that separates these two (Light- 
foot 1888: 168—71). Also, Clement was a common name in 
the Ist century. 
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CLEMENT, FIRST EPISTLE OF. An epistle sent 
in the name of the Apostolic Father Clement from the 
church in Rome to Corinth late in the Ist century c.E. 


. Tradition and Influence 

. Principal Sources 

. Greco-Roman Context 

. Literary Form 
Occasion and Purpose 
Authorship 

. Date 
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A. Tradition and Influence 
The so-called First Epistle of Clement was an authority in 
the early church. For a time, it was part of the canon of 
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the churches of Egypt and Syria. Three of the manuscripts 
in which it is found contain portions of the Christian 
Scriptures: Codex Alexandrinus (5th century), a Coptic 
papyrus codex (5th century), and a Syriac NT (12th cen- 
tury). It appears alongside the Didache in Codex Hieroso- 
lymitanus. The Latin translation is to be assigned, on 
linguistic grounds, to the 2d century (Mohrmann 1949). 
In ca. 150 a.p., Dionysius, bishop of Corinth, wrote to his 
Roman counterpart, Soter, that the epistle sent by Clement 
was still beirig read from time to time in the Christian 
assembly (Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 4.23). Eusebius attests that 
the letter was read in the worship services of many 
churches, in the days of old and in his own time (Hist. Eccl. 
3.16). Indeed, the letter seems to have been one of the best 
known writings in the early church. Polycarp makes full, if 
tacit, use of the work (Lightfoot 1890:1.149—52). Irenaeus 
praises the letter and summarizes its first chapters (Haer. 
3.3.3). The epistle is frequently utilized by Clement of 
Alexandria, who knew the work when he wrote his Paeda- 
gogus (1.91.2), and filled the Stromata with explicit quota- 
tions (Grant 1965:5-6). The high esteem in which the 
letter was he d contributed, no doubt, to the legend of its 
reputed author, to whom anonymous works were subse- 
quently attributed (2 Clement, two epistles De virginitate, the 
Apostolic Constitutions), making it possible for him to be- 
come the hero of a 3d-century romance, the Pseudo- 
Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, and glorifying him 
with a posthumous martyrdom (Martyrium Clementis, 4th 
century). The reading of the work in the worship assembly, 
the frequent citations in the writings of the fathers. the 
early translation of the work into three languages, the 
canonical status which the work sometimes enjoyed—these 
are sO many testimonies to the authority of 1 Clement in 
the early church. It is a surprising authority, given the fact 
that the work made no claim to apostolic authorship. How, 
then, is one to account for the remarkable authority of this 
text? 

An answer to this question might be sought in the 
usefulness of the work to the orthodox leaders of the 
church. / Clement was a weapon in the struggle against the 
gnostics; it was understood and utilized as an antiheretical 
writing by Hegesippus and Irenaeus (Bauer 1970: 103-4). 
Moreover, its teaching on the divine origin of church order 
and the apostolic succession of ecclesial office (40:1—44:6) 
seemed to lav the foundation for the concept of the mo- 
narchical episcopate and the claim of the Roman church 
to primacy (Ziegler 1958:102—22). But the usefulness of 
the work was limited in both respects. For, in fact, Clem- 
ent’s orthodoxy left something to be desired, as Photius 
quickly poinied out (PG 103.408A). It is interesting to 
note, in this connection, that Clement of Alexandria al- 
ready omits reference to the mythical phoenix of chap. 25 
and the virtuous pagans of 54:1—55:2. Those who wished 
to assert Roman primacy came, in time, to prefer to cite 
the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Recognitions, or the 
Apostolic Constitutions, since, in fact, 1 Clement says nothing 
about the primacy of Rome or the monarchical episcopate 
(Peterson 1950: 129-30). The Latin version had to alter 
the wording of 60:4—-61:1 to make it clear that it is to the 
Roman church that God has given authority. As a result, 
by the late Byzantine era, / Clement had virtually disap- 
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peared from sight, until the first edition was published by 
Patrick Young in 1633. 

If one seeks to comprehend the authority of the text, 
one must go beyond its func:ion in the struggle for ortho- 
doxy, beyond its influence upon the fathers of the church. 
In fact, one cannot stop short of the text itself. For the 
letter makes its own claim to authority, which is altogether 
surprising at this early pericd. One is immediately struck 
by the naturalness with which the Roman church inter- 
venes, all unbidden, in the af\airs of another congregation, 
and not in order to urge bcth parties to seek peace and 
reconciliation, but to take sicles with the deposed presby- 
ters. The author insists upon strong disciplinary measures: 
the exile of the younger persons who had raised the 
rebellion (54:1—4; 1:1; 3:3), and the restoration of the old 
presbyters to office, apparently against the will of the 
majority (44:1—6). Astonishing instructions, when one re- 
members that at this time the Roman church possessed 
neither the means nor the position to effect such an 
intervention. That the author did not possess the authority 
he claims is evident from the rhetorical character of the 
letter: He must persuade by argument and induce by 
example; that is, it is not yet his to command. 


B. Principal Sources 

What is the source of the authority which the letter 
asserts? Where is the presumption of its author grounded? 
It is clear that the OT is a warrant for Clement (Wrede 
1891: 58-107); it is the book of revelations through which 
God speaks (22:1). It provides instructions for conduct 
and examples of nurture (1:3; 3:4; 40:4—-5; 50:5; 58:2). 
More importantly, it prophesies, typologically, the order 
of the church, the offices of bishop and deacon (42:5, 
citing Isa 60:17). Like Moses before them (43:1—6), the 
apostles knew that there would be strife over the title of 
bishop; thus they decreed that, at the death of the bishops, 
other approved men should succeed to their ministry, with 
the consent of the whole church (44:1—3). The presbyters 
are viewed as cultic officers. on the analogy of the OT 
priests, and thus are fundamentally distinguished from 
the laity (40-41). Their task consists, in accordance with 
the priestly example, in the offering of sacrifices and in 
service to the community (44:3—4). 

Christian tradition is a second source of authority. The 
lives of Peter and Paul are paradigmatic (5). 1 Corinthians 
is cited repeatedly (24:1; 35:56; 37:5-38:2; 47; 49:5-6). 
The author calls upon the liturgy to give force to his 
counsel: doxologies (20:12; 43:6; 45:7—8; 58:2: 61:3; 64), 
trinitarian formulae (46:6; £8:2), and, above all, the sol- 
emn liturgical prayer, with which the work concludes 
(59:1-61:3), situate the advice in the worshipping com- 
munity and invite its sanction. Moreover, the letter has a 
homiletical character; the first long section (4-39), espe- 
cially, makes the impression of a sermon. It has even been 
suggested that J Clement is composed of old homiletical 
pieces. One has no difficulty locating the accustomed ele- 
ments of Christian paraenesis: household codes (1:3; 21:6; 
21:8), catalogues of virtues (52:2; 64), and of vices (30:1; 
35:5—-6). In keeping with iis homiletical character, the 
epistle makes use of rhetoric to a far greater degree than 
other early Christian writings. The author is more familiar 
with the figures of ancient prose, more sure in his use of 
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diatribal style, than Paul, or than the author of the Epistle 
to the Hebrews. One repeatedly encounters rhetorical 
questions and imperatives, antitheses, anaphora, allitera- 
tion, etc. The panegyric on love in chap. 49 draws upon 
rhetorical models in its attempt to rival | Corinthians 13. 
Like the synagogue preacher and the political orator, 
Clement makes frequent use of examples to illustrate his 
admonitions on jealousy and envy (4—8), faith and hospi- 
tality (9-12), humility (16-18), repentance (51-53), and 
voluntary exile (55). The agon motif (in chaps. 5-7) is 
taken over from the diatribe (Dibelius 1942: 192-99; Zieg- 
ler 1958: 24-37). All in all, the work makes the impression 
of a sermon, permeated with scripture citations and con- 
cluded by a solemn liturgical prayer. There can be little 
doubt that the work was intended, from the very begin- 
ning, for reading in the assembly, and perhaps in churches 
beyond Corinth (Stuiber RAC 19: 192). 

These are strong warrants—the OT and Christian tra- 
dition. But it is not here that the claim of the text is 
grounded. For it is not the content of the tradition which 
is normative for Clement, but a value which he imports 
from without. For example, the author of the epistle 
asserts that God saved through Noah the living creatures 
which entered in concord (homonoia) into the ark (9:4). 
What is peculiar about this formulation is that the empha- 
sis falls not on the salvation of Noah and his family, as in 1 
Pet 3:20, but on that of the animals who entered the ark 
in concord. There is no tradition, Jewish or Christian, in 
which the animals are said to have entered “in concord.” 
The notion was doubtlessly suggested to Clement by the 
“two by two” of Gen 6:10. Behind the curious statement 
lies the desire to tell the Corinthians, as Knopf rightly 
observed, “the animals were peaceable, the humans were 
not” (1920: 59). But precisely this purpose is foreign to 
the text. The same motive is apparent in chap. 11, where 
the sin of Lot’s wife is said to consist in a difference of 
opinion with her husband, in her failure to remain in 
concord (homonoia) with him (11:2); thus she was changed 
into a pillar of salt to make it clear to all that “those who 
are double-minded fall under condemnation” (11:2). But 
nowhere is it said in the biblical text that Lot’s wife held 
different opinions from her husband, that she was not in 
concord with him. Precisely what Clement views as essen- 
tial has been imported into the text from without. So it is 
everywhere that the OT is cited: the specific regulations 
are not considered normative, but the principle of order 
as such. And whence this principle? 

Nor is Christian tradition the basis for the obedience 
which Clement demands; it furnishes the occasion, or, at 
most, the content for instructions which are grounded 
elsewhere. Clement’s account of the trials of Peter and 
Paul (chap. 5) reflects no knowledge of the actual events of 
their lives, no acquaintance with the autobiographical por- 
tions of Paul’s letters; rather, the description is shaped by 
the image of the philosophic athlete, who enters the moral 
arena to fight for virtue, whose mythological prototype is 
Hercules, the Cynic-Stoic hero (Sanders 1943: 30-31). 

Similarly, Clement adds to Paul’s hymn on love, from 
which he quotes in 49:5, precisely what he wishes to say: 
“Love creates no strife, love does all things in concord 
(homonoia).” When Clement takes up Paul’s image of the 
body (from 1 Cor 12:12-27), he gives it a very different 
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significance: Paul meant to illustrate the relationship be- 
tween members, despite their differences; but by stressing 
the contrast of hand and foot, and the collaboration of 
great and small (37:1—5), Clement preaches subordina- 
tion, in contrast to Paul. Nor does the tradition of Christian 
worship provide sufficient warrant for the text. Contrast 
the solution which Clement recommends to the crisis in 
the Corinthian church, voluntary exile (chap. 54), with the 
procedure which Paul directs against the sinner of 1 Corin- 
thians 5. Paul insists upon the removal of the man from 
the community; judgement is to be pronounced in the 
name of the Lord, and the sinner is to be delivered to 
Satan. Paul’s advice is modelled upon the process for 
excommunication from the synagogue. Neither the vocab- 
ulary nor the process has anything in common with what 
Clement suggests. Clement’s measures are not based upon 
Jewish or Christian precedents; the norm must be sought 
elsewhere. 


C. Greco-Roman Context 

These observations lead one to search for an external 
warrant for the text. The influence of popular philosoph- 
ical conceptions, like the moral athlete, with their Cynic- 
Stoic character, has long been noted (Sanders 1943: 13). 
One finds, for example, in Clement’s discussion of the 
resurrection, alongside much that is dependent upon Paul 
(24:1—-5, citing 1 Cor 15:20,36-37), an argument drawn 
from natural history, the story of the phoenix (chap. 25), 
in a version which is closely akin to that of Pliny (HN 10.2) 
and Pomponius Mela (Chorogr. 3.8). Military obedience as 
an example of social order (37:1—3) was a favorite topos of 
the Stoics, as well (Sanders 1943: 82-83). The collabora- 
tion of great and small was admired by Plato and Euripi- 
des, among others (Sanders 1943: 84). Clement’s use of 
the metaphor of the body (chap. 37) has more in common 
with Menennius Agrippa (in Livy) than with the purposes 
of the apostle Paul (Sanders 1943: 85-91). In recommend- 
ing voluntary exile (chap. 54), Clement follows the prece- 
dent of Roman politics, in keeping with Stoic teaching 
(Sanders 1943: 41-50). Clement’s conceptions, illustra- 
tions, and figures of speech reflect his dependence upon 
Greco-Roman models. 

But it is not merely a matter of diffuse cultural influ- 
ence. For the order which Clement seeks to create within 
the church is that recommended by Roman political phi- 
losophy; it is the ideal of “peace and concord,” visibly 
established in the Imperium Romanum and vigorously 
defended by contemporary orators. At the close of the 
epistle (63:2), Clement describes his work as “an appeal 
for peace and concord” (Gk enteuksis peri etrénés kai homo- 
noias), and expresses the desire that the ambassadors who 
have accompanied the work will be sent back to Rome 
quickly, in order that they may report the sooner “the 
peace and concord which we pray for and desire” (65:1). 
One notices what a large role is played by “peace and 
concord” in Clement’s account of cosmic order in chap. 
20: The heavens are subject to God “in peace” (20:1); sun, 
moon, and stars roll on in their appointed courses, “in 
concord, without swerving at all” (20:3); seasons change, 
giving place to one another “in peace” (20:9); the smallest 
animals conjoin “in concord and peace” (20:10). So Clem- 
ent concludes: “All these things did the great creator and 
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master of the universe ordain to be in peace and concord” 
(20:11). If human beings wish to find their place in the 
cosmos, as citizens worthy of God, they must accomplish 
“virtuous deeds before him in concord” (21:1). The great 
liturgical prayer culminates in an appeal for the peace and 
concord of the earthly rulers (61:1). 

By the end of the Ist century of the Roman empire, 
“peace and concord” had become a formulaic description 
of the well-being of the state. One encounters the slogan 
everywhere, in speeches, in histories, in government doc- 
uments, on inscriptions and coins. So, for example, in Dio 
Chrysostom’s thirty-ninth oration, On Concord in Nicaea, 
Upon the Cessation of Civil Strife: “But it is fitting that those 
whose city was founded by the gods should maintain peace 
and concord toward one another” (39.2; cf. Or. 40.26). 
Plutarch concludes that the plan of Alexander’s campaigns 
demonstrated that he was a true philosopher, because he 
did not seek to obtain luxury for himself, but to bring 
“peace and concord to all men” (De Alex. Fort. 1.9; cf. 
Plutarch De Garr. 17; Lucian Hermot. 22; Dio Cassius Hist. 
Rom. 44.23; 44.25; Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. Rom. 
7.60.2). Diodorus Siculus relates how the inhabitants of 
Euboea fell into strife, and how their island was devastated; 
but “at long last the parties came into concord and made 
peace with one another, having been admonished by their 
misfortunes” (Hist. 16.7.2). The terms “peace and con- 
cord” are found together from the Ist century B.c. on, 
mutually defining a conception of the well-being of the 
state, in reaction to the bloody civil war (P. Jal 210-31). It 
is not possible to say whether the combination is typically 
Roman, and has been taken over into Greek literature 
(P. Jal 221), or whether concordia has been influenced by 
the Greek concept homonoia (Skard 1932). But the origin 
of the slogan does not lie in Stoic circles exclusively (contra 
Sanders 1943: 129). For the ideal is found on inscriptions 
which record the arbitration of disputes (e.g., SIG 816) 
and on coinage celebrating the end of strife between cities. 
In urging peace and concord, Clement may be seen to 
follow the advice which Plutarch gave to a young friend 
who had inquired about the mode of political life appro- 
priate to a citizen of the empire, in which “the affairs of 
the cities no longer include leadership in wars, or the 
overthrow of tyrannies, or the conclusion of alliances. . . . 
There remains, then, for the statesman, of those activities 
which fall within his province, only this—and it is the equal 
of the other blessings—always to instill concord and friend- 
ship in those who dwell together with him and to remove 
strifes, discords, and all enmity” (Praec. ger. rep. 
805A,824C_D). 


D. Literary Form 

The importance of political context is confirmed by 
consideration of literary form. The most explicit descrip- 
tion of the work is found in 58:2, in the appeal to the 
readers to “receive our counsel” (symboulé). The letter is 
conceived, therefore, as a (symboulé), or deliberative dis- 
course, regularly discussed by writers on rhetoric after 
Aristotle (Arist. RA. 1.3-4.8; Rh. ad Her. 1.2.2; Quintilian 
3.4.15; 3.8.6; [Aristides] Avs rh. in Spengel 1894: 2.503- 
504; see the studies of the literary category symboulé by 
Klek 1919 and Beck 1970). Epistolary theorists provide 
definitions of the symbouleutic letter (Ps.-Demetrius ‘ypoi 
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Epistolikot 11 and Ps.-Libanius Epistolimaiot Xaraktéres 5 in 
Weichert 1910). The purpose of such a work is to exhort 
or dissuade, with reference to some future act; thus, it 
advocates what is beneficial, as opposed to what is harmful 
(on the goals of deliberative rhetoric, see Aristotle 
Rh. 1.3.5-4.7; Quint. 3.8.1--3; 3.8.22; 3.8.33; Alexander 
in Spengel 1894, 3: 1-2 and the more detailed analysis by 
[Aristides] Ars rh. in Spengel 1894, 2: 503-504). Narrative 
is kept to a minimum, since the deliberative work is con- 
cerned with the future and seeks to advise about things to 
come (Arist. Rh. 1.3.4; Quint. 3.8.6). The deliberative 
orator assigns blame where it is due (Arist. Rh. 1.9.28-—37; 
Quint. 3.7.28) and makes use of examples (Rh. 1.4.8—9.39; 
Quint. 3.8.36). A sub-category of the deliberative discourse 
is the appeal for concord (Isocrates Paneg. 3; Ad Phil. 16; 
Ep. 3.2; Cicero De Or. 1.56; Dio Chrys. Or. 38.1-2; Dio 
Cass. 44.23.3; Aelius Aristides Or. 24.825D,826D,827D; 
Philostr. VS 1.9.4; lamb. VP 9.45). A number of examples 
of this genre have fortunately survived, several in the form 
of epistles (e.g. Thrasymachus Pert Politeas Antiphon Peri 
Homonoias; Isocr. Or. 4; Et. 3,8,9; Ps.-Plato Ep. 7; Ps.- 
Demosthenes Ep. 1; Socratic Epp. 30-32; Ps.-Sallust Ep. 2; 
Dio Chrys. Or. 38-41; Aelius Aristides Or. 23-24; [Hero- 
des Atticus} Peri Politeias; Ps.- Julian Or. 35). Their authors, 
generally philosophers or rhetoricians, seek to calm the 
outbreak of faction, within cities or between cities, by 
dissuading from strife (stasis) and exhorting to concord 
(homonoia). 

The First Epistle of Clement fully conforms to the defini- 
tion of a deliberative work (van Unnik 1970: 33—46). The 
author successfully combines exhortation (protropé) with 
warning (apotropé), e.g., in 20:3; 35:5; 58:1. He uses the 
recommended topics and arzuments, appealing to what is 
beneficial (19:2—21:2; 35:1—2; 38:6), to what is right and 
holy, and warning against what causes harm and danger 
(14:1-2), where the terminology of the (symboulé) is espe- 
cially prominent; on danger as an argument, see also 41:4; 
47:7, and the parallel in Dio Chrys. Or. 48.14). As Quintil- 
ian suggests (3.8.36; 3.8.66). Clement argues for what is 
right and lawful (63:1—-2). Like other works in this genre, 
1 Clement is filled with examples (5; 6; 46; 55; 63:1). The 
relative absence of narrative. confined to chaps. | and 44, 
is also explained by reference to the genre (Dion. Hal. 
Rhet. 10.14). Even the theme of cosmic harmony in chap. 
20 belongs to the topoi of a discourse on concord (cf. Dio 
Chrys. Or. 48.14—16). 

In existing speeches and letters on concord, one meets 
with the same complex of ideas and motifs, adapted by 
each author to a particular situation. Is it nevertheless 
possible to discern a structure? When one compares sev- 
eral works from Clement's «ime, e.g. Dio Chrys. Or. 38, 
{Herodes Atticus] Pert Politeias, Ps.-Julian Or. 35, Aelius 
Aristides Or. 24.28-37, a schema begins to emerge, in 
which introduction is followed by proposition, a general 
appeal for concord, arguments against strife, specific ad- 
vice, an answer to possible objections, and an epilogue. 


E. Occasion and Purpose 

1 Clement finds its warrant in the ideology of the empire, 
and utilizes the popular counsel of concord, ubiquitous in 
the 2d century (Bowersock 1969: 68). This discovery allows 
for several conclusions on the occasion and purpose of the 
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work as a whole. First, the fact that Clement draws upon 
rhetoric and ideology does not mean that the situation is 
fictitious, or that the letter is a crypto-apology for the faith 
(Eggenberger 1951). There is no reason to doubt that, as 
Clement says, “a few rash and self-willed persons have 
caused strife to blaze up” (1:1), and that several presbyters 
have been removed from office (44:3-6; 46:9; 47:6), re- 
placed, it seems, by younger men (3:3). That the letter 
deals sparingly with affairs in Corinth is dictated by the 
rules of the genre. In the orations of Dio Chrysostom and 
Aelius Aristides “on concord,” the causes of strife are 
seldom reported. In no case is this a reflection of igno- 
rance; it is simply in keeping with the aims of the genre 
(Dion. Hal. Rhet. 10.14; Quint. 3.8.6—10). In light of these 
formal and social constraints, one might even say that 
Clement has told us too much in chap. 44. Thus it is hardly 
surprising that the background of the conflict is never 
described, and that the author mentions, as the sources of 
strife, nothing more concrete than jealousy and envy (4—- 
5). One may conclude that it is impossible to reconstruct 
the conflict, or the views of those whom Clement combats. 
It may well be that Litgert is right in seeing here a conflict 
between “Spirit and Office” (1911: 50-111), or that W. 
Bauer was correct in describing the conflict as a special 
case of the struggle between orthodoxy and heresy (1970: 
99-109). But the rules of the genre make it difficult to 
advance beyond hypotheses. 

Whatever the causes of the conflict in Corinth, money 
seems to have been involved. Contrasting the former hu- 
mility of the Corinthians with the ambition which has now 
given rise to strife, the author states that the Corinthians 
had once been “satisfied with the provision (ephodios) of 
Christ” (2:1). Dionysius of Corinth, in his letter to Soter, 
observed that it had been the custom of the Roman church 
from the beginning “to send contributions (ephodia) to 
many churches in every city” (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 4.23.10). 
From the Roman point of view of Clement, the younger 
generation of leaders at Corinth are dissatisfied with the 
provision for their church. What role did this play in the 
revolt against the presbyters? Were the established presby- 
ters accused of embezzlement? Did the new leaders seek 
another contribution, to replace the funds their predeces- 
sors stole? Polycarp reports that the presbyter Valens was 
deposed from office for “avarice” (Ad Phil. 11). The unrest 
of the Ist and 2d centuries almost always had economic 
causes; and the agreements which brought strife to an end 
usually included concrete provisions which served the in- 
terests of all parties. 

If one knows less about the situation in Corinth as a 
result of these insights, one learns more about the pur- 
poses of the Roman church. The intervention of Rome 
into the affairs of Corinth is modelled on the relations of 
the capital to the provinces. It is thus an expression of the 
will to power, and not a fraternal correction (Stuiber RAC 
19: 192) or a kindly (Lietzmann 1832: 202). There is 
nothing to suggest that Rome’s intervention was invited by 
the Corinthian church, or initiated by the deposed pres- 
byters. The inexact reference to a “report” (akoé) in 47:7 
seems rather to exclude the possibility of an official com- 
munication from Corinth. The Roman church has acted 
on its own initiative; the division in Corinth only furnished 
the occasion. 
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The intervention of the Roman church is modelled on 
the actions of the Roman senate and the emperor. First, 
the church decided to dispatch a symboulé, in much the 
same manner that philosophers and orators, with the 
approval, or on the instruction, of the Roman emperor 
were sent to troubled cities to counsel concord. Along with 
its appeal, the church sent three “witnesses” (63:3—4; 65:1) 
to observe and report on the restoration of peace. The 
Roman state proceeded in similar fashion in its efforts to 
quiet faction in the cities. When a class struggle erupted at 
Rhodes, Aelius Aristides sent a speech on concord in which 
he described himself as a “witness” (Or. 24.833D). In a 
symbouleutic discourse ascribed to Julian, but dated by 
Keil (1913) to the Ist century A.p., the author states that a 
legation (presbeia) will be sent to Corinth consisting of two 
philosopher orators (Ps.-Julian Or. 35; Keil 1913: 39). The 
senate frequently adjudicated disputes between provincial 
cities, often employing local agents as arbiters (texts and 
commentary in Sherk [1969]; cf. Tod [1913]; Piccirilli 
[1973]). Finally, the Roman church recommended exile. 
Exsilium was a Roman practice for escaping trial (fre- 
quently mentioned in Cicero, e.g., Pro Caec. 100; cf. Sue- 
tonius 5.25.4). Clement’s solution brings to mind the vol- 
untary exile of Dio under Domitian. Thus the Roman 
church sought a relation with its sister congregation in 
Corinth like that which Rome had with the cities of the 
empire (Cauwelaert 1935), a relationship like that between 
mother-city and colony (Seibert 1963). In this sense, 
1 Clement belongs in the history of the primacy of Rome 
(Ziegler 1958: 122). 

In adopting the ideology and strategy of the govern- 
ment, Clement endorsed the Roman imperium. The epis- 
tle is characterized throughout by a positive attitude to- 
ward the Roman state (Wengst 1987). In 37:2—4 the author 
praises the Roman military, “the soldiers in service of our 
leader,” as a model of obedience, in language which recalls 
Aelius Aristides’ Eulogy of Rome (88). In the solemn liturgi- 
cal prayer with which the work concludes, the author asks 
that Christians “may be obedient . . . to our rulers and 
governors on earth,” to whom God has given the sover- 
eignty (60:4-61:1). This prayer for princes is more than a 
show of loyalty; it expresses the conviction that the empire 
and its rulers have been established by God as the earthly 
counterpart of the heavenly kingdom. 


F. Authorship 

1 Clement represents itself as a writing of the Roman 
church, and gives no hint of the name or person of the 
author. Yet, it must have been written by a single individ- 
ual, as the unity of style and content suggest. That his 
name was Clement, as the manuscripts indicate, was the 
unanimous opinion of the ancient church. The earliest 
witnesses are in the letter of Dionysius to Soter (Euseb. 
Hist. Eccl. 4.23.11) and in Hegesippus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 
4.22.1). Irenaeus knows that the Roman community, “dur- 
ing his time in office,” sent a letter to Corinth (Haer. 3.3.3). 
Without referring to the epistle, Hermas mentions a Clem- 
ent who had responsibility for correspondence with the 
churches without (Vis. 2.4.3). One may see in this person 
the author of I Clement. He must have been a leading 
personality in the church at Rome, the official correspon- 
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dent with other churches. More than this, one cannot 
know. 


G. Date 

The epistle is customarily dated to the end of the reign 
of Domitian (95 or 96 c.£.). In the first sentence of the 
letter, the author explains that the Roman church has been 
delayed in turning its attention to the dispute at Corinth 
by “sudden and repeated misfortunes and hindrances 
which have befallen us” (1:1). This statement is usually 
interpreted as an allusion to a persecution through which 
the church at Rome has just been passing. Since chap. 5 
speaks of the Neronian persecution as something long 
past, the sporadic assaults of Domitian must be meant. But 
the language of 1:1 is so vague that one may doubt 
whether it refers to persecution at all (Merrill 1924: 150); 
and the evidence for a persecution under Domitian is 
tenuous (Merrill 1924: 148-73). In letters and speeches on 
concord, one often finds an apologetic formula like that 
which introduces I Clement; it was customary for one who 
gave advice or: concord to excuse his delay by reference to 
personal or domestic hindrances (e.g. Dio Chrys. Or. 4.2; 
Aelius Aristides Or. 24.1; Socratic Ep. 31). The language 
which Clement uses to describe the causes of the delay, 
symphorai and periptéseis, with the adjectives aiphnidioi and 
epalléloi, is frequently found in discussions of the circum- 
stances which give rise to discord in literary and epigraphic 
texts (Diodorus Siculus 16.7.2; 4 Macc. 3:21; Josephus /W 
5.32; Euseb. ist. Eccl. 4.2.1; OGIS 335.15; 339.17; SIG 
685.137; 708.7; 730.20; 731.6). The appearance of terms 
so closely associated with strife in the preface to 1 Clement 
suggests that the author has cast the conventional apology 
in the form of a captatio benevolentiae; he wished to inchide 
himself and the Roman church in the nouthetésis (admoni- 
tion), so that they should not appear to be lording it over 
their brethren. The “misfortunes and hindrances” of 
which the epistle makes mention may have been internal 
dissensions like those which troubled the community in 
Corinth. But it is not necessary to believe that these quar- 
rels had any real existence at all, only that the author 
found allusion to them, by means of conventional expres- 
sions, a convenient way of establishing a sympathetic rela- 
tionship between himself and his readers. He wished to 
say: We are faced with the same problems and have need 
of the same admonition. 

Thus one must rely upon more general statements in 
the epistle ancl in tradition. The account of the deaths of 
Peter and Paul in chap. 5 is not that of an eye-witness. The 
presbyters installed by the apostles have died (44:2), anda 
second ecclesiastical generation has passed (44:3). The 
church at Rome is called “ancient” (47:6); and the emissar- 
ies from Rome are said to have lived “blamelessly” as 
Christians “from youth to old age” (63:3). Thus the epistle 
cannot have been written before the last decades of the Ist 
century. There are references to the letter by the middle 
of the next century in the works of Hegesippus and Dio- 
nysius of Corinth (apud Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 3.16; 4.22; 4.23). 
Thus one may place the composition of 1 Clement between 
A.D. 80 and 14). 


1060 - I 


Bibliography 


Text 

Bihlmeyer, K. 1970. Die apostolischon Vater. Vol. 1. Tubingen. 

Fischer, J. A. 1966. Die apostolische Vater. Vol. 1. Darmstadt. 

Grant, R. M. 1965. The Apostolic i‘athers. Vol. 2, First Clement. New 
York. 

Jaubert, A. 1971. Clement de Rome: Epitre aux Corinthiens. Paris. 

Knopf, R. 1920. Die apostolischen Véter. Vol. 1, Zwei Clemensbriefe. 
Tubingen. 

Lightfoot, J. B. 1890. The Apostolic Fathers. Vol. 1, Clement. London. 


Literature 

Bauer, W. 1970. Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity. Phila- 
delphia. 

Beck, I. 1970. Untersuchungen zur Theorie des Genos Symnuleutikon. 
Hamburg. 

Bowersock, G. W. 1969. Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire. Oxford. 

Cauwelaert, R. 1935. L’intervention de |'église de Rome a Corinthe 
vers l’'an 96. RHE 31: 267-306. 

Dibelius, M. 1942. Rom und die Christen im ersten Jahrhundert. 
SHAW 1941-42. Heidelberg. 

Eggenberger, C. 1951. Die Quellen der politischen Ethik des I. Klemens- 
briefs. Zurich. 

Harnack, A. 1929. Einfiihrung in die alte Kirchengeschichte. Leipzig. 

Jal, P. 1941. “Pax civilis’—“concordia.” Revue des études latines 34: 
210-31. 

Keil, B. 1913. Ein Logos Systatikos. MAWG. Pp. 1-41. 

Klek, J. 1919. Symbuleutict qui dicitur sermonis historia critica. Kirch- 
hain. 

Lietzmann, H. 1832. Geschichte der Alten Kirche I. Tibingen. 

Liitgert, W. 1911. Amt und geist im Kampf. Giitersloh. 

Meinhold, P. 1939. Geschichte und Deutung im ersten Klemens- 
brief. ZKG 58: 87-129. 

Merrill, E. T. 1924. Essays in Early Christian History. London. 

Mikat, P. 1969. Die Beudeutung der Begriffe Stasis und Aponoia fiir das 
Verstdndnis des I. Clemensbriefes. Cologne. 

Mohrmann, C. 1949. Les origines «te la latinité chrétienne 4 Rome. 
VC 3: 67-106. 

Peterson, E. 1950. Das Praescriptun des 1 Clemens. Pp. 351-57 in 
Pro Regno Pro Sanctuario. Nijkerk. 

Piccirilli, L. 1973. G& Arbitrat Inter:tali Grect. Pisa. 

Sanders, L. 1943. L’hellénisme de sat:it Clement de Rome et le Paulinisme. 
Louvain. 

Seibert, J. 1963. Metropolis und Apo:kia. Wirzburg. 

Sherk, R. K. 1969. Roman Documen:s from the Greek East. Baltimore. 

Skard, E. 1932. Zwei religiés-politiscl.e Begriffe. Oslo. 

Spengel, L. von. 1894. Rhetores graevi. 3 vols. Bibliotheca Scriptorum 
Graecorum et Romanorum Te ubneriana. Leipzig. 

Tod, M. 1913. International Arbitration Amongst the Greeks. Oxford. 

Unnik, W. C. van. 1950. Is 1 Clement 20 Purely Stoic? VC 4: 181- 
89. 

—. 1970. Studies over de zogenaamde eerste brief van Clemens. 
Amsterdam. 

Weichert, V., ed. 1910. Demetrit et Libanii qui feruntur. Leipzig. 

Welborn, L. 1985. On the Date of First Clement. BR 29: 35-54. 

Wengst, K. 1987. Pax Romana. Philadelphia. 

Wrede, W. 1891. Untersuchungen zun: Ersten Klemensbriefe. Gottingen. 

Ziegler, A. 1958. Neue Studien zum Lrsten Klemensbrief. Miinich. 

LAURENCE L. WELBORN 


I+ 1061 
CLEMENT, SECOND EPISTLE OF. An early 


Christian epistle transmitted along with J Clement in the 
biblical Codex Alexandrinus (late 4th century) and the 
later Jerusalem Codex (1056) which includes the Didache, 
as well as in the Syriac version. It was not written by the 
author(s) of 1 Clement and, indeed, is not a letter but a 
sermon on self-control, repentance, and judgment. The 
sermon begins abruptly: “Brothers, we must think about 
Jesus Christ as about God, as about the judge of living and 
dead; and we must not think little of our salvation.” The 
preacher tells his “brothers and sisters” that he is reading 
them a “petition” or “plea” (Gk enteuxis) to “pay attention 
to what is written,” i.e. to the scriptures which he fre- 
quently cites (along with quotations from “the prophetic 
word,” otherwise unknown, and something like the apoc- 
ryphal Gospel of the Egyptians). He himself refers to “the 
books (i.e., the OT) and the apostles” as authorities (14.2). 

Scholars have noted the “synoptic-type” Jewish piety of 
the sermon, perhaps surprising around a.p. 140-160 (the 
epistle’s approximate date). The work appears to rely on 
the Gospel of John as well, however, notably in 9:5—6: “If 
Christ the Lord who saved us was spirit at first but became 
flesh [John 1:14] and so called us, so we shall receive the 
reward in the flesh. Let us then love one another [John 
13:34] so that we may all come to the kingdom of God.” 
The kingdom will come when truth and good works are 
accompanied by ascetic practise (chap. 12). Until then, 
Christians must preserve the “seal of baptism” (7:6, 8:6) 
and belong to “the first, spiritual Church, created [like 
Israel, according to some rabbis] before sun and moon,” 
for Gen 1:27 refers to the male Christ and the female 
Church, both spiritual; Christ is also the Spirit (chap. 14). 
The theology is not altogether clear, and the author soon 
turns to state that he has “given no trivial counsel about 
self-control,” leading into his practical appeal for repen- 
tance and going so far as to say that “fasting is better than 
prayer, but almsgiving is better than both” (16:4). 

He urges his hearers “not just to seem to believe and pay 
attention while being exhorted by the elders” but to re- 
member at home and meet more frequently (17:3). Sin- 
ners will be punished in unending fire (17:7, cf. 5:4, 7:6). 

Why was it supposed to be from Clement? Three places 
of origin have been assigned to it because of its connection 
with I Clement: Corinth, Rome, and (later) Alexandria; but 
none is fully convincing. It is simply one example of a 
“garden-variety” 2d century sermon, rhetorically inferior 
to the work of Melito of Sardis and Hippolytus. 
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CLEMENTINES, PSEUDO-. “Pseudo-Clemen- 
tines” is not primarily a generic designation used in all 
inauthentic writings attached to the name of Clement of 
Rome. It refers rather to a specific group of pseudony- 
mous compositions that relate a fictitious tale of Clement’s 
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conversion to Christianity, of his travels with Peter, and of 
his recovery of the long-lost and dispersed members of his 
family. The genre of these writings is the ancient romance 
of recognitions; the Pseudo-Clementines are the first known 
example of Christian adoption en bloc of this literary Gat- 
tung. The author has thereby used established literary 
conventions to illustrate his belief that Christian faith leads 
to the resolution of intellectual difficulties as well as hard- 
ships in life. 

The main constituents of the Pseudo-Clementines are the 
Homilies and the Recognitions. The original Greek of the 
Hom. Clem. has survived in two manuscripts from the 11th 
or 12th and 14th centuries. The Greek of the Clem. recogn., 
in contrast, has been lost except for small fragments pre- 
served in the church fathers (listed in Rehm 1965: c-cii). 
Two ancient versions of this work must be employed in lieu 
of the Greek. A Latin rendering was undertaken by Rufi- 
nus of Aquileia in ca. 406 c.£. A Syriac version, containing 
at least books | to 4.1.4, was made somewhat earlier. The 
surviving Greek and Armenian fragments reveal that these 
two translations are of approximately equal text-critical 
value, though the Syriac deserves slight preference. The 
Hom. Clem. and the Clem. recogn. originated probably in 4th 
century Syria, as traces of the Arian debate indicate. 

These two main recensions of the Pseudo-Clementines 
have so much material in common that some sort of 
literary relationship must exist between them. Though 
simple dependency of the one upon the other was advo- 
cated in the 19th century, the view that both are based on 
an earlier third writing (the basic writing) has gained 
predominance. It is controversial whether this basic writ- 
ing was employed independently (Waitz, Strecker) or un- 
der the influence of the other recension (Rehm). 

There are no undisputed fragments of the basic writing. 
The most likely candidates are the citations in the Chron. 
Pasch., Origen comm. ser. 1-145 in Mt. at Matt 26:6-13 
(series 77, p. 185.18-24), the Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum 
cols. 770-71, and Origen philoc., though Strecker (1981: 
260—64, 269) denies that any of these derive from the 
basic writing. Of decisive importance in this regard is 
whether Origen himself knew the basic writing. Beyond 
the passages already mentioned, one should compare also 
Origen Cels. 1.57, 6.11 with Hom. Clem. 2.23-24 par. The 
debate on the genuineness of the citation in Origen philoc. 
(see now Stuiber 1973) has been continued by Junod 
(1976: 25-33), on the one side, and Rius-Camps (1976: 
153-54), on the other; while it is not true that one of the 
compilers, Basil the Great, did not know the Pseudo-Cle- 
mentines (see Riedinger 1969: 258—59), this citation proba- 
bly derives from Origen. In contrast, the suggestion by 
Tetz (1968) regarding a new fragment of the basic writing 
must be flatly rejected. Other authors who are likely to 
have used the basic writing are Epiphanius, the Const. App. 
(contra Wehnert 1983: 289-90), and possibly Lactantius. 
In sum, these witnesses would indicate that the basic writ- 
ing was composed ca. 220 c.£., and Syria is its probable 
home. 

Great effort has been exerted in attempts to recover the 
sources of the basic writing. The most important and 
controversial of these are the so-called Kerygmata Petrou 
(Preachings of Peter). This hypothetical writing, postulated 
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by modern investigators to explain the genesis of the 
Pseudo-Clementines, quite possibly never existed and thus is 
perhaps only a fiction that has riddled recent scholarship. 
In any event, the emendations of the text in Hom. Clem. 
1.20.2 that are used as a main buttress for the theory of 
this source are not legitimate. Another common source- 
critical theory assumes that much of the material in Clem. 
recogn. 1 derives from (a recension of) the Anabathmoi 
Jakobou (Ascents of James), a Jewish Christian writing de- 
scribed by Epiphanius haer. 30.16.7-9 as containing a 
vicious lampoon against Paul. While a source does seem to 
be reflected in this section of the Pseudo-Clementines, the 
similarities with the Ascents of James do not extend beyond 
widespread Jewish Christian notions, while the differences 
(e.g., no elerr-ents of the lampoon against Paul as reported 
by Epiphanivs) preclude the identification of the Ascents of 
James as the source. 

The Pseudc-Clementines are significant for biblical studies 
in a number 9f ways, but mainly because the author of the 
basic writing was affected by Syrian Jewish Christianity. He 
has preserved traditions that evidently extend back to 
apostolic times and that have survived elsewhere only 
fragmentarilv. Elements of anti-Paulinism in the Pseudo- 
Clementines led F. C. Baur to employ these writings as a 
cardinal witness to the Jewish Christian wing of earliest 
Christianity. Early tradition is also reflected in some of the 
unusual sayirigs of Jesus that find parallels in a variety of 
sources, especially Justin Martyr. The thesis that the 
Pseudo-Clementines are directly dependent on a harmony of 
the Gospels (in particular, one supposedly used by Justin, 
as assumed by Kline 1975), however, finds insufficient 
support in tke parallels. The history of each saying must 
be examined independently. 
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CLEODEMUS MALCHUS. A Jewish historian who 
lived prior to the mid-1st century B.c.£. A brief excerpt of 
his work is first quoted by the pagan author Alexander 
Polyhistor, possibly in his now lost book On Libya. The 
fragment is preserved in Josephus Ant 1.15.1 §§ 239-41, 
from which it is later quoted in slightly altered form in 
Eusebius Praep. Evang. 9.20.2-4. 

The exact title of his work is not known. Josephus only 
says that Cleodemus “reported concerning (perhaps, nar- 
rated the history of) the Jews.” The one surviving frag- 
ment expands on Gen 25:1—4, which lists Abraham’s de- 
scendants through his second wife Keturah. Conflating the 
biblical account, Cleodemus lists 3 sons of Abraham by 
Keturah: Iapheras, Sures, and Iaphras (or, as reported by 
Eusebius, Apher, Assouri, and Aphran), after whom he 
says the city of Ephra (Afra; otherwise unknown), Assyria, 
and Africa were named. 

Cleodemus displays special interest in traditions relating 
to Libya (the continent Africa) and Africa (the region 
around Carthage), in particular the exploits of the Greek 
hero Heracles in Libya, which were variously reported by 
ancient authors (cf. Diod. Sic. 1.17.3; 21.4; 24.1-8; 4.17.4— 
5; Plutarch Sert. 9.3-5). Especially remarkable is Cleode- 
mus’ claim that Abraham’s sons joined Heracles in fighting 
the Libyan giant Antaeus, an: that subsequently Heracles 
married Abraham’s granddaughter and fathered a son 
from whom descended the “barbarian Sophakes” (perhaps 
a reference to Numidian tribes in N Africa). This willing- 
ness to link the biblical account of Abraham’s descendants 
with popular legends current in the Hellenistic-Roman 
world, thereby providing a distinctly Judaized version of 
the settling and civilizing of Libya and Africa, is a specific 
instance of syncretism that typifies certain Gk-speaking 
Jewish authors of the Hellenistic period, e.g. Artapanus 
and Pseudo-Eupolemus. 

As to the identity of Clecdemus, virtually nothing is 


I + 1063 


known except that Polyhistor gives his surname as Malchus 
and calls him “the prophet.” Depending on how one 
interprets each of these biographical data, as well as how 
one assesses his syncretistic tendencies, scholars have vari- 
ously identified him as Samaritan (Freudenthal 1875: 131— 
36), Jewish (Walter 1976: 116), and pagan (Wacholder 
1974: 54, 55), either Syrian or Phoenician. The likely 
Semitic origin of the name Malchus and his demonstrable 
interest in Abraham argue for his Jewish identity. Gener- 
ally a Palestinian or Samaritan provenance has been sug- 
gested, although the prominence he gives to N African 
traditions suggests that he was perhaps a member of the 
Jewish community at Carthage (Walter 1976: 116). 

The only firm indicator of his date is that he is quoted 
by Alexander Polyhistor (ca. 105-30 B.c.£.). How much 
earlier he flourished is difficult to say. He may have used a 
Gk translation of Genesis, which would suggest that he 
lived after the mid-3d century B.c.£. Scholars generally 
date him between 200-50 B.c.E. 
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CLEOPAS (PERSON) [Gk Kleopas]. One of the 2 disci- 
ples whom Jesus joins on their way to Emmaus (Luke 
24:18). The name Cleopas has been found on a Gk ostra- 
con from Egypt: it is a shortened form of Kleopatros (“illus- 
trious father”), the masculine form of Cleopatra. It is 
sometimes identified with Clopas (John 19:25), but the 
latter is of Semitic origin. The evidence for identifying the 
2 names is not strong. Probably, Luke is working with a 
tradition (cf. Mark 16:12--13); otherwise, he would have 
also named Cleopas’ companion (Fitzmyer Luke x—xxiv AB, 
1554-55, 1563-64). Cleopas was very likely known to 
Luke’s readers. Naturally, there has been some speculation 
about his unnamed companion; Cleopas’ wife or son have 
been suggested. The former is more reasonable, since if 
the son was later bishop of Jerusalem, he would have been 
named (Marshall Luke NIGTC, 894). Other suggestions 
for the identity of Cleopas’ companion include: Peter 
(unlikely in view of vv 33-34), Nathaniel, the deacon 
Philip, Nicodemus, Simon, Amaon and even Emmaous 
(Metzger 1980:40-1). 

More important is how Cleopas and his companion 
function in the narrative. They stand for any Christian 
who was (or is) confused about what happened to Jesus 
and about where they might now find him (Wanke 1973: 
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67,122,126). Of course, Jesus’ appearance to Cleopas and 
his companion and the majestic passives express divine 
initiative and grace (Betz 1969: 34-39,44—46). Cleopas 
and his companion walk on “the way” (vv 32,35), a name 
for Christianity (cf. Acts 8:26,36,39;9:2;16:17;19:9,23; 
22:4;24:14,22). Their failure to see represents weakness 
of faith; thus, Jesus describes them as “foolish . . . and slow 
of heart to believe all that the prophets have spoken!” 
(Luke 24:25). To be sure, they knew that Jesus of Nazareth 
was a prophet mighty in work and word and that he had 
been delivered up, condemned and crucified by the chief 
priests and rulers. But they failed to realize how well 
founded was their hope that Jesus was the one to redeem 
Israel. Now, 3 days had passed, and everything was gloomy, 
except for the confirmed report of the women that the 
tomb was empty and their amazing news that they had 
seen a vision of angels who said that Jesus was alive. Then, 
before their blind eyes, Jesus opens all the Scriptures. 
Beginning with Moses and the prophets, he explains every- 
thing about himself—that the Christ had to suffer all these 
things and so enter his glory (cf. Luke 16:31). Some 
authors (Betz 1969: 37-41; Perry 1986: 59-68) derive 
from the story a message about the presence of the risen 
Jesus in every Christian interpretation of scriptures. Koet 
(1985: 59-73) contends that “discuss” (synétéo), “open” 
(dianoigo) and “explain” (dierméneus) are certainly technical 
terms for scriptural interpretation, and to a lesser extent, 
“converse” (homiled). “Heart” can be associated with such 
interpretation. 

Cleopas and his companion also exemplify hospitality 
and the recognition of the risen Jesus in the Eucharist. 
When they reached Emmaus, Jesus appeared to be going 
further. However, Cleopas and his companion constrained 
him to remain with them because it was late. At table, Jesus 
took the bread and blessed it, broke it, and gave it to them. 
Only then were their eyes opened, and they recognized 
him (v 31; cf. vv 16,35; Plevnik 1987:94—98), but he 
vanished. A theme of hospitality (Karris 1987: 58-59; 
Robinson 1984: 485—94) does not explain the similarity of 
Jesus’ words to those of the Last Supper (Luke 22:19; cf. 
9:11-17) nor the parallel with “Philip and the Ethiopian 
Eunuch” (Acts 8:25—40; Dupont 1953: 361-64). Further- 
more, the information that their eyes are opened and their 
journey ended only at the breaking of bread emphasizes 
that event even more than the correct understanding of 
scripture. On the other hand, Luke does associate the 
breaking of bread with instruction about himself and the 
mission (Dillon 1978: 105~8). 

Cleopas and his companion recalled how on the way 
their hearts had burned within them when Jesus opened 
the scriptures. Immediately, they returned to Jerusalem 
and told the eleven and those with them what happened 
on the way and how they recognized Jesus in the breaking 
of bread. Yet their news is subordinated to Jesus’ appear- 
ance to Peter (Wanke 1974: 186-88), and the return to 
Jerusalem and the eleven marks the formation of the 
community (Dillon 1978: 93-103). 

Like all Christians, Cleopas and his companion are on 
the Way. Their inability to see, their lack of faith and hope, 
calls for a correct understanding of scriptures—that Jesus 
is the redeemer and, as Christ, had to suffer and thus 
enter his glory—and of his presence in the Eucharist. Such 
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an understanding brings amazement and joy. Cleopas and 
his companion also demonstrate the need for grace, hos- 
pitality, enthusiasm to share the good news and joining 
one’s proclarnation to that of the Church (Borse 1987: 62— 
66; Wanke 1973:49—53,114—16). 
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CLEOPATRA (PERSON). Although borne by several 
minor mythological figures, the name Cleopatra (“born of 
a famous father”) came into prominence during the Hel- 
lenistic period mainly as a result of its close association 
with the royal house of Macedon. The first Cleopatra of 
historical note was the wife of Perdiccas I] of Macedon (ca. 
452/35—-413 B.c.) and Cleopatra was also the name of the 
daughter of Philip II at whose wedding celebrations Philip 
was assassinated in 336 B.c. 

It was presumably because of these royal associations 
that the name later became popular with the Seleucid and 
Ptolemaic dynasts. Several Ptolemies had wives and daugh- 
ters called Cleopatra and the best-known bearer of the 
name—the mistress of Julius Caesar and Mark Antony and 
last ruler of an independent Egypt before her suicicle by 
asp bite in 30 B.c. and the country’s annexation as a Roman 
province—was actually Cleopatra VII of that line. There 
are three previous Cleopatras of this dynasty who are of 
particular biblical interest. 

1. Cleopatra I, born ca. 215 B.c., was the daughter of 
Antiochus the Great and Laodice. Married to Ptolemy V 
in 194/3 B.c. as part of the peace settlement between the 
two kings in 195 B.c., she brought as her dowry the 
revenues of Coele-Syria and Palestine (Josephus Ant 12.4.1 
§ 154). Nicknamed Syra (“the Syrian”), she ruled as regent 
for her yourg son Ptolemy VI after her husband’s death 
in 180 B.c. She died in 176 B.c., leaving 2 sons, Ptolemy 
Vi and VIII. and a daughter Cleopatra II. 

2. Cleopatra II, daughter of the foregoing, was married 
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in 175/4 B.c. to her brother Ptolemy VI. Add Esth 11:1 is 
thought to refer to them. It was to them that Onias IV fled 
after the installation of the hellenizer Alcimus as high 
priest (Joseph. Ant 12.9.7 §%387-—88). In response to his 
petition citing the prophecy in Isa 29:19, they permitted 
him to construct at Leontopolis a temple similar to the 
Temple at Jerusalem (Ant 13.3.1-3 §§62-73), as well as 
favouring the Jews in other ways. In 170-164/3 B.c. Cleo- 
patra was co-regent with Prolemy VI and her younger 
brother Ptolemy VIII, with whom she joined in a dynastic 
marriage with the latter after her husband’s death in 145 
B.c. Matters deteriorated in 142 B.c. when Ptolemy VIII 
also married her younger daughter Cleopatra III, adding 
her to the co-regency. A con{used power struggle resulted, 
with both Cleopatra II and Ptolemy VIII fleeing into exile 
on occasion. Reconciled in | 24 B.c., the three again ruled 
together until Ptolemy’s death in 116 B.c. Cleopatra II 
herself died soon afterwards. probably in 115 B.c. 

3. Cleopatra Thea, oldest daughter of the foregoing and 
Ptolemy VI, was joined in 2 diplomatic marriage in 150 
B.c. to Alexander Balas, who had gained the Seleucid 
throne with the support of Ptolemy and of Jonathan 
Maccabaeus (1 Macc 10:57-58; Josephus Ant 13.4.1-2 
§§80—85). He proved unsatisfactory as king and in 146 
B.c. Ptolemy switched his support and Cleopatra’s hand to 
a rival claimant, Demetrius II Nicator (1 Macc 11:9—12; 
Josephus Ant.13.4.7 §§109-110). Demetrius was captured 
while invading Parthia (139/8 B.c.) but Cleopatra contin- 
ued as queen by marrying his brother Antiochus VII 
Sidetas (138-129 B.c.). Later she ruled in her own right 
for a short period (126 B.c.) and then as regent with her 
son Antiochus VIII Grypus (125-121 B.c.). Exposed in an 
attempt to poison him, she was forced to commit suicide 
by drinking the poison herself (Justin 39.2.7—8). 

4, Unrelated is the Cleopatra from Jerusalem, a wife of 
Herod the Great (Josephus Ant 17.1.3 §21) and mother of 
the tetrarchs Herod and Philip (Luke 3:1). See further in 
PW 11/1: 738-44, 785-87. 
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CLERGY. See MINISTRY IN THE EARLY CHURCH. 


CLIENT KINGS. Rome’s ability to establish friendly 
contacts and alliances with the powers around her was 
fundamental to the success of Roman imperial expansion 
and administration. “Client lings” is a convenient general 
term employed by modern scholars to denote monarchical 
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rulers who enjoyed such relations with Rome, whether 
those relations were based upon a formal treaty or not. 


A. Terminology and History 

The Roman state termed these rulers its amici (“friends”) 
and/or soci (“allies”, a term also applied to provincials). 
Their kingship was often recognized formally by Roman 
proclamation (appellatio), sometimes, especially under the 
Republic, with grand ceremony at Rome, as was the case 
with Herod in 40 B.c. At the same time, individual Romans 
developed special personal and family relationships with 
these rulers and might actually describe them as their 
“clients” (clientes), though here, too, the terminology of 
friendship was the norm. Therefore, the term ‘client king’ 
is not a formal title or a common designation so much as a 
metaphor used to express the de facto patronage exercised 
by Rome and Romans over these rulers. Of course, in 
practice, the actual nature of that patronage varied greatly 
from case to case, especially according to the relative 
strengths of the contracting parties. Thus, for example, 
the powerful king of Parthia often had a relationship with 
Rome which, in purely formal terms, was indistinguishable 
from that of a petty client king (such as Herod), but the 
vastly greater power of the Parthian king made the realities 
of his relationship with Rome entirely distinct. 

The first client kings were insignificant tribal chieftains 
of Italy whose names have mostly been lost to history. As 
Rome expanded into the Hellenistic world, it gained 
grander “friends and allies.” For that reason Hiero II, king 
of Syracuse (ca. 263 B.c.), is often though erroneously 
regarded as the first client king of Rome. Client kings 
remained vital to the Roman empire until the fall of the 
empire in the West in A.p. 476 (when a client king of sorts, 
the Germanic Odoacer, seized power). In the East they 
continued to be vital to the Byzantine state, which could 
even count kings of Italy among its clients. Yet it is often 
supposed that Rome conceived of client kingdoms as tem- 
porary entities eventually to be replaced by provinces 
administered directly by Roman governors. The fact is, 
however, that although kingdoms tended to be annexed 
over the centuries, there is no evidence that Romans ever 
thought of such kingdoms as temporary; indeed, such 
long-term thinking was simply not characteristic of Roman 
government. 


B. Relations with Rome 

The frontier of the Roman empire was in practice a 
broad, ill-defined area, even where fortified lines existed. 
Within that undefined area, client kings played a crucial 
role, since most were therefore situated on the margins of 
the territories directly administered by Rome. Due to their 
marginality, the Romans themselves disagreed as to 
whether, strictly speaking, client kings were “inside” or 
“outside” the imperium Romanum. On the frontier, client 
kings joined Roman military campaigns of attack and 
defense, providing large forces, necessary resources, in- 
formation, and strategic positions. Rome seems to have 
preferred not to tax such kingdoms directly, but rather to 
leave them as reservoirs upon which she could draw when- 
ever required. Moreover, client kings could use their mar- 
ginal positions to act as intermediaries for Rome, though 
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they risked accusations of treachery by so doing (see 
HEROD ANTIPAS). 

It must be stressed that client kings enjoyed a great 
measure of independence and real power by virtue of 
their powerful friends in Rome and, more generally, be- 
cause Rome was simply not interested in matters of day-to- 
day local administration. Rome became genuinely inter- 
ested in the kings’ activities primarily when those activities 
threatened Roman interests directly or indirectly (e.g., 
when a king consorted with an enemy of Rome, or if he 
created or failed to quell unrest within his kingdom). In 
particular, Rome expected client kings to suppress ban- 
ditry and piracy within their territories. Should a king fail 
to satisfy Roman expectations he might be deposed, de- 
tained, or even executed. On the other hand, client kings 
could call upon Roman support and protection against 
internal and external threats to their kingdoms. Though 
Rome might refuse to help, usually it was in the interests 
of its prestige and of future deterrence to be seen rallying 
to the aid of her friends. In the same way, when a king 
died he sometimes left a will that called upon Rome to 
ensure the succession of his chosen heir. Where no such 
heir existed, kings might bequeath their entire kingdoms 
to Roman protection and administration. 

The relationships between Rome and client kings were 
structured (and on occasion undermined) by personal and 
family relationships between kings and leading Romans. 
These relationships brought great military forces into the 
hands of the most influential Romans, such as Pompey. In 
the civil wars which marked the passage from republic to 
principate at Rome, client kings played important roles. 
Juba of Numidia and Cleopatra VII of Egypt are the two 
best-known examples. 

After the Battle of Actium in 31 B.c. and the establish- 
ment of the principate under Augustus, the patronage 
exercised over client kings by the Roman state and by 
individual Romans tended to coalesce, becoming simply 
the patronage of the emperor and the imperial family. 
Although other Romans (especially governors in adjoining 
provinces) continued to form relationships with kings, the 
emperor took some care to ensure that these did not 
undermine or contradict his political wishes. Augustus, 
following precedents set by Caesar and Antony in particu- 
lar, made client kings a more integral part of the Roman 
empire than they had been. Most client kings were now 
granted Roman citizenship and regularly sent their sons to 
stay with the imperial family at Rome. In their kingdoms, 
kings founded or re-founded cities which they named 
Caesarea, cities which often contained edifices named after 
members of the imperial family. These cities also became 
centers of the imperial cult, and a few kings, notably in the 
Crimean Bosporus, actually appointed themselves priests 
of the imperial cult. Coins were minted depicting the 
image of the ruling emperor. 

Emperors used kings to boost their prestige not only in 
the empire at large but also within Rome itself, where 
great ceremonies could be held to celebrate the conclusion 
of treaties and formal arrangements. The Romans were 
ambivalent toward these kings, but they nevertheless rec- 
ognized the exalted status of royalty. It was easy therefore 
for the emperor to claim honor not only as the “con- 
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queror’” of ‘<ings but also as their great patron and protec- 
tor. 

In the coarse of the principate, client kings and leading 
Romans became increasingly indistinguishable. In the Ro- 
man Senate, provincial elites more and more replaced the 
members of the old aristocracy, which had largely died 
out. Scions of royal dynasties were very much in the 
vanguard of this movement into the Senate. 
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CLOISONNE. See JEWELRY. 


CLOPAS (PERSON) [Gk Klépas}]. Husband (or son or 
father) of a woman who stood near the cross of Jesus 
during his execution according to John 19:25. The exact 
relationship cannot be determined from the Gk text, be- 
cause she is identified only as “the Mary of Clopas.” He 
sometimes has been identified with Cleopas (Gk Kleopas], 
one of the 2 travelers to Emmaus with whom Jesus con- 
versed after the resurrection according to Luke 24:18. 
While it is possible that the Semitic name Clopas has been 
transformed into the Gk name Cleopas (abbreviated for 
Kleopatros), or vice versa, there is no reason to assume the 
identity of the 2 men. No evidence in the Gk texts of Luke 
and John suggests that the 2 names were interchanged 
during the course of their transmission. But a tradition 
found in Origen (Cels. 2.62, 68 and elsewhere) suggests 
that Cleopas and Clopas may have been equated by Chris- 
tians as early as the 3d century. 

Efforts to identify Clopas as a relative of Jesus based on 
biblical texts are not convincing. John 19:25 appears to 
depict 4 women near the cross: Jesus’ mother “and the 
sister of his mother, the Mary of Clopas, and Mary Mag- 
dalene.” Although the phrases “the sister of his mother” 
and “the Mary of Clopas,” seem to refer to separate 
individuals, the ambiguity of the Gk makes it quite possible 
that only 3 women are present. Thus if one takes “Mary of 
Clopas” to stand in apposition to “the sister of his mother,” 
then Clopas could be Jesus’ cousin or grandfather or uncle 
on his mother’s side. The last possibility is intriguing 
because Eusebius knows a tradition from Hegesippus that 
Clopas was Joseph’s brother, hence Jesus’ uncle on his 
father’s side (Hist. Eccl. 3.11). According to Hegesippus, 
Clopas was the father of Symeon (Simon) who succeeded 
Jesus’ brother James as bishop of the Jerusalem church 
(3.32; cf. 3.11; 4.22). 

Reading John 19:25 to refer only to 3 women witnesses 
(as in Mark 15:40 = Matt 27:56; diff. Luke 23:49) has led 
to further speculation that Mary the wife of Clopas was 
also Mary the mother of James and Joses named in Mark 
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15:40. Based on this identification and the conjecture that 
the James of Mark 15:40 was the son of Alphaeus (Mark 
3:18 = Matt 10:3 = Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13), Alphaeus and 
Clopas would be one and the same person. But the identi- 
fication of Alphaeus and Clopas depends upon 3 weak 
presuppositions: (1) the assumption that Mary is Clopas’ 
wife; (2) the inference that Mary of Clopas was the sister 
of Jesus’ mother, which leads to the unlikely result that 
both sisters had the same name; (3) the arbitrary identifi- 
cation of the James in Mark 15:40 with the James of Mark 
3:18. Moreover, there is reason to think that ‘Mary the 
mother of James and Joses’ in Mark 15:40 refers not to 
Clopas’ wife but to Jesus’ mother, as does a similar descrip- 
tion in Mark 6:3. If this is the case, then both Mark and 
John would agree in portraying the mother of Jesus as 
present at the crucifixion, but the Mary of Clopas does not 
readily correspond to any woman in Mark 15:40. (See Platz 
IDB 1:650; NTApocr 1: 418--32.) 
Jon B. DanieLs 


CLOTHING. See DRESS AND ORNAMENTATION. 


CLOUD, PILLAR OF. See PILLAR OF FIRE AND 
CLOUD. 


CLUB, WAR. See WEAPONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF 
WARFARE. 


CLUBS. See ASSOCIATIONS, CLUBS, THIASOI. 


CNIDUS (PLACE) [Gk Knidos]. A Greek port on the SW 
coast of Asia Minor which Faul sailed past on his voyage to 
Rome (Acts 27:7). Cnidus (pronounced with a silent “c’”) 
was situated at the very W tip of a 40-mile peninsula which 
juts out into the Mediterranean between the islands of Cos 
and Rhodes, near the modern town of Tekir. This region 
was called Caria, and in Paul’s time was part of the Roman 
province of Asia. Acts relates that Paul’s ship sailed slowly 
W from Myra to Cnidus, and then was forced by unfavor- 
able autumn winds to turn S and sail to Crete (reference 
to “the fast” in 27:9 indicates the autumn season). 
Haenchen detects an error here, claiming that the course 
was not changed by unfavorable winds but rather was the 
normal route to Rome (1971: 699). Actually, the text does 
not say where the normal course for fall sailing was, but 
simply that “the wind did not allow us to go on.” This is 
not inconsistent with Haenchen’s claim that autumn winds 
typically forced westbound ships to detour S from Cnidus 
to Crete. 

Writing less than a century before Paul’s journey, Strabo 
described Cnidus as a city: 


with two harbours, one of which can be closed, can 
receive triremes (warships), and is a naval station for 
twenty ships. Off it lies an island which is approximately 
seven stadia in circuit, rises high, is theatre-like, is con- 
nected by moles with the mainland, and in a way makes 
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Cnidus a double city, for a large part of its people live 
on the island, which shelters both harbours. (14.2.15) 


The military harbor faces NW while the larger, commer- 
cial harbor which Paul’s ship approached faces SE. The 
mountainous island rises W of the city and is connected by 
a narrow man-made isthmus to the mainland E of the city. 
Modern excavations have revealed that the city itself may 
have originally been built on the island and then spread 
across the isthmus to the mainland. It boasted 2 theaters, 
the smaller of which seated approximately 4,500 and faced 
the S commercial harbor. The city also featured numerous 
temples and a necropolis that is one of the largest ever 
discovered. A circular temple with 18 Doric columns 
crowned the westernmost terrace above the city, overlook- 
ing both harbors. This almost certainly displayed the fa- 
mous marble statue of Aphrodite Euploia (the Aphrodite 
of Fair Sailing) created in the 3d century a.c.£. by Praxite- 
les. Writing during the Ist century c.£., Pliny the Elder 
described it as the finest sculpture in the world, a work of 
art which had made Cnidus a famous city (HN 36.2022). 

It was previously hypothesized that ancient Cnidus was 
founded near modern Burgaz-Datca, about 26 miles E, 
and was only moved to the present site during the 4th 
century B.c.E. (IDB 1:655). Excavations have disproved this 
theory by unearthing pottery fragments at the present site 
dating from the 6th century B.c.E. (Mellink 1978: 324). 
Anti-Hasmonean Jewish refugees may have fled to Cnidus 
ca. 142 B.c.z. In that year, at Hasmonean request, the 
Roman consul Lucius wrote to Cnidus requesting that the 
city extradite any Jewish refugees to the high priest Simon 
(1 Mace 15:21-23). Roughly a century later the Romans 
exempted the city from tribute (Love 1972b: 401). Al- 
though Paul sailed past Cnidus, Christian missionaries 
later came to the area, several churches were constructed, 
and eventually the city became the seat of a bishop. During 
the 5th century c.£., a basilica was constructed on the site 
of the temple of Dionysus (IDB Sup, 169). 
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COAT OF MAIL. See WEAPONS AND IMPLE- 
MENTS OF WARFARE. 


CODE. See LAW (BIBLICAL AND ANE). 


CODEX. The codex (pl. codices), or leaf book, of which 
the modern book with pages is a direct descendant, came 
into use as a medium of literature only in the early centu- 
ries of the Christian era. Although it was not a Christian 
invention, the codex was early favored in the Christian 
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circles for the transcription of Christian literature, and its 
wide use by Christians popularized it and eventually led to 
its use for the transcription of Greek and Roman literature 
as well. The replacement of the traditional scroll or roll 
book (Lat wolumen, whence our “volume’”) by the codex was 
a development of major importance in the history of book 
production in general. Within Christianity the codex 
played an important role in the transmission and collection 
of Christian writings and contributed to the formation of 
the Christian Bible. 

This entry consists of 10 articles. The first provides a 
discussion of what exactly a codex is, followed by separate 
articles on the major codices: Alexandrinus, the Berlin 
Gnostic codex, Bezae, Brucianus, Claramontanus, 
Ephraemi Rescriptus, Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Washingtoni- 
anus. A discussion of Codex Askewianus can be found 
under PISTIS SOPHIA. See also CANON (NT); CHES- 
TER BEATTY PAPYRI; NAG HAMMADI; PAPYRI, 
EARLY CHRISTIAN. 


THE CODEX 


The codex made of papyrus or parchment apparently 
evolved from sets of thin wooden boards, either whitened 
to receive writing with ink or slightly hollowed and filled 
with wax to receive writing with a stylus, and then hinged 
along one edge. Such sets of writing tablets (tabellae, pugil- 
lares) had long been used as notebooks for jotting memo- 
randa, keeping accounts, doing school exercises, or mak- 
ing rough drafts. The term codex derives from them: 
caudex or codex meant originally “a piece of wood.” When 
sheets of papyrus or parchment were substituted for 
wooden tablets the codex became lighter, easier to handle, 
and far more capacious. Yet it retained its purely func- 
tional status as a notebook and was not immediately re- 
garded as a proper book, that is, a medium of literature. 

The papyrus codex was constructed either on a single- 
quire or a multiple-quire method. A single-quire codex 
was produced by cutting sheets from a manufactured 
papyrus roll, stacking them, folding them across at the 
center, and then fastening them along the crease. Such a 
codex might contain as many as 50 sheets (yielding 100 
leaves or 200 pages). A multiple-quire codex was formed 
by folding single sheets or small groups of sheets, thus 
creating a series of gatherings (or quires) which were then 
stacked and stitched together at their folded edges. On 
either method, the sheets were usually so arranged that 
facing pages always exhibited the same side of the papyrus, 
whether horizontal or vertical fibers. Most early papyrus 
codices were made as single quires, but the multiple-quire 
method later prevailed because it permitted the construc- 
tion of larger codices which did not bulge at the outer 
edge and tend to spring open. Extant papyrus codices vary 
in size, but normally are 6—8" wide and 10-12” high. 
Papyrus codices were almost always higher than wide, and 
thus typically differ from parchment codices, which closely 
approximate a square shape. Parchment codices could be 
constructed on the single-quire or the multiple-quire 
method, but multiple quires are characteristic. Here too 
the sheets were arranged so that the facing pages showed 
the same side of the material, in this case either “flesh” or 
“hair of the skin.” Although parchment codices were much 
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outnumbered in the early evidence by papyrus examples, 
the evidence Joes not allow a clear determination of what 
material was originally used for making codices. In the 
first 3 centuries papyrus seems to have been preferred. for 
it was plentiful and inexpensive, but by the 4th century 
parchment predominated, less because of any intrinsic 
advantage over papyrus than, as some have suggested, 
because of economic decline in Egypt. Once constructed, 
the codex was often furnished with a cover of wood or 
leather which could be fastened with thongs. Few early 
covers have survived, but the Nag Hammadi codices pre- 
serve some fine examples. 

The inscribing of a codex posed problems not encoun- 
tered in a roll. Whereas in a roll all writing was done on 
the side where the papyrus fibers ran horizontally, in a 
codex the scribe had to write on both sides of each sheet, 
and thus also where the papyrus fibers ran vertically. A 
comparable task was posed by the parchment codex, where 
the scribe had to write on the hair side as well as on the 
flesh side. Also, when inscribing a codex it was necessary 
to calculate carefully in advance how much space would be 
needed, for the codex, if it was constructed before being 
inscribed, could not be so easily enlarged as a roll. If, 
however, the pages were inscribed before the codex was 
gathered and bound, the sheets had to be carefully main- 
tained in the proper order. Further, whereas rolls were 
normally inscribed in narrow columns, the relatively nar- 
row pages of codices encouraged the inscription of a 
rather broader single column per page, and this is the 
general rule for extant codices. Some, however, have 2 or 
more columns, but this is more typical of parchment 
codices with their relatively wider pages. 

The first mention of the codex as a medium of litera- 
ture, and thus as a book proper rather than a notebook, is 
found in epigrams of the Roman poet Martial in the late 
Ist century c.£. He refers to the availability of his own 
poems in a form “which the parchment confines in small 
pages” (1.2: quos artat brevibus membrana tabellis), and men- 
tions the bookseller from whom these could be obtained, 
so that these were commercial products. He refers also to 
works of other writers (Homer, Virgil, Cicero) which are 
in membranis or in pugillaribus membranets (14.184—92); at 
least the latter, but probably all these, were parchment 
codices. Such inexpensive pocket-editions, which are rep- 
resented as novelty gifts, must have been produced by a 
publishing entrepreneur. But the innovation apparently 
made no headway against the time-honored roll, which 
continued as the medium of Greek and Latin literature 
for centuries to come. 

It was first of all in Christian circles that the codex 
gained popularity as a format for literature. The remains 
of Christian manuscripts from the 2d and 3d centuries are 
predominately in codex form, and items of Christian 
“scriptural” literature are almost exclusively in codex 
form, while the remains of non-Christian manuscripts 
from this period are by large majority in traditional roll 
form. The marked departure of Christianity from the 
established standard in book production cannot be plausi- 
bly explained simply by reference to the practical advan- 
tages of the codex over the roll, for though there were 
advantages (economy, portability, ease of reference, com- 
prehensiveness), they would not have been recognized 


1068 - I 


exclusively by Christians. Consequently it has been sup- 
posed that the codex was promoted into general Christian 
usage by the authority of some particular document origi- 
nally published in a codex, such that the authoritative 
content of the work carried over to the type of book in 
which it was known. It has been argued that this document 
was the gospel of Mark (Rcberts 1954), or some early 
gospel-type document, such as a collection of sayings of 
Jesus (Roberts and Skeat 198%:). A good case might also be 
made that it was an early collection of Pauline letters. 
Although such a nonutilitarian stimulus to the Christian 
adoption of the codex is plausible and probable, the prac- 
tical advantages of the codex for travelling missionaries 
(portability, ease of reference, comprehensiveness) ought 
not be left wholly out of account (McCormick 1985). In 
any event, the codex early became the standard form of 
the Christian book, and it was undoubtedly under Chris- 
tian influence that by the late 3d and early 4th centuries 
the codex gained parity with the roll as the medium of 
non-Christian literature, and thereafter almost entirely 
replaced the roll. 

The use of the codex within early Christianity, and most 
especially for its “scriptural” literature, may be said to 
imply a functional approach to scripture: this format did 
not depict its content as cultured literature, but as docu- 
mentary material for regular uses, such as preaching, 
teaching, and liturgical reading. Correspondingly, these 
codices were inscribed in workaday hands rather than 
calligraphic scripts. And in scme ways the codex probably 
assisted in the conception and formation of a canon of 
Christian scripture. This type of book provided the tech- 
nical possibility of compassing a series of documents far 
more extensive than any single roll could contain, and by 
the end of the 2d century certain documents were being 
collectively transcribed on a single codex. Certainly the 
four Gospels were made available in this way, and so also 
were the epistles of Paul (cf. the CHESTER BEATTY 
PAPYRI P* {ca. 250], a codex containing the four Gospels 
and Acts, and P46 [ca. 200], a codex comprising the epistles 
of Paul). The idea of the exclusive authority of four 
Gospels, or indeed of a “fourfold Gospel,” could find 
tangible expression only in a codex that contained these 
and no others, just as the idea that Paul had written to 
seven churches and no others (and so addressed the 
church at large) gained concretion by transcribing the 
letters together in one codex. The form in turn probably 
helped to promote and to standardize such collections as 
well as the rationales behind them. Ultimately, when, in 
the 4th century, all the writinys that the Church had come 
to value as scripture could be transcribed in a single large 
codex like Codex Sinaiticus o1 Codex Vaticanus, the codex 
gave forceful physical represntation to the concept of a 
canon of scripture, connoting its unity, completeness and 
exclusivity. 
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CODEX ALEXANDRINUS 


Codex Alexandrinus is a 5th century Gk codex contain- 
ing both testaments. Because of the early arrival of Alex- 
andrinus to England (only 16 years after the release of the 
Authorized [King James] Version), this codex was the first 
early ms of the Gk Bible to be well-known and consulted 
by scholars. The interest that resulted prompted a search 
for mss of the Bible, especially of the NT, which has lasted 
for over 3 centuries. 

Codex Alexandrinus was sent as a gift to James I of 
England by the Greek Patriarch of Constantinople, Cyril 
Lucar, although the ms did not actually arrive until after 
the succession of Charles I in 1627. The British Museum 
became the repository of the codex in 1757 and designated 
it Royal I.D. V-VIII (Gregory-Aland A). Cyril Lucar had 
been Patriarch of Alexandria before coming to Constanti- 
nople, and it is believed that he brought the ms with him 
from Egypt (Finegan 1974: 150). A 13th or 14th century 
note (in Arabic) on the first page of Genesis maintains that 
the ms belonged to the Patriarchal library in Cairo. 

The plain, large, square uncial script on vellum suggests 
an early date. No original accent or breathing marks occur, 
but punctuation is provided by the first hand. Ornamen- 
tation at the beginning of the books and punctuation or 
end colophons suggest a date later than Codex Vaticanus 
and Codex Sinaiticus. Material from Eusebius and Atha- 
nasius included before the Psalms requires a later date. It 
is generally agreed, therefore, that an early 5th century 
date is correct (see Milne and Skeat 1938:31). 

The present codex is bound in 4 volumes with a few 
missing pages and lucunae defects. Three volumes (629 
pages) contain the entire OT with few exceptions. The 
final volume (144 leaves) contains the NT with the Letters 
of Clement. Each page measures about 12.6 by 10.4 inches 
and contains 2 columns with 49-51 lines/column. The 
codex is composed of quires, usually 8 leaves, with each 
page numbered with Gk letters in the top center margin. 

The OT includes all the books commonly associated 
with the LXX; in addition are Psalm 151, 3 and 4 Macca- 
bees, and (after the Psalms) the 14 Odes or liturgical 
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canticles. Therefore, the ms is an important witness to the 
text of the LXX. 

Appended to the entire text of the NT are the two 
Epistles of Clement. According to the table of contents, the 
Psalms of Solomon were originally a part of the codex, but 
they have been lost. 

The type of text of Alexandrinus varies as to section in 
both testaments. Though opinions vary in the OT, primary 
text types are pre-Hexaplaric Alexandrian, Hexaplaric, 
and Lucian (Jellicoe 1968:186 ff.). The NT gospels contain 
a Byzantine text; Acts and the epistles are Alexandrian 
with some Western readings. Its greatest textual contribu- 
tions are in Revelation and some OT books. 
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BERLIN GNOSTIC CODEX 


The Berlin Gnostic Codex (abbreviation: BG) is also 
known by the title given it at the Berlin Museum, where it 
is conserved: Papyrus Berolinensis 8502. It is written in 
Coptic (Sahidic dialect) and originally contained 142 pages 
of text, all but the last of which were numbered. Numbered 
pages 1-6, 1i-14 and 133-34 are now missing. It is 
appropriately called “Gnostic” because 3 of the 4 tractates 
included in the codex are gnostic: The Gospel of Mary ([{1.1]- 
19.5), The Apocryphon of John (19.6—77.7), and The Sophia of 
Jesus Christ (77.8-127.12). The 4th tractate, The Act of Peter 
(128.1-141.7), probably comes from Encratite sources 
(Parrott 1979: 475). The codex is dated, on the basis of 
paleography, early in the 5th century a.p., which places it 
in the century after the sequestering of the Nag Hammadi 
Codices (Till and Schenke 1972: 7). It was discovered in 
Egypt sometime in the latter part of the 19th century (the 
date is unknown), and purchased in or near the city of 
Achmim in 1896 for the Berlin Museum (Schmidt 1896: 
839-47). Carl Schmidt proposed to edit it and, in fact, 
published Acts Pet. (Schmidt 1903: 1-25). But the remain- 
der of the codex was unpublished at his death. Walter Till 
published the Ist edition of the remaining text (1955). 
Subsequently Hans-Martin Schenke produced a 2d edition 
of the whole codex (1972). 

The cover of BG (presumably leather) is no longer 
extant. Codicological analysis indicates that the sheets used 
in the production of the volume were about 13.5 cm. high 
and 21.6 cm. broad (open position). Three roles of papy- 
rus were used in its manufacture, which resulted in a 
volume of 146 pages (J. M. Robinson, in Parrott 1979: 36-— 
44). The BG script is bold and square, and is marked by 
the inconsistent use of superlinear strokes—important el- 
ements in Coptic writing that, among other things, help 
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the reader to correctly identify word grouping and the 
presence of subvocables. 

It has recently been proposed that the reason the trac- 
tates in BG were collected together is that they all in some 
way deal with the question of fate or providence. Further, 
it has been suggested that their arrangement in the codex 
is determined by that theme, with Ap. John serving as the 
linchpin (Tardieu 1984: 19). This view seems doubtful 
because (1) the theme of fate or providence is found so 
generally in gnostic tractates, (2) it is not clear from the 
extant remains that Gos. Mary focused on that theme, and 
(3) similar codices (i.e., the Nag Hammadi Codices) appear 
to lack such a theme organization. Therefore, it is likely 
that the reason for the BG collection could only be discov- 
ered if we were to know the special needs and interests of 
the person o1 persons for whom the codex was copied. 
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CODEX BEZAE CANTABRIGIENSIS 


Codex Bezae, allocated the letter De and the number 
05, originally contained the 4 Gospels (in the order Mat- 
thew-John-Luke-Mark), the Catholic Epistles, and Acts. 
There are a considerable number of lacunae, including all 
but a leaf of the Epistles, and Acts 22:20 onwards. Out of 
an original to:al of 534 leaves, 406 survive. The manuscript 
has 1 column of 33 lines on each page. The left-hand side 
of each opening is the Greek text; the right-hand side is 
an Old Latin version. The lines are of irregular length, 
with the same content in each column. 

The manuscript was written shortly before a.p. 400. 
The place of writing has long been debated. All the evi- 
dence points to an E origin—the style of script has impor- 
tant links with the Roman law school at Berytus (Beirut), 
the most important Latin center in the E, and an early 
corrector of the manuscript (B) shows affiliation with a 
text located ia Caesarea. This evidence leads the present 
writer to favor Berytus as the place where it was written. 
The characte~ of the manuscript makes it plain that it was 
written for a church where the Bible was read in Greek 
and Latin. 

The relationship between the 2 columns is complex. It 
seems that the Latin is derived from a Greek text closely 
related to D, but not identical with it. It was later revised 
to bring it into agreement with the Greek column, but with 
diminishing thoroughness. 

A succession of 9 or more hands made corrections, 
mainly to the Greek, down to about a.p. 700. The manu- 
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script reached Lyons by the 9th century. It stayed there 
until it passed into the hands of the reformer Theodore 
Beza, who in 1581 presented! it to the University of Cam- 
bridge, in whose possession it remains. 

In thousands of places the reading of D is unique. A 
number of factors contribute to its peculiarities. 

Firstly, the basic form of the text is much older than the 
manuscript. It dates from the 2d century, when there was 
a considerable variety of NT ‘exts. 

In the Gospels, there are over 1,500 examples of har- 
monization (for instance, of the Lord’s Prayer in Luke to 
that of Matthew). 

The manuscript is also remarkable for its expansions. 
One of the more noteworthy is the pericope of the man 
working on the Sabbath (after Luke 6:4), which is found 
nowhere else. In particular, the text of Acts contains many 
significant additions. It has been suggested that theological 
motives were instrumental in their formation, but there is 
disagreement as to how distinctive these alleged motives 
are. 

There are readings in the manuscripts that appear to be 
Semitisms, as well as some Atticisms, and a number of 
readings that appear actually to introduce Koine idioms 
into the NT. 

The characteristics of the scribe himself are also signifi- 
cant. Many of his errors are due to the influence of the 
context, where a combination of letters has caught his eye 
and led him into error. The Gk contains many nonsense 
readings, and frequently interchanges vowels. But in many 
ways he carefully reproduced the spellings and practices 
of his exemplar. 

While the distinctive readings of this manuscript have 
only occasionally laid claim to originality, an understand- 
ing of the character of its text is essential to our knowledge 
of the way in which the early Church handed down the 
text of the Gospels and Acts. 

The editions of Codex Bezae are Scrivener, F. H. 1864. 
Bezae Codex Cantabrigiensis, Being an Exact Copy, in Ordinary 
Type . . . edited with a Critical Introduction, Annotations and 
Facsimilies. Cambridge. Repr. 1978. A facsimile edition was 
produced by Cambridge University Press in 1899: Codex 
Bezae Cantabrigiensts. Quatvor Evangelia et Actus Apostolorum 
Complectens Graece et Latine. 2 vols. Cambridge. 
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CODEX BRUCIANUS 


Codex Brucianus is the designation for Coptic papyri 
included among manuscripts purchased in about 1769 in 
Upper Egypt (perhaps in Medinet Habu) by the Scottish 
traveler, James Bruce, and eventually acquired by the Bod- 
leian Library in Oxford. The papyri contain the only 
known manuscripts of 2 ancient Gnostic works: the so- 
called First and Second Books of Jeu and an Untitled Text. 

The original total of 78 leaves were unbound when 
acquired, and already in poor physical condition when an 
early transcription was made, and there has been signifi- 
cant further deterioration. Seven entire leaves and large 
portions of many others have been lost and are accessible 
now only in the early copy. Due to the circumstances of 
their acquisition, the papyri came to be termed collectively 
the “Bruce Codex,” but in reality they seem to be the 
remains of at least 2 independent codices: 31 leaves con- 
taming the Untitled Text, inscribed in what is probably a 
single uncial hand; and the remaining 47 leaves containing 
the Books of Jeu. In this latter group, several scribal hands 
have been identified, and a more cursive style predomi- 
nates. The latter fact could indicate that the Untitled Text is 
an older manuscript than the rest of the Bruce Codex, 
although the dating of these manuscripts is still very un- 
certain and in need of fresh analysis. Dates ranging from 
the 3d to the 10th century c.£. have been suggested 
(Schmidt 1954: xxviii). The Coptic text is probably a 
translation of works that were composed originally in Gk; 
the dialect is Sahidic. In the beginning pages of the Books 
of Jeu there are slight dialectical divergences from standard 
Sahidic. Walter Till (apud Schmidt 1954: xxix) once as- 
cribed these to Subachmimic influence, but they may sim- 
ply reflect variations deriving from a period before the 
greater standardization of Sahidic. 

Determining the genre of the Untitled Text is complicated 
by the fact that both the beginning and ending have been 
lost, and there are 5 leaves whose relation to the rest is 
disputed. The work seems to be a Christian gnostic treatise 
that describes in systematic fashion the unfolding of the 
transcendent world and the ordering of material creation. 
Here and there the author introduces quotations from, or 
allusions to, both NT and OT writings. The treatise’s 
mythological patterns (e.g., a divine Father-Mother-Son 
triad), names (e.g., the luminaries Eleleth, Daveide, 
Oroiael, and [(Harmozel]), and terminology are closely 
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related at many points to such texts as the Apocryphon of 
John (NHC II,1; HI,1; IV,1; Pap. Berol. 8502,1), Trimorphic 
Protennoia (NHC XIII,1), Zostrianus (NHC VIII,1), Three 
Steles of Seth (NHC VII,5), Allogenes (NHC XI1,3), Marsanes 
(NHC X,1), and a few other “Sethian” gnostic works, as 
these are often labeled due to the divine Seth who figures 
prominently in many of them. In the Untitled Text a divine 
entity called “Setheus” does play a central demiurgic role. 
The precise nature of the relationship among “Sethian” 
gnostic writings, their respective positions within the his- 
tory of “Sethian” gnostic doctrines and practices, and the 
question of how coherent “Sethianism” ever was as a sec- 
tarian movement, are issues still in dispute (Layton 1981). 
The Untitled Text is one of several writings important to this 
discussion. 

At one point, the Untitled Text appears to allude to works 
by two Gnostic visionaries, Nicotheus and Marsanes (chap. 
7; Schmidt and MacDermot 1978: 235). Epiphanius asserts 
that a gnostic group whom he labels Archontics spoke of 
two prophets, Martiades and Marsianos, who were rap- 
tured into heaven and returned after 3 days (Pan. 40.7.6). 
This Marsianos could be the same gnostic prophet men- 
tioned by the Untitled Text (Schmidt 1892: 602; Puech 1960: 
90), and the author of the latter could be alluding to the 
tractate Marsanes, a Platonizing gnostic work of which we 
now have a fragmentary copy in the Nag Hammadi Library 
(Pearson 1978: 377; 1981: 229-50). The Neoplatonist 
Porphyry (Plot. 16) mentions an Apocalypse of Nicotheus 
and an Apocalypse of Zostrianus among other writings 
already used in Rome in the mid-3d century c.£., by 
gnostic acquaintances of Plotinus. The Zostrianus apoca- 
lypse may be the same as the Nag Hammadi tractate Zost., 
which in turn shares with the Untitled Text certain technical 
terminology that Plotinus himself mentions as used by his 
gnostic opponents. 

The Untitled Text is therefore related to the texts known 
to this circle of 3d century c.£. Platonist Gnostics in Rome. 
Schmidt (1892: 664) believed that the treatise dated from 
around 170-200 c.£., but comparison of its contents with 
the related writings available since the Nag Hammadi 
discovery has suggested to some scholars that the Untitled 
Text may represent a later stage of development, in the 3d 
or 4th century (Sevrin 1986: 208; Turner 1986: 85). 

The manuscript containing the Books of Jeu consists of 2 
principal parts, at the end of the first of which is found 
the title, “The Book of the Great Mystery-Message” (cf. 
the reference a few lines earlier in the text to, “this great 
mystery-message of Jeu” [chap. 41]). Though a divine 
“Jeu” figures prominently in the text, the title Jst and 2d 
Books of Jeu does not actually appear in the manuscript. 
This title was applied to the text by Schmidt, who argued 
that the contents are to be identified with “the two books 
of Jeu” mentioned in the closely related Pistis Sophia 
(chaps. 99 and 134) in Codex Askewianus. There Jesus 
refers his disciples to mysteries that can be found in the 2 
books of Jeu that Enoch wrote, when, in an earlier epiph- 
any, Jesus had spoken to Enoch from the trees of Paradise. 
Early critics of Schmidt’s hypothesis noted the absence of 
any reference to Enoch in Codex Brucianus, and ques- 
tioned how closely the contents of the manuscript match 
the description of the teaching that Jesus in Pistis Sophia 
ascribes to the books written by Enoch (Preuschen 1894; 
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Liechtenhan 1901). Most scholars have nevertheless in- 
clined towarcl Schmidt’s identification. 

The manuscript of the Books of Jeu has the look of a 
compilation, the history of which is by no means certain. 
The surviving leaves seem to preserve only portions of 
what were originally 2 somewhat longer works, and there 
are a few extra leaves of uncertain placement, containing 
fragments o! related material in different scribal hands 
and with some dialectical variations. 

The Books of Jeu are significant for the history of gnostic 
ritual. The first book is framed as a revelation dialogue 
between Jesus and his disciples after his resurrection. Jesus 
tells them how his Pather brought forth “Jeu, the true 
God,” and then moved Jeu to produce further emanations, 
themselves called “Jeus” or “fathers of the treasuries.” 
Jesus describes each Jeu in detail, revealing the secret 
names, numbers, and diagrams corresponding to each one 
(chaps. 5-32), and then gives instructions about secret 
numbers, seals, and passwords which will allow the disci- 
ples access to each of 60 treasuries of the transcendent 
world (chaps. 33-40). He takes the disciples into the trea- 
suries and leads them in ritual prayers (chap. 41). In the 
second book Jesus initiates the disciples into the mysteries 
of water baptism, baptism of fire, and baptism of the Spirit, 
each accompanied by elaborate description of the requisite 
ritual materials and procedures (chaps. 45-48). He then 
describes the future ascent of their souls through the levels 
of the transcendent realm, and for each level there is again 
instruction alout cryptic seals, numbers, and passwords to 
be used in the ascent (chaps. 49-52). Among the most 
striking features of this manuscript are the numerous 
cryptograms and seals actually sketched in the text and 
margins, virtually the only examples of such pictorial 
elements in a gnostic manuscript (Phinney 1980: 436--37). 
This fact rerrders the absence of any facsimile edition of 
this part of the Bruce Codex all the more regrettable. 

Schmidt (1892: 552-98) argued that the Books of Jeu and 
at least the last two books of the Pistis Sophia. were com- 
posed in the 3d century c.ze. by members of the same 
ascetic Sever:an sect (Epiphanius, Pan. 45), and that this 
sect had come into conflict with libertine Phibionite gnos- 
tics who were near relatives as far as sectarian ancestry. 
Both writings include passages which condemn the ritual 
consumption of semen and menstrual blood (Jeu chap. 43; 
Pistis Sophia chap. 147), and Epiphanius (Pan. 26) accuses 
certain “Phibionites” of a similar practice. A literary con- 
nection between Pistis Sophia and the Books of Jeu remains 
likely, but a specific link with the Severian gnostics men- 
tioned by Epiphanius is far more tenuous. The shared 
characteristics upon which Schmidt based his identification 
(e.g., use of “he demiurgic names laldabaoth or Sabaoth; 
ascetic tendencies, etc.) are now found in several texts 
from Nag Hammadi, and may be too general to allow any 
narrow identification of the Books of Jeu with a gnostic sect 
that is otherwise so sparsely documented as is the Severian 
sect. 
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CODEX CLAROMONTANUS 


Codex Claromontanus is a 5th- or more likely 6th- 
century codex containing only the Pauline letters (includ- 
ing Hebrews). It is a bi-lingual Gk and Lat manuscript, 
consisting of 533 vellum leaves (95%" by 7%”), with the Gk 
text of the letters on the leit-hand page, the Lat on the 
right. Each page bears 1 column of text with 21 lines of 
irregular length (corresponding to the pauses in the 
sense). 

It is impossible to determine the codex’s place of origin. 
The work of at least 9 different correctors has been iden- 
tified (the 4th of these addecl accent and breathing marks 
in the 9th century). Theodore Beza, the celebrated French 
scholar who became the successor of Calvin as leader of 
the Genevan Church, acquired the manuscript between 
1565 and 1582. He claimed! that it was discovered in a 
convent at Clermont-en-Beauvais. An edition of the man- 
uscript was published by Tischendorf in 1852. 

Codex Claromontanus is «n important early witness in 
the history of the NT text. Like Codex Bezae, which is 
roughly contemporaneous with this manuscript and con- 
tains most of the text of the |our Gospels and Acts (with a 
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small fragment of 3 John), the type of text in Codex 
Claromontanus is distinctly Western. As Metzger (1968) 
has noted, however, Western readings in the Epistles are 
not so striking as those in the Gospels and Acts. 

Codex Claromontanus is also important for the history 
of the Christian canon of scripture. After the text of 
Philemon in this manuscript, and just before the text of 
Hebrews, there is a stichometric list, in Latin only, of OT 
and NT books. Whereas the OT books are listed without 
division, the NT books are subdivided into 2 categories: 
“The Four Gospels” and “The Epistles of Paul.” What is 
striking is that Paul’s letters are not distinguished from the 
Catholic Epistles and other writings which are also in- 
dexed. There is an obvious omission after the listing of 
Ephesians: Philippians, | and 2 Thessalonians are missing. 
Hebrews is also lacking. The scribe obelizes 4 works at the 
end of the list: Barnabas, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Acts of 
Paul, and the Apocalypse of Peter. Souter (1954) suggested 
that these horizontal lines indicate that they are not to be 
regarded as on the same plane as the others. If that is the 
case, the canon list included in Codex Claromontanus, 
granted its careless omissions, would apparently intend to 
set forth a NT canon of 27 texts. 

The presence of such a list in this codex is curious. 
Jiilicher (1931) thought this catalogue belonged to the 4th 
century and was of W origin. Zahn (1890), however, put 
forth a compelling argument for a 4th-century date and 
an E provenance, perhaps Syria-Palestine. As with the 
MURATORIAN FRAGMENT, how such a list could have 
come to occupy a place in this codex remains a mystery. 
Nevertheless, with the exception of Hennecke (NTApocr 1) 
most have followed Zahn in assigning a 4th-century date 
and an E provenance to the canon list, although the codex 
in which it appears is W and later. 
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CODEX EPHRAIMI RESCRIPTUS 


This manuscript (Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale Gr. 9; 
designated C throughout, and given the number 04 for 
the NT in the Gregory-Aland catalogue) originally con- 
tained the entire Bible. It is a palimpsest, having been 
broken up and used by a 12th century monk to copy a Gk 
translation of discourses by Ephraim Syrus. There are 63 
OT leaves extant (containing parts of Proverbs, Ecclesias- 
tes, Canticles, Job, Wisdom, and Sirach) and 145 of the 
NT (in which every canonical book is represented). It may 
have been written in the 5th century, though Cavallo dates 
it almost certainly to the 6th. The leaves are 25.6-26.4 x 
31.4-32.5 cm; there is a single column, of between 40 and 
46 lines on each page. The NT originally contained about 
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portions are by separate hands. Arguments that allot the 
NT to several scribes (Traube, Lyon) are based on differ- 
ences in forms of the nomina sacra and orthography be- 
tween different books, and have no foundation in the 
character of the handwriting. The differences are more 
likely to be due to the use of several separate exemplars in 
the compilation of the manuscript. This is the appropriate 
point to note that Oliver has demonstrated that a disloca- 
tion of a portion of the text in Revelation is due to the 
leaves of the exemplar having been bound out of order. 

Tischendorf suggested that the manuscript was written 
in Egypt. This is confirmed by Cavallo, who argues for the 
Nitrian Desert, associating the script (he is thinking, it 
appears, of the NT particularly) with those of the Freer 
manuscript of Deuteronomy and Joshua, the NT uncials 
016 (its closest associate) and 027, and two Homer codices 
(Papyrus Berolinensis 6794 and the Cureton Homer). It 
belongs to the period of decadence of the biblical uncial 
script, and was written “without particular care to be 
calligraphic.” The copying, it is alleged, was also careless. 
These 2 points have led to speculation that the manuscript 
may have been written for private use. 

The text has been reworked by 2 correctors who, it is 
suggested, are to be placed in 6th-century Caesarea and 
9th-century Constantinople. In the early 16th century the 
codex was brought to Italy, and passed into the possession 
of Catherine de Medici, with whom it went to Paris, where 
it has remained ever since. 

The great difficulty of deciphering the manuscript has 
led to its neglect, so that it has been the subject of only a 
very few studies, and only one edition. The text of the NT 
is placed by K. and B. Aland in their Category II (of 
special quality, but contaminated by alien influences). 
Their analysis of test passages shows that the text of Paul 
is particularly good. The figures given below show, in 
order, (a) agreements with the Byzantine text, (b) agree- 
ments with the same where it has what the Alands consider 
to be the original text, (c) agreements with their original 
text, (d) and readings where it is unique. 


(a) (6) (¢) (d) 
Gospels 87, 66, 66, 50 
Acts 12, 12, 37, 11 
Paul 31, 23, 104, 15 
Catholic Epistles 15, 3, 41, 12 
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CODEX SINAITICUS 


This codex: comes from the Sinai, where it was preserved 
until the last century in St. Catherine’s monastery, which 
is situated at the foot of Jebel Musa (Mount of Moses) on 
which, according to ancient traditions, the Ten Command- 
ments were ziven by God to Israel. This Gk copy of the 
Bible is now housed in 4 very different places. Most of it, 
347 leaves, are proudly displayed on the Ist floor of the 
British Library (the British Museum). Forty-three leaves 
are in the University Library at Leipzig. Fragments of 3 
leaves are in Leningrad. These collections were removed 
from St. Catherine’s by Constantine Tischendorf: the 
smaller collection in 1844, the fragments and the major 
part of the codex in 1859. A fire in St. Catherine’s monas- 
tery in 1975 -evealed around 4,000 manuscripts, including 
more than a dozen leaves of this precious codex; some of 
the leaves look as though they came off the table of the 
copying scribe. These are being prepared for publication 
by his emminence Archbishop Damianos. 

This 4th-century Gk ms, one of the most precious and 
ancient manuscripts of the Bible, contains most of the OT, 
the NT, the /pistle of Barnabas, and the Shepherd of Hermas 
(up to Man. 4.3.6). Scholars estimate that the original 
manuscript contained at least 730 leaves and would have 
required approximately 360 goats or sheep to provide the 
skins. The work was copied by 3 different scribes whose 
calligraphy is so similar that it is probable that they were 
trained in the same scriptorium. The manuscript could 
have been produced in Rome, Caesarea, or Alexandria. 
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CODEX VATICANUS 


Codex Vaticanus (Vatican Library, Cod. Gr. 1209, given 
the letter B and, for the NT; the numeral 03) is one of a 
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small number of extant ancient Greek Bibles containing 
both the OT and NT (though it never contained any of 
the books of Maccabees). It has been in the Vatican Library 
since at least 1475, when it was listed in a catalogue (Ropes 
1926: xxxi; cf. Kenyon 1912: 77n). During the 15th cen- 
tury, it had certain lacunae rilled: Gen 1:1-46:26 (copied 
from the Vatican Codex Chisianus R VI 38, which is 
numbered 19 in the catalogue of LXX manuscripts); Ps 
105:27—137:6; Heb 9:14 to the end, the Pastoral Epistles, 
and Revelation (this addition is listed separately amongst 
NT manuscripts as minuscule 1957). Certain embellish- 
ments were added at the same period. In addition to these 
gaps in the ancient manuscript, part of a leaf (containing 
2 Kgdms 2:5-7, 10-13) has been torn away. It has been 
suggested by Skeat (1984: 463) that B was brought to 
Rome from Constantinople is a gift by the Greek delega- 
tion to the Council of Ferrara-Florence in 1438-39, after 
a hasty restoration. Attempts to link the manuscript with 
Cardinal Bessarion and with § Italy are rightly rejected by 
Skeat (1984: 454—55), following Sagi. 

In the 10th or 11th century, the original text was over- 
written letter by letter, accents and breathings were newly 
supplied, and some corrections were made. This activity, 
apart from destroying the great beauty of the codex, has 
greatly impeded precise paleographical analysis, so that 
dating and placing the manuscript’s origin is very difficult. 

Cavallo suggests the date ca. 350 (after 328 but before 
360). It is most likely to have been written in Egypt (Martini 
1966: 6; Cavallo 1967: 56). Hatch (1953: xix) suggests 
Upper Egypt. The attribution to Egypt rests on textual 
grounds and the order of the books, rather than on a 
paleographical decision. The theory that the so-called 
Coptic form of the letter Mu indicates an Egyptian origin 
is not tenable. 

It was once a fashionable suggestion that B (with Codex 
Sinaiticus) was one of 50 copies prepared by Eusebius of 
Caesarea for the Emperor Constantine in the early 330s. 
This idea must be abandoned, as must the idea that it was 
commissioned from Athanasius in Rome by the Emperor 
Constantine 10 years later. 

The ms was written by 2 scribes, “A” and “B,” of whom 
B wrote the NT. The codex 1s of fine appearance, square 
(27 x 27cm), composed of 5-sheet quires (quinions), with 
3 columns to a page, and 4()—44 lines to a column. The 
text was corrected by a hand contemporary with the 
scribes, generally identified with the diorthotes (official cor- 
rector of the scriptorium). 

This manuscript is, given its extent, textually the best of 
any. In the OT it forms the basis of the smaller and larger 
Cambridge editions. In the NT it was the foundation of 
Westcott and Hort’s text. For the most part, the OT shows 
a form of LXX text similar to that used by Origen in the 
5th column of his Hexapla. It was therefore affected far 
less than most other manuscripts by the deleterious influ- 
ence of the Hexapla on the LXX. It is least valuable in 
Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Minor Prophets, and Job. Its text of 
Judges is very distinctive, and generally associated with the 
Hesychian recension. 

In the NT, its text is of a high quality throughout (the 
view that in Paul it shows the influence of the so-called 
Western text should be treated cautiously). C. M. Martini 
has demonstrated that the text of B in Luke is substantially 
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that found in the beginning of the 3d century in P. Bodmer 
XIV-XV. Porter has shown the same to be true for John. 
In Paul, according to Zuntz, it represents, along with P. 
Chester Beatty, P Ann Arbor, and miniscule 1739, the 
Proto-Alexandrian text of ca. a.p. 200, and preserves the 
ancient tradition stemming from the creation of the Pau- 
line corpus in ca. 100. 

For the story of the early collations, and the first, noto- 
riously inaccurate, full transcription by Mai, see Kenyon 
(1912: 77-79). A photographic reprint of the whole man- 
uscript was made in 1889-90. A reprint of the NT alone 
was made in 1968, for presentation to the more distin- 
guished of those attending the Second Vatican Council. 
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CODEX WASHINGTONIANUS 


Sometimes referred to as the Freer Manuscript of the 
Gospels, this ms is designated “W” in the Gregory-Aland 
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list of ms sigla. Housed in the Freer Gallery of Art (Smith- 
sonian, Washington, D.C.), it is an Egyptian-provenance 
parchment ms of the 4th/5th centuries containing the four 
Gospels in the “Western” order (Matt, John, Luke, Mark), 
with 2 lacunae (Mark 15:13-38; John 14:25—16:7, owing 
to missing pages). Except for the Ist quire of John (1:1— 
5:11), it is the work of one scribe. There are various 
indications of formal formatting of the ms for public 
reading and for study (e.g., punctuation, blank spaces 
between phrases, paragraph divisions, diacritical marks), 
and several correctors’ hands are evidenced. The pages 
(averaging 8% x 5%") contain a single column of 30 lines 
in a clear, sloping hand (ruled lines between 27—35 letters 
(approx. 374" long). A major feature of codex W is the 
mixed nature of its text. Matt and Luke 8:13—24:53 reflect 
the Byzantine text-type. Luke 1:1-8:12 and John 5:12- 
21:25 are Alexandrian. Mark 1:1—5:30 (or slightly earlier) 
is “Western,” resembling especially the Old Latin. Mark 
5:31-16:20 was long thought a witness to an early stage of 
the Caesarean text, but has been shown to be insufficiently 
related to any main text-type, agreeing with P45 most 
often and showing numerous harmonizations with the 
other Synoptics as well as deliberate scribal changes, mainly 
in Markan style. It has been suggested that the varying 
textual complexion of W derives from an ancestor patch- 
work manuscript made up after Diocletian’s attempt in 
303 c.£. to destroy all Christian sacred books. 

Probably the most noteworthy reading in W follows 
Mark 16:14, a reading witnessed to also by Jerome. The 
undoubtedly apocryphal reading is as follows: 


And they excused themselves, saying, “This age of law- 
lessness and unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow 
the truth and power of God to prevail over the unclean 
things of the spirits. Therefore reveal your righteous- 
ness now”—so they spoke to Christ. And Christ replied 
to them, “The term of years for Satan’s authority has 
been fulfilled, but other terrible things draw near. And 
for those who have sinned I was delivered over to death, 
that they may return to the truth and sin no more; that 
they may inherit the spiritual and incorruptible glory of 
righteousness which is in heaven.” 
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COELE-SYRIA (PLACE) [Gk Koilé Syria]. Coele-Syria 
is a geographical term variously used to describe portions 
of Syro-Palestine, depending on the historical time period 
and the author. The term which has been widely inter- 
preted as “hollow Syria” is first attested in its Hellenistic 
form in the 4th century B.c. While often used by modern 
writers to describe the N extent of the Great Rift Valley 
between the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon Mountains, the 
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name was used by the Hellenistic writers to include a large 
portion of the E Mediterranean seaboard extending E 
toward to the Euphrates. Phoenicia however was held to be 
separate from Coele-Syria. Under Alexander the Great, 
Coele-Syria was a large administrative unit that included 
Samaria, which revolted against Andromachus the gover- 
nor of Coele-Syria whom Alexander had appointed (Cur- 
tius Rufus 4 8.9). Under the Ptolemies and Seleucids, the 
term continued to be used for an administrative region. 
Under Antiochus III, the Levant was divided into strategia 
of Coele-Syria and Phoenicia. Coele-Syria in turn was di- 
vided into ‘t eparchies: Samaria, Idumea, Paralia, and 
Galaaditis (Diodorus 19.95.2). The names of 6 Seleucid 
governors of Coele-Syria have been preserved. One of 
them, Apollonius of Tarsus, the “governor of Coele-Syria 
and Phoenicia” (2 Macc 3:5—8), fought the Maccabees and 
was defeated at Jamnia ca. 147 B.c. (1 Macc 10:69ff.). 
“Coele-Syria” is used to describe S Syria with the exclusion 
of Phoenicia throughout the Apochrypha (1 Esdr 2:17, 
24, 27; 4:48; 1 Macc 10:69; 2 Macc 4:4; etc.). Diodorus of 
Sicily in describing the Levant prior to the Romans, de- 
fined Coele-Syria as being adjacent to Upper Syria, enclos- 
ing Phoenicia, and extending as far as Egypt (18.6.3). 

The toponym “Coele-Syria” continued to be used after 
Rome expanded her power into the Levant under Pompey. 
After Herod gained the enmity of the Jews for his harsh 
rule over Galilee in 47 B.c., he was made a general over 
Coele-Syria (Josephus Ant 14.9.5 §180). In that position 
Herod apparently had authority in Damascus, Samaria, 
and the Transjordan (Josephus JW 1.10.8 §213); Josephus, 
however, uses the term in a variety of ways. At times it is 
defined as extending from the Euphrates to Egypt (Ant 
14.4.5 §79). 

Among other classical authors, Strabo in his geographi- 
cal study included all of the arable land E of the Rift Valley 
in Coele-Syria, with Damascus as its chief city (Geog 16.2.2— 
22), and Ptolemy included the cities of Coele-Syria with 
those of the Decapolis (Geog 5.14). 

In the 2d century a.p. the cities of the Decapolis such as 
Abila, Gadara, Philadelphia, and Scythopolis retained 
their ancient territorial description by having an abbrevia- 
tion for Coele-Syria on their coins. The recognition of this 
region as Coele-Syria was later affirmed by the Roman 
Emperor Septimius Severus. 

The etymology of the word “Coele” is debated. The 
widely accepted interpretation “hollow Syria” is challenged 
by E. Schwarz who has postulated that Coele is the heilen- 
ized form of the Heb word hol. His position is affirmed by 
A. Shalit, who maintains that Coele-Syria is identical to the 
usual expression in Gk for “all Syria.” B. Mazar buttresses 
this position by arguing that the Greeks developed the 
toponym Coele-Syria on the basis of the ancient term “all 
Aram,” whici was used by the Aramaic-speaking popula- 
tion, and the word Syria was substituted for Aram (see 
Mazar 1962: 120 for this discussion). 


Bibliography 
Bickermann, EF. J. 1947. La Coele-Syrie: Notes de Geographie 
historique. RB 54: 256-268. 
Mazar, B. 1962. The Aramaean Empire and its Relations with 
Israel. BA 25: 98-120. 
RoBERT W. SMITH 


1076 * I 
COHORT, AUGUSTAN. See AUGUSTAN COHORT. 


COHORT, ITALIAN. See ITALIAN COHORT. 


COINAGE. Money is a medium of exchange used to 
acquire goods or services, and therefore serves as a mea- 
sure of wealth or value. It may also be symbolic of sover- 
eignty or a unit of accounting. Coins are minted metal 
authorized to function as money; they are culturally ac- 
cepted media for exchange and designations of value. 


A. Money in the Hebrew Bible 
B. Money in the Ancient Near East 
1. The shekel 
2. Egypt 
3. Mesopotamia 
4. Biblical and Archaeological Evidence 
C. The Origins of Coinage 
D. The Yehud Coins 
E. Coinage in the Apocrypha 
F. Coinage of Herod and His Dynasty 
G. Coins of the NT 
H. Coins of the First Jewish Revolt 
I. Coins of the Second Jewish Revolt 


A. Money in the Hebrew Bible 

When money is mentioned throughout the Hebrew Bi- 
ble, the text does not refer to coins. The references desig- 
nate measures of value in goods or in precious metals. The 
metals are not coined, however, in specific weights. Nor are 
they generally verified by an official stamp of govern- 
mental or religious authorities to meet certain weight 
standards. The NT, however, has as its background the 
coined money of the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Coins 
expressed monetary value more specifically and more eas- 
ily than bullion, but were still used in tandem with “in 
kind” transactions, where “money” still existed in the form 
of sheep, goats, birds, grain, oil, or wine. Indeed, some 
form of money has existed from earlier times when people 
bartered with one another or traded commodities. By the 
time of Jesus and the Apostles of the early Church, coinage 
was widely accepted and used throughout all lands associ- 
ated with the Bible. Coinage facilitated exchange of ob- 
jects, measured value, stored wealth, and provided support 
and taxation for governments. 

In the history of the people of the covenant, the first 
reference to the use of money is the restitution paid to 
Abraham by Abimelech for the wrong done to Sarah, 
Abraham’s wife, in Gen 20:14—16. Abimelech pays Abra- 
ham “sheep and oxen, and male and female slaves” to- 
gether with “a thousand pieces of silver” serving as “vindi- 
cation” for what he had done. In Genesis 23, Abraham 
purchases a burial place from Ephron the Hittite for 400 
shekels of silver. A shekel, on the Babylonian standard, 
was the equivalent of approx. 8.5 grams of metal. “Abra- 
ham weighed out for Ephron the silver which he had 
named in the hearing of the Hittites, four hundred shekels 
of silver, according to the weights current among the 
merchants” (Gen 23:16). The merchants used the Babylo- 
nian standard of weights and measures. To “weigh out” 
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this amount was to hand over to Ephron the weight in 
silver of approx. 8 minas, the equivalent of 26% gold 
shekels. The silver would have been in the form of small 
ingots, pieces of silver foil, rings or silver wire. This was a 
substantial amount to be sure, although we cannot accu- 
rately estimate its value in modern currencies. Ancient 
measures in grams can be converted to equivalents on the 
current market value of silver or gold, given market fluc- 
tuations. If we can assume that precious metals have always 
remained fairly stable in their relative value to other goods 
and services, then we can estimate in late 20th century 
equivalents what these amounts of money would equal. 
Clearly, however, this is a haphazard procedure and is best 
avoided. 

The Joseph cycle contains several references to “money,” 
translating the Heb kesep, which is also the word for “sil- 
ver.” This “money” included “bundles” which were placed 
in the traveling bags of Joseph’s brothers when they were 
about to leave Egypt and return to Canaan; the text also 
mentions the money collected to pay for grain from the 
Egyptian royal granaries. In Genesis 43, Joseph received 
money which must have included gold, silver, bronze, and 
iron, in rings, bars, ingots, or dust (gold only). These were 
recognized forms of “money,” which were weighed in 
specific amounts and functioned as bullion on the open 
market. The metals were weighed in specific ratios to one 
another for terms of standard commerce or taxation. So it 
is also in Genesis 47, when “Joseph gathered up all the 
money that was found in the land of Egypt and in the land 
of Canaan, for the grain which they bought; and Joseph 
brought the money into Pharaoh’s house.” When this 
metallic money was depleted, it was freely interchanged 
with cattle. “So they brought their cattle to Joseph; and 
Joseph gave them food in exchange for the horses, the 
flocks, the herds, and the asses; and he supplied them with 
food in exchange for all their cattle that year” (Gen 47:17). 
Specific numbers of animals were considered equally as 
valuable as their equivalents in metal. Obviously they were 
harder to handle, but were just as usable in making pay- 
ments. In Genesis 47, seed and its produce function as 
money when the Pharoah decreed that harvests will go 
80% to him and 20% to the tenant on the land. So it was 
according to the tradition, while Israel lived in the land of 
Goshen. 

Abraham and the other patriarchs counted their wealth 
in numbers of sheep, goats, and cattle. The same was true 
for Job (1:3). Throughout the period of the patriarchs and 
into the time of the kings of Israel and Judah, the primary 
means of commerce and trade was barter. Money could be 
metallic and weighed according to accepted local or inter- 
national standards, or it could be in kind. When Hiram of 
Tyre completed construction of Solomon’s Temple in Je- 
rusalem, he paid with grain and olive oil, according to 1 
Kgs 5:11. Some taxes or forms of tribute were paid in like 
manner, with grains, oils, wine, sheep/goats, or cattle. On 
Israelite taxes, see specifically 1 Sam 8:15 and Ezek 45:13- 
16. 

Clearly, transporting herds to administrative or tribal 
centers to pay tribute or taxes was difficult and most 
inconvenient for the taxpayer and the taxgatherer. This is 
probably why equivalent values in metals came to be 
weighed out and standardized for such transactions. Val- 
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ues could be more easily computed using weights in pre- 
cious metals as well. For example, if a tax was 10 shekels, 
or its equivalent of 2 sheep, and the tax was raised by 20% 
to 12 shekels, the taxation would then equal 2% sheep. 
Metals became the preferred method of payment when 
available. 

The earliest standards of weights and measures remain 
unknown. The Bible is mute on the subject, simply refer- 
ring to numbers of “pieces” or “shekels” of silver (Heb 
kesep). We are not certain what standard this metal was 
weighed on. The Hebrew renders these expressions only 
as “silver,” implying that an accepted standard or measure 
was used. The lack of exchange of gold within the Hebrew 
Bible is strong evidence to suggest that this metal was 
available in insufficient quantity for use in commerce. For 
many years, as well, copper was needed for tools, jewelry, 
or weapons. The copper was mixed with tin and made into 
bronze. With the coming of the Philistines in the period 
following 1200 B.c.£., iron began to replace bronze as the 
metal most used in implements and other hardware. Iron 
had been smelted in Egypt for many years but had been 
retained in Egypt; by 1200, its use began to spread. 

An early use for precious metals was jewelry, which 
provided a safe, mobile means for their movement around 
the country. It is sull common for Bedouin women in 
Palestine to carry all their wealth on their persons in the 
form of gold, silver, and bronze jewelry. They wear metals 
in bracelets, anklets, rings, chains, pins, beads, earrings, or 
settings for precious or semiprecious stones (see Ezekiel 
28). Today one is more likely to find strings of coins, 
pierced and geometrically arranged on necklaces, or coins 
as earrings or pendants. Some of these forms into which 
metals were made were probably standardized and ac- 
cepted on the open market. Even so, as nearly pure forms 
of the metals, they could be weighed on scales and their 
value quickly established in commerce if needed, so that 
they could function as bullion. The Hebrew Bible mentions 
payment using bars of silver or gold, as well as bracelets, 
which could have had specific values assigned to them. 
Abraham’s servant gave Rebekah a ring of gold which 
weighed '% shekel and 2 bracelets weighing 10 gold shekels 
(Gen 24:22). In Joshua 7:21, Achan returns from Jericho 
with 200 shekels of silver and a gold bar (lit. “tongue”) 
weighing 51 shekels. Certainly by the Iron I period, Baby- 
lonian weight standards were accepted and current 
through the lands of the Bible. At Ugarit, in the “Tale of 
Aghat,” the hero is said to have shed tears like quarter- 
shekels and fifth-shekels. This is Ugaritic hyperbole to 
affirm that Aghat wept bitterly; the glittering metal likened 
to tears implies a recognizable size and shape, much like 
money. 

Examples of references to weights of silver or money 
are numerous. In Judges 16:4, Philistine leaders entice 
Delilah to find the source of Samson’s strength by offering 
her 1,100 pieces of silver (lit. “1000 and 100 kesep”). In 1 
Sam 9:4, 4 shekel of silver is the payment to a seer for a 
prediction on the future success of a journey. When the 
king of Aramaean Damascus sent a messenger to Israel to 
seek assistance in healing Naaman of leprosy, the price was 
considerably higher: 10 talents (lit. “circles” from Heb 
kikkar) of silver and 6,000 shekels of gold. A talent was the 
equivalent of 60 minas, each of which equalled 50 shekels 
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of silver. One gold shekel was the equivalent of 15 silver 
shekels. Later during the reign of Azariah in Judah, Men- 
ahem reigned for a short time in Samaria doing “what was 
evil in the sight of the Lord.” To confirm his succession as 
king, he offered the sovereign of Assyria 1,000 talents of 
silver, exacting it in Israel from wealthy men, asking 50 
shekels from cach (2 Kgs 15:19~20). 


B. Money in the Ancient Near East 

1. The shekel. One silver shekel equalled approximately 
8.26 g. Fractional shekels were also regularly employed in 
Palestine and throughout the ANE. A cuneiform text 
written in Akkadian from the Smith College collection, for 
example, details an exchange of goods from 2 brothers to 
their creditors from the time of Samsuiluna of Babylon 
(18th cent. B.c.£.), in which % shekel of silver equalled 240 
ga of barley. Texts show that oxen were normally valued at 
1 gold shekel (equal to 15 silver shekels or approx. 2 tons 
of grain). A ram was worth about 2 shekels according to 
Lev 5:15. A measure of grain, equal to about 1% pecks, 
was valued at a shekel if it was “fine” grain; “common” 
grain yielded silver double that amount for a shekel. 
Hoards of precious metals (silver, gold, and electrum) 
from Shechem, Megiddo, Beth Zur, and Gaza dating from 
the Late Bronze IH through the Iron II periods (ca. 1400 
B.c.E. to 600 B.c.E.) include pieces of many different 
weights, including fractions of the standard shekel weight. 

2. Egypt. With its military interests encompassing far- 
off lands, Egypt amassed huge quantities of precious met- 
als during her foreign conquests. Goods were bought and 
paid for with weights of gold, silver, and copper. Undoubt- 
edly, the treasures of the Pharaoh took up much of the 
metal in the treasury at any given time in the form of 
vessels, decorated furniture, jewelry, and other tomb 
goods. The scenes depicted at Medinet Habu show gold 
- stored in ingots, rings, vases, and dust. The gold was not 
native to Egypt. Gold usually came into Egyptian hands as 
booty from wars or as tribute from conquered or vassal 
countries in Asia and Africa. The Egyptian treasuries 
processed the gold and cast it into ingots and rings for 
ease in transportation. Gold dust, however, was apparently 
left as it was. The Nile Valley, like Mesopotamia and the 
lower Indus River Valley, was not well endowed in precious 
metals. In the 18th Dynasty, gold was obtained from Punt 
at the S end of the Red Sea (probably modern Somalia). 
The mines of the Sinai were worked from the 12th Dynasty 
onwards, as were the Red Sea mines. Under Queen Hat- 
shepsut and Seti I, and again under Rameses II, the Sinai 
mines failed. Mining operations were dependent upon 
adequate supplies of water, and since there is no evidence 
that rainfall fluctuated so greatly in these periods, storage 
systems and cistern networks must have broken down. 

The Egyptians, however, appear to have seen the Asiatic 
provinces under their influence as unlimited sources of 
gold. Dushratti of Mitanni wrote to his son-in-law, Pharoah 
Amenhotep IV (Akhenaton) “for was not gold as the dust 
of the country?” This bit of correspondence from Tell el- 
Amarna provides some insight into the Egyptian attitude 
toward gold and its availability. This was a time (the LB 
Age) when gold was in short supply in Babylon, where 
metal work pr:zed in Egypt originated. A Babylonian offi- 
cial named Burnaburias wrote to a pharaoh, who hinted 
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that gold would be welcomed in his court. The Babylonian 
indicated he would be glad to comply if ingots were 
shipped to Babylon to be worked and returned to Egypt 
as finished products. The Egyptian demand for gold peri- 
odically caused shortages which must have increased the 
value of silver. Egyptian money was usually gold. Silver was 
rare, even in tomb treasures, until the Ist millennium 
when it was more plentiful ancl popular; but gold in ingots, 
rings, bags of dust, or lumps remained the most common 
form of currency. We know from tomb wall reliefs that 
taxes could be paid in metals or in commodities. Reliefs at 
Saqqarah also show farmers bringing their payments in 
kind, with animals, grain, oil, and wine. 

3. Mesopotamia. In Babylonia and Assyria weight stan- 
dards, both “heavy” and “ligh«,” were in use by the end of 
the 3d millennium B.c.£. These systems standardized com- 
mercial transactions until the Hellenistic period and the 
new administrative system initiated by Alexander the 
Great. Silver was plentiful in Asia Minor and Persia, and 
earliest smelting of the metal probably occurred in these 
regions. Mediterranean silver mines were still active when 
Ezekiel sang the glories of Tyre and Tarshish, “who was 
her merchant” (Ezekiel 28). Economic texts and receipts 
for daily commerce are among the most-common clay 
tablets found at sites in Mesopotamia and Syria. Silver 
standards were commonly used in local and international 
trade in the 2d and Ist millennia B.c.£. The Tell el-Amarna 
letters show evidence for this standard in Syria and Pales- 
tine in the 15th century B.c.¥. By the 6th century B.C.E., 
silver was still the metal of account in everyday life; and 
Babylon was dependent upon Phoenician merchants for 
its importation. By 550 B.c.t.., copper was imported in 
large quantities from Cyprus and sold at a rate of 3% 
minas to the shekel of silver ‘by bulk weight). Dealing in 
bits and pieces of silver or copper in daily commerce 
became the accepted norm. Bar silver was simply “cut” to 
furnish fractional amounts. 

4. Biblical and Archaeological Evidence. Very little 
metal money is found at Palestinian sites from ca. 1300 to 
587 B.c.z. A few hoards from major sites such as Gaza, 
Shechem, Megiddo, and Beth Shan are the exceptions. 
Many examples of other types of metal objects are known, 
including jewelry and weaporis. Some of the jewelry un- 
doubtedly functioned as money, since its forms were con- 
venient for transport and commerce. 

In the Bible, references to “money” generally fall into 3 
categories: (1) prices paid for land; (2) prophetic injunc- 
tions against corruption in the market place; and 
(3) obligations to the temple. Some examples of the first 
category have already been cited. Temple taxes were usu- 
ally paid in kind or with money (in metallic form). For 
example, when a purification rite was required following 
the birth of a child, an offering was made of a “lamb a 
year old .. . and a young pigeon or turtledove . . . and the 
priest [made] atonement for |the woman]” (Lev 12:6—8). 
Such rites involved charges to worshipers by religious 
authorities and were common throughout the Near East. 
The requisite animals could be purchased with grain, oil, 
wine, or the equivalent in silver. Tariff inscriptions from a 
number of Canaanite and Punic sources outline elaborate 
systems of payment for services rendered by cultic offi- 
ciants (i.e. the Marseille Tariff inscription, Donner and 
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Réllig 1968: 83-87). Analogous Hebrew customs provided 
monies for maintenance of the priests and the upkeep of 
the Temple. 

Jehoash, king of Israel in the late 9th century B.c.£., 
formalized support for the Temple using monies assessed 
to individuals which were brought to the Temple of the 
people’s own free will for “the house of the Lord.” The 
priests then used his money to repair the Temple (2 Kgs 
12:4—-5). The uncoined metals were collected in a box, 
weighed, and then melted down and cast into bars or 
ingots according to royal standards. The pure metal bars 
functioned as currency to pay the workmen. 

Prophetic injunctions resulted when metals were 
weighed or examined for purity, because occasional cheat- 
ing occurred. For example, weights used by merchants 
were lumps of bronze or iron, or simply stones, supposedly 
conforming to accepted royal standards. In Deuteronomy 
23:13—15, the Israelites were cautioned not to have differ- 
ent sets of stones, i.e., different weights, in their posses- 
sion. Amos (8:5) preaches against this cheating in the 
marketplace. Eventually kings verified weight standards 
with royal seals of legitimacy. Royal identification also 
occurred on officially sanctioned crops of wine and olive 
oil. A series of jar handles stamped in paleo-Hebrew script 
with the phrase Imlk, “belonging to the king,” dates first 
from the late 8th century B.c.z. Whether these jar handles 
simply identified “royal” wine or certified the quality of a 
crop for international commerce is unclear. See STAMPS, 
ROYAL JAR HANDLE. 

In 1967, excavations at Nush-i Jan, Iran, unearthed a 
hoard of silver objects in a bronze bowl buried below the 
floor of a building identified as a “fort.” A. D. H. Bivar 
described these objects as “ingot currency,” dating from 
ca. 600 B.c.£. Hoards like this one are common throughout 
the Near East in the Persian period, often also containing 
silver coins from mints in Greece, Anatolia, and Phoenicia. 
This hoard, for example, included coins, entire or subdi- 
vided with chisel cuts; fragments of ancient jewelry; 
lengths of silver wire; chunks of “cut silver” taken off 
larger slabs or ingots (usually called by German writers 
Hacksilber); rectangular ingots; and flat, circular ingots of 
different sizes formed by molten metals solidifying in the 
bottoms of jars. This particular hoard is important, be- 
cause it lacks Greek coins and is pre-Achaemenid in date. 
Any person possessing wealth might have kept a hoard 
such as this. 

Evidence from Nush-i Jan includes ingots in 2 forms, the 
flat, circular ingot which appears most often in hoards in 
Egypt, Palestine, and Syria, and the bar ingot, the rectan- 
gular form which is more common in Mesopotamia and 
Persia. The contents of this extensive hoard suggest that 
standards may have been variable from locality to locality 
and from time to time. Although there are many pieces in 
the hoard which closely approximate either the Babylo- 
nian standard or the heavier Persic (Achaemenid) stan- 
dard, there are other bits which fall between the two. 

At the same time, there is evidence that Greeks on the 
Peloponnese were using a currency of iron spits. It is 
unknown if the spits of iron—which must have originated 
no earlier than the late 8th or early 7th century B.c.E.— 
were a new or reformed currency. They may have pro- 
vided an official standard if made in identical molds. 
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Herodotus (1.68) suggests that iron was not readily avail- 
able until Greece’s colonial expansion in the 8th century 
B.C.E. (see Koester 1982: 76-77). The iron spits were used 
into the 6th century, when some Greek and E Greek city 
States were already striking coins in precious metals. The 
spits, though still in use, were soon to be obsolete. Coinage 
may have spread more rapidly among the Greeks since a 
form of iron-spit currency was already. in use and was 
accepted throughout much of the region. Indeed a 
“drachma” was literally a “handful” of spits (coming from 
a root meaning “to grasp”; Grierson 1975: 9-10). The 
Nush-i Jan hoard, like similar hoards from sites in Pales- 
tine, is evidence of a medial development between the use 
of bullion and coined metals. Small chunks of metal show 
that pieces of standard weights were in use by the 8th and 
7th centuries B.c.E., previewing the denominational sys- 
tems of true coinage. 


C. The Origins of Coinage 

Literary evidence contemporaneous with the kings of 
Judah suggests that coinage began in Anatolia. Passages 
from cuneiform tablets imply that payments in Mesopota- 
mia were made with coins or coin-like objects called “heads 
of Ishtar,” “heads of Shamash,” or “heads of Ashur,” all 
titles suggesting the existence of early stamped currency. 
Of course, these may be funds belonging to the temples of 
those deities. Barley, gold, and lead are mentioned in texts 
as media of exchange; but by far, silver was the most 
common. Some silver ingots are known from Zingirli in- 
scribed with the name of Bir-Rekeb, son of Panamua, 
dating to ca. 714-710 8.c.£. and weighing one mina. 

The places where coinage developed are more certain 
than the dates of the circumstances, however. In all prob- 
ability, the first coins were struck in western Asia Minor as 
small globular pieces of electrum, a natural alloy of silver 
and gold. The pieces bore a design on one face and a 
punch mark on the other. These coins, produced either in 
the late-7th or early-6th centuries B.c.E. were correlated to 
a weight standard, recognizing the stamp impressed upon 
the chunks of metal as official recognition that they were 
legal tender. These early coins bore no inscriptions and 
did not circulate widely. Their use, however, quickly 
spread to the Persian empire and the East because of the 
Persian domination of Asia Minor beginning in the mid- 
6th century B.c.£. Croesus, according to Greek tradition 
(Herodotus 1.94), later struck silver and gold coins in the 
mid-6th century, which probably supplemented and/or 
expanded the earlier use of electrum. 

Some scholars have suggested that the earliest coins were 
struck by merchants, because the types are diverse and 
one early inscribed coin reads, “I am the mark of Phanes,” 
presumably a businessman (Grierson 1975: 10; Kraay 
1976: 23). However, coinage not only facilitated commerce, 
it greatly simplified payment and receipt of taxes, temple 
maintenance, payment of mercenaries and soldiers, and 
government expenditures on public works. C. M. Kraay 
has convincingly argued that conversion from bullion to 
coinage was, therefore, a conscious effort by local com- 
munities to simplify monetary transactions. In Kraay’s 
view, coined metals at first remained near the place of 
origin and were used for governmental purposes. Later, 
they were traded like any other valuable objects. Neighbors 
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COI.01. Coins. 
a, PERSIAN DOBLE DARIC: obverse of gold double daric depicting an archer (probably the Persian king), with spear; ca. 3:30 8.c.e. 


b, DOUBLE SHEKEL OF SIDON (PHOENICIA): obverse with Sidonian galley and dating device; reverse depicting chariot carrying Great King of Persia, Sidonian king 
following in obe:sance. Struck in silver by SAbd‘aStart |, ca. 370-369 B.c.e. 


c, DOUBLE SHEKEL OF SIDON (PHOENICIA): obverse with Sidonian galley before battlemented walls of city; reverse depicting chariot carrying Great King of Persia. 
Struck in silver hy SAbd?eSmun, ca. 410-400 B.c.e. 


d, SILVER SHEKEL OF TYRE (PHOENICIA): obverse with marine deity riding seahorse over waves, with dolphin and murex sell; reverse with Tyrian owl and traditional 
Egyptian symbols of power—the crook and flail in background. Struck ca. 377~357 8.c.£. 


é, SILVER STATER OF ARADUS (PHOENICIA): obverse depicts head of marine deity in oriental style; reverse, Aradian galley, with inscription n?, mamlakt ?arvad 
(“government of Aradus’’). Struck ca. 348~338 B.c.£. 


f, SILVER TETRADRACHMA OF ATHENS (GREECE): obverse with goddess Athena, with olive leaves and helmet; reverse clepicts Athenian ow!, with olive spray and 
crescent; inscription, aipha-theta-epsifon. Struck ca. 460-450 b.c.e. and imitated throughout the E Mediterranean. 


g, “PHILISTO-ARABIAN” SILVER COIN: obverse depicts man wearing turbanlike headgear; reverse with owl and inscription yhd, ‘“Yehud.’’ Probably struck near 
Jerusalem in the 4th century s.c.e. 


h, “YEHUD DRACHMA”: obverse depicts male head in Corinthian helmet; reverse depicts male deity(?) seated on throne, with inscription yhd, “Yehud.” Struck in 
silver, probably near Jerusalem in the 4th century B.c.e. 
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J, HASMONEAN BRONZE COIN: obverse is a wreath enclosing an inscription which translates “‘Yehohanan, the high priest and the community of Jews’’; reverse is a 
double cornucopiae. Struck by John Hyrcanus ca. 135-104 s.c.e. in Jerusalem. 


j, BRONZE COIN OF HEROD THE GREAT: obverse depicts royal paraphernalia, with abbreviated inscription ‘‘Herod the King’’ in Greek; reverse shows tripod between 
palm branches. Struck in or near Jerusalem, 37—4 8.c.e. 


k, BRONZE COIN OF ROMAN PROCURATOR: obverse depicts palm branch, with date ‘‘year 5 of Caesar’; reverse shows an olive branch, with ethnic, ‘‘Nero.’’ Struck 
in Caesarea by the procurator Antonius Felix, ca. 52-60 c.e., under the auspices of the Emperor Nero. 


J, SILVER SHEKEL OF THE FIRST JEWISH REVOLT: obverse is a chalice, with pellet cover, and inscription, ‘‘year 2,” ‘‘shekel of israel,” in Hebrew; reverse shows a 
stem with three pomegranates and inscription, ‘Jerusalem the Holy.” Struck in Jerusalem, ca. 68-69 c.e. See also Figs. 1CO.08 and ICO.09. 


m, BRONZE COIN OF THE SECOND JEWISH REVOLT: obverse shows a bunch of grapes with leaf and Hebrew inscription, ‘First year of the Redemption of Israel’; 
reverse depicts a palm tree with two bunches of fruit, and the inscription, ‘‘Elazar the Priest.’’ Struck ca. 133-134 c.e. See also Fig. ICO.04. 


n, ROMAN BRONZE COIN: obverse depicts Emperor Vespasian, with appropriate titles; reverse shows Nike standing over body of female, representing JUDEA CAPTA, 
apa rae following First Jewish Revolt. A dupondius struck in Judea (Ashkelon) and in Rome, ca. 69-79 c.e. Inscription is in Latin; local issues in Palestine 
often used Greek instead. 


o, HELLENISTIC SILVER SHEKEL OF TYRE (PHOENICIA): obverse depicts Seleucid ruler in Greek style; reverse shows eagle, with inscription identifying Tyre as mint. 
Struck in Tyre in 2d century 8.c.e.; coin commonly accepted as temple tax in Jerusalem. (Drawings by 0. S. Edgerly.) 
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of the Gree<s were slow to accept coinage until the Persian 
government decided that a unified monetary system might 
weld the empire together. Siglot were the standard silver 
coins struck by Darius the Great and subsequent Persian 
kings. They copied coins of E Greek manufacture and 
were used throughout the E Mediterranean. Persian gold 
darics (probably named after Darius I) were struck by the 
central government and were the standard gold coinage of 
the realm. The silver sigloi were struck by local authorities 
in the satrapies. By weight, one gold daric was equal to 20 
silver sigloi. Coins with the Great King’s likeness were also 
powerful political tools. 

Most classical numismatists argue that coinage was intro- 
duced sometime after 650 B.c.E. At first the use of coins 
spread westward from Lydia. Persian satraps and rulers 
struck silver and gold coins depicting the Persian king of 
kings in the guise of a running archer or an archer in the 
hunt. See Fig. COI.01(a). The scenes are reminiscent of 
numerous examples of Babylonian, Assyrian, and Persian 
glyptic art from the Ist millennium B.c.£. Old systems of 
barter and the use of older forms of money persisted in 
the E for at least another century; but the use of coinage 
spread quickly to Greek communities in the Aegean, on 
mainland Greece, and in the Greek colonial west (Sicily 
and Italy). Coinage was used in Italy before the end of the 
6th century 8.c.E. and probably reached Marseilles (a 
Punic colony) by ca. 450 B.c.£. By the second half of the 
5th century, coinage was in use and being struck in N 
Africa and at mints throughout the E Mediterranean, 
including the important trading centers of the Phoenician 
league of city states. 

The coinage of Sidon, Tyre, Aradus, and Byblos began 
in the 5th century and became normative for trade in the 
Near East in the 4th century, supplemented by coins from 
Greek and E Greek cities (notably Athens whose standard 
and coinage gained great commercial prominence). Egypt 
was slow to adopt the use of coinage, using globs of 
weighed gold with the hieroglyphs nefer nub, “fine gold,” 
incised upon them as payment to Greek mercenaries 
(Grierson 1975: 11). The Greeks probably insisted on 
being paid in coin, a new concept for the Egyptians. 

Sidon was the leading Phoenician city during the Persian 
period (ca, £40-332 B.c.r.). Tyre had been destroyed by 
Babylonian armies and Sidon, its N neighbor, picked up 
the commercial slack. Phoenicia provided the navy for the 
Persian kings and was the critical link in the Persian trad- 
ing network which connected the spice and silk routes of 
the E with the Greek and Punic west. By the 5th century, 
more and more foreign coins appeared in Gaza, the Phoe- 
nician cities, and in Jerusalem, so that local authorities 
sought permission to strike their own coins to make trade 
simpler and governmental activity more efficient. Mer- 
chants no longer weighed out a “shekel” of silver when 
officially stamped coins were available. The Phoenicians 
struck coins depicting important symbols of each city-state 
beginning in ca. 450 B.c.£. Sidon, for example, depicted a 
galley on the obverse types, symbolic of the city’s leader- 
ship in maritime trade. See Fig. COI.01(b). The reverse 
types showed the Persian king riding in a chariot followed 
by the Sidonian king dressed as high priest in the Great 
King’s cult at Sidon. Inscriptions first appeared near the 
end of the 5th century in the form of abbreviations of the 
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names of the Sidonian kings. Similar inscriptions were 
tried in Tyre, Aradus, and Byblos. Indeed from Byblos, 
much fuller inscriptions are known, listing the ruler’s 
name and title—milk gubl, “ling of Byblos.” At Sidon it was 
common practice to use the Ist initial of the king’s name 
as an abbreviation: i.e. “> for SAbd‘SaStart, or bs for 
Ba‘lSallim. From an inscription published in the 1960's, 
the Sidonian king list was greatly expanded so that an 
accurate, more precise chronology for the Sidonian coin- 
age of the Persian period was made possible. See Fig. 
COI.01(c)}-(e). 

These coins were struck on the Phoenician standard, 
which was directly convertible into the Persic standard of 
the imperial gold darics. It also exchanged easily with 
coinage of the Attic standard on which the Athenian and 
Greek economies were built. By the early 4th century 
B.C.E., however, Sidon, Tyre, Cyprus, and Egypt revolted 
against Persia. New coin types developed which depicted 
the local ruler’s likeness, rather than the traditional scenes 
with the Persian King of Kings. These coins were short- 
lived because Persia reasserted its control and transferred 
minting privileges to the Cilician satrap, Mazday, whose 
name appears on the Sidonian coins in Aram script. One 
result of this revolt, however, is the adoption of the Attic 
standard in the Sidonian and Tyrian mints, probably to 
facilitate trade with Greece. 

At the same time, coins were also being struck further S 
along the Levantine coast in 2ither Gaza or Ashkelon. Most 
scholars presume that Gaza was the principal regional mint 
in this period, imitating Attic coins of the 5th century 
(which depicted Athena on the obverse and the Athenian 
owl and the Gk letters alpia-theta-epsilon [“Athenai” for 
Athens] on the reverse; see hg. COI.01{f]). The Athenian 
tetradrachmas, copied in the mint at Gaza, are among the. 
most beautiful coins of this early period. Athenian coins 
were imitated because they were considered the interna- 
tional monetary standard oi their time (late 6th through 
the early 4th centuries 8.c.E.); the owl and head of Athena 
were symbolic of Athens and conveyed a confidence built 
up throughout the E Mediterranean in Athenian com- 
merce and statecraft. The Athenians, after all, had been 
able to withstand the Persian juggernaut at Marathon and 
Salamis, and they maintained a strong navy. The so-called 
“Philisto-Arabian” or “Egypto-Arabian” copies are not so 
well done. See Fig. COI.01(g). They were struck in silver, 
as were most of the Phoenician coins. Only a few bronze 
issues are known from Sidon: they supplemented the silver 
issues which were subdivisions of the more valuable gold 
darics—the mainstay of the Fersian central mint. 

The mint at Gaza or Ashkelon struck many different 
kinds of coins. Besides the Attic imitations, there was a 
large group which depicted a janiform head—that is, a 
head of the god Janus which gazes both ways. None of 
these coins exhibits the quality of craftsmanship known 
from Greece or Phoenicia. The owls do not measure up to 
Tyre’s owl or that of Athens. and none has the quality of 
engraving common to the Byblian scenes of a lion attacking 
a bull. 

Suffice it to say, that during the period 450-430 B.c.£., 
coins were struck along the Levantine coast for the first 
time. These issues were proctuced with the permission of 
the Persian government and under the authority of local 
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rulers loyal to the Great King. Major silver denominations 
and their fractions facilitated trade and the payment of 
tribute and taxes to Persepolis and Susa. Each of the coin 
series depicted local scenes and bore ethnics which had 
some political or religious significance—a common prac- 
tice at the time. All of the Phoenician mints used identifi- 
able types peculiar to their own city mints. For the first 
time, abbreviations of cities’ or rulers’ names appear on 
coin flans. The letters, m’, for example, were an abbrevia- 
tion for mamlakt ?Arvad, “the government of Aradus.” 
These coins and numerous examples from Greek and East 
Greek mints circulated throughout the lands of the Bible 
as early as the end of the 6th century and beginning of 
the 5th century B.c.£. This was the period of the great 
reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah in Jerusalem, when the 
Temple was rebuilt and the city wall of Jerusalem was 
restored. Most coins of this time which are known from 
archaeological contexts, have come from hoards found at 
sites along major trade routes in the Levant and Mesopo- 
tamia. Such hoards have come from excavations or tombs 
at sites like Abu Shusheh (near Gezer), Acco, Khirbet el- 
Kerak, Tel Sippor (near modern Qiryat Gat), and 
Shechem. It was also during this time that coins were first 
struck under Jewish authority in or near Jerusalem. 


D. The Yehud Coins 

Investigation and analysis by L. Mildenberg and the 
author have produced a new chronological picture for the 
“Yehud” coins. These coins come from the late Persian 
period, which remains relatively unknown to biblical scho- 
lars (the 5th and 4th centuries B.c.£.). Coins bearing the 
inscription yhd have surfaced for many years on antiquities 
markets and in collections around the world. At first it was 
thought that they were part of the so-called Philisto-Ara- 
bian series already mentioned. The Yehud coins have now 
been recognized to be a separate series, emanating from a 
mint in or near Jerusalem. None of the coins bears a mint 
mark except for the name of the province in paleo-Ara- 
maic or paleo-Hebrew script. When these coins are studied 
within the context of the larger series from Phoenicia, a 
clearer picture of the 5th and 4th centuries in Judah 
emerges. 

In the markets of Jerusalem, coined money was first 
used in the 5th century B.c.£. Evidence of coins in this 
early period indicates that they were often cut to test the 
purity of the metal. Indeed at one time in the 4th century 
in Tyre, inflation was so rapidly devaluing the Tyrian 
stater, that one enterprising ruler introduced “sandwich” 
coins, which was a copper core encased in silver. The coins 
were obviously lighter in weight than pure silver; and 
following the subsequent public outcry they were with- 
drawn from circulation (Betlyon 1980: 44-46). Many of 
the so-called Philisto-Arabian and Egypto-Arabian coins in 
the collections of the British Museum and the Bibliothéque 
nationale display punch marks or cuts verifying their pu- 
rity or weight. Use of officially coined metals, however, 
made it possible for merchants to transact business without 
weighing a “shekel” of silver to be certain that the weight 
in metal matched the accepted weight in stone. While no 
coins predating the late 6th century have thus far been 
found in Palestine, the use of metal rings and bars per- 
sisted even though the use of coins became more popular. 
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Spreading first from coastal cities along established trade 
routes, coins were quickly utilized for collection of taxes, 
both governmental and religious. According to Ezra 2:68— 
69, the Israelites not only rebuilt Jerusalem, but families 
made freewill offerings for the rebuilding of the Temple, 
donating to the treasury “61,000 gold darics (darkéménim), 
5,000 minas of silver, and other priestly accoutrements.” 

From comparative analysis, the first coins bearing the 
ethnic “Yehud,” were probably struck soon after 400 B.c.E. 
They depicted the head of Pallas Athena in typically Attic 
manner, facing to the right on the obverse. On the reverse 
was an owl with an olive branch and the legend, in paleo- 
Aramaic, Yehud (yhd), i.e., Judah. The craftsmanship is 
poor. The die engravers copied Athenian types similar to 
those presumably copied in Gaza. The legend appears 
both as it should and on some examples, in retrograde. All 
of the coins are fractional silver denominations which 
functioned as small change to complement the larger silver 
coins of Gaza, Tyre, and Sidon. 

By 370 B.c.£., Judah introduced new types including the 
lily and the falcon with spread wings, again with the legend 
Yehud. Within this group is a coin with the likeness of a 
local leader, perhaps the high priest, to whom minting 
authority had devolved. The coin, featuring his bust “in 
kidaris” (the Persian costume) is very similar to issues from 
Sidon struck during the first revolt of the 4th century 
against Persian hegemony. These Sidonian coins from ca. 
365/364-362 B.c.e. featured the local king wearing a 
crown like that of his Persian overlord, identical in style to 
this example from Judah. The coin stems from the revolt, 
reflecting Judean participation in the rebellion instigated 
by the Egyptian leader, Tachos. The Sidonian ‘Abd‘a8tart 
I led the insurrection in the Levant, along with a number 
of kings from Cyprus. The Judeans, always envious of 
their own freedom from foreign rulers, participated as 
well, striking coinage with their own ruler’s likeness. It is 
unusual for a Jew to have agreed to have his face shown on 
a coin; the use of this type, however, was short-lived, 
probably due to the public’s lack of acceptance. E. Stern 
has summarized the archaeological evidence for distur- 
bances in the first half of the 4th century at a number of 
sites in the Shephelah and the Negeb. These destructions 
were probably due to armed intervention by armies of 
Artaxerxes II Mnemon, who was doubly anxious when 
Yohanan, a high priest, killed Yeshua within the Temple. 
As a result of this act, according to Josephus (Ant 11§297— 
301), a Persian general, Bagoses, entered the Temple, 
defiled it, and imposed a fee upon each Jewish sacrifice, 
causing the Jews to suffer for 7 years. This fee may well 
have been collected in this silver minutiae. 

A coin from the British Museum, the so-called Yehud 
drachma, is probably from this period (ca. 360 B.c.E.) as 
well. See Fig. COI.01(h). This unique coin depicts a 
bearded head in Corinthian helmet on the obverse and a 
bearded figure seated on a winged wheel on the reverse, 
with a head of the Egyptian god Bes (in incuse) to the side. 
The legend “Yehud” appears on the reverse. First pub- 
lished by G. F. Hill and E. L. Sukenik many years ago, the 
coin was thought by some scholars to illustrate a scene 
from the prophecies of Ezekiel, showing God on the spin- 
ning, winged wheel, interpreting Ezekiel 1 and Ezekiel 10 
in which God’s throne room has whirling wheels, one for 
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each of the cherubim, wheels within wheels. Although the 
reverse may indeed depict this scene, it is doubtful that it 
would have been struck by Jewish authorities, given their 
aversion to depicting God or anything so holy as the 
cherubim in -his early period. This would have been a 
significant affront to religious authorities in this time of 
neoorthodoxy following Ezra’s reforms. The coin was 
more likely struck by a satrap like Mazday, on behalf of 
the Persian government, to maintain commercial activity 
in Judaea following the Tachos revolt. The coin is not 
Jewish in character, and represents a foreign, intrusive 
element. Since only one example is known, this issue must 
have been intended for limited use. 

The next coins struck by Jewish authorities were issued 
by Yehizqiyyah the governor, with a facing head on the 
obverse and a poorly executed Athenian owl on the re- 
verse. Instead of Yehud, the reverse inscription reads yhzgh 
hphh, Yehizgiyych happehah (“governor”). The title indicates 
the rank of the official granted minting privileges by the 
Persian government. By 346 3.c.E. parts of Judah once 
again joined in revolt with the Phoenicians and Egyptians 
against Persia. Yehizqiyyah apparently followed the Sidon- 
ian lead and put his own head on the coins during this 
revolt. This time Artaxerxes II] Ochus put down the revolt 
quickly and harshly. Evidence of destruction is found at 
Hazor, Megiddo, Athlit, Lachish, and Jericho. Diodorus 
Siculus wrote about this rebellion led by Tennes of Siclon 
(16.40—46). Scholars have argued that Judah also partici- 
pated in this revolt. There is some archaeological evidence 
to indicate that parts of the province revolted, causing 
more suffering; and a deportation of some Jews to the area 
of the Caspian Sea. 

Following the Tennes rebellion there was probably a 
period when no coinage was struck in Jerusalem; Persian 
retribution for an indiscretion such as rebellion was swift 
and sure. Archaeological evidence from the period is 
scanty, and two destructions cannot be easily reckoned 
anywhere, especially two destructions only 10 years apart. 
It is clear, however, that Judah participated at least half- 
heartedly in these two revolts, so that much of the province 
had been destroyed at least once by the time that Alexan- 
der the Great marched his armies into the E Mediterra- 
nean in 332/331 B.c.E. 

Following the second revolt (ca. 340 B.c.E.) coins were 
struck on the same types, but without the inscription 
Yehud or the name of the fallen Yehizqiyyah. A small 
group of poorly made coins from this period has been 
recognized by D. Barag to bear the ethnic inscription yhnn 
hkhn, Yohanan hakkohén, “Yohanan the priest.” The listing 
of high priests in the Chronicler’s history does not include 
the name of a ‘Yohanan in the late 4th century. FM. Cross 
has argued that the listing in 1-2 Chronicles, Ezra-Nehe- 
miah lacks the aames of at least 4 high priests, presumably 
having been dropped off the list because of scribal errors 
when the scroll was recopied (specifically by reason of 
supposed haplography). It may be, however, that the 
Chronicler’s final history of this period was edited by 
Persian authorities deleting the names of rebellious priests, 
such as Yohanz.n who took authority on himself to strike 
coins without an official Persian imprimatur. Nehemiah 
and Ezra were both highly praised for their loyalty to 
Persia, and are given special laud for their magnanimity 
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toward the Jews, as Persian officials. The Ezra lists may 
have been used for propaganda purposes, and only after 
the histories had passed censorship were they acceptable 
within the loyalist Jewish comraunity. After all, the Persian 
period was a time when talk of freedom and revolt was 
regarded as open rebellion. ‘“erubbabel, mentioned as a 
leader in Zechariah 1--8, mysteriously disappeared, prob- 
ably because he advocated a free, strong Jerusalem once 
too often. 

If this reconstruction of late Persian period history is 
correct, the high priests apparently had assumed great 
authority, including the minting of coinage. Some mea- 
sure, therefore, of civil authority was vested in the high 
priest as well as his religious function. This scenario cor- 
responds to a time of Persian weakness, ca. 335-332 B.c.z. 

These small coins were followed by a series in which old 
dies were initially reused under Ptolemaic sponsorship 
following Alexander the Great, with the Aramaic inscrip- 
tion Yehud replaced by the Hebrew Yehudah. Likenesses of 
Ptolemy I and his queen eventually appeared upon the 
types, indicating that secular governmental authorities had 
taken control of the mint from the high priest. This 
probably occurred immediately after Alexander’s con- 
quest of Judah in 331 B.c.£. Regional mints in Tyre and 
Alexandria struck the major denominations of silver coin- 
age in this period portraying Alexander’s own likeness. 
Small local mints continued to strike fractional issues such 
as the Yehud coins found near Jerusalem, Bethlehem, and 
Hebron. 

The Yehud coins are important because they are the 
first coins struck within the lund of Israel and Judah by 
local authorities. The coins have been found as far S as 
Beth Zur and Tell Jemmeh, nearly to the border of Egypt. 
Judah was a province within the Persian satrapy of Aber- 
nahara, i.e., the satrapy “across the river,” which included 
Syria, Phoenicia, Palestine, and Cyprus. 


E. Coinage in the Apocrypha 

After 332/331 B.c.£. no coins were struck in Palestine 
except in officially sanctioned mints such as the one at 
Jerusalem where only small minutiae were produced. The 
major coinage of the period came from Acco and Tyre, 
where Alexander established large Hellenistic mints. No 
major monetary changes occurred; the Athenian standard 
and coins on Greek types predominated until 168 B.c.£. 
Coinage and the right to procluce it were the perquisites 
of political and military supremacy. As the Ptolemaic and 
Seleucid Hellenistic kingdoms weakened in the century 
following Alexander’s death, rulers had more and more 
difficulty dealing with outlying provinces of the kingdoms. 
Judaea found itself between spheres of Hellenistic influ- 
ence, which resulted in repressive policies from Syrian 
Greek rulers early in the 2d century B.c.£. The immediate 
result was rebellion led by Judas Maccabaeus. The end 
result was that Jewish authorities were again in control of 
Jerusalem by 168 B.c.z. Alexander Jannai (ruling from 
103-76 B.c.E.) was the first of the Hasmoneans to strike 
coins in Jerusalem late in the 2d century B.c.£. with a 
flower (lily?) on the obverse and the ethnic inscription 
yhnin hmlk, “Jonathan the king,” referring to himself. 
These coins were struck mostly in bronze and functioned 
as supplemental currency with the larger coins circulating 
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from the major mints. Silver and gold were in short supply, 
so Jonathan later overstruck his own coins altering the title 
“king” to “high priest and friend of the Jews.” The Macca- 
bees were slowly equated not with orthodoxy and revolt 
against Hellenism, but with Hellenism itself. Their use of 
an ethnic inference in Greek may have angered more 
militant Jews in the 2d century, but it was probably a 
necessary element to insure acceptance of the coins in the 
marketplaces of the land at the time. 

The first Maccabaean coins struck by Alexander Jannai 
were in bronze. They were fractions of a shekel in weight, 
including half-, quarter-, and third-shekels. All were 
minted with similar types and ethnics. These coins proba- 
bly served as Temple taxes as well as for commerce. The 
sanguinary family quarreling which marked the early 
years of Maccabaean/Hasmonean rule, meant that coins 
were not minted with someone securely in power. In 1 
Maccabees 15, Antiochus VII granted to Simon the high 
priest a letter of privileges. It said among other things, “I 
give you leave also to coin money for your country with 
your own stamp.” On this basis most scholars have argued 
that Simon (Sim‘on, d. 134 B.c.£.) struck the first Hasmo- 
nean coins. However on a closer reading of 1 Maccabees, it 
is clear that Antiochus VII went back on his word and 
revoked Simon's privileges. So who did strike the Hasmo- 
nean coins? 

The series bears 4 names: Yehohanan, Yehudah, Yona- 
tan, and Mittityah. Since the high priestly families com- 
monly practiced papponomy, naming the son after the 
grandfather, each name could represent more than one 
person or generation, when the same names recur again 
and again within a family. The Hasmoneans further com- 
plicated this situation, however, because in the 4th genera- 
tion they stopped using their Hebrew names in favor of 
Greek ones. The work of B. Kanael, A. Kindler, and Y. 
Meshorer leads us to the aforementioned conclusion that 
Alexander Jannai struck the first Hasmonean coins. Seleu- 
cid and Ptolemaic coins were circulating at this time 
throughout Judaea, but by ca. 110 B.c.£., the Seleucids had 
become so weak that subject states and cities often were 
able to demonstrate autonomy by striking their own types. 
Tyre was minting autonomous shekels by the mid-2d cen- 
tury B.C.E.; but it was a large, commercial city-state. 
Smaller states and cities only later began their mints, 
including renewed coinage from Gaza and Ashkelon, and 
new coins from Judaea and the Nabataean kingdom. Na- 
bataean coins were struck from ca. 80 B.c.£. until about 80 
c.E., and regularly circulated in Palestine. 

Approximately 20 lead “coins” are known from Alexan- 
der Jannai (ruled from 103-76 B.c.£.). The lead flans are 
usually struck on only one side and appear to be experi- 
mental efforts at coin production using soft metal, accord- 
ing to Meshorer (1967: 56-57). Struck between 103 and 
76 3B.c.E., Alexander Jannai’s coins usually depicted a 
flower on the obverse and an anchor on the reverse. The 
anchor symbolized his conquest of several maritime cities 
on the Mediterranean coast. However, it is very similar to 
other anchors used on the coins of Antiochus VII Sidetes. 
Some believe that his restriking of coins to delete the royal 
title “king” and replace it with “high priest and friend of 
the Jews,” was a concession to the Pharisees because the 
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Hasmoneans were not of the house of David and had no 
legitimate right to the throne. 

Alexander Jannai struck other types as well, including 
reverses depicting double cornucopiae and stars with 8 
rays. John Hyrcanus II (high priest from 63-40 B.c.£.) 
followed Alexander Jannai striking coins on similar types, 
and repeating the lengthy ethnic—“high priest and friend 
of the Jews.” A crested helmet was used on some smaller 
bronze issues as a reverse type. Judas Aristobulus II (ruled 
from 66-63 B.c.E£.) and Mattathias Antigonus (ruled from 
40-37 B.c.£.) completed the Hasmonean coin series with 
strikings in 37 B.c.e. No Hasmonean silver is known. Scho- 
lars in the last century confused silver from the First Jewish 
Revolt, ca. 67-70 c.£., with Hasmonean coins because of 
the similar types. 

Hasmonean issues weighed a maximum of 14 g. anda 
minimum of 0.2 g. They were struck on flans which had 
been cast in open molds. This open mold production 
method resulted in heavier coins, which were the equiva- 
lent of 2 coins pressed together. The only coin struck on 
the closed mold technique was that of Antigonus depicting 
a 7-branched menorah. Meshorer argues that this coin was 
a special issue struck at half the weight of the other issues 
in 37 B.c.E. when the armies of Herod were laying siege to 
Jerusalem. Mattathias Antigonus saw his little kingdom 
slipping into the hands of “strangers’—Rome and Herod. 
He used this coin with the menorah to proclaim that it was 
forbidden for the Temple menorah to fall into enemy 
hands. Meshorer believes that the coin had no economic 
use, but was intended for “propaganda value only” (1967: 
61-62). Mattathias placed his name in Hebrew on the 
obverse and his Gk name in the genitive, basileos antigonou, 
“belonging to king Antigonus,” on the reverse. 


F. Coinage of Herod and His Dynasty 

In the ist century B.c.E., coins of Republican Rome 
began to circulate in the E, especially after the conquests 
of Pompeii the Great, which established the Roman pres- 
ence in Egypt and Palestine. With the overthrow of the 
Hasmoneans, Herod brought some changes to minting 
operations in Jerusalem: inscriptions (ethnics) would only 
be in Greek, no Jewish symbols would appear on coins, 
and a dating system would be attempted for the first time. 
All of his coins have either a full or abbreviated form of 
the ethnic, “Herod the King.” 

Herod’s first coins are dated; thereafter they go un- 
dated. The symbolism is predominantly pagan, including 
a tripod, palm branches, crested helmets, shields, winged 
caduceus, pomegranate, aphlaston (a royal signet), a cross 
enclosed in a diadem, an anchor, an eagle, and a double 
cornucopiae. All the coins are in bronze and are meant to 
support silver from regional mints. See Fig. COI.01(j). 

Herod’s lands were divided among his 3 sons, Archae- 
laus, Antipas, and Phillip, after his death in 4 B.c.£. Ar- 
chaelaus’s coins were struck from 4 8B.c.E. until 6 c.E. and 
are maritime in type, perhaps because the principal ports 
were in his jurisdiction, including Joppa and Caesarea. 
These coins were struck at Herod’s old mint of Jerusalem 
and continued the same craftsmanship. Herod Antipas, 
ruling in the Galilee and Peraea (Transjordan) until 39 
c.£., began to strike coins in his 24th year, 19/20 c.E. His 
coins were distinctly Jewish in character, since all the lands 
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he ruled were inhabited primarily by Jews. The designs 
include the palm tree, palm branches, bunches of dates, 
and reeds. His coins were struck in a new mint at Tiberias 
(founded on the W shore of the Sea of Galilee between 17 
and 22 c.£.), and were limited to small bronzes which have 
been found only in N Israel. 

Herod Phillip I! ruled areas which were predominantly 
inhabited by pagans, and his coins show foreign influence, 
including the Roman emperor’s bust on the obverse and a 
Roman temp.e on the reverse. These coins are extremely 
rare and were probably struck at Caesarea Philippi (mod- 
ern Baniyas in the Golan Heights). He even included the 
name of the Roman emperor, in Greek, on his coins. 
These examples had a limited, local circulation; only one 
has surfaced in excavations as far away as Curium, Cyprus. 

Agrippa I ruled in the N from 37-44 c.£., and struck 
coins beginning in his 2d year at Caesarea Philippi. He was 
a close friend of Claudius who became emperor in 41 C.£. 
Through his patronage, Agrippa I ruled over almost all 
the lands which once had been ruled by Herod, uniting 
the land of the Jews and the first Christians under a single 
ruler who was the grandson of Herod the Great and his 
Hasmonean wife Mariamne. Like his contemporaries and 
his predecessors, his most common issues were peru{ét— 
small bronze coins—which he struck in Jerusalem or Caes- 
area. Some of his coins bear types which were intended to 
circulate in Jewish areas (with types like the canopy); other 
types, depicting the emperor, Agrippa, a quadriga, and a 
temple, were intended for areas untouched by Judaism. 
Agrippa I was the first Jewish ruler since the Persian 
period to put his own likeness on a coin flan. 

The final Herodian ruler was Agrippa II, who sat on the 
throne until $5 c.£., strongly supporting Roman rule at all 
times. His coins have been problematic because they were 
sometimes dated twice, on differing systems; or they bear 
the names of 2 different emperors. Moreover, the date 
given by Josephus for his accession is incompatible with 
the dates on the coins. Josephus argued that Agrippa II 
came to the throne ca. 49/50 c.E.; from inscriptions and 
his coins, H. Seyrig has more correctly argued that he 
came to the throne in 56 c.£. (1964: 55-65). Agrippa 
struck coins on several new types, depicting 4 emperors, 
including Nero (54-68 c.£.), Vespasian (69-79 c.£.), Titus 
(79-81 c.£.), and Domitian (81-96 c.£.). He also used 
divine types such as Pan, Nike, and Tyche with cornuco- 
piae. 

During this same period, Roman procurators in Judaea 
issued coins sporadically between 6 c.E. and 66 c.£. Of the 
13 procurators assigned to Judaea, only 5 struck any coins. 
Under Caesar Augustus (27 B.c.E—-14 c.£.), Coponius 
struck bronzes in 6 c.£. depicting barley and a palm tree. 
Ambibulus issued coins on the same types between 9 and 
11 c.e. Under Tiberius Caesar (14—37 c.£.), Valerius Gra- 
tus issued a series of bronze coins with inscriptions inside 
a wreath on tre obverse and double cornucopiae or lilies 
on the reverse. He struck them between 15 and 19 c.£. and 
again in 25 c.r. Pontius Pilate, who replaced him in 26 
C.E., struck ccins for 3 years, beginning in Caesarea and 
Jerusalem in 29/30 c.z. New obverse types included the 
simpulum ancl the lituus, Roman cult objects which were a 
source of irritation within the Jewish community of Judaea. 
Other symbols used by the procurators were not necessar- 
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ily Jewish, but were less offensive than those chosen by 
Pilate. The palm tree and a palm branch were most com- 
patible with the Jewish community; but coins depicting 
spears and shields, symbols of Roman military superiority, 
appear on some coins of Antonius Felix, issued in 54 and 
58 c.E., in the last years of procuratorial minting in Judaea. 
See Fig. COI.01(k). Felix presided on the Apostle Paul’s 
arrest (Acts 23:26-35). The procuratorial coinage was 
secondary to imperial and Herodian issues, and was used 
to fill out the denominational system. Dating mechanisms 
were used on these coins indicating the year of the procur- 
ator’s term. Some early scholarly studies described some 
silver issued of the procurators; these have proven to be 
forgeries of the modern era. 


G. Coins of the New Testament 

The coins of the Herodians circulated throughout Pal- 
estine during the time when Jesus and the apostles trav- 
elled those ancient highways. These coins, with those of 
the procurators, were the pocket change supplementing 
silver coins from imperial mints in Rome, Alexandria, and 
Antiochia. Among these larger silver coins was the denarius 
which was the accepted salary for a day’s work by a com- 
mon laborer. The denarius was also the annual Temple tax 
when Jesus was an adult and is probably the coin men- 
tioned in Matt 22:21. Jesus was questioned concerning the 
payment of taxes; his response was “render unto Caesar 
that which is Caesar’s,” because like so many of the other 
coins, the emperor’s likeness appeared on the obverse. 
After the revolt of 66-70 c.z., the Temple tax doubled to 
a half-shekel (two denarii). 

The coins paid to Judas Iscitriot (Matt 26:15) were prob- 
ably silver shekels of Tyre or Antiochia. Thirty pieces 
would equal approximately 120 denarii, a laborer’s salary 
for up to 4 months. According to Exodus 21:32, however, 
this sum was considered appropriate “blood money,” paid 
in compensation when someone was killed accidentally. In 
Mark 12:42 the widow’s mite was probably a Greek lepton, 
the smallest coin then in circulation. It was half a Roman 
quadrans or Jewish peruja, and in diameter would have been 
smaller than any modern U S. coin. In 30 c.£., any of 
these coins may have been seen on the streets of Jerusalem, 
which was a cosmopolitan city. The coins varied greatly in 
weight and size from 8 mm or 40 mm in diameter. Because 
of the variations, simple commercial exchanges often re- 
quired the services of a monevchanger. 

The moneychanger functicned as both a banker and a 
financier. He sat in the gate of the city or the gate of the 
Temple and made his services available for a fee. For 
example, when Antiochian tetradrachmas were exchanged 
for local shekels, a premium cf 4%—-8% was exacted. Since 
coins of different origins were used, the moneychanger’s 
services were often required. The Temple tax of a half- 
shekel to be paid by adult males was specified in rabbinic 
instruction to be paid in silver didrachmas ( = '% shekel) 
of Tyre. According to the Mishna (Segal. 1:3), the tax was 
collected in the month preceding Passover and for 20 days 
immediately before the feast within the Temple precincts. 
When Jesus “cleansed the Temple” (Matt 21:12—-3, Mark 
11:15, Luke 19:45-6), moneychangers may have been 
collecting this tax for the public welfare. Sometimes they 
cheated when assisting in transactions, especially when 
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converting money or selling animals for Temple sacrifices. 
Rabbi Simeon reduced the number of obligatory sacrifices 
(m. Ker. 1:7) to eliminate this fraud in the mid-1Ist century 
c.E. These same moneychangers also fulfilled the banker’s 
function, paying interest on money held by them, even 
though there were laws against usury (m. Segal. 1:6). 


H. Coins of the First Jewish Revolt 

Mints in Palestine and Phoenicia struck coins for Augus- 
tus and his successors, Tiberius, Gaius, Claudius, and 
Nero. Mints in Judah, Samaria, and neighboring areas 
included Jerusalem, Caesarea Maritima, Caesarea Samar- 
iae (Samaria), Tiberias, Sepphoris, Scythopolis, and Ash- 
kelon. All these mints struck bronze coins which supple- 
mented the silver struck at Tyre. 

The monetary situation in the early Ist century C.E. was 
typical for the Greco-Roman East. Large transactions were 
conducted in terms of talents; that is, in large masses of 
coined and uncoined silver by weight, or by barter in 
commodities, or by gold (Matt 2:11). C. H. V. Sutherland 
has argued that although there were many mints striking 
only bronzes, silver remained the principal medium for 
day-to-day transactions (1974: 129-37). Silver was the 
metal which fed the Temple treasury, settled moderate 
debts, furnished the medium for wage-payment, bought 
lodging and care at an inn for a wounded and exhausted 
man, covered a mass-purchase of bread for thousands of 
people, and tempted the traitor. Money was, in short, an 
essential part of life in Palestine in the Ist century. For a 
person to hold a purse with coins inside it was not a mark 
of wealth, but normal behavior for the day. 

So there was an established monetary system in place 
when the Jews revolted against Rome in 66 c.£. Tyrian 
shekels had been used as payment for the Temple taxes; 
and for some reason the Romans shut down the Tyrian 
mint, depriving Jerusalem of this important source of 
funding for a significant part of its Jewish religious life. 
When Jewish rebels struck coins in Jerusalem, it was natu- 
ral for them to be linked to Tyrian coins by weight and 
other elements—a symbiosis which C. Roth has called “a 
religious as well as a patriotic necessity.” This relationship 
is clearly seen in a hoard found in Silwan, the modern 
village of Siloam near Jerusalem, dated from 67-68 c.z. It 
contained Jewish pieces of “year 2” mixed with Tyrian 
shekels of the period 13/12 B.c.e. through 64/65 c.E. 
Another hoard found on Mt. Carmel contained over 4,500 
coins, including 3,400 Tyrian shekels, 1,000 Tyrian half- 
shekels, and 160 Augustan denarii—some have suggested 
that this hoard was Temple tax which had been intercepted 
by the Romans en route to Jerusalem. 

The coins struck during the First Jewish Revolt against 
Rome are among the most studied examples in the world. 
Struck in silver and bronze, and dated to years 1-5 of the 
revolt, they emanated from Jerusalem and bore Jewish 
types. They depicted a chalice, a stem with three fruit 
(pomegranates?), an amphora with 2 handles, a vine leaf 
with tendril, the etrog and lulav, two lulavim, a palm tree, 
and ethnic inscriptions which included “shekel Israel” and 
denominational designations. See Fig. COI.01(1). Coins 
were struck in the shekel, half-shekel, and quarter-shekel 
denominations. Besides the label 3qg/ and yirl, “shekel 
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Israel” or a fraction thereof, several also bear the inscrip- 
tion, “Jerusalem the holy” (yrwslym hqdwsh). 

Coins of the revolt have been found all over Judaea, even 
on Masada. They replaced the Roman coinage of the 
Herodians which had adapted non-Jewish types. Some 
Roman coins of the half-perutah and perutah denomina- 
tions were struck in Caesarea during the revolt under one 
of the procurators. These coins were not part of the mass 
of Jewish coinage coming from Jerusalem. They were an 
attempt to supply coins to the monetary system of Palestine 
in this time when more currency was needed since 3 extra 
legions of soldiers were in the country. The monetary 
supply must have reached an apex in 67 or 68 c.£. This 
was especially true in Caesarea, the political capital. 

After the revolt was put down in 70 c.z., silver continued 
to be struck in Antiochia and Tyre, although the old shekel 
was discontinued in favor of tetradrachmas like those 
already minted in Antiochia. Bronzes appeared under 
Vespasian (69-79 c.£.) in Ashkelon, and also under Titus 
(79-81 c.E.) and Domitian (81—96 c.£.), some coming from 
Neapolis and Sebaste (Samaria) as well. In the period 71— 
79 c.£., Vespasian and Titus struck several coins commem- 
orating their victory over the Jews. Probably struck first in 
Caesarea by Vespasian in 71, these coins depicted the 
conqueror on the obverse with Nike (Victory) on the 
reverse with an inscription in Greek, ioudias ealokuias, the 
equivalent of Judaea capta in Latin. See Fig. COI.01(n). 
This latter ethnic was used to continue this massive coin 
series under Domitian in 92—93 c.£. Titus also struck these 
coins, which sometimes have on the reverse a trophy with 
Judaea seated and mourning, her hands tied behind her 
at its foot. 

The coins struck with Gk ethnic inscriptions were in- 
tended for the Jewish population of Palestine. The Romans 
of the Flavian dynasty were very proud of their victory, as 
the continuing issuance of these coins has shown. Most of 
the coins, however, are from Titus and Vespasian. The few 
coins known from the reign of Domitian apparently cele- 
brated the 20th anniversary of the fall of Masada, and 
probably should not be confused with or grouped together 
with the issues which immediately followed the war. The 
Domitian issues came from Rome. Note also that this was 
an economically and commercially active time: L. Ginzberg 
has shown that trade from Egypt and Judaea and from 
Judaea to Rome was extensive, because Palestinian wheat 
was half the price of wheat in Rome, but double the price 
of Egyptian wheat (Sperber 1974: 126-7). Ashkelon, 
Joppa, and Caesarea were points of transshipment (Small- 
wood 1981: 344-351). Some rabbis, to protect the Palesti- 
nian markets, went so far as to declare non-Palestinian 
goods ritually impure. Rabbi Simeon ben Shetah (in the 
Ist century B.C.E.) declared imported metalware impure to 
protect local products (6. Sabb. 14b; 7. Pesah 1,6). 

By the end of the revolt, Caesarea had officially become 
a Roman colony (in 69 c.£.). Roman coins for the province 
of Arabia were struck at mints in Ashkelon, Caesarea, 
Gadar, Gaza, Neapolis, and Philadelphia (Amman). Ves- 
pasian introduced a new bronze denomination, the semis 
which augmented the dupondius already widely in circula- 
tion. The dupondius was 24-25 mm in diameter and 
weighed 12.5-16 grams. The semis was smaller, ca. 20.5— 
21 mm, weighing about half as much as the dupondius. 
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I. Coins of the Second Jewish Revolt 

By 130 c.£. Jerusalem had also become an official Roman 
colony: Hadrian (117-138 c.E.) built a new temple to 
Jupiter and issued coins on the city’s new name, Aelia 
Capitolina. Hadrian officially visited Israel as emperor in 
130 c.£., whereupon Simon Bar Kokhba and his followers 
began their revolt against Rome. This revolt was in reaction 
to Hadrian’s decision to change Jerusalem’s character. The 
Jewish Temple, after all, had been destroyed in 70 c.z. 
Meshorer argues that the Romanizing of Jerusalem pre- 
ceded outright rebellion, since a hoard was found on the 
N edge of the Judaean desert containing 35 denarit of Bar 
Kokhba and a bronze issue of Aelia Capitolina. They were 
probably salted away together during the war for safekeep- 
ing. The contents of the hoard indicate that Jerusalem had 
been Romanized before Bar Kokhba made his move, not 
afterward as some have claimed. 

The coins cf the Second Jewish Revolt were struck under 
the aegis of Bar Kokhba in an effort to restore the Temple 
and reinstitute Temple services. See fig. COI.01(m). Coins 
dated to year 1 of the revolt (132/133 c.£.) depict the 
facade of the Temple, with a feature (probably the ark of 
the covenant} in the center and the inscription, “Jerusa- 
lem.” The reverse depicts the lulav and etrog and the 
inscription “year one of the redemption of Israel.” The 
coin is a silver tetradrachma weighing over 14 g. and is 27 
mm in diameter. A silver denarius, 18 mm in diameter and 
weighing 3.2 g., was also struck, with a jug and palm 
branch on the obverse and the ethnic, 7/‘zr hkhn, ‘°?EI‘azar 
the priest.” The reverse depicts a bunch of grapes with the 
same inscription as the tetradrachma’s reverse. Other is- 
sues in bronze altered the reverse ethnic to “Shim‘on,” 
“Jerusalem,” or “Shim‘on, prince of Israel” (Sm‘n ns? ysl). 
Palm trees, vines, leaves, and lyres were also shown on the 
types. Some coins were struck in the 2d year, reusing year 
1 dies. New ty pes emerged, including trumpets, and a new 
ethnic inscription, “year 2 for the freedom of Israel.” In 
year 3, the ethnic was simply “for the freedom of Israel.” 
Bar Kokhba’s troops probably occupied Jerusalem in 133— 
135 c.z. When they finally had to withdraw, their slogan 
became “for the freedom of Jerusalem,” hoping to reverse 
their fortunes and reestablish the Temple. While most of 
these coins were undoubtedly struck in Jerusalem, late in 
the war some coins may have been struck elsewhere (Kin- 
dler 1986-87: 46-8). 

Some scholars have argued that the “Shimon” men- 
tioned on the coins is not to be connected with any real 
person. However, the papyri from the Nahal Hever prove 
that this was -eally Bar Kokhba himself and no other. For 
a short-lived revolt, many different coin types were struck. 
This was in part possible because Bar Kokhba reused coins 
already circulating throughout Palestine. All of his issues 
are overstrikes, the silver on Roman denarii and Syrian 
provincial tetradrachmas, and the bronzes on flans from 
Gaza. At least one bronze was found with the countermark 
of the Roman 10th Legion on the reverse (from the M. 
Rosenberger collection in Jerusalem). So Rome freely re- 
used the rebel coins. Bar Kokhba’s types include musical 
instruments used in the Temple (trumpet and lyre) be- 
cause the Temple was very important to him. It was de- 
picted on the coins, along with many articles of cultic 
importance, i.e., lulav, etrog, amphora, etc. 
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With these coins, issues o© the Jews from the biblical 
period came to an end. As M. Avi-Yonah has written, the 
Roman government in 135 c.E. attempted a radical solu- 
tion to the “Jewish Question,” expelling those Jews who 
still survived in and around Jerusalem. Religious practices 
such as circumcision, teaching of the Law, and ordination 
of rabbis were punishable by death (Avi-Yonah 1976: 13). 
These historical developments are well documented in the 
demise of Jewish coinage. 
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Joun W. BETLYON 


COL-HOZEH (PERSON) [Heb kol-hdzeh]. A name men- 
tioned in 2 genealogy lists (Neh 3:15 and 11:5). The name 
means “all seeing” or “everyone’s a seer.” It is likely that 
this name was used in the list of names to designate the 
family profession. There is no apparent relationship be- 
tween the 2 lists. 

Gary C. AUGUSTIN 


COLONIES, ROMAN. See ROMAN COLONIES. 


COLOSSAE (PLACE) [Gk Kolossai]. Best known as the 
destination of the epistle to the Colossians, this place name 
occurs in the NT only in the superscription of the letter 
and in the epistolary greeting (Col 1:2). Colossae was 
located in the territory of Phrygia in the Roman province 
of Asia Minor about 120 miles E of Ephesus. Situated near 
the Lycus river at the foot of Mt. Cadmus (Honaz Dagi; 
elevation, 8,435 feet), Colossae was only 11 miles SE of 
Laodicea and 15 miles SSE of Hierapolis. The ancient site 
was discovered in 1835 by explorer W. J. Hamilton. Surveys 
of the unexcavated site give evidence of an acropolis and a 
theater on the S bank of the Lycus river and a necropolis 
and the remains of other ancient buildings on the N bank. 

The city apparently thrived in the 5 centuries before the 
Christian era as the principal city of the Lycus valley. 
Herodotus (7.30) refers to Colossae as “a great city of 
Phrygia” in 480 B.c., and Xenophon (An. 1.2.6) describes 
it as large and prosperous in 400 B.c. (see also Diod. Sic. 
14.80.8). In a historical retrospect, Pliny (HN 5.145) in- 
cludes Colossae in a list of famous cities (oppida celeberrima). 

Colossae was still an important city during the Roman 
imperial period, as evidenced by inscriptional data and 
some extant coins showing the usual public officials (Magie 
1950: 2.985—-86). Based on Strabo’s inclusion of Colossae 
in a list of small towns (polismata; Geog. 12.8.13), some 
scholars have contended that by the Ist-century A.p. Colos- 
sae had greatly diminished in size and importance. D. 
Magie has correctly observed, however, that there ts a gap 
(lacuna) in Strabo’s text after polismata and it should there- 
fore not be inferred that this description applies to Colos- 
sae. Nevertheless, Colossae was increasingly overshadowed 
by its neighbors, particularly LAODICEA, which became 
the most prominent city of this valley by the Roman 
imperial period. 

The economic success of the cities of this valley was 
derived primarily from their textile industries. Colossae 
was famous for the distinctive purple color of its wool, 
which was commonly called colossinus (Pliny HN 21.51; 
Strab., 12.18.16). The prosperity of these cities was also 
enhanced by their position on the major trade route lead- 
ing from the Aegean coast to the hinterland of Asia and 
on to the E. There was probably a fairly large Jewish 
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population in the cities of the Lycus. Some have estimated 
that as many as 7,500 Jewish freemen were in the district 
based upon the amount of Temple tax confiscated by the 
proconsul Flacus in Laodicea in 62 B.c. (see Cic. Flac. 
28.68). 

The paucity of inscriptions from the unexcavated site 
make it difficult to reconstruct any detailed history of the 
city. A number of Colossian coins, however, help to create 
some impressions about the city, especially concerning the 
gods worshipped at Colossae. Numismatic evidence points 
most frequently to the worship of the Ephesian Artemis 
and the Laodicean Zeus, but also to Artemis (the huntress), 
Men, Selene, Demeter, Hygieia, Helios, Athena, Tyche, 
Boule, as well as the Egyptian deities Isis and Sarapis (Head 
1906: 154-57). 

The fledgling Christian community at Colossae was per- 
ceived by Paul (perhaps through the report of Epaphras) 
as facing the threat of dangerous false teaching resembling 
aspects both of pagan religion as well as Judaism (see esp. 
Col 2:6—23). Making an eloquent case for the sole-suffi- 
ciency of Christ in his letter, Paul admonishes these believ- 
ers not to give credence to the claims of the false teachers 
but to hold firmly to the Lord Jesus Christ alone (see 
COLOSSIANS). 

It is unlikely that Paul had visited the city before he 
wrote (Col 2:1), although it is not impossible that he did 
stop off there either on his way to Ephesus (Acts 18:23) or 
during his lengthy stay at Ephesus. The Colossian church 
was probably the fruit of the labor of Epaphras, who also 
ministered in Laodicea and Hierapolis (Col 4:12-13). 
Paul’s expressed desire to visit the city may have been met 
after his release from prison (Phim 22; 2 Tim 3:20). Both 
Philemon and his runaway slave Onesimus were inhabitants 
of Colossae (Col 4:9; Phlm 10) as were also Archippus and 
Apphia. 

A severe earthquake rocked this region either in a.p. 60 
(Tac. Ann. 14.27) or in a.p. 64 (Eusebius; see Magie 1950: 
2.1421). Laodicea suffered extensive damage and it is 
probable that Colossae experienced the same devastation. 
Likely due to the city’s susceptibility to damage from 
recurring earthquakes, the population eventually relo- 
cated to the neighboring town of Chonae (Honaz). The 
comments of Buckler and Calder from a generation ago 
concerning the unexcavated site of Colossae still apply: 
“To archaeological research Kolossai offers attractions sim- 
ilar to those of Sardis: historical renown plus an accessible 
site completely unoccupied” (Buckler and Calder 1939: 
xi). 
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CLINTON E. ARNOLD 


COLOSSIANS, EPISTLE TO THE. Colossians 
traditionally has been classified as one of the Pauline 
“imprisonment epistles” since, like Ephesians, Philippians, 
and Philemon, it appears to have been written while the 
apostle was :n jail (Col 4:3, 10, 18; cf. 1:24). The city of 
Colossae, in SW Asia Minor, was evidently destroyed by 
the same earthquake that devastated the neighboring cities 
of Hierapolis and Laodicea in the 7th year of Nero’s reign 
(60-61 c.r.; see COLOSSAE (PLACE)). It is mentioned 
nowhere else in the NT, and Paul seems never to have 
visited the congregation there (see 2:1). 


A. Structure, Character, and Contents 
B. Principal Affirmations and Appeals 
1. Affirraations 
2. Appeals 
C. The Errant Teaching 
1. Ascetic Practices 
2. Worship of Angels 
3. Cosmic Elements 
4. Full Knowledge of God 
D. Authorship 
1. Presuming Pauline Authorship 
2. Questioning Pauline Authorship 
3. Conclusion 
E. The Date and Place of Writing 
F. Occasion and Purpose 
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Structure, Character, and Contents 

The overall structure of Colossians conforms to that of 
the typical ?auline letter: After the address there is a 
thanksgiving paragraph; in the body of the letter, affir- 
mations and exhortations are closely related; and the letter 
is concluded with various personal data, greetings, and a 
benediction. 

Colossians is often described as a polemical writing, 
since in 2:8—23 false teachings and practices are vigorously 
opposed. Hcwever, this letter does not exhibit the kind of 
argumentation that one finds in Galatians where Paul 
seems to be in constant dialogue with his opponents. 
Colossians is much more admonitory than argumentative, 
and it is most accurately characterized as a letter of exhor- 
tation and encouragement (Bujard 1973: 129, 229). The 
representation in 1:28 of what Paul does could also be a 
description of what the letter itself does; it preaches, it 
admonishes, and it instructs. In the process, various mate- 
rials from the hymnic (1:15—20), liturgical (2:13-15), and 
ethical (3:18--4:1) traditions of the church are drawn in. It 
is striking, however, that no scriptural texts are quoted or 
discussed, and that even allusions to Scripture are infre- 
quent. 

The contents of the letter may be outlined as follows: 
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I. Letter opening, 1:1—8 
A. Address, I:1—2 
B. Thanksgiving, 1:3-38 
II. Letter body, 1:9—4:6 
A. Affirmations of the apostolic gospel, 1:9-2:7 
1. Introductory prayer for the knowledge of God, 
1:9-12 
2. Affirmation of Christ’s role in salvation, 1:13— 
23 
a. Introductory affirmation, 1:13-14 
b. Hymn in praise of Christ, 1:15-20 
c. Appeal to reraain faithful to Paul’s gospel, 
1:21-23 
3. Affirmation of Piul’s role, 1:24-2:5 
4. Summary exhortation, 2:6—7 
B. Warnings about false teachers, 2:8-23 
1, General warning about “human tradition,” 2:8 
2. Affirmations in support of the warning, 2:9- 
15 
3. Specific warnings about worthless regulations, 
2:16-23 
C. Exhortations to lead a Christian life, 3:1—4:6 
1. Fundamental appeals, 3:1-17 
a. Seek the things that are above, 3:1—4 
b. Put off the old nature, 3:5-11 
c. Put on the new nature, 3:12-17 
2. Counsels about everyday life, 3:18-—4:6 
a. The household, 3:18—4:1 
b. Prayer, 4:2—4 
c. Outsiders, 4:5-6 
Ill. Letter closing, 4:7—18 
A. News and greetings of Paul’s associates, 4:7—-14 
B. Concerning the church in Laodicea, 4:15-16 
C. Concerning Archippus, 4:17 
D. Autograph conclusion and benediction, 4:18 


B. Principal Affirmations and Appeals 

Although warnings about certain false teachers and 
their teachings occupy a prominent place in Colossians 
(2:8—23) the bulk of the letter consists of other kinds of 
appeals and of the affirmations on which they are based. 

1. Affirmations. The principal affirmations of the let- 
ter, which are closely related to one another, concerning 
the truth of the gospel, the supremacy of Christ, and the 
present reality of the believer’s new life. 

(a) The gospel is variously described as “the word” (4:3), 
“the word of the truth” (1:5), “the word of God” (1:25), 
and “the word of Christ” (3:16). It is said to disclose “the 
hope laid up for you in heaven” (1:5, 23), and therefore 
“the grace of God” (1:6). It is identified with “the mystery 
hidden for ages and generations but now made manifest 
to his saints,” and the content of the mystery is said to be 
“Christ” (2:2; 4:3), or more specifically, the presence of 
Christ among the Gentiles (1:27). The awesome scope and 
generative power of the gospel receive particular empha- 
sis: “In the whole world it is growing and bearing fruit” 
(1:6) for “it has been preached to every creature under 
heaven” (1:23). This universal spread of the gospel is to be 
attributed to Paul himself whose office is to proclaim 
Christ—“warning every man and teaching every man in all 
wisdom” (1:28)—and who has been strengthened with a 
divine power for this purpose (1:29). 
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(b) The supremacy of Christ is affirmed throughout 
Colossians, most prominently in a hymn (1:15—20) which 
portrays Christ as preexistent with God. Echoing descrip- 
tions of Wisdom in the literature of Hellenistic Judaism, 
the hymn praises Christ as “the image of the invisible God” 
(v 15; 3:10) and “the first-born,” both of creation and of 
those who shail rise from the dead (vv 15, 18b). He is, 
moreover, the one through whom “all things were created” 
(vv 15-16), in whom the whole of creation holds together 
(v 17), in whom “all the fulness [pléréma] of God was 
pleased to dwell” (v 19), and by whom the primal unity of 
creation is reconstituted (v 20)—“that in everything he 
might be preeminent” (v 18). He is thus the “head” of the 
whole cosmic “body” which an interpretive addition to the 
hymn identifies as “the church” (v 18a; 1:24). The cosmic 
dimensions of Christ’s sovereignty are particularly clear 
from v 16, where it is declared that “all things,” not only 
earthly but heavenly, including all of the supermundane 
powers (“thrones,” “dominions,” “principalities,” “authori- 
ties”), have been created through him. 

This cosmic christology is not confined to the hymn, 
however. In 2:9 Christ is again identified as the one in 
whom God’s “fulness” dwells and the affirmation in 3:11 
that “Christ is all, and in all” harks back to the praise of 
his role in the creation of all things. The portrayal of him 
as “head” recurs in 2:10 where he is described as “the 
head of all rule and authority,” and “Head” is actually 
employed as a christological title in 2:19. The use of a 
creedal statement in 1:13 further enhances this emphasis 
on Christ’s cosmic supremacy, for it sets the “kingdom” of 
God’s beloved Son over against “the dominion of dark- 
ness” from which believers, since their baptism, have been 
delivered. Thus, in contrast to 1 Cor 15:23~28 where 
Christ’s rule is described as still future and of limited 
duration, the conception here is of a reign which is already 
established and enduring. This idea is continued in the 
reference to Christ’s enthronement at God’s right hand 
(3:1) which echoes a creedal formulation based on Ps 
110:1 (cf. Heb 1:3—4). In 3:15 Christ’s reign is character- 
ized very concretely as the rule of “peace” in the church 
(“the one body”). 

(c) Affirmations about the present reality of the believ- 
er’s new life are also prominent in Colossians. Like those 
about Christ, these affirmations make frequent use of 
traditional concepts and terms and tend to be formulated 
in more or less traditional ways. Believers have not only 
been “delivered” from the power of darkness, but “trans- 
ferred” even now into Christ’s kingdom (1:13-14); they 
have not only “died” to the cosmic powers by which they 
were formerly tyrannized (2:20; 3:3), but “have come to 
fulness of life” in Christ (2:10); they have not only been 
“buried” with Christ, but have also been “raised with him” 
(2:12, 13; 3:1); they have not only “put off the old nature,” 
but have already “put on the new nature” (3:9-10). Their 
entrance into this new life has been by way of baptism, 
which is described as “a circumcision made without hands” 
(2:11-13). 

It is through the agency of Christ that believers are able 
to come into this new life, and his work is designated both 
as “redemption” (1:14) and as “reconciliation” (1:20, 22). 
“Redemption” is specifically identified as “the forgiveness 
of sins” (1:14; 2:13-14; 3:13). “Reconciliation” is also 


m7 66 


COLOSSIANS, EPISTLE TO THE 


closely associated with forgiveness; through Christ’s death 
believers have been freed from doing the “evil deeds” 
which had once alienated them from God and are now 
presented “holy and blameless and irreproachable before 
him” (1:21-22; 1:28). Although this new life is already 
fully present, it will not be fully disclosed until Christ’s 
return when believers “will appear with him in glory” (3:3— 
4; 1:12, 27). 

2. Appeals. There are 3 types of appeals in Colossians. 
Some are of a very fundamental sort, others are best 
described as instructional, and still others are situational. 

(a) Most of the fundamental appeals are quite general: 
the readers are urged to be “rooted and built up in [Christ] 
and established in the faith . . ., abounding in thanksgiving 
(2:6-7), to “seek the things that are above, where Christ 
is...” (3:1-2), and to “do everything in the name of the 
Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through him” 
(3:17). The appeals to let “the peace of Christ” and “the 
word of Christ” rule their lives, to “admonish one another 
in all wisdom,” and to sing to God with thankfulness in 
their hearts (3:15-16) are only a little more specific. At 
several points in the letter there are implicit appeals, some 
of which are also of this fundamental sort: the readers 
should “lead a life worthy of the Lord . . .” (1:9-12), 
“continue in the faith, stable and steadfast . . .” (1:23, 2:5), 
and be “knit together in love” (2:2). Such appeals have 
their origin in the view which is implicit in the affirmation 
of 1:6, that the gospel’s worldwide spread is abetted when 
it bears fruit in the lives of believers (Gnilka Kolosserbrief 
HTKNT, 35). 

(b) The appeals in 3:18—4:1 all convey specific instruc- 
tions about conduct. Ever since Martin Luther’s German 
translation of the Bible (first completed ed., 1534), in 
which this section and its parallel in Eph 5:22-6:9 ap- 
peared under the caption, “Die christliche Haustafel,” 
these and similar passages (1 Pet 2:18—3:7) have been 
identified as Christian household codes. Whether or not 
they are only christianized versions of pre-Christian codes, 
a point on which interpreters are not agreed, it is clear 
that they belong to the church’s fund of catechetical ma- 
terials. Other appeals involve the listing of practices or 
attitudes to be avoided (3:5, 8~—9) or embraced (3:12~—14) 
and thus provide believers with more general instructions 
about an appropriate way of life. The admonitions to 
devote oneself to regular prayer (4:2—4) and to “conduct 
oneself wisely toward outsiders” (4:5—6) may also be clas- 
sified as instructional. 

(c) The specific requests made of the readers in 4:15— 
17 (to extend Paul’s greetings to the Laodiceans, to ex- 
change letters with the Laodiceans, and to urge Archippus 
to fulfil his ministry) may be described as situational ap- 
peals. The only other such appeals are several warnings 
about the dangerous beliefs and foolish practices of certain 
false teachers (2:8, 16, 18). 


C. The Errant Teaching 

The appeals and warnings in chap. 2 are issued in 
response to the threat of errant teachings which seem to 
be getting a hearing in the Christian community to which 
this letter is addressed. Whether the propagandists are 
members of that congregation, and how widely their “phi- 
losophy” (2:8) may already have been adopted there, are 
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questions that cannot be answered with certainty. However, 
even though a detailed reconstruction of the philosophy 
as a whole is not possible, at least a general idea of its 
principles anc. practices may be gained from the warnings 
in 2:8-23 and from certain other passages (1:9-10, 26— 
28; 2:2—4). 

1. Ascetic Practices. The aspect of this philosophy 
which seems to be of most concern in Colossians is its 
teaching about the value of rigorous self-denial. It would 
appear that the technical term for this has been picked up 
in Col 2:18, 23 where the readers are warned about being 
led into “self-abasement” (RSV; the Greek word is tapeino- 
phrosyné, whic elsewhere in the NT is used of “humility” 
in a good sense). Various restrictive rules concerning food 
and drink (probably including fasting) and perhaps some 
form(s) of sexual abstinence were intended to check the 
desires of the flesh (2:16, 20b-23), and one was obligated 
to the ritual observance of special festivals and days includ- 
ing the sabbath (2:16). Like the asceticism condemned in 
1 Tim 4:3—4, this teaching may have involved a rejection 
of the created order as such, but there is no specific 
evidence in Colossians that this was the case. 

2. Worship of Angels. It is not clear exactly how the 
reference to ‘worship of angels” (2:18) should be inter- 
preted since the phrase itself is ambiguous. Are the angels 
to be understood as the worshippers (Greek: subjective 
genitive) or as the objects of worship (Greek: objective 
genitive)? If the latter, as most interpreters believe (Lohse 
Colossians Heremeneia, 117-18; Gnilka, 148-50; Schweizer 
1982: 159-60), then one may suppose that a cultic vener- 
ation of angels was one further act of self-abnegation 
required by the errant teachers. This would suggest, in 
turn, that the difficult word, ethelothréskia in 2:23 (RSV: 
“rigor of devction”) should be interpreted as a reference 
to that kind of worship (perhaps “self-chosen worship”; 
Lohse, 126). The alternative interpretation developed by 
Francis (19735: 176-81; adopted by O’Brien Colossians 
WBC, xxxvi-xxviil, 142) regards the angels themselves as 
the worshippers. According to this reading, the much- 
debated phrase (ha heoraken embateudn) should be trans- 
lated, “which he has seen upon entering,” and should be 
understood as a reference to the sort of heavenly journey 
and participation in the heavenly worship often described 
in Jewish apocalyptic literature (Francis 1973a, 1973b: 
171-76; Rowland, 1983). 

3. Cosmic Elements. The ascetic rules, the special cal- 
endar, and the veneration of (or worship along with) 
angels may all be related to teaching about the significance 
of the “cosmic elements.” These are mentioned in 2:8, 20 
(RSV: “the elemental spirits of the universe”) and are 
probably to be identified with “the principalities and the 
powers” referred to in 2:15. To judge from what is said 
here in Colossians, the readers are being encouraged to 
believe that deliverance from the control of these cosmic 
forces is not complete without devotion to the specified 
ascetic, ritual, and cultic practices (2:20—23). 

4. Full Knowledge of God. It may be that these prac- 
tices were also regarded as necessary for gaining access to 
the full knowledge of God and of God’s will. This seems a 
reasonable inference from the rather polemical way in 
which Colossians insists on the sufficiency of the knowl- 
edge (epigndsis, gndsis), understanding (synesis), and wisdom 
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(sophia) that are present and disclosed in Christ and the 
gospel (1:9-10, 26-28; 2:2—3; 3:10). It is possible, but by 
no means certain, that the false philosophy required some 
kind of rite akin to that of the Hellenistic mystery cults 
(Lohse, 117-20; Gnilka, 151; Schweizer, 161-62). At issue 
is whether the participle embiteuén in 2:18 is a technical 
term for entering into a mystery (Dibelius, 1973) or 
whether it must be taken here in a more general sense. If 
the former, the reference would be to having “visions . . . 
during the mystery rites” (Lohse, 114, 117). If the latter, 
it could be to the mystical ascent into heaven of an apoca- 
lyptic visionary (Francis 1973a, 1973b: 171-76; Rowland 
1983). 

There are a number of similarities between these beliefs 
and practices and those of the Jewish sectarians at Qum- 
ran, known from the Dead Sea Scrolls; e.g., the strict 
observance of the sabbath and other special days on the 
religious calendar (CD iii.13-16; x.14—-xi.18; 1QS 1.14; 
x.1—9), the emphasis on distirguishing between clean and 
unclean foods (CD vi.18), the use of the phrase, “body of 
flesh” (1QpHab ix.2; Col 1:22, the interest in angels (1QM 
x.10-11; Col 2:18), and the concern for special religious 
knowledge (CD 1.3; 1QpHab xi.1; 1QS xi.15—16). Some 
of these features are also present in gnostic teachings as 
those are known from the NAG HAMMADI CODICES. 
The notion of a divine “fullness” (pléréma) found in Col 
1:9, 19; 2:9, 10 is prominent in gnostic teaching (Ap. Jas. 
2, 28-3, 11; 3, 34-4, 22; 12, 27-31; Schenke and Fischer 
1978: 162). 

A few scholars would identify the errant teaching with 
some form of Judaism (Bruce Colossians NICNT, 17-26) or 
Gnosticism (Schenke and Fischer 1978: 162). With the 
majority, however, it seems best to regard it as a thoroughly 
syncretistic philosophy (Bornxamm 1973; Francis 1973a, 
1973b; RGG 3: 1727; Lohse, 128) which includes elements 
drawn from several religious movements (including, per- 
haps, the mystery religions as well as Judaism and Gnosti- 
cism), but which may be, in this particular form, unique to 
the community being addressed (Lindemann Kolosserbrief 
ZBK, 84-85). 


D. Authorship 

1. Presuming Pauline Authorship. Paul’s name occurs 
as the author of Colossians not only at the beginning and 
at the end of the letter (1:1; 4:18) but also in 1:23. Various 
other passages, especially those in which the apostle’s 
friends or associates are named, seem to imply his author- 
ship (1:7, 25; 4:3, 7-17). This is supported as well by the 
fact that Timothy is named as cosender (1:1; cf. 2 Cor 1:1; 
Phil 1:1; 1 Thess 1:1; Phlm 1) and by the similarity in 
overall structure between Colossians and other letters of 
the Pauline Corpus. 

The earliest external attestation to the Pauline author- 
ship of Colossians is provided by the mere existence of 
Ephesians—written in Paul’s name by someone who, be- 
cause he drew so heavily upon it, must have accepted 
Colossians as apostolic (see EPHESIANS). This attestation 
is of course only implicit and indirect. The earliest explicit 
reference to Colossians as Paul’s is by Irenaeus (ca. 180; 
Haer. 3.14.1, quoting Col 4:14); but Marcion, too, must 
have accepted it as the apostle’s, since he seems to have 
made significant use of it (Tertullian, Adv. Marc. 5.19). 
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There is perhaps an allusion to Col 2:14 in the gnostic Gos. 
Truth (NHC I, 20.25-27), but alleged allusions to Colos- 
sians in the Apostolic Fathers (1 Clem. 49:2 and Col 3:14; 
Ign. Trall. 5:2 and Col 1:16; Polyc. Phil. 12:2 and Col 1:12, 
23) and in Justin’s Dial. (85.2; 138.2) are by no means 
certain. Because the Church Fathers seem to have pre- 
ferred Ephesians to Colossians, specific citations of the 
latter are relatively infrequent in the patristic literature 
(Frede 1969: 274). 

2. Questioning Pauline Authorship. The case against 
the Pauline authorship of Colossians was first developed 
by Mayerhoff (1838), who claimed that significant lexical, 
grammatical, stylistic, and theological differences set it 
apart from the 6 letters that he regarded as most charac- 
teristically Pauline (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Gala- 
tians, Philippians, 1 Thessalonians). He also argued that 
the author has used Ephesians, which Mayerhoff took to 
be authentic, and that the kind of teaching which is op- 
posed in this letter did not arise until after Paul’s death. 
The two latter points no longer carry any weight, for there 
is now general agreement that Colossians must be earlier 
than Ephesians and that the teaching opposed in Colos- 
sians could well have antedated the apostle’s death. How- 
ever, the vocabulary, style, and theological viewpoint of 
this letter still pose problems. A further difficulty, to which 
Mayerhoff himself gave no specific attention, is the under- 
standing of Paul’s apostolic office that finds expression 
here. Finally, some interpreters believe that there is good 
evidence of the literary dependence of Colossians on one 
or more of the letters which can be safely attributed to 
Paul. 

a. Vocabulary. Most of the lexical differences between 
Colossians and the letters that are certainly Paul’s do not 
weigh very heavily against Pauline authorship. It is true 
that Colossians uses a total of 87 words that do not appear 
in the recognized letters and that 34 of these occur no- 
where else in the entire NT (Lohse, 85—86). However, the 
figures for Philippians, a genuinely Pauline letter of com- 
parable length, are not much different: 76 words are used 
in no other Pauline letter and 36 of these are present 
nowhere else in the NT (Percy 1946: 17). Moreover, one 
must allow for the possibility that the “non-Pauline” words 
in Colossians were used by the apostle himself to meet a 
special situation. Nor is it in itself decisive that some 
important Pauline theological terms are missing from Co- 
lossians (“righteousness” and related words: “law,” “free- 
dom,” “promise,” “to save,” “salvation” [Lohse, 86—87]). It 
must also be shown that these are terms Paul would ordi- 
narily use in addressing the topic at hand. It is more 
important that a number of connective words and infer- 
ential articles favored by Paul are missing from Colossians 
(Lohse, 87); but this verges on the matter of style. 

b. Style. Mayerhoff’s conclusion that Colossians is writ- 
ten in a style so unlike Paul’s that one must assume a 
different author is not only supported but greatly 
strengthened in an important study by Bujard (1973). 
Bujard has shown, for example, that the sentences in 
Colossians are significantly longer and more complex than 
Paul’s, because conjunctions are used less than half as often 
while participial constructions and relative clauses are em- 
ployed much more frequently (1:3-8; 2:6-15; Bujard 
1973: 74—75); that the sentences in Colossians are more 
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loosely constructed, with less attention to the logical devel- 
opment of an argument (Bujard 1973: 72—73, 129); and 
that the use of many synonyms and appositional phrases 
makes the style of Colossians wordy and tautologous (Bu- 
jard 1973: 216-17). These kinds of detailed stylistic differ- 
ences cannot be explained as merely modifications re- 
quired by a different subject matter (against Percy 1946: 
18—66; see Bujard 1973: 229-30), and they are present 
throughout the letter, not just where one may suspect the 
use of traditional materials (against Cannon 1983: 175; 
see Bujard 1973: 224-29). 

c. Theological Viewpoint. Certain ideas that are pres- 
ent in the recognized Pauline letters make an appearance 
in Colossians as well. For example, Jesus’ death (on the 
cross, 1:20, 2:14) brings reconciliation (1:22); believers 
have been “buried” with Christ in baptism (2:12); faith 
involves discarding one’s “old” self and becoming a “new” 
person (3:9-10); the church is “the body” of Christ (1:18; 
3:15); in Christ various kinds of worldly barriers that 
separate people from one another have been broken down 
(3:11); and all is to be done in love (3:14), with thanksgiv- 
ing to God (3:17). Although a number of these ideas were 
already present in the church’s traditions on which Paul 
himself was dependent, it is clear that Colossians stands 
within the specifically Pauline tradition, even if the apostle 
himself is not its author. 

There are, nevertheless, striking differences between the 
theological outlook of Colossians and Paul’s views as they 
are known from the undisputed letters. (1) The redemp- 
tive work of Christ is identified above all with “the forgive- 
ness of sins” (1:13-14; 2:13; 3:13), whereas the apostle 
thinks of it mainly as an act of justification (Rom 3:24; 
5:6—-9, 15-21). (2) In Colossians, Christ is praised as the 
“head” of the body (1:18; 2:19) which includes the whole 
cosmos (2:10), but in 1 Cor 12:12~—26, 27 and Rom 12:4-5 
(where the body in its entirety is identified with Christ), no 
special status is accorded to the head (v 21), and the body 
has no special cosmic dimension. (3) While traditional 
eschatological language and motifs are not entirely missing 
from Colossians (1:22; 3:4, 6, 24-25), the emphasis falls 
heavily upon the deliverance that believers have already 
experienced. Because “hope” is identified as the content 
of the gospel message, it is understood to be fulfilled in 
the preaching of Christ (1:5, 23, 27). Hope is not, as in 
Rom 5:2—5 and elsewhere in Paul’s letters, primarily the 
act of hoping itself. Where Paul speaks of the believer’s 
future resurrection with Christ (Rom 6:5, 8; Phil 3:11, 12), 
Colossians stresses the present reality of this (2:12-13; 
3:1). The apostle’s idea of salvation as “already” estab- 
lished but “not yet” fulfilled is missing, and there is no 
hint of his notion that the Holy Spirit is the down payment 
on that to which the believer is heir (2 Cor 1:22; 5:5; cf. 
Rom 5:5; 8:23). (4) It is often observed that one finds 
nothing in Colossians about such major Pauline topics as 
God’s gift of righteousness, the meaning of justification, 
faith versus works of the law, the function of the law, or 
the meaning of freedom in Christ. The example of Gala- 
tians, where Paul is opposing teachings similar to those 
opposed in Colossians, suggests that these are precisely 
the themes that the apostle himself would have developed 
in Col 2:8-23. That they are not developed there, or 
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anywhere else in Colossians, adds to the difficulty of 
accepting this letter as Paul’s own. 

d. Paul’s Apostolic Office. The portrait of Paul that 
emerges from the pages of Colossians is not easy to rec- 
oncile with what the indisputably authentic letters disclose 
about Paul’s own understanding of his apostolic status and 
role. Two points in particular cause difficulty. 

First, Paul is. presented here as an apostle without peer 
in the church. To him alone the preaching of the gospel 
has been entrusted and the universal spread of the gospel 
is to be credited (1:23, 24; cf. the emphasis on “every 
person” in 1:28). Thus, he is not just an apostle to those 
who have heard and received his gospel, but also to those 
who, like the Colossians and Laodiceans, have never even 
seen him (2:1-2; cf. “for you” in 1:25). His apostleship 
transcends the particularities of time and place and en- 
compasses the world. In the genuinely Pauline letters, 
however, one meets no such universalist conception of 
Paul’s mission; he regularly refers to other apostles (1 Cor 
9:5; 12:28-29; 15:7-9; Gal 1:17, 19), he acknowledges 
that he is an apostle especially for the churches of his 
founding (e.g., 1 Cor 9:2), and he does not propose to 
enter fields irito which others have already carried the 
gospel, or to claim jurisdiction over them (2 Cor 10:]3— 
16; Rom 15:2C; Gal 2:9). 

A second difficulty is the way Paul’s sufferings are inter- 
preted in Colossians. The letter’s closing admonition, “Re- 
member my chains” (4:18), leaves no doubt that the read- 
ers are to pay special attention to these (Lindemann, 78). 
The reason for this is apparent in 1:24 where the suffer- 
ings that Paul endures as an apostle are interpreted as 
having a vicarious function. They “complete what is lack- 
ing in Christ’s afflictions for the sake of his body, that is, 
the church” which means that they satisfy the quota of 
sufferings that God’s people must endure before the 
Lord’s return ‘Lohse 69-72). In the acknowledged letters, 
however, Paul interprets his sufferings as manifesting the 
sufferings and death of Jesus (2 Cor 4:8—13). He therefore 
gives them a kerygmatic and not a vicarious interpretation. 
Moreover, he does not understand them as having univer- 
sal significance; the beneficiaries are, quite specifically, 
those to whom he has brought his preaching of the cross 
(2 Cor 4:15; Phil 2:17). 

e. Literary Dependence on Other Letters. Colossians 
has several things in common with the one to Philemon. 
In both, Paul writes as a prisoner and Timothy is named 
as a co-sender, one of the 2 men being sent to the Colos- 
sians is Onesirus, on behalf of whom the letter to Phile- 
mon is written; 5 of the 6 people to whom greetings are 
sent in Colossians are also greeted in Philemon; and in 
Colossians a special appeal is directed to Archippus, one 
of the 3 individuals addressed in Philemon. Since there is 
little question about the authenticity of Philemon, it is 
often argued «hat these similarities establish the Pauline 
authorship of Colossians as well (Knox 1938; Cope 1985). 
However, one can also hold that these connections have 
been contrived! by a later author who, writing in Paul’s 
name, wishes to give an apostolic aura to Colossians 
(Lohse, 175-77; Schenke and Fischer 1978: 167—68). In 
this case there would be a literary relationship between the 
2 letters but not necessarily a situational one. Evidence has 
also been adduced for the literary dependence of Colos- 
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sians on 5 other letters that are certainly Paul’s: Romans, | 
and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and 1 Thessalonians. Using 
carefully formulated criteria for identifying verbal agree- 
ments, E. P Sanders (1966) has concluded tht materials 
drawn from 3 or more of these letters have been conflated 
in Col 1:15—-16; 1:20-22a; 1 26-27; 2:12-13; 3:5-11— 
and in such a way that one can think only of the work of 
“a secondary imitator” (Sanders 1966: 40). 

3. Conclusion. Those who defend the Pauline author- 
ship of Colossians tend to disci.unt the stylistic differences 
from the authentically Pauline letters, and generally argue 
that the theological differences amount to no more than 
changes in emphasis due to the peculiarities of the situa- 
tion in Colossae (O’Brien Colossians, Philemon WBC, 43- 
44, 49). However, the stylistic differences run very deep, 
extending even to the manner of argumentation (Bujard); 
the altered theological outlook that one finds here is no 
mere change of emphasis; and in addition Paul is accorded 
a status that he himself had neither claimed nor achieved. 

Various scholars have attempted to associate Colossians 
with Paul despite these non-Pauline features, but none can 
be judged to have succeeded. |A) The hypothesis that the 
author of Ephesians is responsible for Colossians in its 
present form, having greatly expanded an authentically 
Pauline letter in order to conform it to his own work 
(Holtzmann 1872; Masson Colossiens CNT, 10) ovérlooks 
the structural and material integrity of Colossians and 
reduces it to little more than a patchwork of interpolations. 
Moreover, on this view one is required to think of Colos- 
sians as secondary to Ephesians, whereas a careful compar- 
ison of the two letters demonstrates that Ephesians is 
dependent on Colossians. (B) It is equally speculative to 
hold that all or most of Colossians was composed at Paul’s 
direction by one of his associates (Klépper 1882; 
Schweizer, 21, 23-24; Ollrog 1979: 219-33, 236-42), per- 
haps because the apostle’s circumstances in prison re- 
quired that. Had someone like Epaphras (Klépper) or 
Timothy (Schweizer) written the letter on Paul’s behalf, 
would the first person singular be employed in the bio- 
graphical notices at 1:23, 24-25, 29; 2:15; 4:7-8 (cor- 
rectly, Lindemann 1981: 116)? And even if one could 
demonstrate that this was the case, Colossians would still 
be a “pseudonymous” fetter, as Schweizer acknowledges 
(24). 

In sum, the evidence strongly supports the conclusion 
that Colossians is not only pseudonymous but also post- 
Pauline (Bornkamm 1971; Lohse, 177-83; Gnilka, 19-26). 
The style is not Paul’s, the theological outlook is in certain 
respects significantly different from his, and Paul’s apos- 
tolic status and role are preserited in a way that would not 
have been possible during his own lifetime. 


E. The Date and Place of Writing 

If this letter was either written or endorsed by Paul 
himself, it would have to be dated to some period of 
imprisonment. Since there is circumstantial evidence of an 
Ephesian imprisonment, one coud date Colossians that 
early (ca. 55?), as do Suhl (1975: 168), Schweizer (25-26), 
and Ollrog (1979: 241). On this view, however, it is almost 
impossible to explain why the theological outlook of Colos- 
sians is at points so differen: from that of Philippians 
(presumably written about the same time) and Romans 
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(written later). The “theological development” hypothesis 
has no real force unless Colossians is dated as close to the 
end of Paul’s life as possible, which means either to Caesa- 
rea (Acts 23:23-26:32) or to Rome (Acts 28:11-31). One 
thus arrives at a date somewhere between 57 and 60-61 
(when Colossae was destroyed by an earthquake). 

If Colossians is post-Pauline, one must allow for the 
passage of a few years after the apostle’s death, which 
would put the earliest likely date of writing at about 65. A 
date much later than 90 is ruled out since Ephesians, by 
whose author Colossians has been used, was probably 
known to Ignatius, ca. 100. Any closer dating of Colossians 
seems impossible if the letter is taken as post-Pauline. 
Moreover, in this case nothing in it suggests a specific place 
of composition, not even the portrayal of Paul as a pris- 
oner. However, since Colossae and the 2 other cities men- 
tioned, Laodicea (2:1; 4:13, 15, 16) and Hierapolis (4:13), 
are situated in the Lycus River valley, a location in SW Asia 
Minor is probable. 


F. Occasion and Purpose 

This letter has been prompted by the author’s concern 
about a false philosophy which threatens to undermine 
the readers’ faith, luring them into practices which are not 
in accord with Paul’s gospel (2:8-23). The purpose of the 
letter is stated indirectly in 1:23: The author wants his 
readers to “continue in the faith, stable and steadfast, not 
shifting from the hope of the gospel which [they] 
heard. .. .” The danger posed by the false philosophy is 
certainly in mind here, just as it is in the summary exhor- 
tation of 2:6~7, to be “rooted and built up in [Christ] and 
established in the faith, just as you were taught... .” The 
errant teaching is more specifically in view in 2:4—5, which 
may be taken as yet another indirect expression of the 
purpose of the letter: “I say this in order that no one may 
delude you with beguiling speech. For though I am absent 
in body, yet I am with you in spirit, rejoicing to see your 
good order and the firmness of your faith in Christ.” Many 
of the principal affirmations and appeals in Col 1:9-—3:17, 
and most of the more specific counsels in 3:18—4:6, hark 
back to the missionary preaching and baptismal instruc- 
tion with which the readers would have been familiar, 
because the author wants to remind them of their original 
commitment “to lead a life worthy of the Lord” (1:10; 
Meeks 1977: 209-10). 

If one regards Colossians as Pauline, then the data that 
are available concerning its composition and dispatch can 
be readily summarized. Paul, in prison, has heard about 
the dangerous situation in Colossae from Epaphras (1:7b— 
8), who is himself a Colossian and the founder of the 
congregation (1:5b-7; 4:12—13). This letter is Paul’s re- 
sponse and it is probably to be carried to Colossae by 
Tychicus and Onesimus who are going to tell the Colos- 
sians all about Paul’s present circumstances and bring 
them words of encouragement (4:7—9). 

If Colossians is actually pseudonymous and post-Pau- 
line, one must doubt whether it was even intended for a 
congregation in Colossae, since there seems to have been 
no significant repopulating of the city following the earth- 
quake in 60-61 until the second century (Schweizer, 13— 
14). Lindemann (1981; Kolosserbrief ZB, 12-13) argues that 
the letter was actually intended for the Laodiceans, whose 
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city (some 10 miles distant) had been devastated by the 
same earthquake but quickly rebuilt; and the references 
to Laodicea in 2:1 and 4:15—-16 give weight to this hypoth- 
esis. Addressing the letter to the Laodiceans themselves, 
Lindemann suggests, would have required the pseudepig- 
rapher to formulate Paul’s words as somewhat oblique 
prophetic warnings and counsels, provided some years in 
advance of the situation that the congregation now faces. 
But composing it as if it had been addressed to the congre- 
gation in Colossae allows him to represent the apostle in 
direct confrontation with doctrines like those now proving 
attractive to the Laodiceans. The pseudepigrapher must 
hope that the Laodiceans will recognize this and will hear 
in “Paul’s” warnings to a neighboring congregation an 
authoritative word for their own (1981: 133; Kolosserbrief, 
12-13). 

The names and personal notices in Colossians (1:7—-8; 
2:1; 4:7-18) cannot be used as evidence of Pauline author- 
ship, since they can be well enough explained as a pseu- 
depigrapher’s attempt to give his letter a believable setting 
within Paul’s ministry. It is noteworthy, however, that Epa- 
phras is singled out for special commendation both at the 
beginning and at the end of the letter (1:7—8; 4:12—13), 
perhaps an indication that his standing in the congrega- 
tion needs bolstering. One could imagine that Epaphras 
himself is the author of this letter (Suhl 1975: 168, n. 93) 
but this is unprovable. The important thing is that the 
author, whoever he is, regards Paul as the church’s one 
great apostle and that he does not hesitate to invoke Paul’s 
authority as he summons the readers to stand firm in their 
faith, rejecting the teachings and practices of the false 
philosophy. 
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COLUMBARIA. Shelters or coops for pigeons or 
doves. See ZOOLOGY. 


COMMAGENE (PLACE). Ancient Commagene lay just 
N of the centers of biblical activity, with which it remained 
involved. The kingdom arose from ancient roots, success- 
fully uniting a Hellenic, Iranian, and Semitic populace, 
and presenting one of antiquity’s most vivid examples of 
religious syncretism. 

It lay W of the Euphrates, between Cappadocia and 
Syria. Further W ran the formidable barrier of the Taurus 
Mountains and Cilicia Pedias, which included cities such as 
Mopsuhestia and Tarsus. Across the Euphrates in Mesopo- 
tamia, Comrnagene fronted Osrhoene and behind it the 
Parthian Empire. 

So placed, it benefited from trade routes running both 
E-—W and N-S; it also controlled one of the most important 
crossings of the Euphrates. The consequent prosperity 
made Commagene, by late in the Ist century A.p., richest 
of the kingdoms allied to Rome, laden with “old wealth” 
(Tac. Hist 2.81.1). This background gave it an international 
influence disproportionate to its size. 

Commagene lay open to influences from its diverse 
neighbors. At one time, it had been ruled by the Orontids 
of Armenia, and through a marriage it traced its descent 
back to Darius the Great of Persia (OGIS 388; 391). It had 
formed part of the Seleucid Empire, but rebelled under 
Ptolemaios, a local governor, about 163 B.c. as realign- 
ments occurred in much of the East (Diodorus 31.19a). 
Judas Maccabaeus probably made his initial contact with 
Rome in the preceding year, and events in Bithynia, Cap- 
padocia, Meclia, and Egypt also reflected the growing ten- 
dency to involve Rome. The revolt of Ptolemaios suc- 
ceeded, signzlled by his adoption of the title of king. 

A.son of Ptolemaios, King Samos, succeeded him about 
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130 s.c. He probably founded Samosata, and after a reign 
of indeterminate length passed on the throne to his son, 
Mithradates I Kallinikos (OGIS 402). A state marriage 
allowed Mithradates to briny into his court a daughter of 
the Seleucid monarch, Antiochus VIII Grypus. This put 
Commagene in the top rank of dynastic houses of the East 
and led to further intermarriage, especially in Judaea and 
Emesa. A marriage into the Parthian dynasty completed 
Commagenian credentials in this regard (Dio 49.23.4; now 
confirmed by Wagner 1983: 208-224). 

Perhaps as early as 87 1:.c., Commagene fell to the 
fearsome Tigranes the Grest of Armenia, by then “King 
of Kings” as successor to Mithradates II of Parthia, who 
was in the process of establishing an empire that stretched 
from Mesopotamia to Syria. During the 14 or more years 
that Tigranes ruled Syria, Commagene carried on its na- 
tive dynasty and national traditions. Mithradates contin- 
ued the religious cults begun by his 2 predecessors and 
destined for completion by kis son. 

Our first glimpse of Antiochus I, son of Mithradates, 
occurs in a context of 69 B.c.., the year in which Tigranes 
had to leave Syria to defend his homeland against Lucullus. 

The restored freedom o/ Commagene, now allied to 
Rome, allowed Antiochus leisure for his great religious 
expression still visible atop Nemrud Dagh. His remarkable 
fusions of Greek and Iranian gods satisfied the composite 
population, which could now worship Zeus-Oromasdes 
(Ahuramazda), Heracles-Artagnes, and the grandly titled 
Apollo-Mithras-Helios-Hermes! 

Antiochus trod a narrow path between Parthia and 
Rome. He came to blows with Pompey and capitulated; his 
inscriptions duly bear the title “Friend of Rome” (Philoro- 
maios: OGIS 383 ff.). On the other hand, his coinage shows 
him in an Armenian tiara, which he assumed as a local 
“successor” to Tigranes. On at least one occasion, he was 
accused of partiality to the Parthians. Another coin uses 
Seleucid devices to remind subjects of his lineage on that 
side. 

Both the disaster which befell Crassus in 53 B.c. and the 
Parthian invasion of Asia Minor in 51 B.c. threatened the 
stability of Commagene, but :t emerged intact. The Roman 
civil war proved more difficult, and by 38 B.c. Antiochus 
had incurred the displeasure of Antony, who laid siege to 
Samosata, assisted by Herod of Judaea. A bribe sent them 
on their way. 

Among the successors of Antiochus, Mithradates II sup- 
ported Antony down to the battle of Actium in 31 B.c. 
(Plut. Ant. 61). Internal problems suddenly beset the dy- 
nasty with a murder and 2 executions. Mithradates III, 
recognized by Augustus, acceded in 20 B.c. This king 
married the same Atropatenian princess—Iotape I—whom 
Antony had sought for marriage to his son Alexander 
Helios. The progeny of this pair spread into the dynasties 
of Emesa and Judaea through marriages of the successive 
lotapes (Sullivan ANRW 2/8: 198-219, 296-354, 732-98). 
See also IOTAPE (PERSON). 

Antiochus III had the melancholy distinction of losing 
the kingdom in a.p. 18, when Tiberius made it a province 
(Tac. Ann 2.56; Strabo 16.2.3.749). It remained that way 
for a decade, but in 38 Caligula restored it to the son of 
Antiochus. The new king, Antiochus IV, had been raised 
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in Rome; with his sister-wife, lotape VI Philadelphus, he 
was to enjoy a long and lively reign, from 38 until 72. 

A mature man, with at least one child nearly of mar- 
riageable age, Antiochus assumed his kingdom by right of 
inheritance, as son of Antiochus III (Dio 59.8). He cele- 
brated this connection in his inscriptions and sought to 
strengthen the ties of Commagene to other dynasties. A 
betrothal of his son, Epiphanes, to a Judaean princess 
collapsed over the issue of circumcision (Ant 19.355; 
20.139). His daughter, Iotape VII, did marry into that 
dynasty; her husband, the later King Alexander of Cilicia, 
boasted descent from Archelaus of Cappadocia and from 
Herod the Great of Judaea. 

Antiochus began well, thanks to his personal acquain- 
tance with Caligula, who was “raised with” several Eastern 
princes (Dio 59.24; IGRR IV 145). Besides the paternal 
kingdom in Commagene, he also assumed responsibility 
for “the coastal portion of Cilicia” in Tracheia (Dio 59.8). 
Part of this became known as the “Regnum Antiochi,” and 
coins attest his wide rule in Tracheia. Several towns 
founded by him there (e.g., Iotape; Antioch-on-the-Crag) 
remain largely unexcavated today. 

Antiochus joined a complicated Roman effort to control 
difficult parts of Asia Minor through native kings. (Strabo 
14.5.6.671.) Besides Antiochus, this “circle” involved Ar- 
chelaus 1 of Cappadocia and then his son; Polemo II of 
Pontus and his uncle, Zeno-Artaxias, who ruled in Arme- 
nia; Sohaemus of Emesa and Sophene; the Judaeans Aris- 
tobulus, Agrippa, and King Alexander. 

Antiochus ruled his divided kingdom efficiently despite 
the Roman vicissitudes which kept Eastern rulers watchful. 
For some reason, the warmth Caligula once displayed for 
him turned to anger, and Antiochus found himself de- 
posed. Claudius reversed this, both for Commagene and 
for some part of Cilicia (Joseph. Ant. 19.276; Dio 60.8). 

Antiochus joined a meeting of dynasts in 44 hosted by 
the Judaean Agrippa I at Tiberias (Joseph. Ant. 19.338 ff.). 
This provoked suspicion by the Roman governor of Syria, 
for they constituted a powerful group: Besides Agrippa, 
there attended Polemo II of Pontus, Cotys [IX of Armenia 
Minor, Sampsigeramus II of Emesa, Herod of Chalcis, and 
Antiochus of Commagene. 

Random glimpses reveal Commagene active militarily. 
In a.p. 52, Antiochus fought the wild Cietae in Cilicia. In 
54, he joined Nero’s mobilization against the Parthians. In 
60, he participated in a defensive partition of Armenia 
(Tac. Ann 12.55; 13.7; 13.37; 14.26). He helped install the 
Judaean Tigranes VI briefly in Armenia. 

The Jewish War drew Commagenian contingents, led by 
sons of Antiochus, to assist Vespasian and Titus. The 
tumultuous “Year of the Four Emperors” (a.p. 68—69) saw 
a Commagenian prince wounded while fighting for Otho 
(Joseph. JW 5.460 ff.; Tac. Hist 5.1; 2.25). 

Despite assistance to Vespasian on his way to the imperial 
throne, Antiochus could still not relax. Vespasian had been 
concerned about a Parthian attack “from the rear” while 
Titus fought in Judaea (Tac. Hist 2.82). He therefore 
worried about “the proximity of the kings” of Commagene 
and Parthia, realizing that Commagenian control of the 
Euphrates crossings might afford Parthians “ready pas- 
sage” should they wish access to Asia Minor; this might 
“involve the entire Roman Empire in war” out there (Jo- 
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seph. JW 7.222 f.). Euphrates access could also be of 
importance should Rome wish to try again for control of 
Armenia, where an Arsacid dynast now ruled, having been 
recognized in A.D. 66 by Nero. 

Accordingly in 72, Antiochus found Romans preparing 
for war on the charge of intrigue with Parthia. Some 
fighting did occur, and participants referred to it as the 
Bellum Commagenicum (ILS 9198; 9200; JW 7.220 ff.). The 
2 sons of Antiochus escaped into Parthia, but Antiochus 
was taken to Rome. There where he had begun his career 
under the first Julio-Claudians, he ended it in honorable 
detention under the Flavians. He might have lived in the 
reigns of all 11 Roman emperors from Augustus to Domi- 
tian. He presided over the final decades of a kingdom by 
now 235 years old. 

The 2 sons of Antiochus returned, and with the title of 
“king” they assumed an honorable place in society. Their 
sister became the queen of Cilicia for a time, married to 
King Alexander. Their children, especially Julia Balbilla 
and C. Iulius Antiochus Philopappus, took notable places 
in the new absorption of former kings into the Roman 
aristocracy. Balbilla accompanied Hadrian to Egypt and 
left extant poetry there. Philopappus became a Roman 
consul and left a monument on the Mouseion Hill in 
Athens, where it still faces the Parthenon. Continuation of 
the intermarriage led eventually to the families of the 
Emperors Marcus Aurelius and Elagabalus. 

The kingdom of Commagene had taken an important 
role in the long transition from Seleucid to Roman rule, 
and had stabilized a crucial region between the Hellenic 
and Iranian societies. The innovations of Antiochus I long 
influenced religious thought in the vicinity. The old cult- 
sites remained in use for centuries, as attested by archaeo- 
logical finds and by literary references. The new cities 
founded by the dynasty formed the basis for later ecclesi- 
astical organization there. 

Commagene greatly influenced the larger society 
around it even after it was gone. 
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COMMANDMENT. The common translation of the 
Hebrew Bible’s miswé and the NT entolé. All but 8 occurr- 
ences of the Bible’s miswé@ are translated entolé in the LXX. 
In the Psalms (esp. Psalm 119, LXX), entolé is sometimes 
found as a translation of the Heb piggidim. Modern English 
versions of the Bible sometimes also use “commandment” 
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or “command” to render Heb mispat (Zeph 2:3), hdg (Amos 
2:4), and piqqidim (Ps 103:18), and Gk epitagé (1 Cor 7:25). 

Of itself “commandment” denotes that which is com- 
manded by an authority, hence, an authoritative prescrip- 
tion, order, decree, or by extension a directive or instruc- 
tion. “Commandment” occasionally occurs in the Bible 
with a secular meaning (2 Chr 35:10, 16; John 11:57; Acts 
17:15; etc.), but its biblical usage is predominantly reli- 
gious: The commandment is a divine ordinance. “Com- 
mandment” sometimes appears, somewhat indiscrimi- 
nately, as one of a series of legal terms (e.g., Gen 26:5), 
but more often it is used in isolation from other legal 
terms. 

In the Bible, miswé-entolé emphasizes the authority of 
the God whc commands rather than the content of the 
commandment as such. The commandment is the expres- 
sion of God’s will for his people. Rather than suggesting 
arbitrary deraand or constraint, the terminology evokes 
God’s moral authority. Jewish expressions of the signifi- 
cance of the commandments (i.e., their importance and 
the reasons for them) began to appear during the Helle- 
nistic period (e.g., Let.Avis. 142-144; 4 Macc 5:23--24). 
From the 2d century onward, largely in response to Chris- 
tian attacks on the Law, many Jewish replies addressed the 
issue of the reasons for the commandments. In medieval 
times, Maimonides held that all commandments had a 
cause, i.e., a useful purpose. 

Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic literature (includ- 
ing Psalm 119) are the best sources for understanding the 
biblical notion of commandment. Indeed, the terminology 
appears but rarely in the prophetic literature (e.g., Isa 
48:18; Exod 18:21; Dan 3:29). Commandment, miwéd- 
entolé, sugges:s a “double personal reference” (O’Comnnell 
1960: 361), i.e., the loving God who commands and the 
one to whom the commandment ts addressed. The proper 
response to a commandment is not merely external com- 
pliance, but a total personal response (“from the heart,” 
leb). The virtual interchangeability between miswdé-entolé 
and daébar-logos/rhéma, 1.e. “word,” (e.g., Deut 5:22; 30:14; 
Esth 9:32) highlights the personal quality of the command- 
ment. The ultimate significance of the commandments is 
to relate people to God. Accordingly the commandments 
are best understood within the covenant context. 

The Pentateuch uses miswdé-entolé in reference to partic- 
ular laws, and sometimes in the plural (e.g., Deut 15:5). 
However, in the Deuteronomic paraenesis of Deut 8:1—20, 
miswa-entolé is used comprehensively for the whole law 
(Deut 8:1; cf. 5:31; 11:22; 19:9; 30:11-14). This is in 
keeping with the Deuteronomist’s holistic view of the rela- 
tionship between Yahweh and Israel. The commandment, 
which also has a revelatory function, is intended to make 
of Israel a holy people. Israel’s prosperity is dependent 
upon its obedience to the commandment. Keeping the 
commandments indicates a pattern of life, i.e., one of 
human fidelity to the covenant. 

From this perspective, some authors are inclined to 
identify the Decalog (the covenant prescriptions of Exodus 
20 and Deuteronomy 5) as the preeminent referent of 
“commandment.” Jewish tradition, however, going back to 
tannaitic times and shaped somewhat definitively in the 
school of R. Akiba, identifies 613 commandments (taryaq 
miswot) in the Bible. Of these, 365 are proscriptions and 
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248 are prescriptions, as R. Simlai states: “613 command- 
ments were revealed to Moses; at Sinai, 365 being prohibi- 
tions equal in number to the solar days, and 248 being 
mandates corresponding in number to the limbs of the 
human body” (5. Mak. 23b). 1n Jewish writings (e.g., Philo, 
Dec. 29.154; Num.Rab. 13:15-16), the biblical command- 
ments are often classified or summarized under the ten 
headings of the Decalog. 

Reference to the developing tradition of the 613 com- 
mandments may be part of the background of several 
pericopes in the synoptic gospels, particularly in their 
Matthean version (Matt 5:17--20; Matt 19:16—-22 = Mark 
10:17—22; Luke 18:18—23; Matt 22:34—-40 = Mark 12:28- 
34; Luke 10:25-28). According to Matthew’s command- 
ment theory, the entire law and the prophets depend on 
the two love commandments (Matt 22:37-40 = Mark 
12:29-31; Luke 10:27; cf. Matt 19:19b). Matthew affirms 
that a similarity exists between these two, most probably 
because of the presence of agzpan (“to love”) in application 
of the gezerah shavah principle of rabbinic hermeneutics. 
This principle holds that if the same word occurs in two 
different scriptural passages, one passage may be used to 
interpret the other. Thus, Matthew stresses the organic 
unity of the commandments and attributes a summarizing 
priority to the two-fold love commandment. 

Matthew’s own catechetical tradition seems also to have 
underscored the importance of the Decalog among the 
biblical commandments (Mati. 5:21, 27, 33; 15:19 = Mark 
7:21—22). As in Deuteronomy, Matthew is aware that the 
commandments are addressed to the free will of human 
beings (Matt 19:17; cf. v 21). Matt 15:1—20 has taken over 
and somewhat modified the Markan controversy story 
(Mark 7:1—23), in which a precept of the Decalog, “honor 
your father and your mother,” is identified as a command- 
ment of God (Matt 15:3b—4; cf. v 6, “word of God”), 
distinguished from human precepts (Matt 15:9; cf. v 9 
“your tradition”). Matthew’s gospel also gives some evi- 
dence of intra-Christian debates about the significance of 
the commandments (Matt 5:17—20). 

The Fourth Gospel likewise has a particular understand- 
ing of the commandments. In John, the term entolé, com- 
mandment, is used to characterize the task associated with 
the mission of the Son (John 10:18; 12:49-—50; 15:8). The 
notion not only implies the Son’s obedience to the Father 
(John 14:31); it also points to the authority with which 
Jesus fulfills his mission. A specifically Johannine under- 
standing of the commandments is to be found in the idea 
of Jesus’ own commandments (“my commandments,” John 
14:15, 21; cf. v 24, “my words”). To keep Jesus’ command- 
ments is to love him. These commandments are summed 
up in the love commandment, which is both Jesus’ com- 
mand (John 15:12, 17; cf. 1 John 4:21) and his gift (John 
13:34). The love command is called a “new command- 
ment” because of its christological basis (John 13:34; cf. 
15:12). Caught up in an inter-Christian contoversy, the 
author of | John reaffirms the christological basis of the 
new commandment while maintaining that the love com- 
mandment is part of the traclitional catechesis. As such it 
is both old and new (1 John 2:7-8). 

A unitary understanding of the biblical commandments 
is also to be found in Paul, where the love commandment 
(Lev 19:18) summarizes several precepts of the Decalog 
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(Rom 13:8-10). Keeping this commandment fulfills the 
law. A particularly significant Pauline notion is that the 
commandment (entolé, in the singular, apparently with 
reference to the 10th precept of the Decalog), although 
holy, just, and good, can be exploited by the quasi-demo- 
niac power of sin (hamartia). The commandment reveals 
sin to be sin, leading to death (Rom 7:7—13). 

In Pauline usage, with but one exception, entolé always 
refers to the biblical commandments (see Heb 7:5, 16, 18; 
9:19). That exception is to be found in 1 Cor 14:37, where 
the expression “commandment of the Lord” (Kuriou entole) 
is similar to the phrase “commandment of the Lord” 
(Kuriou epitage) found in | Cor 7:25. In the NT, the use of 
commandment-epitage is found only in Paul and the Deu- 
tero-Pauline literature (Rom 16:26; 1 Cor 7:6, 25; 2 Cor 
8:8; 1 Tim 1:1; Tit 1:3; 2:15). Although the term admits 
of a variety of usages, it appears to enjoy a comprehensive, 
salvific connotation in Rom 16:26; 1 Tim 1:1, and Tit 1:3. 
See TWAT 4: 1085-95; EWNT 1: 1121-25; TDNT 2: 545— 
56; and EncJud 5: 760—92. 
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RAYMOND F. Co..ins 


COMMANDMENTS, TEN. See TEN COMMAND- 
MENTS. 


COMMISSION, GREAT. See GREAT COMMIS- 
SION. 


COMMUNICATION. See TRAVEL AND COMMU- 
NICATION. 


COMMUNION. See LORD’S SUPPER; AGAPE 
MEAL. 


COMMUNITY. This entry consists of two articles, one 
covering the OT notion of community, the other covering 
the NT notion. 


OLD TESTAMENT 


Community in the Bible is a complex subject, amenable 
to no simple definition. The notion of community not only 
went through an evolution under the influence of both 
internal factors and foreign pressures, but frequently com- 
peting notions of community coexisted, vying for the 
allegiance of the people. Another factor complicates the 
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subject. Israel began as a sacral community, that is, as a 
people organized tribally under the God Yahweh; with the 
introduction of kingship, however, tribal-theocratic struc- 
tures gave way to the more secular structures of empire. 
The Yahwistic community therefore was obliged to assume 
the more modest status of a voluntary association within 
the larger society. 

As in all other areas of biblical study, the subject of 
community has been enriched by new discoveries and new 
methods of analysis. Whereas an earlier age could study 
community on the basis of divine legislation conferred 
upon the people at Sinai, scholars today are attentive both 
to the evidence of social ideals and communal structures 
attested within the broader ancient Near Eastern environ- 
ment and to scholarly reconstructions seeking to correlate 
such evidence with a critical reading of biblical texts. 
Earlier in the century, Albrecht Alt (1925, 1930) and 
Martin Noth (1930) rejected as unhistorical the biblical 
view of a military conquest of Canaan and appealed in- 
stead to Nabatean inscriptions of the Roman period and to 
the structure of the Greek amphictyony. They argued that 
Israel’s origins could be explained as resulting from the 
infiltration of nomadic elements into the agrarian-urban 
culture of Canaan. Today social-anthropological studies 
favor a dimorphic model for understanding the sociology 
of early Israel; that is to say, the tribes of Israel emerged 
not through the transplantation of desert nomads onto 
the soil of sedentary farmers, but within the perennial flux 
between urban centers and outlying regions. Detribalized 
elements banded together with disenfranchised city dwell- 
ers forming new coalitions and at times merging with older 
tribal units (Rowton 1976). 

As we now examine the shape of Israelite community in 
its major phases of development, this brief reference to an 
ever-changing scholarly debate will serve as a reminder of 
the complexity of the task. Any critical reading of the 
biblical evidence must factor in archaeological evidence 
and take seriously methodological insights arising within 
ancillary disciplines. 


A. Tribal Period 

Bits and pieces gleaned from extrabiblical epigraphic 
sources can be combined with central themes found in 
Israel’s epic as preserved in the Pentateuch to produce the 
following reconstruction of the origins of tribal Israel. 

1. El and Kinship. The patriarchal legends reflect in 
general terms the migration of the Amorites into Mesopo- 
tamia and Syro-Palestine during the 2d millennium B.c.£E. 
that is well documented in cuneiform sources. The Amo- 
rite personal names first studied by Theo Bauer and more 
recently by Herbert Huffmon reflect kinship patterns at 
home in tribal societies. Moreover, they reflect the central- 
ity of the divine kinsman in the life of the tribal groups 
reflected in the ancestral legends of Genesis that later 
came to constitute the heart of Israel’s concept of cove- 
nant. Further light is shed on the background of the divine 
kinsman of the ancestral stories by the deity El of the 
Ugaritic texts. El, the tent-dwelling, kindly creator-god and 
judge, has been plausibly argued to figure prominently in 
the origins of Israel’s god Yahweh on the basis of shared 
epithets, attributes, and functions (Cross CMHE, 44-60). 
The conclusion to be drawn is this: At the time when 
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Amorite peoples were establishing themselves as heirs to 
the earlier civilizations of Mesopotamia, related clans were 
sojourning in Canaan. The latter encountered a well- 
established feudal society, living under the hegemony of 
the royal house of Egypt with local rule exercised by 
Canaanite lords. Unable to supplant the feudal lords of 
the land, the Amorites (and whatever other elements 
merged with them within the dimorphic social structures 
of Canaan) were obliged to have their patterns of rove- 
ment and settlement governed by opportunity. What iden- 
tity they preserved over against the local population was 
likely derived from their kinship patterns; this included 
identification with the divine kinsman El (under one of 
various epithets). 

2. SApiru. Also germane to the discussion of Israel’s 
origins as a community are references to the ‘Sapiru/habiru 
found in various MB documents, with the Amarna Letters 
prominent among them. See also HABIRU/HAPIRU. 
Though etymologically and sociologically related to the 
entty referred to in the Bible with the gentilic “brim. the 
groups designated as Sapiru were not ethnically bounded. 
Instead they were socially defined by their lack of integra- 
tion into the feudal system of Canaan and, insofar as the 
local rulers were concerned, by their lawlessness and insub- 
ordination. The ‘apiru likely included people from differ- 
ent backgrounds, including Amorites, since all that was 
required to receive this dubious distinction was detribali- 
zation or mzrginalization from village or city. The ‘apiru 
were not confined to Canaan, but wandered freely between 
countries driven by opportunity and hardship (such as 
famine). Many of them no doubt eyed the Hyksos interreg- 
num in Egypt as an opportunity (a situation likely reflected 
by the Joseph legend). With the reestablishment of indig- 
enous rule by the pharaohs of the New Kingdom (cf., 
Exod 1:8), the Sapzru would have suffered the fate of vast 
numbers of foreigners, though as inscriptions from the 
worker-village of Deir el-Medina indicates, the memory of 
NW Semitic deities was preserved among them. It is a fair 
assumption, therefore, that the Hebrew slaves of Moses’ 
generation still maintained a sense of separate identity 
grounded ir their ancestral legends and in the sacred 
stories of their kinsman God. 

3. Theocratic Unity. The first mention of Israel outside 
of the Bible is on the Merneptah Stele of ca. 1210 B.c.r., 
and it is noteworthy that the preformative designates Israel 
as a people, not as a nation. This Egyptian encounter with 
a people identifiable as Israel in 1210 elicits a question: 
What were the events leading from the rather amorphous 
tribal backgrounds described above to this more focused 
community identity? 

Earliest Israel appears out of the earliest traditions of 
the Bible as a loosely confederated group of tribes whose 
unity centered around a common story featuring the God 
Yahweh as the central actor. The most likely source of 
Israel’s community structure of tribal organization around 
the kinsman deity is its ancestral prehistory in Canaan. But 
the earliest hymnic/epic compositions of the people Israel 
indicate that the model was infused with a new narrative 
content and tied to a new divine epithet by subsequent 
events, name.y the story of deliverance from the Egyptian 
pharaoh effected by the God Yahweh. The reappearance 
of this story with such regularity in Israel’s earliest hym- 
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nody offers the following as the most plausible answer to 
the question of what happened between the shadowy Am- 
orite prehistory and Merneptah’s explicit reference to a 
“people Israel”: A group of slaves belonging to the social 
category of ‘apiru managed to escape from their bondage 
in Egypt under the leaders1ip of Moses, an escape they 
attributed to the gracious «ction of their kinsman God, 
whom they now called Yahweh. The Moses-Jethro story 
may offer a clue regarding the source from which early 
Israel derived the divine epithet Yahweh. 

Reciting the story of deliverance became the central cult- 
act of the People Israel. The substitution of an epic in the 
place of the cult-myth common to most other ANE cul- 
tures had a dramatic effect on the community ideals that 
emerged among the new tribal confederacy. The rules 
governing the life of the community, though in part drawn 
from the common traditions of the pervading culture, 
increasingly included guidelines inferred from the epic of 
Yahweh’s gracious deliverance. An open-ended, historical 
consciousness challenged the more static values of mytho- 
poeic cultures. Ideals and institutions began to take shape 
that drew their motivation from “Yahweh who brought you 
out from the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage.” 
These ideals and institutions were mixed, to be sure, with 
those of the environment, as illustrated by the earliest 
collection of laws in the Bible, the book of the Covenant 
(Exod 20:2 1-23:19). 

4, Characteristics of the Community. The chief char- 
acteristics of Israelite community during the tribal period 
(i.e., the period of the Judges) can be summarized thus: 

First, the basic unit of community was the extended 
family under the pater familias, with each family in turn 
fitting into the larger clan and tribe. 

Second, within this patriarchal structure, the status of 
women was defined by male property rights. 

Third, ancient kinship patterns made the tribes resistant 
to urbarkbased monarchies znd their tendency to aggran- 
dize at the expense of small farmers and pastoralists. 

Fourth, the autonomy preserved by the individual tribes 
was qualified by acknowledgement of the sovereignty of 
the God Yahweh. Therefore. on the level of cult the Isra- 
elite tribes were forged into a theocratic unity within 2 
contexts: in annual pilgrimage festivals celebrating the 
common epic of divine deliverance, and in war construed 
in sacral terms. 

Fifth, innovations inspirecd| by the epic tradition coex- 
isted with practices and values drawn from the Canaanite 
environment, just as the worship of Yahweh was practiced 
alongside of the rituals of the Baal cult (cf. the Baal names 
recurring in the book of Judges and the cult background 
reflected by the Gideon story in Judges 8). 

Sixth, the survival and growth of the Yahwistic commu- 
nity in the period of the tribal league seems to be attribut- 
able to the religious power inherent in the confession of 
the God who delivered Hebrew slaves and to the ability of 
those committed to that confession to extrapolate from 
this context institutions, practices, and laws that reaffirmed 
some and challenged other antecedent religious and social 
structures and values. Among these antecedent structures 
and values were the ideal of the nahdild, i.e., the divinely 
guaranteed right of each family to use of a designated plot 
of land in perpetuity; proteciion of vulnerable classes like 
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the alien, the creditor, the widow, and the orphan; the 
ongoing reform of common law on the basis of the epic, 
as seen for example in the extension of manumission to 
women (cf. Exod 21:1—11 with Deut 15:12-18) and the 
proscription of slavery in Leviticus 25. 

Seventh, the most serious structural weakness of the 
league appeared in the form of centrifugal tendencies, fed 
by the autonomism of the tribes, that threatened to over- 
whelm the sense of unity essential for defense against 
hostile neighbors. Judges 5 mentions simultaneously both 
the tribes responding to the call to militia duty and those 
failing to respond to the muster, bearing witness to that 
weakness. Likewise the ambiguous last verse of the book of 
Judges: “In those days there was no king in Israel; every- 
one did what was right in their own eyes.” Israel’s destiny- 
ridden response to the structural weakness of tribal-based 
community was monarchy. 


B. Monarchy 

The most dramatic example of the impact of foreign 
influence on community in Israel revolves around the 
introduction of kingship. The motive given in the elders’ 
request for a king in the narrative of 1 Samuel 8 states this 
poignantly, “that we may also be like all the nations.” 

Though variations appear in the different cultures of 
the ANE, monarchy generally entailed the following com- 
mon characteristics: (1) ascription of special (and usually 
to some degree, divine) status to the king, who was re- 
garded as the earthly representative of the chief deity; (2) 
a hierarchical organization of the society; (3) legitimization 
of the social system through the cult myth (i.e., the struc- 
ture of human society reflects the cosmic structure estab- 
lished “in the beginning” by the gods, thereby tying social 
order inseparably to the natural order); (4) a static ontol- 
ogy, according to which change, and especially revolution- 
ary change, is interpreted as a threat to essential reality; 
and (5) location of the official cult within the central 
temple of the capital city with the king as patron. 

The open-ended, experimental community ideal that 
developed over the course of the league period came to be 
viewed as a source of instability when falling under the 
intense pressure of rising Philistine power. The response 
was recourse to the form of governance most closely asso- 
ciated with military and economic might in antiquity: 
monarchy. 

Embedded in the narrative structure of 1 Samuel 8-11 
is a conflict between 2 attitudes toward kingship, and 
although a long and complex history of transmission sep- 
arates the reader from the events described, the divisions 
raised within the community from the very onset of king- 
ship seem to be accurately reflected by the text even in its 
received form. Chapter 8 is particularly interesting in this 
connection. Written from a critical perspective preserved 
within prophetic circles, it enumerates the miipat hammelek, 
that is, the royal ordinance that the king could be expected 
to impose upon the people. This entailed: (1) Conscription 
of the youth into military and court service; (2) confisca- 
tion of agricultural land belonging to the clans for use as 
royal grants awarded to servants of the king (e.g., retiring 
military officers); and (3) taxation to finance an elaborate 
military and court system. 

That final entry in the list, about the military and court, 
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drives home the main point: “and you shall be his slaves.” 
That is, the freedom won by the exodus generation and 
fiercely defended by the tribes of Yahweh would vanish. As 
if the point were not yet sufficiently clear, a final phrase— 
an ironic echo of Exod 3:7—8—is added to indicate that 
the new generation abdicating its freedom for the security 
of kingship could not expect a second exodus as the 
response of the deity: “And in that day you will cry out 
because of your king, whom you have chosen for your- 
selves; but the Lord will not answer you in that day.” The 
contrast is clear. Whereas the Hebrews in Egypt had not 
chosen their royal oppressor, the present generation had. 
And in so doing they had introduced a deep division into 
their community, for at important points the ideals devel- 
oped by the league and royal ideology were incompatible. 

Underlying all specific differences was a fundamental 
dispute over authority stemming from the struggles of the 
league period. The tribes had acknowledged only one 
qualification of their autonomy, namely, the claims of the 
divine suzerain Yahweh that governed Holy War, religious 
festivals, and the growing tradition of common law defin- 
ing the moral structure of the community. The delicate 
balance between unity and freedom upon which the league 
system was based was safeguarded by the insistence that 
there could be no king but Yahweh; that is, there could be 
no human person claiming a privileged position of power 
and authorized to determine the laws and institutions of 
the land (Judg 8:23). Because it introduced a human 
claimant to permanent divine authority, kingship was re- 
garded by many as a direct threat to the central ideals of 
the community. 

In the narratives describing the conflicts that plagued 
the monarchy, the key issues revolve conspicuously around 
the question of final authority, as for example: Is the king 
lord over the fate of his subjects (2 Samuel 11-12)? Is the 
king authorized to build a temple (2 Samuel 7)? Can the 
king reorganize the tribes into rational tax districts (2 
Samuel 24)? 

The result of the introduction of kingship was epoch- 
making. The community ideal deriving from the epic of 
divine deliverance and land conferral was removed from 
the central position that it had enjoyed in the tribal theoc- 
racy and became one religious option competing with 
others. But that ideal did not enter its new phase quies- 
cently. As indicated by a prophetic rumination on the 
relation between kingship and true Yahwistic faith in 1 
Samuel 12, the historical fact of monarchy was not denied 
in prophetic circles, but it was deprived of all of its mytho- 
logically grounded sanctity and ultimacy. Kingship was 
viewed as a product of human sinfulness, and therefore it 
possessed no final authority. For the prophets, the viability 
of the nation continued to be dependent on the archaic 
Yahwistic principle stemming from the league, obedience 
to God: “Only fear the Lord, and serve him faithfully with 
all your heart...” (1 Sam 12:25a). 

This principle represented a fundamental qualification 
of royal ideology that few kings were willing to accept. One 
detects in David an honest attempt to strike a balance, but 
divisions within the nation were only deepened by the 
Bathsheba affair, by strife over the census, and above all, 
by the struggle over the issue of dynastic succession. Solo- 
mon emerged from court intrigue as a close replica of the 
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ANE absolute monarch, and it is not accidental that his 
reign shaded into civil war. In the conflict between Reho- 
boam and Ahijah, the lines were drawn between a com- 
munity ideal predicated on the authority of Yahweh and 
an imperial ideal resting on royal pretension. 


C. Prophecy 

1, Concept of Community. Prophecy emerged out of 
this struggle as a movement committed to preserving the 
essential values of the older Yahwistic ideal of community 
within the setting of kingship. Prophecy itself is a complex 
phenomenon, and the method of carrying out this mission 
varied from prophet to prophet. In cases like those of 
Elijah, Hosea, Amos, and Jeremiah, the primary modus 
operandi was opposition to the king. In the case of Isaiah, 
we find the attempt to redefine kingship along strictly 
Yahwistic lines. The underlying principle of divine author- 
ity led, nevertheless, to a remarkable consistency within 
the teachings of the prophets regarding the ideals of 
community and the relation of the king to them: (1) The 
king did not stand above the moral standards of the 
community, but was bound to its laws. (2) All members of 
the community were equal, and it was the responsibility of 
the nation’s leaders to prevent the exploitation of the weak 
and the poor by the powerful and the wealthy and to 
protect the rights especially of vulnerable members of the 
community. (&) Social order was not identifiable with the 
natural order established by conflict among the gods, but 
was to be inferred from the historical example of God’s 
delivery of slaves from their bondage. (4) The cult did not 
belong to a heavenly order transcending time, but was 
subservient to the traditional divine mandates of compas- 
sion and justice. 

2. Reform Movement. The development of the notion 
of community as the gathering of those responding to 
God’s call to obedience and service thus continued into the 
monarchial period as a reform movement within the larger 
society. The clegree to which the prophets regarded the 
dominant society to have strayed from the Yahwistic ideal 
of community is indicated by the preponderance of indict- 
ments and judgments in their recorded words. This nega- 
tive assessment of society was accompanied by a sober 
anthropology, epitomized by Jeremiah’s words: “The heart 
is deceitful above all things, and desperately corrupt; who 
can understand it?” (Jer 17:9). Against this bleak assess- 
ment of society, the faithful community came to be viewed 
increasingly in terms of a remnant, preserved by God as a 
witness to diviae purpose and as agent in the final redemp- 
tion intended by God. 

The reform efforts of the prophets and their followers 
were not entirely in vain. Asa, Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah, and 
Josiah paid attention to the traditional Yahwistic ideals, 
and placed the crown behind efforts to bring the nation 
into closer conformity with divine law. The tradition of 
pessimism that seemed to accompany the prophetic move- 
ment apparently was vindicated by events, however, for 
even so godly a king as Josiah failed to secure the land. 
Jeremiah’s bleak outlook (Jer 4:23—-26) was supported by 
that of Ezekiel, who announced that disobedience leading 
to destruction was written ineluctably on the soul of the 
nation (Ezekiel 23). The Babylonian destruction of Jeru- 
salem and its temple secured the pessimistic prophetic 
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view against the more self-confident views of kings and 
prophets like Hananiah, and forced the exilic community 
that survived the national calimity into a period of reas- 
sessment. 


D. Exile 

Displaced from the familiar setting of temple and land 
and the traditions associated with them, exilic groups 
made various efforts to salvage materials for rebuilding 
their community: (1) Monumental achievements were ac- 
complished by a “priestly” group in collecting traditional 
laws and placing them in an epic-narrative framework. 
(2) A prophetic circle associaiing itself with the name of 
Isaiah embraced a vision of restoration that broke out of 
the discredited royal nationalism in the direction of a more 
universal Yahwism; according to this, the remnant com- 
munity would act as the servant of divine purpose in a 
coming age of salvation (Isaiah 40-55). (3) Deuteronomis- 
tic tradents adapted their David/Zion centered historiog- 
raphy to the harsh new realities of exile, as indicated by 
the editorial additions found in 1 and 2 Kings and Jere- 
miah. (4) Ezekiel and his disciples promulgated a program 
of restoration based on Zadokite temple theology and 
conceding a modest role to the royal house (Ezekiel 40— 
48). 


E. Second Temple Period 

After the return of a significant number of exiles follow- 
ing Cyrus’ Edict of 538 B.c.£., the initiative in rebuilding a 
sense of Jewish community was taken by a group subscrib- 
ing to Ezekiel’s program. Berefiting from the support of 
the prophets Haggai and Zechariah, this group empha- 
sized the centrality of a Zadok:te-led temple cult as the key 
to communal vitality. Zechariah sounded a prophetic 
theme reminiscent of Isaiah that bound cult to faithful 
observance of the moral commandments. Chapters 56—66 
of Isaiah preserve traces of a dissident group highly critical 
of the Zadokite temple theology and announcing immi- 
nent divine judgment on alleged unrighteousness of the 
majority of the community. The Second Temple Period 
thus began with competing perspectives on what consti- 
tuted true community. 

Conditions within the Jewish community did not soon 
improve, judging from the grim pronouncements found 
in the book of Malachi. Low professional standards within 
the Zadokite priesthood conspired with even lower stan- 
dards of morality among the people to undermine com- 
munity vitality. This bleak picture is confirmed by the 
books of Ezra and Nehemiah. There we find that the 
internal weakness of the Jewish community even elicited 
the attention of the Persian government, concerned as it 
was with maintaining reasonably stable buffer states be- 
tween it and its major adversaries. Proponents of strict 
measures of reform based on the traditional laws collected 
in the exile by the “priestly” group thus found an unex- 
pected ally in the Persian government. Ezra’s being sent by 
that foreign power as “the scribe of the law of the God of 
heaven” marked an important turning point in the history 
of the Jewish community. As a result of his activities, that 
community received a clear charter that was to become the 
foundation of its survival through the next 500 years. 
Torah together with an interpretive process guided by the 
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hermeneutic developed by Ezra and his successors (cf. 
Nehemiah 10) enabled the community to emerge in a vital 
new form that adumbrated many of the essential marks of 
classical Judaism. 

This new formulation of community did not give equal 
emphasis, of course, to all earlier traditions. Conspicuously 
absent were certain themes favored by earlier visionary 
circles, such as messianic expectations and announcements 
of impending divine intervention in judgment and salva- 
tion. An orientation favoring careful application of Torah 
to all aspects of everyday life eclipsed more eschatological 
themes. 

The powerful resurgence of apocalyptic themes in the 
2d century B.c.E. indicates that visionary streams were not 
supplanted, but were merely suppressed by the scribal 
community. The oppressive measures of the Seleucids 
forced back to the surface concepts of community empha- 
sizing the fallenness of the majority of the world (including 
the preponderance of the Jewish population) and the 
impending intervention of God to cleanse the earth and 
reestablish the community of the faithful (e.g., Daniel and 
I Enoch). 

In the 2d century B.c.£., therefore, a century well docu- 
mented by writings from the Bible, the Apocrypha, the 
Pseudepigrapha, and the Dead Sea Scrolls, we are able to 
recognize the interplay of several competing notions of 
community, ranging from the apocalyptic other-worldli- 
ness of Qumran to the conservative this-worldliness of the 
Sadducees, with an increasingly popular proto-Pharisee 
party in between. It is from this wide range of alternative 
notions that emergent Judaism and Christianity would 
begin to forge their own definitions of community during 
the Roman period. 
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PauL D. HANSON 


NEW TESTAMENT KOINONIA 


Biblical faith forms a community of those who worship 
God, who share with one another a common experience 
of God’s salvation and a common call to bear witness to 
God’s salvation-creating power in the world. The diverse 
descriptions of community found in Scripture reflect the 
changing religious, social, and political environment in 
light of which faith and life are constantly being adapted 
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in new and meaningful ways. However, the biblical idea of 
community is always situated on a theological axis balanced 
by two convictions: first, that a good God finds forsaken 
persons who are alienated from all that makes for hope 
and well-being, and calls them into a covenant people 
reconciled to all that makes for peace and freedom; and, 
second, that this redeemed people then responds to God 
by embodying their experience of God’s salvation in their 
relations with each other. 

The development of the idea of community within the 
biblical tradition is further understood as dynamic and 
“self-correcting”; indeed, the maintenance of a proper 
balance between an appreciation of divine grace (ortho- 
doxology) and human responsibility (orthopraxis) is at best 
tenuous. Throughout the histories of Israel and the 
Church, specific notions of community were developed to 
correct certain imbalances in the faith or life of God’s 
people. These different notions of community, enshrined 
within Scripture, form a whole, greater than the sum of its 
parts, which provides the current people of God with a 
normative context for understanding what it means to 
“be” community and to do as this particular community 
ought. 


. The OT Idea of Community 
. The NT Gospel and Jesus’ Idea of Community 
. The Acts of the Apostles and the NT Idea of Commu- 
nity 
. The Pauline Idea of the “Body of Christ” 
Community as koindnia and the Post-Pauline Situation 
The Community of Pilgrims and the Non-Pauline Let- 
ters 

. The NT Community and the Church Today 
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. The OT Idea of Community 

The essential features of the NT idea of community are 
found in the OT. While influenced to some degree by 
pagan notions, primitive Christianity sought to understand 
its founding and formative events in light of biblical teach- 
ing, and believers assumed a fundamental continuity be- 
tween their ekklésza and the OT idea of a covenant people, 
Israel. 

From its beginning as a tribal confederacy, Israel under- 
stood itself as a community covenanted to God and to each 
other by virtue of the Exodus event. See COVENANT. 
Israel experienced God’s liberating grace as a people, and 
as a people who were called together to give adequate 
response to the God who delivered them from slavery and 
set them on a course to freedom and sal6m. Community 
was first formed, then, to worship God “as the one who 
acted in a specific event of history to deliver the oppressed 
from their oppressor, thereby revealing self as the incom- 
parable God, majestic in holiness” (Hanson 1986: 28). 

As Israel sought to live for God in its world of competing 
deities and nations, its self-understanding as a community 
rightly related to its redeeming God developed to include 
an ethical dimension. The compassion of God exacted a 
demand upon God’s people to resist in its own life the very 
oppression and exploitation from which God had liberated 
them. In this sense, the worshipping community was also 
a witnessing community, called forth to reflect in its com- 
mon life the very character of its transcendent God. Even- 
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tually, Torah became the instrument by which the com- 
munity’s life of worship and witness was informed and so 
formed intc a particular people, whose obedience to the 
Torah of a particular God made clear and concrete God’s 
love and holiness in a pluralistic world. 

As the social and political structures of Israel came to be 
defined by i:s monarchy, so too was its idea of community. 
Even as cha-ismatic selection of the confederacy’s leader- 
ship had given way to dynastic rule, so also were the old 
convictions about God attached to new, “royalistic” forms. 
David’s covenant with God, and not the Sinaic covenant, 
became central to how Israel understood itself: God’s rule 
was mediated through Israel’s king. The former confed- 
eracy, tied together only by its worship of one God and by 
its muster for holy war on behalf of God, became a nation 
whose future was determined by political alliance and 
societal syncretism, often at God’s expense. The worship 
of God was institutionalized during the reign of Solomon, 
who built a temple for God in order to compete with other 
national religions in the ANE. Under the pressures of 
international relations, then, the community’s witness to 
God was demesticated. The worshipping community be- 
came an established cult, and its official priesthood helped 
the king as representatives of God on earth. Israel’s reli- 
gion was institutionalized as a critical part of the social 
order, so that now God’s covenant blessing was construed 
in terms of national peace and prosperity. Accordingly, 
God, brought from heaven and placed within Solomon’s 
temple, was worshipped as earth’s Creator and as the 
king’s God, more than as transcendent Redeemer of a 
people. God was now worshipped as a God of order, whose 
creation, lik2 the king’s realm, assumed a certain hierarchy 
into which all persons must fit without fuss. 

Besides the deuteronomist’s history of the monarchy, 
the priestly theology of the official cultus, and the advice 
offered by the prophets tied to the king’s court, this 
community qua the king’s nation is envisaged by OT Wis- 
dom. According to Israel’s sages, the community made 
wise by its “fear” of God is characterized by those same 
attributes called for in Torah. However, the deeper logic of 
Israel’s sapiental tradition, especially clear in its preexilic 
stage (e.g., Proverbs 10-28), moves less from the God 
whose compassion for a special people is revealed in the 
events of sa!vation’s history, remembered and interpreted 
by Israel’s sacral institutions, than from human experience 
and insight into the nature of human relations (von Rad). 
Attention is now directed toward basic human living---how 
to cope and how to succeed. The community is informed 
by the sage’s observations of those conventions which 
maintain the social order and thus enhance the prospects 
for political salém and economic prosperity—the very in- 
terests of the king. 

Further, because David’s covenant with God focused 
upon an irdividual’s (i.e., the king’s) relationship with 
God, so also did the sage’s (Brueggemann 1972). Corpo- 
rate concerns were replaced by individualistic ones, so that 
the wise inclividual assumes the primary responsibility to 
bear witness to God by those virtuous actions which secure 
his position within the nation. The logic of such “enlight- 
ened self-interest,” of course, is that the whole Israel is the 
sum of its individual constituents, especially those from its 
more affluent and influential classes (Gordis 1944). Such 
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an idea of community is mcre static and secular precisely 
because it is more hierarchal and institutional; like the 
monarchy, the concern of Israel’s wisdom is for “law and 
order” and against those evils which promote social chaos, 
economic exploitation, and political uncertainty. 

The prophetic idea of connmunity, also envisaged by the 
OT, emerged on the fringe of the social order to challenge 
what Israel’s prophets perceived as Israel’s “royal con- 
sciousness” which was generated by sapiental and sacral 
impulses alike. According to Brueggemann (1978), Israel, 
under the aegis of its kings, moved in 3 dangerous direc- 
tions: (1) a concern for the well-being of the affluent led 
to the economic exploitation of the rank-and-file; (2) an 
enforced social hierarchy le: to the political oppression of 
some, especially the social deviant, for the benefit of the 
state; and (3) the establishment of an official and syncretis- 
tic cultus, adopted to serve the king and his political 
alliances, led to the domestication of God. 

The prophetic movement, and the idea of a counter- 
community it shaped, had two tasks: diagnostic and prog- 
nostic. The foundation of both tasks was the covenantal 
tradition of Moses which forged a community whose life 
and faith was in marked contrast to the established social 
order. In order to criticize Israel’s social order, the 
prophet of God appealed 'o the Torah of Moses for an 
alternative vision of community whose life and faith are 
rooted in an economics of equality, a politics of justice, 
and a religion of divine transcendence. The prophetic call 
to repent enshrines, then, a reactionary agenda: It recog- 
nizes that what bourgeois Israel had become under its 
kings and their counselors is fundamentally opposed to 
God’s intentions revealed in the Exodus event and the 
ministry of Moses.’ As such, the worshipping community 
bears witness in its particularity, on the margins of the 
mainstream, to a God who cannot be manipulated by those 
who manage the social order. 

This tensive dialogue between prophet and sage which 
emerges within the OT can be profitably viewed as self- 
correcting (Wall 1987b). It is not, however, a conversation 
between equals. Unlike the shape of Israel’s history, the 
final form of the OT canon is more prophetic than royal, 
even containing a “prophetic” reformation of the Wisdom 
tradition (Spina 1983). The OT idea of community is 
therefore centered through its prophetic voice: In reading 
its history as narrated by its Bible, Israel is shaped into a 
prophetic community. 

Why then are the canonical voices of the “establishment” 
retained? Perhaps to prevent prophetic (i.e., normative) 
Israel from moving in dangerous directions as well. In- 
deed, the tradition of Israel’s wisdom, along with its own 
canonical correctives, reminds Israel that its worship of an 
immanent God demands iis witness to (and in) specific 
cultural settings, character.zed by particular sociologies 
and economies. While Israel might continue to live on the 
margins of the mainstream, its Torah is heard and seen by 
the outsiders as relevant for their time and space. Further, 
wisdom reminds Israel that a transcendent God is also 
present with the necessary resources of human insight and 
institutions, which, when responsibly used, make it possi- 
ble for each Israelite to work out one’s own salvation with 
God. The dialectic thus makes clear that the covenant 
community is formed by a dynamic partnership between a 
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God who freely redeems a people, the prophet’s emphasis, 
and a redeemed people composed of those who each in 
turn freely respond by working out one’s salvation “in the 
fear of the Lord,” which the sage taught was the beginning 
of wisdom about life’s possibilities and limitations. 


B. The NT Gospel and Jesus’ Idea of Community 

The earliest Christians were not only a biblical people, 
who sought to live in continuity with their Scriptures; they 
were also disciples of a person, Jesus from Nazareth. Their 
worship of and witness to the God of Israel were decisively 
influenced by their conviction that Jesus was God’s Mes- 
siah, and that through him God had begun a new Exodus 
for the restored, eschatological Israel. Because of this, the 
NT notion of community, which was developed and given 
ecclesial form after Jesus’ death and resurrection, should 
be viewed as a discrete interpretation of Jewish religious 
history in the light of Jesus’ life and teaching. While Jesus’ 
own notion of community was often at odds with other 
Jewish communities (i.e., Pharisees, Essenes, Zealots, Sad- 
ducees) of his own day, there was no disagreement over 
those constitutive elements of a covenant people. He was a 
teacher, perhaps even a revivalist, in and of the Jewish 
tradition; indeed, many of the themes, especially eschato- 
logical, which characterize his ministry place him among 
the apocalypticists of the Second Temple period. 

Although Jesus did not start a new organization, his 
messianic mission called forth a community of disciples 
who believed in his teaching as God’s word and who 
followed the pattern of his life as God’s will. According to 
the synoptic evangelists, at the very core of Jesus’ procla- 
mation of God’s Gospel was the claim that God’s kingdom, 
and the promised salvation with it, had drawn near 
through him (Mark 1:14—15). In forsaking old, “official” 
interpretations of God’s reign, and in believing that Jesus’ 
interpretation of it was true, the messianic movement 
formed a people who were called away from worldly con- 
cerns (Luke 9:57—62) to a singular worship of God (Matt 
6:24; cf. 4:9-10). Jesus “thus began with the heart of 
classical Yahwism, as it earlier had come to expression in 
the first commandment, the séma‘, and Isaiah’s call to trust 
in God” (Hanson 1986: 399). 

Luke’s portrait of Jesus intensifies two aspects of Jesus’ 
eschatological message which transformed traditional 
apocalyptical themes. First, Jesus taught that the messianic 
community could experience God’s salvation “today” 
(4:21; 19:9; 23:43): The day of God’s Jubilee, envisioned 
by the OT prophets and at the center of apocalyptical 
faith, had already dawned. Rather than awaiting God’s 
future salvation and viewing the surrounding world in a 
detached way, the disciples were called to a life of engage- 
ment in which even enemies were ushered into God’s 
salvation (Luke 10:25—42; cf. 6:36). Second, Jesus taught 
that anyone could belong to the messianic community. 
“Official” notions of membership, long tied to a theology 
of divine election in various Jewish communities, placed 
social, religious, or ethnic restrictions on those admitted to 
the covenant community. Jesus extended the membership 
list to the outsider—the least, last, lame, and lost of Israel 
(Luke 4:16-30; 7:36-8:21; 14:12-24; 19:1-10; 23:39- 
43). 

According to Matthew’s gospel, Jesus calls his disciples 
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to a righteous life in obedience to his interpretation of 
Torah (Matt 5:17-48; 7:21-24); the Christian ekklésia is a 
people of a new Torah which gives expression to God’s will 
for the new age of God’s salvation. Jesus’ teaching about 
God’s Torah, remembered by the ongoing community of 
his disciples, provides order for its life (18:15-20). The 
deeper logic of the ethical instruction of Matthew’s Jesus 
follows directly from the Book of the Covenant: The 
righteousness and mercy of God, disclosed in the (old and 
new) Exodus events, should now be performed by the 
covenant people; thus, to love God (18:1—14) is to forgive 
and restore the neighbor (18:21—35). 

This is also true according to the teaching of John’s 
Jesus, although he restricts the scope of the disciple’s love 
to other disciples (13:34; 15:12-17) thus forming a more 
sectarian idea of community whose essential mission is to 
nurture itself (21:15-17). Sharply put, then, Jesus taught 
that the yield of authentic worship is to bear witness in the 
worshipping community to God’s salvation-creating love. 
In that Jesus’ calculus emphasizes the community’s love as 
a response to their experience of God’s reign rather than as 
a requirement to enter into it, his teaching holds a tacit 
challenge to the legalistic (and perhaps antinomistic!) ten- 
dencies of other apocalyptic communities in Judaism. 

Jesus not only taught by word but by deed. G. Theissen 
(1978) has called attention to the more charismatic expres- 
sions of community in the earliest Christianity as stemming 
from the radical nature of Jesus’ own lifestyle. The pattern, 
narrated by the canonical gospels—of Jesus wandering on 
the margins of the social order, forsaking protection and 
possessions, lacking home and family—make vivid the 
eschatological claims envisaged by his teaching: The near- 
ness of God’s reign made concerns about “this evil age” 
irrelevant. This pattern of Jesus’ itinerancy, and the es- 
chatological hope it envisaged, was embodied in the earli- 
est Christian communities which were profoundly influ- 
enced by their memories of him. 

However important Theissen’s sociological analysis is, it 
often neglects the relationship between Jesus’ own percep- 
tions of God’s kingdom and his personal character and 
ministry as “Son of man.” In fact, his understanding of a 
merciful God is disclosed in his forgiveness of and fellow- 
ship with sinners and in his healing of outcasts; his faith- 
fulness to a righteous God is disclosed in his obedient life 
as God’s servant-Son; his economics and politics reflect his 
commitment to God’s vocation, for him more than a self- 
conscious response to the conditions of his Palestinian 
world; and in his execution as an innocent man, he makes 
clear the costs of following God in a world more ordered 
by ethical casuistry and religious customs than by the 
norms and values of God’s kingdom. 

This radical theocentricity, evident in his teaching and 
life, is at the very core of Jesus’ own notion of community. 
The messianic community is centered by its singular wor- 
ship of and obedience to the merciful and righteous God, 
whose reign has been brought near in Messiah’s mission. 
Its life is contretemps, an idealized witness to alternative 
convictions about the God of the established order. It 
forgives those whom the society forgets; it welcomes those 
turned away by the “official” religion; it loves even the 
nation’s enemy; it shares equally in the experience of 
God’s promised salém; and it obeys the Torah as inter- 
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preted and incarnated by Messiah. While accommodating 
itself to changing social realities and to developing theolog- 
ical understanding, the post-Easter Church retains these 
same elements at the center of its life: The ekklésta of God 
is called forth in worship to bear witness to God’s liberating 
grace which is disclosed in the new Exodus of Jesus Christ. 


C. The Acts of the Apostles and the NT Idea of 
Community 

The NT book of Acts bridges the canonical gospels to 
the letters, underscoring the continuity of ministry from 
Jesus to the apostles and the Church they founded (Wall 
1988). In telling the story of the church’s formation, Acts 
not only introduces the more didactic discussion of the 
Christian ekklésia contained in the letters which follow, but 
also qualifies it in 3 ways. First, the Church is a missionary 
community; its essential role is to bear witness, by the 
Spirit’s power, to God’s resurrection of faithful Jesus, de- 
claring him both Lord and Christ. Second, the Church is 
an apostolic community; God has authorized the 12 apos- 
tles to rule over the tribes of a new, eschatological Israel. 
The Church’s worship of God and witness to what God 
has done through Christ and in Christ’s Spirit is now 
guided by apostolic life and teaching. Finally, the Church 
extends Jesus’ messianic mission beyond Jews to include 
Samaritans, proselyte Jews, and Gentiles: Eschatological 
Israel is characterized by a diversity of people, called 
together by God through a diversity of apostolic missions 
and kerygmata. 

Yet, the marks of the messianic community have not 
changed. Disciples are still called together to worship God 
and bear witness to the Jubilee of God’s salvation which 
has come through Christ. In Christ’s absence, however, his 
earthly rule is effectively continued by the Spirit through 
the teaching and life of the apostles; their witness to Christ 
is now normative. Thus, their writings, which follows Acts 
in the NT, which re-present their witness, become the 
Word of God for the ongoing worshipping and witnessing 
community. 


D. The Pauline Idea of the “Body of Christ” 

Paul uses his important catchphrase “body of Christ” to 
relate Christ’s death and resurrection to his understanding 
of the Church as a community of believers. According to 
Paul, Jesus’ physical death is the messianic event in that it 
testifies to his devotion to God and God’s plan of salvation. 
For him, God’s resurrection of Jesus vindicates his scandal- 
ous death as truly messianic. The believing community 
actually participates in the Christ-event by which it enters 
into the promised New Age of God’s salvation (Rom 6:4). 
This is the great indicative of the Church’s redemption: 
Those who depend upon Christ’s dependable work are 
reconciled with God and each other; it can “now” experi- 
ence a Christ-like life, characterized by freedom from sin, 
from death, from legalism, and from all that alienates 
humanity from God’s love (Romans 5—8). Thus, the com- 
munity’s faith in Jesus’ faith simply restores a sense of 
community between God and humanity, and within hu- 
manity (2 Cor 5:11-21; cf. Eph 2:11—22). Second, even as 
the historical Jesus is a single “body,” so also the church is 
“one body” in him. The merging of the two bodies, believer 
with Christ, underscores the mutuality of the community 
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of believers found “in Christ.” Human distinctions are 
dismantled; an egalitarian community is formed, fulfilling 
the prophetic vision (Gal 3:14-29). Third, the history of 
Christ’s bodily existence is paradigmatic of the church’s 
own history. Because Jesus is faithful to God, expressed 
most vividly on the Cross, God’s salvation-creating right- 
eousness is disclosed in history (Rom 3:21—26), especially 
by God’s resurrection of Jesus (Phil 2:9-11). The same is 
promised for the eschatological community whose hope is 
that through its faith in Christ, God will recognize and 
exalt the community at the end of time; and whose com- 
mitment during the present time is to offer its own body, 
like the crucified Christ, publicly and concretely in service 
to God rather than in conformity to the current social 
order (Rom 12:1—2). Finally, “it is through the church that 
Christ continues to accomplish the final purpose for which 
He assumed human nature” (Whiteley 1974: 198). The 
Church is, in this sense, the ongoing arena for the activity 
of God on earth. The use of the catchphrase “the body of 
Christ” intends to underscore the continuity between Jesus’ 
messianic mission and the Church’s mission within the 
history of God’s salvation. Is not this the meaning of the 
“eucharistic body” for Paul (1 Cor 10:14—22; 11:23-26)? 
Partaking in “communion” as a common act of worship 
recalls the ongoing foundation of the covenant commu- 
nity: All believers gather around the eucharistic bread and 
cup to bear witness to God’s salvation they continue to 
experience together since the death of Christ’s body. 

Paul’s use of “body” to characterize the community of 
believers includes two different tensions. According to 1 
Corinthians, tension is felt when individuals seek to under- 
stand the relationship of charismatic self to the charismatic 
community to which self and all the charismata belong. 
There is no swallowing up of human personality for Paul, 
but rather those individual believers who are equally bap- 
tized into one Lord (1 Cor 12:12-13) by one Spirit are 
given different gifts of grace (1 Cor 12:4—-11; Rom 12:3) 
in order to effect different ministries for the common goal 
of edification. The eschatological fitness of the whole body 
is dependent upon the spiritual fitness of each believer, 
who uses one’s different gifts to prepare the church for 
the future triumph of God and for its partial realization 
in the present age. 

The second tension arises within the community which 
seeks to set limits around its newly found freedom in 
Christ. For example, among the households which com- 
prised the Roman ek&lésia, some believers apparently 
thought that “staying in” the covenant community obli- 
gated them to observe a vegetarian diet in strict observance 
to the holiness code. The Paulinists, on the other hand, 
thought themselves free from such legalisms since the 
inauguration of the New Age (Rom 7:6—8:2). Again, in 
Corinth, where some believers purchased food once of- 
fered to pagan idols, other believers, perhaps converts 
from those very pagan religions, thought this to be a 
capitulation to an enemy of Christ (1 Cor 8:1—11:1). In 
both cases, Paul argues for 2 interrelated principles: The 
actions of both the non-vegetarians in Rome and the meat 
purchasers in Corinth were acceptable, given the commun- 
ity’s newly found freedom in Christ, and should not be 
condemned by other believers; however, all actions must 
finally be measured by the growth of the believing com- 
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munity. Actions in accord with God’s will edify the insider 
and evangelize the outsider (1 Cor 10:25—33). Thus, what 
is acceptable to one’s own sensibilities is modified by the 
sensitivities of others. Paul concludes his advice with a 
christological creed (1 Cor 11:1; Rom 15:1—13): The com- 
munity’s unity in witness and in life, which is always jeop- 
ardized by its own diversity, is held together by a love for 
one another which imitates Christ’s love (1 Cor 8:11; Gal 
5:13-15; cf. Eph 5:2). Freedom obligates not a mere accep- 
tance of others, but a participation in their spiritual for- 
mation. 

By linking his idea of community to the metaphor “body 
of Christ,” Paul concentrates attention on the transformed 
life within the community of faith, rather than on how it 
impacts the surrounding society. Within the charismatic 
community, the Spirit of the risen Christ effects a revolu- 
tion of values, of perceptions, and of relationships. How 
this internal revolution effects the outsider is not clear in 
Paul; the oppressive social institutions of the day go un- 
challenged, even though those institutions have been over- 
turned within the Church. Perhaps Paul’s expectation of 
an imminent parousia led him to encourage his readers to 
remain neutral toward their societal roles and responsibil- 
ities (1 Cor 7:17-31). Surely the hope of an imminent, 
cosmic transformation causes people to disregard the pres- 
ent for the future! What appears to be a policy of status 
quo, or even of social apathy, then, is in reality a concrete 
expression of the belief that God will change society for 
the good when Christ returns. To engage in God’s work 
might even be presumptuous in light of the parousia’s 
imminency. In any case, Paul’s concern was rather with the 
maintenance of faith and not with changing social or 
political relationships. The yield of faith in Christ is a new 
creation which lives in accord with God’s will, and which 
demonstrates its peace with God by living righteously. 

Further, Paul’s pastoral advice is always informed by his 
missionary vocation. Indeed, for him the church is a mis- 
sionary community, whose life and faith is shared to best 
facilitate a missionary vocation. In understanding that 
missiological values informed his thinking, the interpreter 
better understands why Paul is unwilling to challenge the 
social order of the Greco-Roman world. On the one hand, 
his interest in the community which does not belong to 
Christ is primarily evangelistic; he desired the transfor- 
mation of human souls, not of human society. This per- 
spective is only intensified by his assumption that he lived 
during the “last days” and that it was his Gentile mission 
which would usher in the eschaton (Rom 11:25). On the 
other hand, he was more and more concerned that the 
Church survive. He was well aware that his apostolic com- 
munity consisted of small urban households of believers, 
without much political influence. For them to engage in 
zealotry would have produced an “official” retaliation 
against which there would have been little defense, the 
Gentile mission effectively ended, and the condition for 
the consummation of the New Age not met. 

In this regard, | Cor 9:19—27 is quite revealing. Clearly, 
Paul’s missiology informs his ecclesiology. Although in the 
immediate context he is commenting upon a religious 
problem that certain Corinthian believers are prone to 
idolatry, his response to them helps explain his rather 
conservative posture toward social change. For Paul, the 
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local community takes on particular social structures which 
best preserve the Gospel within a particular social setting 
(cf. Luke’s portrait of Paul in Acts). The freedom of the 
believing community in Christ is always limited by their 
vocation to be a missionary Church. Thus, the Apostle’s 
concern is for “good impressions” (1 Thess 4:11—12; Gal 
6:10; Rom 13:3~—5; 1 Cor 14:23—5) in order to insure a 
positive reception of the gospel, and presumably to insure 
a peaceful environment in which to proclaim it. 

Paul commends a sociology of integration, then, as a 
missionary value. This is not to compromise the commun- 
ity’s witness to the Gospel; rather, it is to accommodate 
outsiders so that they might be won for Christ’s sake (1 
Cor 10:23—-33). This tendency helps explain why, the 
deutero-Paulinists accommodated the Church to the sur- 
rounding culture to an extent well beyond that of Paul. In 
fact, the distinction between the Church and the other 
social institutions is collapsed: The church leader is the 
good citizen rather than gifted believer (1 Tim 3; contra } 
Cor 12); the servant does his master’s bidding not as a 
brother nor as unto the Lord but as one deserving honor 
(1 Tim 6:1-2; contra Phil); the woman knows her place (1 
Tim 2; contra Gal 3:28), and the church supports the civil 
authority (1 Tim 2; contra Rom 13:1—2). While the lan- 
guage of Paul’s eschatological message is retained in the 
Pastorals, his idea of an eschatological community has been 
severely domesticated for a post-Pauline Sitz im Leben. 


E. Community as koinénia and the Post-Pauline 
Situation 

As the continuing representative of Christ’s body on 
earth, the Church is viewed by Paul as koindnta—a com- 
munity of believers who share in equal partnership the 
spiritual, physical, and material benefits of God’s benefi- 
cence (Phil 1:5-7; 3:10; 4:14-15; cf. Acts 2:42-47) as 
mediated by the Spirit (2:1; cf. Acts 2:37—41) in concert 
with the risen Christ and God’s redemptive program dis- 
closed in him (1 Cor 1:9; 9:23; 10:16—20; cf. Acts 2:14- 
36). 

Yet, Paul’s perception of believers living together in 
koinénia is absent in the deutero-Pauline literature of the 
NT. Mirroring the shift which took place during Israel’s 
transition from charismatic confederacy to nationalistic 
monarchy, the institutionalizing pressures of a post-Pau- 
line period to which this literature is addressed form a 
community where pastoral offices (elder, deacon, deacon- 
ess) and sociopolitical hierarchies replace the charismata 
and equality. In fact, the meanings 1 Timothy’s author 
gives to koinénet (5:22) and koinénikous (6:18) intend to 
insure the authority of the ruling elite in competition with 
earlier notions of koindnia! According to Dunn, “the Pas- 
torals represent the fruit of a growing reapprochment 
between the more formal structures which Jewish Christi- 
anity took over from the Synagogue and the more dy- 
namic, charismatic structure of the Pauline churches after 
Paul’s death” (1977: 21). 

Given its systematic concern for the Church, the absence 
of koindnia in Ephesians is quite striking as well. Here the 
author regards the ekklésia not as local, charismatic congre- 
gations, but as an invisible, transcendent community of all 
believers (2:4—7), whose charisms have taken the form of 
ecclesial offices (4:7~12) rather than particular capacities 
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or ministries given by the Spirit to meet particular needs 
(1 Cor 12:4-11). No longer is the community “like” 
Christ’s body; it is Christ’s body (1:23), even elevating the 
Church’s importance to that of Christ’s for God’s salvation 
(1:22-23; 4:12-16). Thus, the eschatological perspective 
of Paul’s message, with its keen emphasis on the future of 
God’s salvation, is muted. 

Moreover, the rule of the Spirit, dynamically dispensed 
through pneumatika in the charismatic community, is now 
located in those whose personal qualities also made them 
“good citizens” (1 Tim 3; Tit 1:6—16) in order that the 
community might be seen as a respectable institution of 
the social order. The absence of Paul’s charismatic author- 
ity and the delay of Christ’s return had forced the believing 
community from society’s margins to its mainstream to 
seek its identity as a worshipping and witnessing people of 
God. 


F. The Community of Pilgrims and the Non-Pauline 
Letters 

The apocalyptic character of Jesus’ idea of community is 
found in the NT collection of non-Pauline letters and the 
book of Revelation. This is due to a complex of factors, 
not the least of which is the more sectarian perspective of 
the Jewish Church and its apostolate with whom these 
writings are identified. Further, the non-Pauline literature 
is more conce-ned with the real threat, even experience, 
of persecution and the possibility of theological and moral 
retreat which suffering provokes. These are the very cir- 
cumstances from which apocalypticism springs as a reli- 
gious interpretation of suffering and as a motive to prevent 
disaffection. 

For these reasons, the “catholic” letters along with the 
book of Revelation envisage the church as a pilgrim com- 
munity. The social vision that such a notion forms is 
characterized by conflict rather than integration with social 
powers. Such an observation may at first appear presump- 
tuous since only Hebrews construes the believing commu- 
nity as on a pilgrimage. However, elements of this motif 
can be recovered without too much difficulty from each 
book of the non-Pauline corpus. 

In Johnsson’s analysis of the pilgrim idea in religious 
literature (1978), he locates 4 primary themes which com- 
prise the whole: (1) The pilgrim separates him/herself 
from home; (2) the pilgrim travels to a specific destination; 
(3) the pilgrim faces hardships along the way; and (4) the 
pilgrim who completes the pilgrimage receives the prom- 
ised blessings. These 4 themes organize much of what 
Hebrews and the General letters articulate about God’s 
people. They also determine the values which shape the 
relationships within the community of faith as well as set 
the distance between the community and the surrounding 
society. 

For instance, this material is intensely futuristic; the 
Church is eschatological Israel (Heb 1:2; Jas 1:2-4; 1 Pet 
1:13; 4:7; 5:10). Filtered through the pilgrim motif, God’s 
blessing is posited at the end of the pilgrimage and not 
before or during it (Heb 11:8-16; 12:1-29; Jas 1:12; cf. 
1:4; 5:lla; 1 Fet 5:10; 2 Pet 3:8—13; Rev 2:7, 11, 17, 26-— 
28; 3:5, 12, 21). This perspective only intensifies the 
Church’s sense: of its own alienation from the power and 
prosperity of the present world system (1 Pet 1:1-2; 2:11- 
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12; Revelation 9-11; 16) and encourages noneconomic 
values for developing human relationships within the com- 
munity of faith (Jas 1:9—11; 2:5; 4:13—5:6; 1 Pet 1:13-25; 
cf. Revelation 17—18). 

The pilgrim’s initial decisicn is against any ties which 
are opposed to the pilgrimaze’s success; the pilgrim is 
estranged from the very sources of worldly comfort and 
security. The community of pilgrims lives on society’s 
fringes. They are in conflict with the forces which operate 
the larger population (Elliot: 1981). For the writer of 
Hebrews, such arrangements are understood religiously; 
thus, the pilgrim is called to separate self from the com- 
peting religious community in which is found the “com- 
forts” of cultic and traditional observance. For James, 
separation is understood politically: the community stands 
on the side of the poor rather than on the side of the 
influential (2:1~13). Perhaps it is public opinion as much 
as heresy which concerns 2 Peter: to separate from the 
world means to resist the popular opinion which mocks 
the Christian hope in the parousia (3:3~7). To separate 
from the world means to oppose those false teachers whose 
commitment to worldly values undermines the apostolic 
witness. In a similar vein, 1 John distinguishes the true 
community of faith as one which hates the “things of the 
world” (1 John 2:12-17; cf. Rev 3:14—22) and does not 
apostatize in capitulation to tae popular mocking of the 
parousia (2:28). When the pilgrim breaks from existing 
alliances with those outside of the believing community, 
they view themselves as belonging to a community of 
aliens, strangers, foreigners—on the margins of the social 
order in order to gain God’s approval through their faith/ 
fullness (Heb 11:37—39; cf. Rev 2:8—11; 16). What is pro- 
moted as a community value is the sort of sectarianism one 
finds in 1 John’s demand to “Icve one another”; that is, the 
community is committed to the spiritual well-being of 
other members of the community over and against the 
outsider. Thus, Hebrews exhorts its readers not to prevent 
the gathering of the covenant community (10:23-—5) or 
obedience to its leaders (13:17; cf. 13:78). James’ para- 
enesis is also a communal morality: it intends to secure an 
apocalyptic community for its end-time salvation. The 
moral response to the outsider is separation. 

The yield of such radical actions is not comfort but 
hardship; separation from those ties which insure one’s 
personal comforts produce fear and suffering. One might 
even say that the community’s suffering is par for the 
pilgrim’s course. Interpreted ia the context of the pilgrim 
motif, the community's suffering is anticipated and is 
endured as the by-product cf an evil dominion that is 
passing away (1 John 2:28; cf. Revelation 12-15). The 
perception of “joy” encouragec| by James (1:2; pasan charan 
hégésasthe) assumes 2 things: Human trials are inevitable 
this side of the Lord’s parousia (5:7—20), and joy is evoked 
in knowing that their demise is also inevitable with the 
coming triumph of God over evil. For 1 Peter, Christian 
baptism means at once the entering into God’s future 
salvation of souls (1:3—5, 8—9), but not before the distress 
of human suffering (1:6—7). The history of salvation, then, 
is dialectical: There is always the hope of future blessing, 
but this future reality is moderated by the present pain of 
human suffering. Because this suffering is connected with 
the outside world, a kind of militant “us-themism” is estab- 


I + 1109 


lished. The pilgrim motif only intensifies what is inher- 
ently true for the apocalyptic community; that is, believers 
live in conflict with the surrounding society. A greater 
solidarity of commitment to those who share in Christ’s 
suffering is then encouraged, while even greater distance 
between community and culture is effected. 

Pilgrimages are not aimless wanderings; there is a desti- 
nation always in view which gives perspective to human 
hardships and the risks of breaking old ties. In Hebrews, 
as with Revelation, that destination is God’s city, the heav- 
enly Jerusalem where the blessings of salvation are found 
(chaps. 11-12; Rev 21:1—22:5). In James, more than eter- 
nal life is found (1:12): A jubilary reversal of socioeco- 
nomic and political conditions are also promised (1:9-11; 
2:5; 4:11-12). For 1 John, it is the completion of eternal 
life which has already begun, and for 2 Peter it is the new 
creation, rid of heresy and ambiguity, which constitutes 
the pilgrim’s promised end. In 1 Peter, it is simply the end 
of alienation and earth’s suffering that is in store. This 
point is important in juxtaposition with the previous one 
about hardships. The endurance to the end is promoted 
by the pilgrim’s steadfast and focused hope on certain 
promises which have been revealed to the community of 
pilgrims. The pilgrim, who stands within the journeying 
community, believes that God has given each disciple a 
privileged Word about present suffering and future bless- 
ings. Therefore, the pilgrim can look upon the present 
hardships, even martyrdom, as a test of loyalty and com- 
mitment to the coming reign of God. The transcendence 
of present circumstances depends upon the pilgrim’s abil- 
ity to focus on what lies ahead as the pilgrimage’s destiny. 
Such is the radical nature of the community’s witness to 
the future of God’s salvation. 


G. The NT Community and the Church Today 

The biblical conception of the community is centered by 
the believers’ shared experience of their Exodus from 
alienation to reconciliation: “Once you were no people but 
now you are God’s people; once you had not received 
mercy but now you have received mercy” (1 Pet 2:10). 
Believers gather together to respond in worship and wit- 
ness to God’s antecedent act, so that “you may declare the 
wonderful deeds of God who called you out of darkness 
into marvelous light” (1 Pet 2:9b). Such a people, cove- 
nanted with God and with each other in celebration of 
their freedom from evil powers and their newly found 
salém, worship God as an eschatological community. That 
is, their worship of God acknowledges God’s continuing 
and vital presence with them and for them. Further, this 
people have formed a charismatic community, which bears 
continuing and vital witness to God’s salvation-creating 
grace in its new life as an alternative to the norms and 
values of social order. 

The NT develops this biblical calculus in the light of the 
teaching and life of Jesus Christ and in accord with the 
apostolic traditions about him. For the Pauline tradition, 
the community of believers, motivated by the urgency of 
its Gentile mission in light of the imminent inbreaking of 
God’s reign, interacts with the culture in an accommodat- 
ing way. Such witness runs the risk of becoming so inter- 
twined with the surrounding society that the community 
loses sense of “conversion” and its force as contretemps to 
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life in the world. In fact, the secularizing of the Pauline 
notion is already indicated in the deutero-Pauline letters, 
where one finds an institutional mentality, concerned with 
the survival of the tradition and the institution which 
secures it for the long haul. The resulting drift from its 
earlier theological and ethical particularity impoverishes 
the Church’s evangelical witness and a denial of the Spirit’s 
transforming work. When this occurs, the Church ceases 
being a community. 

The egalitarianism of the early charismatic community 
gave way to an institutional hierarchalism in which women 
and servants are demoted according to societal norms. It 
is no doubt the case that such shifts were made necessary 
by the Church’s movement from a household to a social 
religion in the Greco-Roman world. Yet, such shifts are at 
odds with the eschatological message of earliest Christian- 
ity which stressed the equality of believers who lived at 
odds with the perceived evils of the outsiders in anticipa- 
tion of God’s coming reign. Their future survival was 
thought to be insured by living in harmony with God's will 
and not with social conventions or political powers. Inte- 
gration with the larger culture was motivated by a theolog- 
ical vision—to bear witness to the new age and to usher 
people into the eschatological community in time for its 
full redemption at the parousia. When the church no 
longer understood the parousia as an imminent reality, 
that motive was corrupted by institutional self-interest. 

‘Today’s Church is a social institution; it no longer views 
itself as an eschatological community. Like every institu- 
tion, its ethos and mythot are largely shaped by the society’s 
mores and cultural myths; its vision has become secular. 
Thus, the internal tensions between freedom and respon- 
sibility, between unity and diversity are inevitably resolved 
for the “good of the institution” rather than doxologically. 
Personal freedom is limited by the institution as well, so 
that individual charisms and contributions are swallowed 
up by the institutional demand for conformity. 

The intent of this harsh criticism of today’s church is to 
underscore a dangerous appropriation of the Pauline idea 
of community. Paul’s commitment to the Gentile mission 
and his conviction that the full and final inbreaking of 
God’s reign was imminent leads him to handle Christiani- 
ty’s relationship with the surrounding culture in ambigu- 
ous ways: He is more concerned about the changes within 
the community, which demonstrate the beginning of the 
age of God’s righteousness, than he is about its relation- 
ship with the external world. 

The NT collection of non-Pauline writings is clearer in 
this regard and checks those interpretations of Paul which 
move believers “into and of the world” (Wall 1987a). The 
pilgrim motuf, which stresses the themes of separation and 
suffering, sustains a firmer, clearer distinction between 
Church and society. This sectarian impulse allows the 
whole NT canon to forward a view of the Church as 
witness to a transcendent God: The people of God live 
and believe in ways which conflict with the idols to Mam- 
mon. A pilgrim is an alien and finds reconciliation only 
from those resources found within the community of faith. 

The pilgrim motif, which also stresses the themes of 
pilgrimage and destination, would have the Gospel and 
not the world set the Church’s agenda. The inner logic of 
Paul’s accommodation principle might lead one to accept 
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the “adversary’s” agenda as a tool of evangelism or even as 
a means of social acceptance. The pilgrim community 
knows its destination, and sets itself on a course which 
endures to that particular, “heavenly” end. This transcen- 
dent perspective challenges the social order whenever it 
interferes with the community’s forward movement. 

Thus, the pilgrim motif is the built-in corrective of Paul’s 
accommodation principle. Yet, the reverse might also be 
true (Gager 1975). When a community maintains its wit- 
ness to God’s Gospel on society’s margins, it tends to drift 
toward sectarian chaos, toward religious uniformity, to- 
ward legalisin, and toward a form of witness which is 
viewed as irrelevant and meaningless by the surrounding 
society. It becomes a community which worships God with- 
out witness. Paul’s notion of community, for all its poten- 
tial dangers, is better able to handle the cultural and 
personal diversity of the Church catholic. Further, Paul’s 
idea makes clearer the vocation of a missionary church, 
called to go to all nations and preach the gospel to all 
persons. 
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COMMUNITY, RULE OF THE (1QS). 1Q5 was 
among the first scrolls discovered by the bedouin at the 
beginning of 1947 in what came to be known as Qumran 
cave 1. Since the trustworthiness of the intermediaries who 
spread reports about it around Jerusalem could not be 
assumed, anc. their credibility was further compromised 
by contradictory statements, there was some initial hesita- 
tion regarding its authenticity (Trever 1965: 25, 75, 180), 
but this was quickly overcome. Plates and a transcription 
of 1Q5S were published with exemplary speed by Burrows, 
Trever, and Brownlee in 1951, and in the same year Brown- 
lee furnished an annotated translation. 

The script of 1QS dates it to the period 100-75 B.c. 
(Avigad 1958: 71; Cross 1965: 258 n. 116), making it one 
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of the 3 oldest copies of the Rule (Cross 1961: 119). None 
is an autograph, and so the composition of the Rule must 
be pushed back into the 2d century B.c. (Cross 1961: 120). 
Ten fragmentary copies of the Rule were found in Cave 4. 
They remain unpublished, but Milik (1960: 411-16) has 
provided a list of variants (al: minor), noting in particular 
that 3 mss offer a shorter and more intelligible version of 
col. 5 and that 1QS 8:16-9:11 is missing in one ms. 5Q11 
contains part of 1QS 2:4—7, 11-14, and 5Q13 iv 2—3 cites 
1QS 3:4—5 (Milik 1962), but since these come from texts 
that were originally indepenclent of the Rule, it is not sure 
that they represent copies of the Rule. 

The syntax of 1QS has been studied by Leahy, and the 
most convenient Heb text is that of Lohse (1964: 4—43), 
which has a facing German -:ranslation. Other important 
annotated translations are: French (Guilbert), English 
(Leaney 1966; Wernberg-Mgller 1957; Vermes 1983; 
Knibb 1987: 72-144), Italian (Moraldi 1971: 113—72), and 
German (Maier 1960, 1:21—45). Reports on the state of 
research have been published by Bardtke (1973), and in 
somewhat less detail by Delcor (DBSup, 851-57). 

Bardtke (1973: 263) perceptively highlighted different 
literary analyses of 1QS as tie most important contribu- 
tions; they necessarily exercise a decisive influence on all 
interpretations. The earliest commentators (Dupont-Som- 
mer 1953: 90; Kuhn 1960: 652; Maier 1960, 1:21; Wern- 
berg-Mgller 1957: 56, n. 4%) recognized the composite 
character of 1QS, but wen! no further. An effort by 
Guilbert (1959) to head off this approach by arguing that 
1QS was entirely consistent in style and logical in develop- 
ment won no support. In fact, its effect was just the 
opposite. Close attention begin to be paid to the limits and 
definition of the various literary units, and this led to a 
number of important insights and partial hypotheses. 

The pioneer in this respect was J. Becker (1963: 39-42), 
who highlighted significant shifts in style and content, but 
did not get beyond the leve! of possibility in explaining 
their origin. The same is true of Leaney’s commentary, 
and it is regrettable that the new edition of Schiirer (H/P? 
3/1: 383) has regressed to this level. Real progress was 
made by Denis (1964: 40—44: in his analysis of the crucial 
cols. 8—9, where he discerned 2 interpolations (8:10b-12 
and 8:16—9:2). A more detailed examination of the same 
cols. by Klinzing (1971: 50-66) produced much less satis- 
factory results (Murphy-O’Connor 1972: 436-38). Al- 
though it needed some refinement (Duhaime), von der 
Osten-Sacken’s (1969: 17-27) discovery of 3 levels in the 
Instruction on the Two Spirits (1QS 3:13-4:26) was a major 
breakthrough. 

The first attempt to find a comprehensive explanation 
for the composition of the Rule was made by Murphy- 
O’Connor (1969). Rejecting the view that it was a hetero- 
genous compilation, an evolutionary hypothesis involving 
4 chronological stages was proposed. The earliest stage 
was represented by 1QS 8:1—[6 plus 9:3—10:8, followed in 
order by (2) 8:16—9:2; (3) 5:1-7:25; and (4) 1:1—4:26 and 
10:9-11:22. This hypothesis was subjected to a book- 
length critical analysis by J. Fouilly. He found the 4-stage 
evolution to be correct, but convincingly argued that de- 
tails needed modification. In consequence he assigned 
8:10—12 to stage 2 and 5:13 -6:8 to stage 4. His conclu- 
sions, which take into account all other contributions to 
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the literary analysis and which have given rise to no serious 
objections (Davies 1987: 60), must be accorded a very high 
degree of probability, and can be set forth as follows: 


Stage 1: 8:1-10a, 12b—16a; 9:3-10:8. 

Stage 2: 8:10b—12a; 8:16b—9:2. 

Stage 3: 5:1-13a; 6:8b—7:25. 

Stage 4: 1:1—4:26; 5:13b—6:8a; 10:9-11:22. 


Stage 1. This is the manifesto that led to the foundation 
of the Essene community at Qumran. When there have 
been found 12 men (= the 12 tribes) and 3 priests (= the 
levitical clans) who live the Law perfectly, “they will be 
separated from the midst of the habitation of ungodly 
men in order to go into the desert” (8:13; 9:20). There 
they will constitute a spiritual temple (8:5) and offer spiri- 
tual sacrifices (9:4—-5) to expiate the sins of the land (8:6, 
10). The hint of a breach with the Jerusalem temple is 
confirmed by the insistence on the importance of the 
authentic calendar (10:1—8). In this program the maskil 
has an essential role; he will be responsible for the choice 
and preparation of candidates (9:12—26). Ultimate author- 
ity in the future community will belong to the priestly 
members (9:7). 

Stage 2. The community envisaged in stage 1 has been 
in existence for some time, and the problems of conventual 
life have manifested the need for basic penal legislation. 
The integration of such legislation into the foundation 
document indicates that the latter retained its value as a 
definition of the community. The severity of the sanctions 
is but the other face of the vitality of its idealism. 

Stage 3. The life-situation demanded by the material of 
this stage is that of a large community at some distance 
from its origins. The redefinition of the community (5:1— 
6), underscored by the fact that the material of this stage 
was inserted before stages 1-2 in the arrangement of 1QS, 
clearly manifests the institutionalization and democratiza- 
tion characteristic of a late stage of development. The 
precise rules for the conduct of a general assembly (6:8— 
13) and the admission of new members (6:13—23), when 
taken in conjunction with the casuistry of the penal code 
(6:24-7:25), confirm this assessment. A significant in- 
crease in the numbers at Qumran about 100 B.c. is attested 
by the extensive building program of period Ib (de Vaux 
1973: 5). See also QUMRAN and ESSENES. 

Stage 4. This stage is the most complex because a num- 
ber of elements had an independent existence before 
being incorporated into the Rule. Nonetheless, they are 
ascribed to the same stage because they all serve a single 
purpose, viz. revitalization of the fervor of the community. 
The intention to infuse a new “spirit” into the “letter” of 
the Rule is particularly evident in the way the redactor 
brackets stages 1-3 with material derived from the liturgy 
of the renewal of the covenant (1:1-3:12 and 10:9-11:22), 
whose message is that external observance is meaningless 
without genuine conversion of the heart. The Instruction 
on the Two Spirits (3:13—4:23a) had its own literary history 
(Duhaime 1977) before being adapted to its place in the 
Rule by the addition of 4:23b-26, which emphasizes the 
responsibility of the individual to choose good rather than 
evil. The function of the long interpolation 5:13b—6:8a is 
twofold, to insist on the stringent examination of new 
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members and to highlight the importance of community 
life with particular stress on the need for continual study 
of the Law. 

Besides attesting to the internal evolution of the Qum- 
ran community, the Rule is our best witness to its institu- 
tions, which are a key element in the identificaiton of its 
members as Essenes. 


Bibliography 

Avigad, N. 1958. The Palaeography of the Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Related Documents. Pp. 56-87 in Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
ed. C. Rabin and Y. Yadin. ScrHier 4. Jerusalem. 

Bardtke, H. 1973. Literaturbericht iber Qumran VII: Die Sekten- 
rolle 1QS. TRu 38: 257-91. 

Becker, J. 1963. Das Heil Gottes: Heils- und Siindenbegriffe in den 
Qumrantexten und im Neuen Testament. SUNT 3. Gottingen. 

Brownlee, W. H. 1951. The Dead Sea Manual of Discipline. BASORSup 
10-12. New Haven. 

Burrows, M., Trever, J. C., and Brownlee, W. H. 1951. Plates and 
Transcription of the Manual of Discipline, Voi 2, fasc 2 of The Dead 
Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery. New Haven. 

Cross, FM. 1961. The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical 
Studies. Rev. ed. Garden City. 

. 1965. The Development of the Jewish Scripts. Pp. 170-264 
in BANE, 

Davies, P. R. 1987. Behind the Essenes. History and Ideology in the Dead 
Sea Scrolls. BJS 94. Atlanta. 

Denis, A. M. 1964. Evolution de structures dans le secte de Qum- 
ran. Pp. 23—49 in Aux origines de l’Eglise. RechBib 7. Brugge. 

Duhaime, J. 1977, L’instruction sure les deux esprits et les inter- 
polations dualistes 4 Qumran. RB 84: 566-94. 

Dupont-Sommer, A. 1953. Nouveau apercus sur les manuscrits de la 
Mer Morte. Paris. 

Guilbert, P. 1959. Le plan de la Régle de la Communauté. RevQ 3: 
323-44. 
. 1961. La Régle de la Communauté. Pp. 11-80 in Les textes 
de Qumran, vol. 1. Ed. J. Carmignac and P. Guilbert. Paris. 
Klinzing, G. 1971. Die Umdeutung des Kultus in der Qumran Gemeinde 
und im Neuen Testament. SUNT 7. Gottingen. 

Knibb, M. 1987. The Qumran Community. Cambridge. 

Kuhn, K. G. 1960. Der gegenwartige Stand der Erforschung der 
in Palastina neu gefundenen hebraischen Handschriften. TLZ 
85: 649-58. 

Leahy, T. 1960. Studies in the Syntax of 1QS. Bib 41: 135-57. 

Leaney, A. C. R. 1966. The Rule of Qumran and Its Meaning. London. 

Lohse, E. 1964. Die Texte aus Qumran. Hebrdisch und deutsch mit 
masoretischer Punktation. Munich. 

Maier, J. 1960. Die Texte vom Toten Meer. 2 vols. Munich. 

Milik, J. 1960. Review of P. Wernberg-Mgiler 1957. RB 67: 410-16. 

. 1962. Pp. 211-302 in Les ‘petites grottes’ de Qumran. DID 3. 
Oxford. 

Moraldi, L. 1971. I Manoscritti di Qumran. Torino. 

Murphy-O’Connor, J. 1969. La genése littéraire de la Régle de la 
Communauté. RB 76: 528-49. 

. 1972. Review of G. Klinzing 1971. RB 79: 435—40. 

Osten-Sacken, P. von der. 1969. Gott und Belial: Traditionsgeschicht- 
liche Untersuchungen zum Dualismus in den Texten aus Qumran. 
SUNT 6. Gottingen. 

Pouilly, J. 1976. La Régle de la Communauté de Qumran: Son évolution 
littéraire. CahRB 17. Paris. 

Trever, J. C. 1965. The Untold Story of Qumran. London. 


COMMUNITY, RULE OF THE (1QS) 


Vaux, R. de. 1973. Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls. The Schweich 
Lectures 1959. Rev. ed. Trans. D. Bourke. London. 
Vermes, G. 1983. The Dead Sea Scrolls in English. London. 
Wernberg-Mgller, P. 1957. The Manual of Discipline translated and 
annotated. STD] 1. Leiden. 
J. MurPHY-O’CoNNOoR 


COMPASSION. See LOVE. 


COMPUTERS AND BIBLICAL STUDIES. To 
achieve a useful level of detail in reasonable scope, this 
article is focused in two ways. First, it deals with “biblical 
studies” in the narrow sense of the study of the text, 
excluding ANE history, archaeology, and geography. 
Computer science has much to offer these ancillary disci- 
plines, and sone impressive applications have been devel- 
oped, but the common focus of attention of all biblical 
scholars is the text, and it is there that we direct our 
attention. Second, this article is methodological, not histor- 
ical. A history of the application of computers to the Bible 
would benefit those who study biblical studies (in contrast 
to the Bible itself), but the field is progressing so rapidly 
that such a history would immediately be out of date. 
Furthermore, because of advances in computer science, 
some of the most important projects historically offer little 
practical guidance to those planning new research efforts 
today. Instead, we identify the main stages in the exegetical 
process and show how computers have been and may be 
applied to them. 


A. Introduction 
B. Formulate Hypotheses 
. Case Grammar 
. Semantic Nets 
. Discourse Analysis 
. Modular Structure 
. Transformational Grammar 
C. Gather Dara 
1. Text Base 
2. Search Program 
D. Analyze Data 
1. Qualitative Analysis 
2. Quantitative Analysis 
E. Present Results 
1. Printed Media 
2. The Computer as Medium 
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A. Introduction 

As does any other science, exegesis involves formulating 
hypotheses, gathering data, analyzing these data in the 
light of the hypotheses, and presenting results. This order- 
ing of events is only suggestive, as later stages frequently 
require repetition of earlier ones. Thus, as one gathers 
data, an informal analysis often takes place concurrently, 
leading to a reformulation of the underlying hypotheses 
and a revisior. of the plan for gathering data. Still, the 
division is userul for our purposes. Data collection always 
presumes some hypothesis about what is interesting or 
useful to observe and what is not; analysis requires data 
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on which to operate; and effective dissemination of results 
requires an additional step after analysis is complete. 

As we consider each of these steps, we will look both to 
what has been done and to what can be done. There is not 
space to describe each of the hundreds of past and present 
projects, and mention of one or omission of another does 
not constitute a recommendation or criticism. Surveys of 
particular projects in computer-assisted biblical (Parunak 
1989b; Hughes 1987) and other literary studies (Patton 
and Holoien 1981), and discussion of technical issues in 
computer research design for the humanities in general 
(Hockey 1980), are available elsewhere. These references 
should be consulted for detailed information about proj- 
ects and scholars named but not otherwise documented in 
this article. 


B. Formulate Hypotheses 

Science never proceeds froin a tabula rasa. The scholar 
always brings to the text some set of ideas to be vindicated 
or disproven. The better articulated these hypotheses are, 
the more effective the research process will be, and the 
less danger there is of implicii hypotheses prejudicing the 
results. 

Computer science, and in particular the specialties of 
cognitive science and artificial intelligence, have developed 
rich theoretical frameworks for describing language and 
thought. By drawing on these models, we can formulate 
hypotheses about the biblical text with greater precision 
than was previously possible. In each example in the 
following (nonexhaustive) list. we discuss how an insight 
from computer science has seen or can be applied to 
biblical studies. 

1. Case Grammar. Case grammar (Fillmore 1968; Cook 
1979) is a linguistic model that emerged from the early 
machine translation work of the 1950s and 1960s. Case 
grammar focuses attention om the relation between verbs 
and nouns in sentences. Each verb has associated with it a 
case frame, which is a set of case slots. These case slots, 
while suggested by the classical cases marked in the surface 
structure of languages like German or classical Greek and 
Latin, differ in important wzys from the classical cases. 
The central difference between the cases in case grammar 
and classical cases is that between the surface structure of 
a text and the deep structure of meaning that it represents. 
The surface level of language contains elements such as 
verbs, nouns, and (classical) cases. The world of meaning 
deals with actions, entities, andi (case grammar) cases. The 
relation between these layers is skewed, so that, for exam- 
ple, a noun at the surface level (such as “death”) actually 
represents an action at the deep level. Case grammar cases 
describe the roles that entities fill with respect to actions at 
the deep level. For example, commonly used case slots 
include agent (the one who does the action), experiencer 
(the one who undergoes the action), and beneficiary (the 
one who benefits from the action). Case slots are thus 
characterized semantically, in contrast with surface level 
(classical) cases (such as nominative, dative, genitive, accu- 
sative, vocative), which are syntactic. 

Because surface level verbs correspond roughly to deep 
structure actions, one can associate deep structure case 
slots with the verbs corresponding to the associated ac- 
tions. Verbs differ in the case slots they have. For example, 
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“to ache” has an experiencer but no agent; “to hit” has 
both. At the surface level, a single classical case may corre- 
spond on different occasions to different deep structure 
cases. Thus the experiencer of “to ache” and the agent of 
“to hit” are both represented by a surface structure nomi- 
native, while the experiencer of “to hit” takes a surface 
structure accusative. 

Unlike surface structure cases, case slots are invariant 
under voice changes or shifts such as those generated 
through inflection. For example, in both the active sen- 
tence “The boy hit the ball” and the passive “The ball was 
hit by the boy,” “boy” is agent and “ball” is experiencer. 

Case grammar offers biblical studies a rigorous theoret- 
ical framework for lexicography. Once we recognize that 
case frames do not vary with verbal inflection but do vary 
with the semantics of the verb, we can use them to classify 
the vocabulary of a language. It becomes both natural and 
provocative to classify verbs on the basis of their case 
frames and the semantic classes of words that can fill them, 
or to classify nouns on the basis of the case slots that they 
can fill. Because case slots are a deep structure phenome- 
non, they offer a theoretical basis for combining the se- 
mantic evidence furnished by verbs with that of associated 
verbal nouns, where the case slots typically appear as 
surface genitives. 

2. Semantic Nets. The term semantic nets (Brachman 
and Levesque 1985) refers to a variety of models of mean- 
ing, all characterized by a collection of nodes (representing 
concepts) and relationships among them. Research in arti- 
ficial intelligence (AI) has shown that computers need to 
be able to model large fragments of knowledge about the 
world in order to perform intelligently. An effective way 
to store this knowledge is as a network of concepts con- 
nected by relations. Two kinds of concepts (class and in- 
stance) and two kinds of relations (AKO and JSA) are com- 
mon to the many individual schemes that have been 
proposed. 

An instance concept corresponds to a single entity in 
some world, real or imagined, while a class concept is a test 
that can be applied to any entity and will say “yes” if the 
entity is a member of the concept, or “no” otherwise. From 
another perspective, one names instances but describes 
classes. For example, David, Saul, and Solomon would be 
instances in a semantic net representing the conceptual 
world of the Hebrew Bible, while “king of Israel” would be 
a class. A class may have only one member and still be a 
class rather than an instance if its function is to describe 
rather than to name. Thus “creator” is a class whose sole 
member in orthodox biblical thought is the instance 
YHWH. One may even have a class with no members (for 
example, again in orthodox biblical thought, the class 
“gods other than YHWH_”). 

AKO (‘a kind of”) relations join related classes, while [SA 
(“is a”) relations assign instances to classes. For example, 
the concept “Prophet” is joined to the concept “Person” 
with a chain of AKO links, since “Prophet” is a subclass of 
“Person.” (That is, whatever one can describe as “Prophet” 
can also be described as “Person.”) “Person” in turn is AKO 
“living being.” To identify a specific individual (such as 
Isaiah or Jeremiah) as a prophet, an ISA link connects the 
instance corresponding to that person with the “Prophet” 
class. 
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Semantic nets tend to consist of networks of classes 
showing the relationships among concepts with a fringe of 
instances dangling from the bottom. For example, Exhibit 
1 (Fig. COM.01) shows a fragment of a semantic net rooted 
at the concept “Living Being.” The nodes printed in light 
font are all classes, related to one another by AKO links 
(indicated by bold arrows). At the bottom, in bold font, are 
specific instances, linked to their most specific classes by 
ISA links (dashed arrows). In addition to the links actually 
shown on the diagram, the logic of semantic networks 
permits us to deduce that “Righteous Person” is AKO 
“Person” (since any chain of AKO links is equivalent to a 
single AKO link), and “David” ISA “Living Being” (since 
an instance of a class is also an instance of any other class 
of which the first is a subclass). 

The AKO and ISA relations are the most common but 
are not enough for complete semantic modeling. Addi- 
tional relations among classes (such as part-of and color-of) 
are often invented ad hoc to satisfy a particular need but 
can be derived in a theoretically more satisfying way from 
the case frames of case grammar. 

Semantic nets offer a methodology and framework for 
describing a semantic space and studying the place of 
various concepts within it. Together with case grammar, 
they are an important tool for formalizing lexicography. 
They also offer a powerful model for studying phenomena 
such as semantic parallelism in biblical poetry. 

One popular theory of parallelism ascribes the repeated 
pairing of certain lexical items to the existence of a conven- 
tional tradition of pairs from which poets drew acceptable 
matches. If we collect the matched pairs from Ugaritic 
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poetry or the book of Proverbs and arrange the words on 
a sheet of pzper in such a way that the distance between 
two words is proportional to the frequency with which 
those words appear in parallel, the overall pattern falls 
into clearly delineated regions, each with its own semantic 
integrity, ancl the association of individual pairs is seen to 
be only a detail of the larger picture of regions of associ- 
ated terms. Such a pattern is easily explained on the 
hypothesis that humans store their inventory of concepts 
as a network and tend to associate terms (whether as poetic 
parallels or in other ways) based on their proximity in the 
overall network. This overall network is the broader con- 
text within which theories about traditional pairs need to 
be discussed. 

For example, Exhibit 2 (Fig. COM.02) distributes 66 
nouns in two dimensions in such a way that the closer two 
words are on the page the more frequently they occur as 
poetic parallels to one another in Proverbs. Several clear 
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semantic regions are visible. The upper left quadrant, 
spilling over into the lower left, is dominated by names for 
body parts. Those toward the right of the cluster are the 
organs of wisdom and morality, such as “soul,” “heart,” 
and “spirit,” while those to the left are purely physical, like 
“foot,” “eye,” and “hand.” Across the top, words like 
“Sheol,” “death,” length,” “day,” “riches,” and “honor” 
reflect the consequences of various styles of life. A vertical 
region near the center contains nouns descriptive of ra- 
tional beings (including “Lord,” two words for “man,” 
“son,” “sinner,” and “scorne:”). It also contains adjectives 
that are commonly used as nouns identifying people, such 
as “wise” and “righteous.” Terms at the bottom of the 
column describe people with regard to their moral condi- 
tion, while those at the top reflect wisdom and folly. This 
column bridges two other clusters, one of wisdom terms 
and the other of morality terms. The rest of the words in 
the upper right quadrant are the names for wisdom and 
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understanding, as well as their opposite, “folly.” “Fear” is 
here because of its frequent occurrence in the phrase, 
“fear of the Lord,” which is (as Proverbs often reminds us) 
the beginning of wisdom. Terms toward the lower right 
end of this cluster, such as “counsel,” “discipline,” and 
“reproof,” deal with the communication of wisdom. Across 
the bottom, merging with the moral words for rational 
beings, are descriptions of morality and its manifestations, 
including “pride,” “perversity,” “rightness,” and several 
metaphors (“road,” “track,” and “path”) that describe the 
course of a person’s life. The existence of such regions is 
persuasive evidence that parallel pairs are not a stylistic 
end in themselves but the hem of a whole fabric of seman- 
tic interrelations, as suggested by a semantic net model. 

The observation that the second member of a poetic 
pair often intensifies, strengthens, or makes more specific 
the idea of the first member (Alter 1985) reflects the 
importance in general of AKO relations in the structure of 
conceptual spaces. 

3. Discourse Analysis. Every exegete has diagrammed 
sentences to analyze the relations among words within 
clauses. Recently, interest has mounted in discourse analysis, 
which studies the relations among clauses and larger lin- 
guistic units. Much of the impetus for this study has 
emerged from workers in artificial intelligence, seeking to 
build formal models for the computational processes un- 
derlying human language. One particularly useful meth- 
odology, called “rhetorical structure theory,” was devel- 
oped specifically to enable computers to produce text that 
sounds natural to humans (Mann and Thompson 1987). 
Important contributions have also been made by the Bible 
translation community (Beekman and Callow 1974; Long- 
acre 1976; Grimes 1975), but the underlying motivation 
for this work, as for so much research in modern linguistic 
theory, is the move toward formal models of human be- 
havior inspired by computer science. 

The contribution of discourse analysis highlighted here 
is the formal definition of a set of relationships that clauses 
have with one another. Informally, some of these relations 
(such as Reason or Means) are familiar exegetical catego- 
ries. The newer contributions offer much more complete 
sets of these relations than exegetes have been accustomed 
to using (over fifty in some systems). They provide an 
underlying theory for these relations (in one case, drawing 
on propositional calculus to define them precisely). They 
also show how these relations between clauses can be 
extended to relations between even larger textual units, 
thus providing a consistent theory of discourse structure 
at all levels from the clause to the complete text. 

4, Modular Structure. The study of literary architec- 
ture, tracing patterns of repetition within texts and study- 
ing phenomena such as chiasm, alternation, and formal 
transitions (Parunak 1979, 1981b, 1983), goes well back 
before the computer, originating in Lowth’s studies of 
Hebrew verse parallelism. Computer science offers in- 
sights that can strengthen and clarify architectural analy- 
ses of texts. 

As computer programs have grown longer and more 
complex, new computer languages have provided sophis- 
ticated structuring aids to allow the program to be con- 
structed as a series of segments, each with its own identity 
and function. Without such modularization, people cannot 
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understand long programs, and errors become hard to 
find and correct. Program structures are an accommoda- 
tion to human cognitive limitations. Both a structured and 
an unstructured program may produce the same result, 
but the structured one is easier for people to understand 
and manipulate. The development of structure in com- 
puter languages is thus a window into human cognitive 
structure in general and provides a model for analyzing 
other products of human cognition, such as extended 
literary texts. 

For example, a basic rule in structured programming is 
the principle of locality of access. Variables used within 
one module of a program should not be susceptible to 
change by another module unless the module that owns 
them explicitly makes them available. This rule reflects the 
mind’s need to package thought into relatively self-con- 
tained units and to control the interactions among these 
units to reduce complexity. Studies of literary architecture 
have identified a number of techniques for defining tex- 
tual units, but the resulting analyses are often criticized by 
observations that a feature (such as a vocabulary item or a 
grammatical form) appears in several units, outside of the 
overall pattern of repetition. The principle of locality 
suggests that such repetition need not invalidate the over- 
all modular structure, since features that are local to 
individual modules do not interact with one another. 
Clearly, this approach requires refinement to indicate un- 
der what conditions a feature may be considered local and 
what techniques a module uses to make a feature publicly 
available to establish relations with other modules. Just as 
clearly, the whole framework within which the hypothesis 
is posed, and the directions along which it may be tested 
and refined, are the results of cognitive tendencies that 
have been made clear in our attempts to program comput- 
ers. 

5. Transformational Grammar. We have already noted 
the indirect contribution of early machine translation ef- 
forts to linguistic theory in the form of case grammar. 
Another important contribution of these efforts is transfor- 
mational grammar, developed by Noam Chomsky as a result 
of studies of the formal structures of mathematical lan- 
guages. Transformational grammar models how a single 
semantic representation of an idea inside the mind can 
emerge as different streams of text. For example, it ex- 
plains how passive and active forms of a sentence are 
related to a single underlying meaning. 

This particular grammatical theory has been useful in 
several recent studies of Hebrew poetic parallelism (Collins 
1978; O’Connor 1980; Geller 1979), where it has provided 
a framework for classifying and analyzing parallel poetic 
structures with much more discrimination than has previ- 
ously been available. It allows the analyst to identify paral- 
lelism not only between words in the surface form of the 
text but also between elements in the underlying or deep 
structure, and thus provides a theoretical foundation for 
extending the application of parallelism to many poetic 
lines that at the surface level do not exhibit formal paral- 
lelism. 


C. Gather Data 
With a hypothesis in hand, we want to gather data from 
the text in order to test it. In the days before computers, 
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biblical scholars collected their data by keeping ad hoc 
notes on various subjects encountered during general 
reading of the text; by reading the text while looking for 
a specific phenomenon; or through concordances. The 
computer was early recognized as a way to accelerate this 
process. Dozens of programs are available to support the 
data-gathering; phase of exegesis, far too many for us to 
attempt to review in detail here. Hughes (1987) gives a 
good survey. We will mention a few that illustrate some of 
the capabilities we describe. 

The two basic components of any computer system for 
gathering datz from the biblical text are the text base itself 
and a search program that manipulates this text base. (These 
correspond respectively to the Bible and the scholar in the 
pre-computer scenario.) The text base contains at least the 
text to be studied, which may be in the original languages, 
translations, or both. (Some programs, like Akiyama’s Bi- 
ble Word program, permit users to consult multiple ver- 
sions of the same text simultaneously.) It often includes 
annotations to the text and sometimes provides indices 
that speed up the search process. The search program is 
responsible for collecting the user’s specifications for a 
search, applying them to the text base, and returning the 
results to the user in a useful form. 

Data gathering systems differ widely in what is included 
in the text base, how it is stored, and how the search 
program manipulates it. Some objectives can be achieved 
either in the text base or in the search program. For 
example, if one needs to retrieve verbs according to their 
parsing, one might code each verb in the text base with its 
parsing or, altzrnatively, provide the search program with 
the capability of parsing verbs as it acquires them. In 
general (but with many specific exceptions), it is faster to 
store a linguis‘ic analysis in the text base than to compute 
it during search, but a stored analysis strategy requires 
more space for the text base (for instance, a larger hard 
disk drive) than does one that parses on the run. As 
computers become faster and high-density storage tech- 
nologies (such as CD-ROM) become less expensive, both 
constraints become less important. 

1. Text Base. Text bases differ from one another in the 
detail with which they represent the basic text, the repre- 
sentation of armotations, and the storage strategy. 

a. Detail of Representation. The degree of detail that 
needs to be represented in a coded text varies depending 
on the purpose for which the text is intended. In many 
early projects, texts were coded with a specific purpose in 
mind. For exanple, scholars interested in lexical and syn- 
tactical studies of the OT frequently ignore the cantillation 
of the text and often do not code it in their text base. Some 
Hebrew text bases even exclude the vocalization. The 
GRAMCORD search language (Miller 1984) does not rely 
on the accentuation of the Greek text, so the text base 
does not record this accentuation. Some popular computer 
editions of the KJV do not distinguish the italicized words 
(those inserted by the translators to smooth the English 
syntax) from the rest of the text. 

Within the context of an individual research project 
with restricted goals, partial texts can reduce the cost of 
recording the data and control storage requirements. Also, 
it is often easier to design search programs if the text base 
is not cluttered with information (such as cantillation or 
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accentuation) that the search program does not use. All 
too often, though, a researcher who has coded only some 
features of a text finds new questions arising in the course 
of research that require access to the omitted features. As 
the capacity of storage increases and computers grow 
faster, and as texts are assembled for general use in 
repositories such as the Center for Computer Analysis of 
Texts at the University of Pennsylvania and the Oxford 
University Computing Service (to name only two) instead 
of being custom coded for specific projects, text bases will 
tend to include all of the textual information found in a 
standard critical edition. 

b. Annotations. Many exegetical questions involve the 
parsed form of words, rather :han the form in which they 
appear in a text. For example, if one is searching a text for 
“mouse,” one often wishes tc retrieve at the same time 
occurrences of the plural form “mice.” Though the text 
contains the string of characters “mice,” the analyst may 
wish to manipulate it as thoug]: it had the notation “mouse 
+ plural.” This analysis records the “dictionary form” of 
the word (the entry in a dictionary that one would consult 
to find information about the word), and its parsing or 
grammatical code. The dictionary form is also sometimes 
called the “lemma” (plural “lemmata”) and a text that 
indicates the dictionary form of each word explicitly is 
thus called a “lemmatized text.” 

There is less need for lemmatization in English than in 
Greek and Hebrew. English words change comparatively 
little in different contexts. Internal plurals (such as “mice’) 
are much rarer than those formed by adding a simple 
suffix (“houses”), and nouns clo not have different forms 
in subject, object, and indirect object position. Verbs usu- 
ally retain their basic form, wich tense, person, and aspect 
marked through simple endings and helper verbs. Thus a 
search program for English can retrieve various inflections 
of a desired word just by specifying the beginning portion 
that is common to the various forms of the word. 

This strategy is less succes:ful in Greek and Hebrew. 
The heavy use of prefixes and suffixes in the verbal para- 
digms, and Hebrew’s agglutinative use of prefixed prepo- 
sitions and articles and postfixed pronouns, together with 
the less regular spelling characteristic of texts circulated in 
the centuries before printing, make it difficult to retrieve 
with a single search pattern all words that the dictionary 
classes together. 

In principle, parsing can be done by the search pro- 
gram. After all, that is how people read texts. The mecha- 
nisms that people use, though, are not yet perfectly under- 
stood, and what we do know bout them shows that they 
depend on context and even on general background 
knowledge about the world to resolve parsing ambiguities. 
Thus, most systems that permit retrieval by lemma or 
grammatical analysis code th: parsing in the text base. 
Some systems (Morris and Jaraes 1975) record only lem- 
mata and grammatical codes and omit the textual form of 
words entirely. Others record the textual form of each 
word together with a code indicating its grammatical anal- 
ysis (Friberg and Friberg 1981), and still others include 
also lemmata for some (Miller 1984) or all (Radday 1973) 
words. 

Currently available parsed text bases record surface level 
information. A rudimentary deep structure case scheme 
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has been coded for some OT books and is useful for 
framing questions of the form, “List all verbs that take 
God as a patient.” If one augments a text base with a 
semantic network modeling the conceptual world of the 
community within which the text originally circulated, one 
can then pose questions of the form, “What does this text 
have to say about morality?” Even if the word “morality” 
never appears in the text itself, the semantic network 
permits identification of subclasses of the concept “moral- 
ity,” and the retrieval can then search for the names of 
these more specific concepts. For example, a text base 
augmented with the semantic network of Exhibit 1 could 
be asked to list all verbs of which righteous people were 
the agent, and as a result would retrieve passages where 
“David” and “Jeremiah” occur. 

One drawback to extensively parsed text bases is the 
need for large amounts of storage to record the analysis. 
Not every researcher requires the same kinds of analysis, 
and a text base detailed enough to satisfy the needs of all 
researchers may require so much storage that no re- 
searcher can afford to access it. “Adaptive parsing” is a 
strategy to address this problem. In this strategy, the 
search engine is able to recover a parsing either from a 
stored annotation to the text base or (more slowly) by 
computation from the textual form alone. Specialized 
parses are obtained by computation but, once found, are 
added to the text base as annotations. Thus, as one uses 
the system, it becomes more efficient in retrieving the 
kinds of information that the user has requested in the 
past and develops into a highly personalized research 
assistant. 

c. Storage Strategy. In a well-designed retrieval system, 
the details of how the text is stored in the computer are 
hidden from the user. To understand how search pro- 
grams work, though, and to trace the differences among 
various programs, it is useful to understand three issues 
concerning textual representation and storage: transcrip- 
tion schemes, indexing, and compression. 

The first feature of Greek and Hebrew that strikes the 
English-speaking novice is that they use alphabets differ- 
ent from that of English. They place characters not only 
in line with one another but over and under each other, 
and Hebrew even writes “backward,” from right to left 
instead of from left to right. How are such features repre- 
sented inside the computer? 

Though the average person thinks of interaction with 
computers as carried out in the Roman alphabet, this 
alphabet is no more natural to the computer than is any 
other. Internally, modern computers represent each char- 
acter as a memory cell (called a “byte”) that holds a number 
from 0 to 255. To store the letter A in a byte, the computer 
places the number 65 there. To store the character 3 (not 
to be confused with the number 3), the computer uses the 
number 51. Even the blank space has a number assigned 
to it (32). This association between numbers and characters 
is completely arbitrary. To represent Hebrew or Greek, the 
numbers are assigned to Hebrew or Greek characters 
instead of Roman ones. Since early programs could only 
display Roman characters, the assignment schemes for 
Hebrew and Greek usually assign characters to numbers 
that also represent Roman letters reminiscent of the He- 
brew or Greek letter. For example, Heb beth and Gk beta 
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are usually represented by the same number that stands 
for the Roman character b. In some cases (such as the 
Hebrew accents), two bytes together represent a single 
character. Internally, the computer does not distinguish 
between “right” and “left,” and a suitably programmed 
terminal can print out Hebrew from right to left just as 
readily as a conventional one prints English from left to 
right. Some software, such as the Bible Word, LBase, and 
GRAMCORD’s GRAMGREEK utility, can display and print 
text in Hebrew and Greek fonts as well as in transliteration. 

The Bible is a fairly large text. The KJV, for example, 
contains about 4,500,000 characters, or nearly 800,000 
words, in unlemmatized form. The addition of lemmata 
or grammatical codes can more than double this figure. 
Searching such a text by having the computer read it 
sequentially can be a time-consuming activity, especially if 
one is seeking a complex pattern. 

To speed up a search, some programs follow the exam- 
ple of human readers, who typically search for a passage 
containing a particular word by looking up the word in a 
concordance. A concordance is an example of an index. 
Given the item of interest, it guides one directly to the 
places in the text that mention that item. In the same way, 
some biblical retrieval systems use indices to the text to 
speed up processing. Some systems allow users to build 
their own indices from sequential searches and use these 
to speed up future searches. This tactic is a simple version 
of the adaptive parsing strategy outlined above. 

The size of the Bible requires significant external stor- 
age resources. Furthermore, one of the slowest operations 
in a computer is reading information from external stor- 
age into memory, so the size of the text slows down 
processing. To avoid these problems, many systems com- 
press the text. One popular scheme is to replace common 
sequences of letters in the text with special byte codes that 
are not used for ordinary characters. For example, if each 
of the 930 occurrences of “Jesus” in the NT were stored as 
a single character, 3720 characters could be saved. Com- 
pression schemes such as this are one reason that the data 
files used by many popular retrieval systems must be 
accessed with their associated search programs and cannot 
be manipulated with a standard word processor. 

2. Search Program. The text base is of relatively little 
use without a search program to retrieve information from 
it. Search programs range from general-purpose text ma- 
nipulation languages (like SNOBOL, Icon, awk, or grep) 
that can process any ASCII file to programs tailored to the 
needs of biblical scholars. Their objective is to produce 
lists, counts, and indices of passages that meet criteria set 
by the user. Thetr most important differences are in the 
flexibility the user has to describe the passages that are to 
be retrieved, counted, or indexed. These differences con- 
cern both the entities out of which a search pattern is 
constructed and the kinds of constraints among these 
entities that the user can specify. 

a. Search Entities. Fvery text base contains characters, 
and general file manipulation languages deal with charac- 
ters as their basic entity. Character patterns are general 
and flexible, but most exegetical questions are not posed 
at the level of characters but in terms of higher-level 
entities, such as morphemes, phrases, clauses, or literary 
forms. A search program that manipulates text at the level 
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of characters requires the user to translate search requests 
from the higher-level objects of exegetical interest into 
low-level character patterns. A program that explicitly 
manipulates higher-level groupings is easier to use. [f a 
text base is lemmatized, a search program that under- 
stands the differences among text, lemma, and parsing 
annotations is needed to take full advantage of it. A 
particularly flexible implementation of such a scheme is 
Silver Mountain’s LBase, which permits the user to define 
an arbitrary number of nested levels of analysis. 

b. Pattern Constraints. A search program provides the 
user with a lariguage to define relations among the entities 
that it recognizes. A description phrased in this language 
is called a pattern, and the entities that the pattern matches 
in the text are its targets. Some forms of patterns require 
that the text be divided into segments (typically, lines, sen- 
tences, or verses) within which a pattern must be satisfied. 

The simplest form of pattern is a fixed list. Thus the 
character pattern “die” would match all strings of charac- 
ters that include these characters in this order, including 
“die” and “died” (which the user probably wants), and also 
“audience” (which is probably not desired). A fixed list 
offers no way to retrieve both “of God” and “of our God” 
with a single pattern. Every character in the pattern must 
match a character in the target, and in the same order. 

A common enhancement to fixed patterns is boolean 
combinations. This scheme permits the user to build a 
pattern from two or more simpler patterns (such as fixed 
lists), and to specify that both of two patterns must appear, 
or that one or another of two must appear, in an accepta- 
ble target. For instance, the pattern “love” and “God” 
would match every segment containing both the string 
“love” and the string “God.” It would thus retrieve “the 
love of God” and “thou shalt love the Lord thy God,” and 
also “they loved the praise of men more than the praise of 
God.” 

The next level of complexity after boolean combinations 
allows the user to restrict the order in which the subtargets 
occur and the material that may occur between them. The 
most common device for this purpose is some sort of “wild 
card.” For instance, the pattern “.” is commonly used to 
match any character, and * matches any sequence of zero 
or more occurrences of the preceding character. So the 
pattern “of.* od” matches all segments containing the 
string “of,” followed by any series of letters, then a space, 
and finally “God.” It thus matches both “of God” and “of 
our God.” A variety of such devices are available in pack- 
ages like the Bible Word that support the full class of string 
languages known formally as “regular expression” (Hop- 
croft and Ullman 1979). 

Some pattern languages permit the user to constrain the 
intervening material in various ways. GRAMCORD, for 
instance, permits the user to exclude any specific gram- 
matical category from intervening between specified pat- 
terns, making it easier for the user to focus in on phrases 
with a desired structure. 

We have been using character patterns to illustrate 
search. With a search program like LBase that reasons 
with higher-level entities such as morphemes, words, and 
sentences, one may encounter fixed patterns, boolean 
combinations, «nd wild card possibilities at those levels too. 
Particularly powerful patterns are possible in a language 
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that allows one to ask (for exainple) for all verbs that occur 
within three words of the phrase “in Christ,” without 
intervening verbs. A high proportion of the targets match- 
ing such a pattern will be clauses in which the prepositional 
phrase in fact modifies the verb. 

All of the patterns we have discussed up to this point 
match only on the basis of the collocation of words in the 
text, not on the basis of their grammatical relations with 
one another. A true syntactical pattern matcher can re- 
trieve clauses based on words standing in specified rela- 
tions of modification or dependency to one another. This 
capability requires either a search program that can effec- 
tively diagram the sentences i the text or a text base that 
is coded for grammatical dependencies. Both approaches 
are technically feasible, but rieither is used in popularly 
available systems. 


D. Analyze Data 

In our four-phase model of scholarly activity, data anal- 
ysis is the third phase, comparing the data gathered in the 
second phase with the hypotheses formulated in the first 
phase. From one perspective, analysis is the activity that 
confirms or disproves a hypothesis. From another perspec- 
tive, the issue is not confirmation but exploration. The 
deviations between hypothesis and observation are the 
most important product of the analysis stage and fuel the 
formulation of new hypotheses for the next cycle of re- 
search. In this second view, a aypothesis summarizes eco- 
nomically the regularities in a set of data and focuses 
attention on the remaining irregularities. 

Analysis can be either qualitative (dealing with catego- 
ries, themes, and other symbolic, nonnumeric informa- 
tion) or quantitative (focusing on numbers extracted from 
the text). The computer offers tools to help with both. 

1. Qualitative Analysis. Two common computer-based 
tools for qualitative analysis are the concordance and the 
data base management system. or DBMS. 

a. Concordances. A concordance is a list of extracts 
from a text, ordered according to some linguistic feature 
of each. Usually the feature is the occurrence of a word, 
and the concordance allows us. to see in a single place all 
of the occurrences of that word, together with some con- 
text for each one. We have already alluded to the use of a 
concordance as an index to aid in data gathering. A 
concordance also presents data in a form that is convenient 
for many types of analysis. A wide variety of computer- 
generated concordances is published by Biblical Research 
Associates in the Computer Bible series. 

Concordances were an important tool for scholars for 
years before the advent of the computer, but the prepara- 
tion of a concordance for a text the size of the Bible 
required a lifetime. Now computers collect the data for 
concordances much more quickly, and in various formats 
tailored to specific exegetical problems. The popular Key- 
Word-In-Context or KWIC format lines up the occur- 
rences of the target word down the center of the page (the 
“gutter”). Within the article for a single word, the entries 
can be sorted by preceding or following context, permit- 
ting the user to note differences in constructions involving 
the word. Exhibit 3 (Fig. COM.03) shows a portion of a 
KWIC concordance on the Gk particle e, “if,” from 1 
Corinthians, from Morton, Michaelson, and Thompson 
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COM.03. Portion of a KWIC concordance on the Greek particle e/. 


1979. Because the context (in this case, the following 
context) is sorted, the entry brings together for convenient 
study such phrases as ¢ de, ei de tis, and ei de christos. 

Reverse concordances sort words not by their beginnings 
but by their endings and are useful in identifying manu- 
script fragments that preserve the end of a word. From a 
fully analyzed text, concordances can be prepared that 
organize words by part of speech or conjugation and 
declension as well as by lemma or textual form. As on-line 
texts become more widely available and increased comput- 
ing power becomes less expensive, the notion of a printed 
concordance will give way to concordance-like displays 
prepared as they are needed. 

b. Data Base Management System. A concordance or- 
ganizes a set of contexts on the basis of a single feature. A 
DBMS permits the user to explore the interaction of 
several features at once. In its simplest form, a DBMS 
stores information in the form of records, each containing 
a fixed number of fields. It is an automated version of the 
venerable box of index cards. For example, a data base 
supporting the lexical study of a particular noun might 
devote a record to each syntactic construction in which the 
noun occurs. One field of each record might record the 
biblical reference, another the kind of construction in 
which the noun occurs, a third the word in the construc- 
tion to which the noun is bound, a fourth the kind of 
literature in which the passage occurs, and a fifth a brief 
definition appropriate to the noun in this context. 

Defining the fields for such a data base amounts to 
constructing a hypothesis about the kinds of information 
that will prove relevant in determining the meaning of a 
word in a given context. Once the various constructions 
are recorded, the DBMS permits the user to sort and 
retrieve them on the basis of any field or combination of 
fields in order to explore correlations among fields. Typi- 
cally, the result of the first day spent perusing such a data 
base is a redefinition of the fields, reflecting a refinement 
of the original hypothesis and often requiring a return to 
the data collection phase to fill out the new categories. The 
use of a DBMS permits repetition of this process more 
frequently and easily than is possible with physical index 
cards. 

2. Quantitative Analysis. Quantitative analysis has gained 
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in popularity among humanists with the advent of the 
computer and the development of packages of statistical 
software. To many people, “computer-assisted biblical 
studies” is almost synonymous with efforts to assess the 
authorship of biblical books from counts of stylistic fea- 
tures, such as vocabulary, vocabulary richness, grammati- 
cal usages, and idioms (Morton 1978; Radday and Shore 
1985). 

Modern statistics offers two classes of tools: confirmatory 
data analysis and exploratory data analysis. While confir- 
matory analysis has attracted much attention, it is often 
misapplied. Exploratory data analysis offers tremendous 
untapped potential for biblical studies. 

a. Confirmatory Data Analysis. Confirmatory data analy- 
sis (CDA) is a mathematical incarnation of the side of 
analysis that seeks to confirm or disprove a hypothesis. 
The hypothesis defines a population, from which the data 
purport to be drawn. CDA assesses this claim, by estimat- 
ing how likely it is that the data indeed come from that 
population. 

For example, in typical authorship studies, the analyst 
derives characteristics of an author’s style from a sample 
of text known to be from that author. One hopes that the 
characteristics chosen remain fairly constant over all works 
of the author, but vary from one author to another. No 
one expects an author to produce exactly the same value 
for such characteristics in every text, but the variation 
among known texts can be measured and used to estimate 
how far the author might deviate from the average values. 
The analyst measures the corresponding characteristics 
from a text of unknown authorship and computes the 
probability that a population of texts exhibiting the values 
and range of variation shown by the known texts could 
also include texts with the values shown by the unknown 
texts. 

CDA is also a useful set of tools for addressing gram- 
matical and structural questions. For example, the word 
“spirit” occurs 26 times in Romans, 18 of them in chap. 8. 
Could such a concentration of vocabulary result from a 
random distribution of words over the text, or does it 
reflect the thematic structure of the book? CDA provides 
quantitative means to assess the significance of such con- 
centrations. 
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Several challenges must be met by studies applying CDA. 
We will discuss them in terms of authorship studies, but 
similar qualifications exist for any application of these 
methods. For references and further discussion, see An- 
dersen (1976). A model analysis is Mosteller and Wallace 
(1964). 


The sample used to define the population must indeed 
be by the author in question. If we have no texts known 
to be by an author, we can hardly establish parameters 
for qualifying unknown texts. 

If differences between the known and unknown sam- 
ples are to be attributed to different authors, the sam- 
ples should not differ in other ways (such as literary 
genre, subject matter, period of the author’s life. later 
editorial activity, or linguistic register). If samples differ 
in several ways simultaneously, it becomes very difficult 
to determine which of the differences is responsible for 
differing values of the characteristics that the statistician 
is measuring. Literary studies sometimes seek to circum- 
vent this problem by focusing on function words (like 
prepositions, conjunctions, relative pronouns, and the 
copula) rather than content words (like nouns, verbs, 
and adjectives) on the assumption that an author’s usage 
will show more consistency in function words than in 
content words. This distinction may be true for subject 
matter but does not address differences in genre or 
register. For example, it is well known that some particles 
occur much less often in Hebrew poetry than in prose, 
independent of authorship. 

In statistical studies in general, more data are better 
than less. ‘The precision of results often tends to increase 
as the square root of the number of observations. To get 
twice as accurate an answer, one needs four times as 
much data. Landmark authorship studies in nonbiblical 
literature typically use on the order of 100,000 words of 
text, well beyond the amount of data available for biblical 
authorship studies. 


Properly applied, CDA is an indispensable tool, but the 
promise of a “true-false” verdict that it holds out is seduc- 
tive. It is easy to overlook the extensive methodological 
pitfalls and assume that, if a procedure yields a number, 
the answer is certain. Responsible application of these 
techniques requires close and extended collaboration be- 
tween exegetes who understand what questions are mean- 
ingful in terms of the text and statisticians with a thorough 
grounding in the capabilities and limitations of their tools. 
Accessible introductions to CDA include Mosteller, 
Rourke, and Thomas (1961) and Mosteller and Rourke 
(1973). 

b. Exploratory Data Analysis. Recent years have seen 
an explosion of statistical interest in exploratory data analysis 
(EDA). Where CDA epitomizes the view of a hypothesis as 
a claim to be proven or disproven, EDA implements the 
view that a hypothesis is a partial explanation of the data, 
whose effects need to be understood and removed so that 
further patterns may be seen. EDA does not render a 
verdict on hypotheses but gives one the mathematical 
equivalent of a magnifying glass, clarifying the data as 
input to scholarly discretion. Its techniques can reveal 
structure and order that would otherwise remain hidden 
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in data. The cornerstone of EDA is Tukey (1977), together 
with Mosteller and Tukey (1977). 

These techniques have b2en used, for example, to ex- 
plore the distribution of boundary verbs among the tribes 
in Joshua 14-19. Beginning with a table indicating how 
many times each tribal boundary list uses each of the 
verbs, the EDA techniques of median polish and recoding 
suggest a strong preference for five of the verbs in the 
boundaries of Benjamin, Judah, Ephraim, and Manasseh, 
while four other verbs dominate the boundaries of Zebu- 
lun, Issachar, Asher, and Naphtali. This observation, 
which would be difficult to rake without these techniques, 
can be correlated in various ways with the context of the 
allocation of the land. 

The techniques of Tukey (1977) can be applied with 
paper and pencil, though computer implementations are 
increasingly common. Othe: EDA techniques involve mas- 
sive computations that require computer assistance. 
Among these are cluster analysis and multidimensional 
scaling (Parunak 1989a). Both of these techniques give 
ways to visualize the differences among a number of items 
(for example, vocabulary words or manuscripts). They 
begin with an estimate of sunilarity for each pair of items. 
Cluster analysis explores how well these similarities can be 
explained as arising from a set of different categories and 
seeks to retrieve the underlying categories. Multidimen- 
sional scaling (MDS) seeks to build a geometrical model of 
the set of similarities, thus permitting the scholar to view a 
spatial arrangement of the items that corresponds to the 
underlying similarities. Exhibit 2 (Fig. COM.02) is an ex- 
ample of the results of MDS. 

A central tenet of EDA is that one picture is worth a 
thousand digits. Tables of numbers are difficult to under- 
stand even if one knows what one is looking for, but an 
appropriate graph or plot can lead the observer to unan- 
ticipated hypotheses. Computers can generate plots easily 
and thus take advantage of the insight that a picture can 
give. 

For example, Linguistic Density Plots (Parunak 1981a) 
display the distribution of a linguistic phenomenon (such 
as a specific word or a grammatical construction) through- 
out a text, with location in the text on the horizontal axis 
and concentration on the vertical axis. The result is a series 
of peaks that show where in the text the phenomenon is 
concentrated. Such a plot pives the scholar a “feel” for 
concentrations that is almos! impossible to achieve from a 
concordance list alone. It offers clues to literary structure 
that would be difficult to find without it. 

Exhibits 4—6 show three Density Plots from Paul’s Epis- 
tle to the Romans. Each dark bullet on the plot represents 
a separate occurrence of the word being plotted. An inte- 
ger appears instead of a bullet if two or more occurrences 
are on top of one another. The horizontal or “REFER- 
ENCE” axis shows locatior. in the book, with chapter 
beginnings labeled and each horizontal position represent- 
ing four verses. The vertical or “DENSITY” axis is com- 
puted in such a way that the higher a point is plotted the 
closer it is to the adjacent cccurrences of the same phe- 
nomenon. 

Exhibit 4 (Fig. COM.04) shows a dramatic concentration 
of words beginning with Israel (such as “Israel” and “Isra- 
elite”) in chaps. 9-11. This distribution is not a surprise to 
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COM.04. Linguistic density plot—Romans 1-16 (13 occurrences of ‘‘Israel’’). 


anyone familiar with the overall structure of Romans. | an afterthought to the book’s preoccupation with salvation 
Exhibit 5 (Fig. COM.05), though, of the verb sozo, “to save,” | but an integral element in the discussion. Exhibit 6 (Fig. 
and words beginning soter (like “savior” and “salvation”), is | COM.06) shows that nouns and verbs describing “mercy” 
arresting. It shows that these words also, which many | also predominate in these three chapters, this time in 
would suspect to be characteristic of the entire epistle, are | concentrations that form an inclusio at the beginning and 
concentrated in chaps. 9-11, and suggests that the resto- | end of the section. 

ration of Israel contemplated in these chapters is not just Not all plots are created equal. Some computer graphics 
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COM.05. Linguistic density plot—Romans 1-16 (13 occurrences of ‘‘save’’ and “‘savior/salvation’’). 
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COM.06. Linguist c density plot~—Romans 1-16 (11 occurrences of ‘‘[have] mercy’). 


packages create showy graphs that in fact obscure rather 
than clarify data, and some kinds of displays are better 
than others at showing specific kinds of data. The ubiqui- 
tous pie chart, for example, communicates the preponder- 
ance of one category over another, but tests have shown 
that viewers cannot extract quantitative information from 
it as reliably as they can from a bar chart or a line graph. 
As another example, a change in the axes of a line graph 
or scatterplot (say, from linear to logarithmic or squared) 
can dramatically change the intuitions suggested by the 
data. Tufte (1983) and Cleveland (1985) are excellent 
guides to the graphical presentation of data. 


E. Present Results 

Biblical scholarship involves an ongoing conversation 
among the past, present, and future students of the text. 
The computer offers new tools for assisting and moderat- 
ing this conversation, both through making more effective 
use of traditional printed media and as a medium of 
communication in its own right. 

1. Printed Media. The first introduction many human- 
ists have to computers is as word processors. As mundane 
as this application seems, it has led to a dramatic increase 
in the ease and speed of moving ideas from mind to page. 
Corrections and modifications are much simpler to make 
than formerly, and many publishers can work directly 
from an author’s machine-readable text, thus avoiding the 
time-consuming and error-prone rekeying of a manu- 
script for typesetting. 

We have discussed concordances and plots as tools for 
analysis. The ease with which they can be tailored for a 
specific purpose also makes them attractive as aids to 
communicate to a reader the evidence that supports an 
author’s arguments, while imposing an added responsibil- 


ity on the author to ensure that they are clear and not 
misleading. 

2. The Computer as Meclium. As well as producing 
material for printed distribution, computers can them- 
selves be the medium of scholarly activity. Perhaps the 
earliest example of this tendency is computer-aided in- 
struction. For basic drill of vocabulary and paradigms in 
language study, computers cffer a flexible version of the 
venerable flash card. More recent technologies that are 
transforming the computer into a medium of the scholarly 
conversation include networking and hypermedia. 

a. Networking. Networking, the linking of computers 
together so that they can exchange information, is already 
a major means of daily scholarly interaction in the sciences. 
Electronic mail (Email) bypiasses letterhead, secretaries, 
stamps, envelopes, and postal carriers, carrying messages 
directly from one scholar’s computer to another’s, with 
same-day service even across the ocean. Email is faster and 
more reliable than conventional mail, and (unlike tele- 
phone conversation) does no: necessitate both parties be- 
ing free at the same time. 

The computer conference or bulletin board is the com- 
puter equivalent of a discussion. In its simplest form, it 
consists of a series of comments by participants on a topic 
of interest. Later participants can read the comments of 
earlier participants and offer their responses and obser- 
vations. Networking permits people who are widely sepa- 
rated geographically to take part in the discussion. The 
participants usually do not take part at the same time. As 
with Email, the computer conference holds a record of the 
discussion so that at any time participants can review 
comments and add their own. 

As more scholars prepare their research in electronic 
form, it becomes increasingly feasible for publishers to 
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support submissions by networking. In the sciences, re- 
search is actively under way to permit the entire process of 
submission, review, and correction to take place by Email, 
without the need to circulate paper. The next step is the 
electronic journal, distributed to the final readers by net- 
work rather than on paper. 

b. Hypermedia. Hypermedia is the generic term for a 
collection of information items linked together so that a 
user may move from one item to any of several associated 
with it, depending on need and interest. If the information 
items are restricted to text, one speaks of “hypertext.” An 
encyclopedia is a simple example of hypertext, with the 
articles constituting the information items and the move- 
ment from one item to another guided by cross-references 
embedded in the articles. The fundamental characteristic 
of an information repository structured as hypermedia is 
that it helps the user move through it in many different 
sequences, rather than in a fixed linear order, as is custom- 
ary with books and journal articles. 

Exhibit 7 (see Fig. COM.07) illustrates SymEdit, one 
application of hypertext technology. Biblical literature 
makes extensive use of symmetrical repetitions of words, 
grammatical constructions, and ideas to define the kinds 
of structure that paragraph markings and chapter head- 
ings provide in modern literature (Parunak 1981b). To 
discover and analyze such structures, scholars commonly 
photocopy the passage, cut it into pieces with scissors, and 
try to arrange the pieces to bring similar sections close to 
one another for comparison. While the resulting displays 
are extremely useful, the mechanical manipulations 
needed to produce them are tedious and clumsy. SymEdit 


12:4 Ye shall not do so unto 
the LORD your God. 


12:8 Ye shall not do after all 
the things that we do here 
this day, every man 
whatsoever is right in his own 
eyes. 


12:5 But unto the place which 
the LORD your God shall choose 


12:11 Then there shall be a 
place which the LORD your God 
shall choose 


eee done ae aa 
to put his name there, to cause his name to dwell 
there; 


thither shall ye bring all 
that I command you; 


even unto his habitation shall 
ye seek, and thither thou 
shalt come: 


12:6 And thither ye shall 
bring 


your burnt offerings, your burnt offerings, 
and your sacrifices, 


your tithes, 


and the heave offering of your 
hand, 


COM.07. Illustration of SymEdit on Deuteronomy 12. 


and your sacrifices, 


and your tithes, 


and heave offerings of your 
hand, 
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permits an analyst to arrange a text in columns (corre- 
sponding to parallel passages) and rows (which contain 
repeated features). Rows can be labeled to identify the 
features that they isolate. Individual rows and columns 
can be collapsed or expanded to bring other material 
closer together for comparison. The exhibit shows the 
beginning of four panels in Deuteronomy 12, each of 
which follows the same structure in legislating worship at 
a central sanctuary. By expanding the one-dimensional 
structure of the printed text into two dimensions, SymEdit 
helps the scholar to identify and analyze repetitive struc- 
tures. SymEdit is also useful in forming critical compari- 
sons and in studying parallel narrative accounts. 

While hypertext has existed for years in the form of 
encyclopedias, computer technology makes it more com- 
pact, easier to use, and more versatile. The volume of 
information contained in an entire 20-volume encyclope- 
dia can be stored in electronic form on an optical disk less 
than six inches in diameter and an eighth of an inch thick. 
A computerized hypertext system can jump quickly from 
one item to another on such a disk with the touch of a key, 
without the need for the user to turn pages or change 
volumes. Because the disk can store sound and graphic 
images as well as text, such a system can provide full 
hypermedia. 

For example, the CD-Word system currently under de- 
velopment at Dallas Theological Seminary will permit a 
user who is reading a biblical text in electronic form to call 
up various translations of a verse, to jump to a lexicon 
entry for any word in the text, or to access selected com- 
mentaries, grammars, and encyclopedias on a passage 


12:13 Take heed to thyself 
that thou offer not thy burnt 
offerings in every place that 
thou seest: 


12:17 Thou mayest not eat 
within thy gates 


12:14 But in the place which 
the LORD shall choose 


12:18 (But thou must eat them 
before the LORD thy God) in 
the place which the LORD thy 
God shall choose, 


in one of thy tribes, 


there thou shalt offer thy 
burnt offerings, 


the tithe of thy corn, or of. 
thy wine, or of thy oil, or 
the firstlings of thy herds or 
of thy flock, nor any of thy 
vows which thou vowest, nor 
thy freewill offerings, 
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under consideration. The objective is to provide in a single 
computer svstem an environment comparable to that pro- 
vided by a shelf of books and a desk in the conventional 
study. The CELLAR system, a design of the Summer 
Institute of Linguistics, will enable a linguist to sort field 
notes, organize lexical studies, and compare multiple 
translations while preparing a new rendering of a biblical 
text. Some designs permit users to add their personal 
annotations to the network of information, just as we now 
write notes in the margins of paper texts. 

At first, such systems will be stand-alone electronic li- 
braries, but the ultimate vision of hypermedia (Nelson 
1987) couples the notion of linked information units with 
computer networking to anticipate a world in which the 
global resource of human knowledge is accessible from 
any computer. 
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CONANIAH (PERSON) [Heb kénanyéhi]. Var. JECON- 
IAH. The name of three men mentioned in 2 Chronicles. 
It means “Yahweh establishes or strengthens.” 

1. A Levite during the reign of Hezekiah who was given 
charge over the contributior:s, tithes, and other gifts given 
to the newly rededicated temple (2 Chr 31:12-13). His 
brother, Shimei, was appointed as his immediate deputy 
along with 10 assistants. One of them was Benaiah, who 
appears in 2 Chr 35:9 as « LXX variant reading but is 
absent from the MT. The Masoretic marginal note (the 
kétib-qéré) records an orthographic variant spelling omit- 
ting a waw, which indicates <. scribal change from the polal 
(“Yahweh is strengthened”) to the gal (“Yahweh strength- 
ened”) stem of the verbal root kwn (HALAT, 444). This 
could be for theological reasons (Yahweh could hardly 
need to be strengthened or nade righteous) or the change 
could be a dialectical difference in the pronunciation be- 
tween the two vowels d ancl 6 or a historical difference 
(early vs. a modernized pror:unciation). 

2. A second person of that name with the same kétib- 
géré mentioned above lived curing the time of Josiah, king 
of Judah (2 Chr 35:9). He was a leader of the Levites, 
along with his two brothers (or colleagues) and three 
others mentioned in the text. They contributed 5000 
lambs and 500 head of cattle for the Levites’ use during 
the first celebration of the Passover in Josiah’s reign. In the 
parallel account in 1 Esdr 1:9, Jeconiah occurs as an 
alternate form of this name. 

3. An official and judge from the levitical family of 
Izhar appointed during the time of David (1 Chr 26:29). 
His administrative duties along with his sons specifically 
had to do with matters outside of the temple area in the 
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nation at large (Chronicles ICC, 288). His name is also 
spelled with a séwd in the first syllable with the LXX and 
Vg apparently reading an original long 4 instead. 

Kirk E. Lowery 


CONCEPT OF OUR GREAT POWER, THE 
(NHC VI,4). The Concept of Our Great Power (NHC VI,4) is 
the fourth tractate of codex VI (pp. 36-48) of the Nag 
Hammadi codices. This sole witness to the text is well 
preserved except for minor lacunae at the tops of most 
pages (Parrott 1979: 6). A Coptic translation from a Greek 
original, the text is written in the Sahidic dialect with 
minor Subachmimic and Achmimic influences (Krause and 
Labib 1971: 48—52, 63). See also LANGUAGES (COPTIC). 

Great Pow. preserves an apocalyptic presentation of sal- 
vation history (Wisse and Williams 1979: 291). In this 
history, ultimate salvation belongs to those who know “our 
Great Power,” the supreme being discussed in the text. 
Their names will be inscribed in the great light, and they 
will survive the final purification by fire, which will con- 
sume the flesh and everything that burns (matter). 

Great Pow. incorporates themes from Genesis, the Jesus 
traditions, and apocalypticism in a triadic periodization of 
history. The three periods, which are presented in the text 
in two versions, include the aeon of the flesh (antediluvian 
period), the psychic aeon (the postdiluvian period), and 
the aeon that is to come. The creation of the universe 
began the aeon of the fiesh. This aeon, during which the 
soul was created, drew to a close with the call of Noah and 
the flood. The presentation of the psychic aeon, which 
then ensues, includes the origin of evil, the appearance of 
the Savior (Jesus), his descent into Hades to humiliate the 
archons, the rise of an imitator or antichrist, and the final 
consumption by fire. This consumption will usher in the 
aeon to come, which is the unchangeable aeon. Matter and 
flesh will be consumed by the fire and the pure souls 
(pneumatic) will be joined by the souls that have under- 
gone punishment and become pure (psychic). 

The text has been styled as a Christian gnostic apoca- 
lypse (Wisse and Williams 1979: 292). While no distinct 
gnostic cosmogony is outlined, themes and imagery 
abound which fit into a gnostic world view. The god of 
Genesis, for example, is called the “father of the flesh” 
(38,19). 

The clarity of the account is clouded by grammatical 
and logical inconsistencies, the source of which can be 
traced to the complex literary history of the text (Wisse 
and Williams 1979: 291-92) and the Coptic translator’s 
failure to fully understand the Gk Vorlage (Fischer 1973: 
169). The use of the term anomoean (40,7; literally mean- 
ing “dissimilar things”), if understood as a reference to the 
Anomoean heresy, offers a terminus a quo after the middle 
of the 4th century. The reference, however, may be a later 
interpolation (Wisse and Williams 1979: 292, 304). Lin- 
guistic analysis has suggested an earlier date for the origi- 
nal text (Cherix 1982: 6, 62). 

Great Pow. offers a valuable example of the syncretistic 
use of Jewish, Greek, and Christian elements in the for- 
mation of a periodizing apocalyptic salvation history. It 
illustrates the far-ranging influence of apocalyptic ideas in 
the early Christian era and their compatibility with gnostic 
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beliefs in certain circles. The complex literary history of 
this text, if properly understood, could offer valuable 
insights into the development of apocalyptic ideas in Jew- 
ish, Christian, and gnostic circles. 
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CONEY. See ZOOLOGY. 


CONFLATE READINGS IN THE OT. Confia- 
tion is the combination of readings from different texts or 
parts of a text. More specifically, conflate or double read- 
ings in a ms combine two or more variants from two or 
more mss. These alternative readings can be found in the 
Hebrew ms tradition (MT, Dead Sea Scrolls, medieval mss), 
and/or in the ancient versions of the OT, as well as in 
biblical quotations in Apocrypha, NT, patristic, and rab- 
binic literature. Conflation by copyists of doubly transmit- 
ted texts in related to conflation as a redaction technique, 
by which two or more variant accounts of the same subject 
were synthesized by an editor or redactor. There are 
numerous examples in the Samaritan Pentateuch (e.g., the 
theophany at Mt. Sinai, Exodus 20), in biblical mss from 
Qumran (the Sabbath Command, 4QDeut" 5:12—15), in 
the ancient versions (the two LXX accounts of the rise of 
Jeroboam in ] Kgs 11:26-12:24 and 12:24a~z), or in other 
extrabiblical literature (Jubilees and the Temple Scroll). 
Double readings may have developed early in the com- 
position and transmission process of biblical books. They 
may witness to different oral or written traditions or to 
elements introduced in the process of composition or 
redaction of a biblical book. Conflate readings reflect the 
textual pluralism that characterizes the history of the bib- 
lical text before its standardization around the end of the 
Ist century A.D. They prove that copyists had great respect 
for every existing variant reading transmitted in the mss. 
This phenomenon is frequent in parallel texts (2 Kgs 
18:13-19:37 and Isaiah 36-37, or 2 Kgs 24:18—25:21 and 
Jeremiah 52), in different versions of a given text (2 
Samuel 22 and Psalm 18 contain conflate readings), and it 
is common in the parallel books of Samuel-Kings and 
Chronicles. Conflate readings occur mostly in later texts 
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that combine variants of earlier texts or multiple mss: in 
Isa 37:9, 1Q)sa4 wysmS wy3wb and LXX kai akousas apestrepse 
combine MT wysm* (“he heard it”) and 2 Kgs 19:9 wysb 
(“again”). 

Double readings are discovered by comparing two or 
more witnesses of a same text. They are best observed 
when each irem is preserved independently in different 
textual witnesses: in 2 Sam 22:43, the MT combines two 
variants ?dqn. ?rq‘m (“I crushed them, I mashed them”). 
The LXX® text preserves only the first reading and 
4QSam? the second. Another characteristic is that one of 
the two items is sometimes ignored in a part of the textual 
tradition, because it is a secondary development depen- 
dent on the older item: in Ezek 1:20 the MT adds sm hrwh 
Ukt. . . 3mh krwh likt, repeating the phrase “wherever the 
spirit wanted to go.” Some Heb manuscripts, LXX, and 
Syriac do not contain the second phrase. 


A. Classification 

Conflate readings can be classified according to differ- 
ent criteria, such as their sources, the extent of the dupli- 
cation, their location in the sentence, their content, and 
the particular text-critical phenomenon involved. A com- 
prehensive presentation of these different types of con- 
flate reading: follows: 

(1) Variant spellings. 1QIsa@ (1,1) has the Masoretic 
reading bymy, “in the days of,” miscorrected toward the 
Aramaic morphology by superscribing a waw above the 
first yod (Talrnon 1964: 78). In 1 Sam 10:19 the Targum 
reading lw P (“to him: ‘No!’ ”) combines the MT lw and P, 
the equivalent of LXX ouchi. 

(2) Different vocalizations. Two possible vocalizations of 
the same Heb consonantal text may generate two readings. 
In 1 Sam 11:5 and Gk Lucianic préi katopisthen ton boon 
(“early, behind the oxen”), followed by the OL (mane—post 
boves), interprets hbgr as both Heb habbéger (“the morning”) 
and Heb habbigar (“the oxen”). 

(3) Variants in the consonantal text. 1 Sam 10:27 kmhry¥ 
(“like someor.e who keeps silent”) is a corruption of kmw 
hd (“about a month”). This reconstruction is attested by 
4QSam? and suggested by LXX hés meta ména, which equals 
Heb kmhds (see F. M. Cross 1980; McCarter 1 Samuel AB, 
199-200; for a different opinion Barthélemy 1982), how- 
ever, the Gk Lucianic conflates both readings, kai egenéthé 
hos képheuon kat egeneto meta ména hémeron, “and he was like 
someone who keeps silent and a month later .. .” 

(4) Syntactical alternatives. The MT of 1 Sam 23:20 
makes a syntactic break after rd (Irdt rd winw, “to come 
down, come down! And it will be our task . . .”), while the 
OG agrees with the Heb reading of 4QSam? in making no 
break there (‘rdt yrd ‘Slynw, “to come down, let him come 
down to us”), and the Syr essays a conflation of both 
readings. McCarter (1 Samuel AB, 377) and Barthélemy 
(1982) come :o opposite conclusions about the “original 
text” of this verse. 

(5) Scribal errors. The OG translation of Judg 1:15, 
“and Caleb (Heb &id) gave her according to her heart (Heb 
klbh)” may have resulted from an accidental dittography in 
the tradition represented by the OG. The opposite occur- 
rence, haplography, is also possible in the MT. In 2 Sam 
19:8, LXX® combines MT wr‘h (“and will be worse”) with 
the erroneous LXX reading wd‘h (“and know”). 
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(6) Juxtaposed synonymous expressions. One expres- 
sion is sometimes supplemented by another which has the 
same or a similar meaning and which is probably intended 
somehow to explain the first. In Isa 51:17 and 22 the hapax 
legomenon qb‘t (“bowl”) is followed by kws (“cup”), which is 
omitted in the LXX and the Syriac and is generally agreed 
to be an explicative gloss (Eliiger 1974: 131). Such confla- 
tion of synonymous pairs is frequent in the longer text 
form of the book of Jeremiah transmitted by the MT and 
is missing in the shorter tex. form reflected by the LXX. 
MT of Jer 1:15 adds the first item of the pair /ki msphwt 
mmlkwt (“all the clans of the kingdoms”), which is lacking 
in the LXX egé sugkalé pasus tas basileias (“all the king- 
doms”); the second item of the pair gtr—‘bd is added in 
MT Jer 44:3, llkit Igtr ISbd Plhym ?hrym (“to go to burn 
incense, to serve other gods”), the LXX attesting the 
shorter reading, poreuthentes thumign theois heterois (“. . . to 
burn incense to other gods”) Also the conflation of juxta- 
posed pronominal and nominal variants is frequent in 
Jeremiah. Personal names are extensively filled out in the 
MT as in Jer 41:3 ?tw >t gdlyhwv (“with him with Gedaliah”); 
OG omits the nominal variant. Occurrences of expressions 
containing a common and an uncommon word are a 
particular type of juxtaposition: in Isa 11:6 the older Gk 
reading boskethesontai reflects an uncommon Heb verb, 
probably ymrw, “shall grow up” (1QIsa* ymrw); the alter- 
native reading in the same verse kai tauros translates a 
more common noun wmry’, “he fatling” (MT 4QIsa‘). 

(7) Attraction of an associated text. In Gen 17:14, “if 
the flesh of his foreskin has not been cut away,” the 
SamPent and LXX é@ emerg t’ ogdoé add bywm hkmyny, “on 
the eighth day,” from Lev 12:3 to specify the day of the 
circumcision. 

(8) Assimilation of parallels. In 2 Sam 3:23 the Syr 
combines MT Amik (“the king;”) and 4QSam4 (LXX dauid) 
dwd, “David.” The reading “David” may be an assimilation 
to 20:21 (Barthélemy 1982) or, on the contrary, MT may 
have substituted “the king” in anticipation of v 24 (Ulrich 
1978; McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 109). 

(9) Variant locations. Jer 6:13—15 is repeated in 8:10- 
12, but the OG omits the latter verses. 

(10) Exegetical development. The Gk Lucianic in Ezra 
6:4 and the A text in 6:24 kainon enos, “new one,” combine 
the MT reading hdt (Aramaic equivalent of hd¥, “new”) and 
the OG hd (“one”), which seems to be an exegetical devel- 
opment. 

The components of a double reading may be placed side 
by side, connected with the copulative w-, or could form a 
single syntactical whole. 1QIsa?, ‘d ykyn wd ykwnn, “until 
he establishes and sets up,” preserves two variants con- 
nected with w-, of which MT knows only the first. The MT 
of 2 Sam 22:38—39, ‘d klwtm uPhim, embraces two readings 
which grammatically adjust the text: ‘d klwtm, “until finish- 
ing them,” and “d (sr) ?kim, “until I finished them.” One of 
the alternative readings may also be placed outside the 
syntactical context at the end of the sentence. Conflate 
readings could also enter into the text from marginal or 
interlinear notations. In Isa 21:17 1QIsa@ has gbwry qdr, 
“heroes of Kedar,” but the word bny has been inserted 
above the line, bringing the shorter reading in line with 
the conflate MT gbwry bny qd, “the heroes of the sons of 
Kedar” (Talmon 1964: 119). 
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The purpose of textual criticism is to establish a critical 
text by ridding it of all conflation. This is true for the LXX 
translation and for nonbiblical classical literature. But as 
far as the Hebrew biblical text is concerned, this is by its 
very nature a “variant text.” Its formative period extended 
in some books for many centuries and continued even 
when the textual transmission had already begun. The 
variant interpretations to which the text was subjected have 
also left their traces in the text. Therefore the task of 
editors and critics is not to reduce the plurality and diver- 
sity of variants and doublets but to take account of all of 
them and to try to explain their origin and meaning. 
Particularly in cases of pairs of synonymous readings, 
which combine expressions used alternatively in a given 
context ?dm-ys, “man”; ntn—sym, “to give, to put”), neither 
term can be said to claim textual primacy. Textual and 
stylistic aspects are here intimately connected (Talmon 
1975: 344-57). Conflate readings help the critic in exam- 
ining phenomena that may have occurred at three differ- 
ent levels in the history of the text. It is not always possible 
to decide to which of these three levels a given phenome- 
non is to be assigned. 


B. Confixtion in the Hebrew Text 

Conflation may arise at three different phases in the 
history of a text. The first is the process of literary forma- 
tion. At times conflate readings derive from parallel tradi- 
tions. By inserting the words wy *bytr, “and Abiathar came 
up,” in 2 Sam 15:24 the redactor blended two traditions 
which attributed the honor of carrying the ark to different 
priests, Zadok or Abiathar (Talmon 1960: 189); an editor 
may also have attempted to remove the reference to Abi- 
athar from the context (Wellhausen 1899: 197). 

A second phase at which conflation may arise is the 
editorial process. The readings of 1 Sam 18:6 bbw’m, 
“When they came,” and bswb dwd, “When David returned,” 
are editorial insertions ignored in the LXX. Their purpose 
is to connect the following section with two preceding 
episodes: (1) women came out to meet King Saul on 
David’s return after slaying Goliath the Philistine (17:54); 
(2) women came out at the approach of Saul and David 
after their meeting at court (17:55-18:5, omitted in the 
OG). 

The third phase is that of textual transmission. In 2 Sam 
13:39, the Targum nps? ddwyd milk’, “the spirit of David the 
king,” and Gk mss to pneuma tou basileds Daueid combine 
the OG to pneuma tou basileds, “the king’s enthusiasm,” 
which is confirmed by 4QSam2 riah hmlk, “the spirit of the 
king,” and MT dwd hmlk, “David the king.” The MT 
reading is a secondary development, because the verb 
agrees with riah (feminine), not with the name “David.” 
Different types of textual changes may occur. In 2 Sam 
18:3 the Targum ?ry kn >t... wk‘n, “for you... and now,” 
combines the MT and OG reading ky ‘th = hott kai nun 
(“for now”) and a proto-Masoretic reading ky’th (“but 
you”), which is reflected by LXX® hoti su and seems more 
suitable to the context. Many texts have additions. The Vg 
of Jer 28:8 reads et de adflictione et de fame, which conflates 
MT wir‘h, “and affliction,” and wir‘b, “and famine,” sup- 
ported by many Heb mss. This variant is due to the 
influence of the following widbr, “and pestilence,” which 
adapts rh to the usual pair rb and dbr; both words (wlr‘h 
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widbr) were successively added to an older and shorter text 
reflected by the OG. Enclosed glosses creep into texts, too. 
The conflate variants in 1 Sam 2:3tb mhywt zqn bbytk (“so 
that there will not be an old man in your father’s house”) 
and 32b wi? yhyh zgn bbytk (“and there will not be an old 
man in your house”) form a resumptive repetition that 
encloses the gloss of v 32a, omitted by LXX. 


C. Confiation in the Versions 

The conflate readings present in the versions can have 
arisen in the Hebrew original/s (Vorlage), in the translation 
process, or along the textual transmission of the version. 
It is not always possible to establish a clear distinction 
between these different levels. 

Double readings occur in the Hebrew original(s). A 
translator or a later reviser may have interwoven two ren- 
derings drawn from different MT variants. In 2 Chr 
23:14, LXX kai exélthen .. . kai eneteilato conflates MT wyws’, 
“brought out,” and 2 Kgs 11:15 wysw, “gave orders to,” 
which is the older reading. One part of the translation may 
be based on the MT, while another item may translate a 
divergent non-Masoretic original. For example, in 2 Sam 
18:14, OG dia touto arxomai (Heb lakén ?ahdlla, “therefore I 
shall begin”) was supplemented by the proto-Theodotionic 
reviser with a more literal rendition of the MT lo’ kén 
6hiéla = ouch houtds mend, “Not thus shall I tarry.” A partic- 
ular type of conflation is that produced because of differ- 
ent interpretations of the Hebrew Vorlage: the LXX of 2 
Sam 21:22 ton giganton en geth to rapha oikos, “of the giants 
in Gath, to Rapha a house,” combines two variants bgt, “in 
Gath,” and byt, “house,” by confusing g and y. 

Double translation is also used as a translation tech- 


‘nique. Two alternate renderings or independent equiva- 


lents in the target language represent a single parallel item 
in the parent text. This type of change is to be distin- 
guished from exegetical amplifications or glosses. In Exod 
3:8 the verb th Slwtw mn . . . 71, “to bring them up out... 
into... ,” is translated in the Greek with two verbs 
exagagein and eisagagein in order to express the two aspects 
provided by the Hebrew verb. 

The same Hebrew word may be rendered by two equi- 
valents with the same meaning. These equivalents may be: 
(1) synonymous readings, as in Exod 22:16 where the verb 
mn ymn, “he absolutely refuses,” is rendered by two 
equally appropriate verbs ananeuédn ananeusé kai mé boulétai, 
“he absolutely refuses and does not want”; (2) a rendering 
in good Greek alongside a literal one: In 2 Kings the OG 
translates the Heb yhwh sb’wt, “Lord of the hosts,” by kyrios 
pantokrator, “Lord Almighty” (attested by the Gk Lucianic 
in 2 Kgs 19:15; 20:16), corrected by the proto-Theodo- 
tionic reviser to kyrios tén dynameén, “Lord of the hosts” 
(2 Kgs 3:14; 19:31); (3) a regular translation accompanied 
by a transliteration, 1 Sam 24:23 MT hmswah, “the strong- 
hold,” is rendered tén Messara stenén; or (4) it is replaced 
by a transliteration, 2 Kgs 25:13, 16 mknut, “the trolleys,” 
is rendered by the OG baseis, corrected to mechonoth in the 
proto-Theodotionic recension. 

This kind of conflation can sometimes be interpreted in 
different ways, either as preserving an original longer 
reading or as the result of an inserted gloss. In 1 Sam 
16:20, MT hémér, “ass,” appears transliterated in LXX as 
gomor, reflecting the vocalization homer. The Gk Lucianic 
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kai elaben lessai onon kai apetheken auto gomor artén, “Jesse 
took an ass and ladened it with an omer of bread,” and 
the similar OL et accepit lesse asinum et imposutt super gomor 
panis may )reserve here an original longer reading hmwr 
wysm Slyw Smr lhm (McCarter, 1 Samuel AB, 280), or may 
combine the LXX reading, “took an omer of bread.” and 
a glossed reading attested by the Syr, “took an ass and 
ladened it with bread” (Barthélemy 1982). 

The same Hebrew word is sometimes translated by two 
equivalents with two different meanings, either for seman- 
tic considerations, as in Dan 2:11 ygyrh=barys esti kai epi- 
doxos (“heavy” and “esteemed”), or because of different 
etymological derivations, as in Prov 6:3 *“k=kakon dia son 
philon (“the evil through your fellow”), where r‘k is derived 
from r, ‘evil,’ and r‘h, “fellow,” or according to two 
different traditions of translation, as in Isa 41:7 
p’m= “hammer” and “at the right time,” where the Targum 
has bgrns? zmn?, “with the mallet, then,” and LXX sphuré 
... pote, “hammer . .. then” (Elliger 1974: 134). 

A translator who is careful to render his Vorlage as 
literally as possible is not expected to have recourse to 
double readings. On the contrary, a free or nonliteral 
translation like the LXX of Isaiah, which borders on the 
Midrashic, may be suspected of using such a technique. 

Double readings arise in the transmission process of the 
versions. A copyist or reviser may have interwoven two 
renderings drawn from different sources. This conflation 
is characteristic of the Gk recensions, particularly of the 
Lucianic. In elucidating the priority of one or another of 
the two renderings, Lagarde’s criterion is applied: the free 
translation is generally older than the literal one. Similarly, 
the item that translates a divergent Hebrew Vorlage is 
generally to be preferred to the item based on the MT. 
This is in accord with a tendency present in the later LXX 
books to produce a more literal rendition and with a 
similar tenclency of the Gk recensions to bring the original 
text in line with the increasingly authoritative Hebrew text 
which served as the base for the Vorlage. 

The components of a double translation are usually 
located next to each other and connected with a copula 
(kai). Sometimes they appear unconnected, as in | Kgs 
3:25 hyld, “the child,” =to paidarion to thélazon, “the child 
the sucking baby.” They may also be interwoven with one 
another, creating a genitive relation between them. as in 
Josh 9:22, the MT bgrbnw ysbym = egchériot (este) ton katot- 
kounton en émin, “the inhabitants of the country, who live 
among us.” 
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Jutio TREBOLLE 
CONJURING. See MAGIC (OT). 


CONQUEST OF CANAAN. See ISRAEL, HIS- 
TORY OF. 


CONSCIENCE. The idea of a human conscience “has 
existed over since the final verdict of guilt was spoken 
within man himself, when the true Furies were recognized 
as the consciousness of guilt” (Dibelius and Conzelmann 
Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia, 19). According to Gooch 
(1987), the Church has developed three distinct concepts 
of conscience (Gk suneidésis) as morality’s “inner voice”: 
there is (1) a minimal sense by which the term refers to 
one’s self-consciousness (derived from its earlier cognate 
for “consciousness,” suneides) or private knowledge (from 
the reflexive for knowing one’s own knowledge, sunoida 
emauto); (2) a more robust notion where suneidésis refers to 
“the pain of recognizing that one has done something 
wrong or bad” (Gooch 1987: 245; also Pierce 1955); and 
(3) the more recent and common use of suneidésis as an 
autonomous agent; the repository of moral convictions, 
which legislates actions in accord with God's will. 


A. Background 

The first meaning of suneidésis is also earliest and has its 
origins in popular Hellenistic usage (Maurer TDNT 7: 
898-907; Davies IDB 1: 671-74). Although not promi- 
nently used prior to the Ist century B.C.E. (e.g., suneidésis 
does not appear in Aristotle’s Ethics), the term was used to 
describe in a general way a person’s moral self-awareness. 
The conscience was that part of the inner person which 
continued to judge human actions—usually wrong (a 
“bad” conscience; Xen. Ap. 24). Such a judgment derives 
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from a rational nature and does not have its direct source 
in a deity (although one’s “nature” may be traced to God). 
Further, conscience bears witness in an immediate sense 
to a particular act rather than preparing for it to do right 
or wrong. 

From the Ist century on, suneidésis is used more fre- 
quently, especially by the Latin rhetoricians, and was taken 
up into the language of philosophical ethics, most notably 
by the Stoics (although see Davies IDB 1: 671-76). How- 
ever, its meaning remained essentially the same: an inher- 
ent capacity which allows a person to act in accord to what 
he or she knows is right. Cicero and then Seneca did speak 
of a “good” conscience (conscientia) as directive toward the 
happy life—a point also made by Epicurus. While not a 
central notion in Stoicism, Epictetus speaks of conscience 
as that faculty which helps to override moral timidity and 
do what one knows is good (cf. suneidos, Diss. 3.22.94). 

The term also appears in Hellenistic Judaism, especially 
with Philo, who uses suneidésis/suneidos in common with the 
Greco-Roman world. However, Judaism’s usage carries a 
religious nuance and is informed by their Scriptures. 
Thus, the conscience bears witness to biblical truth and 
produces pain when Torah is not observed. Maurer fur- 
ther argues that Philo’s positive use of the notion is in line 
with the Wisdom tradition in that the truth to which the 
conscience bears witness directs, even converts, a person 
onto the path which leads to salom (911-13). 

Philo did, however, appropriate the language of con- 
science from its secular usage, since the OT (LXX) use of 
the sunoida family is quite sparse. That the OT does not 
have a word for conscience astonishes some but can readily 
be understood by the Bible’s general resistance to an 
introspective and autonomous anthropology (cf. Stendahl 
1976): truth is revealed by God and the individual is 
encircled (and so limited) by a community covenanted with 
God and itself. The RSV does translate the Heb /é, 
“heart,” as “conscience” in 1 Sam 25:31, even though the 
LXX translation is estai soi touto bdelugmos, “it (the abomi- 
nation) will (not) be upon yourself.” (The most one can say 
is that estai soi here is perhaps idiomatic for moral self- 
consciousness.) Wolff (1974) contends that léb “comes to 
take on the meaning of ‘conscience’ . . . [in that] what is 
being described is the reaction of the ethical judgment 
formed by the conscience” (51). According to OT anthro- 
pology, léb is the center of human self-consciousness de- 
voted to making decisions in accord with the word of God. 
In this sense, the essence of the OT idea of /é is compati- 
ble with the general conception of suneidésis in the Greco- 
Roman world; and it is this conception which provides the 
background for the NT idea of conscience to which we 
now turn. 


B. Pauline 

The connection between the OT notion of /éb and the 
NT suneidésis is nowhere clearer than in Rom 2:15. For 
Paul, conscience is a universal human capacity which con- 
demns or recommends one’s fitness before God against an 
internalized Torah. As in Hellenistic Judaism, then, Paul 
ties conscience to the word of God (i.e., Torah) as self- 
conscious judge of and witness to the community’s obser- 
vance of it. 

As with most theological and ethical convictions he in- 
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herited from Judaism, Paul further qualifies conscience by 
linking it to his own apocalyptical gospel, which is focused 
here on God’s eschatological judgment at Christ’s Parousia. 
Thus, human conscience evokes a sense of imminent and 
inward (ta krypta ton anthropon, Rom 2:16) recognition, 
whether one stands under God’s wrath because of disobe- 
dience (which is presumed the case for those outside of 
Christ, Rom 1:18) or under God’s righteousness because 
of obedience which comes by faith (Rom 2:5-11; cf.1:5). 
With the exception of 1 Cor 8:1—11:1, other occurrences 
of suneidésis in Pauline texts (Rom 13:5; 2 Cor 1:12; 4:2; 
5:11) reflect this more typical and only modestly refined 
use of the idea which was current in the Greco-Roman and 
Jewish worlds. 

The most important and innovative text in its use of 
suneidésis within the Pauline corpus is 1 Cor 8:1—11:1 
(Jewett 1971: 421-32). In this passage, Paul seeks to settle 
a controversy surrounding the permissibility of eating 
food once offered to idols. His essential point is that under 
certain circumstances some believers should refrain from 
eating such food because of negative consequences to the 
spiritual nurture of other believers. The conscience’s piv- 
otal function is twofold: on the one hand, it detects those 
who are “weak” because they lack and have need of Pauline 
gnosis (8:7); while, on the other hand, it guides those who 
are “strong” because they have such gnésis and who now 
must use it in ways which edify the whole community—to 
keep the “weak” from returning to idolatry. 

The first two meanings of conscience given by Gooch 
(1987) are discernible in 1 Cor 8:7—13: the scrupulous 
conscience of the “weak” is pained by the apparently 
idolatrous acts of the “strong” (vv 7, 12) because it has 
been informed by previous experiences of idolatry and so 
bears witness to a non-Christian morality (v 10)). Con- 
science, then, marks the consistency of a particular act 
with a particular standard of morality; and when inconsis- 
tency to that standard is perceived, pain is produced. Yet 
the pain produced in the conscience of the “weak” is really 
the result of competing conceptions of gnésis which have 
in turn produced competing consciences between those 
who live either in accord with Pauline gnésis or with pagan 
gnosis. Thus, the conscience of the “weak” is not itself weak 
or faulty; rather, it distorts the truth, turning an innocent 
act (according to Pauline teaching) into an evil one, be- 
cause of a misguided standard of truth (or gnésis contrary 
to Pauline teaching). 

Paul has, however, already established his working moral 
principle in 1 Cor 8:1: conscience must bear witness to love 
of others rather than to self-knowledge since the yield of 
the latter is arrogance (and naturally division) and of the 
former is edification (and so unity; 8:6). The truth by 
which any particular act is apprehended by the suneidésis 
is relational and communal rather than individual and 
juridical, and is as much a problem for the theologically 
“strong” as for the “weak”—which seems to be the point of 
the ironical 8:10 (Jewett 1971: 422-23). Here, then, Paul 
redefines the current notion of suneidésis by regarding its 
role as supervising one’s relationship with others rather 
than to a particular gndsis. 

Thus, in 1 Cor 9:1—10:22 Paul turns to a discussion of 
those limits to personal freedom which make this new 
standard of truth clearer to his readers. Paul contends that 
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even as he and other Christian missionaries adjust their 
behavior arid assessment of personal rights to meet the 
redemptive needs of others, so also certain Corinthian 
believers must adjust their behavior, even giving up their 
rights to certain foods, to keep other believers from going 
back into idolatry. The new role of conscience 1s to regulate this 
sort of moral accommodation which purposes to edify other peo- 
ple—to know when and how long to abstain from those 
“dawful” acts which might, however, “cause a co-believer to 
stumble.” 

Paul resumes his discussion of sunezdésis at 1 Cor 10:23 
and adds yet another meaning to the notion. Especially 
the use of &rind with the individual’s suneidésis in 10:29, 
following the succession of the formulaic dia tén suneidésin 
(10:25, 27, 28), suggests an element of autonomy which 
can help determine obedient acts ahead of time (however, 
see Gooch }987: 251-52). The believer’s conscience, now 
armed by the principle of love and delimited by the de- 
mand to preserve the commitment of those prone to 
idolatry, makes “judgments” whether certain behaviors 
will bring glory to God (10:31) by saving the many (10:33) 
in agreemerit with the apostle’s gentile mission (11:1). The 
idea of conscience as an internal and autonomous moral 
agent, fully developed during the Church’s medieval pe- 
riod, has its biblical mooring here. 

The early catholicizing tendency of the post-Pauline 
situation is reflected by the use of suneidésis in the Pastoral 
Epistles (1 Tim 1:5, 19; 3:9; 4:2; 2 Tim 1:3; Titus 1:15; cf. 
Acts 23:1; 24:16). The author’s concerns are more institu- 
tional and less apocalyptical than found in earlier Pauline 
writings. Thus, the special attributes of the conscience are 
those found in the “man of God” who is a “good citizen” 
and best able to rule over the Church of this world (1 Tim 
1:19; 3:9; cf. Acts 23:1; 24:16; Dibelius and Conzelmann 
Pastoral Episiles Hermeneia, 20). Further, the “good” con- 
science is shaped by the Church’s traditions of the histori- 
cal Paul (2 Tim 1:3), who is chief exemplar of Christian 
conduct and teacher of truth; only that conscience which 
bears witness to apostolic piety and teaching is able to 
distinguish adequately between orthodoxy and _ hetero- 
doxy, orthopraxis and heteropraxis (1 Tim 4:2; Titus 
1:15). As such, the “good” conscience of the Church’s 
leadership is an element of ecclesiastical hugiés (esp. ‘Titus 
1:13—16), “soundness,” and is therefore an essential ingre- 
dient in maintaining loyalty to “the faith” and its codes 
and creeds not only in a pluralistic world but also within a 
Church where the authority of Paul is being challenged. 
In this context, then, the institutional function of con- 
science provides for doctrinal as well as moral discernment 
and stability for the whole Church rather than only for its 
individual leader. 


C. Non-Pauline 

The concept of conscience in the Pauline corpus is 
essentially concerned with human relations. This also 
seems true o- 1 Pet 2:19 and 3:16, where sunezdésis, bound 
to God’s will, evaluates behavior toward outsiders. More 
than Paul, however, the author is concerned with the 
particular difficulties of living as the Church within an 
antagonistic (and not simply pluralistic) society; suffering 
is a real possibility if not already a reality. Conscience, 
then, is the consciousness of a certain moral particularity 
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which belongs to a divinely elect community of “aliens and 
strangers” (1 Pet 1:1—2; 2:0-11) and whose common life 
resists certain sociopolitical standards of behavior; it is an 
awareness of one’s own deviance with the likely result of 
suffering. Christian baptism: inaugurates a manner of life 
during which the “cleansed conscience” (3:21) seeks to 
maintain an undivided and difficult loyalty toward God in 
a world where Christian conduct only marginalizes the 
people of God. The hope, of course, is that his path of 
suffering will save the baptied soul (1:3-9; 2:21-25). 

The author of Hebrews iissumes the essential meaning 
of suneidésis in the Hellenistic world: the conscience “is the 
internal faculty within man that causes him to be painfully 
aware of his sinfulness anc, as a result, to experience a 
sense of guilt” (Selby 1986: 148). However, unlike Paul, 
who is primarily interested in human relations, the author 
of Hebrews depicts a guilty conscience as the “one real 
barrier to an individual’s approaching and living in fellow- 
ship with God. The guilty conscience is thus the impedi- 
ment to real confidence and stability for the Christian” 
(ibid). 

References to the conscience in Hebrews are gathered 
together in 9:9, 14 and 10:2, 22, and so at the focal point 
of the author’s exposition on the new covenant. What is 
“new” in the relationship between God and eschatological 
Israel is that the work of the priestly Christ has purified 
Israel’s conscience and has rnade it possible to “draw near” 
to God (10:22) with inner confidence (10:2; cf.4:16) and 
to worship God forever (9:1 |—14). The author’s prophetic 
interest in internal and spiritual transformation (against 
Judaism’s perceived interest 'n cultic ritual and legal rights) 
only intensifies the importance of a purified conscience. 
Judaism’s priestly theocracy does not provide a lasting 
means of ridding Israel’s gu.ilt and making easy access to 
God. Because the priestly Christ offered himself up to 
God as a “perfect” sacrifice (Heb 7:11-8:13; 10:5-18), the 
conscience has been cleansed of these legalistic “works 
which lead to death” (9:1--10; 10:2); indeed, it is the 
conscience which has now been redeemed in fulfillment of 
Jeremiah’s promise of a new covenant (cf. 8:10). 
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CONSTELLATIONS. see ASTROLOGY IN THE 
ANCIENT NEAR EAST. 


CONSTITUTION. See i.AW (IN JUDAISM OF THE 
NT PERIOD). 
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CONSTITUTIONS AND CANONS, APOS- 
TOLIC. See APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS AND 
CANONS. 


CONTRIBUTION FOR THE SAINTS. A proj- 
ect headed by Paul whereby funds from his gentile 
churches were collected for the poor among the believers 
in Jerusalem (the recipients are variously named as “the 
saints,” “the poor among the saints,” and “the poor’). 


A. The Contribution in the Letters of Paul 

There are references to this project in four of Paul’s 
letters (Romans, | and 2 Corinthians, and Galatians). It is 
generally thought that at least the references in 1 and 2 
Corinthians and in Romans refer to different stages of one 
great project (Hurd 1965: 205, n. 1). 

In Rom 15:25~-32 Paul speaks about the final stage of 
the collection as he is on his way to deliver it to Jerusalem 
(15:26). If the significance of the collection was as a symbol 
of the unity of the Church (Knox 1950: 54) it may be that 
Paul’s worry over the acceptability of the collection (Rom 
15:31) is a concern over whether the Jerusalem church 
might consider that he had failed to provide such a sym- 
bol. The churches of Galatia, who were involved in the 
project at some stage (1 Cor 16:1), do not appear in Paul’s 
last reference to the collection (Rom 15:26). 

In 1 Cor 16:1—4 Paul gives instructions about the contri- 
bution. He has previously introduced the collection project 
to the Corinthian church, perhaps in the previous letter 
(Hurd 1965: 233), and is now giving more specific instruc- 
tions about how to proceed, probably in order to encour- 
age a more sizeable contribution (Hurd 1965: 202). 

2 Corinthians 8 and 9 are most likely two communica- 
tions written at separate times (Bornkamm 1965: 77). Betz 
(2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 71) has shown that 2 
Corinthians 8 has some of the characteristics of a legal 
contract in which the mandate given to Titus is set out (2 
Cor 8:6) along with a description of his credentials and 
the task assigned to him (2 Cor 8:16—23). Paul also com- 
mends two anonymous brothers (2 Cor 8:18, 19, 22) who, 
since only Titus is Paul’s own partner (2 Cor 8:23b), are 
under the authority of Titus. 

In 2 Corinthians 9, Paul’s sending of “the brothers” is 
explained as necessary in order that the gift will be ready 
when he arrives with the Macedonians (2 Cor 9:1—5a). 2 
Cor 9:5b expresses Paul’s concern that the original inten- 
tion of the contribution not be lost among the Corinthians 
(Betz, 96). 

The three main options for explaining the reference in 
Gal 2:10 are: (1) that it is an exhortation to continue a 
standard practice that accompanied Paul's missionary ac- 
tivity (de Burton 1921: 99); (2) that it refers to the collec- 
tion that Paul subsequently commenced as evidenced in 1 
and 2 Corinthians and Romans (Knox 1950: 57); or (3) 
that it alludes both to the great collection referred to in 
these letters and to Pau!’s previous efforts, recorded in 
Acts 11:17—30, when he and Barnabas brought aid from 
Antioch to Jerusalem during the famine (Nickle 1966: 59). 
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B. The Contribution in Acts 

There are only two references to the contribution in 
Acts: in 11:27—30, as referred to above, and in 24:17 where 
Paul tells Felix that part of the reason he has come to 
Jerusalem is to bring to the Jews “gifts for the poor.” 


C. The Significance of the Contribution 

That Paul considered the collection project to be highly 
significant is indicated by the fact that he continued to 
push for funds even when faced with lethargic and rebel- 
lious responses (2 Corinthians 8 and 9) and was willing to 
risk his life to deliver it (Rom 15:31). It is generally taken 
that the significance the contribution for the saints had for 
Paul was as a symbol of the unity of the Church. The 
collection was meant to represent, primarily to the Jewish 
Christians in Jerusalem, the unity of both gentile and Jew 
in Christ, and thereby to be a means of reconciling the 
Jewish and gentile branches of the Church (Knox 1950: 
54). The generosity of the gentile churches was meant to 
prove the validity of gentile salvation to the church at 
Jerusalem (Nickle 1966: 127). 
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L. ANN JERVIS 


CONVERSION. The word “conversion” and the re- 
lated noun “convert” and verb “to convert” appear infre- 
quently in English translations of the Bible. When they do, 
they translate the Heb word #6 (“to turn”) and the Gk 
epistrephein. However, understandings of what conversion 
involves and what it means are conveyed in diverse ways 
and cannot be confined to the study of particular terms. 
To explore the biblical understandings of conversion in- 
volves not only a study of particular words but an exami- 
nation of the varying imagery for conversion. 

The unclarity that surrounds the English word “conver- 
sion” complicates any discussion of conversion in the Bible. 
In his classic study of conversion in early Christianity, 
Arthur Darby Nock defined conversion as “the reorienta- 
tion of the soul of an individual, his deliberate turning 
from indifference or from an earlier form of piety to 
another, a turning which implies a consciousness that a 
great change is involved, that the old was wrong and the 
new is right” (Nock 1933: 7). While this definition ade- 
quately describes certain uses of the term, it also implicitly 
eliminates some changes that are customarily described as 
conversions (e.g., Ruth, whose conversion appears to be a 
matter of an allegiance to Naomi and her customs; the 
Ethiopian eunuch and Cornelius, neither of whom ap- 
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pears to undergo a radical change of consciousness). If the 
term “conversion” is applied more widely than Nock’s 
definition would allow, then there are numerous biblical 
texts that warrant consideration as examples of conversion. 


A. Conversion in the Hebrew Bible 

Although the religion of Israel primarily concerned 
people who were born into Israel, the Bible also speaks of 
those strangers or sojourners (gérim) among the people. 
Restrictions governed their participation in Israel’s reli- 
gious life (Exod 12:43-—45), but they could offer sacrifices 
to God and, on condition that males had been circumcised, 
they could even participate in Passover celebrations (Num 
14:13-15; Exod 12:48—-49). The best-known example of a 
sojourner who takes Israel’s God for her own is that of 
Ruth, who apparently acts out of her relationship to her 
mother-in-law Naomi. 

In addition to this motif of the sojourner who converts 
to Israel’s worship is the prominent prophetic motif of the 
call for Israel’s, return (Sab) to God. Two texts that illustrate 
this motif are Jer 3:1—4:4 and Isaiah 55. Despite Israel’s 
faithlessness (ler 3:1—4), she will be allowed to return and 
will find mercy and pardon (Jer 3:12-13; Isa 55:1--9). 
What is necessary is that the people sincerely repent and 
return to God in truth and justice (Jer 4:1—4), a move that 
itself requires God’s strengthening of Israel (Jer 3:22) and 
that will in turn lead to a renewed relationship with God. 
This return is not a conversion in the sense of'a change of 
religious affilizition, but the transformation called for here 
does coincide with part of Nock’s definition. 


B. Conversion in the New Testament 

The Synoptic Gospels portray both John the Baptist and 
Jesus as preachers of repentance (Gk metanota). While 
Mark comments merely that John preached “a baptism of 
repentance for the forgiveness of sins,” Luke and Matthew 
characterize John’s preaching as a polemic against those 
who do not reflect their repentance through good deeds 
(Matt 3:7—10; Luke 3:7-9). In common with the prophetic 
motif of repentance and return to God, John’s preaching 
declares God’s final judgment on those who do not repent. 

While the Synoptic Gospels also present Jesus’ preaching 
as a call for repentance (Mark 1:15; Matt 4:17), it is Jesus’ 
parables that reveal an implicit understanding that repen- 
tance involves a converted or transformed understanding 
of God. For example, several of the parables challenge 
conventional ways of understanding God (e.g., Luke 
15:11—32; Mat: 20:1—-16) and thereby encourage the rein- 
terpretation of who God is and how God works in the 
world. The very riddle of the parables presses for new or 
converted ways of thinking and acting in response to God. 

Despite bot. the vivid accounts in Acts and its well- 
established place in Christian imagination, Paul’s conver- 
sion occupies only a fragment of his letters. Indeed, be- 
cause Paul says so little about this topic, and because he 
does not speak of changing religions, many students of his 
letters insist that it is inappropriate to speak of Paul as 
having experienced a “conversion,” and prefer the term 
“call” in order to capture the motif of the prophetic call 
that appears ir. Gal 1:15-16. It has also been suggested 
that the term “transformation” be used for Paul's particu- 
lar conversion, since it is not a change of religions but a 
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radical reinterpretation of his understanding of God’s 
actions in and will for the world. This debate itself reflects 
the previously noted confusion about the English word 
“conversion.” 

Whatever term is applied to the change Paul experi- 
enced, the evidence about it in his letters is slender. He 
indicates that he was a faithful Jew whose zeal surpassed 
that of his peers (Phil 3:5-6; Gal 1:14). Nevertheless, his 
experience of the risen Jesus ‘1 Cor 9:1—2; 15:8—-10) inau- 
gurated a radical transformation (Phil 3:7); contained 
within that transformation was Paul’s call as apostle to the 
gentiles (Gal 1:15—16; 1 Cor {:1—2; 15:8-10). While some 
interpreters still see in Romans 7 an indication that Paul 
was driven to his change by guilt over his inability to keep 
the law, the predominant view is that Romans 7 reflects on 
some aspect of the human situation and is not an autobio- 
graphical reflection. Of the «lramatic details included in 
Acts 9, 22, and 26, Paul says nothing, not even that he was 
traveling to Damascus (see, however, Gal 1:17). 

When referring to the conversions of others, Paul often 
speaks of God as calling (1 Cor 1:2), purchasing (1 Cor 
6:20), liberating (Rom 6:17-18), or giving grace (Rom 
3:21-26) to human beings. This is consistent with his 
conviction that it is God who takes the initiative with the 
world in a new way in the gospel rather than human beings 
who act to placate or please (sod. When he does use the 
language of converting or turning to God, it is in very 
traditional contexts that refe- to gentiles taking up the 
worship of the true God, such as in 1 Thess 1:9 (cf. Gal 
4:9). More often, he refers to the point at which persons 
acknowledge God’s action in Jesus Christ as “faith” or 
“belief” (Rom 13:11), which results in radical transforma- 
tion, a transformation that is still God’s gift (Rom 12:1—2). 

Because Luke’s second voluine, the Acts of the Apostles, 
narrates the formation of the Church and its mission in 
the gentile world, it is understandable that Acts contains a 
number of stories of conversion, not only the conversion 
of Saul or Paul (Acts 9, 22, 26) but also the ETHIOPIAN 
EUNUCH (8:26-40) and CORNELIUS (10:1-11:18), as 
well as large numbers of converts who remain unnamed 
(e.g., 2:41-42; 4:4; 9:35, 42). The first story of the conver- 
sion of a group of people comes at the event of Pentecost 
and appears to present Luke’s understanding of conver- 
sion, for Peter concludes his sermon with these words: 
“Repent, and be baptized everv one of you in the name of 
Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins; and you shall 
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” (2:38). Later stories do 
not necessarily conform to this pattern, however. For ex- 
ample, nothing is said about the Ethiopian eunuch repent- 
ing or receiving the Holy Spirit (8:26—40). The story of 
Saul’s conversion makes no reference to his repentance 
(although his behavior might be said to reflect such a 
change). In the Cornelius episode, there is again no refer- 
ence to repentance, and here the gift of the Holy Spirit 
precedes baptism. This inconsistency indicates that Luke 
is not presenting a systematic interpretation of conversion 
but is employing the various accounts to weave a story of 
God’s actions in and through the Church. Even the stories 
of the conversions of individuals are, in Luke’s accounting, 
less about those individuals than they are about God. 

In addition to the gospel accounts in which John and 
Jesus call for repentance, the language of revelation and 
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transformation in the letters of Paul, and the narratives of 
Acts, some NT texts use imagery of new birth and new life 
to refer to conversion. This language occurs in both Jewish 
and pagan literature roughly contemporaneous with the 
NT, so that its use in the gospel of John and in | Peter 
draws on well-established religious language. The gospel 
of John includes a story in which Jesus says to Nicodemus: 
“Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one is born anew (gennethe 
anothen), he cannot see the kingdom of God” (3:3). This 
statement turns on a word play, since the Greek word 
translated “anew” in the RSV also means “from above.” 
While Nicodemus responds to the former meaning of the 
word, what Jesus intends is clearly the latter. As this birth 
“from above” stands in its Johannine setting, it refers to 
life that has its origin in the Spirit, life in radical disconti- 
nuity from life in “this world,” and life that involves a new 
relationship with Jesus (e.g., John 15:1-7, 18-19; 17:6— 
10). In 1 Peter the language of new birth (1:3—5, 14, 23; 
2:2) helps to affirm the believer’s movement inside the 
boundaries of a new community. As is the case of John as 
well, new birth in 1 Peter has ethical as well as social and 
theological implications, since those who are in the com- 
munity are enjoined to be holy in their conduct (1:14-15) 
and to act out of love (1:22—23). 
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COOPS, PIGEON. See ZOOLOGY. 


COPPER SCROLL (3Q15). In March 1952 a team 
of archaeologists discovered in Qumran Cave 3 a scroll 
engraved on two copper sheets which had originally 
formed one whole 2.40 x 0.30 m in size (de Vaux 1953: 
85-86). In 1955/56 H. W. Baker (1956) at Manchester 
University in England solved the difficult task of opening 
the brittle and heavily oxidized scroll by sawing it into 
segments. 

Even before the scroll was opened K. G. Kuhn (1954) 
examined the visible part of the engraving and came to 
the conclusion that the scroll contained a list of hiding 
places of the accumulated wealth of the Essenes. Upon 
further examination the scroll was found to list to twelve 
columns 64 underground hiding places in various regions 
of the land of Israel. The deposits include certain amounts 
of gold, silver, aromatics, scrolls, and also a copy of a more 
detailed inventory (col. XII, lines 11—13) of the treasures. 

J. M. Allegro (1960), who gained access to the newly 
opened scroll at Manchester, published a transcription and 
interpretation of it before the official edition was pub- 
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lished. His secretive digging around Qumran and else- 
where in search of hidden treasures was severely criticized 
by the official team. J. T. Milik (1959), a member of the 
team, published a translation and commentary of the 
Copper Scroll and maintained that it had no connection 
with the Qumran Essenes. He declared the scroll 2 mere 
compilation of legendary treasures concocted by someone 
around 100 c.e. (cf. Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 199— 
302). Many scholars were not ready to accept his conclu- 
sions. They maintained the reality of the treasures but 
differed as to their origin. Some ascribed them to the 
Essenes (Dupont-Sommer 1962: 383-89; Pixner 1983), to 
the temple of Jerusalem (Kuhn 1956; Rengstrof 1960: 26— 
28), to the Zealots (Allegro 1964), to other Jewish refugees 
before 70 c.E. (Golb 1980; 1985), to a collection of money 
for rebuilding the destroyed sanctuary (Lehmann 1964), 
or even to the Bar Kokhba revolt (Laperrousaz 1961; Luria 
1963). These discussions were summarized by H. Bardtke 
(1968), Vermes (HJP2, 467-69), and M. Wise (1987: 232). 

Despite the intricate difficulties posed by the interior 
structure of the Copper Scroll, a decisive argument for its 
dating and origin can be derived from a careful examina- 
tion of Cave 3Q and its history (Pixner 1983: 334-35). In 
its original state the cave contained many jars with a variety 
of documents, which were almost completely destroyed 
when the outer ceiling collapsed. The few surviving frag- 
ments (Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 94-104) are 
universally accepted as genuine Qumran documents. The 
shape of the cave and the hiding place of the Copper Scroll 
in it make it inconceivable that this double scroll could 
have been deposited at a later date while the jars with the 
other documents were still in place. F M. Cross dated the 
scroll on paleographical grounds within the broad limits 
25-75 c.x. (Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 217-21). Its 
early Mishnaic Hebrew is not unique among the Qumran 
documents (Baillet, Milik, and de Vaux 1962: 222). The 
use of a precious material like copper and the prosaic, 
factual style of the Copper Scroll argue against a mere 
folkloristic composition. 

Dupont-Sommer (1962: 383-84) points out that even 
the high sum total of the treasures (ca. 4500 talents) 
mentioned in the Copper Scroll does not necessarily ex- 
clude its reality (contra as J. T. Milik 1959). Since the 
Essenes had a community of goods and were preparing 
for the eschatological war (War Scroll) and the rebuilding 
of the temple (Temple Scroll), the amount of their com- 
mon wealth is not surprising. The various assets of the 
community could also be considered a substitute or coun- 
terbank to the temple treasure, which the Essenes shunned 
(Pixner 1983: 339-40). 

Since the Copper Scroll was meant to be an aide-mé- 
moire for a secretive team of diggers, it apparently avoids 
well-known geographical terms. This fact makes it difficult 
to pinpoint the described hiding places. All scholars believe 
that some of the hiding places were situated around the 
monastery of Qumran, named Secacah (cf. Josh 15:62) in 
the Copper Scroll (1V,13—V,14; cf. de Vaux 1973: 93). This 
is another argument for the Qumran relationship of the 
scroll. Also Jerusalem and its surroundings, e.g., Shiloah 
(X,15—-16; cf. John 9:7) and Bethesda (IX,/1—14; cf. John 
5:2), are generally (except Luria: 1963) considered as 
locations of hidden treasures. While Milik (1959; also in 
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Baillet et al. 1962) and Allegro (1964) find that the caches 
were haphazardly distributed all over Palestine, Pixner 
(1983) professes to see a systematic order in their distri- 
bution: nos. 1-17 near the Essene Gate (Jos. JW 5.145) on 
the SW hill of the city, suggesting a special quarter there 
(Pixner 1985: 342-47; Reisner 1985); nos. 19-34 in and 
around Qumran; nos. 35—47 in the Yarmuk Valley area 
(“Land of Damascus”?; cf. CD VII,/5—-19); nos. 48-60 
again around the holy city; and nos. 61—64 at diverse 
locations in the N of the country. The solution to the 
intricate problems of the topography of Copper Scroll 
could be of utmost interest, because it might make us 
understand the general distribution of Essene centers of 
settlement. The rather poor quality of the original photos 
has certainly contributed to the divergence of interpreta- 
tion (Thorion 1985). A new set of pictures of Copper 
Scroll taken with the help of modern techniques could 
further advance the research of this very important docu- 
ment. 
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COPTIC LANGUAGE. See LANGUAGES (COP- 
TIC). 


COPTIC VERSIONS. See VERSIONS, ANCIENT 
(COPTIC). 


COR [Heb kar; kér]. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 


CORBAN [Gk korban]. The word “corban” appears in 
Mark 7:11 (cf. Matt 15:5), ‘As a man should say to his 
father or mother, That which you should have had from 
me is corban, that is, a gift [ta God]... .” Matt 15:5 has the 
same basic text, but without the transliterated Semitic word 
corban. The equivalence corbin =Gk doron [tou theou), “gift 
[to God],” is also attested by Josephus, Ani 4.73, where he 
links it with (a) vows and procedures for gaining release 
from them, and (b) oaths (cf. also AgAp 1.167). This use is 
now attested in an Aramaic ossuary inscription from Jebel 
Hellet et-Turi (Fitzmyer 1971), which runs “everything 
which a man may find to his profit in this ossuary [is] an 
offering (qrbn) to God from the one within it.” If it is given 
to God, then it is banned to men, just as appears in Mark 
7:11. The terms grbn and qunm occur in these senses in 
the Mishnah and Talmud. Thus, in m. Ned. 1:4 we read, 
“If a man said, May what I eat of thine be the Korban, or 
‘as a Korban’ or ‘a Korban,’ it is forbidden to him.” It thus 
appears in (a) prohibitions of use, and (b) dedication 
formulas of the Ist century a.p. Further confirmation 
comes from the finding of a stone jar from the Ist century 
inscribed with the word qrbu, and recalling m. Ma‘as. S. 
3:10, “If a man found a vessel and on it was written 
Korban . . .” (Fitzmyer 1971: 96). In Mark 7:11 the word 
may thus represent either Hebrew or Aramaic. Matt 27:6 
presents the related form, korbanas, probably reflecting the 
Aramaic emphatic state (qwrin), meaning “treasury” and 
thus equivalent to the Gk gaziphylakion. The very same use 
of the term occurs also in Josephus, JW 2.175, but so far it 
does not seem to have been atiested in Ist-century Aramaic 
sources. 
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CORINTH (PLACE) (Gk Korinthos]. CORINTHIAN. A 
city on the Peloponnesian coast of Greece (35° 56'N; 22° 
56'W) where Paul met Aquila and Priscilla and where he 
spent eighteen months preaching and teaching (Acts 18: 1— 
18). He later wrote at least two letters to the congregation 
at Corinth (1 Cor and 2 Cor; but cf. 1 Cor 5:9, 11). 


A. Geographic Setting 

The 4-km? site occupies two broad natural terraces that 
step up from the coastal plain to the height of Acrocorinth 
(575 m). This is limited on the E and W by two of the 
gullies that drain Acrocorinth. The 10-km wall follows the 
optimum defense line along the edges and is anchored by 
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Acrocorinth. The built-up area never expanded as far as 
the walls; in times of danger the extra space could shelter 
the people and flocks of the agricultural area that fed 
Corinth. Long walls 2.5 km long and 1.2 km apart linked 
the city to the port of Lechaeum. See Fig. COR.01. Its 
artificial double harbor covered 460,000 m2 and was bor- 
dered by 7 km of quays; only a tiny portion of the harbor 
area has been excavated (Roux 1958: 103). Corinth’s sec- 
ond port, CENCHREAE, lay some 9 km to the E on the 
Saronic Gulf. The artificial harbor enclosed only 30,000 
m2. A large building dominated the N breakwater, and 
four blocks of warehouses were aligned along the inner 
part of the S mole (Scranton, Shaw, and Ibrahim 1978: 14, 
41). 

Control of these two harbors, and its position virtually 
astride the 6-km-wide isthmus linking the Peloponnese to 
mainland Greece, made Corinth the great crossroads of 
the ancient world (Strabo 8.6.20). Set on the edge of a 
plain whose richness was proverbial, with a tradition of 
high productivity, and so situated as to be able to levy a 
percentage on both E—W and N-S trade, the coffers of 
Corinth were always full. From the time of Homer (II. 
2.570) the adjective associated with Corinth was always 
“wealthy” (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 37.36). Today the name 
Korinthos belongs to a small city on the Peloponnesian 
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coast of the Gulf of Corinth 2.4 km W of the Corinth 
Canal. Its origins go back only to 1858 when the old city 
was destroyed by an earthquake. The “light of all Greece” 
(Cicero, Leg. Man. 5) is now represented by the poor village 
of Archaia (or Palaia) Korinthos, located 5.6 km SW of the 
modern city. 


B. History of Excavations 

The first excavations at Corinth were conducted by the 
German Archaeological Institute (Dérpfeld 1886). In 1896 
the American School of Classical Studies at Athens as- 
sumed responsibility for the site and has conducted exca- 
vations there ever since. Preliminary studies appear in 
American Journal of Archaeology and Hesperia, and final re- 
ports in the series of volumes entitled Corinth (1930- ). 
Remains of all periods from the Early Neolithic have been 
brought to light. Elsewhere in the Corinthia, major exca- 
vations have been carried out at Isthmia (1952—60 and 
again from 1967 to 1978), and at Cenchreae (1963-68). 
Final reports on Isthmia have been published by Gebhard 
(1973) and by Broneer (1971; 1973), and on Cenchreae by 
Scranton, Shaw, and Ibrahim (1978). 


C. History of Corinth 

The history of Corinth is long and complex, but the 
fundamental distinction is between the Greek city, which 
came to an end in 146 B.c., and the Roman colony founded 
by Julius Caesar in 44 B.c. 

The origins of the city in the 5th millennium and its 
subsequent development to the 4th century B.c. have been 
documented by J. B. Salmon (1984). For long centuries 
Corinth enjoyed unusual social and political stability, 
partly because of excellent management by the ruling 
class, who anticipated rather than opposed change, and 
partly because of an exceptionally diversified and produc- 
tive economy. In addition to the celebrated Corinthian 
bronze (Murphy-O’Connor 1983b), the city was renowned 
for its ceramics, textiles, shipbuilding, and architecture. In 
order to develop E-W trade a canal joining the Corinthian 
and Saronic gulfs was mooted as early as the 6th century 
B.c. (Diog. Laert. 1.99). When the project came to nothing, 
Periander (ca. 625—585 B.c.) built a paved road (the diolkos) 
across the isthmus, which permitted light ships to be 
hauled from one sea to the other on a platform running 
in grooves cut in the pavement. Excavations have revealed 
a dock and 460 m of the road on the W side of the 
isthmus. The width varies from 3.4 to 6 m, and the grooves 
are 1.5 m apart (Wiseman 1978: 45-46). Repaired many 
times, it remained in use at least until the 9th century A.D., 
and would also have served for the movement of goods. 
These facilities permitted merchants to avoid the voyage 
around Cape Maleae, which was so dangerous as to be 
proverbial: “When you double Maleae forget your home!” 
(Strabo 8.6.20). 

Such success inevitably provoked the envy of those less 
fortunate in their location and less industrious in their 
habits, and so in the 5th—4th centuries sB.c., Athenian 
writers made Corinth the symbol of commercialized love. 
Aristophanes coined the verb korinthiazesthai, “to fornicate” 
(Fr. 354). Philetaerus and Poliochus wrote plays entitled 
Korinthiastés, “The Whoremonger” (Athenaeus 313c, 
559a). Plato used korinthia koré, “a Corinthian girl,” to 
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mean a prostitute (Rest. 404d). These neologisms, however, 
left no permament mark on the language, because in 
reality Corinth was neither better nor worse than its con- 
temporaries. It was not dedicated to the goddess of love, 
Aphrodite (Saffrey 1985), and Strabo’s story of 1000 sa- 
cred prostitutes (8.6.20) has been shown to be pure fabri- 
cation (Conzelmann 1967). 

The events leading to the destruction of Corinth in 146 
B.c. have been summarized by Wiseman (1979: 450-62). 
Even though Rome had granted freedom to the cities of 
Greece after the Second Macedonian War (200-196 B.c.) 
and permitted them to unite in various leagues, it came to 
see the latter as a threat. In defiance of a Roman attempt 
to break up the Achaian League, of which Corinth was a 
prominent member, the league asserted its independence 
by going to war to discipline Sparta in 146 B.c. When 
Metellus reached the isthmus from the N after defeating 
three Achaian armies, he was joined by the fleet of the 
consul Lucius Mummius, who assumed command. Cor- 
inth, the bastion of Achaia, had only a ragtag army of 
14,000 infantry and 600 cavalry recruited from untrained 
slaves and citizens to face a Roman force of 23,000 infantry 
and 3500 cavalry plus auxiliaries. The result of the battle 
on the plain was a foregone conclusion. 

The looting of the city is recorded by an eyewitness, 
Polybius (preserved only in Strabo 8.6.23), but the infer- 
ence from excavations that the city was neither totally 
destroyed no- completely depopulated (Wiseman 1979: 
494--95) is confirmed by Cicero, who visited Corinth be- 
tween 79 and 77 B.c. (Tusc. 3.53; cf. Feger 1952). Corinth 
was too natural a market center ever to be abandoned 
completely, and those citizens who escaped the net cast by 
Mummius would surely have returned (Dio Cass. 21). 

The establishment of the Roman colony is attributed to 
Julius Caesar by a number of classical authors (all the 
Greek and Latin references to the colony are conveniently 
assembled in Murphy-O’Connor 1983a: 1-128), but only 
Appian gives a precise date, namely 102 years after the 
sack of Carthage (Hist. 8.136), ie., 44 B.c. Inscriptions 
show that the new name of the city was Colonia Laus Julia 
Corinthiensis (Kent 1966: 60, 70). Since the region had 
been peaceful for over a century and no danger threat- 
ened, Caesar’s concerns can hardly have been military or 
political The economic potential of Corinth was well 
known in Rome (Cicero, Leg. Agr. 1.5; 2.51, 87; cf. E. 
Salmon 1969: 135), and that this was his motive appears to 
be demonstrated by the fact that the construction of a 
canal across the isthmus was part of the project (Suetonius, 
Tul. 44). 

Strabo’s assertion that the new settlers were for the most 
part freed slaves (8.136) harmonizes with Appian’s view 
that they were aporot (Hist. 8.136), provided that this adjec- 
tive is understood to apply to those who felt themselves 
locked into a certain socioeconomic level through lack of 
opportunity. Thus they were not Romans but had been 
brought originally from Greece, Syria, Judea, and Egypt 
(Gordon 1924: 94-95). In a new colony they had every- 
thing to gain. Distance would have made their ties to 
former masters meaningless, and their children would be 
free. As a group they had the technical, financial, and 
administrative skills to make the project work. Their enter- 
prise and industry are attested by the fact that, though 
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they had to begin by robbing graves, they quickly found a 
lucrative market in Rome for the bronze vessels and terra- 
cotta reliefs that they discovered (Strabo 8.6.23). The great 
demand for the former prompted some of the wilier 
colonists to recommence the production of bronze (Still- 
well, Scranton, and Freeman 1941: 273), and other tradi- 
tional industries were soon reestablished. 

Once the colony was securely based, it attracted entre- 
preneurs from Greece and the major trading countries of 
the E Mediterranean. Such infusions of new capital in a 
prime commercial situation inevitably generated more 
wealth, and within 50 years of its foundation many citizens 
of Corinth were men of very considerable means. The 
clearest evidence of this is an inscription commemorating 
L. Castricius Regulus, who assumed the presidency of the 
first restored Isthmian Games sometime between 7 B.c. 
and a.p. 3. He refurbished the facilities, which had not 
been used for a century, and offered a banquet to all the 
inhabitants of the colony (Kent 1966: 70). Commercial 
development demanded banking facilities, and by the mid- 
Ist century A.D. Corinth was an important financial center 
(Plutarch, Mor. 831A). 

Urban expansion is also a significant indicator of the 
city’s increasing prosperity (Wiseman 1979: 509-30). The 
early colonists displaced the center of the old city to the S 
of the archaic temple, where a racetrack had preserved a 
large open space. It became the forum (Robinson 1965: 
23). A number of ancient elements, e.g., the South Stoa, 
the Well of Glauce, the Peirene Fountain, were incorpo- 
rated, but new structures quickly appeared. Ten monu- 
mental edifices were erected before the end of the reign 
of Augustus (31 B.c.—a.p. 14:. A further six are ascribed 
to the long reign of his successor, Tiberius (a.p. 14-37). 
Thus, the city center at the time of Paul can be recon- 
structed with a very high degree of accuracy (Murphy- 
O’Connor 1984). See Fig. COR.02. The ruined walls were 
sull visible but served only as a quarry of cut stone. In an 
era of great political stabilit; their repair was seen as a 
completely unprofitable invesiment. 

The Corinth that Paul knew was severely damaged by an 
earthquake in a.p. 77 (West 1931: 18-19). In gratitude for 
imperial aid in rebuilding, the city was renamed Colonia 
Julia Flavia Augusta Corinthiensis (Kent 1966: 42), but the 
original name returned in the early 2d century a.p. (Ed- 
wards 1933: 28-29). The tax-free status accorded the city 
by Hadrian (Wiseman 1979: 507) stimulated a building 
boom in the mid-2d century a D. This was the city depicted 
(about a.p. 174) by Pausanias in his Description of Greece 
(2.1.1-5.5). 

The most attractive residential and recreational area in 
Corinth was the suburb of Craneum on the lower slopes of 
Acrocorinth (Plutarch, Mor. 601B). According to legend, it 
was there that Diogenes the Cynic (ca. 400-325 B.c.) lived 
in his barrel (Dio Chrysostom, Or. 8.5) and asked Alexan- 
der the Great to move a little to one side because he was 
blocking the rays of the sun (Plutarch, Vit. Alex. 14). In 
terms of recreational facilities. its only competitor was the 
Asclepieion and Lerna complex just inside the N wall 
(Roebuck 1951; Lang 1977). The latter offered a fine 
swimming pool, while the dining rooms of the latter could 
have been the setting for | Cor 8:10 (Murphy-O’Connor 
1983a: 161-67). 
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COR.02. Plan of Corinth—central area, ca. 50 c.c. 7, theater; 2, N market; 3, archaic temple, 6th century 6.c.c.; 4, Fountain of Glauke, 6th century B.c.e.; 5, temple 
C (unidentified); 6, NW stoa; 7, N basilica; 8, Lechaeum Road; 9, bath (of Eurycles?); 10, Peribolos of Apollo; 77, Fountain of Peirene; 12, Propylaea; 13, Tripod; 14, 
Statue of Athena; 75, altar (unidentified); 16, temple OD (Tyché); 17, Babbius monument; 78, Fountain of Poseidon (Neptune); 79, temple of the imperial cult; 20, temple 
G (Pantheon?); 27, temple F (Aphrodite); 22, unidentified building (temple or civic structure); 23, ‘‘Cellar Building’ (public restaurant or tavern); 24, W shops: 25, 
central shops; 26, béma; 27, S stoa; 28, room XX (Sarapis shrine); 29, Bouleutérion; 30, ‘Fountain House’’; 37, S basilica; 32, room C (Agonotheteion); 33, room B; 
34, room A; 35, SE building (Tabularium and tibrary?); 36, Julian Basilica. (Redrawn from Furnish, \t Corinthians AB, 11, fig. 2.) 


When Achaia was set up as a senatorial province in 27 
B.c., Corinth presumably was the capital, but this is not 
confirmed by any direct evidence (Wiseman 1979: 501). In 
A.D. 15 Tiberius attached Achaia and Macedonia to the 
imperial province of Moesia (Tacitus, Ann. 1.76, 80), but 
Achaia was restored to the Senate by Claudius in a.p. 44 
(Suetonius, Claud. 25). Thus, Rome was represented by a 
proconsul, who served for one year from June | to May 30 
(Dio Cass. 57.14.5). The most celebrated proconsul is 
Lucius Iunius Gallio (June 51—May 52), not because of his 
personal character or achievements but because he is men- 
tioned in Acts 18:12 and so provides the key date in 
Pauline chronology (Murphy-O’Connor 1983a: 141-52). 
Since he did not complete his term of office (Seneca, Ep. 


104.1), Paul must have met him in Corinth in the summer 
of a.p. 51. 

The municipal government was a miniature of that of 
republican Rome (Kent 1966: 23). Citizen voters, divided 
into twelve tribes (Wiseman 1979: 497), elected four an- 
nual magistrates, who on retirement became eligible for 
membership of the city council. These offices were open 
to freedmen (Duff 1928: 66). The senior magistrates were 
duoviri ture dicundo, and to date the names of 58 are known 
(Kent 1966: 24—26, but the dates there given are subject to 
revision; Wiseman 1979: 498, n. 224). In addition to 
juridical duties, they were the chief executive officers of 
the city. Those elected every fifth year were known as 
duovirt quinquennales and had the additional responsibilities 
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of taking the census and naming new members of the city 
council. 

The duoviri were assisted by two aediles (11 are listed in 
Kent 1966: 27). They functioned as city business managers 
and so presumably were responsible for commercial and 
financial litigation. An inscription in the paving of the 
square E of the theater, dated to the mid-1st century a.D., 
mentions an aedile named Erastus. The rarity of the name 
generally and its absence elsewhere at Corinth (Kent 1966: 
99) strengthens the identification of this individua! with 
the Erastus mentioned by Paul as the o:konomos of Corinth 
(Rom 16:23). Ozkonomos, “steward,” however, is not a stan- 
dard rendering of aedile, and Erastus may have occupied a 
lower office when Paul wrote (Theissen 1982: 79-83). If 
so, his conversion to Christianity did not block Erastus’ 
advancement. In times of food shortages a curator annonae 
was appointed to ensure supplies at his own expense 
(Wiseman 1979: 499). 

The greatest honor that Corinth could bestow was the 
presidency of the Isthmian Games, which were celebrated 
every two years in the spring at the sanctuary of Poseidon 
at Isthmia. Responsibility for this, the second greatest of 
the panhellenic festivals, had passed to Sicyon in 146 B.c., 
but the new colony must have pressed the traditional right 
of Corinth from the beginning, since great economic ben- 
efits flowed from the presence of huge crowds (Strabo 
8.6.20). It would have succeeded in this claim, however, 
only when some of the settlers had become sufficiently 
wealthy to accept the financially onerous office of agonoth- 
etes. Paul could have attended the games of 4.p. 51 (Kent 
1966: 31); it can hardly be coincidental that his first use of 
athletic imagery appears in a letter to Corinth (1 Cor 
9:24—27). The fact that winners at Isthmia were crowned 
with withered celery (Broneer 1962a) may have stimulated 
Paul to think of salvation as an imperishable crown (Bro- 
neer 1962b) 

In addition to furnishing information on the officials 
and benefactors of the city, inscriptions also document a 
shift in the official language. Those published by Kent 
reveal that, cf the 104 inscriptions dated prior to the reign 
of Hadrian (a.p. 117~38), 101 are in Latin and only 3 in 
Greek, while thereafter there are 39 in Greek and 17 in 
Latin. There may have been exclusive use of Latin in the 
early days of the colony, but Greek was the language of 
trade and commerce, and as the population expanded it 
would have kecome the most commonly spoken tongue. Its 
promotion to an official position, however, was delayed 
until the 2d century A.D. 

The religious and ethnic diversity of the population of 
Corinth is graphically attested by excavated remains. The 
imperial cul: is attested by a temple just off the forum 
(Stillwell, Scranton, and Freeman 1941: 168-79), but also 
by additions to the Isthmian Games. A series of competi- 
tions known as the Caesarea and run on a quadrennial 
basis was added under Augustus, and the imperial contests 
appear under Tiberius (Kent 1966: 28). Numerous shrines 
dedicated to Apollo, Athena, Aphrodite, Asclepios, De- 
meter and Kore, Palaimon, and Sisypus witness to the 
continuity of Greek cults (detailed references in 2 Corinthi- 
ans AB 32A, 15-18). Egyptian influence is documented by 
the worship of Isis and Sarapis (Smith 1977). The phvsical 
evidence for a Jewish community is late (possibly 4th--5th 
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century A.D.) and meager, only a marble impost inscribed 
with three menorahs separated by lulab and etrog (Scran- 
ton 1957: 26, 116) and a cornice stone reused as a lintel 
and bearing the lettering [syna]gégé hebr[aidn] (West 1931: 
78~79). 

The complete absence of Jewish remains from the early 
Christian centuries is rather surprising, since Philo’s spec- 
ification of Corinth (and Argos), in counterdistinction to 
geographical regions in the rest of his description of the 
Diaspora, would seem to inply a particularly large and 
vital Jewish community at Corinth (Leg. 281). Jews may 
have fled to Sicyon in 146 E.c. (1 Macc 15:23). If so, they 
would have returned to join their coreligionists among the 
settlers of the new colony (2 Corinthians AB 32A, 20). 
Whether Corinth benefited by the expulsion of Jews from 
Rome by Tiberius in a.p. .9 (Smallwood 1981: 201-10) 
must remain an open question, and Luke’s hint (Acts 18:2) 
that Jews came to Corinth a:. a result of the so-called Edict 
of Claudius in a.p. 41 should be treated with extreme 
skepticism (Murphy-O’Connor 1983a: 130-40). The com- 
munity would have increased significantly after a.p. 67 
when, according to Josephus, Vespasian sent 6000 Jewish 
prisoners to work on the canal begun by Nero (JW 3.540). 
Most of them would have become freedmen eventually, 
because work on the canal did not last long, even though a 
tremendous amount of work was accomplished (Wiseman 
1978: 48-50). Other Jews came from Palestine during and 
after the revolt of a.p. 132—55 (Justin, Dial. 1). On the basis 
of what is known about conditions elsewhere in the Dias- 
pora, the Jewish community at Corinth would have been 
recognized as a poltteuma, a corporation of aliens with 
permanent right of domicile and empowered to manage 
its internal affairs through its own officials (Smallwood 
1981: 225). Jews, therefore, enjoyed a civic existence but 
were not citizens in the full sense, though individuals 
might achieve this status. 

Modern writers adopt a view of the moral character of 
the colony that derives more from Athenian slanders of 
the 4th century B.c. (see above) and from Athenian envy 
of the 2d century a.p. (Alciphr. 15 and 24 (3.51, 60]) than 
from convincing contempo-ary data. If we exclude the 
evidence for gladiatorial siiows (Apuleius, Met. 10.18), 
which Dio Chrysostom mentions only to indicate that the 
situation at Athens was worse (Or. 31.121), and the mildly 
erotic tale of a young man in the toils of a vampire 
(Philostratus, V.A. 4.25), all ‘hat remains is Apuleius’ sala- 
cious tale of a woman copulating with a donkey (Met. 
10.19—23), an act that othei’s considered suitable for the 
theater (10.34—35). The fact that this episode is set in 
Corinth (it does not appear in the original Greek novel) 
owes less to reality than to Apuleius’ sojourn in Athens, 
where he earned the title of the “Platonic philosopher” 
(Millar 1981). It speaks more of what he learned there 
than of actual conditions at Corinth. The proverb “Not for 
everyone is the voyage to Corinth” is used by Strabo in a 
sexual sense (8.6.20) but, as Horace makes clear (Epist. 
1.17.36), the original meaning referred not to the danger 
of losing one’s virginity but to the danger of losing one’s 
shirt in the intense cutthroat competition of a boom town. 

In choosing as one of his inain missionary centers a city 
in which only the tough were reputed to survive, Paul 
demonstrated a confidence oddly at variance with his 


I ¢ 1139 


protestations of weakness. Corinth, however, offered ad- 
vantages that outweighed its dangers. In addition to excel- 
lent communications, the extraordinary number of visitors 
(Dio Chrysostom, Or. 37.8; Aelius Aristides, Or. 46.24) 
created the possibility of converts who would carry the 
gospel back to their homelands. In contrast to the closed 
complacency of Athens (Geagan 1979: 378-89), Corinth 
was open and questioning, eager for new ideas but neither 
docile nor passive, as Paul’s relationship with the Christian 
community there amply documents. 
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CORINTHIANS, FIRST EPISTLE TO THE. 
A letter of the apostle Paul to the church at Corinth, found 
as the seventh book of the NT canon. 
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A. Introduction 

The letter known to us as 1 Corinthians consists of the 
longest fully extant letter from the correspondence be- 
tween Paul and the church at Corinth founded by him. 
The entire correspondence, however, it not extant. A pre- 
vious letter mentioned in 1 Cor 5:9 has not survived, and 
from letters subsequent to 1 Corinthians there are one 
complete and several fragmentary letters now included in 
2 Corinthians (whether 2 Cor 6:14—7:1 originally had 
anything to do with Corinth is not clear). This situation of 
having substantial parts of an ongoing correspondence is 
unique as compared with the other letters of the apostle 
because in all other instances we possess only one letter 
(Galatians, 1 Thessalonians, Philemon) or some fragments 
combined in a letter (Philippians, Romans). Methodologi- 
cally, this requires that all parts of 1 and 2 Corinthians be 
interpreted not only on their own terms but also within 
the context of the correspondence as a whole, as far as it 
is extant. This correspondence consists not only of succes- 
sive exchanges of letters but also of personal visits, all of it 
reflecting an important period in the earliest history of 
the church in Corinth, a period which was decisive for the 
history of the early Christian mission. 

1 Corinthians is characteristically different from the 
letters included in 2 Corinthians in a number of respects. 
Being not only the longest of the extant letters sent to 
Corinth, 1 Corinthians also has its own literary genre and 
function. The arguments made in this letter have no 
parallel in 2 Corinthians, although there are many connec- 
tions between the letters. Issues and events discussed in 
the later letters (2 Corinthians) can be properly under- 
stood only by comparison with the previous letter of | 
Corinthians. To some degree the reverse is also true: | 
Corinthians becomes clearer when one sees from 2 Corin- 
thians what happened to the issues and events later. 

1 Corinthians is rich in historical information. The letter 
reports on the earliest history of the Corinthian church 
and contains some important clues to Paul’s own biography 
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and career as an apostle. It provides just enough data 
concerning Paul’s opponents to generate a plethora of 
hypotheses as to the character and theological views of 
these opponents. On the whole, 1 Corinthians contains the 
apostle’s response to the first phase of the Corinthian crisis 
which threatened the very existence of that church. Schol- 
arship, especially in the 20th century, has clarified many 
problems posed by | Corinthians, but major challenges 
still need to be tackled. These pertain to the literary and 
rhetorical aspects in particular: the problems of literary 
genre, function, and composition are still being discussed. 
Also, a consistent interpretation of the letter within the 
correspondence as a whole is still needed. Considerable 
progress has ixeen made regarding social history (Hock 
1980; Theissen 1982; Malherbe 1983; Meeks 1983); his- 
tory of religioas (Klauck 1982; Willis 1985); and rhetoric 
(Bunker 1984: Betz 1986; Welborn 1987; Mitchell 1989). 
1 Corinthians is comparatively well attested in antiquity 
(Moffatt 1918: 114-16). I Clement knows it and quotes 
from it (37:5; 47:1-3; 49:5), as do Ignatius of Antioch 
(Eph 16:1; 18:1; Rom 5:1; 9:2; Phid 3:3; see Schoedel 
Ignatius of Antioch Hermeneia, 9-10) and Marcion (Har- 
nack 1924: 47—48, *79—*96). In the Muratorian Canon 
the two Corinthian letters head the list of the Pauline 
epistles. Early papyri have preserved | Corinthians in its 
entirety (esp. P 46, ca. a.p. 200) or in fragments (Conzel- 
mann I Corinthians Hermeneia, |—2; Aland 1987: 83-102). 


B. Date and Place of Writing 

The place of composition of 1 Corinthians is clearly 
Ephesus, as Paul states in 16:8. The same verse indicates 
that the letter was composed in or near springtime, as Paul 
is awaiting Pentecost at Ephesus, yet plans to journey to 
Corinth and perhaps to winter there (16:6). Beyond the 
time of year, 1 Corinthians gives us no further specific 
information about its date of composition. 

If we allow evidence from the Acts of the Apostles into 
the discussion of Pauline chronology, we have two other 
date markers, not for the composition of | Corinthians 
per se, but for Paul’s visit(s) to the city of Corinth (Murphy- 
O’Connor 1983: 129-52; Lidemann 1987: 202—12). How- 
ever, neither of these two date markers is unambiguous. 

In Acts 18:|—2 we are told that Paul, upon reaching 
Corinth, met Aquila and Priscilla, who had just come from 
Italy because the Roman emperor Claudius (4]—54 c.£.) 
had expelled all the Jews from Rome. The Roman historian 
Suetonius (Claud. 25.4) corroborates the existence of such 
an event (and adds that these were disturbances at the 
instigation of a “Chrestus”) but gives no date. Parallel 
accounts supplied by Dio Cassius (Hist. 60.6.6) and Augus- 
tine’s pupil Orosius (Hist. contra Pag. 7.6.15—-16) provide 
conflicting testimony in regard to the date and description 
of such an occurrence involving Claudius and Jews at 
Rome. Traditionally scholars have supported Orosius’ tes- 
timony, which dates the Edict of Claudius in 49 c.£., thus 
roughly compatible with the term of office of Gallio (Con- 
zelmann Hermeneia, 13; Jewett 1979: 38). Challenges to 
this position have recently been made by Luedemann 
(1984: 170) and Murphy-O’Connor (1983: 136), who pre- 
fer 41 c.k. (with Dio Cassius) for the Edict of Claudius. 

In Acts 18:12—17, Paul is said to have made an appear- 
ance before the Roman proconsul of Achaia, Gallio, whose 
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name is contained in a fragmentary inscription found at 
Delphi which is dated to the 26th acclamation of Claudius 
as emperor. The Gallio inscription permits us to date 
Gallio’s term in office from either 51/52 or 52/53 (Conzel- 
mann, 13). Scholars differ in regard to whether the ac- 
count in Acts 18 is simply historically unreliable (Murphy- 
O’Connor 1983: 140) or whe:her Luke has fused events 
from more than one Pauline visit to Corinth. G. Luede- 
mann (1984: 162-73) champions the latter position, dating 
Paul’s initial visit to Corinth in 41 c.£. (coinciding with the 
Edict of Claudius) and places Paul’s presentation before 
Gallio in 51/52 c.g. during Paul’s third visit to Corinth. 
Generally, however, scholars have tended (with Luke) to 
fuse the two events and date the founding visit to Corinth 
(which was at least one year and a half in duration accord- 
ing to Acts 18:11) ca. 51 c.£. Proceeding from this date, 
and allowing enough time for Paul to return to Ephesus 
from the missionary tour of Acts 18:22—23 results in a date 
for the composition of 1 Corinthians in the range of 53- 
55 c.E. (53/54 Barrett 1 Conzithians HNTC, 5; 54 Born- 
kamm 1969: 70; 55 Conzelmann, 4, n. 31; 55/56 Jewett 
1979: 104). 


C. Occasion of the Letter 

In 1 Cor 3:6 Paul states that he “planted” the church at 
Corinth, claiming himself as its founder, while Apollos, he 
says, “watered” it. This accords with the traditions about 
the church at Corinth preserved in Acts 18 and 19. Accord- 
ing to Acts 18:1-11, Paul arrived in Corinth and, after 
meeting Aquila and Priscilla, first took his message into 
the synagogue and persuaded both Jews and Greeks to the 
gospel. Many Corinthians belizved and were baptized (cf. 
Acts 18:8, 10). Paul encountered Jewish opposition (18:6, 
12-17), and we are told that he stayed with Titius Justus, a 
God-fearer whose house was next door to the synagogue 
(18:7). Jewish opposition was not unanimous, as two syna- 
gogue leaders, Crispus (Acts (8:8; 1 Cor 1:14) and Sos- 
thenes (Acts 18:17; 1 Cor 1:1), became Christians, but it 
was serious, as Paul was led before the Roman proconsul 
Gallio (18:12-17). 

After remaining in Corinth for more than a year and a 
half (18:11, 18), Paul set out for Syria and other parts E 
with Aquila and Priscilla (18:18—22), who stayed at Ephe- 
sus when Paul moved on. While Paul was on an extended 
missionary tour (18:18—-23), Apollos, an Alexandrian of 
rhetorical skill, met Aquila and Priscilla in Ephesus 
(18:24—26). After they had correctly instructed him in the 
Christian faith, Apollos, armed with a letter of introduc- 
tion, journeyed to Achaia and its capital, Corinth (18:27; 
19:1). Acts 19:1 explicitly states that Paul and Apollos were 
not in Corinth at the same time. 1 Corinthians itself 
demonstrates that it postdates Apollos’ appearance at Cor- 
inth (1:12; 3:4-6; 4:6; 16:12). Acts 19 recounts a long 
sojourn by Paul in Ephesus (19:8, 19). This is usually taken 
to be the time when Paul wrote 1 Corinthians (Barrett, 
HNTC, 5; Hurd 1983: 14). 

1 Cor 5:9 indicates that Paul had written a letter to the 
Corinthians prior to the letter we know as 1 Corinthians. 
Most probably this letter is lost (although some scholars 
identify it with the letter fragment in 2 Cor 6:14—7:1). 

Much communication between Paul and the church at 
Corinth preceded the composition of 1 Corinthians and in 
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fact instigated it. Sosthenes (usually identified with the 
leader of the synagogue who was persecuted among the 
Christians in Acts 18:17) is with Paul and is the co-sender 
of the letter (1:1). “Chioe’s people” have come and re- 
ported to Paul about the divisions among the community 
(1:11). A letter has been sent to Paul (7:1) and Paul has 
also received another delegation of Corinthians including 
Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus (16:17). Apollos has 
left Corinth and is apparently also at Ephesus (16:12). It is 
impossible to tell which if any of these communiqués 
belong together (i.e., if one of the delegations brought the 
letter, if Chloe’s people are identical with the group named 
in 16:17, etc.). 

Within 1 Corinthians, Paul explicitly responds to the 
report by Chloe’s people that the community was divided 
(1:11; cf. 11:18) and to a letter from some members of the 
church (7:1). The news from Chloe’s people (probably 
confirmed by the other communiqués) is that in Paul’s 
absence the church community has been divided into 
various groups. The slogans Paul cites in 1:12 show that 
Corinthian factions claim allegiance to Paul, Apollos, and 
Cephas, and perhaps Christ. Specific issues are at the heart 
of this divisive scene: sexual morality, civil litigation, mar- 
riage, idol meat consumption, hairstyles, proper behavior 
in community worship (the Lord’s Supper, manifestations 
of the spirit), and resurrection. This is the situation to 
which Paul responds in | Corinthians. 


D. Corinthian Parties and Opposition to Paul 

The question of Paul’s opponents in Corinth has been 
under discussion ever since Ferdinand Christian Baur 
(1845: 259-332; for the history of research, see Rabiger 
1847; Hurd 1983: 96-107; Liidemann 1983: 103-25). 
The discussion has led to famous theories not only about 
Corinth but also about developments in early Christianity 
generally (the so-called Tubingen School). Concerning the 
opponents in Corinth, however, there is no reliable evi- 
dence apart from Paul’s polemical and apologetic argu- 
ments. This situation raises the methodological problem 
of how to reconstruct historical facts from strongly biased 
reports (Berger 1980; Welborn 1987). Basically, these 
questions must be distinguished: (1) What was the origin 
and nature of the opposition to Paul? (2) How as the anti- 
Pauline opposition related to the factions in the church at 
Corinth? (3) Do 1 and 2 Corinthians presuppose the same 
opposition, or has the opposition changed after | Corin- 
thians? 

(1) 1 Corinthians shows that the opposition to Paul 
originated because of his own claim to be of the same rank 
as the Jerusalem apostles (1 Cor 9:1—2; 15:3-11). Paul’s 
role as a missionary apostle must not have raised objec- 
tions, but his claim to higher authority and even indepen- 
dence must have provoked criticism even prior to the 
writing of 1 Corinthians. See APOSTLE. The apostle’s 
defensive remarks in 9:1—2 and 15:8—9 presuppose such 
criticism, if not in Corinth, then elsewhere. Paul’s self- 
commendation as the model to imitate (4:16; 11:1) may 
have intensified the opposition to him. Since there is no 
reason to doubt that Paul founded the Corinthian church 
(1:14-17; and many passages in 1/2 Corinthians, Romans, 
and Acts), this in itself must have looked illegitimate to his 
opponents. We would know more if more information 
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were available about what actually happened at the found- 
ing of the church. It appears that the opposition was in 
some way related to rivalry between different house 
churches. In Corinth there seem to have been several 
house churches (16:15; cf. 11:22) and a full assembly, 
called ekklésia (1:2; 11:17-34; 14:23, 26). 

(2) Since Paul was close to the houses of Stephanas (1:16; 
16:15-17) and Gaius (1:14; Rom 16:23), perhaps the op- 
position arose in other house churches unfriendly to Paul 
(see Klauck 1981). Such rivalries may stem from their 
different histories and resulting outlooks. Was the church 
a union of several house churches? Such a possibility is 
even suggested by the report in Acts 18:1—17. If this can 
be assumed, Paul’s goal for the church may have been to 
solidify union among divergent house churches, rather 
than to prevent an already healthy union from breaking 
up into factions. Paul’s exhortation that the whole church 
should submit to the leadership of Stephanas (16:16) 
seems to show that no generally accepted leadership ex- 
isted at that time. 

The four factions named by Paul (1:12; 3:4, 22-23), 
however, do not seem to have existed at the beginning but 
emerged later. Because of this development the original 
founders (1:14, 16; 16:15-17; Acts 18:7—8) were reduced 
to the Paul party and found themselves competing with 
other parties named after Apollos, Cephas, and Christ. 
Little is known about the party of Apollos (1:12; 3:4—6, 
22; 4:6; 16:12; Acts 18:24; 19:1); there is no evidence that 
this party was opposed to Paul (differently, Sellin 1982; cf. 
Hurd 1983: 97-99). Most likely the Cephas party was the 
center of the anti-Pauline opposition (1:12; 3:22; cf. 9:5; 
15:5). Since Paul tries to dissociate Apollos, Cephas Peter, 
and even himself from the parties acting in their names, it 
is difficult to say how much they were involved in the 
disputes. Although Paul certainly was involved, Apollos 
does not seem to have been (cf. Paul’s commendation in 
16:12), while it is not certain whether Cephas ever went to 
Corinth (Barrett, HNTC 1-12; Hurd 1983: 99-101; Viel- 
hauer 1975: 341-52). No doubt a difficult relationship 
existed between Paul and Cephas after the conflict at 
Antioch (Gal 2:11—14). The anti-Pauline opposition in 
Galatia seems to have been connected with similar opposi- 
tion in Corinth, Philippi, and Rome. Greatest is the uncer- 
tainty with regard to the Christ party mentioned in 1 Cor 
1:12 but not in 3:4 and 3:22. In Paul’s own view, the Christ 
party would be the one to which all Christians belong 
(1:13; 3:23; also 1:2; 2 Cor 10:7). This party would be 
identical with the “Body of Christ,” of which all Christians 
are “members” (1:4—9, 30; 6:15; 10:16-17; 11:3, 27, 29; 
12:12-27). Therefore, did a Christ party exist in Corinth 
in distinction from the church and in competition with the 
other parties? Or was the Christ party Paul’s invention, 
intended to show the absurdity of the other parties? Or 
was the slogan “but I am Christ’s” (1:12) a gloss later 
inserted by a scribe who had well understood Paul’s point? 
Even if Paul invented the Christ party it could also have 
been invented by somebody else for the same reason. The 
fact that this party is mentioned only once in 1:12 makes 
it most likely that it represents an ironic addition by the 
apostle as he describes the noisy sloganeering (Lidemann 
1983: 118, n. 48). 

About Apollos we know almost nothing and even less 
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about people acting in his name. The Cephas party no 
doubt subscribed to the Cephas/Peter ideology (3:10-15; 
cf. Matt 16:17--19; Rom 15: 20). In the history of research 
much attention has been paid to the elusive Christ party 
(Baur 1845: 261-322; Hilgenfeld 1865; Rabiger 1847; 
Liitgert 1908: Rohr 1911; Schlatter 1914; Weiss 1917: 
257-58; Hurd 1983: 101-6). More recently Walter Schmi- 
thals, building on the work of Liitgert, characterized the 
opponents of Paul as gnostics who had an already devel- 
oped gnostic mythology and theology and who identified 
themselves as “christs” (christot) (Schmithals 1971: 199— 
208; 374-77). Conzelmann has rightly objected that there 
is not enough evidence for Schmithals’ far-reaching theo- 
ries. There certainly are “traces of the beginnings of the 
formation of what later presented itself as ‘Gnosticism,’ 
that is, ‘Gnosticism in statu nascendt. The Corinthians could 
be described as proto-Gnostics” (Conzelmann, 15). Was 
this incipient gnosticism represented by one of the parties? 
Or did it characterize the theology of the whole church? 
Or if Reitzenstein (1978: 68-89; 426-500) is right, Paul 
himself may be the gnostic who shared many ideas with 
the Corinthian enthusiasts, so that the opposition to him 
may have been anti-gnostic. If the opposition to Paul was 
connected with the Cephas party, Paul’s critique of gnosti- 
cizing ideas may not be aimed at his opponents but. at 
wrong conclusions drawn by some from his own earlier 
preaching. This assumption would explain why Paul, on 
the one hand, has no fundamental disagreements with the 
Corinthian “people of the spirit” (pneumatikoi) while, on 
the other hand, he criticizes theological propositions that 
could have been derived from his own teaching. 

(3) While Schmithals still defends his view that the 
Corinthian gnostics were Paul’s opponents in both letters 
(Schmithals 1983: 107-24), Georgi (1986) has renewed his 
thesis that, after 1 Corinthians, intruders in Corinth had 
introduced new opposition. There is no doubt that the 
letters give the impression that the opponents are different 
in 1 and 2 Corinthians, a fact insufficiently recognized by 
Schmithals. On the other hand, Georgi has difficulties in 
explaining what connections there must have been be- 
tween the opponents of 2 Corinthians and those of 1 
Corinthians. This question, therefore, remains unsolved. 


E. Literary Analysis 

1. Literary Composition. a. Division Theories. Ques- 
tions regarding the number of letters Paul wrote to Cor- 
inth and their literary integrity began with Johann Salomo 
Semler (1725--91) and his students (Betz 2 Corinthians 8 
and 9 Hermenceia, 3-36). During this debate also the unity 
of 1 Cormthians was questioned (for surveys and bibliog- 
raphy, see Clemen 1894; Moffatt 1918: 113-14; Kimmel 
1975: 276-78; Vielhauer 1975: 140—41; Hurd 1983: 45— 
58). The theories of Johannes Weiss have been of great 
influence. In his commentary (1910: xi—xliii) he proposed 
that 1 Corinthians is the work of a redactor who created 
the letter out of two letters and who added his own 
interpolations: Letter A is the epistle mentioned in 1 Cor 
5:9, sent from. Ephesus and containing 2 Cor 6:14—-7:1 
and then 1 Cor 10:1-23; 6:12-20; 9:24-27; 11:2—34; 
16:7b-9, 15-20. Letter B was sent from Macedonia and 
contained 1 Cor 1:1—6:11; 7; 8; 13; 10:24—-11:1; 9:1-23; 
12; 14; 15:1-16:7a; 16:10-14, 21-22. Redactional glosses 
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and interpolations are, according to Weiss: 1:2; 4:17; 7:17; 
11:16 (these interpolations giving the letter a “catholic” 
appeal); and 14:34—35; 10:29-30; 11:11-12. While these 
theories were meant to be merely suggestive, they became 
part of the ongoing discussions. By his last work (Das 
Urchristentum, published posthumously in 1917), Weiss had 
revised his theory, speaking now of four letters: Letter A, 
a rigorous exhortation to break with paganism, includes 1 
Cor 10:1—23; 6:12-20; 11:2-£4; 16:7(?), 8-9, 20-21(?); 2 
Cor 6:14-7:1. Letter B-1 was written in response to ques- 
tions from the Corinthians and included 1 Cor 7-9; 
10:24-—11:1; 12-15; 16:1—6, 7(?), 15-19(?). Another letter, 
B-2, reacts anxiously to bad news arriving from Corinth (1 
Cor 1:1—6:11; 16:10—-14, 22—24[?]). Letters C and D are 
from sections of 2 Corinthians (Weiss 1917: 271-72). 
While the debate subsided in the thirties, after World War 
II it was revived by Walter Schmithals in a number of 
important publications. Schmithals also kept changing his 
theories. In his dissertation of 1956 he proposed two 
letters (Schmithals 1971: 87-1 10, 332-43): Letter A begins 
with 2 Cor 6:14—7:1 and continues with 1 Cor 9:24—10:22; 
6:12-20; 11:2—34; 15; 16:13-24. Letter B contains 1 Cor 
1:1-6:11; 7:1—9: 23; 10:23-11:1; 12:1—14: 40 (with chaps. 
13 and 14 reversed); 16:1—12. Subsequently Schmithals 
proposed completely differeni hypotheses, dividing 1 and 
2 Corinthians into 9 (1973: 263~—88) and later 13 letters 
(1984: 19-85). The period between ca. 1950 and 1980 saw 
the emergence of ever changing division hypotheses by 
Dinkler (RGG? 3: 17-21); Schenk (1969: 219-43); Suhl 
(1975: 203-13); Jewett (1978: 389-444); Schenke and 
Fischer (1978: 92-94; 98-100); and Senft (Corinthians 
CNT, 17-19). 

These division hypotheses ‘also called “partition theo- 
ries”) respond to the following incongruities perceived in 
1 Corinthians (for discussion of these arguments, see Weiss 
1910: xl—xlii; Schenk 1969; Schmithals 1971: 87-101; 
1973; Conzelmann, 2—5; Suhl 1975: 203-13; Jewett 1978; 
Senft CNT, 17-19; Hurd 1983: 43-47; Merklein 1984): 

(1) Contradictions Between 4:17-21 and 16:5—11. In 
4:17 Paul announces that Timothy has been sent, but in 
16:10 he talks of Timothy’s visit conditionally and with a 
concern for his cordial reception which was absent in 4:17. 
In 4:19 Paul announces that he will come “quickly” but in 
16:8 says that he will remain until Pentecost in Ephesus. 
The section 4:16—21 with its exhortation and travel plans 
is characteristic of a letter-closing formula but inappropri- 
ate for the middle of a letter (Schenk 1969: 235; Schmi- 
thals 1973: 266; Senft, 18). Schmithals has made the same 
argument in regard to 11:3-tb (1973: 281). Weiss also 
argued that the reference in 1!5:32 to a past persecution in 
Ephesus is strange if indeed the letter was sent from 
Ephesus as 16:8 indicates (191): xli—xlii). 

(2) Different Epistolary Occasions. The visit of Chloe’s 
people and their report of civisions in the community 
seems to provide a different reason for Paul's writing from 
the Corinthians’ letter mentioned in 7:1. In 1:16 Paul 
refers to the house of Stephanas without further com- 
ment, whereas in 16:15-18 he suddenly announces the 
arrival of a delegation including Stephanas. Most impor- 
tantly, in 1:11 Paul knows from Chloe’s people that divi- 
sions exist in the church, but in 11:18 seems ignorant of 
that fact and of the seriousness of the situation (Weiss 
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1910: xli, 278; Schmithals 1971: 90-91). ! Cor 5:9 speaks 
of a previous Pauline letter to Corinth which is lost if our 
canonical 1 and 2 Corinthians are unified letters. This 
“Jost letter” has been reconstructed by scholars from 2 Cor 
6:14-7:1 and sections of 1 Corinthians (Weiss 1910: xli; 
Schenk 1969: 221-23; Schmithals 1971: 94-95). 

(3) Literary Breaks. It has been argued that all sections 
of 1 Corinthians beginning pert de, “and concerning .. .” 
(7:1, 25; 8:1, 4; 12:1; 16:1, 12) respond to the Corinthians’ 
letter mentioned in 7:1, and thus must belong to the same 
letter by Paul, the so-called Antwortbrief (“letter of re- 
sponse”) (Schmithals 1971: 91; 1973: 268-73; Schenk 
1969: 229; Senft, 19). Because “it is to be expected that 
Paul carries through the answering of the letter without 
any major digressions” (Schmithals 1971: 91), all sections 
in chaps. 7—16 not introduced by pert de (9:1-11:1; 13:1— 
15:58; 16:13-24) must belong to a different letter or 
letters. In general, proponents of division theories have 
perceived hard transitions throughout 1 Corinthians, 
which call the unity of the letter into question (5:1; 6:12; 
7:1; 9:1; 9:24; 10:1; 10:23; 11:2; 12:1; 13:1; 15:1). In 
particular, dual treatments of idol meat in chaps. 8 and 10 
(one lenient and the other harsh), and spiritual gifts in 
chaps. 12 and 14, in each case interrupted by the interven- 
ing arguments in chaps. 9 and 13, have been of significance 
for such theories (Weiss 1910: 212; Schmithals 1973: 268— 
73). 

Each division theory resolves these apparent inconsis- 
tencies by dividing 1 Corinthians (and often parts of 2 
Corinthians) into several distinct letters and constructing a 
historical scenario to which the letter fragments corre- 
spond. Schenk (1969: 242-43), Suhl (1975: 203-13), and 
Jewett (1978: 398-444) have attempted to reconstruct the 
redactional work responsible for our canonical 1 Corinthi- 
ans. The sheer variety of the division theories proposed 
demonstrates a lack of scholarly consensus as to both 
proper methodology and specific analysis of the text (Bar- 
rett HNTC, 17). 

b. Unity Theories. As noted above, the unity of 1 Co- 
rinthians went virtually unquestioned until the late nine- 
teenth century (Clemen 1894: 19-57). Since the rise of 
division theories, the unity of | Corinthians has more 
often been assumed (Marxsen 1968: 76; Bornkamm 1969: 
244) or conceded (Barrett, HNTC, 14-17; Conzelmann, 
2—4) than argued for. The harsh transitions in the letter 
have been explained as a result of pauses in dictation 
(Barrett, 15; Conzelmann, 3, n. 20; Fascher J Korinther 
THKNT, 44) or of fresh news received by Paul (Barrett, 
15). 

The first sustained argument in favor of the literary 
unity of 1 Corinthians was made by J. C. Hurd (1983). 
Hurd contends that the variety in tone and content within 
1 Corinthians is a result of the different kinds of informa- 
tion Paul had received (1983: 47-58). He distinguishes 
three stages of oral and written communication between 
Paul and the Corinthians prior to 1 Corinthians: (1) Paul's 
first preaching in Corinth and the founding of the church; 
(2) his previous letter to the Corinthians (5:9-10); (3) 
“Information in reply, partly oral and partly written, 
brought to Paul from Corinth by Stephanas, Fortunatus 
and Achaicus and by Chloe’s people. Some of this infor- 
mation was in the form of questions addressed to Paul by 
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the Church; some in the form of comments on the situa- 
tion at Corinth by some or all of the travellers” (Hurd 
1983: 58). Hurd also proposes (1983: 213-39) that this 
Corinthian reply provided the outline for 1 Cor 7-16, 
where the apostle responds point by point to the Corinthi- 
ans’ questions and objections to his first letter. In sections 
where Paul responds to oral information (1:11—6:11 ex- 
cept 5:9-13a; 11:17-34), this tone is “aroused, even an- 
gry,” whereas the sections which reply to the Corinthians’ 
letter (5:9-13a; 7:1-11:16; 12:1-14:40; 16:1-9, 12) are 
“calm and balanced” (1983: 61—94). 

Hurd’s theory is significant in its attempt to prove rather 
than assume the unity of 1 Corinthians, but depends 
perhaps too much upon historical reconstruction and psy- 
chologizing. The assumption behind Hurd’s thesis is sur- 
prisingly the same as Schmithals’ (1971: 91), that by the 
pert de formula Paul responded point by point to the 
Corinthians’ letter. Recent works have argued that, in the 
arrangement of topics in i Corinthians, Paul was governed 
by his own rhetorical purposes and was not confined to the 
order of the Corinthians’ letter (Lihrmann 1986: 305; 
Mitchell 1989). Similarly, rhetorical rather than historical 
reasons can account for some of the “inconsistencies” 
between 4:17-21 and 16:5—11, and between 1:11 and 
11:18. An important critique of the bases of partition 
theories of 1 Corinthians was provided by Merklein (1984: 
153-82), who argued for the literary coherence of the 
letter. 

2. Compositional Analysis. The following brief analysis 
of 1 Corinthians argues for the unity of the letter. 1 
Corinthians demonstrates both thematic and rhetorical 
unity when seen as a deliberative letter convincing the 
Corinthians to be reconciled and end their factionalism 
(for a detailed argument, see Mitchell 1989). 


Epistolary Prescript. 

Epistolary Thanksgiving, forming the ex- 
ordium, which introduces key terms of Co- 
rinthian debate and of the epistle (Betz 
1986: 26-39). The exordium ends appro- 
priately with a call to unity in the koinénia 
(“partnership”) of Jesus Christ. 

Statement of Facts, or narratio, of the ar- 
gument in the body of the letter. Verse 
1:10 is the prothesis or thesis statement of 
the argument of the entire letter, which 
calls on the Corinthians to end their fac- 
tions and be reconciled with one another. 
In the brief narratio Paul rebuts any fac- 
tionalists’ claims resulting from baptism 
by the leaders (1:13-17). 

Proof or probatio, in 4 subsections. 

First Proof Section, which contains Paul’s 
analysis and interpretation of the terms of 
the formula in 1:5 (“rich in every form of 
speech and in every form of knowledge”). 
The concepts of “speech” (logos) and “wis- 
dom” (sophia) are discussed in 1:10—2:16, 
while “knowledge” (gnésts) is examined in 
3:1-23 (Betz 1986: 26—39). Corinthian 
boasting, an obvious expression of party 
politics, is rejected (1:26-31; 3:18—23). 


1:1-3 
1:4-9 


1:10-17 


1:18-15:57 
1:18-4:21 
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5:1-11:1 


Ch. 5-7 


5:1-13 


6:1-11 


6:12-20 


This section lays the groundwork for 
the rest of the argument in three ways: (1) 
Paul redefines the goals and standards by 
which the Christian should make deci- 
sions (a common strategy in deliberative 
rhetoric); (2) he demonstrates their need 
for his advice for unity by censuring the 
Corinthians (chaps. 3—4, which contain 
epideictic elements); (3) Paul argues that 
he is the best one to advise them by de- 
scribing his own apostolic office and re- 
sponsibility in comparison with the Co- 
rinthians (esp. 4:14—16). “Therefore, I 
urge you, brothers, be imitators of me” in 
4:16 points both backward (it forms an 
inclusio with 1:10) and forward to Paul’s 
rhetorical strategy throughout | Corinthi- 
ans. He will present himself as the exam- 
ple of the nondivisive behavior he urges 
the Corinthians to adopt (7:7; 8:13; 9:1- 
27; 10:33-11:1; 14:18-19). 

Second Proof Section in which Paul treats 
the specific issues now dividing the com- 
munity as subordinate arguments in his 
overall argument to convince the Corin- 
thians to be unified. This section treats 
relations between Corinthian Christians 
and outsiders, and among Corinthian 
Christians within the larger context of the 
city of Corinth. 

Porneia. These arguments are grouped 
around the central issue of porneza, “sex- 
ual immorality” (mentioned in 5:1, 9, 10, 
11; 6:9, 13, 15, 16, 18; 7:2). 

A case of porneia. Paul begins the second 
proof section with a discussion of sexual 
immorality for two reasons: (1) perneia 
stands at the beginning of the list of vices 
which must have been known to the Co- 
rinthians from the beginning (5:10, 11; 
6:9-10); (2) before arguing for the unity 
of the church community Paul must de- 
fine clearly the boundaries between “insid- 
ers” and “outsiders” (5:9-13). Paul exe- 
cutes a legal decision in regard to this man 
who has married his father’s wife. He is to 
be expelled from the community (5:13) 
and thus is not included in the unity to 
which Paul calls the church. 

Court Battles. In 6:1-11 Paul continues to 
draw distinctions between “insiders” and 
“outsiders” (6:1—6). Some persons are tak- 
ing fellow Christians to civil court. This is 
another cause and manifestation of the 
divisions within the community. Paul 
urges the Corinthians to deal with such 
issues within the community and not be- 
fore outsiders. 

Another discussion of porneia, along with a 
treatment of the Corinthian definitions of 
freedom which justify such actions (6:12), 
Paul counters these slogans with an appeal 


7:1-40 


Ch. 8-10 


8:1-13 


9:1-27 


10:1—22 
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to expediency (a part of Paul’s argument 
of redefinition of both freedom and ex- 
pediency in | Corinthians (6:12, 19-20; 
8:9; 9:1-27: 10:23-11:1). The “body of 
Christ” imaye is introduced (6:15-17) as 
a corrective to Corinthian individualism 
and divisiveness; image is fully expanded 
in chap. 12. 

Marriage and Status. The section begins 
“concerning the things you wrote.” This 
peri de form ila (see above) is used also in 
7:25; 8:1, 4; 12:1; 16:1, 12, and intro- 
duces a new topic for discussion. The gen- 
eral principle Paul evokes in each of the 
various cases in chap. 7 is—don’t seek to 
alter your sccial status (7:8, 17-24, 27, 40) 
but realize vour calling (klésis) (7:15, 17— 
24; cf. 1:9, 26). 

Idol Worship and Freedom. Since idol wor- 
ship (eiddlolatria) comes after porneia in the 
vice catalogue (5:10, 11; 6:9), the issues in 
8:1-11:1 may be subsumed under this 
term (see 10:7, 14; cf. 8:1, 4, 7, 10; 10:7, 
14, 19). The two complementary treat- 
ments of idol meat in chap. 8 and in chap. 
10 frame Paul’s self-exemplification of the 
proper use of freedom in chap. 9. The 
peri de formula in 8:1 does not mean that 
Paul here responds to the Corinthian let- 
ter in its order, but is simply a common 
formula for changing a topic (Mitchell 
1989). 

Idolatry, First Treatment. Paul urges love 
(agapé) over knowledge (gndsis) as the fun- 
damental value. It is true that idols do not 
exist (8:4—6) but the issue is more com- 
plex. 8:9 states a general ethical principle: 
“lest this your exousia (“liberty”) might be 
an offense to this weak.” One should sac- 
rifice small freedoms for the sake of the 
many (8:13). 

Paul the example of proper use of freedom. 
Paul establishes that he has the right to 
support from the gospel (9:3—1 2a) but has 
freely renounced that right (9:12b, 17). 
Such self-renunciation, translated into ac- 
commodating social behavior (9: 19-23), is 
what he urges on the Corinthians. 9:24— 
27 stresses the eschatological goal as the 
fundamenta: context of Christian decision 
making. 

Idolatry, Second Treatment. A series of rebel- 
lious episodes from Israel’s wilderness tra- 
ditions are presented as types (10:6, 11) 
of Corinthian factionalism and strife. The 
Corinthians are warned not to destroy 
themselves as the wilderness generation 
did—by desiring food, idolatry, and por- 
neta. The unifying role of the eucharist in 
establishing the koindnia of the community 
is appealed to. 
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10:23-11:1 


11:2-14:40 
11:2-34 


11:2-16 


11:17-34 


12:1-—14:40 


12:1-3la 


12:31b—13:13 


14:1—40 


This passage provides a conclusion to the 
second proof section (8:1—11:1). The new 
ethical principle of agapé is stated: “Let no 
one seek his/her own advantage, but that 
of the other” (10:24; cf. 13:5). Paul again 
presents himself as the example of this 
nonfactionalist behavior (10:33), who is to 
be imitated, as he imitates Christ (11:1). 
Third Proof Section. Manifestations of Co- 
rinthian divisiveness when they come to- 
gether in worship are discussed, as Paul 
continues to appeal for unity. 

Corinthians and Tradition. The two subsec- 
tions 11:2-16 and 11:17-34 are sub- 
sumed under the topic of tradition (11:2, 
23; cf. chap. 15). 

Hairstyles in Worship. A woman should be 
veiled in prayer but a man should not 
(11:4-10). Paul rejects the contentious- 
ness which finds expression in the hair- 
style controversy (11:16). 

Disorders at the Lora’s Supper. Corinthian 
factions manifest themselves in changing 
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. Paul 
calls the Corinthians to unity in the sacra- 
ment by appealing to the original tradi- 
tion (11:23-26). This important text is 
our earliest witness to the tradition history 
of the eucharistic formula in the early 
Church. 

Spiritual Gifts. Again two treatments of the 
same topic: spiritual gifts (chaps. 12 and 
14) frame an exemplary argument, here 
on love (chap. 13). Paul urges unity and 
order in worship as 14:40 forms the con- 
clusion to the third proof section. 
Spiritual Gifts. First Treatment. Paul applies 
the political image of the body, theolo- 
gized into the body of Christ, to the fac- 
tionalism at Corinth. The goal, as in 1:10, 
is the end of schismata, “divisions” (12:25). 
Each person has a charisma, and all are 
given, not for individual, but for the com- 
munal advantage (12:4—11). 

Love. This “encomium on love” serves to 
exemplify the greatest gift—love (agapé)— 
by which the community will be reunified 
(see esp. 13:4—7). This chapter plays the 
same rhetorical function as chap. 9, by 
extrapolating and developing the general 
unifying principle which Paul embodies. 
Spiritual Gifts. Second Treatment. Paul tells 
them to seek those spiritual expressions 
which promote unity (prophecy and inter- 
pretation of tongues, 14:3-5, 13), rather 
than speaking in tongues, which is divisive 
(14:2, 6-12). Paul exhorts the Corinthians 
to build up the church (14:4—5, 26) and 
stop their partisanship and separation 
from one another. He urges peace (14:33) 
and orderliness (14:40) in Corinthian wor- 
ship. 
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15:1-57 


15:58 


16:1-24 


16:1-12 


16:13-18 


16:19-21 


16:22-24 


Fourth Proof Section. It is only fitting that 
chap. 15, dealing with the resurrection 
from the dead, stands at the end. Divisive- 
ness is caused by the fact that some at 
Corinth deny the resurrection (15:13), a 
view here refuted by Paul on the basis of 
the tradition of Christ’s resurrection 
(15:1-11, 12-28), and an argument on 
the resurrected body (15:35—57). This es- 
chatological section highlights the final 
goal in relation to which the Corinthians 
should make all their decisions. Eschatol- 
ogy plays this role in the exordium (1:7—8) 
and throughout the argument (3:12--15; 
4:1-5; 6:3; 9:24-27). 

Conclusion or peroratio. Paul sums up his 
argument in 1:10—15:57 by urging the 
Corinthians as they stand in expectation 
of the eschaton to follow the course of 
unity, for it will prove to be to their advan- 
tage (“your work is not in vain in the 
Lord”). This conclusion corresponds to 
the exordium (1:49), as it should. 
Epistolary Closing, containing travel 
plans, final admonitions, and greetings. 
Information about forthcoming visits of 
Paul (16:1—9, including instructions on 
the collection for the saints), Timothy 
(16:10-11), and Apollos (16:12). 

First Paul reiterates the argument in the 
letter (16:13—14), “Let ali things be yours 
in love” and then supplements this gen- 
eral advice for unity with a concrete polit- 
ical dictum: the Corinthians are to obey 
the house of Stephanas (16:15-16). 
Customary epistolary greetings (16:19— 
20), to which Paul adds his by his own 
hand, which serves as an authentication 
formula (16:21). 

Solemn curse (16:22a) and the prayer 
maranatha (“Our Lord, come” [16:22b]). 
The letter appropriately concludes with a 
two-part final blessing (16:23-24), for 
grace (charis) and love (agapé). 


F. Theological Significance 

Some scholars have criticized 1 Corinthians for its pov- 
erty of theological doctrine (Bauer 1971: 219), while oth- 
ers (Conzelmann, 9) have argued that the letter contains 
“applied theology.” The problem with that view, however, 
is that all the letters of Paul are applied theology. What is 
then distinctive about 1 Corinthians? First, there are a 
number of formal features which make the letter unique: 
1 Corinthians as a letter is part of a sequence of exchanges, 
written and oral, and its theology must be derived from 
the sequence as a whole as well as its particular expression 
in this letter. In this dialogue 1 Corinthians represents 
Paul’s answer to a number of questions addressed to him 
by the Church (7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1, 12). Together with 
preceding (5:9) and following letters (2 Corinthians), mes- 
sengers and visitors coming from and going to Corinth, ] 
Corinthians is part of an ongoing process of educating the 
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Church in the belief and practice of the new Christian 
religion (Betz 1986: 26-27). This educational process does 
not simply consist of Paul delivering authoritative doc- 
trines and rules for behavior, but the apostle makes his 
readers partners in a theological debate. His methods of 
argument show influences from what may be called the 
Socratic tradition (Betz 1972). Paul not only instructs his 
readers, he «also stimulates their own thinking and elicits 
their own answers. At any rate he presumed that the 
matters regarding Christian belief and behavior can be 
argued in a rational way, especially since rationality was 
believed to be informed by the Holy Spirit. 

In terms of theological doctrines, attention must be 
given to the situation of the Church in general and of the 
Corinthian church in particular, to the practical and theo- 
logical problems at hand, to the presuppositions and con- 
clusions involved on each side of the arguments, and to 
Paul’s own doctrinal stance as he develops his recommen- 
dations. The situation of the Corinthian church provided 
Paul with a novel experience. This church was founded in 
one of the centers of Hellenistic culture (see the studies on 
social history by Malherbe 1983; Theissen 1982; Meeks 
1983). In Ccrinth the Pauline mission had succeeded— 
seemingly for the first time—in winning converts from the 
better-educated and cultured circles of a prosperous and 
cosmopolitan city. The congregation had access to material 
as well as spiritual wealth, both proverbial assets of the city 
of Corinth. From the scarce evidence available to us we can 
infer that the church was diverse in its makeup. There 
were in it skarp distinctions socially, intellectually, and 
probably ethnically. The considerable number of travelers 
to the church meant connections with and influences from 
outsiders, relating to various groups inside. Early on, vari- 
ous members of the church seem to have interpreted Paul’s 
gospel in diverse ways. Some seem to have developed it 
further in conformity with Hellenistic religiosity. ‘This 
must have lec! to changes in the performance and under- 
standing of rituals Paul found disagreeable (1:13-—-17; 
15:29; 11:17--34; Klauck 1982; Willis 1985). The older 
Jewish-Christian ethos as reflected in the moral catalogs (1 
Cor 5:9-11; 6:9-10) gave way to the lifestyle of the big 
Hellenistic city, where freedom from tradition and conven- 
tion, experimentation with new ideas, and excitement 
about spiritual experiences were the standards for achieve- 
ment. Consequently it is not surprising that the values of 
Hellenistic city life and religiosity dominate the discussion. 

The picture: of the Corinthian church which Paul depicts 
shows a bewildering mixture of positive and negative de- 
velopments that have taken place since Paul’s founding 
visit. Positively, the church was flourishing; negatively, 
however, internal dissension threatened to tear it apart. 
Party slogans (1:12; 3:4; 6:12; 10:23) advocated “political 
rhetoric” rather than thorough theological thinking. Some 
church members apparently acted more as an avant-garde, 
while others expressed a cautious conservatism. One 
group’s expression of freedom must have been a scandal 
to other groups. Thus, to the apostle the church presented 
a rather distressing picture: so-called spiritual experiences 
justifying excesses and abuses of freedom in complete 
disregard for the life of the community, all signs of a 
disintegrating community. 

As far as we can tell, this situation was without precedent 
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in Paul’s missionary experience and thus presented him 
with a new challenge. In ] Thessalonians and Galatians 
the apostle had advocated life in the spirit without reser- 
vations. Confronted with the Corinthian problems, how- 
ever, he was forced to marshal all his available resources in 
a new way in order to corne to grips with the issues. 
Theologically, Paul begins with the self-understanding of 
the Corinthians as he sums it up in 1:5: “in everything you 
have been made rich in him [Christ], in every form of 
speech and in every form of knowledge.” This claim of 
possessing an abundance of speech and knowledge (logos 
kai gnosis) becomes the focus of Paul’s argumentation 
throughout the letter and even in 2 Corinthians (Betz 
1986: 26—48). Applying to it the christology of the Christ 
crucified (1:13, 17, 18-25; 8:11) and the doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith (1:26—31), Paul analyzes critically the 
notions of speech (logos), wisdom (sophia), and knowledge 
(gnésis) in 1:18-3:23. Originally developed in confronta- 
tion with the Jewish doctrires of Torah possession and 
observance, the apostle applies these doctrines to their 
Greek analog, the claim to possess eloquence and knowl- 
edge. This demonstrates Pauil’s flexibility in applying the 
principles of his theology to new and different circum- 
stances and problems. 

Without denying the Corinthians their claimed abun- 
dance of eloquence and knowledge, Paul argues that their 
spiritual wealth should not simply be taken to coincide 
with maturity in Christian faith. In fact, he points out, 
there is an obvious discrepancy between what the Corin- 
thians claim and what they really are. While he concedes 
that they have plenty of eloquence and knowledge, there 
are serious shortcomings in the area of practical “deeds” 
(erga; 1:7; 3:13-15; 15:58; 16:10). This discrepancy points 
to a contradiction between claim and reality and renders 
their faith “immature” (3:1--4). As long as there is no 
balance between the claims of eloquence, knowledge, and 
practice, the goal of “perfection” (cf. 2:6; 3:1, 18; 4:8) 
cannot have been reached. Paul’s argumentation is de- 
signed so as to advise the Carinthians how to bring their 
praxis (erga) up to the same standards as their eloquence 
and knowledge. This goal is behind the long section of 
arguments in chaps. 5-15. The key concept in these chap- 
ters is that of Christian love (agapé; 4:21; 8:1; 13:1-13; 
14:1; 16:14, 24), specifically defined as “what which builds 
up” the community (8:1; 14:4—5; cf. 3:9-15). 

Paul, however, does not attempt to talk the Corinthians 
out of their spiritual wealth. His goal is, on the contrary, 
to enable them to verify that claim by the practice of the 
Christian agapé. For this purpose Paul develops his lengthy 
ethical arguments and positions in chaps. 5 and 15. Al- 
though several of these arguments show signs of their 
origin in a Jewish-Christian context, in 1 Corinthians they 
are clearly applied to the confrontation of new gentile 
Christians with their Hellenistic pagan background and 
past. The threat as Paul perceives it is their “Hellenization” 
in the negative sense of the term. (See HELLENISM). 
Since no agreed standards yet existed, Paul had to develop 
rules for behavior anew. Hew should the new converts 
conduct their lives with regard to polytheism and its com- 
munal and religious practices such as prostitution, the 
courts of law, the meat markets, invitations to dine in 
pagan temples, and so forth? 


I+ 1147 


One of the major theological contributions of 1 Corin- 
thians is in the area of ecclesiology. The body of Christ 
image for the Church runs throughout the epistle (1:13; 
6:15—20; 10:16—17; 11:29; 12:4-27; for the extensive lit- 
erature on this topic, see séma in TDNT). Paul confronts 
the divisiveness of the Corinthian community with a polit- 
ical analogy common in Greek and Roman literature for 
social cohesion, the body (for references, see Lietzmann 
An die Korinther HNT, 61-63, and Conzelman, 211-14), 
here radically Christianized. This appropriation provides 
another example of the apostle’s adaptation and transfor- 
mation of Hellenistic concepts in his theological formula- 
tions. The Church is the body of Christ, a unified structure 
in which each member has a part and function (12:4—27). 
This ontological reality has ethical implications: the Chris- 
tian does not own his/her body (6:19), should make deci- 
sions on the basis of the entire Church and not merely the 
self (10:23-11:1; 14:5), and must manifest his/her full 
solidarity with the other members in both joy and sadness 
(12:25-26; cf. 13:6). The ecclesiological doctrine of the 
body of Christ, first introduced by Paul in 1 Corinthians, 
appears also in Romans (12:3—8) and is later transformed 
in the deutero-Pauline letters into a spiritual-cosmological 
doctrine in which Christ appears as the head of the body 
(Eph 1:22-23; 4:4-16; 5:22, 30; Col 1:18, 24; 2:16-19). 

Apart from the specific issues discussed in the letter, 
] Corinthians receives its unique importance because it is 
only here that Paul develops his theological ideas about 
Greek cultural and religious values. These values include 
subjects such as rhetoric, wisdom, and knowledge, that is, 
the experience of the Christian faith as intellectual enlight- 
enment and inspiration, including forms of ecstasy. In the 
practical area Corinthian notions of freedom need to be 
redefined in terms of new forms of Christian communal 
and individual life (6:12; 8:9; 9:19-23; 10:23-11:1). What 
Paul is primarily concerned with is the need to safeguard 
the Christian character of what is advocated as the new life 
in Christ. The most impressive part of Paul’s deliberations 
is the attempt to spell out rules for Christian behavior vis- 
a-vis the polytheistic and pluralistic environment within 
which the Church found itself. Christian theology has 
never made another such attempt, so that modern Chris- 
tianity which finds itself again in this situation will become 
Paul’s advice, even if it is conditioned by the situation of 
the Ist century. 
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CORINTHIANS, SECOND EPISTLE TO 
THE. A letter written by the apostle Paul to the church 
at Corinth, found as the eighth book of the NT canon. 
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G. Perspectives on the History of the Early Church 
H. Theological Significance 


A. Introduction 

The letter we call 2 Corinthians abounds with fascinat- 
ing insights into the activity and mind of the apostle Paul. 
Some of the passages show how he worked as an adminis- 
trator, a pastoral adviser, and an ecumenical church 
leader. The careful reader ‘liscovers valuable information 
about historical developmenits in the churches of Corinth 
and elsewhere, finds data concerning the life and person- 
ality of Paul, and uncovers aspects of the theologies of Paul 
and his opponents which clo not appear in the apostle’s 
other letters. All these perspectives contribute to an en- 
grossing view of the Pauline mission. 

2 Corinthians does not yield its information readily and 
thus poses problems for its readers and interpreters. Un- 
derstanding these problem: is indispensable not only for 
2 Corinthians but also for the interpretation of | Corinthi- 
ans. As with all other correspondence, the letters must be 
interpreted consecutively and in their entirety, for every 
section has its place in the context of the entire correspon- 
dence. Earlier statements may explain why later events 
occurred, just as later staternents may throw light on what 
was said earlier. In literary terms, a correspondence con- 
tains components of an ongoing conversation, the missing 
parts of which must be recenstructed to as great a degree 
as possible. Such reconstruction is a major task for the 
interpretation of 2 Corinthians. 

The publication of 2 Corinthians presents the inter- 
preter with a second difficulty. While there is strong evi- 
dence for an early (lst century) attestation of 1 Corinthi- 
ans, the second letter is not attested before the middle of 
the 2d century, when its name appears in the canon of 
Marcion (ca. 140-150; sez Harnack 1924: 96*—102*, 
128*). It received a second notice a few decades later in 
the Canon Muratori. Prior to these two lists, however, no 
external evidence exists for the circulation of the letter. 
Despite this paucity of attestation, no one in antiquity 
doubted the letter’s authenticity. Thus the circumstances 
which led to the appearance of 2 Corinthians remain 
shrouded in mystery. 

In light of such interpretative difficulties, we are fortu- 
nate to have an extensive history of research on 2 Corin- 
thians. At present, this research is in the midst of a new 
productive phase. For surveys of the older period, see 
Moffatt (1918: 116-30) andl Windisch (1924: 5-31); for 
recent developments, see Furnish (2 Corinthians AB, 29- 
54); Betz (2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 3-36); Georgi 
(1986: 333-45), and Welbora (1987). 


B. Literary Composition 

As most scholars now agree, Paul’s second letter to the 
Corinthians is a collection comprised of fragments from 
several originally independent letters. The decisive step 
toward the discovery of these constituent letters was taken 
by Semler (1776), when he recognized seams in the text 
between both chaps. 8 and 9 and chaps. 9 and 10. He 
concluded that 2 Corinthians was composed of pieces of 
originally separate letters. 

Since Semler’s discovery, he scholarly debate concern- 
ing the division of the letter has not ceased. Questions 
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remain as to whether the letter should be partitioned and, 
if so, how many sections there are and which passages they 
comprise (for surveys, see Furnish AB, 30—54; Betz Her- 
meneia, 3-36). The second of these questions is becoming 
the more important, as few scholars continue to defend 
the unity of 2 Corinthians (Hyldah] 1973; Kimmel 1975: 
287-93; see Furnish, 33-35, for names and a summary of 
the arguments). 

Important progress in the literary investigation of 2 
Corinthians has been made in this century by Bornkamm 
(1961), who divided 2 Corinthians into fragments from six 
different letters: (1) an earlier apology (2:14-6:13; 7:2— 
4); (2) the “letter of tears” (10:1—13:10); (3) the “letter of 
reconciliation” (1:1-2:13; 7:5-16; 13:11-13); (4) a letter 
of recommendation for Titus and his companions (chap. 
8); (5) a letter to the churches of Achaia (chap. 9); and (6) 
an interpolated passage (6:14—7:1). Bornkamm assumed 
that the present letter of 2 Corinthians was the creation of 
a later editor/redactor. This partition theory, often in 
somewhat modified form, is now held by a large number 
of scholars (for a survey, see Betz, 20-25). Furnish (35— 
41), however, supports the two-letter hypothesis previously 
held by Windisch, Bruce, and Barrett: 2 Corinthians con- 
sists of parts from two originally separate letters: (1) chaps. 
1-9 and (2) chaps. 10-13. On the other hand, we have 
Schinithals’ complicated partition theories. Most recently, 
he has proposed that Paul’s Corinthian correspondence 
consisted of thirteen letters which are now found not only 
in 1 and 2 Corinthians but in Romans as well (Schmithals 
1984: 19-20). 

As divisions continue to be discussed, the methodologi- 
cal questions prove to be of primary importance. Since no 
existing manuscripts of 2 Corinthians show traces of divi- 
sion, evidence for partitioning must come from the inter- 
nal criteria of philology and comparative literary analysis. 
Such analyses have been proposed by Betz (Hermeneia) 
for 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 and by Welborn (1987) for the 
“letter of reconciliation” (1:1-2:13; 7:5-16; 13:11-13). In 
addition to careful analyses of the letter fragments, an 
investigation of the methods and ideas of the redactor who 
was responsible for the final composition of what we call 2 
Corinthians will also be necessary (for interesting sugges- 
tions on the redactor’s work, see Bornkamm 1961: 24— 
32). 


C. The Letter Fragments in Chronological Sequence 
(1) The “first apology” (2:14-6:13; 7:2-4) begins with 
an expression of thanks to God and a description of the 
apostle’s missionary activity expressed through a field of 
metaphors which create the image of a triumphal proces- 
sion (2:14—17). In this procession, Paul functions as the 
herald (4:5; 5:20—6:2; 6:11-13; 7:2-4). Embedded in the 
use of this image are arguments in which Paul defends his 
adequacy for the apostolic office. As an apostle, he de- 
scribes himself as a “servant of the new covenant” (3:6), 
which is explained in 3:4—6:10. Although the exact nature 
of the argumentation is far from clear, Paul additionally 
uses the occasion to present major christological and sote- 
riological doctrines. The conclusion contains a plea for 
acceptance and trust (6:11—13; 7:2—3) as well as a confes- 
sion of confidence and joy (7:4). Since such statements are 
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appropriate to the conclusion of letters, it would seem that 
only the epistolary pre- and postscripts are omitted. 

(2) The “second apology” (10:1—13:10), or “letter of 
tears” (as it is later characterized in 2:4), was doubtless 
provoked by Paul’s unsuccessful earlier attempts—in par- 
ticular the earlier apology—to clear himself of suspicion 
(10:1—2). Yet an escalation must have pushed the matter to 
a crisis. Facing it, Paul realized that if he were to prevail he 
must mobilize extraordinary rhetorical armaments (Mal- 
herbe 1983: 143-73) and confront the accusers directly 
(Betz 1986: 40-44). In 10:10, Paul actually quotes from 
what seems to be a critical report concerning his presence: 
“His letters,” he [or: the report] says, “are weighty and 
strong, but his physical presence is weak and his speech is 
contemptible.” 

The origin of this three-pronged personality profile is 
unknown. Paul attributes it to a person, but it is not clear 
whether that person acted as an individual or as the leader 
of a faction, whether this individual was identical with the 
unnamed person called “the offender” (7:12), and 
whether he had any official function. Was an investigator 
appointed by the church whose report was communicated 
to Paul (cf. 13:3)? The statement in 10:10 looks like a 
summary of an investigative report on Paul’s performance 
as a public speaker; it is entirely negative. In order to 
refute these charges, Paul felt he could only adopt the 
pose of the fool (11:1; 12:11) and deliver a so-called “fool’s 
speech” (11:1—12:10 [or 12:13]). In this wild and brilliant 
self-parody, the apostle demolishes the presumptions of 
his adversaries. He restores his credibility by discrediting 
theirs through the use of his entire arsenal of irony, 
sarcasm, and parody. In this fool’s speech he demonstrates 
that, if he wished, he could conform to the standards of 
his critics but that he had good reason not to do so. In the 
role of the fool he performs—without actually doing—that 
which he judges to be inappropriate. 

If the critics doubt his skills as a rhetorician, he sheep- 
ishly agrees with them: “If I am a layman in speech, I am 
not in knowledge” (11:6). 1f they demand the “signs of the 
apostle,” he is ready to deliver them (Betz 1972: 70—100). 
He presents a testimony about ascending into heaven only 
to bring back nothing (12:1—4; see Betz 1972: 89-92) and 
follows with an appeal to a miraculous healing which turns 
out not to produce the healing (12:7—12; see Betz 1969: 
288—305; 1972: 92-100). Paul’s own criteria are different 
(12:11-13). He glorifies God in his weaknesses (12:9, 10; 
cf. 10:1, 10; 11:21, 23-29; 12:21). He does not accept 
financial support from the Corinthians (11:7-12; 12:13, 
14:18; see Betz 1972: 100-17), and he refuses to be judged 
in comparison with the other apostles (11:5, 13-15; 12:11- 
13; see Betz 1972: 118-32). After evaluating his fool’s 
speech, Paul turns to the future, announcing his forthcom- 
ing third visit to Corinth (12:14—21; 13:1—4). Typical of a 
Pauline letter, the last section contains paraenesis and a 
summary of his concerns (13:5—10). Again, this conclusion 
suggests that little was omitted by the redactor at the close 
of the letter. 

(3) The “letter of reconciliation” (1:1-2:13; 7:5—16; 
13:11—13) is extant in its entirety and provides the frame 
into which the redactor has inserted the other letter frag- 
ments. For an investigation of this “letter of reconciliation,” 
see Welborn 1987. 
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The letter begins with the epistolary prescript (1:]-2) 
naming the sender, Paul, with his official title, and the 
cosender, Timothy, with his rank. There follow the ad- 
dresses, the church in Corinth and “all the saints living 
throughout Achaia.” The prescript concludes with the 
usual salutation. 

The exordium begins with a praise of God, a béraké or 
eulogia (1:3-—-+), rather than with the usual prayer of 
thanksgiving (eucharistia). The main theological concepts 
of this prayer in praise of God, “affliction” (thiipsis) and 
“consolation” (paraklésis), are them briefly introduced in 
preparation for the role they will play in the main body of 
the letter. Paul’s design here is to describe his relationship 
with the Corinthians, particularly in terms of the crisis just 
passed, as a partnership in Christian suffering and conso- 
lation (1:5—7). In a short narrative (1:8-11), the apostle 
then demonstrates by his own example—his recent escape 
from almost certain death in Asia Minor—how God’s con- 
solation works in concrete life situations. 

From these theological presuppositions the apostle en- 
ters into a lengthy discussion of his previous letter (1:12— 
2:4), the “letter of tears” (10:1—13:10). After giving assur- 
ances of his integrity and friendly intentions (1:12—14), he 
explains apologetically and with some apprehension why 
he had decided to change his travel plans several times and 
why these changes should not be construed as evidence of 
his unreliability and fickleness (1:15—22), the charges by 
his critics to the contrary. He explains further why he had 
postponed his third visit to Corinth and why in the mean- 
time he had written the “tearful letter.” The intention of 
that letter had not been to inflict “distress” (lypé) on the 
Corinthians dut to make them understand his great love 
for them (1:23—24; 2:1—4). If the letter had caused severe 
distress among them, it was not so much due to the letter 
itself as to the provocations of “the offender” (2:5), an 
unnamed person in Corinth who fomented the whole 
crisis. Since this offender had meanwhile been repri- 
manded by the majority of the church, Paul now gener- 
ously recommends that they forgive him and, should they 
do so, he, too, would forgive him (2:5—11). The apostle 
then describes how in great anguish he went to the Troad 
and to Macedonia, where he awaited Titus, who was due 
to come from Corinth to meet him (2:12—13, continued in 
7:5). This terrifying “affliction” (thlipsis) only ended when 
Titus appeared with the good news of the accomplishment 
of a reconciliation (7:6—7). 

The report then turns to a theological (and even psycho- 
logical) analvsis of the experience of “distress” (lypé), which 
Paul admits aving caused among the Corinthians with his 
letter. As he points out, this distress had a positive result 
in that it turned the Corinthians around and brought them 
to their senses (metanoia [7:9-10]). This change of mind in 
turn led to Paul’s great joy at learning of the reconciliation, 
which occurrence also confirmed his original confidence 
in them (7:8—12). In other words, for Paul no less than for 
the Corinthian church, the whole crisis was another expe- 
rience of affliction turned into consolation and thus not to 
be regretted. Paul is now full of joy, pride, and confidence 
at things having turned out so well (7:13-16), and in these 
emotions lie the reason for the praise of God at the 
beginning of the letter (1:3—4). A warm and exuberant 
postscript concludes the letter (13:11-13). 
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(4) The “administrative letter” of chap. 8 (see Betz 2 
Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 37—86, 131-39) was sent to 
Corinth together with the delegation consisting of Titus 
and two “brothers.” The letter has two parts, an advisory 
section regarding the collection for the Jerusalem church 
(8:1-15) and a legal section commending and authorizing 
the members of the delegaticn (8:16-23). The letter con- 
cludes with a peroration (8:24). Compared with literary 
and documentary parallels, the fragment is similar to 
letters of appointment given to political or adminstrative 
envoys. 

(5) The “administrative letrer” of chap. 9 (see Betz, 87— 
128, 139—40) is addressed to -he Christians of Achaia and, 
like chap. 8, is concerned with the collection for the church 
in Jerusalem. As a literary unit, its purpose is advisory: it 
seeks to enlist the help of the Achaians in bringing the 
collection in Corinth to completion. Its two main sections 
contain information and explanation on the delegation 
sent to Corinth (9:2—5) and « theological statement about 
the purpose of the collection (9:6~14) and it concludes 
with a peroration, an expression of thanksgiving to God 
(9:15). 

(6) The interpolated passage of 6:14—7:1 reflects a sit- 
uation different from 2 Corinthians’ other components: it 
does not reflect on Paul’s relationship with Corinth or on 
the Jerusalem collection. This difference has resulted in 
the view held by most scholars today that 2 Corinthians 
6:14—7:1 is a non-Pauline interpolation (see Furnish, 360— 
68, 371-83, with further references), while Betz (1973) 
has argued that it is even anti-Pauline in its theology, 
originating perhaps with (some of) Paul’s opponents. If 
this passage did indeed come from Paul’s opponents, it 
might even reflect the party against which Paul had to 
defend himself elsewhere in his correspondence with the 
Corinthians. Regardless, the piece is a carefully composed 
exhortation warning against teaming up with “unbeliev- 
ers,” whoever they may be. Its theology is strongly dualistic 
and Jewish-Christian. The origin of the piece is as much a 
puzzle as is the question of how it became mixed up with 
the Corinthian correspondence. 


D. Historical Developments in Corinth 

The preceding chronological ordering of the letter frag- 
ments provides some clarification of the turbulent events 
following 1 Corinthians. In 1 Corinthians 16, Paul men- 
tions certain events he expects to take place after the 
dispatching of that letter. The collection for the church of 
Jerusalem, begun with Titus during an earlier visit (2 Cor 
12:16—18; 8:6), will proceed according to the guidelines 
set forth in 1 Cor 16:1—2. After the collection, when it is 
to be taken up to Jerusalem, Paul plans to visit Corinth for 
the second time. He intends to arrive there from Macedo- 
nia, perhaps to spend the winter before going on to 
Palestine (16:6); however, he is undecided whether he 
himself will lead the delegation which will deliver the gift 
to the Jerusalem church (16:3-4). Meanwhile, until his 
departure for Macedonia, his presence in Ephesus remains 
crucial (16:8—9). Then he ar:nounces the forthcoming visit 
of Timothy. For reasons we do not know Paul fears that 
Timothy will not find a friendly reception (16:10—11; cf. 
4:17). The letter fragments in 2 Corinthians, however, 
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show that all of these plans could not be carried out as 
Paul had hoped. 

When 2 Corinthians says that Timothy is at Paul’s side 
(1:1), there is no mention of Timothy’s visit to Corinth. He 
probably did go there but upon arrival found the church 
hostile and in turmoil (see Conzelmann 1973: 104; differ- 
ently Bornkamm 1961: 9) and returned to Ephesus to 
inform Paul of the situation. This information, presup- 
posed in 2 Corinthians, included a complete change in the 
Corinthian situation. While in 1 Corinthians Paul could 
remain above party factionalism, he now could not avoid 
facing a full-blown rebellion against him. The problems of 
his legitimacy, incipient in 1 Corinthians (15:8—10), had 
worsened, apparently in connection with the collection, 
which his opponents saw as evidence of a scheme to line 
his own pockets. Since these charges are already consid- 
ered in the “first apology” (2 Cor 2:14-6:13; 7:2—4), where 
Paul responds to accusations of “inadequacy for office” 
(2:16; 3:5-6) and “peddling the word of God” (2:17; cf. 
4:2; 6:3; 7:2; 12:16—17), this letter may be part of his first 
response and written either before or after Timothy’s 
return to Ephesus. Although Timothy may have taken this 
letter to Corinth, we have no evidence to substantiate such 
a hypothesis. At any rate, this “first apology” did not 
prevent further deterioration in Paul’s relationship with 
Corinth. 

At this point, Paul changed his travel plans. The “letter 
of reconciliation” (2 Cor 1:1-2:13; 7:5-16; 13:11-13), 
written after the resolution of the conflict, contains lengthy 
explanations for these changes. His report in 2 Cor 1:15— 
16, however, indicates that he must twice have altered the 
plans presented in 1 Cor 16:5—8, for he says that he 
intended to go from Ephesus to Corinth, passing through 
Macedonia, and then perhaps to Judea. Upon receiving 
the bad news about Corinth, he quickly decided to go 
there directly, and apparently unannounced, to face the 
opposition head on. This visit, the so-called “sorrowful 
visit,” resulted in a fiasco for the apostle which he says he 
would not wish to repeat (2:1-3; 12:21; 13:2). Indeed, he 
postponed his third visit to Corinth (12:14; 13:1) until the 
conflict had been resolved. At the center of this conflict 
appears to have been one whom Paul calls “the offender” 
(7:12) who apparently brought a charge of embezzlement 
against Paul (12:16-18; 8:20; see Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 
9, Hermeneia, 76—77). Such suspicion of fraud of course 
jeopardized Paul’s whole credibility. It is possible that the 
church may even have appointed an investigator, from 
whose devastating report Paul himself quotes in 2 Cor 
10:10 (cf. 11:6; 13:3, 6). 

Rejected by his own church as a charlatan and a fraud, 
Paul made a final desperate attempt to regain his reputa- 
tion. He wrote the “letter of tears” (10:1—13:10); most 
likely after he returned to Ephesus, and sent it on to 
Corinth, probably with Titus and a “brother” (12:18). As 
we learn from the subsequent “letter of reconciliation” (2 
Cor 1:1-2:13; 7:5-16; 13:11—13), both the “letter of tears” 
and Titus’ mission were successful, although Paul was 
unaware of this fact until much later. In a state of “great 
tribulation and anguish of heart” (2:4) he left for the 
Troad in NW Asia Minor; there, anxiously awaiting Titus, 
he became so restless that he set sail for Macedonia (2:12— 
13). Titus finally arrived there, bringing with him the good 
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news of the reconciliation (7:5-7). In great joy, the apostle 
then sent from Macedonia the “letter of reconciliation.” 

One result of the Corinthian crisis, of course, was the 
collapse of the collection for the church in Jerusalem from 
that city. The Macedonian and Achaian churches had 
finished their part of the collection (8:2—5; 9:2), and at 
this point the Macedonians proposed to recommence and 
complete the Corinthian collection (8:4—5) with Titus vol- 
unteering to return to Corinth to reorganize the drive 
(8:17). Paul thus appointed Titus (8:6, 16-17, 23) and two 
“brothers” (8:18—23; 9:35), a carefully chosen delegation 
representing not only Paul but “all the churches” as well 
(8:18). Their letter of authorization is extant in chap. 8. In 
addition, Paul enlisted the aid of the Achaian Christians, 
who had already completed their part in the endeavor 
(chap. 9). 

From Rom 15:25—31 we learn that the advance team had 
succeeded in finishing the collection, that Paul had arrived, 
and that a delegation was ready to take the money to 
Judea. Paul now decided to lead that delegation, whose 
members may be listed in Rom 16:21—23; Acts 20:4 (see 
Betz 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 Hermeneia, 51, 56). His depar- 
ture from Corinth meant that he would never see Greece 
again (Acts 19:21; 20:22-25, 36-38). 

This reconstruction of events clarifies the otherwise con- 
fusing sequence of visits by Paul and his collaborators. Paul 
made three visits to Corinth, the first being the foundation 
visit accompanied by Silvanus and Timothy (1 Corinthians 
passim; 2 Cor 1:19; Acts 18:1—-18). The second visit, an- 
nounced in | Cor 16:2—9, was made in haste and without 
advance notice; it became the “sorrowful” visit (2 Cor 2:1). 
A third visit had been planned but had to be postponed 
until the crisis had passed (2 Cor 2:1—3; 12:14; 13:1-2). 
This final visit became a reality when Paul arrived in 
Corinth to head up the Judean delegation (Rom 15:25— 
31). Timothy, named as cofounder of the Corinthian 
church in 2 Cor 1:19 and Acts 18:5, also visited Corinth 
three times. If his second visit, announced in 1 Cor 16:10— 
11 (4:17), was carried out, his third visit occurred when he 
accompanied Paul to Judea (Rom 16:21; Acts 20:4). 

Three visits must also be assumed for Titus, whose 
assignments were closely related to the collection efforts 
(cf. Gal 2:1-10 for his presence at the Jerusalem confer- 
ence). His first visit must have occurred prior to the writing 
of 1 Corinthians because of the subsequent guidelines for 
the collection as stated in 1 Cor 16:1—4. On this visit he 
began the fund raising (2 Cor 8:6). His second visit was 
made in the company of one “brother” (2 Cor 12:18); the 
main objectives appear to have been the delivery of the 
“letter of tears” (2 Cor 10:1—13:10) and the attempt to 
reconcile the church with its apostle. Paul apparently chose 
Titus rather than Timothy because the Corinthians did 
not trust the latter (see 1 Cor 16:10—-11). Bringing the 
news of the reconciliation to Paul in Macedonia (2 Cor 
7:6—7) quickly led to Titus’ third visit to Corinth, accom- 
panied by two “brothers,” to restart and finish the collec- 
tion (2 Cor 8:6, 16-23; 9:3-5). Having completed this task 
as well, Titus is mentioned no further and his name is not 
included in the lists of the delegates to Palestine (Rom 
16:21—23; Acts 20:4). 


E. Dates 
Scholars disagree as to whether precise dates can be 
assigned to the events emerging from the letter fragments 
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of 2 Corinthians. Such variant views depend primarily on 
the overall view of the chronology of Paul (see CHRONOL- 
OGY {NT)]). If Jesus’ death is dated early (27 c.£.), Paul’s 
conversion falls in the year 30 c.£.; but if Jesus’ death 
occurred in 30 c.£., Paul’s conversion and all other events 
must be dated later. For Luedemann, who favors earlier 
dates (see the chronological chart in Luedemann 1984: 
262-63), the events involving 2 Corinthians fall in the 
years 49 (or 52) to 51 (or 54). Jewett (1979; see his ap- 
pended chart) and Furnish (54-55) date these events in 
the years 55-56. According to them, Timothy's second 
visit to Corinth took place in 55 c.z., the year which saw 
most of the events reported in the letter fragments in 2 
Corinthians. Paul spent the winter of 55—56 in Macedonia, 
went to Corinth in 56, and left for Palestine in the spring 
of 57. These dates are probable, but good cases can be 
made as well for two to three years earlier or even for 
somewhat later (see Schenke and Fischer 1978: 47-63; 
Vielhauer 1975: 156). 


F. Paul’s Opponents 

Recent decades have seen extensive discussion regarding 
Paul’s opponents in (1 and) 2 Corinthians (for surveys and 
references, see Barrett 1982: 60-86, 87-107; Barnett 
1984: 3-17; Furnish, 2 Corinthians AB, 48-54; Georgi 
1986: 333—-450), and notable clarification of the problems 
and options has been achieved. It is now clear that the 
issues concerning the factions and Paul’s opponents in 1 
Corinthians must be distinguished from the factions and 
Paul’s oppcnents in 2 Corinthians. We can no longer 
assume that both letters deal with the same kind of oppo- 
nents. Earlier, Schmithals had advanced the thesis (1971; 
still defended 1983: 107-24) that there was only one, 
gnostic, opposition to Paul. Schmithals needs this hypoth- 
esis to support his thesis that thirteen letters comprise 1 
and 2 Corinthians; most scholars, however, do not accept 
it (Conzelmann, / Corinthians Hermeneia, 14-16), prefer- 
ring rather the views of Bornkamm (1971: 169-71) and 
his student, Georgi (1964), who argue that new opponents 
moved into Corinth after 1 Corinthians was written. 

The discovery of these intruders and their efforts at 
provocation and agitation sent Timothy back to Ephesus 
to inform Paul, who then embarked upon his second, 
unsuccessful, visit to Corinth. The apostle’s sarcastic po- 
lemics in the subsequent “letter of tears” (2 Cor 10:1— 
13:10) suggest that these new opponents hold views akin 
to Hellenistic-Jewish concepts of the “divine man” (theios 
anér). As was typical of Jews (1 Cor 1:22), these rival Jewish- 
Christian missionaries has succeeded in persuading the 
Corinthians to demand from Paul “the signs of the apos- 
tle” (2 Cor 12:1, 7, 12), that is, miracles and revelations 
which serve as evidence that Christ speaks through the 
apostle (13:3). 

Unfortunately, Paul’s polemics do not yield much detail 
on the views these opponents actually held. To obtain such 
data, Georgi has therefore interpreted Paul’s opponents 
against the religious background of Diaspora Judaism and 
that branch of the Church which handed down the miracle 
stories of the gospels and Acts. Despite the methodological 
problems of extracting hard data from polemics and coun- 
terpolemics, not to mention the slim evidential base gen- 
erally, Georgi’s direction is the right one for future re- 
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search (see also Betz 1969; 1972; RAC 12: Cols. 231-312; 
Koester 1982, 1: 126—30; Georgi 1986). 

If one adopts this line of :hought, one immediately sees 
other questions: Did Paul’s opponents in 2 Corinthians 
have any connection with the factions in 1 Corinthians, 
and, if so, with which faction(s)? Was there a connection 
with anti-Pauline forces in Jerusalem (Késemann 1942; 
Barrett 1982)? If there was such a connection (2 Cor 
11:13-15, 21-23, 24), how do these opponents compare 
with those against whom Faul defends himself in Gala- 
tians? In Galatians, the points of contention surround the 
Torah and circumcision, not miracles and revelations; thus 
these opponents must have been different, despite their 
common goal of discrediting Paul. From the first chapters 
of the book of Acts it is quite obvious that apostles with 
different outlooks did mission work under the supervision 
of the Jerusalem church. Unlike the opponents in | Corin- 
thians, those targeted in ‘? Corinthians were intruders 
from outside the city (2 Cor 10:13—-16; 11:4, 19-20). Yet 
the adversary called “the offender” (2 Cor 7:12) was in all 
probability a resident of Corinth. How was he connected 
with the parties of | Corinthians and the intruders of 2 
Corinthians? After the recoaciliation, we are told, forgive- 
ness was to be offered to this “offender”; but it is incon- 
ceivable that such simple forgiveness was granted to the 
“pseudo-apostles” and “messengers of Satan” (2 Cor 
11:13-14). What happenec| to these intruders after the 
reconciliation we do not know. These and other questions 
may never be answered without the discovery of new 
sources. 


G. Perspectives on the History of the Early Church 

The crisis which shatterec. the relationship between Paul 
and his church in Corinth had repercussions far beyond 
Corinth. This particular crisis was just one more piece of 
evidence that Paul’s main mission of bringing the Christian 
gospel to the gentile world was increasingly threatened 
from both inside and outside the churches he had 
founded. Paul’s own ambiuous biography had been a 
source of bewilderment and suspicion from the beginning, 
and 2 Corinthians shows how well his opponents used this, 
his Achilles’ heel, to undermine his credibility. These 
doubts about Paul’s integrity were compounded by the 
self-doubts of the Corinthiz.ns concerning their salvation. 
It was not so much that they intended to turn their backs 
on Christianity altogether as that they had opened them- 
selves up to other Christian missionaries hostile to Paul. 
These missionaries apparently had better credentials from 
and connections with the mother church in Palestine. In 
addition, they offered religious experiences which were 
more impressive and persuasive in the eyes of people of a 
Hellenistic religious mentality. Miracles and revelations 
were easier for the Corinthian Christians to handle than 
were Paul’s complicated theological discourses. 

The issue that seemed to have become the focus of the 
alienation, however, was a monetary one, the collection 
that Paul had organized in Macedonia and Achaia for the 
benefit of the church in Jerusalem. Charges, or at least 
suspicions, of financial irregularities had led the Corinthi- 
ans to believe that the whole fund drive was a scheme 
designed to enrich the apostle himself. Their mistrust was 
justified by the fact that many religious quacks and swin- 
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dlers with similar schemes operated throughout the Ro- 
man Empire. Had one of these con artists duped them? 
Paul’s letter of chap. 9 reveals that the purpose of the 
collection was to maintain a bond of brotherhood between 
the Greek churches and the mother church in Jerusalem, 
thus forestalling their growing alienation from becoming 
total separation. See also Gal 2:10; GALATIANS. 

As the story tells it, Paul’s struggle was desperate. Having 
been driven out of Corinth, he had only a slim chance of 
regaining his former position. Nevertheless, by the sheer 
skill of his pen and the diplomatic talents of his envoy 
Titus, he managed to turn things around, an accomplish- 
ment paralleled only in Galatians. Had Paul failed in 
Corinth, his whole mission work in Greece would have 
collapsed and passed into other hands. The successful 
completion of the collection, however, as reported in Rom 
15:25-31, meant that he could conclude his mission work 
in the East and turn his attention to the West, to Rome and 
Spain (Rom 15:14—24). 


H. Theological Significance 

The letter fragments assembled in 2 Corinthians give 
evidence of Paul’s methods in dealing with severe crises in 
his churches. Involving the full repertoire of administra- 
tive instruments (visits, envoys, and letters) as well as rhe- 
torical strategies, his major goal was that of theological 
education. Completing what had been started in the (lost) 
letter mentioned in 1 Cor 5:9, the letters of 1 and 2 
Corinthians have taken the Corinthians through an entire 
course of theological education. In this course, theological 
doctrines, rhetorical strategies, and practical experiences 
went hand in hand (Betz 1986). At the end, Paul could 
testify that the Corinthians had learned their lessons well. 
According to | Cor 1:5, they could claim an abundance of 
eloquence and knowledge but lacked mature faith and 
love. 2 Corinthians can restate this claim in a different 
form and add another challenge as well: “As you have 
abundance in everything, in faith and eloquence and 
knowledge as well as in every kind of zeal and in that kind 
of love which came from us and dwells in you, you should 
have abundance in this gift of charity, too” (2 Cor 8:7). 

Theological doctrines used in the arguments include 
here, as elsewhere, those concerned with God, Christ, and 
Christian salvation, but in the center stands Paul’s peculiar 
doctrine about his apostolic office (see APOSTLE). Much 
more explicitly than in other letters, Paul devotes two 
major sections to explanations of his office as an apostle. 
The “first apology” (2:14-6:13; 7:24) contains a self- 
portrait as the representative of the death and resurrection 
of Christ. The “letter of tears” (10:1—13:10) goes over this 
ground again but in a highly sarcastic tone and in the 
form of an ironic self-parody (the “fool’s speech”). 

While in 1 Corinthians the doctrine of justification by 
faith (see JUSTIFICATION) is applied to the claim to 
possess “eloquence and knowledge” (1 Cor 1:18—31), that 
same doctrine serves in 2 Corinthians (see, especially, in 
chronological order, 2 Cor 5:17—21; 10:17-18; 12:9-10; 
13:3-4; 1:3-~7, 18-22) to distinguish between true and 
false claims of legitimacy. Most important, finally, are the 
statements and procedures that Paul sets forth concerning 
the formation of the Church as a theological community 
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of love (see, especially, 2 Cor 5:14; 6:6, 11:13; 11:11; 
12:15; 2:4, 8; 13:11, 13; 8:7, 8, 24; 9:6—14). 
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Hans DIETER BETZ 


CORINTHIANS, THIRD EPISTLE TO THE. 
One of the so-called apocryphal epistles, forming the last 
part of an apocryphal correspondence between Paul and 
the Corinthians contained in the Acts of Paul. It is preserved 
in several textual traditions of varying quality: in Arme- 
nian through several NT mss; through five rather frag- 
mentary Latin mss; a 6th-century Coptic translation of the 
Acts of Paul; in Greek from the 3d-century Bodmer papy- 
rus (see BODMER PAPYRI); and is attested in Ephrem the 
Syrian’s conmentary on the Pauline epistles (NTApocr 2: 
326-27; Klijn 1963: 2-4). English translations may be 
found in Schneemelcher and in James. 

The Syriac and Armenian churches regarded 3 Corinthi- 
ans as authentic and included it with the Pauline letters. 
Even though it circulated independently and was quite 
popular among certain groups of early Christians, as early 
as 1892 Zahn proposed that it was part of the Acts of Paul 
(Zahn; Enslin IDB, 679; NTApocr 2: 326; Klijn 1963: 2—5). 
Discovery of the Coptic Heidelberg papyrus in 1894 
showed Zaha to be correct. The Coptic text also indicated 
that it was written originally in Greek. This was subse- 
quently verified by the discovery of a Greek text which was 
published ir. 1959 (Klijn 1963: 5). 

While it is now quite apparent that 3 Corinthians is part 
of the Acts of Paul, opinions vary as to whether the author 
created the correspondence between Paul and the Corin- 
thians or whether he used already existing writings (Klijn 
1963: 10-16; NTApocr 2: 340-42). 

Establishing the date, place of composition, and the 
identity of tiie author of 3 Corinthians is complicated by its 
relationship to the Acts of Paul. Tertullian says (De Bapt. 17; 
approx. A.D. 200) that the Acts of Paul was written by a 
presbyter in Asia Minor, and the work itself indicates that 
it was most likely written in Asia Minor. A date between 
170 and 195 is usually posited for the composition of the 
Acts of Paul (Klijn 1963: 4; NTApocr 2: 351). 3 Corinthians is 


at least this early. If 3 Corinthians was an earlier writing 
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which was used by the author of the Acts of Paul, then it is 
impossible at this time to establish its precise date, place of 
composition, or the identity of its author. 

3 Corinthians is located within the Philippi episode of the 
Acts of Paul and forms part of a correspondence between 
Paul and the Corinthians. The Corinthians first wrote Paul 
telling of two men, Simon and Cleobius, who arrived in 
Corinth and distorted the faith by teaching things they 
had not heard from Paul or the other apostles. They 
taught that the Corinthians should not “appeal to the 
prophets, and that God is not almighty, and that there is 
no resurrection of the flesh, and that the creation of man 
is not God’s [work], and that the Lord is not come in the 
flesh, nor was he born of Mary, and that the world is not 
of God, but of angels” (N7Apocr 2: 374). This letter was 
delivered to Paul in prison in Philippi by Threptus and 
Eutychus. 3 Corinthians is Paul’s response to the Corinthi- 
ans’ request that he either ‘visit or write concerning these 
teachings. 

3 Corinthians begins with a rather typical Pauline greet- 
ing, followed by an acknowledgment that his own tribula- 
tion is a sign that the teachings of the evil one are gaining 
ground. Paul then assures the Corinthians that he taught 
them what he received from the apostles. This is followed 
by a refutation of the teachings of Simon and Cleobius, 
which makes up the bulk of the letter. In turn, this is 
followed by an assurance for those who accept his teach- 
ings and condemnation for those who do not. The letter 
closes with an urge for them to turn away from the false 
teachings and a blessing of peace, grace, and love. 
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CORMORANT., See ZOOLOGY. 


CORNELIUS (PERSON) [Gk Kornélios]. According to 
the book of Acts, Cornelius is the first gentile to become a 
convert to Christianity (Acts 10:1-11:18, cf. 15:6-11). Al- 
though the episode occupies a significant place in Luke- 
Acts, Luke conveys little information about the man him- 
self. Study of the episode has concentrated primarily on 
the historical development and literary composition of the 
narrative and its significance in the unfolding story of 
Luke-Acts. 

At the beginning of the Cornelius narrative, Luke notes 
that Cornelius resides in Caesarea and describes him as “a 
centurion of what was known as the Italian Cohort, a 
devout man who feared God with all his household, gave 
alms liberally to the people, and prayed constantly to God” 
(10:1-2). This introduction identifies Cornelius in two 
important ways. First, that he is a gentile may be deduced 
from the fact that he is a Roman soldier, since being in the 
military was incompatible with the observance of Jewish 
law (Joseph. Ant 18.84). 
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Second, with several phrases Luke signals that Cornelius 
is a religious man. Together with his entire household (cf. 
11:14) Cornelius fears God. Whether this statement means 
that Cornelius belongs to a distinct group of gentiles 
known as “God-fearers,” (i-e., gentiles who worshipped the 
God of the Jews but did not become proselytes) is a matter 
of debate. What is not subject to debate is the positive 
connotation attached to this statement and the ones that 
follow. Cornelius is charitable toward “the people” (Gk 
laos), a term Luke often employs for the people of Israel; 
and he prays to God without ceasing. While Cornelius is a 
gentile, Luke takes care to introduce him as an exception- 
ally good and pious gentile whose conversion almost be- 
comes a response to his behavior. Indeed, the angel who 
appears to him and instructs him to send for Peter says 
that Cornelius’ behavior has become a memorial before 
God (Acts 10:4). 

Since Martin Dibelius’ essay (1956) on the Cornelius 
account, interpretation of this episode has revolved around 
his thesis that the story has its origin in an earlier and 
simpler story of conversion, such as Dibelius understood 
had been preserved in the story of the ETHIOPIAN 
EUNUCH. Dibelius argued that the following elements 
conflicted with this earlier version of the story and, hence, 
that they were later additions: (1) Peter’s vision (10:9—16) 
does not appear to be connected with the surrounding 
narrative, since the vision has to do with food laws but the 
larger story focuses on the inclusion of gentiles; (2) the 
description of the arrival of Peter and his colleagues at 
Cornelius’ home (10:27—29), which is literarily awkward; 
(3) Peter’s speech (10:34—43) appears to be a later addition 
because, according to Dibelius, early conversion stories did 
not contain speeches and because this particular speech 
seems to have been modeled on Peter’s other speeches; 
and (4) Peter’s defense of his actions in Jerusalem (11:1- 
18), since it focuses on Peter’s social relations with gentiles, 
which Dibelius finds to be insignificant in the story itself. 

Following Dibelius’ essay, other interpreters of the Cor- 
nelius episode sought to refine his thesis. For example, 
while Ernst Haenchen (1965) expressed doubts about Di- 
belius’ assumption that the early Church preserved leg- 
ends about conversions (a criticism more recently revived 
by Klaus Haacker [{1980]}), Haenchen’s own suggestion was 
that Luke had received the Cornelius story, in the form 
Dibelius had suggested, from traditions preserved at Caes- 
area. Ulrich Wilckens (1958) examined Peter’s speech in 
10:34—43, contending that this speech is more catechetical 
than Peter’s other speeches in Acts, which are kerygmatic 
in content. Francois Bovon (1970) connected Peter’s vision 
(10:9-16) with the Jerusalem discussion in 11!:1-18 and 
argued that together they suggest that within the Corne- 
lius account a second motif pertains to food laws. Karl 
Léning (1974) has argued that Peter’s vision is an integral 
part of the Cornelius story, even in its earlier forms. 

Despite Loning’s attempt, the feature of Dibelius’ anal- 
ysis which has been most widely accepted is almost cer- 
tainly his claim that Peter’s vision is extrinsic to the narra- 
tive and is, hence, an addition to an earlier and simpler 
account. However, Dibelius neglected two features of an- 
cient narratives that undermine his argument. First, nu- 
merous narratives in the ancient world use the device of 
double dreams, that is, two characters have separate 
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dreams within one narrative episode (see, for example, 
Jos. Ant 11.321—39). The closest example, of course, occurs 
in Acts 9, where Saul and Ananias each have a vision 
concerning the eventual visit of Ananias to Saul. Thus, 
there is good reason to suspect that the two visions in Acts 
10 also belong to the same narrative. The second narrative 
feature Dibelius neglected is the literary role of dreams or 
visions. Dibelius found the vision of Peter insufficiently 
related to the larger narrative, but that is to overlook the 
fact that dreams or visions often occur at the beginning of 
an episode, but their significance only unfolds as the story 
itself unfolds. For example, in Plutarch’s treatment of the 
life of Cicero, he tells of a dream in which Cicero sees 
Octavius, whom he had actually never met; on the next 
day, however, Cicero does meet Octavius (Cic. 44; cf. Cim. 
18; Luc. 10.23.3-4; Brut. 20.8-11). Similarly, in Achilles 
Tatius’ story of Leucippe and Clitophon, one of the Hellenis- 
tic romances, Clitophon dreams that he has been attached 
to a wife and then the attachment is severed by someone 
else. When Clitophon’s engagement to Calligone is bro- 
ken, the dream is fulfilled, and it is fulfilled yet again when 
Clitophon is separated from Leucippe by a series of mis- 
adventures. Numerous such examples suggest that, while 
Peter’s vision does not explicitly address the conversion of 
gentiles, it may nevertheless be an integral part of the 
narrative. 

The literary structure of the Cornelius account, when 
read as a unified story, consists of a sequence of parallel 
scenes: (la) the vision of Cornelius, in which he receives 
instructions concerning Peter (10:1—8); (1b) the vision of 
Peter, in which he receives instructions concerning Corne- 
lus (10:9-16); (2a) Cornelius’ agents arrive at Peter’s 
house and are welcomed there (10:17—23a); (2b) Peter 
and his companions arrive at Cornelius’ house and are 
welcomed there (10:23b—29); (3a) Cornelius speaks to ex- 
plain the events that have occurred to him (10:30—33); 
(3b) Peter speaks to explain his insight about God’s impar- 
tiality and to recount the gospel (10:34—43); (4a) God’s 
impartiality is confirmed by the Holy Spirit and through 
baptism (10:44—48); (4b) God’s impartiality is confirmed 
by the community gathered in Jerusalem (11:1-18). 

Luke narrates this particular story in a careful and even 
dramatic manner, at least in part because it is a major 
turning point in his story of the early Church. Beginning 
in Acts 1:8 (or even Luke 2:32), Luke has laid the ground- 
work for the inclusion of gentiles within the Christian 
community. Initially preaching the gospel only within Je- 
rusalem, believers leave Jerusalem when they are forced to 
do so because of persecution (8:1). With the conversions 
in Samaria, the conversion of the Ethiopian eunuch, and 
the conversion of the archenemy Saul, Luke continues to 
widen the boundaries of the Christian community. The 
similarities in the stories of the Ethiopian, Saul, and Cor- 
nelius suggest that for Luke they are part of one continu- 
ous event. 

Not only does the Cornelius account bring to a culmina- 
tion much of Luke’s story up to this point, but it paves the 
way for the Jerusalem council in Acts 15. There, during a 
debate about the restrictions that ought to be placed upon 
gentile Christians, Peter refers indirectly to the Cornelius 
episode (15:6-9). The agreement that then becomes the 
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launching pad for Paul’s continued mission among gentiles 
has as its starting point this conversion of a pious gentile. 
By means ot this carefully crafted story, Luke conveys 
several points that are indicative of his theological perspec- 
tive. Most obvious among these is the understanding that 
it is God and God alone who determines what the bound- 
aries of the Christian community are to be. In the face of 
Peter’s threefold resistance to the vision (10:9—16) and the 
Jerusalem community’s complaining when Peter joins in 
table fellowship with gentiles (11:3), God’s will has its way. 
In multiple ways Luke insists that this inclusion is God’s 
will: the vision of Cornelius, the repeated vision of Peter, 
the gift of the Holy Spirit prior to baptism with water. The 
conclusion is clear: the inclusion of gentiles was the direct 
result of God’s intervention and was not a merely human 
act. Despite tre reluctance with which Peter becomes the 
instrument of Cornelius’ conversion, his role in this story 
also conveys an important element in Luke’s theological 
viewpoint. In keeping with the central importance Peter 
has in the Jerusalem community from the beginning of 
Acts, he alone is the apostle who has the authority to take 
this bold step. A third theological issue in this text has to 
do with the nature of Christian hospitality. Crucial to the 
Church’s inclusion of gentiles is the problem of table 
fellowship. That is an explicit issue, of course, in Gal 2:12, 
but it also plays a role in this story with its recurrent motif 
of hospitality and the sharing of food (10:23, 28, 48; 11:3). 
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BEVERLY ROBERTS GAVENT'A 


CORNER GATE (PLACE) [Heb sa‘ar happinah; saSar 
happéneh; SaSur happéntm]. Gate of Jerusalem first men- 
tioned during the reign of Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:13; 2 Chr 
25:23) that became increasingly strategic to Uzziah (2 Chr 
26:9) and to Hezekiah. After the destruction of Jerusalem 
in 586 B.c.£., Jeremiah and Zechariah refer to the Corner 
Gate (Jer 31:57—Eng 38; Zech 14:10) as the westernmost 
boundary of a future Jerusalem. Where the Corner Gate 
should be located greatly depends on whether or not there 
was an Israelite settlement on the Western Hill of Jerusa- 
lem and on whether it was included inside the walls of the 
city (for a full summary, see Simons 1952: 226-81, 447— 
58). These questions were, for the most part, answered by 
the archaeological excavations on the Western Hill from 
1968 to 1971! with the discovery of pottery, figurines, 
ostraca, and the more significant “broad wall” and “Israel- 
ite tower” dated to the 8th—7th centuries B.c.£. and most 
likely should be attributed to Hezekiah (Avigad 1980: 23— 
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60). It is at the W end of this &th-century wall, built along 
the Transversal Valley to protect the vulnerable NW ap- 
proach of the city, that the Corner Gate should provision- 
ally be located. The gate most likely began as an avenue of 
ingress and egress for the sett.ement on the Western Hill. 
After Amaziah’s defeat at Beth-shemesh, Jehoash, king of 
Israel, came to Jerusalem ancl destroyed 400 cubits of a 
city wall between the Gate of Ephraim and the Corner 
Gate. Uzziah later strengthened the Corner Gate with 
defensive towers (2 Chr 26:9) to enhance strategically its 
vulnerable position for lack of a valley or ravine to protect 
the gate. The Corner Gate then became the westernmost 
point of Hezekiah’s “broad wall.” It ran E—W along the 
Transversal Valley from the temple enclosure to the Cor- 
ner Gate where the city wall turned S along the Hinnom 
Valley (Gibson 1987: 86-87). Nehemiah’s lack of reference 
to the Corner Gate may be att-ibuted to his reinforcing of 
only the old defensive lines of the smaller City of David 
and temple area (Avigad 198): 61-62; Williamson 1984: 
85-87). 


Bibliography 

Avigad, N. 1980. Discovering Jerusa'em. Nashville. 

Geva, H. 1979. The Western Boundary of Jerusalem at the End of . 
the Monarchy. [EJ 29: 84-91. 

Gibson, S. 1987. The 1961-67 Excavations in the Armenian Gar- 
den, Jerusalem. PEQ 119: 81-96. 

Simons, J. J. 1952. Jerusalem in the Old Testament. Leiden. 

Williamson, H. G. M. 1984. Nehemiah’s Walls Revisited. PEQ 116: 
81-88. 

Date C. Lup 


CORPORATE PERSONALITY. “Corporate per- 
sonality” is a term used in English law. It refers to the fact 
that a group or body can be regarded legally as an individ- 
ual, possessing the rights and duties of an individual. The 
membership of such a group may change through the 
death of members or the recruitment of new ones, without 
affecting the rights and dutie:. of the group as a whole. 

Although Wheeler Robinson in 1907 had alluded to the 
concept in his commentary on Joshua, it wasn’t until 1911 
that he introduced the term “corporate personality” into 
biblical interpretation. He believed that it helped to explain 
features of the OT that were puzzling to modern readers. 
For example, in Joshua 7, the whole household of Achan 
was destroyed, even though Achan alone had disobeyed 
the divine command not to take spoil from Jericho. If 
Achan’s household was a corporate personality, the whole 
group was culpable, even though only one of its members 
had offended. Again, in some of the psalms (e.g., 44:5— 
9—Eng 44:4-8), the language switches abruptly from “I” 
to “we.” If the psalmist belonged to a corporate personal- 
ity, he could think of himself (“I”) as embodying the whole 
group; yet his sense of solidarity with the group allowed 
him also to employ “we” language. 

According to Rogerson (1980), Robinson employed “cor- 
porate personality” in at least two different senses: (a) 
corporate responsibility (e.g., the Achan punishment) and 
(b) corporate representation (e.g., the corporate “I” of the 
psalms). Like many scholars of his day, Robinson believed 
that ancient Hebrew thought was similar to that of “primi- 
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tive” societies and was impressed by the work of anthro- 
pologists on this “primitive” mentality, especially that of 
Lévy-Bruhl. He believed that the Hebrews analyzed the 
relation between the individual and the group in ways very 
different from those of modern man. For example, the 
Hebrews did not place limits on their individuality but felt 
themselves to belong to a group in such a way that an 
individual could be or become the group. Again, a remote 
ancestor, although dead, could embody the group in such 
a way that a living member of it could feel the closest 
identity, even identification, with the ancestor. 

Although Robinson took the idea of corporate person- 
ality from English law, he applied it to the OT in an 
imprecise fashion. In English law a corporate personality 
cannot be punished for the misdemeanor of one of its 
members. If, however, the offender acted as an authorized 
representative of the group, then the group as such could 
be indicted. Furthermore, the idea of a bond of conscious- 
ness or identity between individual and group, such as is 
presupposed in explaining the corporate “I” of the psalms, 
is foreign to the legal notion adopted by Robinson in order 
to describe what he believed to be a basic and primitive 
characteristic of Hebrew thought, one to which modern 
thought had no parallel. 

Since the 1930s many OT scholars believed that Robin- 
son had discovered an important way of avoiding reading 
modern Western notions of individuality into the OT. 
Many also believed his work to be confirmed by Pedersen’s 
(1926) mystical account of how Israelites experienced the 
world. Corporate personality was thus used to explain the 
individual and collective traits of the servant in the four 
Servant Songs of Isaiah 42—53 (Robinson 1955; Eissfeldt 
1933), the phenomenon of pseudonymity in apocalyptic 
literature (Russell 1964), the identity between a messenger 
and the person who sent him (Johnson 1961: 28), and the 
close affinity between saga characters and Israelite readers 
of the sagas (Koch 1969). However, the anthropological 
theories on which Robinson based his notion of Hebrew 
mentality have since been largely abandoned by anthro- 
pologists. 

Robinson must be credited, nevertheless, with focusing 
attention upon an important question: did the Israelites 
regard a group as a collection of individuals or as a body 
with various members? In some cases the answer seems to 
be that a group is regarded primarily as a body whose 
members are so bound together that they must share a 
common fate. In Gen 19:22-32, the alternatives are that 
either Sodom will be destroyed or it will be reprieved 
should it contain ten righteous persons; that the righteous 
should be spared and the wicked destroyed is not an 
option. The city is dealt with as a collective whole. 

However, care should be taken not to press this principle 
into service without careful thought. In the Achan incident 
there is clear indication of individual responsibility. Achan 
is identified as the culprit, and, although the people as a 
whole had been punished by defeat at Ai, it is only Achan’s 
household that is put to death. This punishment need not 
depend upon corporate personality; it has been explained 
in terms of the need to execute all those who were defiled 
by contact with spoil devoted wholly to God (Porter 1965). 
It has also been seen as an instance of ruler punishment. 

The classic instance of ruler punishment (Daube 1947) 
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is 2 Sam 24: 1-17, where David’s punishment for holding 
a census results in the death of 70,000 men. Here again, 
the idea of individual responsibility is clear: David erred, 
but his punishment falls upon his property, the 70,000 
men. 

The above examples should serve as a warning against 
those who attempt to fit OT texts into simplistic categories. 
In OT law the principle of individual responsibility was 
fundamental from the earliest times. Yet some individuals 
held power over others that might cause them, although 
innocent, to be punished for the actions of the head. In 
OT religion the fear of defilement of the whole people by 
the presence within it of a group or individual that had 
violated the boundary separating the sacred from the 
profane was strong enough to require the execution of 
those responsible. Again, the OT employs the devices of 
personification and synechdoche: Israel can be described 
as a virgin girl (Amos 5:2), or a king can represent the 
whole of his people (Ezek 28:2, 12). 

It would be wrong to assume without further investiga- 
tion that Israelites perceived the relation between the 
individual and society in exactly the same way as modern 
scholars. It is equally wrong to suppose that the OT can 
only be understood by positing a special Hebrew mentality, 
radically different from that of modern Westerners. Even 
in modern society, where individualism is a more dominat- 
ing concept than in the OT, there exist experiences and 
resources which can be used sensitively to explain features 
of OT narrative that are at first sight puzzling and alien. 
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CORPUS HELLENISTICUM NOVI TESTA- 
MENTI. A research project whose purpose is to collect 
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and publish Greco-Roman parallels elucidating the con- 
tents of the NT. 


A. The History of the Project 

Before the 17th century NT exegesis was mainly of a 
dogmatic nature, both in Protestant and in Roman Catho- 
lic circles. The exegete was obligated to “explain” the 
sacred texts in such a way that the dogmatic interests of 
the Church were defended. Although as early as 1572 the 
classical philologist Joachim Camerarius had stated that 
the NT coulcl only be explained against the background 
of the linguistic usage of ancient authors (Kimmel 1970: 
26-28), it was not until the 17th century that this view 
became more influential. This period saw the birth and 
growth of a strictly philological approach to the NT. In the 
so-called Observationes and Annotationes literature, the text 
of the NT books was elucidated on the basis of parallels 
from one or more classical authors. The most important 
examples from both the 17th and 18th centuries are works 
by D. Heinsius, H. Grotius, J. Cappellus, P. Colomesius, J. 
Dougtaeus, J. B. Carpzovius, C. H. Langius, C. F Munthe, 
J. Pricaeus, G. Raphelius, J. T. Krebsius, L. Bos, J. Alberti, 
C. F. Loesnerus, and J. Elsnerus (for bibliographical de- 
tails, see Ros 1940: 49-56 and Delling 1963a: 1, n.1). 
Although Observationes and Annotationes cannot be strictly 
distinguished, one may say that, whereas the Observationes 
often merely listed parallels from Greek and Latin au- 
thors, the Annotationes for the most part have the character 
of a commentary in which also aspects other than simply 
elucidating parallels are treated (see the collection of An- 
notationes literature in Pearson 1666). 

The practice of collecting classical parallels to the NT 
reached its zenith in J. J. Wettstein’s Novum Testamentum 
Graecum (1751-52). This work, intended to be a new 
critical edition of the Greek NT, has remained a highly 
useful tool to the present day (it was reprinted in 1962), 
not for its edition of the NT, but for its extensive apparatus 
containing quotations of parallels from Greek, Latin, and 
rabbinic literature; more than 175 classical authors had 
been scrutinized by Wettstein over a period of more than 
forty years in his search for parallels to the NT (see 
Hulbert-Powell 1938; van Unnik 1964a: 196-99; Mussies 
fc.). Neither before nor after him has such a comprehen- 
sive and systematic collection of materials relevant to the 
NT been published. Although Wettstein himself declared 
that much remained to be done (2: 876), after his death 
this kind of work gradually came to a standstill. In the 
19th century historical-critical questions occupied NT 
scholars much more than philological matters. But bv the 
beginning of the 20th century the climate had again 
changed. The discovery of papyri in Egypt, excavations in 
the E Mediterranean area, and the rise of religiohistorical 
research brought the relationship between the NT and its 
cultural milieu into focus again. Shortly before World War 
I, C. F Georg Heinrici, a Leipzig professor of NT, devel- 
oped plans for a large-scale project, called by him “a new 
Wettstein,” and later renamed (probably by E. von Dob- 
schtitz) Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti (CHNT). Rab- 
binic writings were excluded from the project when it 
became known that Paul Billerbeck was working on this 
material for his monumental Kommentar zum Neuen Testa- 
ment aus Talmud und Midrasch (1926-28). Heinrici enlisted 
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as his collaborators Ernst von Dobschtitz, Hans Lietzmann, 
Hans Windisch, Adolf Deissmann, and Johannes Leipoldt 
(von Dobschiitz 1922: 146-48; van Unnik 1964a: 200-1). 
During the initial stage of the project, Heinrici died (in 
1915) and his responsibility passed to von Dobschiitz in 
Halle. Von Dobschiitz organized the project with great 
enthusiasm and, after World War I, set a great number of 
assistants (more than fifty, at several universities) to work 
on it. They checked Wettstein's quotations against modern 
critical editions, updating and supplementing his material, 
all of which was recorded on Hle cards. Soon it was discov- 
ered that a team of scholars in England (under F. H. 
Colson’s direction) was also working on a new edition of 
Wettstein, to be published by SPCK (Hulbert-Powell 1938: 
273). Scholars like G. N. L. Hall, G. H. Whitaker, E. R. 
Bernard, W. O. E. Oesterley, W. Scott, W. K. Lowther 
Clarke, and others had been collecting materials from 
Plutarch, Seneca, Josephus, Vettius Valens, Stobaeus, the 
Corpus Hermeticum, and the Magical papyri. Once von 
Dobschiitz had succeeded in convincing the British that 
the German project was in a far more advanced stage, they 
put all their materials at the disposal of the Germans and 
discontinued the enterprise (von Dobschittz 1922: 147- 
48). 

Between the years 1918 and 1933 much work was done. 
In 1928 von Dobschiitz (1923: 49) wrote that the project 
could be completed in a few years. However, with the rise 
of National Socialism the project gradually broke down, 
the more so after the death of von Dobschiitz in 1934. 
When his successor, Hans Windisch, who hoped to finish 
the project in the near future (1935: 125), died within a 
year, the work came to a complete halt (Aland 1955-56: 
218). Together with the individual workers, many of the 
file cards disappeared in the years before and during 
World War II. In 1941 the Halle NT scholar Erich Kloster- 
mann came to an agreement with Anton Fridrichsen in 
Uppsala that the pagan portion of the materials (the Pa- 
gano-Hellenisticum) should be transferred to Uppsala, 
while the Judeo-Hellenisticura would remain in Halle (Fri- 
drichsen and Klostermann 1941: 255). Fridrichsen had a 
long-standing interest in the project and had himself writ- 
ten a series of articles with CHNT materials (Bauer 1954: 
128). But owing to a long-lasting illness and his early death 
in 1953, he was not able to advance the project. Only one 
contribution, a dissertation by one of his pupils (Almqvist 
1946), was made im the years between 1941 and 1953. The 
untimely deaths of J. Schniewind and H. Preisker also 
considerably slowed progress in the Halle branch. 

In 1955 a new start was made. Fridrichsen’s successor, 
Harald Riesenfeld, and the Dutch NT scholar Willem 
Cornelis van Unnik agreed, after international consulta- 
tion in the Society of New Testament Studies (van Unnik 
1956-57; Aland 1955-56), that the Pagano-Hellenisticum 
part of the CHNT would be transferred to Utrecht under 
the direction of van Unnik, while the Judeo-Hellenisticum 
would remain in Halle, to be directed by Gerhard Delling 
(Aland 1955-56: 218~—19; Delling 1963a: 5). Like von 
Dobschiitz and Windisch, van Unnik, too, expected that 
the wish to publish a new Wettstein would soon be fulfilled 
(van Unnik 1964a: 202). In 1956 the file cards arrived in 
Utrecht and were studiéd, checked, and reordered by 
temporary assistants. In the 1960s two full-time research- 
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ers began collecting new materials from Hellenistic au- 
thors. In 1966 a new branch of the project was begun at 
the Institute for Antiquity and Christianity in Claremont, 
California, under Hans Dieter Betz, who had previously 
published a contribution to the CHNT (Betz 1961). 

By this time it had become clear that the ultimate goal, 
1.e., the publication of an updated and completed Wett- 
stein, could not be reached as easily and quickly as had 
been wished, both because of the immense amount of 
ancient literature to be studied and because of the very 
limited number of researchers who were available to the 
project. Hence it was decided to aim provisionally at an 
interim goal, namely, the publication of a series of mono- 
graphs discussing the relevance of one particular author 
(or corpus) to the NT. This series, the Studza ad Corpus 
Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti (published by Brill), began in 
1970 and continues to the present time (see Petzke 1970; 
Mussies 1972; Betz 1975 and 1978; Grese 1979; van der 
Horst 1980). In addition, a series of articles on minor 
authors (van der Horst 1973, 1974, 1975, 1981, 1983a), 
and on NT chapters, pericopae, verses, or themes in their 
relation to Hellenistic literature (van Unnik 1964b, 1970a, 
1973a; Betz 1979; van der Horst 1983b, 1985; Mussies 
1986) has been and continues to be published in various 
scholarly journals. 

Within these publications, both monographs and arti- 
cles, three different approaches can be discerned. In the 
first, the order of the NT text is the point of departure, 
and the parallels are quoted seriatim, from Matthew 1 
through Revelation 22, with little or no comment (as in 
Wettstein). In the second, the order of the writing(s) of the 
pagan or Jewish author becomes the point of departure, 
and to it parallels from the NT are quoted, with or without 
comment. In the third, the material is arranged themati- 
cally, with topics from the pagan literature or the NT as 
the focus; these are elucidated through parallels drawn 
from the other corpus. Each of the above divergent ap- 
proaches has its advantages and they are complementary. 

Since van Unnik’s death in 1978, the work of the Utrecht 
branch of the CHNT has been continued by his former 
collaborators Gerard Mussies and Pieter W. van der Horst. 
Under Delling, and also, since his retirement in 1975, the 
Judeo-Hellenisticum branch in Halle has been active 
mainly in bibliographical work (Delling 1975). With Betz’s 
move to Chicago in 1979, the American branch of the 
Pagano-Hellenisticum moved from Claremont to the Di- 
vinity School of the University of Chicago. 

In the seventy years of its existence, progress of the 
project has seriously been hampered by four causes: the 
First and Second World Wars; the untimely deaths of 
several of its directors (Heinrici, von Dobschiitz, Windisch, 
Schniewind, Priesker, Fridrichsen, van Unnik); a serious 
underestimation of the amount of work involved; and in 
recent times the increasing number of nonresearch duties 
imposed upon investigators at the universities. The future 
of the project lies in the steady continuation of the series 
of books and articles on individual pagan authors or 
writings and on pericopae, chapters, or themes of the NT. 


B. The Purpose of the Project 
The primary purpose of the CHNT is to further the 
understanding of the NT in its cultural context, not only 
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from a religiohistorical, but also from a literary, philosoph- 
ical, and historical point of view. The work done at this 
project is necessary in order to learn to hear the words of 
the NT with the ears of Ist-century people and so to 
discover the emotional value of these words for the earliest 
readers or hearers. The aim is to investigate everything 
that has been preserved from Greek and Roman antiquity 
in relation to its significance for a proper understanding 
of the NT (van Unnik 1980: 202, 208). Van Unnik de- 
scribed the project’s purpose with the maxim, “Words 
come to Life” (van Unnik 1971: 199). This does not mean 
that the project is of a lexicographical nature. In the early 
Observationes literature, as well as in Wettstein, there was a 
heavy emphasis on lexicographical matters. This was nec- 
essary since there were no (or only very inadequate) lexi- 
cons in those days. Now with the advent of Walter Bauer 
(BAGD) and TDNT, much of the relevant lexical parallels 
are easily accessible (Delling 1963a: 8). Moreover, G. H. R. 
Horsley has undertaken a new collection of lexical material 
from papyri and inscriptions for a revised Moulton-Milli- 
gan (Horsley 1981-87). Of course, there are still several 
lacunae in NT lexicography, and occasionally CHNT re- 
searchers have been able to fill the gaps (see, e.g., van 
Unnik 1962; Mussies 1978; van der Horst 1976-77, 1978). 
But more often it is rather the specific combination of 
words (not indicated by the lexicons) that appears to be 
relevant. For example, it no longer makes sense to collect 
occurrences of gnémé, “purpose, mind,” and the numeral 
heis!mialhen in Greek authors; however, it does make sense 
to collect instances of mia gnémé, “one mind,” since only 
then does it become clear that the author of Revelation is 
employing a political technical term, which evoked very 
specific associations (Rev 17:13, 17; van Unnik 1970b). 
The main emphasis in CHNT research, however, is on 
conceptual parallels, which, more often than not, are 
phrased differently than in the NT so that there is no or 
only little verbal agreement (the main reason why the 
computer is of very little use to this project). This is, of 
course, most obvious when the parallels are found in Latin 
writings. For example, to the use of spittle in the story of 
the healing of the blind man by Jesus (Mark 8:23; cf. John 
9:6) the closest parallel is Tacitus’ story of Vespasian’s 
healing of a blind man by means of the emperor’s spittle 
(Hist. 4.81; also Suet. Ves. 7.2). Since the languages are 
different here, there is no verbal agreement, although 
Greek parallels can be verbally dissimilar as well. As for 
the story of the ascension in Acts 1:9, there are many 
pagan parallels, none of which agree verbally (van der 
Horst 1983b: 20-23). The same applies even to such a 
motif as the tongues of fire, a manifestation of divine 
presence or grace in Acts 2:3; here the many parallels in 
Greek, and especially Latin, sources show little or no verbal 
similarity (van der Horst 1985: 49-50). Several aspects of 
Jesus’ genealogy in Matt 1:1-17 can be clarified against 
their Hellenistic and Jewish-Hellenistic background despite 
the lack of verbal agreement (Mussies 1986). Also Jesus’ 
raising of the widow’s son at Nain (Luke 7:11—17) has a 
striking parallel in a story of Apollonius of Tyana (Phi- 
lostr. VA 4.45), but again there is no verbal agreement 
(Petzke 1970: 129-30; cf. Betz 1961: 161). In general, 
there are many pagan parallels to the miracle stories, 
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especially the healing miracles (Betz 1961: 147-60; cf. 
Weinreich 1909). 

Sometimes the agreement between an expression in the 
NT and its parallels is only partially verbal while concep- 
tually complete. For instance, to the expression to pnewma 
mé sbennute, “Io not quench the Spirit,” in 1 Thess 5:19 
there are only partial verbal parallels in Plutarch, but 
nonetheless the background of the concept of extinguish- 
ing the spirit can be illuminated from Plutarch, whose 
writings on inspiration make Paul’s meaning clear, 1.e.. let 
not rational considerations and the fear to look ridiculous 
in the eyes of others restrain the activity of God’s spirit 
within you (van Unnik 1968). The formula in Rev 1:19, 
“what you have seen, what is now, and what will be here- 
after” (NEB), has no exact counterpart in Greek and Latin 
literature, but comparable (as far as meaning is concerned) 
formulas from Homer through late antiquity make it 
abundantly clear that this phrase is a formula describing 
prophecy (van Unnik 1962-63). When in Acts 9:1 it is said 
that Saul was still “breathing threats and murder” (NEB) 
against the disciples of the Lord, the use of various verbs 
for “breathing,” with an object in the accusative or genitive 
to indicate strong emotions at dramatic high points, can 
again be traced from Homer down to the later imperial 
period; all such instances are found, significantly enough, 
in higher literary sources (van der Horst 1970). Acts 22:28 
offers an exaraple of a more historical nature. The Roman 
commander’s statement, “It cost me a large sum to acquire 
this citizenshio (NEB), is illustrated in a discourse by Dio 
Chrysostom (9r. 34.23, early 2d century c.£.) where it is 
stated that one had to pay five hundred drachmas in order 
to become a Roman citizen of Tarsus (Mussies 1972: 133). 
The belief of the inhabitants of Jerusalem that Peter’s 
shadow would heal the sick (Acts 5:15) finds its explanation 
in the whole complex of ideas both in pagan and in Jewish 
popular belie? about the power of an individual’s shadow 
(van der Horst 1976—77, 1979). 

A wide variety of parallels have been considered. Some- 
times, but not often, they are only lexical. More often they 
are of a stylistic and literary nature, helping to clarify the 
linguistic and literary stratum to which the NT writings 
belong. The most important parallels are the conceptual 
ones, both in the sphere of the history of religions and in 
that of ethics and realia. “The Corpus Hellenisticum will 
be a collection of all parallels and antiparallels in expres- 
sion and contents that exist between the Greek and Roman 
world and the NT” (van Unnik 1971: 204). All the material 
collected helps us to see how deeply the earliest Christian 
writers were -ooted in Hellenistic-Roman culture. This is 
not to deny cr doubt the fundamentally Jewish character 
of the NT wr tings. The aim of the CHNT is to show what 
these basically Jewish writings have in common with Greco- 
Roman and Jewish literary documents. It should also help 
to measure to what extent Ist-century Jewish (and through 
it, Christian) -hought and diction have been influenced by 
Hellenistic ideas and modes of expression. 

The nature of the work at the CHNT involves the risk 
that attention is mainly drawn to points where there seems 
to be a certain agreement or similarity between pagan and 
early Christian documents, whereas it may rather be the 
absence of pzrallels that is significant. Hence it should be 
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stressed that one of the important facets of the project is 
that, the more work has been done in this field, the better 
we can identify those passage: and concepts in the NT to 
which no parallels are to be found. Only then will the 
really distinctive ideas and usages of the NT be brought 
out in full relief. 
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CORRECTIONS OF THE SCRIBES. See 
SCRIBAL EMENDATIONS,; TEXTUAL CRITICISM; 
MASORAH. 


CORRUPTION, MOUNT OF (PLACE) [Heb har 
hammashit]. A site mentioned in 2 Kgs 23:13 which tells 
how King Josiah desecrated “the high places that were east 
of Jerusalem on the south of the Mount of Corruption.” 
According to 1 Kgs 11:7, this is probably where Solomon 
had erected shrines to Ashtoreth, Chemosh, and Molech. 
The specific location of the Mount of Corruption on the 
hill E of Jerusalem is not exactly clear but seems to have 
been located on the S end of the hill; in later times it was 
specifically identified with the S part of the ridge, an area 
probably to be understood as E of the City of David and 
up the slope from the modern village of Silwan (Finegan 
1969: 89); this area is to the S of the slight depression 
which separates the N sections of the hill (including the 
first N summit, Mount Scopus, and the central summit, 
the Mount of Olives) from the S section of the hill. The 
same Heb term, used in 2 Kgs 23:13, is also found in Jer 
51:25 and translated, “Destroying the Mountain,” but in 
the latter instance refers to Babylon’s invasion. The Vg of 
2 Kgs 23:13 uses the term Mons Offensionis (Mount of 
Offense), and this term and a similar one, Mons Scandali 
(Mountain of Scandal), are often used today to describe 
the area. Rabbinic tradition identifies the hill by the term, 
“The Mountain of Anointment,” which may have been the 
earlier name for the hill, because the olives harvested there 
were used for anointing (Mount of Olives). On this assump- 
tion the name of the hill was later changed to “Mount of 
Corruption” because of Solomon's desecration. 
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COS (PLACE) [Gk K6]. Small island (approx. 80 stadia in 
circumference; Strabo 14.2.19) in the Aegean Sea, SW of 
Asia Minor, with a city by the same name. The Mycenaeans 
settled on Cos by 1425 B.c.£. and it was heavily populated, 
according to Homer (Iliad 2.184; 14.225; 1 Macc 15:23; 
Acts 21:1). The island fell to the Dorians sometime after 
the 12th century B.c.E. and subsequently received settlers 
from Epidaurus (Str. 14.2.6; Th. 7.57.6). Cos was a major 
shipping port, exporting excellent wine (Pliny 15.18; 
17.30), costly ointments (Athen. 15.688), purple dye, and 
fabrics of a transparent texture (Hor. Od 4.13.7; Tibull. 
2.4.6). Cos was celebrated for its Temple of Asclepius (a 
Greek god associated with healing), as the birthplace of 
Hippocrates (the so-called father of medicine), and its 


cos 


legendary medical school. In the 3d century B.c.E., Cos 
developed ar: outstanding library and several Ptolemaic 
princes were educated there. 

When Judah the Maccabee’s emissaries were returning 
from Rome to Judea in 161 B.c.£., they received a letter of 
safe-conduct from the Roman consul to the authorities of 
Cos (Ant 14.10.15 §233). The Roman Senate sent a letter 
to the inhabitants of Cos warning them not to join forces 
with Tryphon against Judea (1 Macc 15:23). Josephus, 
quoting Strabo, mentioned that the Jews of Asia Minor 
deposited their money on Cos during the Mithridatic War 
(Ant 14.7.2). Julius Caesar later issued an edict in favor of 
the Jews of Cos (Ant 14.10.15). Herod the Great conferred 
many favors on Cos (JW 1.21.11) and an inscription also 
associates Herod Antipas with the island. Another inscrip- 
tion from tke island refers to a Jewess or possibly to a 
“God-fearer’ from the island. Cos is mentioned once in 
the Bible in Acts 21:1. After Paul’s third missionary jour- 
ney, the apostle sailed from Miletus to Cos, where he spent 
the night before sailing the next day to Rhodes. 

Scotr T: CaRROLL 


COSAM (PERSON) [Gk Késam]. The father of Addi and 
son of Elmadam, according to Luke’s genealogy tying 
Joseph, the “supposed father” of Jesus, to descent from 
Adam and God (Luke 3:28). D omits Cosam, substituting 
a genealogy adapted from Matt 1:6—-15 for Luke 3:23-31. 
The name Cosam occurs nowhere else in the biblical 
documents, including Matthew’s genealogy, and falls 
within a list of eighteen otherwise unknown descendants 
of David’s son Nathan (Fitzmyer Luke 1-9 AB, 501). 
Kuhn’s (1923: 214-16; endorsed by Schiirmann Luke 
HTKNT, 201, n.95) attempt to find a source for Cosam, 
as part of the group from Neri through Er, in corrupted 
forms of names in | Chr 3:17-18 MT, is particularly 
unconvincing, especially since there is serious question 
whether the genealogy at this point is based on 1 Chroni- 
cles, which does not have Gosam in 3:18 MT or LXX 
(Marshall Luke NIGTC, 164; cf. Jeremias 1969: 295-6). 
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8. Cosmogony in Apocalvptic Thought 
9. The Hebrew Bible’s Portrait of the Cosmos 
C. Cosmology in the NT 
1. Sources of Early Christian Cosmological Thought 
2. Cosmological Assumptions in Pauline Theology 
3. The Johannine Tradition 
4. Later NT Thought 
D. The Functions of Religious Cosmogonies/Cosmologies 
1. Older Views 
2. Recent Formulations of the Place of Cosmology in 
Religion 


A. Definitions 

Cosmogony and cosmology are both terms whose ety- 
mologies remain helpful in defining them for the purposes 
of discussing their place in biblical thought. The first 
element in both words is obviously the same Greek word 
that lies behind the English “cosmos,” and thus refers to 
the entire universe as an organized entity. A cosmogony 
(kosmos + gemia = “birth”) 1s thus an account, usually in 
the form of a mythological tale, about the genesis or birth 
of the structured universe. A. cosmology (kosmos + logia = 
“report”) is a blueprint or map, in the widest sense, of the 
universe as a comprehensibl:: and meaningful place. 

Occasionally, scholars have maintained that it is impor- 
tant to make a firm separation between these two terms— 
a separation between cosmcgony, on the one hand, as a 
mythical account of the original events that produced an 
ordered universe, and cosmology, on the other hand, as 
speculation about meaning and value in the universe in 
the most general sense anc. even in the absence of any 
mention of originating events. Though such a terminolog- 
ical division may be useful in discussing nonbiblical reli- 
gions, the fact is that the locus of almost all cosmological 
thought in the Hebrew Bible and in the NT is in cosmo- 
gonic texts. Hence, the two terms have traditionally been 
used almost interchangeably in discussions of early Juda- 
ism and Christianity; and they will be so used here. 

The present treatment of cosmogony and cosmology in 
biblical texts is composed of three major sections. The first 
and much the longest is cevoted to the Hebrew Bible, 
whose lengthy history of composition and transmission 
has led to a striking variety of quite different cosmological 
views. A second and shorter section is concerned with 
cosmological materials in the NT. Finally, the concluding 
section will concentrate on a series of questions posed by 
historians of religion but too often neglected in treatments 
of biblical cosmogonic lore: What is the role of cosmologi- 
cal speculation in religious thought generally? Why is it 
that almost no religion’s scriptures omit some discussion 
of the origin of the universe? 


B. Cosmogony and Cosmology in the Hebrew Bible 
1. The Significance of Cosmological Material for Bib- 
lical Religion. Initially, one might ask if statements about 
the origin and meaning of the universe played a significant 
role in the religion of ancient Israel. Both internal evi- 
dence from the Hebrew Bible and the conclusions of a 
previous stage in biblical scholarship suggest that such a 
potentially troubling question is not out of place. With 
regard to the biblical evidence, it has been noted that there 
is no single word in biblical Hebrew which bears the weight 
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carried by the Greek word kosmos. The notion that the 
universe is a rationally comprehensible totality is one that 
is met with frequently in Greek thought and that is repre- 
sented already by the use of this term kosmos. The post- 
biblical usage of the Hebrew word “ancient,” “everlasting” 
(‘6lam) carries similar connotations; but ‘6laém is not used 
in such a cosmic sense within the Hebrew Bible, and other 
expressions (“earth” [tébél], “heaven and earth” [haxsamayim 
wéh@éares], or “the all” [kol]) are similarly limited. Secondly, 
only rarely does the Hebrew Bible concentrate at sustained 
length on cosmogonic narratives. Though hints and allu- 
sions abound to what must be assumed to be a popular 
reservoir of thoughts on the origin and shape of the 
universe, accounts that extend beyond a few verses are 
essentially limited to those in Gen 1:1—2:4a and 2:4b~25; 
and of these, the second is more correctly seen as an 
account of the origin of humanity (an anthropogony). 

On the basis of these observations and others, many 
scholars, especially those working during the early and 
mid-20th century, concluded that cosmogonic thought was 
very much a subsidiary and probably too, a quite late 
concentration for ancient Israel. Thus, the well-known 
German form-critic Gerhard von Rad, who placed histori- 
ographic concerns at the heart of Israel’s theology, urged 
repeatedly that “Israel’s faith is based on history rather 
than cosmology” (ROTT 2: 347). The historian of religion 
Mircea Eliade concurred: “This God of the Jewish people 
is no longer an Oriental divinity, creator of archetypal 
gestures, but a personality who ceaselessly intervenes in 
history . . . the Hebrews were the first to discover the 
meaning of history as the epiphany of God, and this 
conception, as we should expect, was taken up and ampli- 
fied by Christianity” (1959: 104). Von Rad, Eliade, and 
others then went on to claim that historiographical, func- 
tional, and soteriological concerns dominate in the religion 
of Israel as speculative, cosmological concerns dominate 
elsewhere, for example in ancient Egypt, Mesopotamia, or 
India. 

However, the position that cosmological thought plays 
but a secondary role in the Hebrew Bible is one that has 
found fewer defenders in the most recent period. The 
internal evidence most cited for revising the earlier, mini- 
mizing assessment of the role of cosmology in biblical 
religion is, first, that the present shape of the Hebrew Bible 
does accord primacy to two separate creation accounts. 
Thus, from a canonical perspective, the ancient Jewish 
community which based its beliefs and rituals upon the 
Hebrew Bible clearly saw cosmogony as basic to its religion. 
Secondly, and especially in the years following the recovery 
of the ancient, mythological texts from Ugarit (Ras 
Shamra) on the Syrian coast, the number of allusive refer- 
ences to cosmogonic battles in the Hebrew Bible has been 
given renewed appreciation. 

Beyond this evidence, progress in the study of compar- 
ative religion has suggested that no religion entirely omits 
cosmological reflection. Thus, the French sociologist Emile 
Durkheim, whose The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life 
has been perhaps the single most influential volume for 
the study of comparative religion, argued both that “there 
is no religion that is not a cosmology” (1915: 21) and that 
“all known religions have been systems of ideas which tend 
to embrace the universality of things, and to give us a 
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complete representation of the world” (1915: 165). Durk- 
heim’s view is that all religions offer their adherents a 
satisfying explanation of the world, so that cosmology can 
be sought and found in many texts that are not overt 
cosmogonies. The analyses of Durkheim and others have 
begun to persuade biblical scholars that the older view was 
too limiting and too much in the service of demonstrating 
the uniqueness of Israel’s religion. The position that the 
Hebrew Bible is essentially concerned solely with history 
or with soteriology, to the exclusion of cosmology, has had 
a similar fate. Two recent summaries of Israelite cosmog- 
ony can therefore conclude, in opposition to the older 
view, that creation is not to be seen in the Bible as trans- 
formed and historicized, but rather remains fundamen- 
tally mythical (McKenzie 1976: 199) and that “at all points 
in the cosmogonic traditions, even in places where Israel’s 
election or deliverance from enemies is involved, there is a 
more fundamental level of meaning: the nature of reality 
itself” (Knight 1985: 134). 

Hence, the view commanding increasing assent is that 
cosmological thought is of greater significance for both 
ancient Judaism and early Christianity than earlier critics 
had judged. Still, it remains true and worth accenting that 
various religious traditions do place a different weight 
upon such thought, and that on any chart measuring 
comparative attention granted to cosmology the biblical 
religions would not rank near the top. Among the neigh- 
bors of ancient Israel, both Egypt and Mesopotamia seem 
to have engaged more fully and at an earlier date in 
speculations about the origin and the basic blueprint of 
the cosmos than did Israelites; and early Greek thought 
shows a similar concentration upon questions of origin 
and rational organization. Perhaps the most elaborate re- 
ligious cosmologies are those developed in India, whose 
chronologies of the ages of the universe are especially 
noteworthy (EncRel 4: 107-13) and contrast greatly with 
the very brief (cosmically speaking) time spans narrated in 
the Hebrew Bible and in the NT. Among the reasons for 
this relative dearth of cosmogonic speculation may be the 
composite origins of the biblical portrait of Yahweh, the 
God of Israel. It has been pointed out that elements of 
both the god Ba‘l Haddu and the god ’E! from the religion 
of most ancient Syria-Palestine have gone into the Israelite 
descriptions of Yahweh (CMHE); and the developing po- 
lemic against Ba‘l Haddu, whose myths are throughout 
cosmogonic tales, may have militated against the utilization 
of the full repertoire of cosmogonic myths in portraying 
Yahweh. 

2. Varieties of Cosmology in the Hebrew Bible. A sec- 
ond, prefatory remark about the most general role of 
cosmology in biblical thought is that this thought displays 
a notable lack of uniformity and consistency. There is 
perhaps just sufficient uniformity to allow for the construc- 
tion of a general world view (see sec. B.9 below); but the 
contrasts between, for example, the allusions to an original 
cosmic battle against the forces of chaos, on the one hand, 
and the portrait of Wisdom’s controlling role in the or- 
derly creation of a rational cosmos, on the other hand, 
remain what is most striking. 

The reasons for this lack of uniformity are not difficult 
to discover. In the first place, the process of the composi- 
tion and transmission of the materials now in the Hebrew 
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Bible was one that stretched over something like a full 
millennium. It should not, therefore, occasion surprise if 
the cosmogonic accounts which appear to have originated 
in premonarchical Israel differ dramatically from those 
now found in Proverbs or the book of Daniel. Secondly, 
one of the dist:nctive attributes of the religion of Israel is 
the allowance for and the preservation of quite different 
theological positions. Such tolerance of diversity obtains in 
the area of cosinology as it does elsewhere, so that a recent 
scholar is on quite firm ground when he concludes of 
cosmological materials in the Hebrew Bible that “at this 
point, as in mzny others, Israel was able to maintain and 
affirm pluralism as a distinct aspect of her heritage and 
identity” (Knight 1985: 137). 

Of course, toth the recent move toward widening the 
definition of cosmology to include materials previously 
omitted in discussing cosmology in the Hebrew Bible and 
the absence of uniformity within this collection of texts 
create difficult.es for any attempt to construct a schematic 
portrait of cosrnology in the Hebrew Bible. In what follows, 
cosmological materials are treated in rough chronological 
order, with the frank recognition that the assignment of 
absolute dates to many strands in the Hebrew Bible must 
be done with greater hesitancy than was true only a gen- 
eration ago. Nor is there any attempt, given the constraints 
of space, to be truly comprehensive. For example, neither 
the flood story in Genesis 6—9 nor the accounts of the 
significance of the temple in Jerusalem (e.g., in 1 Kings 8 
or Ezekiel 40-.48) receives attention below; and yet each 
could be seen as presenting material of cosmological sig- 
nificance and must be covered in any fuller account. 

3. The Cosmic Battle Pattern. Already at the end of the 
19th century the great scholar of Israel’s preliterary tradi- 
tions, Hermann Gunkel, noted that a careful reading of 
the Hebrew Bible revealed allusions to a common ANE 
cosmogony based upon a primordial combat between the 
creator and the forces of chaos (Gunkel 1895). Prior to the 
uncovering and translation of the Ugaritic texts, the source 
of these traditions was regularly seen to be Mesopotamia, 
the location of the creation tale Enuma Eli with its account 
of the battle setween the god Marduk and the dragon 
goddess Tiamat, and perhaps too in Egypt, which knew 
the tradition of a fundamental combat between the creator 
god Re and the dragon Apophis. The mythological texts 
from Ugarit in Syria now demonstrate that there is no need 
to go so far afield in the search for the literary and 
theological models which Israelite poets found so useful. 
These texts, as best the narratives they relate can be 
reconstructed at present, tell of a primeval battle between 
the god Ba‘! Haddu (familiar as Ba‘al in the Hebrew Bible) 
and the forces of chaotic destruction and death. The latter 
are called by such titles as Prince Sea (ym) and Judge River 
(nhr) in the primary version of this combat tale, while what 
appear to be alternate versions of the same, basic tale label 
these forces Lotan (lin, the equivalent of the biblical Levi- 
athan) or the seven-headed serpent (Herdner 1963: CTCA 
Text 2 or 5). 

On the basis of these texts from ancient Syria and of 
their transformations in the Hebrew Bible, a common 
Syria-Palestinian pattern for the shape of the cosmogonic 
battle myth can be reconstructed. This pattern consists of 
four rounds: (1) a Divine Warrior goes forth to battle the 
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chaotic monsters, variously calied Sea, Death, Leviathan, 
Tannin; (2) the world of nature responds to the wrath of 
the Divine Warrior and the forces of chaos are defeated; 
(3) the Divine Warrior assumes his throne on a mountain, 
surrounded by a retinue of other deities; and (4) the 
Divine Warrior utters his powerful speech, which leads 
nature to produce the created world (CMHE, 162-63). 
Though there is no single bib‘ical text which relates this 
battle in its fullest form, once the pattern is made clear, it 
seems undeniable that it lies behind and is responsible for 
a great number of biblical allusions which should be ac- 
counted as cosmogonic. For example, the titles Leviathan, 
Sea, River, Sea Monster (tannin or the like), and Dragon 
(rahab) all are used of opponents of Yahweh the God of 
Israel in settings describing the earlier days of the cosmos. 

The recognition of the existence and the continued 
power of this cosmic battle pattern has brought to life the 
cosmogonic significance of a number of biblical texts 
whose importance for the stud of Israelite cosmology had 
long gone unrecognized. In some cases, the briefest of 
allusions suggests resonance with a widespread knowledge 
of this cosmogonic struggle tale. For example, Psalm 29, 
which was perhaps first composed in honor of Ba‘l Haddu 
and only later transformed into a hymn honoring Yahweh, 
portrays the victorious God of Israel enthroned upon the 
“Flood dragon” (mabbil; Ps 29:10). In Ps 68: 22-23 (—Eng 
68:21-22) we read of God defeating both the “Serpent” 
and the “Deep Sea” (see Dahood Psalms II 51-100 AB, 
131, for the text and translation here). Ps 74:13—14, in the 
midst of a section explicitly clevoted to creation, tells of 
Yahweh’s victory over “Sea” (ym) and the crushing of the 
heads of the “Sea Monster” (tanninim) and of Leviathan. 
Another hymn to God as creator (Psalm 89) refers to 
Yahweh’s reign on the back of “Sea” (yam) after defeating 
the dragon Rahab (Ps 89:10-.11—Eng 89: 9-10). Psalm 
104, long of special interest because of its similarities with 
the Egyptian celebration of creation called the Hymn to 
the Aton, again mentions Leviathan among other watery 
demons defeated by Yahweh. 

It now seems likely that early audiences of all these 
psalms will have been able to fill out such brief allusions 
with the larger story so similar to them. Nor are these 
allusions confined to the Psaltzr. The hymn in Habakkuk 
3, now generally regarded as a very early hymn inserted 
into a later context, has “River” and “Sea” as the enemies 
of Yahweh (Hab 3:8). Later prophetic texts display the 
same awareness of the creator’ battle prowess in the strug- 
gle against chaotic foes which )receded the present cosmic 
order. The fire which Yahweh directs, according to one of 
Amos’ visions, devours the “Great Abyss” (téhém rabbd), 
which appears to be a reference to a sea serpent (Amos 
7:4; Wolff Joel and Amos Hermeneia, 292—93); and another 
of this prophet’s visions portrays Yahweh commanding the 
“Serpent” (ndéhas) who dwells in the underworld below 
(Amos 9:2~3). Leviathan in Isa 27:1 is seen as a “Sea 
Monster” (tannin), and perhag's too as a fleeing, wriggling 
snake, if the mythological monsters in this verse are all 
various epithets for the same cosmic foe. But perhaps the 
most elaborate series of allusions to this primeval scene 
made by an Israelite prophet are those contained in the 
hymn in honor of Yahweh’s great strength now to be found 
in Isa 51:9-11. The setting here is clearly that of the 
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earliest days of the world, the days and generations long 
past, when Yahweh smote Rahab, pierced the “Sea Mon- 
ster” (tannin), and dried up the waters of “Sea” (yam) and 
the “Great Abyss” (téhém rabbd). A recent study of this 
hymn observes that “the allusion is to the cosmogonic 
myth, the battle of creation, in which the monster of chaos 
is slain by the God who thereby establishes kingship” 
(CMHE, 108). 

Demonstrating both the longevity and the power of this 
theme in a variety of different Israelite settings, another 
series of similar allusions are to be found in the poetry of 
the book of Job (Pope Job AB). Job 3:8 refers to Leviathan, 
7:12 to the “Sea Monster” (tannin) as cosmic foes of the 
created order, while 26:12 credits God again with smiting 
Rahab. At much greater length, the second speech from 
the whirlwind in Job 40—41 contrasts God’s powers over 
Behemoth and Leviathan with the powerlessness of one 
such as Job. Leviathan is now well known as Lotan, the 
enemy of Ba‘l and ’Anat from the Ugaritic cosmogonic 
myths; and, while Behemoth may refer to the hippopota- 
mus in some biblical texts, here the beast is best seen as 
another power of universal chaos, perhaps even equated 
with the bull of heaven slain by Gilgamesh and Enkidu in 
the Epic of Gilgamesh (Pope Job AB, 322). 

The cumulative effect of all these allusions, tantalizingly 
brief and vague though each may seem when seen in 
isolation, is impressive. The texts’ very brevity bears wit- 
ness to the familiarity with the cosmic battle pattern that 
the author of each could assume on behalf of his listeners. 
Just as the briefest mention of words and phrases like the 
Pilgrims, the Founding Fathers, or the Gettysburg Address 
will resonate widely to an American audience, so too the 
very spare report of the Sea, the Dragon, or of Yahweh’s 
splitting a sea monster will have called forth for an Israelite 
audience the entire myth in which these cosmic enemies 
attempt to play their destructive roles. 

Earlier scholars were troubled by the implications of 
these battle scenes, since they so clearly compromise later 
Jewish and Christian understandings of the Hebrew Bible 
as consistently monotheistic. But the Hebrew Bible itself 
bears clear witness to monotheism as a slowly developing 
notion within early Israel, and one that for many centuries 
found no difficulty in portraying Yahweh’s creative activity 
in the terms of the familiar cosmogonic battle pattern. 

4. The Creation of the First Humans. The narrative 
that runs from Gen 2:4b through the remainder of Gene- 
sis 2 is, as was observed above, more properly an anthro- 
pogony (“human creation account’) than a cosmogony. 
This story is normally credited to the Yahwist or the “J” 
source of the Tetrateuch. The Yahwist’s activity is tradition- 
ally placed in the 9th century B.c.E.; but renewed doubt 
has been expressed of late about our ability to assign a 
date to this narrative strand with much confidence. The 
story of the creation of the first man and the first woman 
in Genesis 2 is surely situated in the remotest past, but as 
surely this story occurs after the initial cosmogony. About 
the only clear reference here to events of that earlier, 
cosmogonic event is that to the underworld reservoir of 
water which irrigated and hence brought fertility to the 
otherwise dry and sterile ground (Gen 2:6). The Hebrew 
word used to designate this reservoir (7d) is a loan word 
from Mesopotamia (Sum 1p, Akk edu), demonstrating 
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again the reliance of many of the details in the primeval 
history (Genesis 1-11) upon traditions developed in the 
Tigris-Euphrates Valley. 

As is true both of much of the Yahwist’s materials in 
Genesis and of the recently more fully understood Epic of 
Atrahasis from Mesopotamia, the chief concern in this 
anthropogony is to describe accurately the status of hu- 
manity, and thereby to distinguish humanity from the 
attributes of the gods (Oden 1981). Another concern of 
the narrative in Genesis 2, as in so many accounts of the 
genesis of humanity throughout religious myths, is the 
origin of the distinction between the sexes (Trible 1978: 
72-143). Yahweh here creates humans by forming or shap- 
ing them, working as does a potter (Gen 2:7, 19) and using 
bits of soil as the basic material. As a deity, Yahweh pos- 
sesses both great wisdom and immortality. Humans ini- 
tially lack both attributes but hunger ceaselessly for a 
higher status; and it is this lust for a different position on 
the cosmic hierarchy that continually causes trouble for 
humanity. The facts that the tale is set in a garden, so 
often associated with royalty in the ANE, and that the 
concern is both the wondrous powers and yet the limita- 
tions of humanity have led several scholars to propose the 
Israelite royal court as the original setting for the narra- 
tive’s generation and transmission (Coats 1983: 39). 

Genesis 2 is not the only account of the creation of 
primal humanity in the Hebrew Bible, even if it is at once 
the most familiar and the most sophisticated. Another and 
related report is to be found in Ezekiel 28, the prophet’s 
lament over the prideful fall of the king of Tyre. Here we 
encounter again allusion to the creation of early humanity 
(using the special biblical term for divine creation, bara?) 
in the setting of a garden. And here too read of a human’s 
wickedness and violence requiring his expulsion from the 
garden. In both stories, the glory of humans as originally 
created is stressed, but so too is the human propensity to 
strive pridefully for a status that belongs properly to God. 

5. The Role of Second Isaiah in Centralizing the Cos- 
mological Argument. The 6th-century B.c.£. author of 
the poems now contained in Isaiah 40—55 (and perhaps of 
material found elsewhere in the book of Isaiah) was hardly 
the first in ancient Israel to credit Yahweh with creation). 
But this poet may have been the first to expand upon the 
series of cosmogonic allusions noted above (B.3) to estab- 
lish something like a full cosmological argument for the 
unique and incomparable abilities of the God of Israel. Of 
the biblical occurrences of the Hebrew word “to create” 
(bara), used solely of divine creation, over a third occur in 
this section of the book of Isaiah. Isa 40:12—26 offers a 
quite complete description of the cosmos shaped by Yah- 
weh, a description of the earth founded upon the seas and 
of Yahweh enthroned above the vault or disk of the tentlike 
earth. For this poet, Yahweh is the “Creator of the ends of 
the earth” (béré gésdt h@ ares, Isa 40:28), who created both 
darkness and light (Isa 45:7). 

Many have asked why Second Isaiah first combined the 
previously scattered allusions to Yahweh as creator into a 
coherent argument for the superiority of Yahweh over all 
other so-called deities. An answer ready to hand is pro- 
vided by the setting in which Second Isaiah’s prophetic 
activity occurred. Isaiah 40-55 are the work of a prophet 
of the Babylonian Exile, whose Israelite audience will have 
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been bombarded by the cosmogonic claims made on behalf 
of Mesopotamian deities. These claims are countered and 
thereby refuted by Second Isaiah’s full articulation of the 
cosmological argument in service of the worship of Yah- 
weh. 

6. The Priestly Account of Creation. Both because of 
its present position opening the Hebrew Bible and because 
of stylistic features lending to it a tone of high formality 
and comprehensiveness, the priestly account of creation 
(Gen 1:1—2:4a) has long been the normative cosmogony 
for Judaism and Christianity. Like Second Isaiah, those 
responsible for the composition of this overture have self- 
consciously utilized the announcement that the God of 
Israel is creator as a major theological confession. The 
seven-part, clirnactic structure helps to indicate that every- 
thing in the cosmos is due to the power and generosity of 
this deity; and the parallelism so noticeable between the 
various stages in creation adds a tone of purposeful struc- 
ture (Knight 1985: 144). The rhetorical style of this ac- 
count, in addition to both a manifest concern for cultic 
matters and a repetition of blessing formulas, have long 
pointed to priestly circles for its origin. According to the 
traditional documentary hypothesis, these indications 
would assign to Gen 1:1—2:4a a fairly late date, perhaps in 
the 6th or 5th century B.c.£. However, several scholars have 
questioned so late a date for any part of the so-called “P 
Work,” and others have observed that even if the seven-day 
cosmogony here owes its present formulation to activity 
after the Exile, this cosmogony’s remoter origins may lie 
much earlier in the history of Israel (ROTT 1: 140). 

Though the creation of humanity is surely accented as 
the climactic achievement of God’s creative activity, the 
priestly accour t of creation concentrates less upon anthro- 
pogony than does the Yahwistic narrative which follows 
and does offer something much more in keeping with 
traditional cosmogonic lore. This almost symphonic over- 
ture truly does situate the reader “in the beginning.” This 
remains true whether or not one adheres to the traditional 
rendering of :he first words of Genesis (“In the begin- 
ning”) or rather adopts the alternative suggestion that the 
first verses of Genesis 1 are to be read as a dependent 
clause and hence translated something like “When God set 
about to create the heaven and earth” (Speiser Genesis AB, 
3, 12). 

The portrait here is of a mighty or divine wind hovering 
over watery and dark undifferentiated matter. The phrase 
describing this undifferentiated matter (Heb téhit wa-bdha), 
the formless zbyss over which the mighty wind of God 
soars, has prompted two areas of inquiry. The first con- 
cerns the origin and meaning of these puzzling words. 
The phrase is probably best seen as a hendiadys, that is, 
the use of two words to express but a single notion, in this 
case that of vast formlessness (Speiser, 5). As such, the 
matter which existed prior to the formation of a structured 
cosmos here is much in keeping with other cosmogonies, 
for example, that of India where again “ ‘At first there was 
only darkness wrapped in darkness’” and where every- 
thing “ ‘was only unillumined water’ ” (Rigveda; EncRe/ 4: 
107). Secondly, references in some material which is re- 
motely of Phoenician origin suggest that here too, as in so 
many areas of the religion of ancient Israel, the ultimate 
source of the priestly vocabulary and of the resulting 
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portrait is the cosmological speculation of ancient Israel's 
Canaanite neighbors. The Phoenician cosmology, now 
found among the works of the church historian Eusebius 
of Caesarea (3d—4th century c.£.) but attributed to an 
ancient worthy called Sanchuniathon, mentions both “gas 
and chaos” as the material existing prior to creation and a 
certain “Baau” which might well be related to the Heb bohi 
(Attridge and Oden 1981: 36--39, 75-80). If Phoenician 
speculation played a role in helping Israel to formulate 
the priestly account, this is not to say that other influences 
are not felt as well; for example, the portrait of the cosmos 
in Psalm 104 is discernibly similar to that in Genesis 1, and 
the Egyptian nature of this psalm has been noted above. 

Out of this mass of undifferentiated and dark primal 
matter, God creates the cosmos by the power of speech 
alone. This mode of creation, which is to be encountered 
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (for example, Ps 33:6, 
where the heavens and their inhabitants are made by 
Yahweh’s “word” and “the breath of his mouth”), is one 
familiar throughout the ANE. To both the Babylonian 
deity Marduk, who in Enuma Elis causes a constellation 
(probably not a “garment,” as in older translations) to 
vanish and then to reappear by speech alone, and to 
several Egyptian gods is attributed this same awesome 
power. A question which grea‘ly exercised later theologi- 
ans ts that of whether or not we have to do here with creatio 
ex nthilo. This formulation is surely known elsewhere, for 
example in Egypt where a creator ts called the one who 
begot himself, in Polynesia where a god is called the 
parentless (though there is some suggestion that later, 
Christian influence may be here operative), and also in 
India. The formulation also does appear in postbiblical 
Judaism, probably first in 2 Macc 7:28 from the Ist century 
B.c.E. But the priestly account in Genesis | seems not 
concerned with either affirming or denying creatio ex nihilo: 
it moves very quickly from the simple statement that the 
world was an undifferentiated waste without limit to a 
concentration upon the fullness and the surpassing quality 
of what God created. 

The incomparability of the divine creative activity is 
accented by the priestly account, not just by the formality 
with which creation’s stages progress toward a well-struc- 
tured fullness, but also by a distinctive vocabulary. Rather 
than utilizing available term: which suggest that God 
shaped or formed the cosmos on the model of various 
human activities, the priestly writers are careful to reserve 
the term bard’, “to create,” for God’s action alone. Still, if 
the use of such vocabulary reinforces the theme of the 
Yahwist’s narrative that human status is never divine status, 
it remains true that the seven-day cosmogony in Gen 1:1- 
2:4a does grant powerful rank and fearsome responsibility 
to humanity. Humans are the “image” (selem) and “like- 
ness” (démiit) of divinity itself, and human authority over 
the earth is overtly portrayed cn the analogy of God’s own 
authority over all of creation (Gen 1:26). 

7. The Wisdom Tradition. Affirmations of the unique 
creative power of Israel’s God are to be found not only in 
royal circles and among priests, but also within the wisdom 
or sapiential tradition. This tradition is that which finds 
extended expression in genres long designated as works 
of wisdom, materials such as Proverbs or Job, but addition- 
ally in other results of Israel’s literary and religious heri- 
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tage, for example prophetic statements. To Jeremiah is 
attributed the statements that Yahweh made the world 
through his “wisdom” (hokmé) and “understanding” (té- 
bind) (Jer 10:12); and Second Isaiah as well portrays Yah- 
weh’s creative capacity as part of a comprehensive and 
comprehendible scheme for the structure of the cosmos 
(Isaiah 40). If the relatively recent trend in biblical schol- 
arship to attribute a most significant role to the wisdom 
tradition in shaping the religion of Israel should continue 
to command assent, then it is quite possible that the major 
impetus to cosmological thought in ancient Israel resulted 
from this tradition which attempted most directly to un- 
derstand and categorize the universe’s structuring princi- 
ples. 

The most extended report of creation in this context is 
that now to be found in Prov 8:22—3] as a part of an entire 
chapter devoted to extolling the concept of “Wisdom” 
(hokma). Wisdom is here portrayed as the oldest of all 
created things. Wisdom attended upon Yahweh in the 
formation of the oceans, the mountains, and the earth, 
and in the stabilizing of various cosmic features. Given the 
continued interest in Israel and elsewhere in first things 
and in the order of creation, a long debate has ensued 
concerning the question of whether Wisdom was “begot- 
ten,” “acquired,” or “created,” with the balance of proba- 
bility now leaning toward the last of these renderings for 
the Heb verb gdné on the basis of the word’s use in the 
Ugaritic texts (McKane Proverbs OTL, 352-54; Dahood 
1968: 513). In any case, the emphasis throughout is clearly 
upon the almost unimaginable intellectual power of Yah- 
weh’s attribute of Wisdom in supplying a reasoned blue- 
print for the cosmos. Toward the conclusion of this cos- 
mogongy from the wisdom tradition, the figure of Wisdom 
is portrayed both as a child delighting the resulting cosmic 
order and as perhaps a master craftsman or technician 
(Prov 8:30—31). The latter description is dependent upon 
the correct understanding of the noun ?dmén (Prov 8:30), 
which may mean “artisan” but might also suggest again 
“child,” or “teacher,” or perhaps “faithful companion” 
(McKane Proverbs OTL, 72). 

As with the cosmogonies in Genesis 2 and Genesis 1, 
considerable attention has been granted to the questions 
of the origin of the role assigned to Wisdom in Proverbs 8 
and of the resulting stages in the creation process. Egyp- 
tian tradition long established a position of preeminence 
for the concept of wisdom, often spoken of in terms of a 
deity called Maat who accompanies the creator’s activities, 
so that here as in the case of Psalm 104 direct Egyptian 
influence is certainly possible. But the full appreciation of 
the Ugaritic texts has demonstrated conclusively that Ca- 
naanite tradition is the immediate point of impact upon 
multiple areas of Israel’s thinking, whatever may be the 
more remote origins of any of these thoughts, so that we 
should probably again look to Canaan for the most direct 
source of the inspiration for Prov 8:22—31. But the many 
uncertainties surrounding the origin and translation of 
these verses should not obscure their chief point, which is 
to recognize the orderly cosmos as an object of great 
delight and wonder. As such, Proverbs 8 is very much in 
keeping with the trajectory of later biblical thought and of 
Jewish and Christian thinking beyond the biblical period 
(Philo, for example) with regard to cosmological matters. 
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8. Cosmogony in Apocalyptic Thought. Eschatology, 
as teachings about final things, and apocalyptic thought, 
which reports revelations about these same final matters, 
might initially seem the least likely locus for cosmogonic 
materials. However, as soon as one reflects that eschatolog- 
ical speculation is in fact but the future translation of 
cosmogony, then the bearing of such materials upon cos- 
mology is perhaps clear. Eliade, for example, has noted 
that the chronological setting of cosmogonies in the re- 
motest period, a period that Eliade labels in illo tempore, is 
in fact repeated in apocalyptic materials: “in illo tempore is 
situated not only at the beginning of time but also at its 
end. ... The only difference is that this victory over the 
forces of darkness and chaos no longer occurs regularly 
every year but is projected into a future and Messianic illud 
tempus” (1959: 106). Thus, if cosmogonic myths recount 
the origins of the intelligible universe, apocalyptic myths 
recount this same universe as created anew in the future. 

The initial stages in Israel’s development of an apocalyp- 
tic tradition are apparent already in the prophets of the 
exilic period; and it is likely that the apocalyptic tradition 
is to be traced quite directly to the unfolding of prophetic 
thought (Hanson 1975). The phrase “in later days,” “in 
following eras” (Cahdrit hayyamim), sometimes refers to a 
kind of hazy boundary between the near future and the 
far, clearly eschatological future (as in Jer 23:20), but in 
later biblical texts has become a technical term for the end 
of history as previously experienced (TDOT 2: 211-12). 
Perhaps the single and clearest results of this developing 
apocalyptic tradition are to be seen in Zechariah 14. Those 
responsible for this chapter extend the thought of Second 
Isaiah with regard to the revelation of new things and that 
of Third Isaiah regarding “new heavens and a new earth” 
(Isa 65:17) to arrive at a portrait of a final cosmogonic 
battle which will erase the former created order. Zech 
14:6—8 shows with particular clarity the announced end of 
series of paired concepts (day and night, heat and cold, 
seasons of planting and harvest) which had served to 
define the originally structured cosmos (Hanson 1975: 
376-79). But the very conclusiveness of the former created 
order’s giving way to a new order reveals that such apoca- 
lyptic thought should be thought of as additional cosmo- 
gonic material within ancient Israel. 

9. The Hebrew Bible’s Portrait of the Cosmos. The 
variety in date, origin, and scope of the Hebrew Bible’s 
cosmological materials means that achieving a single, uni- 
form picture of the physical universe is hardly possible. 
Still, sufficient overlap does obtain between the many 
accounts of the universe, however these may vary in their 
details, to allow for a few generalizations. The earth on 
which humanity dwells is seen as a round, solid object, 
perhaps a disk, floating upon a limitless expanse of water. 
Paralleling this lower body of water is a second, similarly 
limitless, above, from which water descends in the form of 
rain through holes and channels piercing the heavenly 
reservoir. The moon, sun, and other luminaries are fixed 
in a curved structure which arches over the earth. This 
structure is the familiar “firmament” (rdqia‘) of the priestly 
account, perhaps envisioned as a solid but very thin sub- 
stance on the analogy of beaten and stretched metal. 

Though some texts appear to convey a picture of a four- 
storied universe (Job 11:8—9 or Ps 139:8~9), the great 
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majority of biblical texts assume the three-storied universe 
so clearly assumed in other, ancient traditions. Thus, the 
Decalog’s prohibition of images specifies “heaven above,” 
“earth below,” and “water under the earth” as the possible 
models for any such forbidden images (Exod 20:4). If we 
understand the common term “earth” (eres) as designat- 
ing at times the “underworld,” then the combined refer- 
ences in Ps 77:19 to heaven, the “world” (tébél), and the 
“earth” (eres) are another appeal to the universe as a three- 
storied structure (for other texts where eres may refer to 
the underworld, see Stadelmann 1970: 128, n. 678). 
Clearer reference still to the same structure is to be found 
in Ps 115:15-17, where we find grouped together “the 
heaven of heavens,” “the earth,” and the realm of “the 
dead” (cf. Ps 33:6—8 and Prov 8:27—29). 

The curving, solid structure which arches over the realm 
of humanity is sometimes called a “disk” or “vault” (hig; 
Isa 40:22; Prov 8:27). That which allows the heavenly abyss 
to water the earth are occasional interruptions in this solid 
structure, openings called variously windows, doors, or 
channels. In some texts, that which suspends the habitable 
earth above the underworld’s waters (see 1 Sam 2:8 for 
another reference to these rivers) are pillars or some such 
foundational structures. These seem envisioned in Job 
38:4-6; Pss 24:2; 104:5; Prov 8:29, and elsewhere. Finally, 
the realm beneath the arena of human activity is nor. only 
imagined as one of watery chaos but also given the specific 
designation “Sheol” (5261), usually translated “the under- 
world.” In tie different elaborations upon just what one 
should imagine Sheol as including, again there is little 
consistency. At times, Sheol is personified, with a belly or 
womb and a mouth (Jonah 2:3—Eng 2:2); Prov 1:23; 
30:16; and P’s 141:7), while at others Sheol is rather more 
architecturally portrayed (Isa 38:10; Job 7:9-10; 14:20— 
22; 17:13; 13:17—-18), as a dark and forgetful land or city 
(Stadelmann 1970: 166-76). 


C. Cosmology in the NT 

1. Sources of Early Christian Cosmological Thought. 
References to the origin of the cosmos and to this cosmos’ 
structure are rather less frequently to be found in the NT 
than in the Hebrew Bible. This cosmological spareness is 
to be accounted for partly, and most obviously, because of 
the smaller s.ze of this collection of texts from early Chris- 
tianity and partly because the essentials of the portrait 
painted in the Hebrew Bible are assumed. However, an- 
other important reason for the absence of much cosmolog- 
ical lore in the NT is based upon the conclusions of 
research into the situation in which early Christians felt 
themselves to lie. Throughout the 20th century, biblical 
scholarship has confirmed in general the view that the first 
Christians expected the second coming of the Messiah 
imminently, and this notable eschatological immediacy 
does not allow for such speculation as obtains in many 
religious traditions. One might here contrast Chinese Bud- 
dhism, whose expectations of the coming of a future 
Buddha Maitreya (EncRel 4: 116) are certainly messianic; 
but these expectations still sit quite easily within a vast 
chronologica. scheme. 

The first and chief source of such NT cosmogonic 
thought as is to be found is, of course, the material from 
the Hebrew Bible reviewed above. Especially fruitful 
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ground was found in the cosmological thought of the 
wisdom tradition, both within the Hebrew Bible and then 
in later, Hellenistic Judaism. Greek notions of the cosmos’ 
administration through principles of rational organization 
were also important. To the extent that a fully developed 
portrait of a cosmic redeenier had been developed within 
pre-Christian Gnosticism (and the extent of this develop- 
ment remains the subject cf scrutiny and disagreement), 
this portrait too will have exercised its influence upon the 
first Christian writers, especially in regard to an important 
departure from Hebrew Bible thought. For gnostic 
thought, the created world is no longer a divine blessing 
but is rather evaluated negatively and seen as under the 
domain of demonic powers. The view of redemption by 
Christ as redemption from this world obviously shares 
elements of such thought. 

2. Cosmological Assumptions in Pauline Theology. 
The references to cosmology in letters generally recog- 
nized to be of Pauline authorship appear largely, or 
wholly, to be allusions to pre-Pauline confessional formu- 
las. Thus, the affirmation in 1 Cor 8:6 that there is one 
God from whom “all things (ta panta) come” and also one 
Lord, Jesus Christ, “through whom all things are” reads 
like a development of the Jewish confession that Yahweh is 
one into a twofold formul:a of one God and one Lord 
(Conzelmann / Corinthians Hermeneia, 144). God as crea- 
tor of the cosmos is here affirmed, but the affirmation is 
assumed rather than developed, and is plainly subsidiary 
to a confession of Christ’s soteriological role. Much the 
same could be said of the hymn, widely seen as pre-Pauline 
and often attributed to gnostic influence, in Phil 2:6-11. 
This hymn insists upon the cosmic and preexistent status 
of the Christian Lord, whose role in rescuing humanity 
from domination by earthly powers is again stressed. In- 
deed, it is perhaps worth accenting that confessions of 
Christ’s cosmic role are at the heart of NT cosmology. 

At several places in Paul’s letter to the Romans one can 
again catch glimpses of the cosmological foundations of 
early Christian thought. In his expansion upon the theme 
of justification in Romans 4, Paul notes that the God of 
Abraham is the one who calls into being that which was 
not (Rom 4:17). As with Gen 1:1—3, this verse has been 
read as a reference to creatio x nihilo, though in the context 
of Paul’s argument the chief intent is plainly to emphasize 
the power of God rather than to address this issue at all. 
Rom 8:19-—22 alludes to a position never fully developed, 
that of creation’s pained and groaning longing for release 
from futility; the background here might equally be gnos- 
tic speculation (Bultmann 1°51: 174, 230) or the laments 
about the present world order expressed in Jewish apoca- 
lypticism. Finally, quite in keeping with 1 Cor 8:6 is Paul’s 
statement in Rom 11:36 that “everything” (ta panta) is from 
God. 

3. The Johannine Tradition. Much as the priestly ac- 
count of creation in Gen 1:1--2:4a has become determina- 
tive for later Jewish and Christian theology, so too the 
preface to the fourth gospel is the most readily cited piece 
of cosmogonic teaching in the NT. The literary style of 
John 1:1—18 once more, as in the case of Phil 2:6—11, has 
suggested to many scholars an origin in a ritual hymn. In 
deliberate imitation of Genesis 1 in the LXX version, this 
preface too opens “In the beginning,” here to emphasize 
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the cosmic and remotest origins of the Logos (“Word”) 
figure. Though there is no reflection on the mechanisms 
of creation at all, that everything was created through the 
Logos is affirmed by this preface in clear terms (John 1:3). 
Similarly not reflected upon are a host of questions about 
this figure which have exercised later theologians and 
scholars: the Logos is of cosmic status and existed with 
God from the beginning of all, but how exactly is one to 
imagine this figure? As a person, or as the personified 
revealing and creating abilities of God? And how does one 
deal with the apparent paradox of the Logos as both fully 
equal with God and yet equally and clearly subordinate to 
the Father? The question of the origin of the Logos 
concept in Johannine thought is similarly difficult to an- 
swer, with both the wisdom speculation of Jewish thought 
and the gnostic redeemer scheme possible sources. What 
is clear throughout John 1:1—18 is just what had been 
stressed by Paul, the soteriological function of the Logos 
who became flesh for the salvation of humanity. 

The final book in the present NT canon, the book of 
Revelation, returns in fairly elaborate fashion, to the cos- 
mogonic battle scenes witnessed allusively throughout 
parts of the Hebrew Bible (Collins 1976). In addition to 
affirmations of God as the creator of all (Rev 4:11), and as 
the omnipotent being (pantokratér) who is at once begin- 
ning and end (Rev 1:8; 21:6; 22:13), four visions in the 
book of Revelation are devoted to allegorical rehearsals of 
the old cosmic battle scenario, as first Gunkel recognized 
nearly a century ago. In Revelation 12, the chaotic enemy 
is the serpentine dragon, reminding us of the Sea Monster 
figure (tannin) in the Hebrew Bible. Revelation 13 intro- 
duces two such forces of chaos, perhaps Leviathan and 
Behemoth in their cosmically destructive modes (Ford 
Revelation AB, 217). The description of the great harlot in 
Revelation 17 reminds one of many of the Hebrew Bible’s 
allusions to the threat posed by undifferentiated water; 
and again in Revelation 21 the sea as enemy recalls the 
opponents of Yahweh's cosmogonic task. In all of these 
visions, the function of apocalyptic in repeating and re- 
newing the original cosmogony is thus especially clear. 

4. Later NT Thought. Even after the initial, creative 
period of Christian self-expression, little extended discus- 
sion of cosmological issues, at least as these are standardly 
defined, is to be found in the NT. This suggests that the 
spareness of early Christian cosmology is at least as much 
the result of a Christian hesitancy to formalize, much less 
to make of creedal significance, such issues as it is a 
consequence of the sense that the second coming of the 
Messiah was imminent. Col 1:15—20 is perhaps the fullest 
of these brief expressions of what was assumed on behalf 
of early Christianity about the cosmos. Here, another likely 
instance of a hymn reutilized in a different context, Christ 
is affirmed as uniquely preceding all creation, and as the 
being through whom everything was established. These 
affirmations recall most centrally the role accorded Wis- 
dom in Proverbs 8 and in postbiblical Jewish thought, 
though such views, without, of course, the identification of 
Christ as the medium of creation, can also be found 
expressed throughout Hellenistic thought. Finally, 2 Peter 
3 returns one to the cosmogonic formulations of the 
Hebrew Bible, in attributing creation to divine speech and 
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in comparing the coming destruction of the known cosmos 
to that familiar from the biblical flood tale. 


D. The Functions of Religious Cosmogonies/ 
Cosmologies 

Most scholarly accounts of the place of cosmogonic lore 
in the religions of Israel and of early Christianity dwell 
upon the origin, the initial cultic setting, and the eventual 
literary context of this lore. Given biblical scholarship’s 
understandable concern for questions of historical origin 
and transmission (Oden 1987: 1-39), this concentration is 
hardly surprising. But such concentration requires supple- 
menting with questions of function and meaning. Why is 
it that few, if any, religious traditions omit some attention 
to cosmology? Why are the religious communities respon- 
sible for collections of sacred texts so concerned, some 
might say obsessed, with inquiry into the earliest days of 
the cosmos? Some attention must be paid to these and 
similar questions here, though the fact that cosmological 
materials are most frequently to be found in the context 
of cosmogonic myths means that the following discussion 
overlaps to some extent issues raised in any account of the 
origin and role of myths in religion most generally. See 
MYTH AND MYTHOLOGY. 

1. Older Views. Since cosmogonic myths standardly 
treat data like the shape of the universe, the ultimate 
sources of meteorological phenomena, and the origin and 
meaning of the moon and stars, a view long popular was 
that cosmology is primitive science. This view can be found 
expressed even in antiquity; but it commanded especially 
wide assent in the 19th century, during the early days of 
the systematic study of comparative mythology and of the 
origin of modern anthropology. However, analyzing cos- 
mologies as strictly analogous to scientific inquiry has 
never ceased to find a few proponents and has most 
recently witnessed a revival. 

Humans need, this view affirms, satisfying answers to 
some basic questions about the world of nature; and, this 
explanation continues, as science answers such questions 
for moderns. so cosmological narratives answered them 
for traditional societies. Predictably for the 19th-century 
heyday of this explanation, cosmogony was thus readily 
accommodated to an evolutionary scheme. Early humans 
were seen as adequately served by religious cosmologies; 
but modern humanity was credited with evolving more 
demanding standards which could be met only by fully 
scientific, verifiable explanations. Applying this view to the 
combat myth in biblical texts, for example, one might say 
that the origin of such myths was the desire to explain the 
alternating wet and dry seasons. This desire was long 
fulfilled by cosmogonies which deified the powers of wet- 
ness or aridity; today, however, such early cosmogonies no 
longer continue to provide satisfactory answers and hence 
have been replaced by impersonal accounts. 

A second explanation, often placed in tandem with the 
model of cosmogony as primitive science, was the myth- 
ritual hypothesis. According to this view, all myths origi- 
nated as rituals. Traditional humans, the proponents of 
myth-ritualism asserted, acted before they reflected. The 
myths which have survived are the later attempts to make 
sense of the primary and generative rituals. These myths 
are, to use an analogy much favored by myth-rituailists, the 
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libretti to the more fundamental ritual dramas. Assertions 
about the cultic origins of much biblical material owe a 
great deal to the base assumptions of the myth-ritual 
model. For example, we have seen that a setting in the 
priestly cult is often posited for the seven-day cosmogony 
in Genesis 1, and a royal cult origin for the anthropogony 
in Genesis 2. 

Attractive as each of these hypotheses is, neither has 
been able to sustain itself fully in the face of more recent 
research into the role played by cosmologies in various 
religious traditions. With regard to the former hypothesis, 
20th-century ethnological work has established that so- 
called “primitive” or “traditional” cultures are fully as 
capable of scientific, rational, and empirical thinking as 
are their modern counterparts. If religious cosmologies 
can exist, as they do, side by side with accounts that must 
be judged scientific, then it must be that these cosmologies 
play a role somewhat different from that played by scien- 
tific thought. Cosmogonies thus do not necessarily give 
way in an evolutionary scheme to scientific thought. 

With regard to the myth-ritual model, demonstrating 
that all myths originated as rituals has proved exception- 
ally difficult. The favored example of the myth-ritualists, 
the alleged crigin of the Babylonian Enuma Els myth in 
the setting of the Akitu festival, now turns out to be an 
example which may rather be that of an earlier myth only 
later adapted to a ritual setting (Smith 1982: 92). Hence, if 
some myths originated as rituals, other rituals appear to 
have begun as myths. Additionally, positing a ritual origin 
for all cosmcegonic myths offered no real explanation of 
these myths; it only postponed the question of explana- 
tion, offering instead a genetic description. That is, even 
if research should document the general priority of ritual 
over myth, one would still be left wanting a sustainable 
account of the meaning and function of ritual. 

2. Recent Formulations of the Place of Cosmology in 
Religion. Given the apparent inadequacy of older hypoth- 
eses, many 2)th-century scholars have sought alternative 
explanations for the demonstrable concern on behalf of so 
many religious traditions to answer cosmological ques- 
tions. In fairness, it must be said that many or all of these 
latter explanations have also been found wanting, so that a 
major agendum for future research remains inquiry into 
the deepest role played by cosmological materials. 

The explanatory model which has continued to play the 
largest role fcr contemporary students of cosmology is the 
so-called “charter” position, in its various formulations. 
This position, that cosmologies provide a charter for all 
behavior and for the meaning of all actions to religious 
communities, is one that received major impetus in the 
work of Emile Durkheim. According to Durkheim, all of 
the classification systems to be encountered in religious 
traditions, including preeminently religious cosmologies, 
“are modelled upon the social organization” and “have 
taken the forms of society for their framework” (1915: 
169). All such classifications are hierarchical; and, since 
“hierarchy is exclusively a social affair,” these classifica- 
tions are taken “from society and projected .. . into our 
conceptions of the world” (1915: 173). 

This essential perception that cosmologies owe their 
origins to huinan social formations was then greatly ex- 
tended and worked out in detail by the anthropologist 
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Bronislaw Malinowski. His field work demonstrated to him 
that “religious faith establishes, fixes, and enhances all 
valuable mental attitudes, such as reverence for tradition, 
harmony with environment, courage and confidence in 
the struggles with difficulties and at the prospect of death” 
(1954: 89). A cosmological inyth “fulfills in primitive cul- 
ture an indispensable function: it expresses, enhances, and 
codifies belief; it safeguarcdls and enforces morality; it 
vouches for the efficiency of ritual and contains practical 
rules for the guidance of man”; such a myth is thus no 
“idle tale,” nor “an intellectual explanation or an artistic 
imagery,” but rather “a pragmatic charter of primitive 
faith and wisdom” (1954: 101). 

Many subsequent students of religious cosmogony have 
found further support for the position first defended by 
Durkheim and Malinowski. C.. Long, for example, has very 
recently argued again that “the cosmogonic myth provides 
a model that is recapitulated in the creation and founding 
of all other human modes of existence”; this myth pro- 
vides “a charter for conduct for other aspects of culture” 
(EncRel 4: 94). So too Bolle’s summary of cosmological 
thought concludes that “views of the cosmos are in har- 
mony with the social order in a tribe or tradition, and as a 
rule reflect the prevailing mode of production” (EncRel 4: 
102). Nor is it simply that « cosmology reflects in some 
fashion the social formation. As charters, cosmologies also 
carry with them ethical implications: “the behavior re- 
quired of man is often descriied and always implied in the 
account of the world’s structure” (EncRel 4: 104). 

The historian of religion who has devoted the greatest 
attention to cosmological thought is surely Mircea Eliade. 
Eliade’s position is in manv regards a combination of 
several noted above. Cosmological thought for him often 
has a ritual origin, satisfies au intellectual need to provide 
explanations of puzzling phenomena, and is also a com- 
prehensive charter for ethical conduct. Eliade begins by 
affirming the absolutely cential role of cosmogonic lore in 
traditional societies. Indeed, he repeatedly proposes the 
presence of cosmogonic lore as the defining characteristic 
of traditional as opposed tc modern, historically based 
societies: “Whether he abolishes it periodically, whether 
he devaluates it by perpetually finding transhistorical mod- 
els and archetypes for it, whether, finally, he gives it a 
metahistorical meaning (cyclical history, eschatological sig- 
nifications, and so on), the man of the traditional civiliza- 
tions accorded the historical event no value in itself” (1959: 
141). In the alleged absence of a developed historical 
consciousness, traditional humans, argues Eliade, turn al- 
ways to accounts of what occurred in the earliest days of 
the cosmos. Only things that happened “in the beginning, 
‘in those days,’ in illo tempore, ab origine,” have full signifi- 
cance for traditional societies (1959: 4). 

If this schematic presentation of two worlds of thought 
offers for Eliade a rationale for the setting of cosmologies 
in remotest antiquity, their function is then accounted for 
by utilizing a version of the charter position. Hence, cos- 
mogonic myths “preserve and transmit the paradigms, the 
exemplary models, for all the responsible activities in 
which men engage” (Eliade 1959: viii). But, as noted 
previously, Eliade goes on to combine cosmogonic myths’ 
charter function with the view that these myths also satisfy 
intellectual needs: “primordial, sacred history . . . is fun- 
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damental because it explains, and by the same token 
justifies, the existence of the world, of man and society. ... 
It relates how things came into being, providing the ex- 
emplary model and also the justifications of man’s activi- 
ties” (1984: 141). 

The many writings of Eliade possess the clear virtue of 
offering a comprehensive account for the role of cosmo- 
logical thought, an account evidenced by material drawn 
from the widest array of religious traditions. Still, the very 
comprehensiveness of his position means it remains open 
to some of the same criticisms offered against its compo- 
nent parts. For this reason, others have attempted a fresh 
approach to the questions of the meaning and function of 
cosmogony. At once the most novel and the most contro- 
versial of these attempts is that provided by the French 
anthropologist and philosopher Claude Lévi-Strauss. See 
MYTH AND MYTHOLOGY. Lévi-Strauss begins by 
stressing the primacy of language. He thus looks to mod- 
ern linguistics, rather than to sociology or biology, as 
providing the disciplinary paradigm upon which study of 
cosmogonic myths should be founded. The unique phe- 
nomenon of language means that human beings are 
caught in a kind of cosmic contradiction: they are at once 
animals, hence a part of nature, and yet also distinct from 
the rest of nature since through language they create the 
mental world in which they live. This contradiction is then 
found to be mirrored in any number of cultural creations, 
including kinship structures and religious myths. 

Given Lévi-Strauss’ prioritizing of linguistics, his analy- 
ses of myths always concentrate upon structures of rela- 
tionship, rather than upon individual items in any mytho- 
logical repertoire. As meaning in language is always 
relational rather than essential, so too meaning in myths 
must be sought structurally. Perhaps the best, brief exam- 
ple of how Lévi-Strauss’ structural method works when 
applied to cosmological myths is his analysis of the British 
Columbian myth of Asdiwal (1976: 146—97). Although he 
analyzes this myth in terms of four distinct levels (the 
geographical, the technoeconomic, the sociological, and 
the overtly cosmological), he discovers that each level in 
fact is a redundant expression of the same message. This 
message is the attempt “to justify the shortcomings of 
reality” (1976: 173). Similarly, Lévi-Strauss’ well known 
and early analysis of the Oedipus myth concludes that, 
“although experience contradicts theory, social life vali- 
dates cosmology by its similarity of structure. Hence cos- 
mology is true” (1963: 216). That is to say, the human 
situation as one caught in the web of various contradictions 
has given rise to the repeated articulation of cosmogonic 
myths whose structures makes these contradictions, not 
disappear, but in a sense become mentally tolerable. 

Though the search for an adequate explanation for the 
function of cosmologies is hardly completed, many scho- 
lars have adopted a version of Lévi-Strauss’ analytical 
model. For example, Jonathan Z. Smith has recently ar- 
gued that “those myths and rituals which belong to a 
locative map of the cosmos labor to overcome all incongru- 
ity by assuming the interconnectedness of all things, the 
adequacy of symbolization (usually expressed as a belief in 
the correspondence between macro- and microcosm) and 
the power and possibility of repetition” (Smith 1978: 308- 
9). Finally, Geertz too sees the problematic issues of hu- 
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man religious life, such as the classic theodicy dilemma, 
giving rise to “the uncomfortable suspicion that perhaps 
the world, and hence man’s life in the world, has no 
genuine order at all—no empirical regularity, no emo- 
tional form, no moral coherence. And the religious re- 
sponse to this suspicion is in each case the same: the 
formulation, by means of symbols, of an image of such a 
genuine order of the world which will account for, and 
even celebrate, the perceived ambiquities, puzzles, and 
paradoxes in human experience. The effort is not to deny 
the undeniable—that there are unexplained events, that 
life hurts, or that rain falls upon the just—but to deny that 
there are inexplicable events” (Geertz 1973: 108). 


Bibliography 

Attridge, H., and Oden, R. 1981. Philo of Byblos: The Phoenician 
History. CBQMS 9. Washington. 

Bultmann, R. 1951. Theology of the New Testament. Vol. 1. New York. 

Coats, G. 1983. Genesis. FOTL 1. Grand Rapids. 

Collins, A. Y. 1976. The Combat Myth in the Book of Revelation. 
Missoula. 

Dahood, M. 1968. Proverbs 8,22~—31. Translation and Commen- 
tary. CBQ 30: 512-21. 

Durkheim, E. 1915. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. New 
York. Repr. 1965. 

Eliade, M. 1959. Cosmos and History: The Myth of the Eternal Return. 
New York. 

. 1963. Myth and Reality. New York. 

. 1984. Cosmogonic Myth and “Sacred History.” Pp. 137-51 
in Sacred Narrative. ed. A. Dundes. Berkeley. 

Geertz, C. 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures. New York. 

Gunkel, H. 1895. Schépfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit: Eine 
religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung tiber Gen. 1 und Ap. Joh. 12. 
Géttingen. 

Hanson, P. 1975. The Dawn of Apocalyptic. Philadelphia. 

Herdner, A. 1963. Corpus des tablettes en cunéiformes alphabétiques, 
découvertes 4 Ras Shamra-Ugarit de 1929 4 1939. Mission de Ras 
Shamra, vol. 10. Paris. 

Knight, D. 1985. Cosmogony and Order in the Hebrew Tradition. 
Pp. 133-57 in Cosmogony and Ethical Order, ed. R. Lovin and F. 
Reynolds. Chicago. 

Lévi-Strauss, C. 1963. Structural Anthropology. New York. 

. 1976. The Story of Asdiwal. Vol. 2, pp. 146-97 in Structural 
Anthropology. New York. 

Malinowski, B. 1954. Magic, Science and Religion, and Other Essays. 
Garden City, NY. 

McKenzie, J. 1976. A Theology of the Old Testament. Garden City, NY. 

Oden, R. 1981. Divine Aspirations in Atrahasis and in Genesis |— 
11. ZAW 93: 197-216. 

. 1987. The Bible without Theology. San Francisco. 

Smith, J. Z. 1978. Map Is Not Territory: Studies in the History of 
Religions. SJLA 23. Leiden. 

. 1982. Imagining Religion: From Babylon to Jonestown. Chicago 
Studies in the History of Judaism. Chicago. 

Stadelmann, L. 1970. The Hebrew Conception of the World. AnBib 39. 
Rome. 

Trible, P. 1978. God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality. OBT. Philadelphia. 

RoBERT A. ODEN, JR. 


COTTON. See FLORA; DRESS AND ORNAMENTA- 
TION. 


COUNCIL 


COUNCIL. See SANHEDRIN. 


COUNCIL OF JAMNIA. See JAMNIA (JABNEH), 
COUNCIL OF 


COUNCIL OF JERUSALEM. See JERUSALEM, 
COUNCIL OF. 


COUNCIL, HEAVENLY. See DIVINE ASSEMBLY; 
HOSTS, LORD OF. 


COUNSELLORS. See the article on “Postexilic Judean 
Officials” in 2ALESTINE, ADMINISTRATION OF 


COUNTING. See NUMBERS AND COUNTING. 


COURIER. See TRAVEL AND COMMUNICATION 
(ANE). 


COURT NARRATIVE (2 SAMUEL 9-1 
KINGS 2). Traditions about the Davidic court culminat- 
ing in the accession of Solomon in 2 Samuel 9-20 and 1 
Kings 1—2 have been widely regarded as a single narrative 
unit usually designated the “Court History” or the “Suc- 
cession Narrittive.” Within the larger narrative are several 
more or less distinct smaller narrative units: the story of 
David and Bathsheba (2 Samuel 10—12); Absalom’s revolt, 
including the account of the rape of Tamar (2 Samuel 13- 
19); and the accession of Solomon (1 Kings 1—2). 2 Samuel 
9 is loosely connected to the larger narrative by David’s 
relations to t1e house of Saul, and the Sheba rebellion (2 
Samuel 20) is part of the aftermath of the Absalom revolt. 
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A. Content and Structure 

1. David and the House of Saul. The narrative begins 
with David’s expression of concern for the house of Saul 
(2 Samuel 9). He restored Saul’s estate to Mephibosheth, 
the son of Jonathan, and granted him a permanent right 
to eat at the king’s table. It ends with the accession of 
Solomon to the throne and the execution of Joab, Shimei, 
and Adonijah, and a concluding editorial comment in | 
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Kgs 2:46: “And the kingdora was established in the hand 
of Solomon.” The account of David’s kindness to Mephi- 
bosheth is linked to the rebellion of Absalom by Ziba’s 
accusation against Mephibosheth, his master, who, he 
charges, is expecting the return of his father’s kingdom (2 
Sam 16:1—4). A further narrative link appears in Mephi- 
bosheth’s own welcome to David after the death of Absa- 
lom (2 Sam 19:24—30). 

2. The Ammonite War. A distinct narrative unit appears 
in the account of the Ammonite war (2 Sam 10:1-11:1; 
12:26-31). At the accession of Hanun to the Ammonite 
throne, David sent condolences to him over the death of 
his father, Nahash. Hanun rejected David’s emissaries, 
accused them of being spies, and humiliated them by 
shaving their beards and cutiing their garments in half up 
to their buttocks. David responded by sending Joab into 
battle against the Ammonites and their allies, the Arame- 
ans. This account, which may derive from royal annals 
contemporary with the events, provides the setting for 
David’s adultery with Bathsheba. Some scholars have noted 
points of contact with the account of David’s exile at 
Mahanaim in 2 Sam 17:24—29 (Flanagan 1972: 176; Mc- 
Carter, 2 Samuel AB, 275-76), which would place the siege 
of Rabbah, the Ammonite capital, after Absalom’s rebel- 
lion. 

3. David and Bathsheba. [he account of David’s adul- 
tery with Bathsheba (the Chronicler refers to her as Bath- 
shua: | Chr 3:5) and its direct consequences is set within 
the framework of the account of the Ammonite war (2 
Sam 11:2—12:25). It is linked to this context by the notice 
in 2 Sam 11:1: Joab, his servants, and all Israel were sent 
to battle against Ammon while David remained in Jerusa- 
lem. Some have detected a negative connotation in the 
observation that David remained in Jerusalem. From his 
roof, David observes Bathsheba, the wife of Uriah the 
Hittite, cleansing herself fron: menstrual impurity. He has 
her brought to his palace, lies with her, and she becomes 
pregnant. David’s sin with Bathsheba is in clear violation 
of the prohibition of adultery in Deut 22:22 and, accord- 
ing to that law, both should have died. 

David’s behavior is set in stark contrast to the loyalty of 
Uriah, her husband, who declined David’s deceptive invi- 
tation to him to go down to his house and lie with his wife. 
His refusal was apparently grounded in the rules of holy 
war which precluded sexual activity in times of battle. The 
sin of adultery is compounded by murder when David 
sends Uriah back to the battlefront carrying instructions 
to Joab which will result in his own death. After Uriah’s 
death: Joab sends a messenger to David with a general 
report on the battle, instructing the messenger to mention 
Uriah’s death should David became angry over the high 
number of casualties. This report to David concerning 
Uriah’s death contains a narrative link to the account of 
the death of Abimelech reported in Judg 9:50—57. After 
Bathsheba’s appropriate period of mourning for her hus- 
band had passed, David took her to his house and she 
became his wife, bearing him a son. 

In one of the few explicit references to Yahweh’s activity 
in this history, Yahweh sent the prophet Nathan to rebuke 
David for his adultery and murder. Nathan’s condemna- 
tion of David took the form of a juridical parable (masal) 
eliciting self-judgment, a parable about a rich man who 
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spared his own flock and slaughtered the pet lamb of the 
poor man to feed a traveler. Whereupon David became 
enraged and declared that the man doing this deserved to 
die and must repay fourfold, the restitution specified in 
Exod 21:37—Eng 22:1. However, many scholars since 
Wellhausen have preferred the LXX reading “sevenfold” 
as more in keeping with David’s intense anger or with the 
Deuteronomic use of the number seven (Carlson 1964: 
154). Nathan’s parable elaborated the relationship between 
the poor man and his one little ewe lamb. The lamb ate 
from its owner’s food, drank from his cup, and lay in his 
reminder of Yahweh's graciousness to David. In addition 
to rescuing David from the hand of Saul, Yahweh had also 
given David Saul’s wives “to lie in his bosom.” This expres- 
sion occurs again at the end of the Court Narrative in the 
account of David and Abishag (1 Kgs 1:1—4) which pref- 
aces the account of Solomon’s accession, thereby providing 
a subtle narrative link between the two episodes. 

Nathan’s parable may not be original to the narrative. 
Gunkel (1921: 35—36) stressed the lack of fit between the 
circumstances of the parable and David's actions. On the 
basis of the namelessness of the characters, the contrast 
between the rich man and the poor man and the exagger- 
ation of the relationship between the poor man’s family 
and the pet lamb, he characterized the account as a fairy 
tale (Mdarchenstoff) which is not original to the narrative of 
David and Bathsheba. Other scholars (Simon 1967; Mc- 
Carter, 2 Samuel AB, 299) have, however, stressed the 
compatibility of the parable and David's actions, identify- 
ing the crimes of both David and the rich man as abuses 
of power. 

In an oracle of judgment condemning David for the 
murder of Uriah and taking his wife for his own, Nathan 
announces that, because David had slain Uriah with the 
sword of the Ammonites, the sword will never depart from 
his house. One of David’s own house will arise against him 
and will lie with his wives in the sight of the sun. In 
contrast to the secrecy of David’s action, this humiliation 
will be public. Although Yahweh has spared David's life, 
the son who will be born to David and Bathsheba will die. 
Some scholars regard this account of Nathan’s judgment 
of David (12:7b-12) as a secondary addition to the larger 
narrative. 

When the child born to Bathsheba became ill, David 
sought God on behalf of the child, refusing food and lying 
on the ground, behavior typical of mourning. In a striking 
reversal of custom, David upon receiving word of the death 
of the child immediately rose, bathed, anointed himself, 
and asked for food. At this juncture the narrator records 
the birth of Solomon, who will ultimately succeed David 
on the throne, observing that the Lord loved him. Some 
scholars have suggested that the story of the death of the 
child is a fiction inserted here to establish the legitimacy of 
the birth of Solomon (Veijola 1979: 230-50; Wirthwein 
1974: 32). 

This section of the history is rounded off by the report 
of the conclusion of the Ammonite war. Joab reports 
success in his siege of Rabbah of the Ammonites and 
summons David to participate in the conquest so that he 
will receive the credit for the success of the siege. David’s 
return to Jerusalem concludes a narrative unit which be- 
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gan with David sending his servants to the Ammonite king. 
There is a concentric and climactic arrangement of 2 
Samuel 10-12. The narrative begins with a departure 
from Jerusalem, the goal of which is Rabbah-Ammon’s 
welfare, and ends with a return to Jerusalem after the 
destruction of Rabbah-Ammon. Ammon’s arrogance 
stands at the begmning, its fall at the end (Roth 1977). 
The report of the Ammonite war has thus been skillfully 
utilized as a framework for the Bathsheba episode. 

4. The Rape of Tamar and Absalom’s Revolt. Just as 
the expression “afterward” (wayhi ?ahdré kén) marked the 
beginning of the narrative unit in chaps. 10—12, the same 
expression in 13:1 marks the beginning of a new literary 
unity focusing on Absalom (2 Sam 13:1—20:26). This unit 
begins with a largely self-contained episode, Amnon’s rape 
of Tamar. Absalom’s brother Amnon is lovesick with desire 
for his beautiful half-sister Tamar. He is advised to feign 
illness and to ask David to send Tamar to prepare food for 
him in his chamber so that he might eat from her hand. 
His request is granted. Tamar is sent to him to prepare 
food for him and Amnon, seizing the opportunity, rapes 
her. Having assaulted her, he brutally expels her from his 
presence. The violence of rape is thus compounded by the 
violence of expulsion. The language of expulsion reduces 
‘Tamar to a disposable object since the Hebrew, contrary to 
many translations, has only the demonstrative pronoun 
this (cf. Trible 1984: 48). 

Absalom bides his time for two years after which he 
invites the king’s sons to a sheep shearing at which he 
arranges the assassination of Amnon. Scholars have de- 
voted considerable attention to this narrative, stressing, in 
particular, the skill with which the story is told. The 
kinship element is stressed by the repeated use of the 
terms 7ah, “brother,” and ?ahét, “sister” (Rideout 1974: 76). 

The episode develops in part on the basis of Amnon’s 
deceptions. He first deceives David, then Tamar about his 
intentions with the ruse of his illness. The denouement 
also involves deception, Absalom’s deceptive invitation to 
the sheep shearing. The story pivots on the dramatic 
reversal of Amnon’s feelings in v 15: “Then Amnon hated 
her very greatly; Indeed, the hatred which he had for her 
was greater than his former love for her.” There are 
striking similarities between the story of this Tamar and 
Tamar, the daughter-in-law of Judah (Gen 38:1—30). In 
both narratives there is a foreign woman named Bathshua 
(the name given Bathsheba in | Chr 3:5) and a woman 
named Tamar who remains unmarried. Both women are 
eventually vindicated at a sheep-shearing festival and both 
lose their first child (Blenkinsopp 1966). To this list might 
also be added the element of deception present in both 
narratives. On the one hand, Tamar and David are both 
deceived as to Amnon’s intentions and, on the other hand, 
Judah’s daughter-in-law Tamar deceives Judah by disguis- 
ing herself as a prostitute in order to bear his child. 

The rape of Tamar and the consequent elimination of 
one of the possible successors to the throne (Amnon) sets 
the stage for the extended narrative of Absalom’s revolt 
beginning in chap. 14. Having murdered his brother, 
Absalom flees to Geshur to live in exile with Talmai, his 
maternal grandfather. At the end of three years Joab, in 
an elaborate ruse, arranges for the return of Absalom to 
Jerusalem. He enlists the services of a wise woman from 
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Tekoa who is to pretend that she had two sons, one of 
whom was slain in a quarrel with the other, and she 
informs David that the relatives now seek to kill the re- 
maining sor. as an act of blood vengeance. She will thus be 
bereaved of all possibility of posterity. David’s response to 
this “self-judgment eliciting story” is to extend protection 
to the surviving son, thereby trapping himself into the 
necessity of allowing Absalom to return from exile, al- 
though he continues to be banned from the presence of 
David. 

At the end of two more years Absalom enlists Joab’s help 
in lifting that ban, and Absalom is summoned to the king 
and, in a customary gesture of obeisance, he bows on his 
face to the ground in what will prove to be a false expres- 
sion of allegiance. Absalom then acquires a chariot and 
horses and fifty men running before him. Stationing him- 
self at the gate, he greets those coming to have their cases 
adjudicated before the king, assuring the petitioners that 
were he king they would receive satisfaction. Having thus 
stolen the hearts of the men of Israel, Absalom is ready 
for action. At the end of four years Absalom comes before 
the king, asking permission to go to Hebron (where David 
had himself first become king over Judah) to fulfill a vow 
he had made while in Geshur. David sends him in peace 
unaware, apparently, that this is merely a ruse. His sup- 
porters are rallied by messengers who instruct the people 
to proclaim at the sound of the trumpet, “Absalom is king 
at Hebron.” 

The rapid growth of Absalom’s conspiracy leads to Dav- 
id’s withdrawal from Jerusalem. Taking his loyal servants 
and the Cherethites, Pelethites, and Gittites, he leaves ten 
concubines behind to administer the house. The narrative 
then describes a series of events some of which figure in 
David’s even:ual success in thwarting Absalom’s coup. And 
all of them portray a generous, humbled, loyal, and noble 
figure in contrast to the royal arrogance portrayed in the 
Bathsheba episode. In a touching episode, Ittai the Gittite 
asks to join with David’s beleaguered force, but David 
encourages him to return home with Yahweh’s blessing. 
Ittai, however, insists and David accepts his aid. Abiathar, 
Zadok, and the Levites come bearing the ark, setting it 
down until all the people with David have passed over the 
Kidron. David then instructs that the ark be returned to 
Jerusalem, expressing the hope that he may again find 
favor with Yahweh and eventually be permitted to see the 
ark in its proper setting. Zadok and Abiathar, the priests, 
and their two sons, Ahimaaz and Jonathan, are sent back 
to Jerusalem with the ark to serve as informants to David 
and his men. In this context, David and his loyal band of 
followers are portrayed ascending the Mount of Olives 
weeping and with their heads covered. David is himself 
barefoot. At the summit he is met by Hushai the Archite, 
who comes in mourning with his coat torn and dirt on his 
head. David, rather than accepting Hushai’s offer of sup- 
port, sends him back to Jerusalem “to defeat the counsel 
of Ahithophel,” Absalom’s adviser. The introduction of 
Hushai in the narrative anticipates the eventual reversal of 
Absalom’s success. At this point, Ziba, Mephibosheth’s ser- 
vant, comes with supplies for David and his men, slander- 
ing his master by asserting that Mephibosheth has re- 
mained in Jerusalem, anticipating the return of the 
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kingdom to the house of Saul. At Bahurim, David and his 
men are cursed by Shimei, whose life David orders spared. 

A pivotal point in the narrative is reached here. David 
has arrived at the Jordan and Absalom and all the people 
with him, including Ahithophel, come to Jerusalem. Absa- 
lom is on the verge of success in his effort to become king, 
while David and his loyal band of followers are on the 
verge of defeat and death. Ahithophel responds to Absa- 
lom’s request for council by advising him to go in conspic- 
uously to David’s concubines, who have been left behind in 
Jerusalem. This action, to which may be compared Adoni- 
jah’s request for Abishag (1 Kgs 2:17-25) and Abner’s 
relations with Rizpah, one of Saul’s concubines (2 Sam 
3:3-11), is usually regarded as a public symbol of the 
takeover of the royal prerogatives (cf. Tsevat 1958: 241). 
This action also explicitly fulfills the judgment Nathan 
uttered against David. 

To this advice, Ahithophe!, whose counsel is regarded as 
equivalent to an oracle of God, adds strategic advice. He 
describes David’s desperate situation, of which the reader 
has already been informed, and he counsels a swift mili- 
tary action of small scale to take David unaware, killing 
only him and thus avoiding the further alienation which 
would result from massive bloodshed. The advice is pre- 
cisely appropriate to the circumstances. However, Absalom 
also asks Hushai for advice. and he provides him with a 
strategy which will gain time for David to consolidate his 
forces. He proposes mustering the troops from Dan to 
Beersheba, which Absalom will then lead in person to 
destroy David and his entire force. Absalom’s acceptance 
of this deceptive advice signals the beginning of the end of 
his rebellion. The rejection of Ahithophel’s counsel is 
attributed to Yahweh, who w.nted to bring evil on Absalom 
(2 Sam 17:14). 

David, warned by Jonathan and Ahimaaz, crosses the 
Jordan to Mahanaim where he is received by a number of 
local leaders and given provisions for his army. As David 
and his men prepare for the coming battle, the king says 
to the men, “I myself will also go out with you.” His men, 
however, refuse this offer, indicating that he is worth ten 
thousand of them and will better serve the cause by re- 
maining behind to send help from the city if needed. 
There is irony here in that the entire narrative begins in 
circumstances in which David does not go forth to war 
against the Ammonites and must ultimately be summoned 
for the final surrender. In this instance he wants to lead 
but is refused. In the ensuing conflict, Absalom’s forces 
are routed and Absalom himself is killed, having been 
caught in an oak while the mule on which he was riding 
continued on its way. Despite David’s order to Joab that 
the young man Absalom be spared, Joab thrusts three 
darts into Absalom’s heart and his armor bearers strike 
him and kill him. Although the text does not mention his 
hair, there is a long tradition of interpretation which links 
this account to the description of Absalom’s beauty and 
hair (cf. McCarter 2 Samuel AB, 406). If the narrator 
indeed intended the reader to make that connection, there 
is tragic irony in the accournt. The overriding irony and 
reversal in the narrative, however, is in the deception of 
Absalom by Hushai’s false counsel. Seen from the perspec- 
tive of folklore, the entire narrative of Absalom’s revolt 
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may be characterized as a story of the deceiver being 
deceived. 

David’s reaction to the death of Absalom and the rout 
of his army evokes another surprise. David does not rejoice 
in his victory but deeply and publicly grieves for his slain 
son. This public and excessive grief turns the victory into 
mourning, the people stealing away as though disgraced 
(2 Sam 19:1-—2). When Joab rebukes David for grieving for 
his slain enemy, David finally arises and takes his seat in 
the gate and the people come before him. David’s response 
to the death of Absalom, seen from a personal and family 
perspective, is appropriate. However, it is behavior, as Joab 
reminds him, which is not allowable for a king. The nar- 
rator, by emphasizing David’s grief over his son who is also 
his enemy, by contrasting David’s behavior with that of 
Uriah, and by noting the ease with which he was dissuaded 
from going into battle with Absalom (18:4), portrays David 
as a thoroughly incompetent person in his role as war 
leader of the kingdom (cf. Ishida 1982: 184). 

The strife within David’s family is mirrored in the re- 
sulting strife over the issue of returning David to the 
throne (2 Sam 19:1—-15). Having won the acceptance of 
Israel and Judah, David prepares to cross the Jordan and 
return to Jerusalem. Shimsi and Ziba rush down to meet 
the king and to assist him across the Jordan. Ahishai, the 
son of Zeruiah, wants to kill Shimei because he has cursed 
David, but David orders his life spared. Mephibosheth 
himself arrives on the scene and expresss loyalty to David, 
claiming that Ziba has slandered him to the king. Although 
it appears that Ziba did indeed slander Mephibosheth, 
David’s response is equivocal. Having previously given the 
estate of Saul to Ziba, David now orders that it be divided 
between the two of them. Another of the individuals who 
gave David succor at Mahanaim, Berzillai, comes down to 
escort David across the Jordan. He refuses David's invita- 
tion to come to Jerusalem and to allow David to provide 
for him. His refusal is based on the infirmities that go with 
age, and he asks David to take with him in his stead 
Chimham, who is presumed to be his son. This series of 
meetings parallels the series of meetings linked to David’s 
flight from Jerusalem (2 Sam 15:13—-16:14). The chapter 
ends with another reference to the strife between Judah 
and Israel. Thus, within the narrative even the account of 
David’s return to power is surrounded by strife, an implicit 
reminder of Nathan’s prophetic announcement that the 
sword would never depart from David’s house. This strife 
culminates in a revolt of Israel led by Sheba, the son of 
Bichri, a Benjaminite. After David returns to Jerusalem he 
sequesters the ten concubines he had left behind and they 
live shut up as in widowhood, their plight echoing that of 
Tamar. The final episode in the revolt of Absalom is the 
pursuit and elimination of Sheba (2 Sam 20:4—22). The 
narrative concludes with a list of David’s officials which 
seems to be a variant of the summary list in 8:16—18. 
(Chaps. 21—24 of 2 Samuel are usually regarded as appen- 
dices interrupting the main narrative.) 

5. The Accession of Solomon. The resumption of the 
Court Narrative in 1 Kings | presupposes an intervening 
period. David has become old and cannot get warm even 
though covered with clothes. The servants offer a solution: 
a young maiden should be found for the king who will 
wait upon him and who will lie in his bosom. They search 
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for a beautiful maiden and find Abishag the Shunamite. 
They bring her to the king and she serves him as a nurse. 
The narrator, however, informs us that David did not have 
sexual relations with her (1:4). These details are striking 
and can best be understood in light of the earlier scene in 
which David takes Bathsheba. These two scenes form an 
inclusio and they derive their dramatic power in part from 
their irony. In the opening scene David takes Bathsheba, 
an illegitimate act from which flows a steady stream of 
tragic consequences; ironically, in the closing episode, he 
is incapable of sexual relations with the beautiful virgin 
Abishag. This kind of ironic reversal seems to be a favorite 
literary device of the narrator. 

The narrative immediately shifts to the account of Adon- 
ijah’s abortive effort to succeed Solomon. Like Absalom, 
he prepares for himself chariots and horsemen and fifty 
men to run before him. The text also notes that, like 
Absalom, he was a very handsome man and that he was 
born next after Absalom (1 Kgs 1:6). Adonijah enlists the 
aid of Joab and Abiathar and invites all his brothers and 
all the Judean officials to a sacrificial feast at the Serpent’s 
Stone beside En Rogel—with some notable exceptions 
(1:10). Nathan alerts Bathsheba to Adonijah’s actions, ad- 
vising her to go in to David and to remind him of his 
promise to her that Solomon will rule after him; while she 
is speaking, he will come in and confirm her words. There 
clearly has been no public indication that Solomon is to 
succeed David. On the contrary, every indication was that 
Adonijah would be king (1 Kgs 2:15). In terms of the 
principle of primogeniture, Amnon, Absalom, and Adon- 
ijah each would have had a more secure claim to the throne 
than did Solomon. The strategy of Nathan and Bathsheba 
works, however, and David orders that Solomon be 
mounted on the royal she-mule and go down to Gihon 
where Zadok and Nathan will anoint him king over Israel 
(1:32—40). This is the third reference to mules in the Court 
Narrative. The first reference is in the context of the 
assassination of Amnon. The narrator informs the reader 
that the other royal sons escaped on their mules (2 Sam 
13:29). Again, Absalom met his death when his mule rode 
out from under him, leaving him hanging helpless before 
Joab (2 Sam 18:9). These references provide a subtle ironic 
link between the failed rebellion of Absalom and the 
accession of Solomon. 

When word of Solomon’s accession reaches Adonijah, 
he seizes the horns of the altar and elicits a promise from 
Solomon that he will be permitted to live if he proves to be 
an honorable man (1:50—53). Solomon’s opportunity to 
execute his potential rival comes when Adonijah requests 
(through Bathsheba) that Abishag be given to him. On 
instructions from David, Joab is executed for his murder 
of Abner and Amasa- Abiathar is spared because of his 
role in bearing the ark of the Lord before David, but he is 
exiled to Anathoth. Shimei violates the order to remain in 
Jerusalem and he, too, is executed in accordance with the 
instruction of David. On this note the narrative concludes 
with the affirmation that the kingdom is securely estab- 
lished in the hand of Solomon. It is in these first two 
chapters of 1 Kings that the succession motif is most 
obviously present. Those who see in the Court History a 
succession document regard the accounts of the murders 
of Joab and Shimei as efforts to absolve Solomon from full 
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responsibility by shifting some of that responsibility to 
David. Likewise, Adonijah’s request for Abishag is con- 
strued as an act of lese majesty necessitating his death. 


B. History of Scholarship 

1. Sources, Extent, and Genre of the Court Narrative. 
The traditions which we have called the Court Narrative 
have by and large been seen as either a distinct narrative 
unit or a sequence of somewhat independent narrative 
units. However, some scholars have attempted to trace the 
sources of -he Pentateuch into the books of Samuel. 
Among these are Karl Budde (Samuel KHC) and Otto 
Eissfeldt, who regarded the court stories of David as a 
continuation of the J source as well as a masterpiece of 
Israelite historical writing (1931; 1965: 276-77). Steuer- 
nagel was able to trace two sources through 2 Samuel 8, 
but identified the traditions in 2 Samuel 9-20 (and possibly 
chap. 24) as a distinct and well-constructed history ema- 
nating from Jerusalem, a history which he could describe 
as one of the most magnificent pieces of Israelite literature 
(1912: 334-35). 

Other scholars saw in the Samuel books a loose compi- 
lation of incividual narratives. Gressmann, for example, 
distinguished a series of Novellen; the conflict with Ishbaal 
(2 Samuel 2--5), the story of Amnon and Absalom (2 Sam 
13:1-14:33), and the rebellions of Absalom and Sheba 
(2 Sam 15:1--20:22). At least in the case of the account of 
Absalom’s rebellion. Gressmann defines the narrative as a 
Novelle in the specific sense of a historical account which is 
deepened by narrative art as opposed to a merely fictional 
account. This is expressed in part by the psychological 
depth given to the characters (Gressmann 1921: xiv, 181). 
Caspari had also singled out the story of Absalom’s rebel- 
lion in 2 Samuel 15-20 as an independent narrative. This 
narrative is i1deed history, incorporating the transition of 
the national literature from Novelle to history writing 
(1909: 317—48). Gunkel cited the narrative of Absalom’s 
rebellion (chaps. 13—20) as a parade example of historical 
writing, Gesciichtserzdhlung (1925: 75 [23]), describing it as 
“the finest gem (“das késtlichste Kleinod”) of historical writ- 
ing in Israel” (1964: 10; Genesis HKAT, xii). These scholars, 
although defining the limits of the narrative units some- 
what differeatly, were in substantial agreement that these 
traditions co.lectively and individually be regarded as fine 
examples of reliable historical writing. 

2. L. Rost and the Succession Theme. Modern scholarly 
discussion of the traditions in the book of 2 Samuel has 
been shaped primarily by Leonhard Rost’s epochal study, 
Die Uberlieferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids, which ap- 
peared in 1926. Rost isolated the materials of 2 Samuel 
6:16 and 20ff.; 7:11b and 16; 9:1-10:5 (10:6—-11:1); 11:2- 
12:7a; 12:13-25 (26-31); 13:1-14:24; 14:28-18:17; 
18:19-20:22; 1 Kgs 1:1-2:1; 2:5-10; 2:12-27a; and 2:28- 
46 as a single literary unit dominated by the thematic 
problem of the succession to the throne of David (hence 
the designation “Succession Narrative”). Rost’s study has 
been the touchstone for most subsequent investigation of 
these traditions and the basis for treating them as a dis- 
crete literary unit within the Deuteronomistic History 
(DH). 

Rost’s analysis was concerned with both the content and 
the style of the narrative. It is, however, clear that for Rost 
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content was the decisive criterion for setting these materi- 
als apart as a discrete narrative unit. The author made use 
of the end of the originally independent Ark Narrative 
with its observation that Michal remained childless unul 
her death (2 Sam 6:23) to introduce the question of who 
was to succeed David on the throne. The originally inde- 
pendent report on David’s ‘var with the Ammonites and 
the Arameans was used as a framework for the account of 
David’s affair with Bathsheba. The question of David's 
successor is finally answered with the affirmation of Solo- 
mon’s sovereignty in 1 Kgs 2:46. In addition to the concern 
to define the scope and limits of the Succession Narrative, 
Rost offered a date, provenience, and Yéndenz for the 
composition. The author was a member of the royal court 
writing probably in the early days of the Solomonic era in 
order to glorify Solomon, “i: majorem gloriam Salomonis.” 
Echoing earlier assessments of the material in 2 Samuel 
13-20, Rost characterized the succession narrative as “The 
finest work of Hebrew narrative art .. .” (1982: 115). Like 
his predecessors and contemporaries, he accorded “histor- 
ical trustworthiness” as well as narrative artistry to the 
Succession Narrative. To be sure, he recognized that the 
problem of historicity was accentuated by the literary 
artistry of the narrator, whica could be readily interpreted 
as evidence for regarding it «is a fictional account. 
Although Rost’s analysis was criticized by Eissfeldt and 
others, his main thesis became the accepted view of the 
traditions centering on the court of David in 2 Samuel and 
1 Kings 1-2, and gave widespread currency to the desig- 
nation “Succession Narrative” for this body of tradition. 
This is due in large part to the acceptance of Rost’s 
positions with minor modifications by Albrecht Alt, Martin 
Noth, and Gerhard von Rad Alt and von Rad, in particu- 
lar, emphasized the historicity of the narrative. Von Rad 
described the narrative as the “oldest specimen of ancient 
Israelite historical writing,” stressing as well its theological 
contribution, the conception of Yahweh’s activity as “con- 
cealed in the whole breadth of secular affairs, and pervad- 
ing every single sphere of human life” (PHOE, 176, 204). 
It is only within the last two or three decades that 
extensive criticism and reconsideration of Rost’s position 
have emerged. These criticisms are focused in a variety of 
ways. Much of the discussion has addressed the question 
of the Zéndenz of the narrative. Is the theme of the material 
really the question of who would rule after David, and is it 
really a pro-Solomon propaganda piece? This question 
was raised sharply and effectively by Delekat (1967). He 
emphasized the negative reports about both David and 
Solomon. If the theme of the narrative was the succession 
to the throne of David, Delekat argued, it must be unfavor- 
able to Solomon. If it was correct that Bathsheba was an 
adulteress, that Adonijah was generally and with David’s 
approbation regarded as the crown prince, and that there 
was no divine oracle granting the throne to Solomon, the 
narrative is implicitly critical of Solomon and the process 
by which he came to the threne. Clearly then, the concern 
of the narrative is more generally the reign of David until 
the consolidation of the kingship in the hand of Solomon. 
The affirmation that the kingdom was secure in Solomon’s 
hands (1 Kgs 2:46) begs the question, How did this come 
about? The narrator’s view is hostile to the arbitrary exer- 
cise of royal power evident in both David and Solomon and 
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he is generally an opponent of kingship. His intentions 
were to shake Israel’s loyalty to Solomon, a loyalty which 
existed despite Solomon’s exactions from the people (De- 
lekat 1967). 

Delekat’s forceful critique of Rost’s thesis was not im- 
mediately taken up in subsequent analyses of these tradi- 
tions. Nearly a decade later Wiirthwein (1974) pursued the 
issues raised by Delekat, emphasizing the anti-Solomonic 
tone of 1 Kings 1—2 and the anti-Davidic tone of 2 Samuel 
10-12. The account of Bathsheba’s entrance into the Da- 
vidic court in its original extent clearly shows a critical 
Tendenz against the Davidic kingdom. David is a king who 
boldly violates the old Israelite commandments against 
adultery and murder. The narrative portraying David in 
this light surely is to be regarded as a critique of the form 
of the monarchy which developed under David. Wirth- 
wein’s arguments depended in part on the isolation of a 
number of texts which are to be regarded as later additions 
and which provide a more favorable portrait of David and 
those connected with him while placing Solomon’s oppo- 
nents in a less favorable light. 

Two other recent analyses of these traditions also delin- 
eate an antimonarchical perspective which has subse- 
quently been modified by later additions. Veijola (1975) 
found evidence of an antimonarchical stance which was 
subsequently heavily edited within Deuteronomic circles in 
order to legitimate the Davidic monarchy, while Langla- 
met (1976) identified a pro-Solomonic redaction in 1 Kings 
1—2. On the other hand, McCarter, while acknowledging 
the tension within the narrative, attributes that tension to 
the nature of apologetic writing which maintains a tension 
between apparently unfavorable details and circumstances 
on the one hand and, on the other, the favorable interpre- 
tation of these details by the writer (2 Samuel AB, 15-16). 
Conroy (1978: 102) has noted the omission of any mention 
of Solomon in the account of Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sam- 
uel 13—20) and concluded that these chapters deal only 
with the causes and outcome of Absalom’s attempted coup 
d’état, not with the issue of succession. 

3. The Traditio-Historical Approach. Carlson (1964) 
has applied the traditio-historical methodology of the 
Uppsala school to 2 Samuel. Following Noth, he sees the 
traditions of 2 Samuel as a part of the DH, an exilic 
reflection on the history of Israel. Carlson stressed the 
importance of the final stage of the process of tradition, 
its “redactional history” (Redactionsgeschichte), the final 
shape of which is the result of the work of the D-group. 
The D-group joined units together on the basis of the 
principle of association by means of catchwords (Stichworte 
or verba associandt) used with groups of motifs to link up 
with earlier traditions, but consistent with the ideological 
concepts of the prologue, Deuteronomy. The Deuteron- 
omistic approach is to use varied materials to demonstrate 
that Israel’s misfortunes stem from her faithlessness. The 
D-group used the figure of David as an ideal figure “to 
give an authoritative demonstration of their faith in a 
future made possible by turning again to Yahweh and by 
devotion to him” (Carlson 1964: 26). 

Carlson viewed the Samuel traditions in terms of two 
motifs: David under the blessing (bérakah), 2 Samuel 2-5, 
6, 7; and David under the curse (gélalah), 2 Samuel 9-24. 
For Carlson, chaps. 9—24 as a whole constitute “a Deuter- 
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onomic commentary on the latter half of the Davidic 
epoch” (1964: 139). He understands 1 Samuel 10-12 as a 
Deuteronomistic ingress to 2 Sam 13:1-21:14, which is 
structured in terms of two seven-year periods. The curse 
introduced by the Bathsheba episode runs in two 37bSdtayim 
phases which constitute the restitution called for in 12:6 
(reading with many commentators the LXX’s “sevenfold” 
versus the MT “fourfold”). In addition, 2 Samuel 10-20 
as a whole reflects the Deuteronomic laws governing adul- 
tery and affinity: Deut 22:22 (2 Samuel 10-12); 22:28-29 
(2 Samuel 13-14); and 23:1 (cf. 2 Sam 23:1). 

4. History or a Well-Told Story? Rost had himself 
stressed the importance of the stylistic features of the 
Court Narrative, although to some recent interpreters 
Rost’s analysis appears idiosyncratic and inadequate. Re- 
cent interpretation has to a considerable extent focused on 
matters of genre and literary artistry. An early example of 
this recent revival of interest in literary artistry is Jackson’s 
article, which appeared in 1965. For Jackson, the author 
of the succession story was not simply trying to answer the 
question of how it came about that Solomon sits upon 
David’s throne. Rather, the author used the techniques of 
oral narrative along with some of his own to provide a 
portrait of the varied relations of individuals who contend 
for temporal power in the secular realm. These techniques 
include the skillful contrasts of two figures as in the case 
of David and Joab, the alternation of tension and relaxa- 
tion, the alternation between terse brevity and wealth of 
detail, and the heightening of suspense towards a climax 
and gradual slackening of intensity (1965: 183-95). More 
recently, Conroy (1978) has focused on the narrative of 
Absalom’s revolt and its aftermarth (2 Samuel 13-20), 
which he views as a self-contained narrative unity. His 
detailed analysis of selected pericopes pays close attention 
to the structural building blocks of the narrative, such as 
the narrative patterns “command/execution,” “desire/ful- 
fillment,” and “request and refusal.” Conroy also gives 
careful attention to the movement from complication to 
resolution within the narrative, as well as to the narrator’s 
point of view and characterization of persons and events. 
The most elaborate recent literary analysis is that of Fok- 
kelman (1981), whose overarching study finds a series of 
dominant themes including the dualities of piety-sin, illu- 
sion-truth, and unity-duality. Sacon (1982) has applied the 
insights of the Japanese sentence psychologist, Kanji Ha- 
tano, to the Court Narrative. This approach stresses the 
analysis of paragraphs as the key to clarifying a particular 
literary work. Sacon, for example, finds a concentric struc- 
ture in 15:18—19:41 centered around the account of Dav- 
id’s reign in exile in 18:1—19:9, which is itself composed of 
a concentric structure. These studies do not preclude the 
assessment of the Court Narrative as essentially historical. 

However, some of the recent attention to narrative style 
has to a significant extent called into question the long- 
standing assessment of the Court Narrative as a fine early 
example of historical writing. The utilization of motifs and 
themes characteristic of popular or folk literature, the 
numerous intimate conversations, the lack of attention to 
public events, and connections with the Wisdom tradition 
have led some scholars to conclude that the Court Narra- 
tive is not history in intention or in fact. Recognizing that 
the references to Solomon and his mother in 2 Samuel 11 
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and | Kings 1—2 constitute an inclusio, Blenkinsopp distin- 
guished between two separate but connected themes: the 
legitimation of the Davidic claim to the throne, and the 
struggle for succession. The Thronfolgegeschichte consists of 
2 Sam 11]:2—27; 12:15b-25; 13-15; 15-20; and 1 Kings 1- 
2 and is structured by the theme that sin externalized in a 
sexual form leads to death (1966: 48—49). Blenkinsopp’s 
primary interest, however, was in the affinities with the 
Yahwist tradition, and he identified several themes com- 
mon to the David narratives and the Yahwist. These tradi- 
tional theme; included the motifs of the beauty and divine 
wisdom of the king, brother killing brother, the wise 
counselor whose advice leads to ruin, and, more promi- 
nently, the woman who brings death. Traditional elements 
in the Court Narrative are also stressed by Gunn. In 
addition to the themes noted by Blenkinsopp, Gunn notes 
several traditional motifs: David and the sons of Zeruiah, 
the judgment-eliciting parable, the woman and the spies, 
the two messengers, and the letter of death. The author’s 
use of these traditional motifs suggests that the narrative 
should be seen not as political propaganda but as ‘first 
and foremost a fine piece of story-telling” (1978: 37). 
Whybray (1968) has noted the lack of attention to public 
events and, inter alia, the numerous intimate conversations 
in the narrat:ve, and on that basis he has characterized the 
narrative as « work comparable to the modern psychologi- 
cal novel which, in its concerns and perspectives, is linked 
to the Wisdom tradition. While the author might make 
use of historical facts, the work itself is not history. 

5. Date of Composition. Rost dated the Succession Nar- 
rative to the early period of Solomon’s kingship. Those 
scholars who have found evidence of subsequent editing 
by the Deuteronomist or others may date the finished 
document later. However, there has been little direct dis- 
cussion of the widely held assumption that the major part 
of the traditions contained within the Court Narrative or 
Succession Document are to be regarded as essentially 
contemporary with the events which are related. This is 
the case even though there is little evidence on the basis of 
which to date the narrative to the 10th century. There are, 
in fact, some indications of a later date, a number of which 
have been cited by Gunn. After the death of the child born 
of the adulterous union with Bathsheba, David goes into 
the “house” of Yahweh, which would indicate a date after 
the completion of the temple. There are a number of 
other refereices which also suggest temporal distance 
from the events described. The reference to the attire of 
the daughters of the king in 2 Sam 13:18 implies a time 
when this fashion was no longer widely known, and it 
cannot be easily dismissed as a gloss. There is also appar- 
ent confusion about the issue of whether Absalom had 
sons and about the various parties to Absalom’s revolt 
(Gunn 1978: 32—33). 

6. Synthesis. Rost’s assessment of the unity and histori- 
cal worth of 22 Samuel 9-20 and | Kings 1-2 as a unified 
political document stemming from the early days of Solo- 
mon’s reign no longer reflects a consensus of scholarly 
opinion. Almost every aspect of Rost’s analysis has re- 
quired reassessment. While literary artistry (including the 
use of motifs from folklore) does not require rejection of 
the description of this material as history, it has led to a 
more critical assessment of its historical worth. 
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It is also no longer clear that one can talk about a 
succession document embracing all of 2 Samuel 9-20 and 
1 Kings 1~2. The distinction between the themes of the 
legitimation of David’s claims to the throne and the strug- 
gle for succession suggests a more complex history for the 
traditions contained within the document as well. Granted 
this distinction, the designation “Court Narrative” is begin- 
ning to displace Rost’s designation of the material as “Suc- 
cession Narrative.” The way in which the references to 
Solomon, Bathsheba, and Nathan (2 Sam 11:1—12:25; 1 
Kgs 1:1—2:46) form an inclusio calls into question Rost’s 
definition of the extent of the Court Narrative. There is 
little reason to try to include 2 Samuel 9 as part of the 
larger composition, and few scholars have followed Rost in 
including 2 Sam 6:16, 20ff., and 7:11b, 16. Ironically, 
Rost’s real legacy may be in the growing interest in the 
literary artistry of the composition, which is characteristic 
of much of the contemporary writing on the Court Nar- 
rative. 
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COURT OF THE GUARD. See GUARD, COURT 
OF THE. 


COURTS. See LAW, BIBLICAL AND ANE. 


COVENANT. A “covenant” is an agreement enacted 
between two parties in which one or both make promises 
under oath to perform or refrain from certain actions 
stipulated in advance. As indicated by the designation of 
the two sections of the Christian Bible—Old Testament (= 
covenant) and New Testament—“covenant” in the Bible is 
the major metaphor used to describe the relation between 
God and Israel (the people of God). As such, covenant is 
the instrument constituting the rule (or kingdom) of God, 
and therefore it is a valuable lens through which one can 
recognize and appreciate the biblical ideal of religious 
community. 


A. Underlying Problems in Approaching the Topic 
B. ANE Treaties 

1. The Nature of Ancient Covenants 

2. The Structure of the LB Age Treaties 

3. The Structure of Iron Age Loyalty Oaths 
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C. The Sinai Covenant 
1. Formal Elements of the Sinai Covenant 
2. Its Historical and Conceptual Context 
3. History of the Sinai Covenant Tradition 
D. The Divine Charter 
1. The Nature of the Divine Charter 
2. The Davidic Charter 
3. The “Covenant” with Abraham 
4. The “Covenant” of Noah 
E. Covenant Traditions in the Prophets 
1. Continuity of the Sinai Covenant 
2. Reappropriation of the Davidic Charter 
3. The “New Covenant” 
F._ Later Biblical “Covenants” 
1. The “Covenant” of Josiah 
2. The “Covenant” of Nehemiah 
G. Other Covenant Traditions 
1. The Covenant Banquet 
2. Marriage as Covenant 
H. Postbiblical Developments 
1. Covenant in Early Judaism 
2. Covenant in Early Christianity 
I. Conclusion 


A. Underlying Problems in Approaching the Topic 

At the outset it should be noted that two factors often 
inhibit the ability of many modern Western readers to 
appreciate fully the biblical portrayal of the covenant be- 
tween God and Israel. The first is the problem of the so- 
called “sociology of knowledge” in the modern Western 
world. On the one hand, the English word “covenant” itself 
has largely fallen into disuse, and today is limited to certain 
highly technical legal matters. On the other hand, as a 
practical form of social organization and behavior, cove- 
nant-based relationships in the West have become almost 
obsolete, the fragile institution of marriage remaining the 
most noteworthy vestige of such relationships. Thus, one 
legitimate issue in the study of biblical covenant must be 
the extent to which modern and Western students of the 
Bible can conceive and imagine relationships built upon 
littlhe more than promises reliably made and honorably 
kept. 

The second is generally a problem associated ultimately 
with the “sociology of knowledge” in ancient Israel. How 
fully did the ancient Israelite scribes themselves under- 
stand what it meant to live in terms of a covenant? As we 
shall see, in the millennium during which ancient Israelite 
society and thought developed and changed, and in which 
the biblical documents were written, the same single 
term—bérit—came to be used to refer to many different 
types of oath-bound promises and relationships. There- 
fore, any study of covenant in the Bible must be sensitive 
to the varying social and ideological contexts associated 
with different types of oath-taking, and it must also be 
prepared to make careful distinctions between different 
phenomena underlying the singular use of the Hebrew 
word bérit. These phenomena may be roughly classified as 
“treaties,” “loyalty oaths,” and “charters.” Especially in the 
later periods of biblical history and in connection with the 
subsequent utilization of covenant imagery within early 
Judaism and early Christianity (see H below), it is also 
necessary to distinguish between covenants as soczally en- 
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acted historical realities that were expected to bring about 
functional changes in patterns of behavior, and covenants 
as formal or symbolic dogmatic concepts that were supposed to 
be the objects of tradition and belief. 

In the pas: century scholars have rarely been sensitive to 
such ancient phenomena, and consequently there has been 
much debate recently as to whether the biblical covenant 
appeared at the beginning of the history of ancient Israel 
(the time of Moses) as an adaptation of Late Bronze (LB) 
Age suzerainty treaty forms, or later during the time of 
the monarchy (introduced either by the classical prophets 
or by Josiah) as an adaptation of Iron Age “loyalty oaths” 
(both McCarthy [1973] and Nicholson [1986] embrace 
relatively limited perspectives on covenant and opt for its 
relatively late appearance in Israelite religion). 


B. ANE Treaties 

1. The Nature of Ancient Covenants. The large :um- 
ber of international treaties preserved in texts from all 
over the ANE world is dramatic witness to the importance 
of covenants in ancient social and political life. See also 
TREATIES. For some periods, especially the Syro-Hittite 
LB Age, these treaties constitute a major source of our 
knowledge of the ancient history of the region. As instru- 
ments for the creation and regulation of relationships 
between different social groups, they seem to have been 
universal in the ancient world. Even the Greek historian 
Herodotus regarded the forms by which a society estab- 
lished binding covenants as an important element in the 
description o* that culture (e.g. Hdt. 1.74). 

By their very nature, covenants are complex enactments. 
As complex acts they combine: (1) historical events that 
create relationships, usually (though not necessarily) be- 
tween unequal partners; (2) customary ways of thinking 
characteristic of both parties, especially common religious 
ideas associated with deities; (3) descriptions of norms for 
future behavior (which are often confused with “laws”); (4) 
literary or oral forms in which the agreement is couched; 
and (5) almost always some ritual act that is regarded as 
essential to the ratification of the binding promise. It 
follows that a covenant cannot be understood merely by 
regarding it as a rigid literary form, nor can it be under- 
stood by reducing it to a literary law code, a ritual act, or a 
theological or political idea or concept. Thus, most studies 
of OT covenant in the past quarter century that have been 
delimited by one or another of such concepts have largely 
generated a great deal of unnecessary confusion. 

Covenants ia the form of international treaties appeared 
almost as soon as writing itself began to be used for literary 
purposes. From the EB Age at Ebla through the Iron Age 
a sufficient nimber of such treaties were recorded and 
have been preserved so that we can identify changes in the 
conventional contents and forms of treaties. It is highly 
probable that these instruments for the regularization of 
public relatior ships between sovereigns developed in pre- 
historic times from customary forms used for making 
behavior predictable between private persons. One such 
occasion for private agreements would be marriage con- 
tracts, and it is significant that marriage is one of the most 
pervasive and constant types of covenant throughout his- 
tory. 

Since covenznts are typically enacted between parties to 
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create relationships that did not previously exist, both the 
substance and the form of covenants must be valid and 
meaningful to both. Thus, covenants constituted a most 
important feature of ancient cultures that operated to 
transcend a narrow paroch.alism and so to prepare the 
way for a broader perspective on society and history. 

As is the case in so many other features of ancient 
civilizations, it was the Bronze Age that produced the most 
highly developed structure of international treaties. Al- 
though these treaties are known primarily through Hittite 
sources, there is no reason to believe that the Hittites 
originated this treaty form. Since treaties are intrinsically 
cross-cultural in nature, the basic underlying patterns of 
thought incorporated in the texts would necessarily have 
been common property to most ANE cultures of the time. 
Note, for example, the (parity) treaty between Hattusilis 
and Rameses II (ANET, 199--203) which (however tempo- 
rarily or ephemerally) was meaningful to both an Egyptian 
audience and a Hittite one. Indeed, the simple fundamen- 
tal elements of the treaty stricture are already found ina 
text from Byblos dating probably to the end of the EB Age 
(Mendenhall 1985, chap. 5). 

2. The Structure of the LB Age Treaties. The structure 
of treaties in the LB Age was fully described already in 
1931 by V. Korosec, but it was not until 1954 that the 
extraordinary similarity to certain OT traditions was 
pointed out (Mendenhall 1954a). Though there has been 
an enormous amount of discussion since that time, there 
still seems to be no consensus concerning the historical 
significance or even the validity of those similarities. 

The “ideal structure” of |.B Hittite treaties has been 
abstracted from numerous examples. It is not surprising 
that not every treaty exhibits all of the individual elements 
of the structure. The modern idea that all the covenants 
had to conform to some rigid form defined in advance is 
characteristic of a “strict law’ type of legalistic mentality 
that not only is quite rare in the history of jurisprudence 
but also was probably foreign to the ANE historical reality. 

a. Identification of the Covenant Giver. This introduc- 
tion to the treaty text typically begins with the formula 
“The words of ... ,” followed by the name of the Hittite 
king, his genealogy, and his various titles, ending with the 
epithet “the hero.” The vast majority of the treaties pre- 
served are suzerainty treaties in which the underlying 
ideology held that the great and powerful king was bestow- 
ing a gracious relationship upon an inferior. It followed, 
then, that the relationship of the vassal to the overlord had 
to be an exclusive one: the vassal could not engage in 
treaty or other relationships with other independent mon- 
archs without being guilty of treason, and therefore be- 
coming subject to the death penalty. (The similarity be- 
tween this ideology centering upon the Hittite great king 
and the biblical monotheism seems obvious.) 

b. The Historical Prologue. This section, in which the 
Hittite king recounted his past deeds of benefit to the 
vassal, is frequently so detailed and extensive as to consti- 
tute a major source for our knowledge of ANE history in 
this period. The motivation for this section was obviously 
not an academic interest in the past for its own sake, but 
rather to have that past serve as the foundation for the 
present obligation of the vassal to be obedient to the 
stipulations of the covenant. Jhe implications of this ele- 
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ment of the covenant structure are far-reaching, but it is 
difficult if not impossible to prove what those implications 
might have been. It can at least be suggested that certain 
concepts were presupposed as present in the minds of 
both parties to the covenant. 

In the first place, the historical prologue is inseparable 
from the concept of reciprocity that is so prevalent in 
premodern cultures. The narration of the past history 
emphasized very strongly the benefits that the great king 
had already bestowed upon the vassal in the past. The 
implication is, of course, that the common decency of 
gratitude would place the vassal under obligation to comply 
with the wishes of his benefactor. The principles underly- 
ing this sort of relationship are illustrated by an old Arabic 
saying (which actually applies to persons who are equals in 
an egalitarian society): “If someone does you a favor, you 
never forget it; if you do someone else a favor, you never 
mention it.” (The latter part of the saying of course does 
not apply to a king or to a god, who is in the position to 
specify what he wishes.) 

These prologues are not unrelated to the question of 
the origin of history writing in the ancient world (a subject 
surrounded by obscurity, mystery, and controversy). This 
is even more true of the biblical tradition. In view of the 
fact that the earliest literary materials of the Hebrew Bible 
(e.g., Exodus 15 and Judges 5) are poetic descriptions of 
the acts of God, we should consider more seriously the 
practical purposes associated with the treaty prologues as 
the ideological matrix from which the biblical historiography 
developed. In short, just as in the LB treaties, so also even 
in the late repristination of the old covenant traditions of 
ancient Israel, the past was recounted for the specific 
purpose of instilling a sense of gratitude as the foundation 
and ground for future obedience. 

c. The Stipulations. This section of the LB treaties, 
often phrased in the case-law format (“if ..., then. . .”), 
described the interests of the great king that the vassal is 
bound to protect and obey under the covenant relation- 
ship. Already in this section there is an implicit distinction 
between what might be termed public vs. private concerns. 
The imperial control over vassals involved no interest in 
the internal affairs of the vassal state other than the 
obvious one of suppressing or controlling subversive activ- 
ities and elements that might disrupt the harmonious 
relationship between the vassal and his overlord. 

d. The Provision for Deposit and Periodic Public 
Reading. This segment of the treaty is again surprisingly 
sophisticated. Deposit of a copy of the treaty in the temple 
was an act that now placed that treaty within the interests 
of the local deity and under its protection. In more mod- 
ern terminology, the treaty and its contents were to be 
incorporated into the operating value system of the vassal 
state, and thus to be internalized as determinants of future 
behavior. To put it in simplest terms, the treaty was a 
sacred act and object. (As is often the case, there was 
undoubtedly a considerable difference between this offi- 
cial doctrine and practical reality.) 

The provision for periodic public reading implies that 
although the treaty was formally established with the vassal 
king himself, nevertheless it was also binding upon the 
population over which he ruled. The treaty became a part 
of the public policy of the king and thus was integrated 
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into the “law” of his kingdom. Interestingly enough, the 
frequency specified for the periodic public reading varied, 
but it was usually scheduled from one to four times a year. 
(It would be interesting to know whether or not these 
public readings coincided with local festivals, and there- 
fore became part of a public ritual form, but no such 
information is so far available.) 

e. The List of Witnesses to the Treaty. These treaties 
also typically listed those “third parties” who would witness 
the enactment of the treaty. It is of especial interest that 
the witnesses were exclusively deities or deified elements 
of the natural world. The list of deities was frequently so 
lengthy as to justify the conclusion that it was intended to 
be exhaustive: all gods relevant to both parties were called 
upon as witnesses, so that there was no god left that the 
vassal could appeal to for protection if he wanted to violate 
his solemn oath. It is especially amusing that often the 
“Capiru gods,” i.e., even the gods of renegade rebel bands, 
were included in the list of witnesses. 

The witnesses also included the heavens and the earth, 
and mountains and rivers, a fact of particular significance 
because the motif continues in the poetic and prophetic 
traditions of the Bible (Deuteronomy 32; Isa 1:2; Mic 6:1— 
2), but there is little if any trace of it in any other extra- 
biblical Iron Age covenant texts and ideologies centuries 
later. The witnesses were those entities that were called 
upon to observe the behavior of the party under oath and 
to carry out the appropriate rewards and punishments 
(the blessings and curses) connected with the treaty (see 
below). The fact that these enforcers are all supernatural 
beings reflects the underlying idea that in this covenant 
ideology strenuous (if not pretentious) efforts were made 
to place the entire covenant complex outside the realm of 
political and military coercive force, and into the realm of 
a voluntary acceptance of a commonality of interest be- 
tween suzerain and vassal. In other words, there is ex- 
pressed here the hope that the vassal’s obedience will be 
“self-policing,” i.e., based upon a conscientious regard for 
higher principles (the gods) than simply upon the fear of 
superior military force. 

f. The Blessings and Curses. This section of the treaty 
text described in detail the consequences of obedience and 
disobedience with which the witnesses to the treaty re- 
warded or punished the vassal. Because the witnesses were 
the supernatural entities mentioned in the previous sec- 
tion, the blessings and curses were appropriately (in large 
measure) those experiences that are beyond normal hu- 
man ability to predict, much less control. Particularly in 
this prescientific age the most important concerns of hu- 
manity were clearly beyond mortal control: health, pro- 
ductivity of fields and flocks and wives, and freedom from 
external violence. See also BLESSINGS AND CURSES. 
Thus the treaty made an inseparable connection between 
ethical adherence to promises made and the consequences 
of economic prosperity, freedom from disease, and tran- 
quil long life. The text of the treaty typically concluded 
with this enumeration of the consequences of obedience 
and disobedience. 

It is important to observe that the LB treaty formulas 
included not only punitive threats to be carried out by 
supernatural powers but also positive rewards of similar 
origin. This aspect of international treaties was normal in 
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the LB Age, but later Iron Age treaties typically contained 
nothing but the curses (see B.3 below). 

g. The Ratification Ceremony. It would be extremely 
naive to thir.k that the mere writing of a treaty text 
brought into existence the treaty and the relationship it 
stipulated. Even today a treaty must be signed, ratified, or 
otherwise formally accepted before it can become binding. 
In antiquity, the formal ritual by which a covenant came 
into force hac! such a variety of forms and procedures that 
no generalization can be made. These formal rituals are 
the customs trat Herodotus specified for the societies that 
he described. There is no reason to believe, therefore, that 
some specified rigid formality was always carried out— 
indeed, it would be unthinkable in view of the variety of 
cultures and societies that are involved in the dozens of 
treaties preserved. 

One observation, however, is probably valid: the ratifica- 
tion of the covenant was frequently associated with the 
sacrifice of ar. animal. The significance of animal sacrifice 
in general is a complex and intractable subject, and the 
problem becomes even more complex when it takes place 
within the framework of covenant relationships. An Iron 
Age Assyrian treaty, however (ANET, 532-33), makes per- 
fectly clear that at that time and place (N Syria), the 
sacrificed animal represented, and was identified with, the 
vassal who was being placed under oath: just as the animal 
was slaughtered, so would the vassal and his dependents 
be slaughtered if he violated his oath. The same concept is 
attested for the earliest Roman covenant traditions (Men- 
denhall 1954), so we may safely assume that this sacrificial 
identification was widespread in both time and space. Once 
the animal was killed, the vassal could expect the same fate 
if he violated his oath. Perhaps associated with sacrificial 
ritual as an enactment ceremony is the well-attested fact 
that covenants were often officially ratified by a common 
meal (see G.1 below). 

It is characteristic of this period that the treaties do not 
contain a verlal oath formula. The oath is a conditional 
self-cursing: j.e., an appeal to the gods to bring certain 
penalties upon the oath taker if he violates the promise 
that he is swearing to keep. The sacrifice is thus the 
enactment of the oath; therefore, a verbal formula is unnec- 
essary in the text of the treaty itself (though some such 
verbalization possibly accompanied the slaughter of the 
animal, as in the early Roman ritual). 

h. The Imposition of the Curses. A final element in the 
entire covenant complex is one which, like the oath for- 
mula itself, is not provided in the treaty text but is implied 
at least by parallels from other cultures of the ancient 
world. This is the often delicate problem of imprecations 
and curses. Though there is no certain evidence for a 
ritual form that effectively imposed the curses for breach 
of covenant, it seems probable that such a custom did exist. 
Under what circumstances could a sovereign declare the 
curses to be in effect, thus depriving the vassal of the 
protection that the covenant relationship normally would 
provide? How flagrant must a violation be before the 
sovereign could legitimately muster his military forces and 
attack the recalcitrant vassal? Although the treaty texts 
themselves make no provision for such punitive action by 
the suzerain himself (this would negate the entire ideology of 
the covenant!), there must have been some means by which 
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the suzerain could proclaim that the covenant no longer 
existed, and that the vassal therefore could be dealt with 
by force. In such circumstances, the suzerain could legiti- 
mately claim to be the agent 9f the avenging deities, since 
the actions of the deities theniselves were evidently unreli- 
able (and therefore insufficient). As the ultimate curse for 
the breach of covenant was the complete destruction of 
the vassal kingdom, the logical instrument for realizing 
such a historical event (in distinction from the curses of the 
treaty text that represent nztural events) would be the 
suzerain himself. 

3. The Structure of Iron Age Loyalty Oaths. The trea- 
ties that have become known in recent decades especially 
from the late Assyrian Empire reveal that structurally and 
ideologically they belong to a different world from that of 
the LB Age (Parpola 1987; Grayson 1987). Gone is the 
historical prologue, except for one example, significantly 
enough, preserved in extremely rudimentary form in a 
treaty with an Arab political entity—a culture that we know 
also preserved Bronze Age linguistic structures. Gone also 
are most of the other sophisti::ated and elaborate elements 
of the treaty forms, such as the gratitude for previous 
benefits conferred, the blessings, and the provision for 
deposit and public reading. Instead, these Iron Age trea- 
ties give the strong impression that a promise to obey has 
simply been imposed by superior military force and is now 
being reinforced by an incredible elaboration of curses. 
Thus, these treaties have appropriately been termed “loy- 
alty oaths” (Weinfeld 1976). 

The structure of the Iron Age loyalty oaths known from 
Assyrian sources seems to have been very flexible, but 
usually it included these basic elements: 


1. The preamble, giving -he name and titles of the 
Assyrian king, and the name of the vassal who is 
placed under oath, together with his descendants and 
the population of his realm. 

2. The designation of the Assyrian ruler or successor to 
whom loyalty is due. 

3. The invocation of the deities in whose presence the 
vassal swears. 

4. The definition of the acts of commission and omis- 
sion that subject the vassal to the curses. 

5. The curses, or evils, brought upon the disobedient 
vassal by each deity, some curses in masal (“‘parable”) 
form. 


Compared with the treaties of the LB Age, these of the 
Assyrian period are simplistic and one might say almost 
brutal. Although the text emphasizes the various ills to be 
brought upon the disloyal by the panoply of gods, the fate 
of the disobedient vassal is depicted quite tangibly by the 
Assyrian annals themselves (e.g., ANET, 277-301). The 
ideological matrix of these lovalty oaths suggests that the 
only motivation for obedience was simply the self-interested 
desire to avoid the fate so graphically illustrated in the 
Assyrian texts and reliefs, in sharp contrast to the gratitude 
that was supposed to be the foundation of obedience in 
the LB Hittite treaties. Thus almost all pretense of any 
transcendent moral or ethical foundations for the suze- 
rain-vassal relationship was abandoned in favor simply of 
brute military force. Even the power of the supernatural 
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forces to punish violation of oaths was of little importance 
compared with the vindictive power of the Assyrian king 
himself to do the punishing (in which some of these 
Assyrian kings at least seem to have taken a sadistic 
delight). It is ironic that a major purpose of the 7th- 
century treaties was to guarantee the succession of the 
designated heir to the Assyrian throne. The pathetic reli- 
ance on subjugated vassals to assure such succession is 
vivid witness to the internal hostilities within the Assyrian 
court itself. 

In conclusion, the LB international treaties exhibit a 
sophistication and elaboration of concepts that were very 
largely lost during the Iron Age. In comparison, the 
treaties of the Iron Age seem to have been based mostly 
on mere military power reinforced by superstition. It must 
be observed, however, that the political instruments of the 
Hittite Empire were precisely that: political instruments. 
They were devised and adapted from the age-old common 
property of ancient cultures in the vain hope that they 
could bring about the voluntary subservience of peoples 
who in fact had been subjugated by military force. Al- 
though the LB covenant ideology certainly represented an 
admirable attempt to place cross-cultural relationships on 
a basis of something other than sheer military superiority, 
the brute facts of the historical evidence lead inevitably to 
the conclusion that Hittite foreign policy was exclusively 
military (Goetze 1957). The treaties, in other words, were 
imposed relationships in which the vassal had freedom to 
choose either capitulation under the covenant or annihila- 
tion; thus, the LB treaties were instruments of propa- 
ganda, not of practical reality. Nevertheless, as instruments 
of propaganda they appealed to a different matrix of ideas 
than did the (equally propagandistic) loyalty oaths of the 
Iron Age. 


C. The Sinai Covenant 

The ongoing scholarly debate concerning the relation- 
ship between the LB suzerainty treaties and the biblical 
traditions depicting a “covenant” in Israel before the mon- 
archy centers on one fundamental point: whether the 
Sinai covenant was indeed a historical reality known to the 
Israelite population in the premonarchic period (ca. 1200-— 
1000 B.c.), or whether it was instead nothing more than a 
pious literary fabrication of the later monarchic period, an 
attempt to “invent” a (fictitious) past (nevertheless) replete 
with religious “meaning.” If the former applies, then the 
relationship between the LB treaties and the Sinai cove- 
nant traditions are historically significant, and one could 
justifiably conclude that the Sinai covenant was conceived 
to be a type of “suzerainty treaty” establishing Yahweh as 
king and Israel as vassal. If the latter applies, then any 
similarity between the Sinai covenant traditions and the 
LB treaties is coincidental, and the real source of inspira- 
tion for the biblical idea of covenant must be sought either 
generally in the monarchic period, specifically at the time 
of the Assyrian Empire (ca. 750-620 B.c.), or perhaps 
sometime in the postmonarchic period (after 586 B.c.). 

Here it should be stated unequivocally that ail of the 
various elements of the LB suzerainty treaties (presented 
above) in one way or another are either present or re- 
flected in biblical traditions associated with the premon- 
archic (Sinai) covenant. But, as will be noted below, these 
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traditions also bear the marks of later “creative writers” 
who embellished and reworked the traditions from the 
radically different perspective of the monarchic period. 
The first task is to delineate the formal elements of the 
premonarchic covenant, and then to establish the function 
that such a covenant could reasonably have been expected 
to perform in Israel in the century or two before the rise 
of the monarchy. 

1. Formal Elements of the Sinai Covenant. 
a. Identification and Historical Prologue. The historical 
investigation of any cultural form must begin with the 
realization that forms are almost never transferred from 
one cultural context (such as the international political 
treaties of the LB Age) to another (such as the hiil-country 
tribes of early Iron Age Palestine) without some modifica- 
tion or adaptation inevitably resulting. This is the “Law of 
Functional Shift.” This principle is aptly illustrated in the 
first two formal elements of the suzerainty treaty: the 
identification of the covenant giver and the historical pro- 
logue, which have been fused together in the two forms of 
the Decalogue preserved in Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 
6. Unlike the “great kings” in the Bronze Age political 
treaties, the one God of Mosaic monotheism was not iden- 
tified by heaping up divine epithets and attributes so 
characteristic of ancient polytheism; rather, at the very 
beginning God was simply identified in terms of what God 
had done: “. .. who brought you out of the land of Egypt, 
out of the house of bondage” (Exod 20:2). The identifica- 
tion of the deity thus became synonymous with the histor- 
ical prologue, and although the entire structure of the 
Sinai covenant represented a continuity with age-old pat- 
terns of thought, both the deity and the historical prologue 
represented a complete discontinuity from earlier ways of 
thinking. The historical event that was crucial to the iden- 
tification of the deity became inseparable from the histor- 
ical event of the establishment of the covenant itself. As 
Huffmon (1965) has shown, attempts made by some scho- 
lars to separate entirely the Exodus tradition from the 
Sinai covenant tradition are based upon a rejection of and, 
at the same time, a failure to understand both the biblical 
traditions themselves and the ANE patterns of thought 
that underlie them. 

Whether the name of the deity, Yahweh, was a continu- 
ation from some earlier tradition is a debated issue to 
which there is no clear answer (see YAHWEH); it is certain 
that if there was a god by this name worshipped earlier by 
some group, it could hardly have been associated with any 
of the well-known politically organized imperial powers or 
even city-states of the previous age. The suggestion that it 
was the name of a Midianite deity simply attempts to 
explain the obscure by the more obscure. 

b. Stipulations. The biblical traditions insist that the 
text of the covenant established at Sinai (the stipulations) 
was the Decalogue, the Ten Words (Deut 10:4), and there 
is no modern evidence that would disprove the ancient 
information. Virtually all scholars agree that the original 
Ten Words were the simple prohibitions plus the two 
positive obligations of sabbath observance and honoring 
of parents (without all the elaborations that were added at 
a much later period). According to the Exodus 20 tradi- 
tion, these were written on two tablets of stone, and con- 
tained only the first three of the elements of the suzerainty 
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treaty descrixed above. Some scholars have recently ar- 
gued that the lack of other LB treaty elements in this text 
is evidence that the Sinai covenant had nothing to do with 
the suzerainty treaty. However, this line of reasoning is 
fatuous because it attempts to draw a historical conclusion 
from an observation about mere literary forms: even if all 
the LB elements are not attested in the first 17 verses of 
Exodus 20 (they are not even all attested in many LB 
treaties!), virtually all of them are nevertheless reflected in 
the later elaboration of traditions associated with the Sinai 
covenant (see below). The most that one can conclude 
from the literary form of Exod 20:1—17 is that the author 
(or editor) responsible for its final canonical shape did not 
believe that he had to pattern the text of the Sinai covenant 
deliberately after LB suzerainty treaties (if he even knew 
what they were), and felt that it was sufficient simply (1) to 
identify Yahweh formally (even though contextually this is 
unnecessary). (2) to restate what Yahweh did on behalf of 
Israel (again, contextually this is unnecessary), and (:3) to 
list Yahweh’s Ten Words. What is surprising is not that the 
other LB trezty elements are absent in this text but rather 
that v 2 is present, even though it could just as easily have 
been omitted It was included precisely because the received 
tradition already linked item (3) above to items (1) and (2); 
the only explanation for this linkage is to be found in the 
LB suzerainty treaties. 

The Ten Words are not commands, nor are they 
couched in command (i.e., imperative) language. They are 
simple future indicative verbs that indicate the future 
action that is the expected consequence of the preceding 
prologue: “I am Yahweh your God who brought you out 
of the land of Egypt... , (and therefore) you will have no 
other gods before me ... ,” etc. Later biblical tradition 
itself was utterly confused in its interpretation of the 
Decalogue, and subsequent postbiblical interpreters have 
added to the confusion, ranging from the traditional pious 
view that the phrase “I am Yahweh your God .. .” is the 
first commandment, to very recent views held by many 
scholars that the Decalogue is a classical example of an 
“apodictic” (as opposed to the “casuistic” ) legal form. See 
LAW (FORMS OF BIBLICAL LAW). 

The confusion continues with the interpretation of the 
statements themselves, which traditionally have been clas- 
sified as three (or four) “laws” having to do with obligations 
to God (Exod 20:2—8), followed by seven (or six) “laws” of 
obligations to fellow human beings (Exod 20:12-17). Al- 
though this classification is admirable in intention, it has 
nothing to do with ancient religious reality. All of the 
stipulations represent those characteristics of human be- 
havior that constitute the definition of the will of God: 
they describe the highest value, the “ultimate concern” of 
the community formed by covenant, for they are the 
principles upon which the one God directs the historical 
fate of the coramunity. 

c. Deposit and Public Reading, Witnesses, Blessings 
and Curses. It is true that the Exodus 20 text does not 
include the provision for deposit and peridic public read- 
ing, the list of witnesses, or the curses and blessings. 
However, it is most inappropriate to conclude that the 
Sinai covenant therefore had no connection with LB treaty 
patterns, or tf.at it was a later pious literary invention, or 
that the Decalogue was completely unrelated to covenant 
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traditions. If these elements were truly absent from the 
complex of traditions about the very founding of the 
ancient Israelite community. it is indeed strange that in 
later times (when most of these elements had been com- 
pletely forgotten in the process of ANE treaty enactments) 
some biblical scribes felt it necessary to add them to the 
complex of the Mosaic tradition. 

Since early Israel did not have a temple in which to 
deposit the text of the coveriant written on the tablets of 
stone, the tablets were deposited in the ark of the covenant 
(according to numerous variants of the tradition even in 
Exodus alone). Note also the forma! deposit of a text in a 
“sanctuary” in Josh 24:26. Periodic public reading is not 
directly attested, but it is certainly implied in ritual cus- 
toms, such as those described in Exod 23:17 and Deut 
27:11-26; and practiced in late OT times and early Juda- 
ism (“The recitation of the Shma* is the rabbinic covenantal 
renewal” [Levenson 1985: 86]). If these traditions did not 
ultimately derive from the LB/early Iron Age, from 
whence did the later Israelite scribes derive these motifs, 
and why would their later audiences find them meaning- 
ful? 

The list of gods as witnesses was of course incompatible 
with the monotheistic community, and so the members of 
the community themselves became the witnesses (cf. Josh 
24:22, but also v 27 where the stone is a witness; later 
tradition evidently did not quite know what to do with this 
otherwise bizarre but inheritec element of the treaty struc- 
ture). Thus the enforcers cf the covenant became the 
members of the community themselves (when Yahweh's 
enforcement became regarded as not sufficiently predict- 
able, or when it was believed that God was not sufficiently 
concerned to carry out the duties of reward and punish- 
ment [cf. Zeph 1:12]); consequently, the stipulations of 
covenant became socially enforced law. Again, if this tra- 
dition of witnesses was not derived ultimately from the LB/ 
early Iron Age, what would inspire some later scribe to 
introduce otherwise awkward references to them? 

The blessings and curses were enormously elaborated in 
Deuteronomy 28. In this late elaboration the blessings 
were enumerated in only 14 verses, while the remaining 
68 verses enumerate in vivic. detail the curses resulting 
from breach of covenant. At the later (Assyrian?) period 
when Deuteronomy 28 was composed, the multiplication 
of curses is not at all surprisin.g (see MANASSEH); what is 
surprising in that later milieu is that any blessings were 
enumerated at all, something that could not have been 
predicted from the structure and content of the Assyrian 
loyalty oaths (see B.3 above). {t is difficult to imagine how 
an Israelite scribe of that time could invent the covenant 
idea and include blessings; rather that element of the cove- 
nant tradition already had to have been preexistent in the 
earliest biblical tradition, and therefore at the disposal of 
the Deuteronomic writer (and also of the Priestly writer, 
who similarly wanted to append a list of blessings and 
curses to his distinctive version of covenant obligations 
{Leviticus 26]). On the other hand, the multiplication of 
curses that we find in Deuteronomy 28 (and Leviticus 26) 
represents later elaboration cf a tradition similar to that 
which is universally found in the ANE (Hillers 1964). 
Though the text of the Decalogue (Exod 20:1-17) does 
not refer to either blessings or curses, the latter are im- 
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pled in the narrative accounts that refer to sacrificed 
animals (“oxen” according to a later embellishment—in- 
appropriate to a desert environment) and to a common 
covenant meal with Yahweh (Exod 24:4—8, 11). 

d. The Ratification Ceremony. This seems to have two 
elements, the first a verbal assent to the covenant (“All that 
the Lord has spoken we will do,” Exod 19:8; 24:3; cf. Josh 
24:24 for a quite different formula), and the second a 
ritual act involving the sacrifice of an animal, the blood of 
which is thrown upon an altar and upon the people (Exod 
24:5-8). The latter was a symbolic action in which the 
people were identified with the sacrificed animal, so that 
the fate of the latter is presented as the fate to be expected 
by the people if they violated their sacred promise (i.e., it 
is a form of self-curse). Thus the ratification ceremony 
was, in effect, the pledging of their lives as a guarantee of 
obedience to the divine will. (In time the ratification cere- 
mony simply became a ritual form signaling membership 
in the ritual society; i.e., circumcision.) 

Traces of other ratification ceremonies or covenant en- 
actments have been preserved in later biblical traditions 
about the premonarchic period, but nevertheless these 
narratives correspond entirely to what might be expected 
in the process of the formation of the twelve tribe federa- 
tion. Most important in this regard is the narrative in 
Joshua 24 that reproduces much of the content of the LB 
suzerainty treaty. It contains an elaborate historical pro- 
logue (of course in much later language, vv 2-13), an 
emphasis upon witnesses (the people themselves, v 22; but 
also the inscribed stone, v 27), and the warning of the 
curses of divine wrath in case of disobedience (v 20). 
(Entirely consistent with the late date of this garbled ac- 
count is the fact that the blessings are entirely absent.) The 
formal verbal acceptance by the gathered population is 
accompanied by a brief recapitulation of the historical 
prologue (vv 16-18), and the stipulations are identified 
with the “statutes and ordinances” that Joshua wrote in the 
“book of the law of God” (vv 25—26). 

Although the language is much later and the chapter 
does not reproduce the text of the treaty, Joshua 24 is a 
narrative description of a covenant enactment. In fact, in 
its present form the narrative is anachronistically modeled 
somewhat after the reform of Josiah and the Iron Age 
“loyalty oath” that was characteristic of that time (see F.1 
below). The character of Joshua is a sort of literary proto- 
type of Josiah, and the population is represented as having 
fallen away from Yahweh, as they had in Josiah’s day. But 
the original event of Joshua’s time was that covenant enact- 
ment by which various population groups of Canaan 
proper (who had escaped the collapse of LB Age civiliza- 
tion) formally became members of the Yahwist confedera- 
tion, and thus the “tribes” of Yahweh. Other features of 
Josiah’s reform that were read back into the time of Joshua 
include the identification of the covenant stipulations with 
a written law code (a confusion that is perpetuated to the 
present day) and the emphasis upon the Abrahamic tradi- 
tion (vv 2—4, 14-15) that was essential to Josiah’s claim to 
rule over all the land of Canaan (after three centuries 
during which the Jerusalem regime governed only Judah). 

The ritual of the recitation of the blessings and curses 
from Mts. Ebal and Gerizim in Deut 27:1 1—26 was proba- 
bly a part of the Shechem covenant enactment recounted 
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in Joshua 24 (cf. Josh 8:30—35, esp. v 34), although the 
present form of the tradition has completely severed any 
literary connection between the two, probably because the 
Deuteronomic tradition had become associated with the 
commands of Moses. The passage in Deuteronomy plus 
several others may well contain remote reminiscences of 
the fact that there had also been a covenant ceremony in 
Transjordan at the time of Moses, by which population 
groups of that region had become members of the Yahwist 
federation. This tradition of a Transjordanian ratification 
in Moses’ latter days is perhaps also reflected in Deut 27:9 
“Keep silence and hear, O Israel: this day you have become 
the people of Yahweh your God” (cf. Deut 32:6, 18). 

e. Formal Procedures for Violation of Covenant. Just 
as later biblical texts such as Joshua 24 preserve certain 
premonarchic covenant elements discussed above, so they 
also unwittingly preserve the element pertaining to proce- 
dures in case of covenant violations. The narratives of 
Exodus and Numbers give many illustrations of proce- 
dures taken against such violators during the lifetime of 
Moses himself, but because these are embedded in the late 
Priestly narratives marked by substantial literary embel- 
lishment, it is very difficult to evaluate them historically. 
Nevertheless, even the very late literary (“envelope”?) 
structure of the Priestly motif of the “murmuring in the 
wilderness” illustrates the continuity of this ancient ele- 
ment: the people’s complaints about lack of food and water 
while on the way to Sinai (Exod 15:22—17:7) characteristi- 
cally induce Yahweh to respond favorably, but when they 
complain about the same things on the way from Sinai 
(Numbers 11; 14; 16) Yahweh characteristically punishes 
them. Why this reversal? 

All historical considerations aside, it is evident even at 
the literary level that the Priestly writer believed that the 
status of the people was changed at Sinai (i.e., there they 
became subject to the covenant): consequently, they can 
no longer be viewed as being in “dire distress” but now 
rather in outright “rebellion.” Therefore the way in which 
Yahweh (or the narrator) deals with Israel has changed: 
Yahweh no longer is portrayed as soliciting a relationship 
by multiplying favors that could potentially be listed in a 
covenant’s historical prologue; he is now depicted taking 
punitive measures against those who have violated their 
covenant obligations. Murmuring (grumbling) against an 
overlord constituted violation of covenant in the Hittite 
texts, and it is listed (using the same verb, lin) in a syllabic 
text from Byblos (ca. 2000 B.c.) as the acts against a 
sovereign that will result in a curse (Mendenhall 1985: 60). 
Thus, while the Priestly authors of these late biblical texts 
felt quite comfortable viewing the Sinai event as Yahweh’s 
license now to punish “murmurings,” they were probably 
completely unaware that this religious motif associated 
with covenant ultimately went back at least to LB notions 
about formal procedures for dealing with covenant viola- 
tions. 

2. Its Historical and Conceptual Context. The forego- 
ing discussion by no means exhausts the formal similarities 
between the LB suzerainty treaties and the complex of 
traditions associated with Israel’s premonarchic covenant. 
Yet in the final analysis the formal links are not the only 
connections, nor are they necessarily the most important 
ones (they are simply the ones that modern scholarly 
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method is best equipped to handle). But studies that deal 
merely at the formal level will inevitably miss an important 
part of the historical process. Perhaps more important are 
the substantive links between the ideological matrix of 
those LB treaties (i.e., their rhetorical appeals to a com- 
mon interest between suzerain and vassal, and to concepts 
such as the integrity of promises and the obligations of 
reciprocity) and the range of biblical concepts associated 
with the Sinai covenant relationship (such as the “knowl- 
edge” of God, the “love” of God, the “fear” of God, 
righteousness, mercy, justice, repentance, divine wrath, 
retribution, vengeance, forgiveness, salvation, etc.). Thus, 
in the absence of any evidence that early Israelite society 
was defined by any ritual (e.g., “amphictyonic’) or political 
organizatior.s—and excluding outright the later and arti- 
ficial biblical construct of an Israelite unity mystically based 
on some primordial blood kinship—the conclusion seems 
inescapable that early Israel existed largely because such 
an ideological matrix ceased being mere political rhetoric 
and became, however imperfectly and temporarily. the 
functional basis of community life for a vast diversity of 
villages in Palestine and N Transjordan. Our task here is 
to delineate that process and ideology, and to trace its 
subsequent development. 

The context of the Sinai covenant was that of an ex- 
tremely traumatic period in the history of the then civi- 
lized world, namely the transition from the LB Age 1o the 
early Iron Age (ca. 1250-1150 B.c.). After having been 
regarded fcr centuries as divine institutions ruled ulti- 
mately by gods or semigods, empires and states were 
crumbling aad eroding, if not being altogether abandoned 
and destroyed. The attendant economic and demographic 
chaos is clearly attested or inferable from the historical 
and archaeclogical record. The heartland of the ancient 
Hittite Empire in central Anatolia was almost entirely 
depopulatec (and would remain so for the next three 
centuries), and much of Syria experienced a significant 
drop in population that would not be recovered until much 
later in the Iron Age. But precisely at this time Palestine 
and Transjordan experienced a very rapid rise in popula- 
tion (this period also reveals the first settlements in the 
adjacent regions of the NW section of the Arabian Penin- 
sula contiguous to Transjordan). The only conceivable 
source for this sudden rise of population was the region to 
the N whence came the Philistines, the “Sea Peoples,” and 
no doubt many Arameans, to name only some identifiable 
groups. To add to the chaotic conditions of this period, the 
old power centers of the Canaanite cities were either dras- 
tically reduced or destroyed, and considerable segments of 
their populztion probably moved into the hill country, 
establishing new villages. See “Archaeology of the Israelite 
Settlement” -under ISRAEL, HISTORY OF. 

Such calamitous events cannot have taken place without 
an equally traumatic questioning and abandonment of the 
moral and religious as well as economic systems that un- 
dergirded those political institutions, although this is not 
so well attested outside the biblical record with its bitter 
condemnation of Baal-worship. This situation furnished 
an extremelv favorable climate for the introduction and 
initial acceptance of different and “better” ways of envi- 
sioning and structuring life in a community that could not 
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possibly be a mere continuation of the old that now lay in 
ruins. 

The only surviving articu:ation of such a “better” way is 
that realized in the ancient Israelite covenant, which was 
initially enacted by a group of fugitive slaves led by Moses, 
presumably at a place called “Sinai.” (Exodus 20-24 of 
course contains a very compl/ex interweaving of much later, 
much garbled, and much «embellished accounts of what 
actually transpired there.) The new understanding of the 
nature of deity and of the course of human experience, 
both of which were associated with this covenant, also 
proved attractive to much of the population of Palestine 
and Transjordan, who in the course of the previous two 
generations had witnessed the demise of virtually every 
venerable Bronze Age institution while managing to sur- 
vive the wholesale destruction of cities and the ravages of 
war, epidemic disease, famine, and violent death. Thus, 
for many of these people the ancient Israelite covenant 
provided a framework within which they could effectively 
dispose of any lingering attachments to the old order now 
in ruins, and enact for themselves a new order of commu- 
nity and of self-understanding as the “people” of a tran- 
scendent God. Their enactment of the covenant appar- 
ently occurred at Shechem (again, Joshua 24 is a much 
later and distorted account of this event). 

Given all that has been said above, and given the proba- 
bility that there was no place: in the ancient civilized world 
where the political ideology of empire and its mythological 
legitimation were unknown the ancient Israelite under- 
standing of a deity who ruled without a human interme- 
diary and his standing contingent of soldiers and tax 
collectors was very welcome, and it was an understanding 
that was proclaimed ironically in a formal way similar to 
that of the old political suzerainty treaties. However, unlike 
those old and failed political policies, these of the new 
Sovereign were ones which met the needs of the popula- 
tion of the village farmers and shepherds that he gov- 
erned: namely, the value and dignity of persons regardless 
of their social and economic status, the predictability that 
follows from reciprocity and fairness in their interrelation- 
ships, and the reliability of the peace that would result (cf. 
Isa 32:17). Regardless of how practically these “policies of 
the new King” could be implemented, they nevertheless 
furnished an ideological matrix on which a broad and 
functional unity of hill-couniry tribes could be based. 

For example, it is clear that most of the stipulations of 
the covenant (the Decalogue) represent the concerns that 
individuals in community legitimately expect in normal 
civilized human life (e.g., no lying, killing, stealing, adul- 
tery). The first two “commandments” are so specifically 
relevant to the historical situation of the LB/early Iron 
Age transition as to present difficulties for religious com- 
munities ever since. What was (and is) meant by “other 
gods” remains a perennial ind insoluble problem in the 
history of religion (and in the modern ecumenical move- 
ment). However, the contrast to the one God, Yahweh, was 
clear and absolute ca. 1200 B.c. The “other gods” could 
hardly be anything other than the parochial symbols of 
existent political or tribal entities; Yahweh was the deity 
who represented concerns beyond the immediate interests 
of any petty political or tribal group, and who thus op- 
posed the elevation of any political power structure to an 
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object of worship wherein its policies took precedence over 
all other concerns, especially ethical ones. 

Likewise the prohibition of “graven images,” etc., repre- 
sents an ancient iconoclastic movement that was a neces- 
sary corollary to the antimonarchic theology of the early 
Israelite movement. Such images, including those of gold 
and silver mentioned in Exod 20:23, were largely the 
product of the urban political establishments that were 
being destroyed; evidently these “images” were not highly 
valued anywhere in the E Mediterranean at the time. The 
graven images were essentially symbols of legitimacy for 
ancient political regimes in which the differences between 
gods and kings were always problematic and vague. As 
such, the images were incompatible with the value system 
of a community based not upon a monopoly of force but 
upon an ethical and moral consensus. But perhaps it is the 
final “commandment” that most powerfully underscores 
the fact that the morale of the early Israelite community 
(i.e., its ability to act consistently over a period of time and 
to meet crises effectively) was not dependent upon any 
political instruments of social control: how can any human 
control system hope to legislate against covetousness? 

Thus arose the celebrated biblical “monotheism,” the 
product not of philosophers and technical theologians but 
of people who could plainly see that the careful adherence 
to the stated will of a single God could guarantee commu- 
nity morale only if other competing value systems (repre- 
sented by “other gods”) were rejected as thoroughly as is 
humanly possible. In turn, this value system could become 
an operative and tangible reality only so long as a sufficient 
number of people accepted the suzerainty of Yahweh, so 
that together they could offer one another some measure 
of protection and security from those whose value systems 
were still symbolized by the old state idols of pagan impe- 
rialism. The idolatry of the political state and its symbolism 
of “graven images” of Baals and kings were incompatible 
with the sovereign rule of Yahweh (i.e., the kingdom of 
God). 

3. History of the Sinai Covenant Tradition. Of course, 
we should legitimately question the extent to which such a 
LB/early Iron Age enactment (i.e., such a premonarchic 
covenant) actually succeeded in exorcising old attachments 
and in effecting a new self-understanding. For some it no 
doubt did succeed both deeply and permanently, and at 
least enough people were sufficiently committed to it so 
that this “religious experiment” functioned reasonably well 
for somewhat more than a century. But even later biblical 
traditions about the ensuing periods of the judges and the 
kings are quick to point out how many Israelites “fell back” 
into the old pagan ways. But the crucial point is that at one 
time in history, in the absence of any competing sociopoli- 
tical organizations, such a covenant was the practical and 
functional norm of Israelite self-definition. As such, this 
covenant would leave a lasting (indeed a permanent) im- 
print on Israelite traditions and self-understanding, even 
though at specific times and in particular places (e.g., 
Jerusalem during the monarchic period) it either failed to 
have a decisive impact or was grossly distorted. 

Nevertheless, even centuries later in Jerusalem the Deu- 
teronomistic Historian, attempting to “reconstruct” a pre- 
monarchic period that he little understood, could be 
found characteristically describing Israelite apostasy in the 
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same sentence that he would mention the past favors of 
Yahweh (Judg 2:12; 8:33-35). The net effect of this juxta- 
position is to characterize the Israelites not simply as 
sinners but as ungrateful sinners. Even though the language 
of these passages is unquestionably Deuteronomistic and 
therefore quite late, this motif juxtaposing covenant viola- 
tion with past favor reflects an ideological matrix quite 
foreign to the Iron Age loyalty oaths, and quite at home in 
LB Age treaties. The only conclusion is that this motif was 
already deeply embedded within traditions about the pre- 
monarchic period centuries before it fell into the hands of 
the Deuteronomistic Historian, and that the latter had 
little choice but to pass it on. If he considered it important 
to characterize Israelite covenant trespass in terms of in- 
gratitude (and apparently he did; cf. 2 Kgs 17:7, 35-40; 
21:15), he got this idea not from the Assyrian loyalty oaths 
of his day but because he learned it ultimately from the 
old Israelite traditions themselves. 

Because both the form of Assyrian loyalty oaths and the 
ideological matrix to which they appeal is radically different 
from that of the LB treaties, two major problems would 
arise if we accepted the recent argument that biblical 
covenant concepts originated later under the influence of 
these loyalty oaths. First, how do we account for the pres- 
ence of certain LB treaty elements in the biblical tradition 
complex, treaty elements that are not present in the Assyr- 
ian loyalty oaths (e.g., the historical prologue and the 
blessings; see C.l.a and C.1.c above)? Second, how did 
there arise in Israel a matrix of covenant ideas not re- 
flected in the Assyrian loyalty oaths (e.g., the motif of a 
relationship based on gratitude and a sense of obligation 
to values shared by suzerain and vassal alike)? Or if these 
covenant elements and ideas arose later than the Assyrian 
period, how and from where did they emerge? 

On balance, more problems are solved and fewer ones 
are raised by acknowledging that Hebrew covenant ideas 
emerged with the formation of the society itself in the 
premonarchic period and were adaptations of patterns of 
thought that even then were already centuries old. 

This is not to say that this premonarchic covenant tradi- 
tion was unaffected by the proliferation of Assyrian loyalty 
oaths of the later Iron Age. The extent to which the state 
of Judah was thoroughly integrated into ANE culture is 
indicated by the fact that these Assyrian loyalty oaths did 
have an impact on how some Judeans (particularly in the 
Jerusalem royal establishment) came to think of their own 
covenant traditions. In short, over the course of the Iron 
Age the tradition that God had established a covenant with 
Israel at Sinai (and at Shechem) was revised and trans- 
formed in such a way as to erase gradually (but not 
completely) the increasingly archaic suzerainty treaty fea- 
tures of that covenant. In the process this Sinaitic tradition 
was reformulated more along the lines of the prevalent 
oath-taking procedures of the later period (reflected par- 
ticularly in the increasing emphasis on curses). In fact, it 
was precisely this late misunderstanding and reformula- 
tion that has led some scholars recently to the mistaken 
conclusion that the Israelite covenant tradition was actually 
created in this historical context of the Assyrian Empire 
and derived from its loyalty oaths. It is probably true that 
the concept of covenant obligations to Yahweh was not 
taken seriously by the political establishment of either 
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Israel or Juclah until the ephemeral attempt of Josiah to 
return to the past (see F.1 below), but it is simply wrong to 
conclude on this basis. that earlier traditions of covenant 
did not exist, particularly outside the royal establishment. 
Some of those earlier covenant features are still reflected 
imperfectly in those later texts (see C.1 above and E below), 
a fact that cannot be explained away by appealing to some 
Iron Age “inspired creativity.” See also MOSAIC COVE- 
NANT. 


D. The Divine Charter 

1. The Nature of the Divine Charter. A charter is, 
among other definitions, “a written grant of rights by a 
sovereign.” “his definition (deriving ultimately from En- 
glish political history) applies remarkably well to three 
biblical themes that have traditionally been regarded as 
“covenants,” but which now should rather be reclassified 
as ‘charters.’ (Even in modern American usage, the term 
“charter” has also come to mean “pact, treaty” among 
other things.) 

The term “charter” is used here to refer to a number of 
ANE and biblical motifs wherein a deity or group of deities 
presents some special privilege, power, or status to a hu- 
man being, almost always a king. There does not seein to 
be any specific literary form involved; rather the ANE 
charters are mythological statements about the actions of 
the gods who characteristically confer the power of king- 
ship upon a successful warrior. The historical background 
of such concepts is doubtless to be found in military 
history. The king had succeeded in expanding his eco- 
nomic and political power over realms remote from his 
home base (which was usually a city-state). In such circum- 
stances, his legitimacy could not possibly rest upon the will 
of the governed (including the conquered!); now it had to 
be presentec. as being based upon the decision of the 
supernatural powers—especially those identified with his 
home base. 

In the order of their emergence in the developing bibli- 
cal tradition, these three “charters” are the promise to 
David (2 Sarruel 7), the “covenant” of Abraham (Genesis 
15), and the “covenant” of Noah (Gen 9:8—-17). Only the 
latter two narratives specifically designate the divine prom- 
ise as a “covenant.” Although the promise to David is not 
termed a “covenant” (bérit) in the narrative of 2 Samuel, it 
is so designated in the associated traditions (and doubtless 
royal rituals) recorded in Psalm 89 (see vv 28 and 34; cf. 
also 2 Sam 23:5). See also DAVIDIC COVENANT. This use 
of the word bcrit to include now a unilateral divine promise 
has resulted in enormous confusion in the modern schol- 
arly world, as it probably did in the ancient world as well. 
(This is another example of the confusion that results 
from a failure to recognize the fact that verbal classifica- 
tions often bring together into the same category very 
diverse historical phenomena simply because they share 
some important formal trait—in this case the fact that a 
promise is supported by a sworn oath.) 

In all three of these biblical traditions—in sharp contrast 
to the Sinai covenant—1t is God, not human beings, who is 
bound by oath. In all three, some promise is given: first to 
David and his dynasty (that they would enjoy perpetual 
rule, 2 Sam 7:12-16), then to Abraham and his offspring 
(that all Israel would possess the land, Gen 15:18-19), 
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then to Noah and all those on the ark (that all creation 
need never fear another flood, Gen 9:8—-11). The three 
exhibit an increasing (and very important) transition from 
covenant as a historical enactment that furnished the foun- 
dation of a community to a simple ideological (or theolog- 
ical) assertion. The first two especially presuppose not only 
an existing religious communi'y already ostensibly in a rela- 
tionship with Yahweh, but also a specific sociopolitical and 
economic organization that is given legitimacy in the context 
of the existing historical situation. In other words, unlike 
the ANE treaties and the Sinai covenant, nothing really 
new is created in any of these “charters”; they are all 
merely ideological legitimizations of the existing status 
quo—an expression in traditional theological terms of the 
value system of the dominamt power structure that in the 
first place created the narratives and in the second place 
profited by their claims. 

The source of this political/religious “charter” tradition 
is not far to seek (Weinfeld 1'370). The old Amorite theory 
of kingship must certainly have had an elaborate ideology 
concerning this divine charter. It is specifically stated in 
the prologue to the Code of Hammurapi (ANET, 164-65), 
and is illustrated on that famous stele as well as elsewhere 
in ancient Mesopotamian anc in Iron Age Syro-Hittite art. 
Always it is the deity of the king who grants to the king 
the symbols of sovereignty, for he is the “chosen” one of 
the committee of gods who in the first place established 
the kingship as a divine institution. 

2. The Davidic Charter. In view of the significant Am- 
orite cultural influence in the city of Jerusalem itself (Ezek 
16:3), there is little reason to doubt that the prophet 
Nathan, in proclaiming the divine promise to David (2 Sam 
7:1-17) at the outset of the rnonarchic period, was simply 
applying the age-old Amorite political theology of Jebus 
(now Jerusalem) to its new king (and now in the name of 
the new king’s god, Yahweh). The historical conditions that 
brought about this fateful ideological development are 
clearly described, but typically the connections are not 
delineated—the ancient writer assumed that everyone 
knew these connections. 

David had first become king by two distinct covenants 
enacted by the two major demographic groups of ancient 
Israel (each accompanied by the attendant rite of anoint- 
ing): first with Judah in the S (2 Sam 2:4, though no 
covenant is specified), and subsequently with the elders of 
Israel in the N (2 Sam 5:1-3; clearly a suzerainty treaty in 
form!). Though it is precaricus to draw conclusions from 
the very slight hints of eviderice that we have, it is possible 
to argue that the ritual ac! of anointing signified the 
transfer of authority from a superior to his designated 
agent. For this reason, Davirl’s authority over all of the 
tribes of Israel had been confirmed by covenant. 

There were two reasons it was politically necessary sub- 
sequently to promote an additional divine covenant that 
superseded these earlier tribal covenants. First, there had 
to be some ideological resolution of the latent conflict 
between the N and S tribes. Both groups in the first place 
presumably existed because of a prior commitment to 
Yahweh. Despite this, the narrative goes out of its way to 
emphasize the fact that the old antagonisms between them 
continued. Subsequently, however, each group on its own 
had presumably sworn allegiance to David; although it was 
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an allegiance that could be abrogated for good cause (see 
1 Kgs 12:16), both had nevertheless agreed on one funda- 
mental thing: David should rule. Thus, common sense led 
to the inevitable conclusion that only in the king could the 
regional, tribal conflict be transcended: this king must 
therefore represent the will of Yahweh, who would want 
his people to be one. Nothing would so powerfully affirm 
this conviction as would Nathan’s oracle (2 Samuel 7). 

Second, as a result of his military conquests David now 
ruled over a population comprising far more than the 
original twelve tribes of Yahwist villagers. His realm now 
included most, if not all, of the old lowland Canaanite 
urban power centers that had never been incorporated 
into the community of Yahweh, and only now were begin- 
ning to recover from the ravages of the LB/early Iron Age 
transition period. These populations (as conditioned as 
they were to the inevitability and the propriety of ritually 
reinforced political organizations) could not possibly have 
had any understanding of the Mosaic tradition, or neces- 
sarily any sympathy with its belief that community can 
proceed directly from the will of God unmediated through 
ritual or political organizations. Since David and his son- 
successor Solomon could not afford to alienate further 
these subjugated peoples, it proved fortunate that in the 
religious ideology of Jerusalem there existed a type of 
(Amorite?) sanctification of political authority that David 
and Solomon could promulgate and that the non-Yahwist 
populations could comprehend (however grudgingly). 
This ideology persisted in Jerusalem for centuries after 
the death of Solomon, and we have every reason to believe 
that after the schism of 922 B.c. a similar type of ideology 
was adapted also in the N kingdom to legitimize the 
various regimes that ruled there over the next two centu- 
ries. 

Thus the divine charter to David was introduced in an 
attempt to transcend these two political antipathies. By the 
proclamation that the king (and his dynasty) was estab- 
lished on the throne in perpetuity by Yahweh himself, it 
was hoped that the king’s vulnerability to the tribal rival- 
ries and conflicts would be greatly reduced. To the con- 
quered Canaanite cities—as well as to the pagan, urban 
population of Jerusalem—the ideology was normal proce- 
dure just as it had been for probably a millennium or 
more. As far as the Jerusalem regime was concerned, the 
political doctrine was evidently successful. But although 
such pious propaganda was normal procedure in antiq- 
uity, it was also normal to expect that the behavior of the 
ruling regime would correspond to the reasonable expec- 
tations of the citizenry. Upon the death of Solomon, Re- 
hoboam, his successor, refused to meet those expectations; 
therefore he was unable to retain the allegiance of the N 
population (whether Yahwist or urban pagan) and the 
Israelite kingdom split into two (2 Kgs 12:1-20). 

The divine charter theology and literary motif are clas- 
sified as a “covenant” in the biblical tradition simply be- 
cause in these three traditions of promises (to David, 
Abraham, and Noah) it is Yahweh who swears to perform 
certain acts for the benefit of the recipient and his descen- 
dants in perpetuity. In all three cases, the recipient is not 
bound by oath, though it is clear that, in the case of the 
Davidic charter, later tradition attempted lamely to intro- 
duce the concept of accompanying conditions, i.e., “obe- 
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dience to the Torah,” that was itself the product of several 
centuries of development after the time of David and 
Solomon (cf. 2 Sam 7:14b, which is almost unanimously 
attributed to the Deuteronomistic Historian of the 7th or 
6th century B.c.; an even more feeble attachment of obli- 
gations to the Davidic charter is evident in 1 Kgs 6:12; see 
also Ps 89:31—-34—Eng vv 30-33; cf. also 1 Kgs 8:25 which 
is unquestionably [post-Jexilic and now sees the Davidic 
charter as entirely conditional). 

Despite this, the priority of the Sinaitic covenant struc- 
ture is still evident in the fact that even this divine charter 
theology must include some provision for witnesses to en- 
force the stipulations. Just as the people themselves could 
be witnesses in the Sinai covenant, so also in the divine 
charter Yahweh is represented as swearing “by himself” as 
witness (Ps 89:36—Eng v 35), since obviously another deity 
could not serve in this capacity. 

In summary, the Sinai covenant was a historical enact- 
ment involving two parties, Yahweh being represented by 
his agent Moses. In contrast, the divine charter was not 
something done in a two-party agreement at all, but in the 
case of David it was simply a prophet’s (Nathan’s) formal 
verbal proclamation of a message (privately) received from 
Yahweh. Similarly, the “covenants” with Abraham and 
Noah were not functional or historical realities but rather 
literary ideological motifs undoubtedly superimposed on 
ancient traditions. 

3. The “Covenant” with Abraham. The basic biblical 
tradition about Abraham stems from the period of the 
united monarchy, for there is no trace of it in the premon- 
archic biblical sources (the archaic poetry in Genesis 49; 
Exodus 15; Numbers 23-24; Deuteronomy 32 and 33), 
and in those sources it is characteristically Jacob (= Israel), 
not Abraham, who serves as the common ancestor (cf. also 
Deut 26:5). On the other hand, recent attempts to see the 
Abraham traditions as originating late in the monarchy 
(or even later) have proved unconvincing, if only because 
they can just as well be explained in terms of a renewed 
interest in those traditions during the later periods (see 
especially the P materials). As a product of the period of 
the united monarchy, the covenant with Abraham is a part 
of that same ideological matrix that brought about the 
Davidic charter. In fact, it so closely resembles the Davidic 
charter as to justify the conclusion that they both ulti- 
mately come from the same source (see Clements 1967). 
In its original form, that source was probably the old 
Canaanite traditions of Jebusite Jerusalem, though cer- 
tainly the tradition had a long and complex history before 
it was adapted by biblical writers. 

It is probable that the Abrahamic covenant itself went 
through at least two versions, and more probably three 
(Mendenhall 1987). The original, Davidic version was not 
preserved after the demise of David’s dynasty, and there- 
fore it must remain hypothetical. In it the divine promise 
would have been to Abraham and his (Hebronite?) dynasty 
to which the Davidic dynasty could easily attach itself by 
the well-known ancient genealogical techniques (note also 
the association with Hebron and kingship in 2 Sam 2:1— 
5:5; 15:7-10; and even Josh 12:10). 

With the discrediting of the monarchy at the fall of 
Jerusalem (586 B.c.), this charter had to be revised and 
depoliticized; now the population as a whole became the 
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recipients of the promise as in Genesis 15, where the “seed 
of Abraham” is now much more than merely David and 
his descendants. (This transference of motifs from the 
ruling dynasty to the population as a whole is also illus- 
trated in the development of the idea of the “chosen” of 
Yahweh. Originally it designated the king or high priest, 
but in the exilic/postexilic period it became increasingly 
applied to the community at large [“the chosen people”}). 
Despite these later revisions, the archaic source of the 
narrative in Genesis 15 is illustrated by the fact that only 
here is the clivine charter “sealed” by a ritual form: the 
eerie vision of the smoking fire pot and flaming torch 
passing between the parts of the sacrificed animals (v 17) 
represents the manifestation of deity by which the deity 
identified himnself with the slaughtered animals as a guar- 
antee of the reliability of the promise. The similar ritual 
attested in Jer 34:18 indicates that this was a very archaic 
ritual form for the ratification of a covenant. 

Yahweh’s promise of the land (Gen 15:18-21) had noth- 
ing to do w.th the ancient Israelite enjoyment of their 
allotments under the Sinai covenant, which took place 
some two hundred years prior to David; rather, it was a 
religious legitimizing of the Davidic empire that had al- 
ready been established by military force, and is specifically 
described in vv 18—21 as extending from the border of 
Egypt to the Euphrates River, most of it never having been 
Israelite. 

The final adaptation of the Abraham tradition is illus- 
trated in Genesis 17, where the covenant is sealed by the 
ritual of circumcision—a marker that designates the recip- 
ient of the promise. From this time on, into the postbiblical 
Jewish tradit:on, “circumcision” and “covenant” became 
virtually identical (the late Heb term bérit having both 
meanings). The historical context of this late reuse of the 
Abraham tradition seems to have been the continuity of 
the royal/priestly religious tradition in the postexilic pe- 
riod. This is suggested by the emphasis upon the ritual 
importance cf circumcision, a practice that evidently had 
no particular religious significance in earlier times, since it 
is not even mentioned in early law collections (no doubt it 
was originally a folk custom, since it was very widespread 
in the ANE from the Chalcolithic of Mesopotamia on). It 
was especially emphasized in the prophecies of the priest 
of exile, Ezekiel (44:6—9). In this context, “covenant” is 
hardly a functional reality that creates community by tran- 
scending old parochialisms, but is itself merely a formal, 
ritual demarcation of a particular preexisting group. 

4. The “Covenant” of Noah. The narrative of the cove- 
nant established with Noah, his descendants, and all the 
occupants of the ark (Gen 9:8—-17) perhaps illustrates the 
ultimate dem:se of the “covenant” tradition. The historical 
development of the covenant from a constitutive act instru- 
mental in creating a new society and a correspondingly 
new value system in the time of Moses has, in this late 
narrative, become little more than a theological motif or 
literary device by which to confer religious value upon that 
which already existed, namely, the orderly process of the 
natural world. Even the oath that upheld a promise is 
gone, but in i:s place there is simply the sign that serves to 
remind God cf his promise. In place of the rich complexity 
of the LB suzerainty treaty tradition and its function as a 
vain attempt :o create orderly and peaceful relationships 
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between political entities, the covenant has become a mere 
word-label giving religious value to an old folkloristic “ex- 
planation” of the rainbow. 


E. Covenant Traditions in the Prophets 

1. Continuity of the Sinai Covenant. On the basis of 
the politically motivated traditions of “covenants” associ- 
ated with David and (originally) Abraham (as well as the 
subsequent politically motivated covenants of Josiah and 
Nehemiah; see F below), it wculd be erroneous to conclude 
that the form, purpose, and ideological matrix of the old 
premonarchic suzerainty tradition was everywhere forgot- 
ten or suppressed. As in any complex society, there was 
great social and ideological diversity within Israel and 
Judah, and it would be foolish to assume that the signifi- 
cant transformations of the covenant traditions in the 
hands of politically ambitious Jerusalem bureaucrats were 
accepted without question or protest in the rural hinter- 
land where religious values and social processes tended to 
work differently. Indeed, if any vestiges of the old Sinai 
covenant tradition should be preserved relatively unadul- 
terated, we would expect to see these emanating from the 
more conservative villages of the countryside. There the 
pattern of social life proceeded along lines not much 
different from that of the early Iron Age, except for the 
noteworthy intrusions of the kings’ tax collectors; and in 
those villages one might not be too surprised to find an 
ongoing dissatisfaction with the basic premise of the (Isra- 
elite or Judean) state: namely, that meaningful community 
life must proceed from political bases. 

However “theoretical” all this might seem, two points 
deserve mention. First, the introspective reflections of an- 
cient village agriculturalists and pastoralists are rarely pre- 
served by the “official” religicus specialists (priests, scribes, 
and other functionaries), who tend to dismiss such reflec- 
tions as unsophisticated and “backward.” It is therefore 
not surprising that most of the biblical narratives dealing 
with covenant traditions come to us mediated through the 
minds and pens of various ‘usually Jerusalem-educated) 
scribes whom scholars usually identify as J, D, PR, DH, 
“Early Source,” “Late Source,” etc. Second, what zs surpris- 
ing is that the Bible preserves the utterances of certain 
“prophetic” individuals, a good number of whom came 
from small rural villages (Tekoa, Moresheth, Anathoth— 
indeed, Isaiah of Jerusalem is the anomaly!) and who 
encountered notable opposition from “establishment” of- 
ficials. Nevertheless, it is within the Iron Age oracles of 
Amos, Micah, Jeremiah, and even Isaiah that we can find 
vestiges of the old Sinai suzerainty treaty. 

These individuals were neither historiographers intent 
on recounting the role of covenant in premonarchic Israel 
(but cf. Jer 7:22—23), nor systematic theologians intent on 
outlining the various formal elements of premonarchic 
Israelite covenant theology. However, within their oracles 
we can discern not only surviving LB covenant forms but, 
more importantly, a surviving: matrix of ideas about cove- 
nant that has antecedents in the Bronze Age. 

Above, we noted that the LB treaties and some biblical 
traditions about covenant provide for certain formal pro- 
cedures by which the suzerain declares the covenant to be 
broken and the vassal now to be susceptible to the imposi- 
tion of the curses. In this regard we must examine briefly 
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one recurrent procedural form often used in prophetic 
utterances: the rib, “indictment, lawsuit.” Probably the 
earliest and most dramatic illustration of such a procedure 
is preserved in Deuteronomy 32, although the date of this 
poem is much debated. (Decades ago Albright and Eiss- 
feldt independently argued for an 11th-century date, but 
some recent studies [CMHE, 264, n.193] have unconvinc- 
ingly opted for a later date.) Regardless of its date, the 
poem illustrates a theological interpretation of historical 
processes incorporating virtually every single element of 
the old suzerainty treaties described above. This literary 
convention—which begins with an appeal to witnesses 
(heaven and earth) to hear the case, which recites the 
previous divine favors conferred upon the “defendant” 
(i.e., the “vassal”), which describes the defendant’s subse- 
quent violation of obligation, and which then announces 
the punishment—was undoubtedly a well-known form al- 
ready by the time it was used by both Isaiah (chap. 1) and 
Micah (6:1—8) toward the end of the 8th century B.c. (see 
Hillers 1969, chap. 6). The entire structure presupposes 
that a covenant relationship had existed and was now being 
abrogated by the behavior of those subject to it. In short, 
the pattern of ideas represented in the rib had to have 
existed long before these prophets made use of it, other- 
wise their contemporaries would not have had the slightest 
idea what the “message” was within the prophets’ words. 
Simply stated, the prophets of the monarchic period did 
not invent the ri) lawsuit form. 

But aside from the formal similarities between the rid 
and the old suzerainty treaties, the most constant (and 
specifically biblical) motif shared by the old covenant and 
the later prophets is the inseparable link between the 
receipt of past benefits and the consequent obligations 
binding upon the recipients. The rib form is entirely 
dependent upon this motif. Insofar as it makes appeal to 
one’s sense of gratitude and obligation as a basis for 
(re-)establishing a covenant bond, the rib exhibits an ideo- 
logical matrix similar to that of the LB suzerainty treaties. 
Theologically, it means that divine “grace” precedes and 
becomes the foundation for human obedience to the di- 
vine will, a will that is revealed most clearly in the experi- 
ence of “grace” itself and not in some fixed code of social 
and legal norms. (This lies at the heart of the Christian 
insistence that “gospel” supersedes “law.”) Morally and 
psychologically, it implies that persons under covenant are 
capable of recognizing the fact that individually and cor- 
porately they have received benefits in their past that they 
have in no way earned. It furthermore implies that it is the 
good things in life that they have received in the past (and 
not some politically determined, legally defined, and so- 
cially enforced set of formal patterns of behavior) that 
provide the basis for defining the good they hope to realize 
in their future choices in community life and in their 
dealings with other people. It is probably also with regard 
to this matrix of ideas that we can begin to appreciate the 
well-known prophetic tendency to think of covenant obli- 
gations more broadly in terms of “social justice” than 
narrowly in terms of “sacred rites” (cf. Deut 24:17—22, esp. 
vv 18 and 22). 

Since the obligations were to the giver of the covenant 
they were binding upon the individual no matter where 
and in what context he may find himself: they were not 
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and could not be mere duties to obey culturally or politi- 
cally prescribed norms and laws. This ethical transcending 
of political legal systems and ritual cultic systems had as its 
inevitable correlative the fact that normal social contrasts 
were also transcended: the community of God cannot be 
identified merely with the usual “tribal mentality” of polit- 
ical and social organizations that are themselves ephemeral 
within the broader vision of historical perspective: “Are 
you not like the Ethiopians to me?” (Amos 9:7). 

2. Reappropriation of the Davidic Charter. Despite 
whatever attachments the Hebrew prophets had to the old 
Sinai covenant ideology, they were aware of the competing 
Davidic charter ideology being championed by the official 
establishment in Jerusalem. In some respects that ideology 
proclaimed certain “truths” that the prophets could in no 
way endorse, particularly the assertion that God for eter- 
nity had chosen to reconstitute his people as mere subjects 
of yet another political state. But instead of outright de- 
claring the charter to be a fraud, the prophets instead 
chose to utilize certain superficial elements of the charter 
but to reconfigure them against the ideological matrix of 
the premonarchic covenant tradition. Such a practice of 
removing something (e.g., the tradition of the promise to 
David) from its original functional context (e.g., legitimiz- 
ing a dynasty’s political claims) and reapplying it in a new 
and different functional context is here called “reappro- 
priation.” 

The dates of the few prophetic allusions to the Davidic 
dynasty and its privileged position have been the subject 
of much debate. It is clear, however, that regardless of 
their dates they have a significantly different point of 
reference than the two major “Davidic charter” texts of 2 
Samuel 7 and Psalm 89. For example, Micah’s vision of a 
David redivivus (5:1—3—-Eng 5:2—4) clearly implies at least 
a major disruption of the political organization of Judah, 
since the “ruler who will come forth” is not identified with 
Jerusalem (which will lie in ruins, Mic 3:12) but rather 
with the village of Bethlehem. It is not clear whether or 
not the “messianic prophecies” of Isa 9:1-6—Eng 9:2—7 
and 11:i-10 originally focused their hopes on a political 
deliverer (e.g., Hezekiah?). However, the hyperbolic lan- 
guage in these texts heightens expectations for things that 
no political organization can realistically be expected to 
provide; the net (and perhaps intended?) effect of the 
prophecies therefore is ironically to delegitimize any pres- 
ent-day Davidic claim to be the fulfillment of God’s purpose 
in the anticipation of some future (eschatological?) act of 
divine favor (note the ubiquitous prophetic phrases such 
as “in that day,” “it will come to pass,” and “the days are 
coming”). 

The major issue must therefore center on whether the 
Davidic covenant was so pervasive as to shift the major 
metaphorical image that Israelites had of their covenant 
relationship with God. The old Sinai covenant tradition 
claimed that God himself ruled as king over a religiously 
constituted body (thesis). The Davidic charter tradition 
held that God guaranteed that in perpetuity the Davidic 
dynasty would rule over a politically constituted body 
(antithesis). Prophetic “messianism” envisioned God even- 
tually reestablishing his rule over his people, but through 
an ideal Davidite who governs not by any of the well- 
known “material” means of politics but through “spiritual” 
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means and 3y the force of moral example (Isa 9:6b---Eng 
7b; 11:2-—5; Mic 5:3a—Eng 4a; Jer 23:5-6) (synthesis). One 
could argue that indeed the metaphor of covenant did 
shift decisively during the monarchic period, so much so 
that from that time on any attempt to envision the relation- 
ship between God and his people in some way had to 
accommodate the new synthesis incorporating some (usu- 
ally vaguely defined) Davidic figure (cf. Jer 30:3-33; 
33:14). But for the prophets this Davidic figure could not 
be simply another in a line of human politicians; and 
indeed it is noteworthy that not all prophets in their visions 
of the future benevolent acts of God felt it necessary to 
refer to any Davidic figure whatsoever. Indeed, when the 
Davidic figure is mentioned, often he is so vaguely defined 
that his idertity and that of God merge together (cf. Ezek 
34:11-16 with 34:23). The impact that this development 
had on early Christology and its understanding of Christ’s 
person and role in the covenant between God and [new] 
Israel is transparent [see H.2 below].) Obviously, early 
rabbinic Judaism and early Christianity had radically dif- 
ferent understandings of the meanings and even the sig- 
nificance of this subsequent prophetic synthesis. 

The point is that the original blend of form and sub- 
stance that made the old Sinai covenant uniquely recogniz- 
able and cornpelling began to dissolve during the monar- 
chic period. Leaving aside the metaphysical forces that 
would naturally undercut any Israelite’s ability to remain 
faithful to the covenant with God, it is noteworthy that all 
the significant social forces working against such faithful- 
ness emanated from within official circles in Jerusalem. In 
the first place, the state-sanctioned Davidic charter forced 
upon the Israelites a competing way of conceptualizing the 
nature of their relationship with God. One could challenge 
its legitimacy only at the risk of his/her own life (Jeremiah 
26). 

In the second place, the bureaucratic scribes of the 
monarchy so distorted all Sinai traditions that the ideolog- 
ical matrix associated with the premonarchic covenant 
began to shift significantly. This is most evident im the 
Exodus traditions themselves, where originally deliverance 
from Egypt served ideologically to instill a sense of grati- 
tude among Israelites, leading them to feel obligated to 
reciprocate accordingly in the future moral choices they 
would make in life (note how memory of the Exodus serves 
this function in the old “law codes” [Exod 22:21—24; 23:9; 
cf. also Lev 19:33—36; 25:35-38; Deut 15:12-15; 24:17- 
22}). Indeed. the prophets preserved this matrix, and a 
prophetic command to “remember” (zékér) the Exodus 
characteristically envisioned such a moral response (Mic 
6:4—5, 8). But in the hands of official Priestly historiogra- 
phers, the memory of God’s benevolent deeds during the 
Exodus became increasingly connected with the establish- 
ment of the cult, so much so that a Priestly command to 
“remember” (zékér) the Exodus ideologically envisioned a 
ritual response (Exod 13:3—-10). The traditions fared no 
better in the hands of Deuteronomistic historiographers; 
there the benevolent deeds of God associated with the 
Exodus became a literary (and ideological) foil against 
which to portray (stereotypically) an Israel fundamentally 
ungovernable by God (and therefore legitimately con- 
signed to human rulers and managers? cf. Judg 2:11~-12; 
1 Sam 8:8—9). With the ideological matrix of the old 
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historical prologue focusing; on the Exodus so effectively 
dismantled, what remained to instill the requisite sense of 
gratitude among the people? The prophets’ ultimate an- 
swer was to envision a new and future act of benevolence 
by God, but one that must be preceded by the dismantling 
of the political state (Jer 16:14—15). 

3. The “New Covenant.” The date and authorship of 
Jeremiah’s remarkable prophecy of a “new covenant” (Jer 
31:31-34) are controversial and probably indeterminable, 
but there is no pressing reason to doubt the traditional 
attribution to Jeremiah himself. The context and content 
of the prophecy suggest that it comes from a time shortly 
after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 B.c. See also 
NEW COVENANT. 

It should first be noted that in the ancient concepts of 
covenant the ultimate curse for breach of covenant was the 
destruction and scattering cf the body politic with which 
the covenant initially was formed. This had happened in 
586 3.c. Thus the old covenant was no more—theoreti- 
cally, there was no longer any body politic to which the 
covenant would apply. Therefore, if there was to be any 
continuity in the relationships between Yahweh and the 
former members of the bocly politic, it would have to be 
through the enactment of a new covenant with the people, 
not with a political organization through its king. 

Thus the prophecy of the new covenant actually presup- 
posed conditions much like those at the end of the LB 
Age, the time of the old Sinai covenant, in which there was 
likewise no body politic with which the covenant could be 
established. It was persons, not social organizations, who 
would receive the benefits and accept the obligations in- 
volved in the relationship with God. The “house of Judah 
and the house of Israel” (1:31) are deliberate uses of 
terminology deriving from family life, not from that of 
political institutions. 

The substance of the prophecy itself emphasizes the 
discontinuity from the old covenant traditions. There is 
barely any formal similarity to the old Sinai covenant 
structure. As always, the covenant is granted by the divine 
sovereign, but there is no historical prologue—the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem and Judal. was doubtless too painful a 
memory. Instead there is a prediction of the future acts of 
God, which consist not of the normal expectations of 
riches, territory, long life, health, and progeny, but rather 
of “forgiveness” (i.e., the restoration of a broken relation- 
ship; v 34). The restoration cf the relationship with God is 
the only benefit mentioned. There are neither oath, nor 
curses and blessings, nor witnesses, nor any of the para- 
phernalia of externally enacted covenants (deposit, public 
reading, ratification rituals, etc.). 

The single element of the Sinai old covenant retained in 
this “new covenant” is simply the stipulations (which are 
characteristically absent in divine charters). But no longer 
are they a set of prohibitions and injunctions, no code of 
laws or externally enforced and legalistically defined body 
of “commandments, statutes, and ordinances” such as 
depicted in the Deuteronomistic History. Instead the téra 
(“teaching”) of Yahweh “will be written on their hearts” 
(not on tablets of stone) and “placed in their inward parts” 
(v 33). It is a description of the complete internalization of 
the divine will that makes unnecessary the entire machin- 
ery of external enforcement. 
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Even more astonishing is the abrogation of the entire 
paraphernalia of religious indoctrination: “they shall no 
more teach each man his neighbor and each man his 
brother, saying ‘Know Yahweh’” (v 34). Instead of the 
deposit and periodic reading of the covenant text, the 
knowledge of the divine will is deposited within the con- 
science of the members of the community. Special training 
in theology, doctrine, or téré is irrelevant, since “they will 
all know me, from the least of them to the greatest. . . .” 
Thus the knowledge of God cannot be identified with the 
accumulated written corpus of prestigious scribes or theo- 
logians: the knowledge of God possessed by the most 
humble is on a par with that of the elite. The community 
thus envisioned is not one subject to human social control 
but one that can only be monitored and maintained by the 
deity himself. In this regard, the vision and hope associ- 
ated with this “new covenant” draw deeply from that 
originally associated with the old. 


F. Later Biblical “Covenants” 

1. The “Covenant” of Josiah. The narrative of Josiah’s 
reform in 2 Kings 22—23 gives considerable detail concern- 
ing not only the events leading up to it but also to the royal 
acts that ensued; however, it contains virtually nothing 
concerning the nature of the “covenant” that Josiah made 
(23:3). Nevertheless, there are sufficient details in the 
narrative to make it impossible to regard this reform as 
the basis or origin of the OT covenant tradition. To the 
contrary, it is presented not as a novum (a creative writer 
could have easily depicted a theophany in 2 Kings 22) but 
precisely as a reform, which by its very nature consists of a 
return to earlier traditions, or at least what were thought 
to be earlier traditions. 

The chain of events began with the discovery in the 
Jerusalem temple of a “Book of the Law” (séper hattéré; 
2 Kgs 22:8-10), which is also called the “Book of the 
Covenant” (séper habbérit; 2 Kgs 23:2-3). The king’s dis- 
tress upon hearing the words of the book indicates in the 
first place that the contents were previously unknown to 
him—and presumably unknown also to his whole bureauc- 
racy, since in order to authenticate the document his 
bureaucrats had to turn to an otherwise obscure wife of a 
minor functionary resident in the city, who was known to 
be a “prophetess” (22:13—14). 

The second and most important aspect of the king's 
distress is the fact that the entire procedure was carried 
out in order to escape the curses for violation of covenant 
that were evidently included in the document that had 
been found (2 Kgs 22:13). It is this fact that makes it 
impossible to regard Josiah’s action as a mere loyalty oath 
patterned after Assyrian models. The latter is the proce- 
dure by which a vassal initially becomes subject to the curses 
for disobedience. Josiah, however, learned from the “Book 
of the Covenant” that they were already subject to the 
curses because of past disobedience to a covenant that was 
currently in effect and binding (even though they had 
been ignorant of its content). To avoid the curses it is 
merely necessary to obey the stipulations, which in the 
case of the Deuteronomic law conveniently enough de- 
manded the extermination of any religiously or ritually 
based potential rival to his regime (e.g., Deut 12:1—14). 

The narrative tells us that Josiah assembled the popula- 
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tion to hear all the words of the “Book of the Covenant”: 
at first it was the elders of Judah and Jerusalem (23:1), 
then it was all the men of Judah and the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem (v 2). The king then “made a covenant” to obey 
the commands in the Book of the Law, “and all the people 
joined in the covenant” (v 3). There is nothing in the 
narrative to indicate that the procedure was a “covenant” 
other than the fact that it is labeled as such. There is no 
reference to an oath, other than that implied in the phrase 
“to make a covenant.” There is no evidence whatever of 
the old conviction that the ground for obedience was 
simple gratitude for benefits that had already been re- 
ceived; instead there is simply a concern to escape the 
curses for disobedience. There is no reference to any ritual 
or symbolic action that made the covenant binding, which 
seems to have been a requisite even in the Assyrian treaties 
of the time. All that is certain is that the king made some 
public commitment to obey the words of a document 
found in the temple, and that the people under the king 
made a similar commitment. In fact, the procedure more 
properly should be designated as a “vow,” since there are 
not two parties to the process (other than possibly the king 
and people). The evidence thus seems to justify the conclu- 
sion that in Josiah’s time “making a covenant” amounted 
to little more than the repetition of some verbal formula. 
In more modern terminology, it was simply royal legisla- 
tion made binding by royal command, but ratified in some 
way by the assembled population’s public promise to obey. 
It is small wonder that earlier Israelite traditions of cove- 
nant suffered under the pens of (Deuteronomistic) scribes 
who possessed such a limited understanding of what a 
“covenant” was. 

It is quite probable that Josiah’s reform was a politically 
inspired exploitation of an old religious tradition for the 
purpose of reestablishing old political ambitions (the em- 
pire of David) and destroying the religious institutions of 
any potential political rivals, whether of Israel in the N or 
of Judah in the S. The wholesale slaughter of the priests 
of the N shrines (23:20) is reflected in the Deuteronomistic 
concept that Moses had commanded the utter destruction 
of the pagan nations of the land (Deut 7:2, 16; 3:12—18). 
The empire of David was also marked by such wholesale 
murder of foreigners (1 Kgs 11:15—16, 24). 

It should not be surprising that the prophets at that time 
(and later) barely, if at all, mention this major religio- 
political event that was carried out by monarchic bureau- 
crats who evidently had no. real understanding of (much 
less any real commitment to) the religious tradition that 
derived from the premonarchic period. The reform was 
superficial and short-lived: after the untimely death of 
Josiah at the hands of Pharaoh Neco (the direct conse- 
quence of Josiah’s ambitious dabbling in international pol- 
itics), the situation in Jerusalem reverted to the normal 
pluralistic political ideology and policy that had existed 
previously and that in two short decades would lead inevi- 
tably to the destruction of Jerusalem and Judah, just as the 
prophets had predicted. Even more unfortunate because 
of its perpetual confusion of religion with politics, how- 
ever, was the fact that Josiah’s hybridized ideas about the 
religious foundations of ancient Israel—canonized in the 
Deuteronomistic History—became the “normative” way 
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that much of subsequent Judaism and Christianity 
(mis)understood the “Old Testament” tradition of Sinai. 

2. The “Covenant” of Nehemiah. The latest exemplar 
of a “covenant” in ancient Israel is narrated in Nehemiah 
9-10. Although most, but not all, of the motifs in this 
narrative have antecedents in earlier OT traditions, the 
entire description justifies the conclusion that with this 
episode we have entered an entirely different cultural 
world in which the underlying concepts and values of the 
old covenant of Sinai were completely foreign. 

As in the covenant of Josiah, here also it is the highest 
political autaority—Nehemiah, the governor appointed by 
the Persian Empire (10:2—Eng 10:1)—who exercises the 
initiative in the covenant making. A sort of “historical 
prologue” still appears, but in this case it is a long prayer 
by the priest Ezra, who is reminding God (!) of all his prior 
mighty acts (9:6-31). Curiously enough, with this histori- 
cal narrative (a sort of “canonical version” of the history of 
Israel beginning now, of course, with Abraham), the 
prayer combines a repeated litany of covenant violations 
derived frora the old rib structure. The major purpose of 
the historice] prologue/prayer seems to be a theodicy: to 
show that Yahweh was right in bringing all those curses 
upon the disobedient society (9:33-35), It certainly has 
nothing to co with the original purpose of historica] pro- 
logues: reminding the people of past benefits received for 
the purpose of instilling in them a sense of gratitude as 
the motivation for future obedience. 

Instead it is plainly stated that the reason for entering 
into the covenant is the fact that the Judeans’ economic 
resources were being tapped by a foreign government in 
the form of taxes (Neh 9:36-10:1—Eng 9:36—38). This 
unfortunate situation was seen to be caused by their failure 
to obey the laws of the Torah; therefore they entered into 
covenant to remedy this regrettable situation. The motiva- 
tion for the vow of obedience is thus very similar to that 
behind Josiah’s reform, though in the case of Josiah it was 
fear of future calamity that prompted the covenant to 
obey the Deuteronomic law code, while here it is the 
concern to escape continued subjugation by a foreign 
empire. In both instances the “covenants” were enurely 
political uncertakings that show concerns only for the 
political autcnomy and ethnic exclusiveness of the society 
and for the ritual necessities that accompany it (10:33— 
40—Eng 10:32-39). 

Yahweh hzd nothing to do with the entire procedure 
except to be the passive recipient of Ezra’s long reminder 
of what he had done in times gone by (the text does not 
even indicate whether God was moved to respond to this 
reminder). There are not two parties to this “covenant,” 
unless they be the governor Nehemiah and the rest of the 
people who are listed in a markedly hierarchical order of 
decreasing sccial status. Neh 10:30—Eng 10:29 states that 
the people were to “enter into a curse and an oath,” but 
no oath formula or ritual enactment is mentioned. The 
witnesses are completely absent; instead the notables of 
the time set a seal upon what seems to have been a written 
document (10:1—Eng 9:38). 

By the time of Nehemiah the evolution of the covenant 
(and of the word bérit) had run full course from the actual 
and constitut.ve foundation of a community to a theologi- 
cal concept tc little more now than a ritual form and legal 
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document. In the process the transition was also made 
from a population seeking through the acts of God a 
“better” way than that of the economically and ethically 
bankrupt political empires to a group now ambitious for 
political power and prestige, for whom deity apparently 
was (as in the LB Age) a mere symbol for the body politic, 
legitimizing both its system of enforced legal norms and 
the social functionaries wko presided over it. In some 
respects this transformation marks the end of “Israelite 
religion” (in all its complexity) and the rise of a distinctive 
and new religion called “Judaism” (which understood itself 
to be a continuation of Israelite Yahwism, and which itself 
underwent many transformations in the following centu- 
ries; see H.1 below). 


G. Other Covenant Traditions 

1. The Covenant Banquet. Eating and drinking to- 
gether has been such a universal expression of social 
solidarities of various sorts that it is not surprising to find 
common meals appearing very frequently in connection 
with the creation of covenants, both in the ANE and in the 
biblical narratives. Their specific association with cove- 
nants, however, seems to be a rather archaic cultural trait. 
In the ANE there are relterences to such eating and 
drinking in the Mari documents, interestingly enough, 
referring specifically to the partaking of bread and (pre- 
sumably) wine as well as anointing with oil as symbolic acts 
sealing important legal transactions (ARMT 8: 13). Simi- 
larly, in the problematic narrative of Genesis 14, the king 
of Salem brings forth bread and wine, though there seems 
to be little or no context for the act—the narrative is 
evidently only a fragment. 

In the LB Age the Amarna Letters include one from 
the king of Egypt to his vassal king of Amurru, vigorously 
upbraiding him for having made a covenant with an en- 
emy of the king by eating and drinking with him (EA 162: 
22-25). In Gen 26:26—33, Isaac and Abimelech made a 
nonaggression pact that is represented as a parity treaty, 
in that both swore oaths, but the oath taking is preceded 
the evening before by a feast prepared by Isaac. A similar 
treaty of peace with a related meal is described in Gen 
31:43-—54 as having been enacted by Jacob and Laban, 
where mutual nonaggression is combined with a stipula- 
tion forbidding Jacob to mistreat Laban’s daughters or 
take additional wives. 

One of the several narratives of the Sinai event seems to 
have been inspired by this kind of covenant. In Exod 24:9— 
11 seventy of the elders of Israel went up the mountain to 
eat and drink in the presence of Yahweh, “and Yahweh did 
not lay a hand on them.” The covenant with the Gibeonites 
narrated in Joshua 9 seems to have been a similar sort of 
peace covenant that was obtained by fraud and subterfuge; 
their offer of (moldy) bread and (old) wine was accepted 
by the Israelites, and the eating and the drinking seem to 
be related to the ratification of the peace covenant (vv 1 1— 
15). It is typical that the cath sworn was regarded as 
binding even though fraud was involved; instead the pact 
was downgraded from a parity treaty to a suzerainty treaty 
in which the Gibeonites became subservient. 

2. Marriage as Covenant. ‘The narrative of the covenant 
between Jacob and Laban mentioned above (Gen 31:43~ 
54) seems to combine two quite distinct acts, one of which 


I+ 1195 


involves marriage relationships. Nowhere else in ANE lit- 
erature is marriage associated with a sworn oath, although 
it is certainly the most common social institution by which 
new relationships are created. However, it is interesting to 
note Malachi’s use of the word “covenant” (Heb bérit) in 
connection with references to “the wife of (one’s) youth” 
(2:14-15). There, Yahweh is explicitly acknowledged to be 
a (third-party) “witness” between the two parties of the 
marriage, and there are clear allusions to (violated) obli- 
gations and to resultant curses (2:13). As we have seen, 
these elements also appear in LB suzerainty treaties. 

Although marriage does not correspond formally to the 
covenant structure as we know it from LB suzerainty 
treaties, it was an important metaphor for expressing 
relationships that could also be expressed in political 
terms. For example, in biblical Hebrew verbs like “love” 
(Cahab) and “know” (ydda‘) have nuances of meaning in 
both conjugal and political contexts (Moran 1963; Huff- 
mon 1966), and biblical prophets often characterized Is- 
raelite foreign policy as a series of illicit sexual relations. 
Therefore it is not surprising that, in addition to the 
suzerainty treaty analogy, the relationship between God 
and Israel was also very frequently viewed as analogous to 
that of husband and wife (Hosea 1—3; Jer 31:32; Ezekiel 
16). This metaphor continued in use not only in early 
rabbinic Judaism but also in NT Christology, where Christ 
is portrayed as “bridegroom” and the Church as “bride.” 

In conclusion, these other covenant traditions (banquets 
and marriage) are noteworthy because they demonstrate 
how pervasive covenant traditions generally were in the 
ANE, and how frequently they were utilized in any discus- 
sion or presentation of something so fundamental as 
“community” and “relationships.” 


H. Postbiblical Developments 

In the discussion on Nehemiah (see F.2 above) we noted 
that by the 5th—4th centuries B.c. the old suzerainty cove- 
nant form had been virtually forgotten; even the prophetic 
rib which was most persistent in preserving (elements of) 
that form tended to emphasize less the formal components 
of covenant than the accompanying ideological matrix. 
Thus, in moving now into a discussion of even later cove- 
nant ideas in early Judaism and early Christianity the focus 
must shift still further away from covenant forms and into 
covenant ideas; and in discussing covenant ideas, it must be 
prepared to distinguish between ideas that were largely 
symbolic and rhetorical and those that were functional and 
operational. In short, the issue now becomes the nature of 
the early Jewish and early Christian communities them- 
selves: not so much how their traditions formally preserved 
covenant ideas as how the respective communities them- 
selves were constituted with respect to those ideas. 

1. Covenant in Early Judaism. a. Preliminary Re- 
marks. Comparatively litthe work has been spent on the 
subject of covenant in early Judaism. Part of the problem 
is that by the late Hellenistic-early Roman period there 
was really no such thing as an early “Judaism” in the E 
Mediterranean world; even within Palestine there were 
numerous “Judaisms,” each claiming to be the legitimate 
continuation of the people of the God of Israel (perhaps 
one of the most sharply defined of these being the com- 
munity revealed in the sectarian documents of Qumran). 
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And yet any discussion of covenant in early Judaism cannot 
ignore the fact of this marked sectarianism; for if indeed 
covenant is a device for transcending old parochialisms 
and factions, then one may reasonably conclude that by 
the turn of the era it was no longer functioning in this 
respect. It seems largely to have been symbolic, and there 
seems to have been simply widespread disagreement as to 
what specifically it symbolized (i-e., which sect constituted 
the “true Israel” still in covenant with God?). 

Another reason for the comparative lack of study of 
covenant in early Judaism is that most scholars still seem 
reluctant to expose one major form of early Judaism— 
rabbinic Judaism—to any sort of critical “history of reli- 
gions” investigation. Perhaps there is an underlying fear 
that, because it is the antecedent of modern Judaism, such 
critical study will somehow be construed as being “anti- 
Jewish” (just as the application of this approach to the NT 
over a century ago was construed as being “anti-Chris- 
tian”); if so, the reasons for this inhibition are obvious and 
understandable. Yet if we are to do justice to the history of 
covenant we cannot avoid subjecting early Judaism to the 
same level of critical inquiry to which we have subjected 
ancient Israelite religion. However, we must recognize that 
such endeavors are still very much in their infancy, and 
for that reason we offer here in preliminary fashion some 
of the crucial issues we feel must be addressed critically in 
any future study not only of covenant in early Judaism but 
also of the nature of early rabbinic Jewish religion. 

First, there is virtually no evidence from the Second 
Temple period that the notion of “covenant” community 
was ever effective in transcending existing parochialisms. 
Indeed, the evidence to the contrary emerges as early as 
Zerubbabel’s unwillingness even to consider searching for 
“common ground” with the Samaritans, who nonetheless 
professed devotion to the Judean God (Ezra 4:1—3; note 
also the tensions with “the people of the land,” most of 
whom were fellow Judeans; see also AM HA?AREZ). The 
evidence from the Hellenistic period (books of Maccabees) 
and the Roman period (especially Josephus) goes even 
further to document how ineffective anything was for tran- 
scending the parochialisms that developed within Judaism 
itself. The point to be noted is that in fact the early Judean 
community (like most of post-Constantinian Christendom) 
was held together by a socially enforced prestige system, 
until this degenerated into competing systems within Ju- 
daism (as they eventually did within much of Christianity). 
We shall therefore focus particularly on one system, rab- 
binic Judaism, that emerged from the debacle of the Jewish 
War (A.D. 66-70). 

b. The Antecedents of Rabbinic Judaism. By tracing 
itself from Moses and Sinai through the prophets to Ezra 
and then to subsequent Pharisaic sages (m. ?Abot), rabbinic 
Judaism formally laid claim to a certain connection with 
Hebrew covenant thought. Before examining the rabbinic 
Judaism that is most closely connected with the Mishnah 
(2d century A.D.) and subsequently with the Talmud, we 
need to trace this claim backward, examining each “link” 
in this rabbinic “chain” of tradition. 

The Pharisees present a special problem owing to the 
nature of the historical sources, most of which are either 
much later (the Mishnah) or demonstrably polemical in 
tone (the NT). Since the 1960s much research has focused 
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upon the parochial character of the Pharisaic heber (‘soci- 
ety”), which seems initially to have been based on peculiar 
class interests of an economic and political sort (Finkelstein 
1962: vol. 1, esp. pp. 75—76; Neusner 1973a). It is arguable 
whether notions of “duty” (a formal equivalent to covenant 
“obligations’ ?) were taken more seriously by the Pharisees 
than by the other sects; however, there can be no doubt 
that obedience to religious law was paramount in the 
Pharisaic sect (note the Talmudic reference to “the Phari- 
see [who says,] ‘What is my duty, that I may perform it?’ ” 
[Sota 22a]). It is also noteworthy that some Pharisaic leaders 
articulated their concept of religious duty more in pro- 
phetic than ia priestly terms: Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai is 
reported to have said: “We have another atonement as 
effective as [the temple cult]. And what is it? It is acts of 
lovingkindness, as it is said, ‘For I desire mercy ancl not 
sacrifice’ ” ?/ibot R. Nat. 4; cf. Hos 6:6). 

However, Neusner (1973b, esp. pp. 24, 31) notes that for 
the most part these ideas of obligation were tied in with 
the Pharisaic sense of “purity,” which in fact was morally 
neutral and unrelated to anything “prophetic.” Finkelstein 
(1962: vol. 1, 31) underscores its parochial character by 
noting that, when Pharisees were scattered among the 
various towns and hamlets after the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem in a.p. 70, their “rules of purity meant separation 
from next-dcor neighbors, [and] refusal to mingle freely 
with fellow-vilagers.” If accurate, this suggests that, de- 
spite formal, ideological appeals to a “prophetic” sense of 
(“covenant”?) obligations to an ostensibly transcendent 
God, in practice the Pharisees were unwilling and there- 
fore unable to transcend existing socioeconomic, political, 
and ethnic parochialisms (this gap between moral vision 
and moral practice may in part account for the polemical 
charges of hypocrisy that the various rival schools within 
Pharisaism often directed at one another; cf. 6. Ber. 28a; 
Assum. Mos. 7 .4ff.; see also Matt 23:2). The religious obli- 
gations (hdlakét) were in fact simply a distinctive mark of 
“in-group” status. As both Finkelstein (1962: vol. 1, 17--20, 
266) and Neusner (1973b) point out, and as Josephus’ 
references to the Pharisees seem to confirm (JW 1.107--14, 
571; 2.16266; Ant 13.171-73, 288-98, 399-418; 17.41- 
44; 18.11—17), Pharisaic religion in general was a second- 
ary accretion to a group that was primarily constituted by 
socioeconomic and sociopolitical factors. 

Ezra is held to have been the precursor of Pharisaic (and 
subsequently rabbinic) Judaism, and in that regard he has 
often been considered a “second Moses” (b. Sanh. 21b). If 
Ezra historically played such a decisive role, then rabbinic 
Judaism was heir to many of the same sorts of social 
processes that accompanied the Nehemiah loyalty oath (see 
F2 above). In this regard it is noteworthy how in Ezra 9— 
10 the will of God—i.e., the dynamic equivalent to cove- 
nant obligations (intended originally to encourage the 
transcending of parochialisms)—has for Ezra been re- 
duced to prohibiting intermarriage (reinforcing ethnic 
parochialisms). 

The differences between this understanding of “cove- 
nant people” (an endogamous ethnic group) and that 
reflected earlier in the prophets and still earlier in the 
Sinai covenant (a unity of diverse tribes/peoples based on 
shared values) are both obvious and categorical. They 
perhaps reinforce the conclusion that the reputed links 
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between Ezra and the prophets (and Moses/Sinai) are 
largely formal and secondary and not substantive or inte- 
gral; this linkage appears to have been designed at a later 
time to enhance the prestige (and therefore the authority 
and power) of rabbinic institutions. (In antiquity the same 
technique was used by individuals to concoct personal 
genealogies.) 

Early rabbinic Judaism’s formal emphasis on the central- 
ity of the Sinai covenant can be adequately understood in 
light of early rabbinic emphasis on ethnic exclusivity. In 
the first place, early rabbinic Judaism understandably 
avoided the prophetic synthesis and reappropriation of 
the Davidic covenant (see E.2 above) that its chief rival, 
early Christianity, had embraced and interpreted in light 
of Jesus. For that reason, it is not surprising that covenant 
ideas in early rabbinic Judaism characteristically avoided 
the topics of “messianism” and the Davidic “covenant,” 
and focused instead almost exclusively on the Sinai cove- 
nant. In the second place, its understanding of the Sinai 
covenant (unlike that of the early prophets) was based 
largely on written Scripture, particularly the canonical 
Torah, which (as we have seen) depicts the Sinai covenant 
not as it really was in ancient Israel but as it was later 
(mis)understood by generations living in a much different 
(postmonarchic) social context. Chief among these distor- 
tions is the canonical sequenice itself, which regards the 
Sinai covenant (Exodus 1—20' as a subsequent event in the 
history of a community already defined earlier (Genesis 
17) in ethnic terms of blood kinship (the covenant of 
Abraham, understood to refer literally to Abraham’s bio- 
logical offspring; cf. how early Christianity embraced the 
same canonical sequence but emphasized Abraham’s im- 
portance in terms of Gen 12:3). 

In summarizing the connection between early rabbinic 
Judaism and earlier biblical covenant ideas, it seems that 
the chain of transmission in m. ?Abot 1:1 linking rabbinic 
Judaism to Moses and Mt. Sinai functioned much as the 
Davidic charter functioned in monarchic Judah: to legiti- 
mize an existing social order. The ideological matrix it 
expresses is actually drawn more from the world of divine 
charters than from the world of treaties and covenants. 
This suggests that, if rabbinic authorities realized the 
historical and functional significance of the Sinai covenant 
(and they probably did not), they chose not to embrace 
that as a practical means for self-definition and self-under- 
standing. Their covenant idea; did not function practically 
to articulate a transcendent set of values that could poten- 
tially cut across and dissolve old parochialisms as these 
ideas did in early Israel; indeed they tended to function in 
just the opposite way—to reinforce and heighten already 
existing (and increasingly ethr:ic) parochialisms. 

c. Post-Mishnaic Judaism. ‘This is perhaps underscored 
by rabbinic Judaism’s comparative inability to attract con- 
verts precisely at a time when the E Mediterranean world 
was most receptive to monotk.eism. Instead, in declaring 
the current inactivity of the Holy Spirit (Seder ‘Olam Rabbah 
30), early rabbinic Judaism seems to have denied (at least 
for the time being) the reality of any religious forces beyond 
human control operating to create relationships and com- 
munity where none had previously existed. Instead, early 
rabbinic Judaism seems to have been content to establish 
itself in terms of various (parochial) social forces operating 
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to delimit and define an already existing community (note 
the rabbinic metaphor of “building a fence around the 
Torah”). These parochial criteria certainly had great “spir- 
itual value” for specific pious Jews, and they received 
authoritative expression in the Mishnah (although the 
numerous legal norms contained therein were never re- 
garded as ends unto themselves, nor would early rabbis 
dare regard them as primarily social or cultural in func- 
tion). The triumph of parochialism (and the paramount 
importance of Genesis 17) is perhaps most obvious in the 
reduction of the term dérit (“covenant”) to mean primarily 
“circumcision”; the rabbinic need to coin a new word in its 
place to refer to the Exodus “pact” between God and Israel 
(Talmudic déyaytigi, loan word from Gk diathéké) is evidence 
that the functional significance of “covenant” had been 
largely replaced by other concerns. In this context, “cove- 
nant” was hardly an operating reality that created com- 
munity by transcending old parochialisms but was itself 
merely a formal, ritual demarcation of a particular existing 
group. 

There is little doubt that formal covenant imagery con- 
tinued to be valued within “orthodox” Jewish circles, and 
that one’s religious obligations continued to be verbalized 
in prophetic terms as obedience to a transcendent God (cf. 
especially 6. Mak. 23b—24a, quoted in Hertzberg 1962: 72— 
73). However, these obligations were now promulgated 
within a context that insisted that the orthodox Jewish 
“circle” be clearly (and ritually) circumscribed. In short, 
“covenant” was largely symbolic in early Judaism (i.e., a 
formal part of the tradition), although no doubt for some 
pious individuals it was a very meaningful symbol insofar 
as it attempted to inspire Jews to obey an ostensibly tran- 
scendent God. In the Talmud (b. Yebam. 47a—b) there is an 
interesting passage about people who convert to Judaism 
at times when Jews are being persecuted, a passage that 
implies certain latent covenant forms: the proselyte must 
first admit that he is not worthy (a statement that perhaps 
implies he has received some undeserved benefit?), then 
he is instructed in the lighter and more stringent com- 
mandments (obligations), and informed about rewards 
and punishments that follow from obedience/disobedience 
(blessings/curses). In lieu of an oath, he is circumcised and 
later ritually immersed. Despite the apparent survival of 
old covenant forms, one would have to note that the entire 
procedure is done in a setting where commandments have 
a clear social control function, and where circumcision 
becomes a marker of in-group status. Thus, covenant 
seems to remain largely symbolic. 

The diversity within Judaism, of course, continues to the 
present; indeed, in the West even most Jews have repudi- 
ated as too parochial the rabbinic Judaism manifested in 
the Mishnah and Talmud. In this regard, a significant issue 
has been conflicting Jewish understandings about the na- 
ture of its covenant with God (Hertzberg 1962: 37-45). 
Consequently, some Jews have felt it possible to assimilate 
into a larger pluralistic community without feeling that 
they have severed their “covenant” bonds to a transcendent 
God. (This, of course, assumes that such Jews still believe 
in God; Jewish atheism is another modern Western para- 
dox, perhaps suggesting that the orthodox forms of Juda- 
ism were actually counterproductive in their efforts to 
communicate transcendent values.) Indeed, some Jewish 
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writers (e.g., Feuerlicht 1983) have recently argued that 
Diaspora and assimilation have been positive experiences 
(cf. Jer 29:7), enabling Jews to reclaim both the essentially 
moral character of (Israelite) religious obligations and the 
(prophetic) vision of a world universally committed to 
those obligations (cf. Isa 2:2—4). 

Perhaps it is no coincidence that, in the West for exam- 
ple, a noteworthy number of Jews have been some of the 
most outspoken advocates for cultural pluralism. As such 
they have been in the vanguard of efforts to enact the 
same sort of “ideological matrix” found in the early Isra- 
elite covenant (i.e., a broad human community united by 
shared commitments to transcendent moral values). Often 
at some personal risk they have played instrumental roles 
in such “liberal” causes as the civil rights movement; more 
recently, a few have even become the most outspoken 
advocates of justice for the Palestinians (and not surpris- 
ingly their efforts have been met with hostile opposition 
from Zionists for whom the state of Israel has become the 
ultimate concern). Nevertheless, such Western “liberal” 
Jewish commitments to pluralism and justice—regardless 
of how compelling they may or may not be to others in the 
West—may well be a functioning survival of premonarchic 
covenant ideas insofar as they embody the same hopes and 
expectations of the premonarchic Israelite villagers: 
namely, the value and dignity of persons regardless of 
their social and economic status or ethnic background, the 
predictability that follows from reciprocity and fairness in 
their interrelationships, and the reliability of the peace 
that would result (cf. Isa 32:17). 

2. Covenant in Early Christianity. Just as our treatment 
of early Jewish covenant ideas focused on the best-known 
form of early Judaism—‘“rabbinic Judaism” associated with 
the Mishnah and Talmud—so our treatment of early 
Christian covenant ideas will focus only on the best-known 
form of early Christianity—so called “apostolic Christian- 
ity” associated with the canonical OT and NT. The subject 
of covenant ideas in other early (especially gnostic) forms 
of Christianity will not be discussed here, although it 
should be pointed out that their dependence on other 
“scriptures” and other intellectual wellsprings signals that 
“covenant” was likely not a significant metaphor by which 
these early “Christian” groups understood their relation- 
ship to God and to Jesus. 

a. Covenant and Sacrament. The first and most impor- 
tant context within which we encounter covenant ideas in 
the NT are the texts recounting the Last Supper Jesus had 
with his disciples (Matt 26:26-29 and parallels; cf. 1 Cor 
11:23-25). In all the NT traditions concerning the Eucha- 
rist (except John, of course) it is reported that Jesus gave a 
cup of wine to his disciples, identifying it as the “covenant” 
or “new covenant.” Here the NT tradition seems to be 
making some deliberate and conscious connection with 
older covenant traditions (especially Jer 31:31—34). 

The subsequent ritual celebration of the Eucharist (or 
“Lord’s Supper”) that arose in conjunction with this Last 
Supper tradition became a fundamental (and perhaps even 
a definitive) feature of early Christian gatherings. Around 
A.D. 112, Pliny the Younger, writing to the Roman emperor 
Trajan, who was interested in keeping informed of the 
spread of the Christian movement, reported that the inter- 
rogation of a captured Christian yielded the information 
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that Christians gathered se sacramento obstringere, “to bind 
themselves by an oath.” The reference is almost certainly 
to the Eucharist ritual, which perhaps as early as the Ist 
century was already being identified as a sacramentum, 
“sacrament.” Although the English equivalent “sacrament” 
has subsequently come to mean “having a sacred character 
or mysterious meaning” (and perhaps it meant such in 
early Christian mystery sects), the Latin sacramentum at the 
time of the early Church referred to a soldier’s oath of 
loyalty to the Roman emperor. 

Thus, a vast number of early Christians seem to have 
understood the Eucharist in some context associated with 
oath taking, specifically oath taking with respect to 
“Christ” (i.e., Jesus), whose interests were understood to 
transcend those of the Roman Empire (hence Trajan’s 
concern). There was indeed widespread and growing dis- 
illusionment with the Roman Empire by the Ist century 
(not unlike the disillusionment with imperial powers that 
existed during the LB/early Iron Age transition), and it is 
in that context that we must note the growing body of 
diverse peoples throughout the E Mediterranean world 
who were now participating in this eucharistic rite and 
identifying themselves as “Christians” (followers of 
“Christ”). The Roman persecution of Christians indicates 
that Roman imperial officials took a dim view of their 
subjects’ swearing oaths of loyalty to anyone but the em- 
peror, although it is equally clear from the historical 
sources that the Christians were categorically different 
from those power groups seeking politically to unseat the 
Roman Empire (cf. Rom 13:1—7). 

This brings us back to the late developments in ANE 
thought when covenants had come to be regarded primar- 
ily as “loyalty oaths.” No doubt this formal similarity be- 
tween Iron Age Near Eastern, Roman imperial, and early 
Christian concepts of “covenant” facilitated the communi- 
cation of early Christianity in the non-Palestinian environ- 
ment of Mediterranean civilization. However, it would be a 
grave mistake to conclude (as Roman bureaucrats appar- 
ently did) that this formal similarity to political/military 
loyalty oaths explains the early Christian understanding of 
covenant. 

There is no doubt that, in addition to the formal similar- 
ity to Iron Age loyalty oaths, the Christian Eucharist has 
significant formal connections to other ANE covenant 
motifs (see Herion 1982). First, its utilization of bread and 
wine is relevent not just because of general associations 
with covenant banquet imagery (see G.! above). Bread and 
wine appear in ancient Mari in connection with the reso- 
lution of enmity and the restoration of personal relation- 
ships, and they were associated with the internalization of a 
vassal’s obligations in the Assyrian loyalty oaths: “Just as 
bread and wine enter the intestines, so may the [gods] let 
this oath enter your intestines” (ANET, 539). 

Second, some of the Semitic terminology used in the 
Last Supper narrative (reflected in Gk translation) betrays 
patterns of thought also attested in early biblical and ANE 
sources. Specifically, the noteworthy appearance of the 
word “rememlsrance” (Gk anamnésis) has a significance in 
Semitic languages (root zkr) that is lacking in Greek (and 
in English). In the Code of Hammurapi the root zkr often 
means “to swear,” and this root seems to convey that 
meaning in 2 Sam 14:11 (RSV “invoke”); its cognate is still 
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used with this sense in modern village Arabic. The verb 
“to remember” in the context of (the new) covenant there- 
fore does not mean merely “to call to mind”; it implies 
recalling some benefit received (in this case the atoning 
death of Jesus) as a basis for present and future action and 
decision making. In this we see the revival of the central 
motif in the ideological matrix of the Sinai covenant (and 
the earlier LB treaties): the basis for a covenant relation- 
ship is the grateful recognition and response to the receipt 
of an undeserved favor. 

Third, the identification of the bread and wine with the 
body and blood of Christ (“this is my body/blood”) in turn 
made possible the identification of the disciples (who eat 
and drink it) with the sacrificial victim (cf. Gal 2:20). This 
has a clear connection with the Iron Age treaties wherein 
the animal sacrificed is stated specifically to be not a 
sacrificial animal but the vassal being placed under the 
loyalty oath (cf. “this is the head/shoulder/etc. of Mat?ilu,” 
ANET, 532-33). What is certain is that a central metaphor 
by which the early Church identified itself was “the body 
of Christ” (Rom 12:4—5; 1 Corinthians 12), and its individ- 
ual members understood themselves to be the embodi- 
ments of the spirit of Christ (1 Cor 6:15ff.; 2 Cor 4:10-— 
11). The “fruit” of this spirit that they were to manifest in 
their lives was typically those things that make it possible 
for a diverse body of people to live together in a commu- 
nity that transcends the typical culturally proscribed, pa- 
rochial bases of social morale (Gal 5:22—25). In this re- 
spect, in contrast with the contemporaneous early rabbinic 
Judaism, there was no codification of culturally bound 
norms and practices to govern or regulate the behavior of 
persons in the community (and subsequent attempts to 
import such norms, whether Jewish or Greco-Roman, were 
met with strong resistance [Acts 15; Galatians, esp. 3:3)). 

In the centuries prior to Constantine, when there was 
no social reward but often the threat of persecution and 
possible death for identifying oneself as a Christian, the 
Eucharist by and large could have been little else but the 
Participants’ sacramentum (“oath”) in which they actually 
submitted to the lordship of Christ (i.e., to a transcendent, 
extra-social authority; the “kingdom of God”). This “sub- 
mission” occurred not merely at the intangible “spiritual” 
level or simply at the “liturgical” level—both of which 
Rome would probably have tolerated—but at the tangible 
level of ethics and values finding expression in the social 
realm of interpersonal relations. In short, participation in 
the ritual was an “index” of submission to the transcendent 
lordship of Christ (on “indexical” rituals whereby partici- 
pants transmit information about their own current phys- 
ical, psychic, or sometimes social states, see Rappaport 
1979, esp. pp. 179ff.). This would have been a concern to 
imperial officials, who would understandably want to mon- 
itor such a movement closely. 

In other words, few Christians in those early centuries 
could have consumed the bread and wine unless they also 
really and tangibly became constituted as Christ's body in 
the world (i.e., they were, in fact, subject to something that 
transcended the interests of the major political powers of 
their day, or else they would not have taken the risks 
associated with being recognized as “Christians”). Thus, as 
in early Israel, the “new covenant” was a socially enacted 
historical reality that brought into existence a pluralistic 
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community of people from diverse ethnic backgrounds 
who were united by their commitment to some basic, 
transcendent values identified with “Christ.” (The connec- 
tion between this development and the OT hopes for the 
“ingathering of the gentiles” was not lost upon the early 
Church.) 

The situation was, of course, radically reversed when 
Christianity (especially the church at Rome) became sys- 
tematically associated with the institutions of political 
power after the time of Constantine. Under those very 
different social and historical circumstances, participation 
in the Christian Eucharist quickly became less constitutive 
of anything and became much more symbolic in nature. In 
other words, there were now tangible social rewards for 
participation in the Eucharist, and the distinction between 
a pledge of loyalty to a transcendent Christ and a pledge 
of loyalty to the temporal (but now “Christian”) emperor 
in Rome became increasingly fuzzy. At the very least, the 
ritual was now an “index” of little more than the partici- 
pants’ acceptance of the rule of the new, “Christianized” 
Roman Empire, which could not be identical to the rule of 
Christ (on “symbolic” ritual and how it facilitates deception 
and hypocrisy, see Rappaport 1979). 

In the following centuries the original meaning of the 
eucharistic sacramentum was entirely forgotten, and in- 
creasingly it came to be viewed either as a mysterious and 
mystical “communion” with Christ, or (particularly for the 
laity) as a sacrificial ritual that served to heighten the 
sanctity (and the authority) of the presiding priestly hier- 
archy. Despite its claim to transcendence, the bloody his- 
tory that followed indicates that in practice Christianity by 
and large had now become the (parochial) handmaid serv- 
ing the advance of Western culture. 

b. OT Covenant Motifs in the NT. The preceding dis- 
cussion of the covenantal associations of the Eucharist has 
begged the fundamentally important question: what ex- 
actly was this “Christ” with whom the early Christians 
identified themselves? The creation of the gospel genre 
seems, in part, designed to answer this question by pre- 
senting to the reader the identity and activity of Jesus of 
Nazareth, who was claimed to be the Messiah (or Christ) of 
Israel. From these narratives it is fundamentally clear that, 
while Jesus claimed for himself the title “king,” Christians 
did not regard this as a political claim (John 18:36; suppos- 
edly “historical” studies claiming that Jesus was a political 
revolutionary have proven entirely unconvincing). Thus, a 
sacramentum taken with respect to Christ could not legiti- 
mately signal any movement of those ambitious for politi- 
cal power and prestige (Matt 5:5). 

The complex issue of the historical Jesus need not detain 
us here, since our main object of study is early Christianity. 
However, we must point out that the entire NT tradition 
points to some very important substantive connections with 
the type of suzerainty treaty exhibited in the Sinai cove- 
nant. Those connections, however, are not the external, 
formal continuities that can be easily traced with the stan- 
dard scholarly methods that compare and classify phe- 
nomena in terms of formal features and surface character- 
istics. For that reason, this tradition must be explicated in 
terms of its underlying ideological matrix, and not in 
terms of any formal covenant elements (which were al- 
ready being atomized at least as early as the writings of the 
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Deuteronomistic Historian). Scholars dependent upon 
methods of formal classification have sometimes been 
quick to (mis)understand the formal “new”-ness of Chris- 
tianity as indicating its fundamental unrelatedness to ear- 
lier Hebrew religion. Indeed, comparatively few of the 
superficial “forms” of Israelite religion are present in early 
Christianity (as they are in rabbinic Judaism, whose contin- 
ued reverence for the Hebrew language and onomastics, 
the rite of circumcision, the levitical dietary laws, and the 
liturgical calendar insured at least the formal appearance 
of continuity with [certain aspects of] Israelite religion). 
But early Christian community and thought each reflect 
sometimes subtle links with OT covenant traditions, and to 
appreciate this requires a scholarly sensitivity to something 
other than formal characteristics. It also probably requires 
the assumption that the historical Jesus played some role 
in articulating those old covenant traditions in a new 
idiom, although it is highly doubtful that even he under- 
stood the Sinai covenant in the formal terms of suzerainty 
treaty elements. 

(1) Identification and Historical Prologue. The con- 
stant and crucial issue of the identification of the covenant 
giver is a good case in point. As the Eucharist tradition 
indicates, the early Church unquestionably understood 
this to be Jesus himself. The gospel traditions presenting 
the person and deeds of Jesus of Nazareth assert the same 
thing, but in a more roundabout way. There, as in the 
Sinai covenant tradition (Exod 20:2), the identification of 
the covenant giver is integrally linked to the historical 
prologue: it is achieved through a narrative of “benevolent 
deeds” performed, not merely a heaping up of titles and 
epithets. The importance of this is evident in Matt 11:2—6, 
where John the Baptist asks Jesus, “Are you he who is to 
come, or shall we look for another?” The answer indeed 
identifies Jesus as such by quoting the manifestations of 
deity envisioned in the book of Isaiah (35:5-6; 61:1; cf. 
Luke 4:16-21). In other words, Jesus does the things that 
God does. It is significant that this is a functional rather 
than a formal identification, and perhaps is based on old 
concepts that tended to view the Messiah as servant (1 Kgs 
12:7) rather than powerful overlord (1 Kgs 12:11; cf. Matt 
20:25—28 = Mark 10:42—45; Mendenhall 1986). 

Thus, it appears that already during his historical min- 
istry Jesus’ identity was being linked to the tangible “benev- 
olent deeds” he was seen to perform (especially the mirac- 
ulous healings). However, for the early Christians who 
lived with the knowledge of Jesus’ death and resurrection 
(which for them was a historical reality, not a metaphysical 
proposition), the most important “benevolent deed” per- 
formed by the covenant giver was intangible: the atone- 
ment, Jesus’ offering of himself for the removal of sin and 
guilt. This suggests at least a formal connection with the 
prophecy of the “new covenant” in Jeremiah 31, where the 
forgiveness of sins is the only act of benevolence men- 
tioned. (It is debatable whether the historical Jesus under- 
stood himself to be such an “intangible” [i.e., post-mortem] 
benefit to his followers.) 

In sharp contrast to the use of the historical narrative in 
the prayer of Ezra, where God is supposed to remember 
his past deeds performed for the benefit of the corporate 
body Israel (Nehemiah 9), the historical narrative consti- 
tuting the gospels emphasizes the direct and immediate 
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benefits that God in Christ bestows on individuals. This 
understanding of historical events as acts of God that 
furnish the foundation for a lasting relationship is one of 
the most striking features of the formative period in early 
Christianity, and it constitutes a tangible reintroduction of 
the most furrdamental religious feature of the OT tradi- 
tion; namely, that a covenant relationship with God is 
based on the receipt of a prior and undeserved act of 
deliverance (whether physically from the grip of Pharaoh, 
or metaphysically from the grip of sin and death). 

(2) Stipulations. The notion of covenant stipulations 
was subjected to a most important transformation in the 
NT traditions, or at least what appears to be a “transfor- 
mation” with respect to postbiblical and early rabbinic 
Jewish traditions equating covenant stipulations with writ- 
ten (and oral) “law.” But what on first glance appears to be 
a “transformation” was in fact a way of recovering and 
returning to early and authentic OT covenant traditions. 
As in the case of the historical prologue, there was a two- 
stage development: the first stage associated with the life 
and teaching of the historical Jesus, and the second associ- 
ated with the understandings subsequently reflected in 
early Christian traditions. 

Any understanding of Jesus’ notion of religious “obliga- 
tion” (cf. Pharisaic “duty”) must begin by recognizing that 
for several centuries before Jesus there had been no una- 
nimity amonz Palestinian Jews—indeed, there had been 
outright hostilities culminating in civil war—over who had 
the authority to define and enforce the law of God. It is 
therefore neither unusual nor surprising to find in the 
teachings of Jesus (and in the gospel narratives) polemical 
statements directed against most of the prestigious and 
ambitious Jewish power blocs of the time (Sadducees, 
scribes, and Pharisees). As a growing number of scholars 
are beginning to concede, this has nothing to do with 
“anti-Semitism” but rather emphasizes that the early 
Christian movement was an inner-Jewish phenomenon (and 
as such participated fully in inner-Jewish polemics). The 
necessary corollary to this hostile polemic is the fact that 
Jesus of Nazareth and the early Christian movement had 
no ideology for, and no intention to engage in, the centu- 
ries-old power struggle among Palestinian Jewry (Matt 
20:25~—27). As in the early Iron Age, the rule (“kingdom”) 
of God was a reality that had nothing to do with the usual 
paraphernalia of social and political organizations that 
were based on little more than coercive force. 

Jesus apparently did have a strong respect for the com- 
mandments (Matt 5:17—20). He was no libertarian, and in 
the Sermon on the Mount—as elsewhere throughout the 
gospel traditions—Jesus is consistently portrayed as a 
“commanding” personality speaking in the imperative. It 
has long been noted that the essence of Jesus’ teaching is 
not to advocate relaxing—much less abolishing—the Law 
(which subsequently became Paul’s position) but rather 
just the opposite: to advocate a more stringent observation 
of the Law: “You therefore must be perfect as your Father 
in heaven is perfect” (Matt 5:48; cf. 5:20!). Of course, since 
no one can attain such perfection the net rhetorical effect 
of Jesus’ teaching ironically is to condemn in advance 
anyone who seeks to earn covenant blessings by faithful 
adherence to the stipulations of the Law (which is a struc- 
tural premise of the “old covenant” tradition). But while 
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subsequent Christians, particularly Paul, used this as the 
basis for the classic Law/faith dichotomy (and for proclaim- 
ing the end of the “old covenant”), Jesus himself seems to 
have absolutized the Law for different—but reciprocally 
interrelated—reasons. 

In the first place, he removed religious obligations from 
the realm of social monitoring and enforcement: thus, his 
absolutized redefinition of the commandments against kill- 
ing (Matt 5:21-26) and adultery (5:27—30) effectively re- 
moves them from the realm of human monitors and 
sociopolitical authorities. In short, the concept of religious 
obligation could no longer be indirectly linked to the 
perfect will of God through a verbal listing of do’s and 
don'ts that can be managec and overseen by imperfect 
human authorities. 

In the second place, in exhorting to absolute moral 
perfection, Jesus now linked the concept of religious obli- 
gation directly to the character of God. In short, he advo- 
cated a total and complete commonality of interests be- 
tween suzerain and vassal, and in so doing he 
(unknowingly) reasserted part of the ideological matrix of 
the LB treaties. The issue is not just reciprocity (“Do unto 
others as you would have them do unto you”); rather, it is 
the recognition that the ultimate character of one’s reli- 
gious obligations proceeds from the character of God as 
revealed in God’s benevolent deeds (his “grace”), not as 
revealed in God’s law (1 John 4:11). To state it covenantally, 
the ultimate will of the sovereign is manifested more 
deeply in the character of him whose benevolent deeds are 
recounted in the historical prologue than in him whose 
words are recorded in the stipulations. To put it more 
bluntly, God’s actions (chara ter) speak truer and deeper 
than God’s words (will) (a point Jesus himself seems to 
make in Matt 19:3—9). 

There is here the recognition that in the ongoing quest 
for a truly “blessed” community, the behavior of individ- 
uals ultimately must correspond directly to the “blessings” 
they have already received («nd not to some impersonal 
codification of laws, statutes, :nd ordinances). The notion 
that the Christian’s obligations should mirror past benefits 
is reflected in many NT traditions which define Christian 
“duty” in terms of what Jesus did: forgive, forsake worldly 
goods, preach, teach, heal (even raise the dead!), take up a 
cross, die. If the “new covenant” should require a “new 
commandment,” such is given in John 13:34. What is 
significant about this is the context, definition, and exam- 
ple given for “love”—“. . . even as I have loved you.” “Love” 
(the stipulation of the covenant) is not codified in words 
but is rather defined by example, more specifically, by the 
example of a benefit received (“the Word become flesh”). 
This suggests a return to the same ideological matrix as 
the prophets, who, like Jesus, understood obligations in 
absolute moral terms and were likewise considered to be 
threats to the social authorities, who reserved for them- 
selves the right to define, interpret, and enforce obliga- 
tions. 

(3) Deposit, Witnesses, Curses and Blessings. The pro- 
vision for deposit and pericdic public reading in one 
respect was almost irrelevant in early Christianity, since 
there was no material object to deposit. But in another 
respect, certainly related to the “new covenant” vision of 
the internalization of the covenant (Jer 31:33), the early 
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Church seems to have developed notions that the “cove- 
nant” was deposited within the believer. 

The list of witnesses was also subject to drastic transfor- 
mation of a most curious and almost inexplicable sort. 
Originally the witnesses were supposed to enforce the 
covenant stipulations by bringing to bear the covenant 
curses, including the death penalty. In the NT from the 
earliest time the “witness” is the “martyr” (Gk martus, 
“witness”) who is put to death as a result of adhering (and 
thereby testifying) to the truth of the faith. 

The formula of blessings and curses also underwent 
significant transformation. As was true also of pre-Chris- 
tian Judaism, the rewards and punishments meted out by 
God were to be realized in the “world to come”; the 
importance of this is very important to early Christianity 
as can be seen from the significant role that eschatology 
plays in early Christian thought. In addition to the eschat- 
ological meting out of rewards and punishments in the 
final judgment, blessings and curses are certainly con- 
nected to the “power of the keys” (Matt 16:13—20). The 
terms translated “binding” and “loosing” have meaning 
primarily in the ANE context of imposing, and freeing 
from, a curse. (It is not surprising that after the time of 
Constantine the Roman church—identifying itself with 
Peter—claimed for itself this power. In this regard, we see 
the Matthew 16 text being used as a sort of “divine charter” 
to legitimize the authority of the Roman priestly hierarchy, 
an authority that in reality had been conferred on it by 
imperial concordat.) The several references to the anath- 
ema, especially in the letters of Paul, probably bear on this 
same theme, but as in Matt 18:18 and perhaps a parallel 
in John 20:23 this is not a power given to an authority but 
is rather a characteristic of the community of the faithful. 

c. Summary. At precisely the same time that rabbinic 
Judaism was “building a fence around the Torah” (and 
rationalizing such by a general appeal to the OT covenant 
tradition), apostolic Christianity was expanding. In early 
rabbinic Judaism, “covenant” was largely a formal or sym- 
bolic dogmatic concept that gave meaning mainly to those 
already within a group whose base of solidarity and cohe- 
sion was primarily ethnic. In early apostolic Christianity, 
on the other hand, “covenant” was largely a socially en- 
acted historical reality that accompanied sufficient func- 
tional changes in old patterns of behavior so as to rupture 
old ethnic and political bases of social solidarity and cohe- 
sion and to replace these with a larger vision of the human 
community. Certainly the tenor here was initially set by 
Jesus himself, who not only sought relationships with peo- 
ple who were outside the “proper” cultural boundaries 
(e.g., eating with tax collectors and sinners), but also chal- 
lenged the religious legitimacy of those boundaries (e.g., 
sabbath observance). In this we see the reappearance of 
the same ideological matrix found in the Sinai covenant 
and prophetic faith: that religious community can cut 
across old parochialisms and need not be defined in terms 
of legal norms backed up by coercive power. 

The entire covenant complex of NT thought that has 
been only briefly sketched here illustrates the complete 
internalization of the ethic of the rule of God, ideally 
envisioned (but imperfectly realized) in the Sinai suze- 
rainty treaty and so frequently pleaded for (largely in vain) 
by the OT prophets (Ezek 36:26-27). At the same time, 
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this ethic became freed from the cultural parochialism and 
political arrogation that inevitably accompanies a defined 
code of norms and laws. It is clear enough that not all 
Christians (just as not all early Israelites) succeeded in 
grasping these points, as illustrated by the reversion to a 
canon law system in later centuries. In that respect, one 
could argue that even today the ability of most people to 
grasp the significance of what it means to be in a “cove- 
nant” relationship with a transcendent “God” has ad- 
vanced little from the LB Age. Nevertheless, the radical 
transformation that constituted the early Christian Church 
remains an excellent example of what can happen when 
new wine is put into old bottles. 


I. Conclusion 

Because “covenant” is a central biblical metaphor for the 
relationship between God and his people, it is not surpris- 
ing that the attempts of biblical theologians to find a 
thematic “center” (Mitte) of the Bible invariably return 
time and again to the subject of covenant, or to some 
particular aspect of covenant. But as long as theologians 
conceive their task as primarily elucidating biblical “ideas,” 
they will continue to miss the fundamental significance of 
covenant in the biblical tradition. Covenant is not an “idea” 
to be embraced in the mind, and therefore religious com- 
munity cannot be defined with respect to “orthodox” ap- 
praisals of that idea. Covenant is an “enacted reality” that 
is either manifested in the concrete choices individuals 
make, or not. The rule of God ts defined with respect to 
those whose concrete choices arise out of certain positive 
values that actually transcend culturally bound norms and 
politically enforced laws. 

Similarly, as long as biblical scholars remain content to 
deal with covenant “ideas” in terms of formal elements 
and rigidly defined categories, most of the matrix of ideas 
associated with covenant will remain unnoticed and unap- 
preciated. Covenant form was apparently never that im- 
portant anywhere in antiquity: even for the LB Hittites it 
was merely a device for communicating values envisioning 
human relationships proceeding along some moral plane 
higher than coercive force. 
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GEORGE E. MENDENHALL 
Gary A. HERION 


COVET, COVETOUSNESS. See WANTING AND 
DESIRING. 


COWARDICE. See VIRTUE/VICE LISTS. 


COZBI (PERSON) [Heb kozdi]. A Midianite woman of 
high birth who engaged in an illicit activity with an Israel- 
ite, Zimri ben Salu (Num 25:15, 18). As a result, the priest 
Phinehas killed them both in a show of zealous fidelity to 
the Lord, thus staying a plague that had broken out in 
Israel. The mame is from Akk kuzbu, kuzabu, “voluptuous, 
sexually vigorous,” though likely understood by Israelites 
to derive from Heb kazab, “deceitful.” Some mss of the 
Sam. Pent. read kozbit. 

Scholars debate the nature of Cozbi’s offense. Was it a 
matter of mixed marriage, adultery, cultic prostitution, or 
some other form of apostasy? Mendenhall (1973: 110-16) 
reconstructs a multiphase ritual, including having sexual 
relations with “outsiders,” which would alleviate plague. 
Accordingly, Cozbi’s offense was enticing Zimri, through a 
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sexual act, into covenant infidelity by trusting in the “tried 
and true” ritual methods of the past rather than in the 
faithfulness of Israel’s God. More radically, Reif (1971: 
205) has argued that the phrase 7el gdbatah in v 8 does not 
refer to physical anatomy (“in her belly,” etc.) but rather 
to locale (“in her shrine”). According to Reif, Cozbi was 
engaged by Zimri as a diviner and was installed in a qubbah 
or tent shrine to divine a means of ending the plague. In 
its present form the story serves the priestly redactor by 
legitimating the priesthood of Phinehas. For further dis- 
cussion see Numbers WBC. 


Bibliography 
Mendenhall, G. 1973. The Tenth Generation. Baltimore. 
Reif, S. C. 1971. What Enraged Phinehas?—A Study of Numbers 
25:8. JBL 90: 200-6. 
Ropney R. HUTTON 


COZEBA (PLACE) {Heb 4éz2ba?]. Listed in the genealogy 
of Judah, Cozeba is the habitation of some of the sons of 
Shelah (1 Chr 4:22). Of the whole list of sons of Shelah, 
only Mareshah, in the Shephelah, is identified with cer- 
tainty as Tel Sandahannah (M.R. 140111; LBHG, 248). 
Occupation of the Shephelah by the children of Shelah is 
suggested by the place narnes (‘Adullam, modern esh- 
Sheikh Madhkir [M.R. 150117] and Timnah, modern Tel 
el-Batashi [M.R. 141132]) that appear connected with him 
in Gen 38:1-14. Furthermore, in this passage, Shelah’s 
birthplace is presented as Chezib (Heb kézib), a possible 
variation of Cozeba. Mareshih also appears in Josh 16:44 
along with Keilah (modern Khirbet Qila [M.R. 150113)) 
and Achzib as cities in the Shephelah that belong to the 
tribe of Judah. Achzib (Heb ‘akzib), which has been identi- 
fied with Chezib and Cozeba (EncMigr 1: 278), has been 
identified with modern Tel el-Beida (M.R. 145116; Elliger 
1934: 124), where remains from both the Iron Age I and 
Iron Age II have been found (HGB, 385). Though other 
site locations have been posited, such as Khirbet Kiivayziba 
(M.R. 164112; Press 1952: 4’70) and Khirbet ed-Dilb (M.R. 
164112; IDB 1: 724), the preferable site identification for 
Cozeba is this location in the Shephelah. 
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CRAFTSMEN, VALLEY OF (PLACE) [Heb 
gé haharasim). This location is mentioned in Neh 11:35 as 
part of a list of communities settled by the survivors of the 
tribe of Benjamin after their return from the Babylonian 
Exile. All the towns which can be identified in the list are 
located to the N and W of Jerusalem, in the old tribal 
territories of Dan and Ephraim, as well as in that of 
Benjamin itself. 

Since the Valley of Craftsmen is listed along with Lod 
(M.R. 140151) and Ono (M.R. 137159) in Neh 11:35, it is 
possible that the area was located in one of the valleys to 
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the E of those communities (GP, 405), although there is 
not sufficient evidence for a precise location to be deter- 
mined. The portion of the list in which the Valley of 
Craftsmen appears is not included in the LXX. Simons 
(GTTOT, 390) notes that in the Talmud the term is used 
for the cities Lod and Ono. 

A similar term, Heb gé? harasim, occurs in 1 Chr 4:14 as 
one of the descendants of Kenaz, so named “because they 
were craftsmen.” Myers (1 Chronicles AB, 29) has argued 
that the two references cannot be separated, noting that 
many scholars recognize that many of the people in the 
list in Chronicles are, in fact, toponyms. Aharoni (LBHG, 
245) notes that the LXX reads Rechab for the Rechah of 1 
Chr 4:12, and therefore he links the sons of Kenaz with 
the Kenites, who were known as smiths in antiquity. Ahar- 
oni, following Glueck (1940: 23), located the Valley of 
Craftsmen in the region of Jordan to the SE of the Dead 
Sea, along with the Irnasash (Khirbet en-Nashas, M.R. 
190010) mentioned in 1 Chr 4:12. Both scholars felt that 
the copper deposits of the area make that region a likely 
location for a community of smiths. 

While it is true the many of the Kenites and Kenizzites 
may have been smiths, it seems impossible to associate the 
references to a Valley of Craftsmen in Nehemiah 11 and 1 
Chronicles 4. The passage in Nehemiah clearly refers to a 
postexilic settlement, and there is no evidence to support 
a contention that any of the returnees of that period 
inhabited the region SE of the Dead Sea. The context of 1 
Chronicles 4 has no direct link to the period of the Second 
Temple. In addition, neither is the term “craftsmen” re- 
stricted to smith or metal worker, making the copper 
deposits in the Wadi Arabah irrelevant, nor is there any 
indication in 1 Chronicles 4 that the passage is in any way 
connected with the region around Lod and Ono. If the 
term in | Chronicles 4 is a place name, it should be treated 
independently from the toponym in Nehemiah 11. 
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CRATES (PERSON) [Gk Kratés]. Seleucid commander 
of the citadel in Jerusalem, appointed by Sostratus to 
command the Cyprian troops in his absence. Crates was 
appointed as diadochos, which can mean either viceroy (cf. 
2 Chr 28:7) or deputy. Deputy seems the obvious meaning 
from the context. Goldstein questions the significance of 
Crates in this passage and suggests that Jason of Cyrene, 
whose work was abridged by the author of 2 Macc, had 
treated Crates in greater detail (1 Maccabees AB, 237). 
That Crates commanded Cyprian troops despite the fact 
that Cyprus was a Ptolemaic province is not surprising. 
Launey noted that Cypriots played a minor role in Helle- 
nistic armies as mercenaries (1949: 487-89). 
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CRAWLING AND CREEPING THINGS. Gen- 


erally small land animals such as rodents, reptiles, and 
insects, as well as water animals and flying insects. 


CREEDS, EARLY CHRISTIAN 


The Hebrew Bible uses two essentially synonymous roots 
to describe these animals: srs and rms. The noun Seres 
usually refers to any smali land animal such as small 
rodents, reptiles, and insects (Gen 7:21; Lev 5:2; Lev 
11:29, 31, 41, 42, 43, 44; cf. 22:5), but also to water animals 
(Gen 1:20; Lev 11:10) and flying insects (Lev 11:20, 21, 
23; Deut 14:19). The noun remes mostly refers to small 
land animals (Gen 1:24, 25, 26; 6:7, 20; 7:14, 23; 8:17, 19 
[cf. the Gk]; 1 Kgs 5:13; Ezek 8:10; 38:20; Hos 2:20; Ps 
148:10; cf. Hab 1:14), but once to water animals (Ps 
104:25) and perhaps once to all animals (Gen 9:3; cf. v 2). 
The verb sGras (which appears only in the Qal verb form) 
usually describes the movement of water and small land 
animals as “swarming” or “crawling” (Gen 1:20; 7:21; Lev 
11:29, 41, 42, 43, 46; Ezek 47:9). It also has a sense of 
“being abundant” (Gen 1:21; Exod 7:28; Ps 105:30; saras 
in the first two passages may actually be a denominative 
verb meaning “to produce Seres animals”). In the sense of 
“be abundant,” the verb is also used of all land animals 
(Gen 8:17) and even humans (Gen 9:7; Exod 1:7). The 
verb ramaé (it too only appearing in the Qal) indicates the 
“crawling” or “swarming” movement of water and small 
land animals (Gen 1:21, 26, 28, 30; 7:8, 14; 8:17; 9:2; Lev 
11:44, 46; 20:25; Ezek 38:20; the verb in Gen 9:2 and Lev 
20:25 may be denominative “to produce remes animals”), 
but is also found several times of the movement of larger 
land animals (Gen 7:21; 8:19 [cf. Gk]; Deut 4:18; Ps 69:35; 
104:20). 

About three fourths of the instances of these words 
occur in the Priestly literature of the Pentateuch. This 
preponderance is due to this tradition’s interest in the 
creation of all animals at the founding of the earth (Gene- 
sis 1), the destruction of land and air animals during the 
flood (Genesis 6—9), and the impurity of certain types of 
animals (Leviticus 11). All small land animals are prohib- 
ited from the Israelites’ diet and several cause impurity by 
simple touch. Because of this, these animals sometimes 
receive a negative characterization. Leviticus 11 in many 
places calls the Seges “an abomination.” Lev 7:21 uses Seges 
as a substitute for Seres (cf. 5:2). Cf. Ezek 8:10. In the NT, 
see Acts 10:12; 11:6; Rom 1:23; and Jas 3:7. 
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CREATURES, LIVING. See ZOOLOGY. 


CREEDS, EARLY CHRISTIAN. Christian creeds 
have grown out of the life of faith itself. No council decided 
the church needed creeds, and no church assembly until 
quite recently appointed a committee to write a creed. The 
church has generally been very modest in writing creeds, 
doing so only when compelled by the demands of the 
community of faith itself. 

The origin of creeds is rooted on the one hand in the 
nature of revelation itself, which elicits interpretations by 
those who receive it that are given expression in words, 
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images, and propositions. Faith is the act of intelligible 
beings as well as of the human will and affections. Karl 
Barth has written, “Just because he is intelligens, the Chiris- 
tian of all men, has to learn to discern with agonizing 
clarity what is conceivable by him about God” (1960: 20— 
21). What cannot be thought clearly and expressed co- 
gently cannot be the basis of life commitment. 

Faith itself seeks intelligibility. On the one hand, it seeks 
the intelligibility of faith itself so that the content of faith 
can be communicated in intelligible images and in descrip- 
tive propositions. On the other hand, faith seeks to under- 
stand the world in the light of what it perceives to be the 
revelation of God. 

Creeds are also rooted in and bear the marks of history. 
Situations in the life of the community of faith have called 
for creeds, such as heresy, persecution, and worship itself. 
Controversies within the community have demanded that 
the community clarify its own judgment as to the content 
of faith. In addition, great dangers from without which 
have pressured the church and challenged its deepest 
commitments have also compelled the church to declare 
unequivocally its deepest commitments. Creeds therefore 
bear not only the marks of the believing person, but also 
the marks of the history in which they have come to be. 

Creeds are intentionally catholic. They may bear the 
marks of their particularity and of a specific perspective 
and place. The basic intention, however, is to state the faith 
not of a partisan group but of the one holy catholic church. 

The authority of creeds varies. Generally the word 
“creed” is given to the short and brief statements of the 
ancient catholic church, such as the Apostles’ Creed and 
the Nicene Creed. The comprehensive Reformed state- 
ments of faita are usually labeled confessions. However, 
there is no established terminology. Protestants in partic- 
ular have always insisted that creeds are subordinate to 
Scripture, but at times Protestant churches have used 
creeds with an equivalent authority. The early Reformed 
creeds were written with the awareness that a creed ought 
to be a confession in a particular time and place, and that 
no one creed should have universal significance. Karl 
Barth in the 20th century has reiterated the same convic- 
tion. Creeds therefore may have normative authority, or 
they may be the occasional confession of the way the 
church understands Christian faith in a particular time 
with no claim to finality. At the other extreme, confessions 
may be regarcled as simply descriptions of Christian belief 
and practice with no decisive authority. 


A. Sources cof Creeds 

1, Liturgy and Worship. The liturgical life of the 
church called for creeds of various types. Rules of Faith, 
varied and without precise language, served the needs of 
preaching and teaching without stifling creativity. Decla- 
rations of faith by the worshiping congregation, in distinc- 
tion from Rules of Faith, had to be precise, fixed, and 
economical in the use of words. Rules of Faith may be 
found in various forms in the writings of such early theo- 
logians as Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Origen. 

Creedal statements from the beginning have been asso- 
ciated with baptism. Hans Lietzmann argued that the root 
of all Christian creeds is the formula for belief pro- 
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nounced by the baptizands or pronounced in their hearing 
and assented to by them before baptism. 

The creedal form that was used in baptismal rites in the 
2d and 3d centuries was interrogatory. One of the best 
examples of the developed form of the interrogatory creed 
is found in the Apostolic Traditions of Hippolytus (ca. 215): 


Do you believe in God the Father ali-governing? Do you 
believe in Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who was begotten 
by the Holy Spirit from the Virgin Mary, Who was 
crucified under Pontius Pilate, and died (and was bur- 
ied) and rose the third day living from the dead, and 
ascended into the heavens, and sat down on the right 
hand of the Father, and will come to judge the living 
and the dead? 

Do you believe in the Hol Spirit, in the holy church, 
and (in the resurrection of -he body)? 


Creeds also became part of the liturgy of the holy com- 
munion in the 5th century. This practice gave the Nicene 
Creed widespread authority in the life of the church. 

2. Education. The teachin; ministry of the church also 
called for creeds. The mother creed of our Apostles’ 
Creed developed in Rome in the 3d century when the 
interrogatory creed of baptism was turned into a declara- 
tory creed. This became part of catechetical training when 
the bishop traditioned the creed to the catechumens and 
when the catechumens rendered it back as their own 
witness of faith. Creeds were also used as a basis of cate- 
chetical lectures, as in the case of the catechetical lectures 
of Cyril of Jerusalem. 

3. Interpretation. Creeds were a useful hermeneutical 
guide. Biblical studies were carried on and theology was 
formulated under the guidance of rules of faith and 
creeds which were the church’s best wisdom as to how the 
Bible should be understood and the faith expressed. 

4. Apologetics. Heresy was still another occasion for 
creedal formulation. Older creedal scholars, such as A. C. 
McGiffert (1902), argued that the refutation of heresy was 
a primary factor in the development of the Apostles’ 
Creed. For example, the affirmation that God created the 
heavens and the earth stood over against the conviction 
that the created world was evil and the work of a lesser 
god. Others have argued against McGiffert, that heresy 
was not a necessity for such Christian affirmations as the 
goodness of creation. 

5. Evangelism. Christian witness made use of creeds as 
Christians defined themselves over against the pagan soci- 
ety. It also enabled the Christian to render a firm and clear 
testimony in the face of persecution. 


B. Forms of Creeds 

1. The Bible. Precise, fixed creeds did not appear until 
the 3d and 4th centuries of the church’s history, but the 
process that culminated in them had its beginning in the 
historical credos (Deut 25:5--9 and 6:21—25) and in the 
declaratory affirmations of the OT (Deut 6:4—5 and 1 
Kings 18:39). The NT church in preaching, singing, pray- 
ing, and witnessing increasingly gave expression to Chris- 
tian faith in more or less fixed formulas, for example, in 1 
Cor 15:3-7; Phil 2:6—11; Matt 28:10; and Rom 10:9. Some 
creedal statements are simple christological affirmations 
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declaring the lordship of Jesus Christ (Mark 8:9, 1 Tim 
3:16, Romans 10:9). Others are two-article formulas con- 
fessing both God and Christ (1 Cor 8:6). Three-article 
statements affirming Father, Son, and Holy Spirit appear 
in Matt 28:19 and in 2 Cor 13-14, which is a pretrinitarian 
formulation. 

2. Ecumenical Creeds. The creedlike statements of the 
NT and early Christian writers such as Ignatius, as well as 
the Rules of Faith, were replaced by precise creedal for- 
mulas which served the liturgical and catechetical needs of 
local churches. In the East, the creeds varied from church 
to church, but in the West, the creed of Rome exercised a 
dominating influence over the great churches in the West. 
One of the daughter creeds of Rome became the estab- 
lished version of the Apostles’ Creed. It first appeared in 
southwest France sometime in the late 6th or 7th century. 
Its present text is found in the De singults libris canonicis 
scarapsus of Priminius, which is dated between 710 and 
724. This creed, which owed much to Rome, became the 
common creed of the Frankish empire and was finally 
adopted in Rome. It became the most universal creed in 
the West, but it was not known in the East. The first creed 
to have synodical authority was promulgated by the Coun- 
cil of Nicea (325) in response to the teaching of an Alex- 
andrian presbyter named ARIUS concerning the deity of 
Jesus Christ. Christians had spoken of Jesus as Lord, 
Savior, the Word, Son of God, Son of man, prophet, and 
priest. All these refer to the activity of Jesus Christ and his 
relation to us. 

Arius changed the question. He did not ask how Jesus 
Christ is related to us or what he means to us. He asks the 
prior question, “Who is Jesus?” Is he really God? Or is he 
a creature? Arius declared that he was a creature, but the 
Council of Nicea took a creed of an Eastern church and 
added to it four formulas which stated without ambiguity 
that Jesus Christ was truly God. The key formula was “of 
the same substance as the Father.” The Nicene Creed, 
which is used in worship today, is dated from the Council 
of Constantinople in 381. All creeds that use the phrase 
“of the same substance (reality, being, essence) as the 
Father” were regarded as Nicene. The Council of Constan- 
tinople also eliminated the anathemas from the Creed of 
325 and added a statement affirming the deity of the Holy 
Spirit as well as the one holy catholic church, the forgive- 
ness of sins, and the resurrection of the dead. The Council 
of Nicea, in affirming that Jesus Christ was truly God, 
raised the question of the humanity of Christ, and there- 
fore of the doctrine of the person of Christ. The church 
of the 5th century, in an amazingly catholic theological 
endeavor, defined its understanding of the person of Jesus 
Christ at the Council of Chalcedon (431) in which it 
affirmed that Jesus Christ is truly God and truly man in 
one person (one acting subject). 

The Athanasian Creed was not written by Athanasius 
but by some Augustinian theologians sometime after the 
middle of the 5th century. Its use has declined because of 
its anathemas, but recent studies by J. N. D. Kelly have 
pointed to its theological excellence. The Definition of the 
Council of Chalcedon (451) was the definitive statement of 
the ancient church on the person of Jesus Christ, but it 
was never used in worship as were the other three creeds. 

3. Creeds of the Eastern Church. The Nicene Creed 
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has always been used in the Eastern churches. Later doc- 
trinal statements included the Orthodox Confession of 
Peter Mogilas (1643), the Answers of Jeremiah (Patriarch 
of Constantinople) to Lutheran Theologians (1576), the 
Confession Prepared by Metrophanes Critopolus to Ex- 
plain Eastern Orthodoxy to Protestants (1625), the Russian 
Catechisms, especially the Longer Catechism of Philaret 
(1839), a confession appearing under the name of Cyril 
Lucar (1629), Patriarch of Constantinople, which was sym- 
pathetic to Protestantism and which was repudiated by the 
majority of Orthodox. The Confession of Dositheus, ap- 
proved by the Synod of Jerusalem in 1672 in opposition to 
the Protestant sympathies of the previous document, is 
more representative of the Eastern church. 

4. Roman Catholicism. The Canons and Decrees of the 
Council of Trent (1545-63) were formulated in the context 
of the Protestant Reformation. It also narrowed many of 
the options of the very fluid theology of medieval Catholi- 
cism. The creed of the Council of Trent (1564) is a short 
summary of the lengthy Tridentine document. The Coun- 
cil of Trent fixed the shape of modern Roman Catholicism. 
There have been other notable pronouncements of doc- 
trine, such as the Dogma of the Assumption of the Virgin 
Mary (1950), in addition to numerous papal encyclicals of 
considerable importance. The whole shape of Roman Ca- 
tholicism received a new interpretation in the work of 
Vatican Council II (1962-65). 

5. Protestantism. Protestants were prolific writers of 
confessions. These include Martin Luther’s Ninety-Five 
Theses (1517), the Augsburg Confession (1530), the Apol- 
ogy of the Augsburg Confession (1531), the Smalcald 
Articles (1537), the Treatise on the Power and the Primacy 
of the Pope (1537), the Small Cathechism of Dr. Martin 
Luther (1529), and the Large Catechism of Dr. Martin 
Luther (1529). Calvinists and Reformed Protestants wrote 
many creeds, the most typical of which are the Ten Theses 
of Berne (1528), the Gallican Confession (1529), the Scots 
Confession (1560), and the second Helvetic Confession 
(1566). 

Seventeenth-century Protestantism produced the West- 
minster Confession (1647) and the Westminster Cate- 
chisms, which became the dominant Reformed statement 
for English-speaking Presbyterians, and also the Canons 
of Dort (1619). The Thirty-Nine Articles of the Church of 
England (1563) combined Calvinist and Lutheran influ- 
ences, as well as an indigenous English tradition with that 
of the Catholic tradition. At the other extreme of the 
Protestant Reformation were statements of the radical 
Reformers such as Schleitheim Articles of 1527. 

6. Contemporary Confessions. Numerous confessions 
have been written in the 20th century. Some of these, such 
as the Barmen Declaration (1934), were in response to 
National Socialism. The Confession of 1967 of the United 
Presbyterian Church (USA) was the attempt of a denomi- 
nation to formulate its faith in contemporary idiom and in 
response to contemporary problems. Some of the most 
interesting of the 20th-century confessions have arisen in 
younger and non-Western churches, such as the creed of 
the Batak Church (Great Synod of the Huria Kristen Batak 
Protestant Church of Indonesia, 1956). 
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CRESCENS (PERSON) [Gk Kréskés]. A Christian, ap- 
parently a co-worker of Paul, who left him during his 
Roman imprisonment (assumably in Rome, although Caes- 
area has been defended) and went to Galatia (2 Tim 4:10). 
In mentioning Crescens, Paul indicates that he had like- 
wise been lef: by Titus who went to Dalmatia. While most 
mss read Galatia as Crescens’ destination, a few (e.g., 
Sinaiticus, C) have Gaul. A later tradition also reports that 
Paul sent Crescens to Gaul (cf. Eus. Hist. Eccl. 3.4.8), where 
he is thought to have founded the churches in Vienne and 
Mayence. That Crescens went to Gaul may be supported 
by the apocrvphal Acts of Paul where Titus is said to have 
arrived in Rome from Dalmatia, and Luke (a substitution 
for Crescens?) is said to have come from Gaul (Acts Paul 
11:1). Nevertheless, the reading “Galatia” is usually judged 
as the more strongly favored in the ms witnesses. This 
does not, however, settle the question of the Gaul tradition 
since there ae instances of some Greeks using the name 
“Galatia” when they referred to Gaul (Dibelius and Con- 
zelmann Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia 122, n. 3). Also to be 
considered is the context of 2 Timothy. If the imprison- 
ment it portrays was Rome, proximity to Gaul makes it the 
more probable destination of Crescens; a Caesarean im- 
prisonment, in contrast, would favor reading “Galatia.” 
FLORENCE MorGAN GILLMAN 


CRESCENTS. See JEWELRY. 


CRETE (FLACE) [Gk Krétz; Krétés]. CRETANS. The 
largest and southernmost island in the Aegean Sea. Crete 
is 156 miles from E to W and 35 miles from N to S (at its 
broadest point). Mountains, reaching to 7882 feet, run the 
length of the island. By the 2d century B.c. a formidable 
Jewish constituency appeared on the island of Crete (Tac. 
Hist. 5. 2) whnch was centered in the area of Gortyna, lying 
in Crete’s Messara plain. When the Cretans began oppress- 
ing the Jews. the latter secured Roman patronage (141 
B.c.) and the Romans considered them to be loyal subjects 
(1 Macc 15:25). From this time through the New Testament 
era the Cretan Jews continued to flourish. Paul commis- 
sioned Titus to oversee the ministry on Crete, and to 
counteract Judaizing tendencies (Titus 1:5—14). In 67 B.c., 
Rome finally annexed Crete and Cyrene (Libya); they 
remained a joint Roman province until Constantine sepa- 
rated them. 

Archaeology has revealed a flourishing Minoan civiliza- 
tion on Crete which reached its zenith in the Late Bronze 
Age (ca. 1700-1450 B.c.). Sir Arthur Evans headed these 
excavations, focusing on the central city of Knossos, which 
contains the palace of legendary King Minos. Similar lab- 
yrinthine palaces have been found at Mallia, Phaestos, and 
Zakro. Evans discovered Linear A and B tablets, but only 
the latter have been deciphered (by Michael Ventris in 
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1953), proving to be an archaic form of Gk. The Minoan 
civilization came to an end with a Myceneaen domination, 
and the cataclysmic eruption of Thera. The subsequent 
Dorian invasions ushered in Crete’s Iron Age (ca. 1200 
B.c.). From this time on, Crete was only known for its 
mercenary soldiers and traders until the Roman annexa- 
tion. 

The Cretan poet Epimenides (ca. 600 B.c.) describes all 
Cretans as “liars, evil brutes, and lazy gluttons” (quoted 
both in Titus 1:12 and Acts 17:28). This characterization 
is found in several ancient sources, e.g., Livy Epit. Per. 
44:45; Callimachus Jov. 8; and Plutarch Aem 23. Evidently, 
after several generations of living in the turbulence of 
Cretan culture, these characteristics became manifest in 
the Cretan Jews as well (Titus 3:1). 
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CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS. See PUNISH- 
MENTS AND CRIMES. 


CRISPUS (PERSON) [Gk Krispos]. A Corinthian Jew and 
ruler of the synagogue who, together with all his house- 
hold, believed in the Lord because of Paul’s preaching 
(Acts 18:8; 1 Cor 1:14). Crispus is named first, preceding 
Gaius and the household of Stephanas, as one of the few 
people baptized by Paul himself (1 Cor 1:14). For that 
reason, he was probably partial to Paul’s position in the 
disputes among the Corinthians. As a ruler of the syna- 
gogue (Gk °archisynagogos), Crispus’ role was to see that 
services were conducted in the proper order, to take care 
of the building, to cover the cost for its upkeep, and 
possibly to finance the construction of a new synagogue 
building (see Fee 1 Corinthians NICNT, 62-63). Hence, he 
was probably a well-to-do person and highly respected by 
the Jewish community. His own conversion to Christianity 
probably led to the conversion not only of his household, 
but also to that of others from the synagogue. Among the 
Corinthians he knew, the “worshipper of God” Titius 
Justus, who lived next door to the synagogue, would have 
to be included. 

Also named as a ruler of presumably the same Corin- 
thian synagogue is Sosthenes (Acts 18:17). While syn- 
agogues normally had just one such leader, some had two 
or more for a time (cf. Acts (3:15). Thus it is not certain 
whether Crispus was the colleague or predecessor of Sos- 
thenes. A conclusion often drawn—that Sosthenes became 
ruler because of Crispus’ conversion—should be closely 
examined, for it cannot be assumed that at this early date 
a synagogue leader who became a Christian had to be 
replaced. Whatever the case, Paul felt it necessary to with- 
draw from that particular synagogue because of the op- 
position he faced (cf. Acts 1&:6—7). It is probable that his 
converts, Crispus among thein, followed suit by their own 
choice because of the animosity experienced. 

JoHuN GILLMAN 
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CRITICISM, BIBLICAL. See the BIBLICAL CRIT- 
ICISM articles. 


CROCUS. See FLORA. 
CROW. See ZOOLOGY. 
CROWN. See JEWELRY. 


CRUCIFIXION. The act of nailing or binding a living 
victim or sometimes a dead person to a cross or stake 
(stauros or skolops) or a tree (xylon). Generally Herodotus 
uses the verb anaskolopizein of living persons and anastau- 
roun of corpses. After him the verbs become synonyms, “to 
crucify.” Josephus uses only (ana)stauroun, Philo only ana- 
skolopizein. The verb stauroun occurs frequently in the NT, 
which always employs stauros and never skolops for the cross 
of Christ (see TDNT 7:572-84). 


A. Crucifixion among Non-Romans 

B. Crucifixion under the Romans 

C. Forms of Crucifixion 

D. Jesus’ Crucifixion 

E. Christian Interpretations of the Crucifixion 


A. Crucifixion among Non-Romans 

In his History, Herodotus notes that the Persians prac- 
ticed crucifixion as a form of execution (1.128.2; 3.125.3; 
3.132.2; 3.159.1). He reports that Darius (512-485 B.c.) 
had 3000 inhabitants of Babylon crucified. Other ancient 
sources, which are not necessarily reliable, speak of the 
use of crucifixion among the people of India (Diod. Sic. 
2.18.1), the Assyrians (ibid. 2.1.10; Lucian upp. Trag. 16), 
the Scythians (Diod. Sic. 2.44.2; Tert. Adv. Marc. 1.1.3), the 
Taurians (Eur. JT 1429-30), and the Thracians (Diod. Sic. 
33.15.1; 34/35.12.1). Diodorus Siculus says that the Celts 
crucified criminals as a sacrifice to the gods (5.32.6). Ac- 
cording to Tacitus, the Germans (Ann. 1.61.4; 4.72.3; Germ. 
12.1) and the Britons (Ann. 14.33.2) practiced crucifixion. 
Sallust (ug. 14.15) and Julius Caesar (B Civ. 66) report 
that the Numidians used this form of execution. According 
to many sources (e.g., Polyb. 1.11.5; 24.6; 79.4-5; 86.4; 
Diod. Sic. 25.5.2; 10.2; 26.23.1; Livy 22.13.9; 28.37.2; 
38.48.13), the Carthaginians employed crucifixion. The 
Romans may have taken over the practice from them. 

In the Greek-speaking world, criminals were at times 
fastened to a flat board (tympanum) for public display, 
torture, or execution. This form of punishment closely 
resembled crucifixion whenever the victims were nailed to 
the planks. According to Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius I of 
Syracuse captured and crucified some Greek mercenaries 
employed by the Carthaginians (14.53.4). Alexander the 
Great repeatedly resorted to crucifixion. On one occasion 
he had 2000 survivors from the siege of Tyre crucified. 
“Then the anger of the king offered a sad spectacle to the 
victors. Two thousand persons, for whose killing the gen- 
eral madness had spent itself, hung fixed to crosses over a 
huge stretch of the shore” (Curtius Rufus Hist. Alex. 
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4.4.17). After Alexander’s death Greece itself witnessed 
mass crucifixions. In 314 B.c. an administrator of Alexan- 
der’s kingdom quashed a rebellion in the city of Sicyon 
(near Corinth) and had thirty of its inhabitants crucified 
(Diod. Sic. 19.67.2). In 303 B.c., after their town fell to 
Demetrius Poliorcetes, the commander of Orchomenus (in 
Arcadia) and eighty of his men were crucified (ibid. 
20.103.6). Under Antiochus IV in 267 B.c. Judea saw the 
crucifixion of men who remained faithful to the Jewish law 
(Joseph. Ant 12 §256). During the pre-Roman, Hellenistic 
period in the Greek-speaking East, crucifixion was prac- 
ticed in the context of war or for acts of high treason. 
After Roman rule arrived, crucifixion was also used as a 
punishment for slaves and violent criminals. As Plutarch 
(ca. A.D. 46-120) remarks, “every criminal condemned to 
death bears his cross on his back” (Mor. 554 A/B). 

Among Jews, crucifixion was occasionally practiced dur- 
ing the Hellenistic-Hasmonean period. The Sadducean 
high priest, Alexander Janneus (in office 103—76 B.c.), had 
800 Pharisees crucified and ordered their wives and chil- 
dren to be slaughtered before their eyes as they hung 
dying (Joseph. Ant 13 §380—83; JW 1 §97-98). According 
to Jewish law, the corpses of executed idolaters and blas- 
phemers were hanged on a tree to show that they were 
accursed by God (Deut 21:22—23). In pre-Christian Pales- 
tine this text of Deuteronomy was applied to those who 
died by crucifixion, as the pesher of Nahum from Qumran 
Cave 4 shows. Another Qumran document (11QTemple 
64:6—13) also connects Deuteronomy 21:23 with crucifix- 
ion, which was apparently an Essene punishment for some 
very serious crimes. 


B. Crucifixion under the Romans 

Cicero calls crucifixion the summum supplictum or most 
extreme form of punishment (Verr. 2.5.168). Josephus, 
who witnessed men dying by crucifixion during Titus’ 
siege of Jerusalem, calls it “the most wretched of deaths” 
(JW 7 §203). In order of increasing severity, the aggravated 
methods of execution were decollatio (decapitation), crema- 
tio (burning), and crucifixion. At times damnatio ad bestias 
(throwing victims to wild animals) took the place of decap- 
itation, but one needed the animals and an arena to 
organize such a form of execution. Crucifixion was much 
easier to carry out and could also serve as a public specta- 
cle. For example, at the time of Caligula (a.p. 37-41) 
under the prefect Flaccus some Jews were tortured and 
crucified in the amphitheatre of Alexandria to entertain 
the people (Philo Flacc 72.8485). 

Among the Persians and to some degree in Greece, as 
we have seen, crucifixion could be a punishment for grave 
crimes against the state. At times the Carthaginians cruci- 
fied generals and admirals who had been defeated or had 
failed in other such ways. Very occasionally Roman citizens 
were crucified for high treason, desertion during wartime, 
and similar serious offenses. For instance, just before the 
outbreak of the Jewish War in A.p. 66, the Roman procu- 
rator Gessius Florus had some Jews who were Roman 
knights flogged and crucified in Jerusalem (Josephus JW 2 
§308). But normally Roman citizens and, in particular, 
members of the upper class were safe from the possibility 
of crucifixion, no matter what their crimes. Death on the 
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cross generally was limited to foreigners and people of the 
lower class, particularly slaves. 

In 63 B.c. Rabirius, a Roman nobleman and senator, was 
threatened with the penalty of crucifixion. In defending 
him Cicero argued that the very mention of the “cross” 
and of the executioner (who tied the criminal’s hands, 
veiled his head, and crucified him) was intolerable for a 
respectable Roman citizen. 


How grievous a thing it is to be disgraced by a public 
court; how grievous to suffer a fine, how grievous to 
suffer banishment; and yet in the midst of any such 
disaster we retain some degree of liberty. Even if we are 
threatened. with death, we may die free men. But the 
executioner, the veiling of the head and the very word 
“cross” should be far removed not only from the person 
of a Roman citizen but his thoughts, his eyes and his 
ears. For it is not only the actual occurrence of these 
things but the very mention of them, that is unworthy of a 
Roman citizen and a free man (Rab. Perd. 16; italics 
added). 


This speech reflected the horrified disgust which “good” 
Roman citizens felt for any of their own being subjected 
to, or even threatened with, crucifixion. For such people, 
crucifixion was “that most cruel and disgusting penalty,” 
(crudelissimum taeterrimumque supplicium; Cic. Verr. 2.5.165). 

The Romans used crucifixion to bring mutinous troops 
under control, to break the will of conquered peoples, and 
to wear dowr rebellious cities under siege. Dangerous and 
violent robbers could be crucified—often near or at the 
scene of their crimes. Quintilian (ca. 35-95 a.p.) approved 
of crucifixion as a penalty for such criminals, and thought 
that this form of execution had a better deterrent effect 
when the crosses were set up along the busiest roads. 
“Whenever we crucify the guilty, the most crowded roads 
are chosen, where the most people can see and be moved 
by this fear. For penalties relate not so much to retribution 
as to their exemplary effect” (Decl. 274). The Romans used 
crucifixion above all as the servile supplicium (“the slaves’ 
punishment”), a terrible form of execution typically in- 
flicted on slaves, (servitutis extremum summumque supplicium; 
Cic. Verr. 2.5.169). 

Plautus (d. 184 B.c.), who happens to be the first writer 
to provide evidence about Roman crucifixions, has more 
to say about the theme than any other Latin author. He 
writes of the “terrible cross” of slaves (Poen. 347; see Capt. 
469; Cas. 611; Men. 66, 859; Pers. 352; Rud. 518; Trin. 598), 
and reflects -he grim gallows humor of their subculture. 
From his time on, the lower classes used “crux” as a vulgar 
taunt. The much-quoted confession of Sceledrus in Miles 
Gloriosus (written about 205 B.c.) suggests that for a long 
time before Plautus slaves had been frequently crucified: 
“F know the cross will be my grave: that is where my 
ancestors are, my father, grandfathers, great-grandfa- 
thers, great-great-grand fathers” (372-73). 

Livy reports that twenty-five slaves made a conspiracy in 
Rome (in 217 B.c.) and were crucified (22.33.2). In 196 
B.c. the leaders of a slave revolt in Etruria were crucified 
(Livy 33.36.3). Especially during the 2d century B.c., cru- 
cifixion was used to deter rebellions among the masses of 
slaves who lived in Rome or worked on the great estates 
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elsewhere in Italy. According to Orosius (5.9.4), the first 
slave war in Sicily (139—132 B.c.) saw the crucifixion of 450 
slaves. Appian (BCiv. 1.120) states that after the final 
defeat and death of Spartacus in 71 B.c., Crassus had more 
than 6000 slaves crucified along the Via Appia between 
Capua and Rome. 

Even under “ordinary” conditions slaves had little legal 
protection. Juvenal describes the Roman matron who 
wanted a slave crucified and overrode her husband’s objec- 
tions with the notorious response: Hoc volo, sic tubeo, sit pro 
ratione volantas (“This is my will and my command. If you 
are looking for a reason, it ts simply that I want it” (Sat. 
6.223). Horace may condemn a master who had his slave 
crucified for tasting the soup while bringing it from the 
kitchen (Sat. 1.3.80—83), but he can also toss off a cruel 
remark about slaves “feeding crows on the cross” (Ep. 
1.16.46-48). At the time of Nero a decree of the Senate 
revived the custom of executing (often by crucifixion) all 
the slaves of a household if the master was killed (Tac. Ann. 
13.32.1). A few years later this was done after the murder 
of a city prefect (ibid. 14.42—45). A slave called Mithridates 
was crucified for “having damned the soul” of Caligula 
(Petron. Sat. 53.3). Slaves whe questioned astrologers about 
the future of the emperor, of the state, or even that of 
their own masters faced crucifixion (Paulus Sent. 5.21.3— 
4). Suetonius says that Caligula (Calig. 12.2) and Domitian 
(Dom. 11.1) capriciously crucified imperial slaves and even 
freedmen. In his Histories Tacitus reports the crucifixion 
of several freedmen (2.72.2; 4.3.2; 4.11.3). 

Cicero (see above), Seneca {see below) and other Romans 
recognized that crucifixion was an atrociously cruel form 
of execution. Yet Varro (Sat| Men. Fr. 24) was practically 
alone in protesting against the barbarism of crucifixion. 
Most took it for granted that this frequent form of execu- 
tion was needed to deter the ower classes from committing 
serious crimes. Although crucifixion was frequent in Ro- 
man times, cultured writers preferred to say little about it. 
Unlike Josephus, Tacitus does not mention the innumera- 
ble crucifixions in Palestine (/Jist. 5.8—13). 


C. Forms of Crucifixion 

Generally the victims were crucified alive; at times it was 
a matter of displaying the corpse of someone already 
executed in another way. Polycrates of Samos exemplifies 
the latter case. He was treacherously seized by the Persian 
satrap Oroites, killed “in an unspeakably cruel way,” and 
his body fastened to a stake (Hdt. 3.125.3). Whether living 
or already dead, the victims suffered a degrading loss of 
all dignity by being bound or nailed to a stake. Herodotus 
offers a few details when reporting the way the satrap 
Artayctes was crucified by the Athenians at the Hellespont: 
“They nailed him to planks and hung him there. And they 
stoned Artayctes’ son before his eyes” (9.120). Normally 
ancient writers were reluctant to describe particular cruci- 
fixions in much detail. 

Under the Roman Empire, crucifixion normally in- 
cluded a flogging beforehand. At times the cross was only 
one vertical stake. Frequently, however, there was a cross- 
piece attached either at the top to give the shape of a “T” 
(crux commissa) or just below the top, as in the form most 
familiar in Christian symbolism (crux immissa). The victims 
carried the cross or at least « transverse beam (patibulum) 
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to the place of execution, where they were stripped and 
bound or nailed to the beam, raised up, and seated on a 
sedile or small wooden peg in the upright beam. Ropes 
bound the shoulders or torso to the cross. The feet or 
heels of the victims were bound or nailed to the upright 
stake. As crucifixion damaged no vital organs, death could 
come slowly, sometimes after several days of atrocious 
pain. See also JDBSup, 199-200. 

Executioners could vary the form of punishment, as 
Seneca the Younger indicates: “I see crosses there, not just 
of one kind but made in many different ways: some have 
their victims with head down to the ground; some impale 
their private parts; others stretch out their arms on the 
gibbet” (Dral. 6 (Cons. Marc.] 20.3). In his account of what 
happened to Jewish fugitives from Jerusalem, Josephus 
also lets us see that there was no fixed pattern for crucify- 
ing people. Much depended on the sadistic ingenuity of 
the moment. 


When they [the fugitives] were going to be taken [by the 
Romans], they were forced to offer resistance, and when 
the fighting ended it seemed too late to sue for mercy. 
Scourged and subjected before death to every torture, 
they were finally crucified in view of the wall [of Jerusa- 
lem]. Titus indeed realized the horror of what was 
happening, for every day 500—sometimes even more— 
fell into his hands. However, it was not safe to let men 
captured by force go free, and to guard such a host of 
prisoners would tie up a great proportion of his troops. 
But his chief reason for not stopping the slaughter was 
the hope that the sight of it would perhaps induce the 
Jews to surrender in order to avoid the same fate. The 
soldiers themselves through rage and bitterness nailed 
up their victims in different postures as a grim joke, till 
owing to the vast numbers there was no room for the 
crosses and no crosses for the bodies (JW 5 §449-51). 


Nero’s persecution of the Christians in Rome exempli- 
fied a similar capricious cruelty: “Mockery of every sort 
was added to their deaths. Covered with the skins of wild 
beasts, they were torn to death by dogs. Or they were 
fastened on crosses and, when daylight faded, were 
burned to serve as lamps by night” (Tac. Ann. 15.44.4). 

In the course of a debate on happiness, Plato’s Gorgias 
indicates various kinds of torture that a condemned man 
might suffer before dying by crucifixion: 


If a man is caught in a criminal plot to make himself 
tyrant, and when caught is put to the rack and mutilated 
and has his eyes burnt out and after himself suffering 
and seeing his wife and children suffer many many 
other signal outrages of various kinds, is finally crucified 
or burned on a coat of pitch, will he be happier than if 
he escaped arrest, established himself as a tyrant and 
lived the rest of his life a sovereign in his state, doing 
what he pleased, an object of envy and felicitation 
among citizens and strangers alike? (473 bc). 


Different tortures that could precede crucifixion appear 
again when Plato describes the fate, not of a would-be 
tyrant, but of the perfectly just man: “The just man will 
have to be scourged, racked, fettered, blinded, and finally, 
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after the most extreme suffering, he will be crucified” 
(Resp. 36 le—362a). 

In Epistle 101 to Lucilius, Seneca argues that it is better 
to commit suicide than face such extreme and drawn-out 
suffering as death by crucifixion. To press his argument 
he describes what such a death was like: 


Can anyone be found who would prefer wasting away in 
pain dying limb by limb, or letting out his life drop by 
drop, rather than expiring once for all? Can any man 
be found willing to be fastened to the accursed tree, 
long sickly, already deformed, swelling with ugly weals 
on shoulders and chest, and drawing the breath of life 
amid long-drawn-out agony? He would have many ex- 
cuses for dying even before mounting the cross. 


D. Jesus’ Crucifixion 

All four gospels record that Jesus foretold his own death. 
Matthew specifies that it would be by crucifixion (Matt 
20:19; 26:2) and that some of Jesus’ followers would suffer 
the same fate (Matt 23:34). 

Jesus’ crucifixion is recounted in Matthew 27; Mark 15; 
Luke 23; and John 19; and is often referred to elsewhere 
in the NT (e.g., Acts 2:36, 4:10; 1 Cor 2:8; Gal 3:1; Rev 
11:8). According to the Synoptics, Simon of Cyrene was 
forced to carry Jesus’ cross. The crucifixion took place at 
Golgotha or “Place of a skull.” It seems that Jesus was 
nailed to the cross by his hands (Luke 24:39; John 20:25) 
and feet (Luke 24:39). Two robbers were crucified on 
either side of Jesus, whose cross carried a sign saying “the 
King of the Jews,” indicating the crime for which he was 
being executed. Jesus refused the drugged wine offered 
to deaden his pain. He was taunted by some of the passers- 
by, used the opening words of Psalm 22 to cry out “My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” and died 
around three in the afternoon—his death being hastened 
by the severe scourging he had previously undergone. 
With Pontius Pilate’s permission, Joseph of Arimathea took 
Jesus’ corpse down from the cross and gave it honorable 
burial. 

Beyond doubt, devout reflection on Jesus’ death and the 
desire to find prophetic anticipations of it introduced some 
details into the passion narratives. Nevertheless, the ver- 
sion just given is a defensible historical account of his 
crucifixion. 

As we saw above, the Romans frequently employed the 
sadistically cruel and utterly shameful death by crucifixion 
to uphold civil authority and preserve law and order 
against troublesome criminals, slaves, and rebels. In Pales- 
tine crucifixion was a public reminder of Jewish servitude 
to a foreign power. 

Hence Jesus’ cross was a sign of extreme “shame” (Heb 
12:2). Paul did not exaggerate when he called the crucified 
Christ “a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles” (1 
Cor 1:23; see 2:2; Gal 5:11). Nothing in the OT or in other 
Jewish sources suggests that the Messiah could suffer such 
a fate. On the contrary, a crucified person—so far from 
being chosen, anointed, and sent by God—was understood 
to be cursed by God (see A. above). The nonbelievers it 
seemed “sheer folly” (1 Cor 1:18) to proclaim the crucified 
Jesus as God’s Son, universal Lord, and coming Judge of 
the world. The extreme dishonor of his death by crucifix- 
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ion counted against any such claims. A century after Paul, 
Justin Martyr (ca. 100-65) noted how utterly offensive it 
was to acknowledge the divine status of a crucified man: 
“They say that our madness consists in the fact that we put 
a crucified man in second place after the unchangeable 
and eternal God, the Creator of the world” (1 Apol. 13.4). 
In a liturgical rather than an apologetical setting, Melito 
of Sardis (died ca. 190) also recognized the strange “scan- 
dal” of Christian faith in the crucified Jesus. 


He who hung the earth [in its place] hangs there, he 
who fixed the heavens is fixed there, he who made all 
things fast is made fast upon the tree, the Master has 
been insulted, God has been murdered, the King of 
Israel has been slain by an Israelite hand. O strange 
murder, strange crime! The Master has been treated in 
unseemly fashion, his body naked, and not even deemed 
worthy of a covering that [his nakedness] might not be 
seen. Therefore the lights [of heaven] turned away, and 
the day clarkened, that it might hide him who was 
stripped upon the cross (Pass. 96-97). 


The utter disgrace of crucifixion encouraged Celsus to 
dismiss derisively the redemptive role of Jesus, who had 
been “bound in the most ignominious fashion” and “exe- 
cuted in a shameful way” (Origen Cels. 6.10). Gnostic 
docetism eliminated the scandal of the death on the cross 
by alleging that the living, spiritual Christ remained un- 
touched and laughed when his image was crucified (e.g., 
Apoc. Pet. 82.1-83.15). Against such theorizing Ignatius of 
Antioch insisted that Christ did not merely appear to 
suffer but was “truly crucified” (Trall. 9.1). 

Nothing expresses more forcefully the paradoxical 
Christian claims about the crucified Jesus than the hymn 
in Philippians 2:6—11. Whether it existed as a pre-Pauline 
element or was added by Paul himself, the phrase “even 
death on a cross” (2:8) presents the extreme contrast 
between Christ’s glory (2:9-11), on the one hand, and the 
shameful death when he was crucified like a slave (suppli- 
cium servile), on the other. 


E. Christian Interpretations of the Crucifixion 

Paul sees in the crucifixion the revelation of Jesus’ obe- 
dience (Phil 2:8) and love (Gal 2:20). The crucifixion 
discloses God’s power and wisdom (1 Cor 1:24; 2 Cor 
13:4). It brings deliverance from sin (Col 2:14) and “the 
curse of the Law” (Gal 3:13); it effects reconciliation and 
peace (Col 1:20; Eph 2:16). Becoming Jesus’ follower 
means the crucifixion of one’s former, sinful self (Rom 
6:6; Gal 2:2C; 6:14). The Law has no more claim on those 
who have died with Christ (Gal 2:19). They renounce sin 
and leave behind the ungodly world (Gal 6;14). Paul is 
persecuted because in these terms he accepts and preaches 
the cross of Christ (Gal 6:12). 

To convey what discipleship metaphorically (and some- 
times literally) entailed, the Synoptic Gospels spoke of 
“taking up cne’s cross” and following Jesus (Mark 3:34; 
Matt 10:38; 16:24; Luke 9:23; 14:27). “Taking up one’s 
cross” may have been a profane and/or Zealot expression 
which then was applied to Christian discipleship. For the 
Synoptics it rneant saying no to oneself, accepting suffer- 
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ing, and even surrendering one’s life for and with Jesus— 
in short, being a cross bearer all one’s life. 
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GERALD G. O’COLLINS 


CRUSE [Heb sappahat]. A translation for a Hebrew word 
which in several other passages is rendered “jar” (1 Sam 
26:11, 12, 16; 2 Kgs 19:6). As “jar,” the Hebrew term 
clearly designates a water container and probably refers to 
the two-handled lentoid containers known as pilgrim 
flasks. Such containers are found archaeologically in Late 
Bronze through Iron II contexts (for illustrations, see 
Amiran 1969: 166-67, 276; pls. 51, 93-95; Photos 167, 
168, 296-98). The biblical passages which use the term 
for “jar” indicate its portability. The 1 Samuel verses 
suggest that it functioned as a canteen for soldiers. Travel- 
ers too would have carried water in canteens since the 
mouth of the flask was narrow and convenient for drinking 
and stoppering (Kelso 1948: 30). 

The pilgrim flask makes the most sense as the ceramic 
vessel meant by sappahat, since the root of that word in 
other Semitic languages apparently involves flattening or 
spreading out. The Arabic cognate, e.g., means “to make 
wide, broad.” However, the term sappahat is also used to 
designate a different vessel, a container used for oil in the 
story of the oil jar of Elijah and the widow of Zarephath in 
1 Kings 17. In that context, it refers to a small container, 
which contained just a little oil. If this be so, “cruse” 
designates a small cruet-size ceramic vessel meant for oil 
as opposed to the larger oil jar ?astik; 2 Kgs 4:2), or toa 
large storage jar (nebel) that could hold oil but also grain 
or wine. Small juglets used to dip water or to hold oii or 
another commodity appear in archaeological contexts go- 
ing back to the Early Bronze Age. Early in the Iron II 
period, the time of Elijah and the widow’s cruse, such 
small juglets were often black (a black burnished slip) and 
had rounded bodies, long narrow necks, and handles 
attached at the middle of the neck (Amiran 1969: 256, 
258; pl. 86:12-13; 87:13). 

The biblical story of the oil cruse contributes to the 
characterization of Elijah as «a prophetic figure with special 
powers from God. During a drought, Elijah asks a widow 
for food and drink. She protests that her supplies are 
meager (only “a little oil in a cruse,” 2 Kgs 17:12). Elijah 
then assures her that her supplies will not be used up until 
God ends the drought and her stores can be replenished; 
and indeed, the cruse of oil [did not] fail” (1 Kgs 17:16). 
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CTESIAS. Fifth-century Greek physician in the Persian 
court who authored a history of Persia (Persika) in twenty- 
three books, a geographical treatise (Periodos) in three 
books, and a book about India (Indika). 

Scion of a medical family from Cnidus in Asia Minor, 
Ctesias sojourned for several years in the court of Artaxer- 
xes II. His biography still admits a few obscurities. One of 
his users, Diodorus of Sicily, thus presents his source in 
the Historical Library: “Ctesias of Cnidus lived during the 
time of Cyrus’ expedition against his brother Artaxerxes; 
he was taken prisoner, and as he had distinguished himself 
by his medical knowledge, he was received at the king’s 
court, where he lived seventeen years heaped with honors” 
(2.32.4). The details here are not clear, however. Diodorus 
suggests that Ctesias was made a prisoner at the Battle of 
Cunaxa, possibly in 405, while it is known from other 
sources that Ctesias’ residence in Persia ended in 398. That 
is why it has been frequently proposed that Diodorus’ texts 
should be corrected to read seven years instead of seven- 
teen. But doubts continue because other sources seem to 
indicate that Ctesias was part of the royal entourage even 
before Cunaxa. Photius notes elsewhere that Ctesias at- 
tained his acme (40 years of age for the Greeks) at the time 
of Cyrus II (that is, between 408 and 401 s.c.£.); Ctesias 
thus probably was born around 445. 

In the course of his service at the Persian court, he 
amassed materials for his works that he drafted after his 
return to Cnidus. Among his known works figures the 
Indika, a sort of ethnographic description of India, of the 
country and its inhabitants. (A somewhat fantastic ethnog- 
raphy, as notes the epitomizer Photius.) Two other of his 
works have unfortunately disappeared almost totally; not 
even the contents would be known if not for the scattered 
citations made by later authors to whom Athanaeus refers. 
One of these books gave an account of the stages and 
relays on the royal road between Ephesus, Bactria, and 
India. Even the title of the work shows that Ctesias had an 
administrative and geographical horizon greater than that 
of Herodotus, who limited the Royal Way to the itinerary 
between Sardis and Susa. It is not impossible that Ctesias 
could have used official sources on the subject. 

The other book—Phorei—went into particulars of the 
produce levied by the royal administration to provision the 
Royal Table. It is an interesting testimony to the ideology 
of tribute in the Achaemenid empire. Ctesias possibly had 
access in this case as well to official registers preserved at 
the court. 

His most important work for the historian of ancient 
Persia was a history of the dynasties that succeeded from 
Ninos to Semiramis until Artaxerxes I. It is entitled Per- 
stka, but in reality the first 6 books, extensively cited by 
Diodorus, concern the history of Assyria. Only books 7 
through 23 can be properly considered Persika in the 
strictest sense of the term. Of the 18 books that form this 
work, 6 of them were dedicated to the activity of the first 
Persian kings: Cyrus, Cambyses, the magi, Darius, and 
Xerxes (ca. 550—465). Books 16-17 deal with the reign of 
Artaxerxes I (465-424). Books 18-20 deal with the reigns 
of Xerxes II, Sogdianos, and Darius II (424—405/4). Fi- 
nally the last 3 books (20-23) were devoted to the first 
seven years (405/4—398) of Artaxerxes II’s long reign. 

The use of this work poses many problems for histori- 
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ans. Foremost, we don’t have access to the text composed 
by Ctesias’ own hand. Outside of a few scattered frag-_ 
ments, we have available only a copious summary compiled 
by the Byzantine patriarch Photius in the 9th century C.E. 
It is not always easy to distinguish what belonged to the 
original work and what has been given prominence by the 
selection of the abridger. Nonetheless, it appears clear that 
Photius did not disturb the general structure of the work, 
which is organized according to a strict annalistic frame- 
work, from king to king. The relative importance accorded 
to each reign seems to derive from Ctesias himself. 

Since antiquity, the credibility of Ctesias’ information 
has been doubted. Plutarch, who relied on him heavily in 
preparing his Life of Artaxerxes, criticizes him several times; 
for, according to him, Ctesias “had introduced in his works 
incredible and extravagant tales.” Photius too stresses Cte- 
sias’ tendency toward fabrication, in particular in his work 
on India. One can point out numerous errors in his 
accounts of the reigns of earlier kings, in particular in the 
narrative of the Median Wars; he even inverted the battles 
of Salamis and Platea! The errors result in part, no doubt, 
from Ctesias’ undisguised desire to polemicize with Herod- 
otus in order to better compete with him. But the compar- 
ison is most often to the advantage of the historian of 
Halicarnassus. For all that, the opposition between the two 
historians need not be maintained in a systematic fashion. 
Herodotus resorts to stories and fables too. For example, 
there is no reason to choose between the respective ver- 
sions of Herodotus and Ctesias on the origins of Cyrus: 
both transmit one of the many versions of the legend of 
the dynast that circulated in their day. In short, to borrow 
A. Momigliano’s expression, there isn’t just invention in 
Ctesias: he is above all marked by the tradition with which 
he familiarized himself during his days in the Achaemenid 
court. 

It is clear, in fact, that Ctesias did not simply use the 
works of his precursors. He also did original work. On 
which documents did he rely? Diodorus tells that Ctesias 
himself acknowledged using the royal annals; but such a 
claim seems hardly plausible, least of all for the Perszka; it 
had above all the aim of conferring upon the work a 
pseudoscientific character. Moreover, Photius takes ac- 
count of nothing but oral testimony: “Ctesias pretends to 
have seen with his own eyes most of the facts that he 
records and to have heard them from the Persians them- 
selves when he wasn’t a direct witness: it is from these 
sources that he would have constructed his history.” The 
recourse to oral sources can only cast doubt. Ctesias explic- 
itly indicates as much himself, in making reference to 
information given by the queen Parysatis, whose health he 
looked after. Everything also leads one to believe that the 
long tormented history of Megabyzus was elaborated from 
information given by representatives of the family: the 
narrative form given to the story of Megabyzus also contra- 
dicts the oral tradition recognizable in numerous passages 
of Persika. 

One can only note as well the central importance ac- 
corded to the actions and deeds of the kings, queens, and 
eunuchs. It has less to do with Persian history than with 
tales of struggles for succession and conflicts of factions 
within the court. But one should not ask of Ctesias what 
he never dreamed of offering. In all, his contribution is 
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far from negligible. It can be shown, for example, that the 
account he gives of the troubled period begun by the 
assassination of Artaxerxes I and ended by the succession 
of Ochos-Darius II is in agreement with the conclusions 
that one can infer from the analysis of Babylonian tablets. 
In a more general way, he furnishes irreplaceable infor- 
mation on the royal family and on periods of succession. 

Historians today have a tendency to accord only little 
value to Cresias’ information. It is true that comparison 
with Heroclotus and Thucydides devaluates considerably 
his accounts of the Median Wars or of the struggle between 
the Athenians and the Persians in Egypt, to give only two 
examples. But one must remember that the objective of 
Ctesias was not to write a Persian history in the sense that 
we understand it. Living at the court, he writes chronolog- 
ically ordered histories centering around kings and prin- 
cesses, officers of the court, and nobles. Hence the impor- 
tance given. for example, to Megabyzus; such a story allows 
one to show in a quasi-emblematic manner that the power 
of a noble, as powerful as he might be, depended exclu- 
sively on royal favor. It was also a story about a tragic 
destiny to which Ctesias knew he could attract impassioned 
readers. In the account of Megabyzus’ return from exile, 
Greek readers could even find a plot close to a model that 
the return of Ulysses to Ithaca had made familiar to them. 

Historiographically, the greatest damage caused by Cte- 
sias comes from the presentation that he give of political 
life at the Persian court, which he presents as dominated 
by palace intrigues led by queens and eunuchs who manip- 
ulated incapable and irresolute kings. The work is thus 
dominated by a series of feminine protagonists, in general 
not very sympathetic; this is particularly true of Parysatts, 
sister-spouse of Darius II, all of whose actions seem to be 
inspired by a desire for vengeance against the enemies of 
his dead son Cyrus and against the representatives of the 
family of Hydernes, including his own daughter-in-law, 
the queen ‘Stateira, whose horrible assassination at the 
hands of Parysatis Ctesias narrates in detail. In doing this, 
Ctesias conferred on the Persian princesses a_ political 
authority that they had never had. In addition, he was one 
of the creators of the myth of “Persian decadence,” which 
is witnessed in particular by the feminization of the pal- 
aces. This myth was obligingly developed after his example 
by other authors like Plato, Xenophon, and Isocrates, and 
willingly taken up again in the modern age. This interpre- 
tation corresponds to a Hellenocentric vision of the history 
of the Near East, exacerbated by Greco-Persian conflicts of 
the 4th century. 
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Trans. Stephen Rosoff 


CUB (PLACE). See LIBYA. 

CUBIT. See WEIGHTS AND MEASURES. 
CUCUMBER. Sce FLORA. 

CUMMIN. See FLORA. 


CUN (PLACE) [Heb kan]. Town from which David took 
much bronze after his defeat of Hadadezer of the king- 
dom of Zobah in | Chr 18:8 (= 2 Sam 8:8). Instead of 
Cun, 2 Sam 8:8 mentions Berothai. Cun is, according to 
Albright (1934: 60), the Ku-nti found in a catalogue of 
Ramesses III. The mention in Roman sources of towns 
named Conna and Cunna in the N Beqa‘ Valley of Lebanon 
at or near Ras Baalbek (34°16’N; 36°28’E) has led many 
scholars to equate the latter with Cun. Dussaud (1927: 
271) accepts that Conna may be Ras Baalbek, but he argues 
that Cunna is identical with neither of these. Intense survey 
of Ras Baalbek in 1972 yielded only a few sherds of the 
Iron Age or earlier (Miller 1976: 93). Ras Baalbek should 
not be confused with Baalbek (34°00'N; 36°13'E) about 20 
miles to the S. Josephus (An 7.105) renders the place in 1 
Chr 18:8 as Machéni, indicating that the mem, which the 
MT regards as a preposition, may be part of the name. 
Accordingly, one should not overlook the Bronze and Iron 
Age site of Tell Maqna (34°05'N; 36°13’E), known also as 
Mighni in various sources (cf. Dussaud 1927: 553), as a 
possible location of the place in 1 Chr 18:8. 


Bibliography 

Albright, W. F. 1934. The Vocalizition of the Egyptian Syllabic Orthog- 
raphy. AOS 5. New Haven. 

Dussaud, R. 1927. Topographie historique de la Syrie antique et médi- 
évale. Paris. 

Miller, U. 1976. Die keramnische Befund der alten Siedlungsstat- 
ten der nérdlichen Biqa‘. Pp. 35-100 in Archdologischer Survey 
in der nérdlichen Biga‘, ed. A. Kuschke et al. Wiesbaden. 

HEcTOR AVALOS 


CUNEIFORM. From the Lat for “wedge-shaped,” the 
term describes writing systems in which signs were rapidly 
impressed with a reed stylus on a soft writing surface. The 
native terms for cuneiform writing, Sum Gu-suM = Akk 
mthiltum/mihistum/mihistum (Vanstiphout 1988), refer to the 
stroke of the stylus. The most suitable and ubiquitous 
writing material was clay; over 99 percent of all cuneiform 
documents are clay tablets (rarely other shapes, such as 
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cones, prisms, barrels, or vessels) ranging in size from 2 X 2 
cm to 30X30 cm. The only other suitable medium for 
accepting the stroke of the stylus was wax; wax-covered 
writing boards are attested from the 2d millennium (one 
was recently found in a Bronze Age shipwreck off the 
Turkish coast), and were extensively used in the Ist millen- 
nium (Parpola 1983), from which, however, only one, plus 
some fragments of others, have survived (RLA 4: 458-9). 
For purposes of commemoration or identification, cunei- 
form signs could be chiseled into stone, engraved in metal, 
and painted or scratched on wood or ceramic. The cunei- 
form writing system was used from ca. 3100 B.c. into the 
first century of this era, originally and finally in Babylonia, 
but at various times in Iran, Upper Mesopotamia, Anatolia, 
Armenia, Syria, Palestine, Cyprus, and Egypt. 
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A. Origin and Development 

The widely publicized theories of D. Schmandt-Besserat 
(1986, 1988), building on the work of P. Amiet, call our 
attention to small clay tokens found at sites throughout 
the Near East from the 9th to 2d millennia, which she 
claims are the earliest form of human record-keeping. 
Certain tokens are even said to be the direct forerunners 
of specific cuneiform signs, but these identifications, ex- 
cept for certain numerical signs which may well go back to 
token shapes, remain highly speculative. However, 
Schmandt-Besserat has been able to reconstruct a remark- 
able and convincing sequence that, beginning in the mid- 
4th millennium, leads from a crude system of numerical 
notation to the first cuneiform documents. 

The sequence begins with hollow clay balls containing 
clay tokens of various shapes, which have been impressed 
on the balls before the balls were sealed. The number and 
shape of the tokens inside the ball matches the impressions 
on the outside, and one or more seals may have been rolled 
over the ball. The tokens record a transaction, and have 
been sealed in the ball to protect the integrity of the 
record, but have usually also been impressed on the out- 
side for easy consultation. The seal impressions would 
prevent both tampering with the token impressions and 
the undetected opening of the clay ball. It was soon recog- 
nized that the seal impressions alone could, when neces- 
sary, secure the integrity of the impressed numerical data. 
The tokens were no longer necessary, and the clumsy ball 
could be flattened into a cushion-shaped tablet. Both to- 
kens and impressions signified quantities, perhaps of spe- 
cific commodities. Additional information pertaining to 
the object of the transaction or the individuals and organ- 
izations responsible for it were conveyed by the seals (Ditt- 
mann 1986). These clay balls and impressed tablets are 
known best from late 4th millennium Uruk and Susa, but 
they have also been found at various sites along an arc 
stretching from the great bend of the Euphrates to south- 
eastern Iran, in assemblages that characterize the Uruk 
Expansion (Algaze 1989). 

The contrast between the clay balls and numerical tab- 
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lets, and even the earliest inscribed tablets, is striking. They 
have numerical notation in common, but the inscribed 
tablets, in addition, have an array of complex signs that is 
vastly more capable of signifying people, organizations, 
operations, and commodities than any system of tokens or 
tokenlike impressions and fixed seal impressions. The 
elaboration of this writing system was effected by the 
extension of the substitution of stylus impression for token 
evidenced in the numerical tablets, to the use of the stylus 
to produce the kind of pictorial and symbolic representa- 
tions heretofore best known from seals (Buccellati 1981). 

The earliest tablets appear at Uruk around 3100 B.c. 
(Nissen’s Stage IV; see Nissen 1986a—b; Green and Nissen 
1987). The bulk of the archaic tablets from Uruk follow 
immediately on these earliest tablets, and are similar to 
archaic tablets found outside of Uruk at Jemdet Nasr, Tell 
“Uqair, and Tell Asmar (Nissen’s Stage II1). The presence 
of the earliest type at Uruk only seems to confirm Uruk as 
the point of origin for the writing system, which fits well 
with Uruk’s position as the largest urban center, by far, in 
Babylon at the end of the 4th millennium. The increasing 
economic and political complexity of urban society was the 
prime stimulus for the development and implementation 
of the information storage system represented by the 
tablets. Curiously, in its archaic stages, cuneiform writing 
never spread beyond Babylonia to the areas that had been 
so heavily influenced by Babylonia in previous periods 
(Algaze 1989), although Elam developed a different ar- 
chaic writing system of its own, probably through stimulus 
diffusion from Babylonia (Vallat 1986). 

Each sign stood for a Sumerian word of one (the major- 
ity) to three syllables. Although most signs were originally 
pictograms, even if we cannot always determine exactly 
what a given sign depicts, there were abstract signs as well 
in the archaic repertoire. For example, in contrast to the 
cattle signs, which indeed look much like animal heads, 
the signs for sheep and for goats consist of various combi- 
nations of circle, cross, and rectangle, with cross-hatching 
on the interior or exterior to mark the adult females and 
female kid, and lozenges to mark the males (Green 1980). 
See Fig. CUN.01. Pictographs could have an iconic rela- 
tionship to their signifieds, as Gu4 “ox,” sac “head,” or TI 
“arrow”, or could point to them in various ways: KA 
“mouth” seems to be a sac “head” with added lines about 
nose level; pu, a foot-shaped sign is used for Sum bu “to 
go” and Gus “to stand”; AN, a star, stands for Sum AN 
“heaven” and DinGir “god.” Signs could be combined to 
form a new sign, whose meaning would be indicated by 
the sum of its parts: sac (“head”) or ka (“mouth”) + NINDA 
(“food,” a pictograph of a ration bowl?) = Gu7 “to eat” 
(fig. 1:5); MINUS (pubic triangle = “woman”) + KUR (sche- 
matically drawn mountains = “mountains, foreign land”) 
= GEMEg “slave woman” (slaves were frequently foreign 
captives). As the system evolved, one (or more) of the 
combined signs might be inscribed within another, as in 
Gu7, or the combined signs might be written side-by-side, 
aS GEME». 

This originally pictographic basis accounts for two char- 
acteristic features of cuneiform writing—polyphony and 
homophony. On the one hand, a given sign may have two 
or more readings (e.g. /pu/ and /cus/ for DU). On the 
other, there may be several signs that have the same read- 
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CUN.01. Evolutior of cuneiform signs. (Redrawn from J, Cooper.) 
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ing (e.g. GU4 and Gu7; the subscripted index number is the 
scholarly convention for distinguishing homophonic signs 
in transliteration). The latter phenomenon was exacer- 
bated both because the Sumerian language had a large 
number of homophones (perhaps distinguished by tone), 
and because final consonants often drop in Sumerian in 
word final position (e.g., Gus is /Gup/ when followed by a 
vocalic affix). 

The signs on the earliest archaic tablets (Stage IV) were 
drawn in the clay, a relatively slow and cumbersome proce- 
dure. By archaic Stage III, signs were beginning to be 
composed out of individually impressed strokes. Impression 
was both rapid and efficient, and imparted the character- 
istic wedge-shaped head to each stroke in a sign: the wedge 
was formed by the tip of the stylus, and the trailing line by 
the stylus’s sharpened edge (Green 1981: 351-59). The 
replacement of drawing by impression quickly led to the 
signs’ loss of pictorialness; within a few centuries of writ- 
ing’s invention, most signs bear little, if any, resemblance 
to their pictographic antecedents. Other developments 
obvious from Fig. CUN.01 are the broadening of the 
wedge at the head of each s:roke, the diminution in the 
number of strokes per sign, the restriction of the possible 
angles at which a given stroke could be made, and later in 
Assyria, the resolution of certain groups of angular wedges 
(Winkelhacken) into parallel horizontals (Labat 1988: 1—7). 
The absolute number of cuneiform signs also declined 
over time, but not as much as previously thought. A well- 
educated scribe in 3000 B.c. would know ca. 770 nonnu- 
merical signs; 2300 years later, an Assyrian scholar could 
be familiar with as many as 600 signs. Although a certain 
number of signs fell out of se through obsolescence or 
coalescence with other signs, there was also, over time, a 
certain amount of differentiation of one sign into two, and 
the creation of new compounds. 

It is immediately apparent from Fig. CUN.01 that the 
proper orientation of the pictographs is 90 degrees to the 
right of the normal orientation of the signs in later peri- 
ods. The motivation and the time of the shift in direction 
is disputed, but it certainly occurred on tablets by the last 
centuries of the 3d millennium. Monumental inscription 
on stone, in keeping with its more solemn and archaizing 
character, was written to be read in the original orientation 
well into the 2d millennium (/2LA 5: 546—67, Powell 1981). 
In the following discussion, even archaic tablets will be 
described as if held in the later, “normal” orientation. 

Tablet format has an important semiotic as well as organ- 
izational role. The use of position, spacing, and horizontal 
and vertical rulings can convey information not made 
explicit by the signs alone, and can ease interpretation and 
help avoid or resolve ambiguities. Although some archaic 
tablets contain only a few signs deployed on an undiffer- 
entiated surface, most already enclose words or phrases in 
rectangular cases. On large: tablets, these cases can be 
arranged in vertical rows or columns, read from top to 
bottom, beginning at obverse: left. The tablet was turned 
on its horizontal axis, and at least by 2500 B.c. but probably 
earlier, the columns on the 1everse were read from right 
to left. An experiment in very complex columnar subdivi- 
sions was abandoned after archaic Stage III (Green 1981). 

Within each case, signs originally could be arranged 
haphazardly, but by ca. 2450 their arrangement, from left 
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to right, corresponded to the order in which they were 
read. By ca. 2300, the boxlike cases began to evolve into 
the horizontal lines that are standard by the end of the 3d 
millennium. The scribes were afflicted with a horror vacui 
at line’s end, and spaced the signs on a given line so that 
the last sign would rest up against the right margin. Words 
were never broken at the end of a line; if a scribe reached 
the right margin before finishing a word or a phrase that 
he wanted to complete on one line, the line would be 
continued below, indented to the right. 

Whereas a pictographic system can adequately represent 
concrete objects and, as shown above, express certain ab- 
stract notions, a writing system in which every word was 
represented by a different sign would be quite unwieldy. 
Furthermore, a system with over 700 signs that could give 
no clue to their reading would be difficult to learn and 
use. And grammatical features necessary for complete 
linguistic representation cannot be expressed by a writing 
system whose individual signs represent lexemes only. The 
early emergence of rebus phoneticism solved these and 
other problems, and was essential to the successful devel- 
opment of the cuneiform system. On the lexical level, a 
sign TI (Fig. CUN.O1), originally a picture of an arrow 
(Sum Tr), could be used to write the nearly homonymous 
abstract verb TIL “to live.” As a phonetic indicator, the sign 
MA (a type of fruit) was combined with an animal head to 
indicate the final /m/ for the reading as Sum aALim “bison” 
(Green and Nissen 1987: 174), or the sign EN is inscribed 
in GAg to create the sign for Sum MEN “crown” (Green and 
Nissen 1987: 245). This separation of phonetic from se- 
mantic content then made it possible to use, say, GA (Sum 
GA “milk;” pictogram originally a milk jar) to write the 
Sum verbal prefix Ga- “let me,” or RA (Sum Ra “to strike”) 
to write the dative postposition (possibly incipient at ar- 
chaic Uruk; see Green and Nissen 1987: 264). 

Another aid to distinguishing and reading the signs is 
the semantic classifier or determinative, a sign set before 
or after the sign that it classifies to indicate the semantic 
category to which the sign belongs. Thus G15 (Sum “tree, 
wood”) is set before the sign(s) for a tree or wooden object, 
and ki (Sum “place”) follows a toponym. The use of such 
determinatives is already well attested in the archaic texts 
from Uruk (Green 1981: 360). 


B. Linguistic, Geographic, and Generic Extension 
The possibility of using cuneiform signs to express pho- 
netic syllables divorced from any semantic meaning, that 
is, as syllabograms rather than logograms, created the 
potential for using the cuneiform writing system to pho- 
netically write languages other than the Sumerian lan- 
guage for which it was originally invented. The first non- 
Sumerian words to be written, were, no doubt, personal 
names and toponyms, people and places whose names 
were not Sumerian but had to be included in the records 
of the bureaucracies in Babylonia that utilized cuneiform. 
Some of these names were Semitic; Semitic-speaking peo- 
ples were in Babylonia from at least the early 3d millen- 
nium, and by 2500 B.c., 50 percent of the scribes known 
from Abu Salabikh (near Nippur) bore Semitic names, and 
another thirty Semitic names are known from the Fara 
tablets (Biggs 1988, Westenholz 1988). A few administra- 
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tive and literary texts from Abu Salabikh seem to have 
been meant to be read in Semitic. 

The earliest significant corpora of connected texts writ- 
ten in Semitic are arrested from ca. 2400 B.c. at Mari, on 
the Euphrates near the present Syro-Iraqi border (Charpin 
1987), and Ebla in northwestern Syria (see the bibliogra- 
phies in Cagni 1987, Krebernik 1988). But although per- 
sonal names and the Semitic words in the bilingual Su- 
mero-Semitic word lists found there are written 
phonetically, connected Semitic texts rely heavily on Su- 
merograms, Sumerian logograms meant to be read as 
Semitic, supplemented by phonetically written Semitic 
prepositions and pronouns. The language of the Semitic 
texts and names from Syria and Babylonia ca. 2500-2400 
B.c. seems to form “an unbroken linguistic continuum, a 
cluster of closely related dialects, despite the numerous 
local peculiarities” (Westenholz 1988: 101). It is closely 
related to, but not identical with, the Old Akkadian that 
emerges in Babylonia ca. 2350. 

The Semitic Old Akkadian texts known from the time 
of Sargon of Akkad and his successors in Babylonia (Gelb 
1961), in contrast to the Presargonic Semitic texts, write 
most nouns and nearly all verbs phonetically. A paradigm 
for writing Akkadian was established that persisted in all 
subsequent periods: phonetic representation using a re- 
stricted corpus of monosyllabic signs, supplemented by a 
limited number of Sumerograms representing very com- 
mon terms, such as “king” or “earth,” legal and adminis- 
trative formulas, and technical terms. The major exception 
is the high frequency of logograms found in certain cate- 
gories of Akkadian technical literature, especially in the 
Ist millennium, where the use and spatial deployment of 
the logograms makes the texts much easier to scan than 
they would be if written phonetically. 

Despite the large number of signs known by academic 
scribes in any given period or center of cuneiform literacy, 
the number of signs that a scribe needed to master for 
everyday purposes was relatively small. There are no stud- 
ies of how many signs were normally employed by, say, a 
clerk writing in Sumerian under the 3d Dynasty of Ur (ca. 
2100-2000 B.c.), but an OB or OA scribe writing Akkadian 
could function well with 100-150 signs, and manage to get 
by with even less (RLA 5: 561-62; Larsen 1989: 132-33). 
Each period and region has its own particular syllabary, or 
selection of signs, and orthographic practices. 

By the middle of the 2d millennium B.c., several of 
Mesopotamia’s neighbors had adapted the Akkadian syl- 
labary together with Sumerian logograms to write their 
own languages. These include the Elamites in southwest- 
ern Iran; the Hurrians, spread in an arc stretching from 
the Zagros in the east to the Taurus and the Mediterranean 
in the west; and the Hittites, who controlled a large empire 
from their capital in central Anatolia. From the early 2d 
millennium, but especially between 1500-1200 B.c., cune- 
iform Akkadian was the lingua franca of the Near East 
and was used regularly in diplomatic communications be- 
tween capitals and between rulers and their vassals. It was 
also the language of local law and administration in such 
non-Akkadian speaking milieux as Mari, Alalakh, Ugarit 
(alongside Ugaritic), and Emar. 

In the first millennium, Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform 
was used to write other languages only in Elam and Ur- 
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artu. In Syria and Palestine, cuneiform, stylus, and clay 
tablets were replaced by the easier-to-learn alphabet, pen, 
and ink, and papyrus or leather, a process that was occur- 
ring in Mesopotamia as well. The change in writing system 
and mediura was accompanied by a change in language, 
as Aramaic ‘ook over the role that Akkadian had plaved in 
the preceding millennium. 

The earliest cuneiform texts are the records of the 
bureaucratic organizations whose needs spawned the writ- 
ing system, and the lexical lists necessary to educate the 
scribal bureaucrats who used the system. These early re- 
cords have been aptly characterized as aide-mémoire (Bot- 
téro 1987: 89-112); they listed quantities, commodities, 
individuals, and sometimes operations, but depended on 
the user’s prior knowledge of context and procedures to 
ascertain the relationships between those elements. [t was 
only the systematic development of phonetic writing to 
express the grammatical elements of language that made 
written literature, letters, and commemorative inscriptions 
possible. This began ca. 2600, but the earliest literary texts 
(mainly frorn Abu Salabikh) are hardly intelligible unless a 
later version of the same composition exists, and many are 
written in a peculiar allographic orthography that is only 
partially deciphered (RLA 7: 36-37, Krebernik 1984: 267— 
86). Full or nearly full expression of grammatical ele- 
ments, and long, complex narrative texts, begin ca. 2400. 
Technical ard scientific topics (e.g., omens, ritual compen- 
dia, astronomy, mathematics, medicine, glassmaking, and 
grammar) first find written expression in the 2d millen- 
nium. 

Sumero-Akkadian cuneiform inspired two completely 
new and radically simplified writing systems utilizing con- 
figurations of wedges impressed on clay tablets. From the 
mid- to late 2d millennium, a cuneiform alphabet, known 
chiefly from Ugarit, was used to write Ugaritic and other 
Semitic languages in Syria and Palestine, and presupposes 
the existence of a linear alphabet (Dietrich and Loretz 
1988). In the middle of the Ist millennium, the Achae- 
menid Persians developed a cuneiform syllabary of 36 
signs and 6 .ogograms for writing Old Persian, which they 
used for commemorative purposes only; their administra- 
tive records are in cuneiform Elamite or alphabetic Ara- 
maic (RLA 5: 563-65). 


C. Decipherment 

Cuneiform first drew the attention of Europeans 
through artifacts and reports brought back by 17th and 
18th centurv visitors to the Near East, especially Persepolis, 
the ancient Persian capital. Copies of Achaemenid royal 
inscriptions on stone were circulated, and it was soon 
established by formal criteria that some were trilingual. 
One of the three languages was written in a much simpler 
writing system, which by the early 19th century was cor- 
rectly assumed to be the Old Persian language of the 
Achaemenids. The first steps toward decipherment were 
taken by the Géttingen scholar Georg Friedrich Grotefend 
(1775-1853). Substantial progress could be made only 
when a sufficiently long inscription was found and copied. 
This was accomplished by the Englishman Henry Rawlin- 
son (1810—1895), who copied the inscription of Darius I 
on the cliffside at Bisitun. In 1848 he published his deci- 
pherment of the Old Persian version, and by the mid- 
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1850s the third language of the inscriptions, Akkadian, 
had been deciphered through the efforts of Rawlinson, 
the Irishman Edward Hincks (1792-1866), and the 
Frenchman Jules Oppert (1825-1905). This was possible 
only when it was realized that Akkadian was written both 
syllabically and logographically, and that syllabic Akkadian 
writing was both polyphonic and homophonic. Because 
Akkadian was revealed to be a member of the well-known 
Semitic language family, rapid progress in decipherment 
followed, in turn facilitating the decipherment of cunei- 
form texts in a variety of languages during the following 
decades (Friedrich 1957). 

The second language of the Achaemenid inscriptions, 
Elamite, is without any known relation and is still only 
imperfectly understood. Sumerian, whose existence was 
established only after study of the tablets excavated by the 
British at Nineveh, also has no known cognate languages, 
but its decipherment was aided by the large corpus of 
Sumero-Akkadian bilingual literary and lexical texts. Hur- 
rian and Urartian, related tc: one another, are still far from 
completely understood, after a century and more of study. 
Cuneiform Hittite was deciphered in 1915—less than a 
decade after the first lot of tablets was excavated—by the 
Czech scholar Bedrich Hrozny (1879-1952). The deci- 
pherment of Ugaritic was even more rapid. Soon after the 
first tablets were discovered by French excavators in 1929, 
independent decipherments were offered by the French 
Scholars Charles Virolleaud (1879-1968) and Edouard 
Dhorme (1881—1966) and the German Theo Bauer (1896— 
1957). The first Eblaite tablets were published by the 
Italian scholar Giovanni Pettinato after their discovery in 
1974, and work on them has been continued by him and 
other scholars (Friedrich 19:57, Cagni 1987). 


D. Myth of Origin and Divine Patrons 

The invention of cuneiform is the subject of an episode 
in the Sumerian epic tale Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta 
(Cohen 1973). Enmerkar, mythical ruler of the Sumerian 
city of Uruk, whose historical prototype would have ruled 
ca. 2700 B.c., demands submission and tribute from the 
ruler of the distant Iranian city of Aratta, rich in the 
natural resources that Sumer lacked. Enmerkar’s demands 
are communicated in a series of long messages delivered 
by a courier. When one message is too long for the courier 
to remember, Enmerkar invents “writing on clay tablets” 
to assist him. When the ruler of Aratta was given the tablet 
he grew angry, because, as H. Vanstiphout has shown 
(1988: 159), “the words were [just] nails.” 

This native etiology of writing is implausible, since we 
know that the earliest use cf writing was for information 
storage, and it was only after many centuries that it was 
used for long-distance communication (letters). Interest- 
ing, however, is that the ancients perceived the wedge 
shape of the cuneiform signs as moderns do. Before 
“cuneiform” became a standard term, “nail writing, Nagel- 
schrift” were sometimes usecl, and the equivalent still is in 
Dutch (spykerschrift) and several other languages (RLA 5: 

44). 


The Sumerian god of wisdom was Enki (Akk Ea), but 
writing proper was the domain of the goddess Nisaba, 
tutelary deity of scribes and the scribal academy. By the 


I +« 1217 


first millennium, this role had been transferred to the god 
Nabi, whose emblems were the scribe’s stylus and tablet. 


E. Cuneiform in Palestine 

Although the Hebrew Bible seems not to have recog- 
nized cuneiform writing as a phenomenon worthy of par- 
ticular mention, cuneiform was a fact of life in Palestine 
from at least the 18th century B.c. to the period of Assyr- 
ian domination in the 7th—6th centuries B.c. Biblical au- 
thors or redactors might have seen it used by Assyrian 
officials, such as the two damaged scribes on Sennacherib’s 
relief celebrating the capture of Lachish (Ussishkin 1982: 
86-87), or would have surely come across some of the 
stelas erected by Assyrian kings to celebrate their victories. 

It is surprising how little has been found in Palestine: 
working from Jucquois’ list (1966: 32—36), for example, 
and adding more recent finds, we can estimate that there 
are between 85 and 100 tablets known to have originated 
in Palestine in the 2d millennium, but only 32 from that 
same period have actually been found there. A complete 
inventory of cuneiform artifacts found in Palestine can be 
found in Galling (1968: 13-14 and 61). Subsequent finds 
and bibliography are Rainey 1975, and Owen 1981 
(Aphek); Shaffer 1970 and Becking 1982 (Gezer); Hallo 
and Tadmor 1977 (Hazor); Anbar and Na’aman 1986 
(Hebron); Sigrist 1982 (Keisan); B6hl 1974 (Shechem); and 
Glock 1971 (Ta’anach). 

At present, it cannot be determined if Ebla represented 
the extreme southwestern corner of the cuneiform world 
in the mid-3d millennium .s.c., or if the prolific use of 
cuneiform known there extended southward as far as 
Palestine. The earliest cuneiform found in Palestine dates 
to the 18th to 16th centuries B.c., contemporary with the 
Mari archives and the later tablets from Alalakh level VII, 
which correlates well with evidence from Mari showing 
Hazor to be a participant in a vast network of diplomatic 
and commercial relations reaching as far east as Babylonia 
and Elam. Only four or five tablets and an inscribed liver 
model used for extispicy have been found from this pe- 
riod, at Gezer, Hazor, Hebron, and possibly Shechem, as 
well as some seals and a jug with a name scratched on its 
side in cuneiform. But certain of these materials—legal 
and scholarly texts—never occur as isolated artifacts, and 
we can safely assume that there were multiple centers in 
Palestine where cuneiform Akkadian was, as at Alalakh, 
the language of legal, administrative, and business docu- 
ments. 

The same mix is found in much larger numbers for the 
first half of the 2d millennium sB.c. Twenty-seven tablets of 
this period have been found, the bulk of which are from 
Aphek (8) and Ta’anach (13), with others from Gezer, 
Hesi, Jericho, and Megiddo. To these must be added the 
letters of Palestinian vassals found in the Egyptian archive 
at Amarna. Again, we must imagine situations similar to 
Alalakh, Ugarit, or Emar. We know that at Ugarit the local 
language, written in a cuneiform alphabet, was used for 
many of the same purposes as Akkadian. A small number 
of alphabetic cuneiform tablets have been found in Pales- 
tine (Dietrich and Loretz 1988), and one wonders to what 
extent letters and documents were executed there in local 
languages, in either cuneiform or linear alphabetic writ- 
ing. 
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Cuneiform was not an element of the new cultural 
paradigm that emerged after the upheavals in the Levant 
at the end of the 2d millennium B.c. Its reappearance in 
Palestine coincided with Assyrian domination in the 8th— 
7th centuries B.c., exemplified by the stela fragments of 
Sargon II of Assyria found at Ashdod and Samaria. Four 
legal and administrative tablets were found at Gezer, 
Keisan, and Samaria, and at the last, an inscribed bulla 
with the Assyrian royal seal was excavated. Significantly, 
no school texts were found, suggesting that cuneiform was 
a device of the conquerors not much propagated on Pales- 
tinian soil. 
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JERROLD S. CooPER 


CURSE. 4 term associated with a substantial semantic 
range of coricepts and vocabulary in the Bible. The English 
verb “to curse” renders several Hebrew words (’drar, galal, 
ala, hehérim, ndqab, qabab, baérak {a euphemism, lit. “bless”]), 
and Greek verbs (kataraomat, anathematizé, katanathematizé, 
kataraomat, batalaled). The English noun “curse” mav ren- 
der any of the Hebrew nouns 7alah herem, meérah, and 
t@alah, as well as the Greek nouns katara, epikataratos, 
anathema, ard katathema. We may summarize the predomi- 
nant usage of the various verbs as follows: to curse is to 
predict, wish, pray for, or cause trouble or disaster on a 
person or thing. Correspondingly, the predominant noun 
usages may be summarized in the following manner: a 
curse is the expression of such a prediction, wish, prayer, 
or causation; or the result thereof; or, rarely, the object 
(person or thing) thereof. 

In the Mosaic Law, one means of divine enforcement of 
the covenant stipulations incumbent on Israel was the 
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curse. Leviticus 26 and Deuteronomy 28-32 contain the 
sanctions portions of the covenant structure relative to 
their respective statements of the Law, and in these pas- 
sages much is made of the many types of curses that will 
attend the Israelites if they zbandon the covenant. Twenty- 
seven types of curses are found in these contexts, repre- 
senting virtually all the miseries one could imagine 
occurring in the ancient world (Stuart Hosea-Jonah WBC, 
xxxi-xlii), but these may be summarized by six terms: 
defeat, disease, desolation, deprivation, deportation, and 
death. Such curses are warnings of what God will cause to 
happen to Israel if they sin. Thus, Jeremiah speaks of the 
curse that attends the Law («.g., Jer 11:3) as does Paul (Gal 
3:13), with the ultimate curse being that of death, as Rom 
6:23 implies. The close relationship between covenant and 
curse led to a metonymic use of “curse” for “covenant” in 
Deut 34:12 and Zech 5:3. 

As the arbiter of values, God was free to curse those who 
offended him. Human beings did not have that preroga- 
tive. Cursing by people could have serious consequences 
for themselves depending on who or what it was they had 
cursed. Cursing one’s parents (Exod 21:17; Lev 20:19), 
the handicapped (Lev 19:14), a king (because he is God’s 
anointed; 2 Samuel 16), or God (Lev 24:11—24) were all 
crimes or sins punishable by death. In such cases it was the 
object of the curse that made it wrong rather than the 
process; pronouncing harm on the innocent was forbid- 
den; pronouncing harm on the evil was appropriate. Thus 
prophets could utter a curse sinfully (e.g., Balaam against 
Israel; Num 22:6-17) or righteously (e.g., Joshua on Jeri- 
cho and Gibeon; Josh 6:26 and 9:23) depending on the 
object. 

It was assumed in ancient times that curses derived their 
power from the gods (1 Sam 17:43). Merely expressing 
negative wishes had little force. For the orthodox Israel- 
ites, whose God Yahweh was universally sovereign (Gen 
12:8, 9; Exod 9:14; Ps 95:3; Amos 1-2), no curse could 
have effect without Yahweh’s superintendence, including 
that of a foreign or false prophet (Num 23:8). Yahweh 
could turn a curse against its speaker (Gen 12:3; 27:29) or 
turn a curse into a blessing (Deut 23:5). In the latter sense 
he is said by Paul to have made Christ “a curse for us,” i.e., 
a blessing via his taking the penalty of the Law’s curse 
upon himself in his crucifixion (Gal 3:13). 

God’s word is his deed; it was inconceivable to orthodox 
believers, whether Christian or Jew, that what God ordered 
or predicted would not come true either instantly or ac- 
cording to whatever timing he chose. His curses dominate 
nature (Gen 3:14, 17; Isa 24:6; Mark 11:21) and nations 
(Gen 9:25; Jer 24:9). They can affect the family (Prov 
3:33) or the individual (Matt. 25:41; Acts 5:1—11). 

When a divine curse has been announced as generally 
applicable (e.g., Deut 11:26, “I set before you this day 
blessing and curse . . .”) violators of the warning automat- 
ically bring upon themselves the miseries implied in the 
curse (Deut 28:15; Zech 5:1—4; 2 Chr 34:24). Indeed, 
whenever God so chooses, he may as a punishment bring 
the intended effect of a curse upon the very individual 
who uttered it against someone else (Gen 27:12, 13; Ps 
109:17). 

Curses could accompany any sort of covenant, as part of 
the oaths made to bind all parties. Individuals who then 
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broke such covenants would be subject to thé-curses they 
had agreed to in binding themselves to the covenant (Judg 


21:18; Neh 10:29; cf. Matt 26:74; Acts 23:12). A ceremony. 


related to the covenant of marriage could involve the 
uttering of curses as a part of the process of determining 
marital infidelity (Num 5:18—27). 

Individuals could compose their own curses against 
other individuals, desiring thereby to hurt them (Job 
31:30). They could, as well, give strength to a promise 
(Gen 34:41) or a legal testimony (1 Kgs 8:31) by an oath. 

Words involving the Hebrew root frm are sometimes 
translated “curse” in the sense of a thing banned or made 
off-limits from society, thus bringing a curse upon the 
person who breaks the ban and makes contact with it. In 
so-called Holy War, the enemy and anything belonging to 
him was herem, off-limits, and under penalty of death could 
not be taken as plunder by victorious Israelite soldiers 
(Josh 7:1, 12; 1 Sam 15:23). The curse of Mal 4:6 uses the 
term herem in reference to the fate of the land if the future 
Elijah is not heeded, implying that those who reject the 
word of God will suffer the same fate as did those who 
violated the ban in Holy War, i.e., death. 

Because cursing was intended to produce negative re- 
sults, the notion of reversal of cursing in the NT conveys 
the sense of the dawning of a new age of behavior and 
expectations. Jesus’ teaching, “Bless those who curse you” 
(Luke 6:28), called for a reversal on the part of his follow- 
ers of millennia of tradition about personal response to 
cursing. Revelation 22:3 predicts the cessation of “the 
curse,” 1e., the results of the Genesis fall (sin, disease, 
death). 
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DouGLas STUART 


CUSH (PERSON) [Heb kis]. CUSHITE. Two persons in 
the OT bear this name. 

1. The son of Ham, and father of Seba, Havilah, Sabtah, 
Raamah, Sabteca, and NIMROD (Gen 10:6—8). This Cush 
is the eponymous ancestor of the Cushites, but also appar- 
ently of a Mesopotamian group, given the relationship to 
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Nimrod in v 8. Thus, in addition to the Ethiopian Cush, 
Cush has been seen as the ancestor of the Kassites (Gk 
Cossaea), who ruled Babylon until the 12th century B.c. 
(Genesis AB, 66, 72) or of the Kash, who conquered Baby- 
lon in the 18th century B.c. (Genesis 1-11 TBC, 119). 

2. Benjaminite mentioned in the superscription of 
Psalm 7 as the person whose activity gave occasion for the 
composition of the psalm. The LXX reads chousi (Heb 
kusi), which may indicate a relationship with 2 Samuel 
18:21-32, where the messenger who brought to David 
word of the defeat and death of Absalom is called kus? 
eight times. This name has been understood as a gentilic, 
“the Cushite,” with no Israelite tribal affiliation. Kyle 
McCarter, Jr. (2 Samuel AB, 402, 408) points out that, in 
the MT, the second of these eight occurrences of kui? does 
not employ the definite article (thus treating kus? as a 
proper name, Cushi), and that the LXX, Syr, Vg, and Tg. 
treat kus? in all eight occurrences, not as a gentilic, but as a 
personal name. His conclusion is that it is not impossible 
to identify the “Cush” of Psalm 7 with “the Cushite” of 2 
Samuel 18. Against this view, the “Cush” of Psalm 7 has 
generally been understood as an enemy of David, e.g., 
Dalglish (IDB 1: 751) describes him as a “calumnious foe 
of David.” This understanding of Cush clearly does not fit 
the Cushite of 2 Samuel 18, who is no enemy of David, but 
only a messenger to David from Joab. However, the idea 
that Cush is David’s enemy is based, not on the superscrip- 
tion itself, but rather on the content of the psalm. The 
superscription reads, “A Shiggaion of David, which he 
sang to the LORD concerning (Heb ‘al dibré) Cush a 
Benjaminite.” Taken in its plain sense, ‘al dibré means 
“upon [because of] the words of . . .” So translated, Psalm 
7 does not imply an antagonistic relationship of Cush to 
David, but only states that Cush’s words provided the 
impulse for the composition of the psalm. 

SIEGFRIED S. JOHNSON 


CUSHAN (PLACE) {Heb kisan]. In the description of a 
theophany in which Yahweh comes in wrath (Hab 3:3-15), 
two specific places are pointed out as being distraught, 
“the tents of Cushan” and “the tent curtains of Midian” 
(Hab 3:7). The tent dwellings indicate nomads, and such 
were the Midianites. They are associated with several areas 
to the S and E of Israel (Gen 37:28, 36; Num 10:29-—30; 
22; 25). Since this mention of Cushan is unique in the 
Bible, evidence concerning its location is usually sought 
elsewhere. 

Cush in the OT often is associated with S Egypt and 
Ethiopia (Gen 10:6; 2 Kgs 19:9), but this appears to be too 
far S for the context in Habakkuk. Cush is also associated 
with a more northerly location in its association with the 
Gihon, one of the four rivers flowing from Eden (Gen 
2:13). This seems to place it in the area of Mesopotamia or 
N Syria. This is also the place of origin of one of Israel’s 
oppressors during the period of the judges, Cushan-rish- 
athaim (Judg 3:8, 10), whose name includes the word 
under discussion. He comes from Aram-naharaim, “Aram 
of the two rivers,” in the area of the Upper Euphrates and 
Habur rivers (MBA, 4). 

Earlier in the 2d millennium 8B.c., Mesopotamia was 
controlled by the Kassites (Akk kaisu; Gadd CAH? 2/1: 


CUSHAN 


224-27; Drower CAH? 2/1: 437-44; Gadd CAH® 2/2: 34- 
44). They are referred to in the Amarna Letters from the 
14th century B.c. as kasa/u. These people could also be 
those referred to as the kwiSw “Cush,” in an Egyptian 
execration text (Cazelles POTT, 13). In inscriptions of 
Ramesses II und Ramesses III, reference is made to gsn- 
rm, ‘“Kusan-rom” in N Syria (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 
110; cf. ARI, 205, n. 49). The site is not identified, but it 
fits in the same area as the other pieces of evidence. 

The trouble with these identifications is that the Habak- 
kuk reference to Cushan seems to place it to the S of Israel 
in the Sinai and Red Sea area based on the allusions to the 
Exodus events (3:3-15). Cushan could be either an alter- 
native name for the Midianites, or a subgroup of them. 
They seem to have such names or subgroupings elsewhere 
as well (Gen 37:27, 28, 36; Judg 8:24; see Baker Nahum, 
Habakkuk and Zephaniah TOTC, 72). If the name is to be 
understood as indicating an ethnic group rather than a 
geographical location, it might be expected to occur in 
association with any number of locations which were 
within the scope of nomadic travel. Therefore locations in 
the Sinai and in N Syria are not mutually exclusive. 


Bibliography 
Edgerton, W. F. and Wilson, J. A. 1936. Historical Records of Ramses 
III: The Texts in Medinat Habu. SAOC 12. 
Davip W. BAKER 


CUSHAN-RISHATHAIM (PERSON) [Heb kisan 
riS“atayim]. A name which appears in the OT only at Judg 
3:7-11, telling how in the Judges period Yahweh sold the 
Israelites intc the hand of Cushan-Rishathaim, king of 
Mesopotamia (Heb ?dram nahdrdim), from whom, after 
eight years’ servitude, they were delivered by Othniel the 
son of Kenaz, Caleb’s younger brother. According to Josh 
15:16—-19 and Judg 1:12-15, Caleb took Hebron for him- 
self and Othniel captured Debir. Othniel thus belonged to 
S Judah. In view of this, and because it seems unlikely that 
this minor figure attacked and defeated a king from N 
Syria, many scholars have located Cushan (by minor emen- 
dation) in Edom, not Aram, excising nahdrdim as a gloss 
(Malamat 1954: 232). The name ris‘dtaim was explained in 
talmudic traclition as meaning “of double wickedness” 
(Malamat 1954: 232). Marquart (1896: 11), however, ex- 
plained it as ré¥ ‘ataim, “chief of ‘Athaim,’ ” a name he took 
from the LXX version of the Chronicler’s rendering (1 
Chr 1:46) of Hadad’s city Avith (Gen 36:35). Gray (Joshua, 
Judges and Ruth NCBC, 214-15, 260-61), proposed és 
hattémani, “chief of the Temanites”; compare the associa- 
tion (Hab 3: 7) of the name “Cushan” with the land of the 
Midianites. However, while it seems likely that Othniel was 
involved with some more local opponents than one from 
N Syria, these suggestions remain speculative, and even if 
the compiler of the collection of deliverance stories in 
Judges wrote Edom where Aram(-naharaim) now stands 
(Judg 3:8, 10), he may not have had any reliable informa- 
tion at hand. Further, the emendation from “Aram” to 
“Edom” remains doubtful; if the story was composed, as 
Mayes (I/H, 511) suggests, to give an example of God’s 
saving activity by way of introduction to other such stories 
of deliverance in Judges (and perhaps to provide a suitable 
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deliverer for the tribe of Judah), then the author may have 
intended to write “Aram,” nct “Edom,” in which case we 
can draw nothing of any significance for 12th—11th cen- 
tury B.c. Edom from the story. Accepting the reading 
Aram-nahardim, Malamat (195-t: 231-42) proposes to iden- 
tify Cushan-Rishathaim with a certain Arsu or Irsu, a 
Syrian ruler mentioned in Papyrus Harris 1/75: 1-9 
(ANET, 260), who, according to Malamat, seized the Egyp- 
tian throne in an anarchic period at the end of the 19th 
Dynasty, about 1200 B.c. The identification of Cushan 
with Irsu, however, seems highly speculative. E. Taiibler 
(1947: 136-42) argued that the name “Cushan-Risha- 
thatm” derives from a literary attempt to associate the 
Midianite Cushan with Babylon (the home of wickedness) 
and so to bring Cushan into contempt. More prosaically, 
R. Boling (Judges AB, 81) suggests that the place name 
Aram-naharaim results from the mistaken redivision of an 
original ?rmn hrym, “fortress of the mountains”; but where 
was this? The identity of Cushan-Rishathaim and his con- 
nection, if any, with Edom rernain totally obscure. 
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CUSHI (PERSON) [Heb ds]. The name “Cushi” ap- 
pears to be cognate with the personal name “Cush,” the 
eponymous son of Ham (Gen 10:6—8; 1 Chr 1:8—10), and 
the unknown personage mentioned in the title of Psalm 7. 
It is also conceived to be a geographical or ethnological 
term in Isa 11:11. The term és? is used not only as a 
proper name but also as a nomen gentilicium (2 Sam 18:21— 
23, 31-32). The feminine form “Cushite” (Heb kisit) ap- 
pears twice in Num 12:1, which the Gk renders guné tés 
aithiépissés. 

1. The great-grandfather of the princeling Jehudi. This 
courtier was dispatched to summon Baruch, the amanu- 
ensis of Jeremiah, to appear efore the royal cabinet and 
to read the words of the scroll which Jeremiah had dictated 
and which Baruch had just read to the people (Jer 36:14). 
In the enjoinder the ancestry of Jehudi is traced back to 
the third generation, to Cushi, his great-grandfather, a 
fact which indicates both the aristocracy of his family 
lineage and the importance of the assigned mission. 

2. The father of Zephaniah, the Judean prophet. The 
genealogy of the prophet Zephaniah is traced back some 
four generations to Hezekiah, presumably, the king of 
Judah. This superscription is unique in the presentation 
of what appears to be a royal lineage of the prophet. The 
importance of Cushi can be measured from the above 
implications suggesting a place in the Judean aristocracy 
and a deeply committed religious personality. Unfortu- 
nately, beyond this, we know no further details of his life. 

EDWARD R. DALGLISH 


CUTH (PLACE) [Heb kat]. Var. CUTHAH. A city in S 
Mesopotamia (2 Kgs 17:24). Inhabited continuously at 
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least from the 3d to the Ist millennia B.c., this city is best 
known as the center for the cult associated with the realm 
of the dead and the chief deity of the Mesopotamian 
underworld, Nergal. The name “Cuthah” (Heb kaité; Sum 
Gu-du-a, of unclear etymology) itself may be used in Ak- 
kadian as a name for the underworld. The modern Tell 
Ibrahim, 20 miles NE of Babylon, seems the most likely 
location for Cuthah, but since extensive excavations have 
not yet been undertaken, information about Cuthah 
comes primarily from written sources outside the city. (For 
further discussion, see Edzard and Gallery RLA 6: 384-7.) 

When Assyria subdued rebellions in both Israel and 
Babylonia in the 8th century B.c., the conquered popula- 
tions of these two lands were resettled elsewhere in accord 
with Assyrian policy, the Cuthites being relocated 500 
miles westward to the territory of subdued Israel and its 
former capital Samaria (2 Kgs 17:24). Even after being 
settled in Israel, the former inhabitants of Cuthah contin- 
ued to venerate their patron deity Nergal (2 Kgs 17:30), 
presumably maintaining the cult associated with the dead 
and the underworld with which he was associated. The 
Assyrian king who was responsible for the deportation of 
the Cuthites may have been Sargon II if the Babylonian 
rebellion is to be associated with that of the Merodach- 
baladan of 2 Kgs 20:12-19. The designation “Cutheans” 
was later employed by Jews in the first centuries A.D. as an 
insulting epithet to describe the Samaritans who lived in 
the region centering on Samaria (Josephus Ant 9.14.3; 0. 
Qidd. '75~76; 6. Hul. 5b-6a) where the exiles from Cuthah 
had been settled by the Assyrians. 

SAMUEL A. MEIER 


CUTHA (PERSON) [Gk Koutha]. A temple servant who 
was the progenitor of a family which returned from Bab- 
ylon with Zerubbabel (1 Esdr 5:32). Although | Esdras is 
often assumed to have been compiled from Ezra and 
Nehemiah, this family does not appear among their lists 
of returning exiles (see Ezra 2:52; Neh 7:54). Omissions 
such as this also raise questions about | Esdras being used 
as a source by Ezra or Nehemiah. Furthermore, problems 
associated with dating events and identifying persons de- 
scribed in 1 Esdras have cast doubt on the historicity of the 
text. 
MICHAEL Davip MCGEHEE 


CYAMON (PLACE) [Gk Kyamén]. Site mentioned in the 
book of Judith whose exact location is unknown (Jdt 7:3). 
The verse places it in the vicinity of Esdraelon. It has been 
identified with modern Tell Qeimon (M.R. 160230), which 
is located near Geba, on the slopes of Mount Carmel, at 
the N end of the plain of Esdraelon. It is possible that the 
name “Cyamon” is a corruption of the Hebrew name 
“lokmeam” (Heb yogmé‘am), which appears at 1 Kgs 4:12 
as part of the boundary list for one of Solomon’s tax 
districts. Jokmeam is also identified with modern Tell Qei- 
mon, so the hypothesis that Cyamon is a corruption of 
Jokmeam is plausible. Of course, given the genre of the 
book of Judith, it is possible that the name is fictitious. 
SIDNIE ANN WHITE 


CYNICS 


CYCLONE. See PALESTINE, CLIMATE OF. 


CYMBALS. See the MUSIC AND MUSICAL INSTRU- 
MENTS articles. 


CYNICS. Adherents of the Greek school of philoso- 
phers who held that virtue is the only good and that its 
essence lies in self-control and independence. 


A. Historical Outline 

1. Early Cynicism 

2. Imperial Cynicism 

Name 

Appearance and Manner of Life 

. Cynic Teachings 

Impact of Cynicism 

1. Cynicism and Greco-Roman Intellectual Life 
2. Cynicism and Early Christianity 
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A. Historical Outline 

1. Early Cynicism. Cynicism began in the 4th century 
B.c.E. with Socrates’ student Antisthenes (ca. 446-366 
B.C.E.) and thus is one of the Socratic schools of Greek 
philosophy. There soon followed Diogenes of Sinope (ca. 
404-323 3.c.e.) and his student Crates of Thebes, who 
flourished during the 113th Olympiad (i.e., 328-324 
B.C.E.) (D.L., 6.87) and who died as late as 270 B.C.E. 
(Susemih! 189]: 1.29-30). No Cynics after them ever 
eclipsed these three as the school’s chief representatives 
(Lucian, Fug. 20; Julian, Orat. 6.188B), even though Cynic 
teachings continued to attract adherents for a thousand 
years. A brief review of these adherents will draw attention 
to many of these lesser known Cynics and underscore the 
long history of this important, if not always appreciated, 
philosophical movement. 

Cynicism’s early representatives—from Antisthenes on 
down to about 200 B.c.£.—are conveniently catalogued by 
Diogenes Laertius, whose sixth book of The Lives of the 
Eminent Philosophers is our principal source for early Cyni- 
cism (Mejer 1978: 1-59). The lives of these early Cynics 
vary greatly in length, but all tend to include some bio- 
graphical data; anecdotes of their memorable sayings and 
actions; summaries, or at least samples, of their teachings; 
and lists of their writings. Not surprisingly, Diogenes Laer- 
tius reserves the most space for Antisthenes (6.1—19), 
Diogenes (6.20—81), and Crates (6.85—93, 98). He empha- 
sizes Antisthenes’ attachment to Socrates (6.2) and his role 
as founder of Cynicism (2.47), a claim which some scholars 
doubt (Dudley 1937: 1-16) but without convincing others 
(Héistad 1948: 8-13; Kusch RAC 3: 1063). Diogenes Laer- 
tius (6.85—86) illustrates Crates’ considerable literary tal- 
ent with snippets of his poetry, such as the description of 
a Cynic island utopia called Péra “Begging Bag” (Stenzel 
PW 22: 1625-31, Dudley 1937: 42-53). But he reserves 
the most space for Diogenes and so clearly announces the 
importance of this follower of Antisthenes. This longer 
treatment is justified, as Diogenes became, as it were, the 
second founder of Cynicism, in that he, more than either 
Antisthenes or Crates, stamped the movement with his 
personality and continued to be the point of reference for 
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Cynics of all kinds down through the centuries (Gerhard 
1912; von Frirz 1926; Kusch RAC 3: 1063-67). 

Diogenes had many students. In addition to Crates 
(D.L., 6.85), he attracted Monimus of Syracuse (late 4th 
century B.C.E., von Fritz PW 16/1: 126-27) and Onesicritus 
of Aegina or of Astypalaea (6.84), though more probably 
the latter (Brown 1949: 2—4). Diogenes Laertius treats both 
Monimus and Onesicritus very briefly, even though the 
latter in particular was of some significance. He knows 
(6.84) that Onesicritus was both a student of Diogenes and 
an admiral and historian on Alexander’s campaigns to 
India (Brown 1949; cf. Strasburger PW 18/1: 460-67), but 
only Strabo (15.1.63—65) reports Onesicritus’ meeting with 
Indian philosophers, which may have been the source of a 
radical asceticism in Cynicism (Hoistad 1948: 135-38; cf. 
Brown 1949: 38-53). And other followers of Diogenes are 
little more than names to Diogenes Laertius: Phocion 
(6.76), Menander, Hegesias, and Philiscus (6.84), though 
he seems to make Philiscus the son of Onesicritus (6.75— 
76) and knows that Satyrus attributed to him some trage- 
dies of Diogenes (6.80; von Fritz PW 19/1: 656-63). 

Crates likewise had many students, the most famous of 
which is Zeno of Gitium (333-261 B.c.£.), who eventually 
left Crates and started the Stoic school (D.L., 7.2—3). 
Others inclucie: Metrocles of Maroneia (6.94—95; von Fritz 
PW 15/2: 1483-84) and his sister Hipparchia, who later 
became Crates’ celebrated and unconventional wife (6.96— 
98; von Arnim PW 16: 1662); Monimus, who, as already 
noted, had been a follower of Diogenes (6.82); and per- 
haps Bion of Borysthenes (ca. 335-245 B.c.z.; 4.51 and 
Kindstrand 1976: 10—11). At this point, however, Diogenes 
becomes ambiguous. Scholars usually assign the next Cyn- 
ics named by Diogenes—Theombrotus (Modrze PW 5A/2: 
2033-34) and Cleomenes (von Arnim PW 11/1: 712)-—to 
the circle of Metrocles, as they are named immediately 
after the report of Metrocles’ death (6.95; Zeller 1922 2/1: 
286; Helm PW 12: 4). But M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (1986) 
argues plausibly that the material on Metrocles (6.94—95) 
is merely a digression in the longer treatment of Crates, so 
that the reference to “students” here still refers back to 
Crates. If so, then the dates of Theombrotus and Cleo- 
menes must be pushed back to the late 4th—early 3d 
century B.c.£. Their students—Demetrius of Alexandria 
(von Arnim PW 4/2: 2842), Timarchus of Alexandria 
(Nestle PW 6.4/1: 1238), and Echecles of Ephesus (Natorp 
PW 10: 1909; 6.95)thus belong to the 3d century, 
though they are little more than names. More, however, is 
said about the last two Cynics named by Diogenes Laertius: 
Menippus of Gadara (6.95, 99-101, Helm PW 15/1: 888- 
93) and Menedemus (6.95, 102, von Fritz PW 15/1: 794— 
95). 

Diogenes Laertius has not catalogued ail the early Cyn- 
ics. For example, he omits such 3d-century figures as ‘Teles 
of Megara, whose diatribes are partially preserved in Sto- 
baeus (O’Neil 1977), and Leonidas of Tarentum, whose 
epigrams are preserved in the Greek Anthology (A.P. 6.293, 
298, for fuller lists of early Cynics, see Zeller 1922: 
2/1.281—87; Helm PW 12: 3—5). And he is often too brief 
about those Cynics he does include, as was seen above in 
the case of Cnesicritus. Still, despite these shortcomings, 
the account in Diogenes Laertius is invaluable, and not 
only in bringing some chronological order to the various 


1222 - I 


early Cynics. For he has also preserved important early 
materials—fragments of New Comedy which record public 
perceptions of Cynics (6.83, 93) and summaries of Dioge- 
nes’ educational and political views (6.70—73; Hoéistad 
1948: 37-47, 138-46). 

In fact, the value of a Diogenes Laertius becomes im- 
mediately apparent when trying to write the history of 
Cynicism after 200 8.c.£., the point at which Diogenes’ 
survey ends. The evidence is so sparse that some scholars 
have claimed that Cynicism died out in the last two centu- 
ries B.c.E. (Zeller 1922: 2/1.287). While this claim is not 
justified (Dudley 1937: 117--24), the little evidence that 
remains is difficult to pin down. For example, some of the 
letters attributed to Diogenes belong, according to V. 
Emeljanow (1967: 4—5), to these centuries (so epp. 1-29 
[Malherbe 1977: 92-132]), and some Cynic materials on 
papyrus may belong to this general period too (Dudley 
1937: 123). Only Meleager of Gadara (ca. 135-50 B.c.£.) 
stands out from this period (Garrison 1978: 71-93). 

2. Imperial Cynicism. With the beginning of the impe- 
rial period, however, the evidence for Cynicism begins to 
become more plentiful, though again there is no Diogenes 
Laertius to catalogue them (the fullest lists are in Zeller 
1922: 3/1.793—804; Helm PW 12: 5-7). The reemergence 
of evidence has led some scholars to speak of a revival of 
Cynicism during the early Empire (Billerbeck 1982: 151- 
58). At the very least, Cynics begin to appear in the Ist 
century C.E. with some regularity. To be sure, the evidence 
is often very brief, sometimes little more than a name (so 
a Plenetiades in Plutarch, De def. orac, 413A) and some- 
times not even that (so an urmamed Cynic in AP 11.158). 
The evidence is fuller, however, for those Cynics who got 
caught up in imperial politics—for example, an Isidorus 
under Nero (Suet. Ner. 39) and a Diogenes and Heras 
under Vespasian (Dio Cass. 66.15). But the fullest evidence 
for any Ist-century Cynic is that regarding Demetrius. He, 
too, played a role in politics which has continued to fasci- 
nate scholars (Dudley 1937: 125-42; Moles 1983). He was 
also a friend of the Stoic philosopher Seneca, whose letters 
and essays permit a detailed, if also Stoicized, portrait of 
Demetrius’ habits and teachings to emerge (Billerbeck 
1979; Kindstrand; cf. Billerbeck 1982: 158—68). 

The fullest documentation, however, awaits the scholar 
of 2d-century Cynicism. To be sure, many of the Cynics 
are again little more than names: Agathobulus of Alexan- 
dria, the teacher of Demonax (Lucian, Dem. 3) and of 
Peregrinus (Lucian, Peregr. 17, von Arnim PW 1: 745); 
Honoratus (Lucian, Dem. 19, von Arnim PW 16: 2276); 
Pancrates (Philostratus, VS 526); and Rhodius (Lucian, Tox. 
27). Others, however, do emerge more clearly: Demetrius 
of Sunium (Lucian, Tox. 27--34; Jones 1986: 56), Thea- 
genes of Patras (Lucian, Peregr. 3 et passim, Jones 1986: 
131), and especially Oenomaus of Gadara (Dudley 1937: 
162-70). Particularly detailed portraits by Lucian of Sa- 
mosata of the Cynics Demonax of Cyprus and Peregrinus 
Proteus are useful, even though the former portrait is 
largely made up of anecdotes (Lucian, Dem. 12—67; Jones 
1986: 90-98) and the latter, the De morte Peregrini, is a 
vicious attack (von Fritz PW 19/1: 656-63; Jones 1986: 
117-32). Hence all the more important for a understand- 
ing of 2d-century Cynicism is the extensive evidence about 
Theodorus, nicknamed Cynulcus, in the Deipnosophistae of 
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Athenaeus (1.1d et passim); scholars, however, have largely 
ignored him. 

Deserving mention, finally, are many Cynics, who, while 
not necessarily restricted to the 2d century, seem especially 
prominent during this period, due in large part to the 
preservation of many more 2d-century sources. These are 
the false Cynics whom Lucian in particular attacked; he 
sometimes lashed out at individuals, such as Alcidamas 
(Symp. 12-14, 16, 19, 35, 44-47), but usually at groups 
(Fug. 12-21; Pisce. 44-45; Vit. auct. 7-11). And joining 
Lucian in the condemnation of these Cynics for their 
abusive, shameless, and greedy behavior which, it was 
thought, brought reproach on philosophy are Epictetus 
(Diss. 3.22.10-12), Alciphron (epp. 2.38; 3.19), and Dio 
Chrysostom (Orat. 32.9) (Malherbe 1970: 204-16; Biller- 
beck 1978: 1-3, 56-59 et passim). 

After the 2d century, however, the evidence once again 
becomes less plentiful, although the emperor Julian is an 
exception. Writing in the 360s, Julian, like Lucian, is espe- 
cially bent on attacking Cynics of his day, in particular a 
Heracleios whose mythmaking Julian found offensive 
(Orat. 7.204A—205A et passim). Others who were attacked 
include an Asclepiades, Serenianus, and Chytron (Orat. 
7.224D); an Iphicles (Orat. 6.198A); and an unnamed 
Cynic who criticized Diogenes for eating a raw octopus 
solely for publicity (Orat. 6.180D et passim). 

A century later another Cynic, Maximus of Alexandria, 
emerges in the record, though in the context of his involve- 
ment in ecclesiastical affairs (Dudley 1937: 203-6). And 
still another century later there is the Cynic Sallustius, 
who, however, is apparently the last Cynic and who there- 
fore brings an end to the Cynic millennium (Dudley 1937: 
206-8). 


B. Name 

Some people, says Diogenes Laertius (6.13), derive the 
name “Cynic” (Gk kynikos) from Kynosarges, the name of a 
gymnasium at Athens where Antisthenes lectured. But not 
only is this derivation linguistically unlikely, it is also his- 
torically suspect, in that Antisthenes is the only Cynic 
associated with this gymnasium and only in traditions 
claiming this derivation (Antisthenes, Frag. 136; see Caizzi 
1966: 63). What is more, the derivation seems artificial 
since it looks like an attempt to establish an architectural 
locus for the school on the analogy of other philosophical 
schools—Platonists with another Athenian gymnasium, the 
Academy; Stoics with the city’s colonnade known as the 
Painted Porch (Gk stoa potkilé); and Epicureans with their 
founder's house in Athens, known as the Garden. 

A far more likely explanation—indeed, one that is 
clearly assumed in other passages of Diogenes Laertius 
and throughout Greco-Roman literature—derives “Cynic” 
from kyén, the Greek word for “dog.” Hence the term 
“Cynic” refers to a “doggish philosopher” (Gk kyntkos phi- 
losophos). The specific connotation of the term, however, 
depends on the characteristics of dogs which were applied 
to these philosophers. Thus the connotation is positive if 
the point of the comparison were the desirable character- 
istics of dogs—their protecting and guarding (Dio, Orat. 
9.3; Lucian, Fug. 16). 

But all too often it was the undesirable characteristics of 
dogs—their constant barking, scavenging, urinating, and 
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mating in public—that lay behind the use of the name 
“Cynic” (Lucian, Fug. 16; Athenaeus, Detpnos. 13.61 1b—d; 
ps.—Lucian, Cyn. 5; Julian, Orat. 6.182A). Thus a scholiast 
on Aristotle’s Categories explains the term “Cynic” by saying 
that the prime reason for this designation was these phi- 
losophers’ adiaphoria, their shocking disregard of the con- 
ventions of social behavior. Like dogs, the scholiast says, 
they do such things in public as eat and engage in sex, 
walk around barefoot, and sleep in large storage jars or at 
street corners (for the whole text, see Caizzi 1966: 121; cf. 
von Fritz 1926: 48-49). 

And indeed such adiaphoria frequently characterizes 
Cynics in Greco-Roman literature. Lucian refers to Pere- 
grinus’ masturbating in public as a demonstration of his 
adiaphoria (Peregr. 17; cf. Lucian, Hermot. 18). Alciphron 
illustrates Pancrates’ adiaphoria by having him urinate and 
later mate with a flute girl during a symposium (ep. 3.19.9). 
And other examples of such shameless conduct are not 
hard to find (AP 11.153; Quintilian, Jnst. 4.2.30; Lucian, 
Conv. 46). 

Just when the term “Cynic” arose, and precisely with this 
connotation, however, is difficult to determine. The term, 
though, is clearly early, as it appears in a fragment of 
Menander’s Twins with reference to Crates and in the 
context of the unconventional marriage to Hipparchia 
(D.L., 6.93). But the term may well be earlier, originating 
with Diogenes, if not with Antisthenes (pace D.L., 6.13). In 
any case, the term is especially associated with Diogenes. 
His practice of sleeping in a large storage jar (D.L., 6.23) 
is clearly alluded to in the scholiast’s remarks discussed 
above, and many other traditions only confirm this associ- 
ation. Thus he is depicted as eating in public (D.L., 6.58; 
Gnom. Vat. 196; see Sternbach 1887-89: 79), as urinating 
and doing other bodily functions in public (D.L., 6.46, 56; 
Dio, Orat. 8.36; Julian, Orat. 202C), and as engaging in sex 
acts in public (D.L., 6.69; Dio, Orat. 6.17; ps.-Diogenes, ep. 
44; Malherbe 1977: 174; Julian, Orat. 6.200A). Put more 
generally and also more delicately, Diogenes Laertius says 
that Diogenes did the works of Demeter and Aphrodite in 
public (6.69, 76). 

In addition, the tradition has Diogenes taunted with the 
name “dog” (D.L., 6.61; ps.-Diogenes, ep. 2; see Malherbe 
1977: 92), or has him thrown bones (D.L., 6.46; Dio, Orat. 
9.9). Diogenes can also turn these taunts around (Aelian, 
VH 14.33; Gnom. Vat. 194; see Sternbach 1887-89: 79), 
and he can even use the term to express his own self- 
understanding: “Once when Alexander stood over him 
and said, ‘I am Alexander the Great King,’ he said, ‘And I 
am Diogenes the Dog’ ” (D.L., 6.60; Stobaeus, 2.8.21). No 
wonder then that the Corinthians adorned his grave with 
a dog carved in stone (D.L., 6.78; AP 7.64; Pausanias, 
9.9.4). 


C. Appearance and Manner of Life 

Not only did the name “Cynic” (and its associated shame- 
less behavior) characterize Diogenes and his followers, but 
appearance and manner of life characterized them just as 
much. For example, the Cynic typically wore the poor 
man’s threadbare cloak (Gk tribén), carried a begging bag 
(Gk péra) over his shoulder, and had a staff (Gk baktéria) in 
his hand. These items seem to have characterized Cynics 
from the beginning—perhaps Antisthenes himself (D.L., 
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6.13), probably Diogenes (6.22—23), but certainly his stu- 
dents Monim.is and Crates, as the testimony for the last 
two comes from the near contemporary witness of New 
Comedy (D.L., 6.83, 93). And from then on this garb is 
commonplace: Metrocles (Teles, Frag. IV4; see O'Neil 
1977: 42), Hipparchia (AP 7.413), Bion (D.L., 4.51), So- 
chares (AP 6.298), and Menippus (Lucian, D. Mort. 20.2). 
Likewise for the early empire—for example, Demetrius 
(Seneca, ep. 62.3), Demonax (Lucian, Dem. 5), Alcidamas 
(Lucian, Conv. 19), and Peregrinus (Lucian, Peregr. 15). To 
be sure, there was some variation: Honoratus wore a bear- 
skin (Lucian, Dem. 19), Cantharus a lionskin (Lucian, Fug. 
33), and Menedemus dressed like an Erinys (D.L., 6.102). 
Nevertheless, the tribén, péra, and baktéria were so typical 
(AP 11.158; Lucian, Peregr. 37; Epictetus, Diss. 3.22.10, 50) 
that Julian called them the gnérismata, the identifying to- 
kens, as it were, of the Cynic philosopher (Orat. 6.200D; 
cf. ps.-Crates, ep. 33.2 [Malherbe 1977: 82], and Kind- 
strand 1976: |61—64). 

Of lesser import for, but still characteristic of, Cynic 
appearance were long hair (ps.-Crates, ep. 23 [Malherbe 
1977: 72]; Epictetus, Diss. 4.8.34; Julian, Orat. 6.201 A) and 
beard (ps.-Socrates, ep. 9.3 [Malherbe 1977: 246]; ps.- 
Lucian, Cyn. 1; AP 11.154). In addition, Cynics often went 
barefoot (Dio, Orat. 6.15; ps.-Socrates, ep. 13.2 [Malherbe 
1977: 250}; AP 11.153) and frequently presented a rather 
filthy appearance (Lucian, Vit. auct. 7; ps.-Socrates, ep. 13.2 
(Malherbe 19’77: 252); Epictetus, Diss. 3.22.89; AP 11.156). 

But just as characteristic as the Cynics’ appearance was 
their manner of life, and however put, their life was hard. 
It meant, as Epictetus says, a life without a house, wife and 
children, or even a bed, an undershirt, or utensil (Dass. 
4.8.31). It meant a life at the bare minimum, as illustrated 
by the anecdote told of Diogenes in which he, on seeing a 
boy drinking water with his cupped hands, threw away the 
cup in his péra and said, “A boy has vanquished me in 
living simply’ (D.L., 6.37). It meant, in short, a life of 
constant hunger and thirst, of being cold, and of sleeping 
on the ground (ps.-Menippus, ep. 1 [Hercher 1876: 400]; 
cf. Dio, Orat. 6.8; Lucian, Vit. auct. 9; ps.-Crates, ep. 18 
[Malherbe 19777: 68]). And this regimen was even recom- 
mended for the babies and children of Cynic couples (ps.- 
Crates, ep. 33 [Malherbe 1977: 82]). 

What little the Cynic really needed was readily at hand. 
Temples provided shelter (Plutarch, An vit. ad inf. suff. 
499A), the furnace of a smith provided some heat (Teles, 
Frag. 1V4; see O'Neil 1977: 42), the quiet of a shoemaker’s 
shop a place to sit and read (Teles, Frag. 1V8; see O’Neil 
1977: 48). Moreover, drinking water was available at 
springs or fountains (Athenaeus, Deipnos. 10.422c-d; ps.- 
Socrates, ep. 9.2 [Malherbe 1977: 246]), and edible plants 
grew by the roadside (D.L., 2.68). Usually, though, Cynics 
got their dailv bread from begging—a practice again es- 
pecially associated with Diogenes (D.L., 6.6, 38, 46, 49, 56, 
59, 60, 62, 67) and popular, if not always welcomed, 
thereafter (D.L., 6.99; Epictetus, Diss. 3.22.10; Dio, Orat. 
32.9; Aulus Gellius, NA 9.2.1—11). 

To sum up: Half-naked, filthy, exposed to the elements, 
and living from day to day—no wonder Epictetus cau- 
tioned a would-be Cynic from taking up this manner of 
life (Diss. 3.22.1). Indeed, an epigram in the Greek Anthol- 
ogy dramatizes the outcome of such a life. The epigram 
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describes the Cynic Sochares’ penniless péra and his few 
other possessions hanging from a bush, the spoils dedi- 
cated to the personified deity Hunger (AP 6.298). 


D. Cynic Teachings 

In his apology for Diogenes, the emperor Julian empha- 
sizes the unity of Greek philosophy, in that all the schools 
can be seen as attempts, sav, to carry out the Delphic 
injunction, “Know thyself” (Orat. 6.182D~—186A). Still, Jul- 
ian admits that while Plato did his philosophy with words, 
Diogenes did his with actions (Orat. 6.189A). 

Julian’s distinction is useful. On the one hand, Cynics 
often dispensed with many cf the intellectual disciplines 
emphasized in the other schools (ps.-Crates, ep. 21 [Mal- 
herbe 1977: 70]). Both Amiisthenes and Diogenes are 
claimed to have said that logic and physics, two of the 
traditional subjects of philosophy, were not necessary, but 
only the third, ethics (D.L., 6.103). What is more, the study 
of music, geometry, astronomy, and grammar is ridiculed, 
and some Cynics had no formal education at all (D.L., 
6.27, 73; Lucian, Fug. 12; Julian, Orat. 6.187D). In this way 
Cynicism was a shortcut to the happiness which philosophy 
offered (ps.-Crates, ep. 21 [Malherbe 1977: 70]). 

On the other hand, the Cynic’s manner of life in general 
and Cynic actions in particular were themselves didactic. 
Thus the various “doggish” actions discussed above served 
as illustrations of Diogenes’ own Delphic injunction to 
“alter the currency” (D.L., 6.20—21, 71), to challenge all 
values and opinions, and to live instead according to na- 
ture (Kusch RAC 3: 1064). And the simple life also dem- 
onstrated, say, the Cynic’s claim that he was superior even 
over Fate (ps.-Diogenes, ep. 26 [Malherbe 1977: 118}; 
Stobaeus, 2.8.21; D.L., 6.93). 

And yet, Julian’s distinction notwithstanding, Cynicism 
was more than actions; it, too, had teachings. And, not 
surprisingly, some of the teachings were as shocking or 
unconventional as the Cynic’s “doggish” actions. Thus 
Diogenes is held to have advocated having wives and sons 
in common and to have permitted stealing from temples 
and even eating human flesh (D.L., 6.72-73; Héistad 
1948: 138-49). 

Sull, Cynic teachings were usually not so shocking as 
they were sharply critical of misplaced values and human 
folly. For example: “Diogenes used to say that things of 
great value were sold for next to nothing and vice versa. 
At any rate, a statue is sold for three thousand drachmas, 
but a daily ration of barley for only a couple of copper 
coins” (D.L., 6.35). Or: “Diogenes observed one of his 
students associating with scoundrels and said: ‘It is absurd 
that when we wish to sail we select sailors who are our 
superiors in navigation, but when we decide to live up- 
rightly we choose just anybody to share our life’ ” (Gnom. 
Vat. 197; see Sternbach 1887-39: 79). 

Other Cynic teachings are critical of cooks and feasting 
(D.L., 6.28, 86), of parasites and courtesans (6.85, 90), of 
prodigals (6.47), of the rich (5.24), and of tyrants (6.50), 
and herein lies the principal focus of Cynic teachings: its 
unrelenting attack on the dominant aristocratic ethos of 
Greco-Roman society, an ethos that so valued good birth, 
reputation, and wealth (D.L., 6.72, 104). But it was espe- 
cially wealth which received censure, as it allowed the 
satisfaction of every desire and so produced enslavement 
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and immorality (Stobaeus, 3.8.20; ps.-Diogenes, ep. 26.5— 
6 [Malherbe 1977: 122]; cf. Lucian’s Gallus and Cataplus, 
and Hock 1987: 467-52). Hence the Cynic’s wish that his 
enemies have wealth and a life of pleasure (Lucian, Gall. 
30; D.L., 6.8), and conversely his praise of toil and poverty 
which produced a life of virtue—of freedom (eleutheria), 
self-sufficiency (autarkeia), and self-control (séphrosyne) 
(Dio, Orat. 7.66; D.L., 6.104; ps.-Socrates, ep. 12 [Malherbe 
1977: 250)). 


E. Impact of Cynicism 

1. Cynicism and Greco-Roman Intellectual Life. In the 
course of a thousand years the Cynics, not surprisingly, 
had a widespread and, at times, profound impact on those 
around them. Their impact on other philosophical schools 
is well known, beginning with Stilpo and the Megarians 
(Dudley 1937: 95-96). But their influence on Stoicism was 
especially significant. This influence is natural, as Zeno, 
the founder of Stoicism, was, as has been said, a student 
of Crates (D.L., 7.2-3). Cynic features are readily apparent 
in Zeno’s simple life (D.L., 7.16, 27), in his emphasis on 
living according to nature (6.104), and in his writings (7.4). 
Thereafter, however, influence varies, in that some Stoics 
took a Cynicizing direction (so Ariston of Chios according 
to Diogenes Laertius, 7.37, 160) and others deliberately 
moved away (so Panaetius of Rhodes according to Cicero, 
De fin. 3.20.68; cf. Dudley 1937: 96-102). In the early 
empire, though, Cynic influence is once again strong, as is 
clear in the cases of Attalus, Seneca, Musonius Rufus, and 
Epictetus (Billerbeck 1982: 156-72). 

The impact of Cynicism on Greco-Roman literature is 
also well known, and particularly influential were the sa- 
tires of Menippus and the diatribes of Bion (Helm PW 12: 
15-22). And even if some of the earlier claims of influence 
of, say, Menippus on Lucian were overstated (Helm 1906), 
more recent assessments still show clear influence (Hall 
1981: 64-150). And the appearance of Cynic anecdotes, 
usually of Diogenes, in Greco-Roman literature is espe- 
cially widespread (see the list in Kusch RAC 3: 1066). One 
reason for Cynics being so prevalent in literature is that 
writers were introduced to Cynics early on, during their 
school days. Anecdotes of Diogenes have shown up in 
educational texts preserved on papyri (Coillart 1926: 23- 
24), and the anecdote itself (Gk chreia) became a form for 
exercises in composition called progymnasmata and so was 
learned by all students who went beyond the literary stage 
of education (Bonner 1977: 250-76). And among the 
examples of the chreta the most popular was this one: 
“Diogenes the Cynic philosopher, on seeing a boy eating 
delicacies, struck the paedagogus with his baktéria” (Theon, 
Progymn 5 [Walz 1832 1: 205]). In fact, this chreza became a 
favorite topic for a student essay in which Diogenes is 
presented as a moral “watchdog” (Gk sdphronistés) (Nico- 
laus, Progymn. 3 [Walz 1832 1: 275-76]; cf. Hock and 
O’Neil 1986: 313-22). 

2. Cynicism and Early Christianity. Scholars have long 
noted similarities between Cynic behavior or teaching and 
various early Christian texts. Kusch (RAC 3: 1067-68) 
provides a convenient summary of earlier scholarship’s 
identification of such similarities, such as the Diogenes 
anecdote in which a child teaches the philosopher a lesson 
in simple living (D.L., 6.37) and the similar function of a 
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child in the gospel tradition (Mark 9:33—37; 10:14—16). 
Still, many scholars, including Kusch himself (RAC 3: 
1068), have been, and continue to be, reluctant to posit 
any direct influence of Cynicism on the NT Gospels 
(Schottroff and Stegemann 1978: 133-35). 

A. J. Malherbe, however, inaugurated a new era in the 
study of the relationship of Cynicism and early Christian- 
ity, although his focus has been on Paul, not on the 
Gospels. In numerous studies (esp. Malherbe 1968; 1970; 
1983) he has provided a careful and sophisticated analysis 
of Cynicism itself and of such Pauline images as “fighting 
with beasts” (1 Cor 15:32) and “being gentle as a nurse” (1 
Thess 2:7), showing that Paul reflects precise and self- 
conscious knowledge of important debates going on 
among Cynics and that such debates are the contexts for 
understanding Paul’s images. And that knowledge extends 
to other aspects of Paul’s teaching and behavior (Hock 
1980: 37-42, 52-59). 

Scholars have also renewed the study of the gospel 
tradition from the perspective of Cynic conduct and teach- 
ing. Some scholars have focused on specific texts, arguing 
for Cynic influence on, say, the injunction for disciples to 
go barefoot in Luke 10:4 (Vaage 1986), or the teaching on 
wealth and poverty in the Parable of the Rich Man and 
Lazarus (Luke 16:19-—31; see Hock 1987). But of special 
significance is the thesis of B. Mack (1988: 67—74, 179-92) 
that the earliest layers of the gospel tradition depict a Jesus 
whose themes and style of teaching as well as his social role 
of critic are closest to those of Cynics. 

After the NT period the influence of Cynicism becomes 
explicit, as Church Fathers frequently cite Cynic figures 
and teachings. Kusch (RAC 3: 1069-74) has collected many 
such references from a variety of Greek and Latin fathers. 
While Cynic adiaphoria, or shamelessness, comes in for 
frequent censure (RAC 3: 1072-73), it must also be stated 
that many fathers judged Cynics positively, with Clement 
of Alexandria and Gregory Nazianzus in particular mak- 
ing extensive use of the Diogenes traditions and of the 
Cynic philosopher as a pagan paradigm of virtue (RAC 3: 
1069-72). 
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RONALD F. Hock 


CYPRESS. See FLORA. 


CYPRIAN. Rome had brought with her in her coloni- 
zation of North Africa a class structure where good edu- 
cation, property, and a say in government tended to re- 
main the privilege of a select few. Cyprian of Carthage was 
a man of such property and education (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2, 
15), and his secular acquaintances included men who 
belonged to the local governing circles; they came from 
families of curial, equestrian, and senatorial station (Pon- 
tius Vit. Cyp. 14). Cyprian’s trial and martyr’s death fol- 
lowed, accorclingly, the course proper for an honestior, a 
man of the upper classes (house arrest, despite the ex- 
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treme gravity of the charge, and execution by the sword as 
the method of death); and his style at the very end— 
twenty-five gold coins (auret) to be presented to his execu- 
tioner (Acta procons. Cypriani 5.4)—continued to be in the 
manner of handsome public benefaction and patronage 
traditional in (and expected of) such a level of society. 
Cyprian was a man with a sense of his position, conscious 
of his role as a persona insignis, a figure of prominence (cf. 
[Cyp.] ep. 8.1.1, written by Roman clergy). 

The family of the man is, however, otherwise unknown 
and his nomenclature (Caecilius Cyprianus qui et Thascius: 
ep. 66 incipit, ep. 66.4.1, Acta procons. Cypriant 3.3) remains 
of the obscurest. But the sor: of property he possessed in 
Carthage—it included well-known horti or suburban es- 
tates (ep. 81.1.1, Acta procons. Gypriani 2.1) suggests strongly 
that he was from a local, established family of some wealth 
and had inherited the property. 

When we meet Cyprian in the 240s, he is living on this 
estate in Carthage, he has won for himself (according to 
later, but not uninformed, sources: Hieron. vir. ill. 67, 53) 
reputation and renown as a rhetor in a society which prized 
highly oratorical skills and achievement—and Carthage 
was the center for rhetorically passionate Africa. Late in 
that decade he is to appear, even though a very recent 
convert to Christianity, as a man of an authority and 
stature appropriate for replacing the recently deceased 
bishop Donatus; the Christian laity urged his candidature 
with enthusiastic, and successful, acclaim (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 
5). That suggests a man of some maturity—possibly, to 
hazard a guess, he was at the time at least into his forties— 
used to holding a prominent place in his society. Certainly, 
jater as bishop, he gives the appearance of dealing with his 
laity, his plebs as he calls thern (clients who had supported 
his candidacy as bishop) with much greater ease and 
assurance as their episcopal patron than he does with his 
more immediate clerical colleagues. 

What information of any reliability we have points to 
Cyprian’s secular life as rhetor being spent not so much in 
legal activities in court as an advocatus (though some sec- 
tions in the Ad Donatum [on which see below] could suggest 
this) as in training hopeful devotees in the highly elaborate 
and stylized art of the publi: declamation of the time. At 
all events Cyprian was well equipped for his later episcopal 
role as preacher and homilist. 

Cyprian had not married, and his biographer suggests— 
no doubt idealistically but perhaps also not without some 
truth—that there was in him a scholarly dedication to the 
pursuit of higher learning and accomplishments (Pontius 
Vit. Cyp. 2). Hindsight furthermore suggests that he shared 
with many of his pagan contemporaries an earnest moral 
mindedness, espousing exacting and sometimes rigorously 
unyielding, even puritanical, high principles of behavior 
and manner. A strong sense of sin, of virtuous living, of 
moral imperatives, as well as an intense awareness in the 
reality of a spiritual world, were not notions exclusive to 
the adherents of Christianity. nor were they confined only 
to the more thoughtful and philosophic among the pagan 
members of this society. 

By about the middle of the 240s, Cyprian, possessed of 
such a background, had become attracted to Christianity 
under the influence and friendship of an aging Carthagi- 
nian presbyter Caecilianus (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 4; Hieron. vir. 
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ill. 67 [garbled]). Conversion, baptism, renunciation of his 
worldly estate, and advancement to clerical office, which 
involved withdrawal from his secular profession (cf. ep. 1), 
followed in swift succession, until by about Easter 249, and 
probably earlier, he had been installed as bishop of Car- 
thage (see ep. 59.6.1 and ep. 29.1.2 for the dating). Some 
older clerics had openly opposed the appointment of this 
novice Christian and despite a public refus de pouvoir and 
gestures of generosity from the eventual victor toward the 
defeated, the animosity engendered by this opposition 
continued to rankle (Pontius Vit. Cyp. 5). It sounds as if 
Cyprian was an unusually well-placed and educated con- 
vert for this church; he was too competent and prominent 
a figure to pass by in filling the vacant cathedra of Carthage. 
Indeed some of the clerical resentment to Cyprian’s un- 
usually rapid promotion may well have been roused pre- 
cisely because of his superior class, education, and man- 
ner. To judge from the little evidence we have (e.g., ep. 24 
(Caldonius]), Cyprian may well have found for company 
relatively few Christian clerics in Africa who could match 
his accomplishments. Our closest contemporary social pic- 
ture is of the Christians in the literary dialogue of Minu- 
cius Felix, the Octavius, which Cyprian appears to have 
read; in every probability the protagonists came from 
African Cirta or thereabouts—but they are of the laity and 
two of the three are depicted as domiciled in Rome (Min. 
Fel. Oct. 2). In the absence of satisfactorily controlling 
evidence, it is easy to form an exaggerated perception of 
the social and cultural isolation which Cyprian may have 
needed to face in becoming a Christian; but it would be 
fair to assert that disagreement with his clergy over other 
issues could readily be sharpened if there were social 
differences. In an irretrievably class-conscious society it 
was not possible to overlook such class distinctions. 

But on the other side, some of the popular enthusiasm 
for Cyprian’s promotion may have been not just for his 
eloquent tongue in public oratory and his qualifications 
for church administration and leadership. This was a man 
of demonstrable dedication. The gesture of wishing to sell 
all his worldly goods for the benefit of the Christian poor 
(so Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2, 15) may indeed be in the tradition 
of the munificent nobility (as of the gospel precepts), but 
it was nevertheless a personal act of humane charity as well 
as of total commitment: Cyprian would be selling his 
secular social status along with his patrimony. For a re- 
markable feature about Cyprian is how fully a churchman 
he became in response to his new episcopal role, finding 
his total career (so far as we know) inside the church, with 
his talents and energies fully absorbed in the duties of 
clerical office and ecclesiastical activities. Though others 
had lived such a life before him, Cyprian’s letters allow us 
to see this new type of churchman clearly delineated for 
the first time in early church history. 

Along with that absorption in church affairs came, it 
would appear, a corresponding cultural and intellectual 
absorption; Cyprian was prepared to sell not only his 
patrimony but much of his cultural birthright as well. All 
the quotations, allusions, and verbal reminiscences of clas- 
sical letters, the poets and writers of the past, which richly 
embellished the compositions of an accomplished rhetori- 
cian of the day are astonishingly absent from his church- 
man’s prose, and even the traditional classical exempla, the 
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rhetorical stock-in-trade for illustration and elaboration 
on a theme, are severely limited. This can only be the 
result of conscious rejection and restriction. Instead, Virgil 
and Ovid, Cicero and Sallust are replaced by the “sacred 
letters” to which he devoted study even as a catechumen 
(Pontius Vit. Cyp. 2). Despite the inelegance of quoting 
verbatim, and often, texts from a Latin version of the Bible 
which was painfully disharmonious with his own style, 
Cyprian consistently treats his biblical text with meticulous 
and exacting reverence; he avoids, by and large, any re- 
writing of his citation to suit his own paragraph, and even 
the oblique biblical reference or allusive phrase is relatively 
rare for one so steeped in the lectio divina. In the face of 
stylistic disadvantages his conscious choice is the direct 
biblical quotation, normally prefaced by some introduc- 
tory formula. He has joined a church with a tradition of 
deep respect for the hallowedness of the sacred word, “the 
holy and adorable words of the Scriptures,” as one of his 
contemporary African bishops describes his Bible (Sent. 
Epic. LXXXVII. 31). Cyprian has joined a church of The 
Book. 

Religious conversion into this church for a man of such 
dedicated temperament seems to have entailed a kind of 
linguistic conversion as well. By contrast with other African 
writers with similar rhetorical backgrounds, say a Minucius 
Felix a little earlier or an Arnobius or a Lactantius some- 
what later, Cyprian is unusually lavish in the range and 
variety of words with a Christian formation or connotation 
which he liberally makes his own, not only the almost 
inevitable technical terms but sometimes ugly Christian 
neologisms and specialized usages that had been engen- 
dered in this close-knit and somewhat beleaguered and 
separate community. So closely and so wholeheartedly has 
he identified himself with his new society, and put his 
literary talents to its service. 

Before the year 250 had begun, he had already turned 
his vigorous pen to the composition of the apologetic essay, 
the Ad Donatum, a rhetorically overblown essay on the 
marvelous effects of divine grace on his own conversion 
and regeneration in baptism. Quite probably within the 
last twelve months he had composed the tractate De habitu 
virginum (On the Dress of Virgins), warning those who have 
dedicated their virginity to Christ of the perils which beset 
them from the pagan world with all its vanities and vices. 
And he had been responsible for the compilation of the 
three books of biblical testimonia, the Ad Quirinum, the first 
book acting as an apology against the Jews, the second as a 
compendium of christology, and the third (composed later 
than the first two) as a guide to the Christian duties and 
virtues. 

When in late 249 (or very early 250) the emperor Decius 
issued orders that all the inhabitants of the empire should 
make sacrifice to the gods, Cyprian promptly made himself 
scarce. This action (interpreted by a number as cowardly) 
was to occasion much, and enduring, criticism (e.g., ep. 8, 
ep. 20, ep. 66, Pont. Vit. Cyp. 7-8), but it was also to occasion 
Cyprian to correspond from his place of hiding with 
members of his congregation (clergy, confessors, and laity) 
as well as with Rome during his sojourn away from Car- 
thage (lasting over twelve months, ep. 43.4.1). Hence we 
have the rich collection of letters numbering from ep. 5 to 
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ep. 43, nearly half the corpus of correspondence that 
survives. 

In the aftermath of this persecution, his church—as 
were others—was beset by dispute and schism. Dispute 
arose everywhere over the treatment appropriate to those 
who had apostatized during the persecution (perhaps the 
majority of the Carthaginian flock, ep. 14.1.1): the treatise 
De lapsis (On tie Fallen) expatiates on this penitential dis- 
pute and strives hard to find an acceptable pastoral sclu- 
tion to the sin of idolatry, traditionally regarded as irre- 
missible. Schism arose when parties who advocated a more 
lax discipline, or those who advocated a more severely 
purist disciplir.e in penitential matters (Novatianists), split 
off into schismatic churches: by the year 252 Cyprian had 
two rival bishops of these two different persuasions in 
Carthage (ep. 59.9.1-3). The influential treatise (or to be 
more accurate the first version of it) De ecclesiae catholicae 
unitate (On the Unity of the Catholic Church) was penned 
against this background of disunity and disharmony as 
was probably also the De dominica oratione (On the Lord’s 
Prayer). By this appears the context for three further 
tractates, Ad Demetrianum (defending Christians against the 
charge of being responsible for natural calamities like 
plague, famine, and drought), the De mortalitate (On Mor- 
tality), and De obere et eleemosynis (On Good Works and Almsgiv- 
ing). 

But the turbulence was to continue. Further, and in- 
tense, dissensions over the status of schismatic churches 
(centered on the validity of Novatianic baptism) were 
promptly to follow both within the North African com- 
munities themselves and then with churches elsewhere 
(especially with Rome). Cyprian adhered staunchly to an 
inherited view of the church as an enclosed garden outside 
of which flowed no source of salvation: the strongly con- 
tested issue occasioned a spate of pamphleteering (one 
sample survives in the anonymous De rebaptismate [On 
Rebaptism]) and in Africa at least a series of conciliar 
meetings and a flurry of letters (the bulky section of the 
surviving correspondence from ep. 69 to ep. 75 is all 
concerned with this matter). The tracts De bono patientiae 
(On the Virtue o,f Patience) and most probably De zelo et livore 
(On Jealousy and Envy) as well as a revised version of De 
ecclesiae catholicae unitate (less favorable to the status of 
Rome) are products of this period. Relations between 
Rome and many churches elsewhere in the East as well as 
in Africa had reached the point of breakdown over this 
issue (ep. 75.25.1) when persecution broke out anew under 
Valerian. Cyprian was relegated to nearby Curubis in Au- 
gust 257 (there perhaps composing the Ad Fortunatum, a 
compendium of scriptural texts on persecution and mar- 
tyrdom), and when the persecution was intensified in the 
summer of 258 (ep. 80), he was recalled to Carthage, tried, 
and went to his martyr’s death on September 14, 258. 

We are fortunate in having not only a dozen pamphlets 
from Cyprian’s own pen, but a body of some 82 letters 
(including 16 by his correspondents and 6 which are 
synodal or collective) as well as a short and apologetic 
biography purportedly written by his deacon Pontius and 
the Acta Proconsularia, which embody transcripts of his 
trials as confessor and martyr. We thus catch an illuminat- 
ing glimpse via Cyprian into daily church living of the 
mid-3d century and witness his struggle (and that of 
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others) to find acceptable pasioral solutions to new chai- 
lenges as the church found itself more and more required 
to come to terms with its secular environment. 
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G. W. CLARKE 


CYPRUS (PLACE) [Heb kittim; Gk Kypros]. A Mediterra- 
nean island located 43 miles S of Asia Minor, 76 miles W 
of Syria, and 264 miles N of Egypt. 

The Hebrew name probably derives from the city of 
Kition (Roman Citium), which Phoenicians colonized on 
the SE coast of the island. It may also have been known as 
Elishah in the OT (Gen 10:4; } Chr 1:7; Ezek 27:7). Most, 
though not all, agree that this 13 the similar-sounding place 
often referred to as Alashia or Asy in texts from the ANE. 
It appears in connection with copper (for which the island 
was well known in antiquity) on tablets from Alalakh in the 
18th century B.c. and Mari in the 17th century B.c. The 
name occurs frequently in the |4th century B.c., especially 
in the correspondence between the Egyptian Pharaoh 
Akhenaten and the king of Alashia, which also refers to a 
land that produced copper. In the 11th century B.c., an 
Egyptian priest, Wenamon, sought refuge in Alashia after 
suffering shipwreck on his reiurn to Egypt from Byblos. 
This corroborates the location of Alashia to be in Cyprus 
rather than in Syria. In the Iiiad (11.21) and the Odyssey 
(4.83; 8.362; 17.442, 443, 448) as well as the NT (.e., Acts 
4:36; 11:19, 20; 13:4; 15:39), the island is known as kupros 
(Cyprus). 

Cyprus is the third largest island in the Mediterranean, 
after Sicily and Sardinia, anci only slightly larger than 
Crete. Its maximum length, E-W, is 138 miles and its 
maximum width, N-S, is 60 miles, encompassing an area 
of 3584 square miles. The W half of the island is moun- 
tainous, where the Trodos and Kyrenia Mountains reach a 
height of about 3300 ft and are snow-capped three months 
out of the year. The E half consists of the Mesaoria Plain 
and the Karpass Peninsula. 

Favorable climate and topography produced a primarily 
agricultural society on the island throughout its history. 
However, its most important resources have always been its 
copper mines and pine forests. These, coupled with a salt 
industry that undoubtedly flourished in antiquity (from 
the salt lakes of Limassol and Larnaca), supported the 
construction of a number oj important harbor towns 
around the island. 
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The earliest inhabitants of Cyprus, who settled in the SE 
part of the island and around its central and E coastlines, 
have been dated by carbon 14 testing to the Pre-Pottery 
Neolithic period (ca. 7000-6000 B.c.). Circular houses, 
called tholoi, were constructed of mudbrick on stone foun- 
dations, and have been found in several settlements 
around the coastal perimeter of the island (e.g., Khirokitia 
and Kalavassos-Tenta). They have floors of beaten earth, 
hearths, platforms built against the walls for sleeping, and 
posts in the center of the room to support domed ceilings. 
The inner walls were plastered, and one of them contained 
a painting of a human figure with uplifted arms. Their 
dead were interred in the fetal position beneath the floors 
of their houses or immediately outside. The infant mortal- 
ity rate was apparently high. 

In the Late Neolithic (ca. 4500-3800 B.c.; there are no 
carbon 14 dates between 6000 and 4500 B.c.), pottery was 
developed and houses were constructed with greater diver- 
sity of forms including wooden structures, stone buildings 
both circular and rectangular, and partial or total subter- 
ranean dwellings like those in Beer-sheba in S Palestine. 
These people, like those in the PPN, were primarily farm- 
ers, but they also hunted wild animals and probably had 
some domesticated livestock. There was cultural continuity 
from the Neolithic into the Chalcolithic Period (ca. 3800-— 
2500 B.c.), but settlement patterns shifted to the W side of 
the island, the central plain, and the Karpass Peninsula. 

The EB Age (Early Cypriot, ca. 2500-2000 B.c.) is 
represented in most of the island except the W half of the 
Trodos Mountains. Wealthy tomb offerings and beautifully 
made pottery in a variety of imaginative styles indicate a 
prosperous culture, supported by an increasing interna- 
tional trade in copper. Tin was imported, probably from 
Mesopotamia or Asia Minor, evidenced by the production 
of the many bronze implements which have been found in 
excavation. Models of sanctuaries show the worship of bulls 
(after cattle were imported to replace pigs for economic 
reasons), and testify to a well-developed polytheism. 

The MB Age (Middle Cypriot, ca. 2000-1650 B.c.) was 
brief and continued the basic culture of the earlier period, 
although the N began to decline when settlement patterns 
shifted to the SE with the construction of important harbor 
cities such as Enkomi and Kition. Several forts have been 
found in the N half of the island, but are completely 
missing in the S. Apparently hostilities were internal and/ 
or confined to the N, and the S felt no need for such 
defenses. A clear separation between the E and W is 
inferred from the differences in pottery produced in each 
section. The economy of the W was based primarily on 
copper, while that of the E was based on agriculture. 

An abundance of Cypriot pottery from the MB Age has 
been found in Cilicia, Megiddo, Ras Shamra (Ugarit), and 
along much of the Syro-Palestinian coast. From this artifac- 
tual evidence and later textual evidence (i.e., Tell el- 
Amarna letters and the library of Boghazkoy), it is clear 
that trade between Cyprus and countries such as Egypt, 
Anatolia, and Syria flourished in both the MB and the LB. 

A script was developed in Cyprus around 1500 s.c. and 
was labeled Cypro-Minoan by Sir Arthur Evans. Three 
forms of the language (Cypro-Minoan 1, 2, and 3) have 
been found on clay tablets, incised or painted on vases, 
engraved on votive objects, etc. Whether its roots lie in the 
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west (Crete?) or the east (Ugarit?, etc.) is debatable, but all 
attempts to decipher the language have been unsuccessful. 
The fall of Minoan Knossos on Crete to the Mycenaeans, 
ca. 1380 B.c., brought Mycenaean settlers to Cyprus, (per- 
haps the “Sea Peoples,” some of whom settled in S Pales- 
tine) and with them a new type of pottery which is found 
extensively in Cyprus and the Syro-Palestinian littoral. 

Aegean influence continued in Cyprus well into the Iron 
Age (Cypro-Geometric Age, ca. 1050—750 B.c.), when the 
Phoenicians arrived around 850 B.c. and established colo- 
nies on the island. These colonists from Tyre and Sidon 
(cf. Isa 23:1, 12; Ezek 27:6) built temples to Astarte and 
tried to establish close ties between Cyprus and their home- 
lands. One of the largest temples erected to Astarte in the 
Phoenician world was constructed in Kition around 850- 
800 B.c. on the ruins of an LB temple. 

In the beginning of the Cypro-Archaic Period (ca. 750- 
475 B.c.), epigraphic evidence records the submission of 
Cyprus to Sargon II of Assyria. This event, which occurred 
in 707 B.c., is recorded both on a stele from Kition and in 
inscriptions from the Assyrian palace at Khorsabad. Ten 
cities of Cyprus are named on the prism of the Assyrian 
king Esarhaddon (613 B.c.), among which are Paphos, 
Idalion, Kourion, and Salamis. Extraordinary tombs made 
of ashlar blocks (perhaps royal ones) were found at Sala- 
mis, and date to the 8th and 7th centuries B.c. Life under 
the Assyrians seems to have been good, and Mycenaean 
culture continued to dominate. 

Egyptian influence was felt for a brief time when Egypt 
took advantage of Assyria’s decline and invaded the island. 
In 545 B.c. Cyprus submitted to the rising power of Cyrus, 
king of Persia, helped him in his war against Babylon, and 
thereby continued to enjoy considerable autonomy (Hdt. 
4.162) until 499 B.c., when the island, identifying with its 
Greek heritage, joined the unsuccessful Ionic revolt against 
Persian rule. Two hundred years of slavery followed. 

Cyprus suffered often during the early part of the 
Cypro-Classical Period (475-325 B.c.), when Greeks, who 
considered Cyprus to be part of the Greek world, at- 
tempted repeatedly and unsuccessfully to free the island 
from Persian control. Greek influence was strong on the 
W part of the island, while Phoenician and Persian influ- 
ence continued in the E part. Stasikypros, king of the city 
of Idalion, repulsed efforts by the Persians and Phoeni- 
cians to conquer his city. Archaeologists have recently 
identified his palace in excavations at Idalion (Stager and 
Walker 1989). The most influential Cypriot of the period 
was Euagoras I of Salamis, who introduced the Greek 
alphabet on the island through his coins. He tried, without 
success, to unify all Greeks and make Salamis the Athens 
of the East. He was responsible for spreading the Helleni- 
zation at Cyprus into the E Mediterranean world. 

Cyprus assisted Alexander the Great in his conquest of 
Tyre (332 s.c.) and subsequently became a part of his 
empire, enjoying considerable favor from the conqueror. 
After Alexander’s death and throughout the Hellenistic 
Period (ca. 325-50 s.c.), Cyprus was controlled by the 
Ptolemies of Egypt. Hellenistic culture was dominant dur- 
ing this time, manifesting itself especially in the sculpture 
of Cyprus. Excellent examples found in excavations in- 
clude a 3d century B.c. limestone head of a woman from 
Arsos and a 2d century B.c. marble statue of Artemis. 


CYPRUS 


Greek trends are also seen in the production of jewelry, 
pottery, and terra-cottas. 

With the rise of Roman power, Cyprus was made a 
province after 67 B.c. and, nine years later, was added to 
the province of Cilicia. After the civil wars ended, Octavian 
assumed the title of Augustus and controlled most of the 
area from Britain to Mesopotamia. He combined Cyprus 
and Cilicia with the province of Syria. After 23 B.c., Cyprus 
was made a senatorial province and placed under procon- 
suls. Many of the proconsuls of Cyprus are known for the 
Roman period. (50 B.c.-250 a.p.), although no Cypriot 
evidence yet exists to attest the proconsulship of Sergius 
Paulus (Mitford 1979: 1301), who is said to have been one 
(Acts 13:7) when Paul visited the island in about 47 a.p. 

Peace and prosperity existed throughout the early part 
of the empire, supported by a flourishing trade in wine, 
copper, shipbuilding, and agriculture. The chief cities of 
the time were Salamis, Paphos, Lapithos, and Amathus. 
The Roman way of life is evidenced by the presence of 
theaters at Paphos, Salamis, Curium, Soli, and Citium, the 
last attested only epigraphically. Those at Salamis and 
Soloi are beautifully restored. Further evidence is seen in 
the presence of gymnasiums preserved at Salamis and 
Paphos. Others are attested epigraphically for Citium, 
Curium, Chytri, Lapethus, and Carpasia. There was an 
amphitheater at Salamis and an odeion at Paphos. A large 
Roman bath has been found beside the theater and gym- 
nasium at Salamis, and one is also known for Curium. 

Roman roads were built around the island, evidenced by 
numerous milestones and a map drawn up sometime be- 
tween the 2d and 4th centuries. Inscriptions show that the 
roads were maintained until the 4th century. Temples of 
civic gods such as Apollo at Hyle, Aphrodite at Paphos, 
and Zeus at Salamis, along with floor mosaics such as those 
in the houses of Paphos testify to the prominence of 
polytheism. None of these seem to have survived the more 
immediate appeal of the deified Severan emperors. No 
evidence exists that any of them outlived the reign of 
Caracalla (211--17 a.p.). The spiritual vacuum thus created 
was filled by Christianity, whose presence is seen in the 
remains of basilical church buildings such as the one at 
Salamis. 

The New Testament mentions two Christians from Cy- 
prus. One was Barnabas, the traveling companion of Paul 
(Acts 4:36) and the other was Mnason, who lived in Jeru- 
salem and hosted Paul on one occasion (Acts 21:16). Men 
from Cyprus shared in the evangelizing of the Greek 
population of Antioch of Syria (Acts 11:19—20). Barnabas 
and John Mark visited Cyprus following a dispute with 
Paul (Acts 15:39). 
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-CYRENE (PLACE) [Gk Kyréné]. CYRENIANS. The cap- 


ital of the Roman province of Cyrenaica (Libya) in North 
Africa. Its name stems from the nature goddess (Kyrana), 
whose name was given to a perennial spring nearby. The 
city was founded by Greek colonists from the island of 
Thera near the end of the 7th century s.c. (Herodotus 
4.150-58; SEG 9.3). The leader of the expedition, Battus, 
became its king, and thus instituted a dynasty that lasted 
nearly two centuries (until ca. 440 B.c.). For the next 
century it was a republic and subsequently came under the 
control of Ptolemy I, heir to the North African portion of 
Alexander the Great’s empire, who gave it a constitution 
(SEG 11.1; copy in the museum at Cyrene) establishing a 
liberal oligarchy, an extensive citizenry, two councils, and 
a popular court. Under the Ptolemies, the city became an 
important intellectual center with a celebrated medical 
school, a classical academy, ard a school of philosophers 
(the “Cyrenaics”) who pioneered what came to be known 
as Epicureanism. Eratosthenes (276—ca. 194 B.c.), a geog- 
rapher who calculated the circumference of the earth 
within 50 miles of the presently accepted figure, and 
Callimachus (ca. 310-240 3B.c.), a poet who had a great 
impact upon the development of Latin poetry, especially 
that of Catullus and Ovid, were among its famous sons. 
Both moved to Alexandria, which tended to dominate 
Cyrene culturally. By the will of Ptolemy Apion (d. 96 
B.C.), the city and its territories became Roman; and in 67 
B.C. it was united with Crete to form the senatorial prov- 
ince of Cyrenaica. Following a Jewish revolt during the 
reign of Trajan and its brutal suppression (A.p. 115; see 
Dio Cassius 68.32), the city embarked on a period of 
economic and intellectual decline. Its history ended with 
the Arab conquest in A.D. 642. 

Throughout most of its history, Cyrene was very pros- 
perous. Located in the midst of very fertile countryside, it 
was rich in grain, wool, olive oil, and especially silphium, a 
spice that was much prized for both culinary and medici- 
nal purposes. According to Herodotus (4.199), the city’s 
climate provided it with three harvest seasons annually. 
From the time of Ptolemy I, Jews were an important part 
of its population (Josephus, AgAp 2.4; Ant 14.114; cf. 1 
Macc 15:23; 2 Macc 2:23), which, of course, is why the city 
is mentioned in the Bible. The noted Jewish writer, Jason 
(2 Macc 2:19—23), one book of whose five-volume history 
of the Jewish wars of liberation was abridged in 2 Macca- 
bees, and Ezekiel the Tragedian came from Cyrene. 

A citizen of Cyrene by the name of Simon, perhaps a 
pilgrim to the Passover festival in Jerusalem, is identified 
in the passion narrative as having been compelled by the 
Roman soldiers to carry Jesus’ cross (Matt. 27:32 = Mark 
15:21 = Luke 23:26). Jews from Cyrene are included in 
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the list of those who witnessed the remarkable events 
resulting from the coming of the Spirit upon the earliest 
Jerusalem church on the day of Pentecost (Act 2:10). Acts 
6:9 suggests that those Jews who “returned home” to 
Jerusalem from Cyrene and Alexandria were numerous 
enough to have their own synagogue. Some from this 
group were active in debate with Stephen and (presum- 
ably) the other “Hellenists” and were possibly involved in 
his lynching; the same group was also numbered among 
those early Jewish-Christian believers who began to bear 
witness to gentiles in Syrian Antioch (Acts 11:19—20), the 
third city of the empire, which was to become so important 
in the missionary development of the early Christian com- 
munity. One of the prominent prophets and teachers from 
the earliest days of the church in Antioch was Lucius of 
Cyrene (Acts 13:1). With so many Jews moving back and 
forth between Jerusalem and Cyrene, and between Antioch 
and Cyrene, it is likely that there was a church established 
there at a very early date. 

The ancient site of Cyrene has been extensively exca- 
vated during the present century by Italian, British, and 
Libyan archaeologists. It has provided a wealth of infor- 
mation concerning ancient Greco-Roman art and architec- 
ture, civic and social life, numismatics, and epigraphy. 
Among the many monuments are a Greek theater; a 
Roman theater; temples of Zeus, Apollo, and Isis; the 
agora (marketplace); Roman forum; baths; magnificent 
houses; a circus (for chariot races); and two early churches 
(6th century). Two modern museums, one of them devoted 
primarily to sculpture, house some of the more important 
artifacts. 
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CYRIL OF JERUSALEM, 20TH DISCOURSE 
OF. See VIRGIN, ASSUMPTION OF THE. 


CYRUS (PERSON) [Heb dére3]. A great conqueror and 
statesman, Cyrus II was the founder of the Achaemenid 
empire. He was born ca. 590/589 B.c., most probably in 
Parsa, the modern Iranian province of Fars, but we know 
nothing historical about his early life (the stories of his 
childhood related in Herodotus can be dismissed as 
charming legend). 

Much more is known of Cyrus after he came to the 
throne of Persia in 559 s.c. His career divides into four 
phases: (1) the triumphant war against Astyages and the 
Medes in 550 B.c.; (2) his successful campaigns against 
Lydia in 547 B.c. and the operations against Ionia follow- 
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ing the fall of Sardis; (3) campaigns to the NE of the 
Iranian plateau between 546 and 540 B.c.; and (4) the 
conquest of Babylon in 539/538 B.c. 

Herodotus reports Cyrus as king of Persia was a vassal 
of Astyages, the last king of the Medes. The basis of his 
kingdom was several Persian tribes, including his own, the 
Pasargadae. The extent of his territorial control is unclear, 
but it certainly included the city of Anshan (modern Mal- 
yan). The conflict between Cyrus and Astyages is the first 
well-documented fact in Achaemenid history. Our two best 
sources on this event are Herodotus’ Persian Wars and the 
Babylonian Chronicle. Herodotus reports that Cyrus suc- 
cessfully rebelled against his master, Astyages. The Baby- 
lonian Chronicle suggests that the war with the Medes 
began with Astyages attempting the conquest of Cyrus, 
called the King of Anshan. Whatever the cause of the war, 
the Medes were defeated. 

Cyrus spent three years between his defeat of Astyages 
and war with Lydia (550-547 s.c.) consolidating his con- 
trol over Medea. His victory had brought under Persian 
control all of central W and NW Iran, the N and probably 
the NE parts of the Iranian plateau, some sections of N 
Mesopotamia and Syria, and large parts of Anatolia, per- 
haps as far W as the Halys river. 

Herodotus tells us the crossing of the Halys by Croesus 
of Lydia was the cause of the Persian-Lydian war. Cyrus 
may have been the aggressor. There was an initial and 
indecisive battle between the two kingdoms in Cappadocia. 
After the battle Croesus, assuming that it was too late in 
the autumn to continue campaigning for that year, with- 
drew his troops to winter quarters in Sardis. Cyrus, on the 
other hand, continued his advance. A second battle was 
fought before the walls of Sardis, the Lydians were bested, 
and withdrew into the citadel in hopes of withstanding a 
siege. The Persians discovered a way to climb an unde- 
fended section of the wall, and a daring assault led to the 
capture of Croesus and the conquest of Lydia. Cyrus 
marched on westward from Sardis and, through a combi- 
nation of war and shrewd diplomacy, conquered most of 
Ionia. 

We know almost nothing in any detai! of Cyrus’s activities 
between 547 B.c. and his conquest of Babylon in 539/538 
B.c. There are hints in the record that he campaigned 
extensively to the E and the NE of the Iranian plateau, 
greatly expanding his new empire in those directions. He 
almost certainly at this time also undertook the ongoing 
task of organizing the empire and establishing the admin- 
istrative controls necessary to command such a vast terri- 
tory effectively. He may also at this time have begun 
construction of his imperial capital, Pasargadae, in his 
home province of Parsa. 

Cyrus’ defeat of Babylon and the Babylonian empire, 
along with his previous conquests, brought the whole of 
the Near East within the Persian empire with the exception 
of Egypt. Strategically Cyrus’s defeat of Babylon began 
when he conquered Lydia, thus greatly increasing the 
political and military isolation of Mesopotamia. Tactically 
the campaign began when Cyrus was fighting in the E and 
NE, for the Persians mounted a propaganda campaign 
against Nabonidus, the unpopular king of Babylon, prior 
to their invasion which proved so successful that the Neo- 
Babylonian empire ultimately fell almost without a battle. 


CYRUS 


We have evicience of this propaganda campaign in native 
Mesopotamian cuneiform sources, but probably our best 
evidence comes from Second Isaiah. In Isa 45:1—3 the 
prophet speaks of Cyrus as the anointed of Yahweh who is 
destined to subdue all nations before him. In return for 
this favor, of course, the prophet notes (Isa 45:13) that 
Cyrus will restore the Jewish exiles to their native land. In 
short, Cyrus has been called by God to capture Babylon, 
to free the Jews from their bondage, and by inference to 
permit them to return to Jerusalem. It is suggested that 
Isaiah could so prophesy because he knew of the discon- 
tent with their own government among the Babylonians. 

Babylon having been successfully softened up, war ac- 
tually began early in October of 539 B.c. The decisive 
battle took place at Opis. The Babylonian army apparently 
did not stand long before retreating in total chaos. While 
Cyrus marched to the conquest of the important city of 
Sippar, anotier detachment of the Persiaa army peace- 
fully took Babylon itself on October 12. Cyrus then en- 
tered the great city, welcomed by his own troops and (to 
judge from the Babylonian sources) by the people of the 
city. Cyrus seized the hands of the statue of the city god, 
Marduk, and announced that it was his intention to leave 
local culture and customs undisturbed and to rule the city 
and the empire as the legitimate successor of the ancient 
kings of Babvion. 

This policy of Cyrus to rule his empire by maintaining 
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respect for local cultures and traditions is, of course, 
further documented in his famous decree, probably issued 
in Ecbatana (modern Hamadan), permitting the Jews of 
Babylon to return to their native land and to rebuild their 
temple in Jerusalem (Ezra |: |--4). Such a policy of remark- 
able tolerance based on a respect for individual people, 
ethnic groups, other religions, and ancient kingdoms must 
have seemed amazing to people who had grown accus- 
tomed to the governing techniques of the Neo-Assyrian 
and Neo-Babylonian empires, in which ruthless destruc- 
tion, the deportation of people, and the forced integration 
of the conquered into the conqueror’s political system had 
been common practice. 

Herodotus reports that Cyrus died in battle in 530 B.c. 
fighting against the tribe of the Massagetai on Iran’s NE 
frontier. All we really know of the end of his reign is that 
he was buried in a simple gabled stone tomb at Pasargadae. 
It is reported that this structure once bore an inscription 
reading: “Oh man, I am Cyrus the son of Cambyses, who 
founded the empire of Persia, and was king of Asia. 
Grudge me not therefore this monument.” Standing be- 
fore the tomb some two centuries later, Alexander the 
Great is reportzd to have ordered that it and its supposed 
treasure be restored, because he was so impressed that 
Cyrus, founder of the Achaemenid power, creator of the 
largest empire then known. was the kind of man who 
would ask so small a favor of posterity. 
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